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Figure 19. How Likely to Access Archived Programming
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Figure 20. How Likely to Access Programming Through Live Streaming
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Figure 21. How Much Would Internet Access to Programming Increase Viewing

The following demographic differences were found regarding viewing public access
programming via computers:

Younger respondents were more likely to access archived programming than
older respondents; 39.2% of those aged 18 to 34 said they would be likely or very
likely to access it, and 32.7% of respondents 35 to 54 said the same, compared to
19.3% of respondents 55 or older (p=.017).

One quarter of female respondents (24.4%) said they would be likely or very
likely to access archived programming, compared to 31.8% of males (p=.039)
Under a quarter (23.0%) of white respondents said they would be likely or very
likely to access archived programming, compared to 39.0% of non-white
respondents (p=.005).
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Younger respondents were more likely to view public access programming
through live streaming; 34.7% of those aged 18 to 34 and 29.7% of those aged 35
to 54 said they would be likely or very likely to do so, compared to 16.8% of
respondents 55 or older (p=.009).

More than a third (37.9%) of non-white respondents said they would be likely or
very likely to view public access programming through live streaming, compared
to 19.2% of white respondents (p=.003).

One-fifth (19.2%) of respondents aged 35 to 54 said archived or streaming
internet access would increase their viewing of public access programming a lot,
15.7% of those aged 18 to 34 said it would increase a lot, and 6.5% of
respondents aged 55 or older said it would increase a lot (p=.002).

D. Use of Station Equipment

About half of the respondents (46.5%) said they were aware that the public access studio
and equipment were available for resident use (Figure 22). Two-fifths (39.8%) said they
were interested in learning how to use the equipment in order to produce public access
programming (Figure 23). Awareness of the public availability of Mac-TV’s studio and
equipment and interest in learning to use it varied significantly based on demographic
groups; specifically:

Males were more likely than females to be aware of this availability (54.3% vs.
41.0%, p=.007).

Respondents aged 55 and older (50.2%) or 35 to 54 (46.1%) were more likely
than those aged 18 to 34 (29.4%) to be aware of this (p=.028).

Respondents who have lived in Holland over 20 years (58.9%) were more aware
of this availability than those who had not resided here as long (35.9%, p=.000).
Younger respondents were more interested in learning to use the equipment to
produce programming; over half (54.0%) of respondents aged 18 to 34 years old
were somewhat interest or very interested, 36.9% of those aged 35 to 54 were
somewhat or very interested, and 17.4% of respondents 55 or older said they were
somewhat or very interested in learning to use the equipment (p=.000).

More than half of the non-white respondents (55.0%) indicated being somewhat
or very interested in learning to use the equipment, compared to 20.7% of white
respondents (p=.000).
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Figure 23. Interested in Learning to Use Studio/Equipment

About one-third (36.6%) of respondents said they belong to a church or other
organization that might be interested in using the equipment — a significantly larger
number than had been reported in 2002 (p=.000; Figure 24). Age and length of residency
were also statistically significant. While the percentage answering yes was virtually the
same across age groups (36.0% to 37.3%), respondents 55 and older were more likely to
say they were not sure (37.4%) than those aged 35 to 54 (25.0%) or 18 to 34 (19.6%,
p=.017). Similarly, length of time living in Holland did not greatly affect the percentage
saying yes (33.6% vs. 38.6%), but there was a sizable difference in the percentages
saying no; 39.1% of respondents living in Holland 20 years or less said they did not
belong to a group that might be interested in using the equipment, compared to 26.9% of
respondents resident for more than 20 years.
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36.6%

NoO [ 49.2%
33.3%
32.8%
02002 @2009

Figure 24. Belong to Church/Organization Interested in Using Equipment

E. Public Access Television Funding

A little over half of all respondents (55.2%) were not at all aware of how Mac-TV was
funded and only 17.0% were very aware. Over one-fourth (28.8%) said they were aware
or very aware of how Mac-TV is funded (Figure 25). Interestingly, Comcast customers
were a little more aware than non-customers (their average was 2.42 out of a high score
of 5), and Mac-TV viewers were even more aware (their average was a 2.72 out of a high
score of 5). Gender, race, and length of time lived in Holland all impacted awareness of
Mac-TV funding in statistically significant ways; specifically:
e Over one-third of males (37.2%) said they were either aware or very aware how
Mac-TV was funded, while 22.8% of females were aware or very aware (p=.001).
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e About a third of white respondents (32.9%) were aware or very aware of how
Mac-TV was funded, compared to 17.2% of non-white respondents (p=.033).

e Over one-third of respondents resident more than 20 years (36.3%) said they were
either aware or very aware how Mac-TV was funded, while 22.8% of respondents
living in Holland 20 years or less were aware or very aware (p=.000).
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Figure 25. How Aware of How Mac-TV is Funded

The majority of respondents (61.6%) were supportive of continuing to fund public access
programming with franchise revenue fees (28.4% very supportive and 33.2% supportive)
(Figure 26). The overall mean was 3.59 and the Comcast customer mean was about the
same (3.52). Mac-TV viewers were more supportive of continuing to fund public access
programming (mean = 3.84). Male respondents were more supportive than females
(70.2% supportive or very supportive vs. 55.8%) to continue funding Mac-TV with
franchise fees (p=.008). Respondents who have lived in Holland over 20 years were
slightly more supportive for continued use of franchise fee funding than those living here
a shorter time (63.9% vs. 59.0% supportive or very supportive, p=.029).
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Figure 26. How Supportive of Continued Funding with Franchise Fees

Figure 27 shows that less than a third of respondents (30.9%) were either very supportive
(11.9%) or supportive (19.0%) of reducing Mac-TV funding to use the franchise fee
revenues to fund other city services; overall mean = 2.68 and Comcast customers’ mean
=2.74. The Mac-TV viewers’ mean = 2.41 showing that they were slightly less
supportive than the overall sample. Over a third (36.5%) of female respondents were
supportive or very supportive of reducing Mac-TV funding to fund other programs,
compared with 22.8% of male respondents (p=.043). Younger respondents were more
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apt to support using franchise fees to fund other programs; 41.5% of respondents 18 to 24
were supportive or very supportive of this plan, 35.2% of those aged 35 to 54 were
supportive or very supportive, and 24.9% of respondents 55 and older were supportive or
very supportive of the suggested change (p=.006).
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Figure 27. Support of City Reducing Mac-TV Funding to Fund Other Services

When asked: “Should the City continue funding Mac-TV with these franchise fee
revenues, or would you be in favor of using franchise fee revenues for funding other city
services,” 49.4% said to continue funding Mac-TV with franchise fee revenues, 28.0%
said to stop funding Mac-TV and put franchise fee revenues to other city services, and
22.6% said they don’t know (Figure 28). A majority (56.4%) of respondents 55 and older
wanted franchise fees to continue funding Mac-TV, compared with 45.3% of those aged
35 to 54 and 37.3% of respondents aged 18 to 34 (p=.023). A majority of white
respondents (53.8%) favored continued funding of Mac-TV with franchise fee revenues,
while 39.2% of non-whites favored it (p=.035).

Don't know
22.6%

Continue
funding
Mac-TV

Use for other 49.4%

city services
28.0%

Figure 28. Continue Funding Mac-TV with Franchise Fees,
or Use for Other Services

When asked if there was anything else they wanted the City of Holland to know
regarding the City’s public access television programming, the most frequent types of
responses were comments or suggestions on programming content, statements of support
and approval, and comments that they no longer get or do not watch public access
channels. Selected comments are displayed below; a complete listing is in Appendix B.
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= Make programming a little more interesting -higher quality shows, larger variety,
cultural, educational and informative. Why do there have to be three separate
channels? Could having just one cut costs?

= Run more creative and educational programs.

= Since it’s people’s choice, could someone be put in charge of programming--
programming manager. Or better information on programming.

= More Christian programming.
= More family-oriented stuff.
= More Spanish programming.

= | liked watching public access when | had cable - it was good. They're doing a
good job. That's how people find out a lot about what is going on in the city - it's
valuable

= | really enjoy the programs | watch on Mac-TV, so | hope they keep funding it.
= | think it provides a very important informational outlet.
= |It's a great thing. The city should chill and get past the economic downturn.

= It's important to the citizens and it should not be thrown in with anything else
(support or money from anything else). It should be for the citizens.

= | haven't had cable for over a year so | am not sure how to suggest program
changes. | would like to watch city council but Direct TV will not go that local.

= | miss having it. We don’t get it anymore and | miss that.

= |If they can hook it up to satellite, more people might watch it. We can't watch it
because we have satellite, and we don't have a computer either.

= That they should keep the fees that people are paying for it GOING to it. Of
course, it's not important to me because I don't watch it, but it would be foolish
for the city to take the funds collected for it away from it.

= When we had cable, we really did enjoy Mac-TV. We haven't had cable in about a
year and a half.

V. Respondent Views of City Features and Services

In the second part of the survey, respondents were asked to give their view of Holland
City services and features, the City budget for public services, and projects the
community would support the City pursuing.

A. Perceptions of City Features

When provided with a list of City features and services and asked to rate their quality, the
services/features rated as very good by the most respondents were: the downtown area
(65.2%), recreation opportunities (56.7%), the cleanliness of the community (52.8%), and
the open spaces and parkland (51.3%; Figure 29). Features/services with the fewest
respondents rating as very good were employment opportunities (3.1%), the industrial
base (8.9%), land use management and planning (17.0%), and the extent to which
cultural diversity is accepted in the community (17.2%; Figure 30).
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Figure 29. Quality of Life Measures — Part 1 of 2
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Figure 30. Quality of Life Measures — Part 2 of 2
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Using mean scores to rank each of these items, top features ranked between good and
very good, (with mean scores from 4.00 to 5.00) were the following:

Downtown area — 4.56,

Recreation opportunities — 4.42,
Cleanliness of the community — 4.39,
Open spaces and parkland — 4.36,
Quality of your neighborhood — 4.29,
Overall quality of life — 4.26,

Safety of your neighborhood - 4.22,
Friendliness of the people — 4.15,
Upkeep of houses and yards — 4.14,
Community spirit —4.12, and
Waterfront opportunities — 4.03.

To note, all but two qualities had means of 3.60 and above indicating that residents
considered them above average. The two qualities that were rated lower were industrial
base (mean = 3.09) and employment opportunities (mean = 2.50). Means for industrial
base and employment opportunities fell from 2001 to 2009, while means for all other
measures increased (see table of means in Appendix D).

Several quality of life measures changed from 2001 to 2009 in statistically significant
ways. Highlights of each these important changes are presented below. Complete
comparisons between years can be found in Appendix D. Those quality of life measures
that experienced a significant increase in positive ratings were...

Recreation opportunities — 36.4% very good in 2001, 56.7% in 2009 (p=.000),
Waterfront opportunities — 30.7% very good in 2001, 37.3% in 2009 (p=.002),
Open spaces and parkland — 71.8% good or very good in 2001, 87.4% in 2009
(p=.000),

Public transportation — 37.4% good in 2001, 45.5% in 2009 (p=.000),
Downtown area — 50.0% very good in 2001, 65.2% in 2009 (p=.000),
Friendliness of the people — 32.7% very good in 2001, 41.0% in 2009 (p=.040),
Quality of housing options — 60.5% good or very good in 2001, 73.6% in 2009
(p=.000),

Upkeep of houses and yards — 72.4% good or very good in 2001, 80.6% in 2009
(p=.013),

Extent cultural diversity accepted — 32.3% good in 2001, 39.4% in 2009 (p=.035),
Entertainment opportunities — 14.4% very good in 2001, 25.2% in 2009 (p=.000),
and

Cultural opportunities — 15.1% very good in 2001, 24.9% in 2009 (p=.000).

Quality of life measures that experienced a significant decrease in positive ratings were...

Employment opportunities — 42.5% good in 2001, 13.3% in 2009; (p=.000), and
Industrial base — rated very good by 32.9% in 2001, 8.9% in 2009; (p=.000).

When comparing demographics of respondents, significant differences were uncovered
between white respondents and those respondents of other racial/ethic backgrounds,

19



(83% of whom were Hispanic) as well as between residents age 55 or older and those in
other age groups. Where needed, the answer categories for the questions on the quality
of life issues were combined into very poor/poor, average, and good/very good in order to
generate more robust results from the chi-square statistical test.
e More men (88.1%) than women (81.1%) rated the safety of their neighborhood as
good or very good (p=.009).
e More residents age 55 or older than any other age group rated as good or very
good:
0 The quality of their housing options (82.4% vs. 65.1% age 35-54 and
65.4% age 18-34; p=.000),
0 Entertainment opportunities (77.1% vs. 57.5% age 35-54 and 54.9% age
18-34, p=.000), and
0 Cultural opportunities (78.5% vs. 63.2% age 35-54 and 60.8% age 18-34,
p=.014).
e More residents age 18-34 than any other age group rated as average...
0 The upkeep of the houses and yards (28.8% vs. 14.8% age 35-54 and
12.7% age 55 or older, p=.017), and
0 The safety of their neighborhood (21.2% vs. 12.3% age 35-54 and 7.8%
age 55 or older, p=.034).
e More non-white respondents than white respondents rated as very poor:
o Employment opportunities (30.4% vs. 13.2%, p=.000), and
0 The industrial base (17.8% vs. 3.6%, p=.000).
More white than non-white respondents rated the following qualities as good or
very good:
Quality of the downtown area (95.7% vs. 85.6%, p=.002),
Quality of housing options (79.4% vs. 59.0%, p=.000),
Upkeep of the houses and yards (83.8% vs. 72.4%, p=.001),
City recreation opportunities (95.0% vs. 76.9%, p=.000),
Quality of their neighborhood (55.2% vs. 28.6%, p=.000),
Safety of their neighborhood (87.2% vs. 77.1%, p=.006),
Safety of the City as a whole (80.3% vs. 68.3%, p=.002),
Entertainment opportunities (69.9% vs. 59.2%, p=.016),
Friendliness of people (81.4% vs. 71.2%, p=.007),
Community spirit (84.7% vs. 68.9%, p=.001),
Cleanliness of the community (93.4% vs. 76.2%, p=.000), and
Overall quality of life (91.8% vs. 70.5%, p=.000).

OO0O0O0O0O0O0O0O0O0O0O0

B. What Residents Like Most, Would Change, and See as Most Important Issues

Respondents were asked to identify three things they most liked about Holland, three
things they would most like to change, and the three most important local issues the City
of Holland will face in the next five years. It is worth noting that the previous series of
questions on Mac-TV and polling on the various quality of life measures may have
influenced the thought processes of residents when responding to these questions.
Appendix B contains a full listing of responses to these questions.

People living in Holland value many things about their city. The item mentioned most
often was the City’s waterfront or its proximity to Lakes Michigan and Macatawa. Also
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mentioned very frequently were the downtown area, Holland’s many parks, the size of
the city, and its cleanliness. Residents’ comments included:

= I'm close to Lake Michigan. That's the big thing.

= L ake Michigan and Kollen Park with the new board walk.

= Setting is beautiful by the lakefront.

= | like our downtown, the way it looks and is kept up.

= The downtown area -- There is a lot to do downtown and it is walkable.

= All the parks in town- there are a number. My wife and | enjoy taking our
granddaughter.

= Beautiful parks (and lots of them).
= [t's a relatively small town with lots of opportunities.

= The size of it, big enough to have some cultural entertainment but not too big,
where you lose the small town feel.

= Cleanliness, of course. It's a very clean little city.

= The cleanliness of the city of itself--the city does an excellent job of keeping things

up.
When asked to name three things they would most like to change about Holland,
comments related to a desire for increased tolerance and acceptance of diversity topped
the list, closely followed by concerns about employment and the economy. Road

conditions and traffic patterns were also common targets for change. In respondents’
words:

= Be better prepared for diversity in all area: ethnic and religious and economic.

= Instead of emphasizing all of the cultural differences, we should focus on that we
are all Americans and working with each other instead of working for ourselves.

= People can be more accepting. | think there is a lack communication between
groups.

= The people that need to be more aware and thoughtful of other cultures and other
religions and other ways of doing things. People can be too judgmental and too
critical.

= |'d like to see some diverse employment (branch away from autos and office
furniture).

= | don't think there's anything I'd like to change! They've got good police, good fire
department, good entertainment--1 just wish there could be more employment for
people, maybe.

= Get better jobs, get our jobs back. The younger generation needs well-paying jobs
like there used to be here.

= |'d like to see the roads built up. Right now, there are a lot of streets that need
repaving.



= Put more money into the streets that don't get the proper care.
= Repair the streets a little more promptly--don't wait 'til there are so many potholes.

Overwhelmingly, Holland residents identified the economy and jobs as one of the three
most important issues the City of Holland will face within the next five years. This
subject was mentioned more than three times as often as any other issue. Schools,
housing, energy and environmental concerns, and roads were also brought up frequently.
Often, other issues were linked with economic concerns. Here’s how some residents
described challenges they saw facing the city:

On jobs and the economy...
= Attracting new businesses and retaining the professional skills of the work force.

= Continued loss of jobs and dwindling manufacturing sector, especially automotive
and office furniture.

= |[f the economy gets worse, everything else will get worse.

= The need to reinvent our economy to a knowledge-based economy from
manufacturing-based.

On schools...

= Keep schools up to speed competitively with national levels in grade, middle and
high schools.

= Making sure our children have the best public education in Michigan

= The budget for schools and education is being reduced and it's affecting the
community.

On housing...
= Housing foreclosures-ensuring that houses are not vacant for too long.
= Maintaining an adequate supply of acceptable houses.

= One thing that's really bad right now is real estate--people can't keep their
houses.

On energy and the environment...

= Creating environmental sustainability, such as how we use our land and
"greening" the culture.

= Develop affordable energy alternatives.

= Expanding power electricity plants and coal burning buildings; using more
natural ways of creating power, and not add to global warming.

On roads and traffic...

= Better traffic flow from the south side to the north side of Holland besides US-31
and River Ave.
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= | hadn't thought that far ahead, but the roads keep getting torn up and I remember
the Sentinel had a letter to the editor about how potholes are repaired and it's not
being done properly anymore.

= More highways, better upkeep of roads.

C. Perception of City Government Services

When asked to rate the quality of a list of City government services, services receiving
the greatest number of ratings as very good were: Farmer’s Market (74.6%), Emergency
medical response by the Fire Department (56.5%), the City parks (55.9%), and the Fire
Department response (55.1%; Figures 31-33). While all of the City services were
considered above average by the majority of respondents (all had means 3.46 or above on
a 5-point scale), those with the lowest means were street maintenance (3.46), stormwater
drainage (3.61), sidewalk snow removal (3.80), street reconstruction (3.80) and property
maintenance code enforcement (3.80).

A majority of services (14 of 24) were ranked between good and very good (with mean
score from 4.00 to 5.00). These top services were:
e Farmers’ Market — 4.70,
Emergency medical response by fire department — 4.51,
Fire department response — 4.49,
Parks in the City — 4.47,
Cemeteries — 4.36,
Youth recreation programs — 4.31,
Garbage collection and disposal — 4.29,
Recreation facilities — 4.27,
Police department services — 4.25,
Spring and fall clean-up curbside — 4.23, and
Curbside recycling program — 4.22,
Street snow removal — 4.10,
Volunteer services program — 4..09, and
Animal control — 4.04.

All services had means between 3.46 and 4.70, indicating that the majority of residents
considered them all to be above average to very good.
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Figure 31. Government Services — Part 1 of 3
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Figure 32. Government Services — Part 2 of 3
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Figure 33. Government Services — Part 3 of 3

When comparing 2001 and 2009 results, mean ratings for most City services have
increased compared to prior surveys (See table of means in Appendix D). Exceptions
were Police Department services and spring and fall curbside cleanup, which remained
the same, and sidewalk snow removal and street maintenance which decreased slightly.
Highlights of each item with statistically significant changes are presented below.
Complete comparisons between years can be found in Appendix D.

e MAX public transportation — 18.5% very good in 2001, 25.3% in 2009; (p=.039),

e Street maintenance — 48.5% good in 2001, 36.8% in 2009; (p=.000),

e Garbage collection/disposal — 32.3% very good in 2001, 43.6% in 2009;

(p=.000),
e Curbside recycling — 35.4% very good in 2001, 45.4% in 2009; (p=.022),
e Parks in the City — 86.6% good or very good in 2001, 92.5% in 2009; (p=.016),
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e Recreation facilities — 72.0% good or very good in 2001, 85.0% in 2009;
(p=.000),

e Recreation programs for youth — 76.4% good or very good in 2001, 86.6% in

2009; (p=.001),

Recreation programs for adults — 38.9% good in 2001, 50.6% in 2009; (p=.000),

City Council — 40.2% good in 2001, 52.8% in 2009; (p=.000),

Animal control — 21.4% very good in 2001, 30.1% in 2009; (p=.006),

Sidewalks — 67.9% good or very good in 2001, 77.0% in 2009; (p=.010).

The following statistically significant differences in the demographics of the respondents
are worth noting:

e More individuals age 55 or older said the following services were either good or
very good:

0 Street snow removal (88.7% vs. 77.8% age 35-54 and 54.0% age 18-34,
p=.000),

0 Recreation for adults (83.8% vs. 74.8% age 35-54 and 61.4% age 18-34,
p=.019), and

o Spring and fall curbside clean-up (91.0% vs. 74.8% age 35-54 and 77.6%
age 18-34, p=.001).

e More respondents who had lived in the City over 20 years rated the property
maintenance code enforcement as poor or very poor than those who had lived in
the City 20 years or less (13.7% vs. 4.6%, p=.004).

e More white respondents than non-white respondents rated the quality of City
street reconstruction (50.5% vs. 30.3%, p=.000) and street maintenance (40.3%
vs. 25.5%, p=.000) as good.

e More white respondents than non-white respondents rated the quality of sidewalk
snow removal as very good (29.7% vs. 14.1%, p=.008).

e More white respondents than non-white respondents rated the quality of the
following services as either good or very good:

o0 Street snow removal (85.7% vs. 63.7%, p=.000),
Police Department services (92.6% vs. 72.0%, p=.000),
Recreation programs for youth (91.5% vs. 74.4%, p=.000),
Recreation programs for adults (80.9% vs. 68.2%, p=.015), and
Spring and fall curbside clean-up (86.1% vs. 75.5%, p=.033).

O 00O

When asked if they had had contact with City staff in the last year, 42.3% of respondents
had had such contact, with the majority (84.5%) rating the service that was received as at
least good, while almost half said service from City staff had been very good (Figure 34).
Significantly more women (62.3%) than men (51.2%) had some kind of contact with City
of Holland government staff within the past year (p=.024). Additionally, more
respondents in 2009 rated the service they received as very good than in 2001 (49.1% vs.
38.6%, p=.009).
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Figure 34. Contact with City Staff

D. City Services and City Taxes

Three-fourths (75.3%) of residents were supportive of the City exploring alternative
public safety approaches, such as merging fire and police services or the management of
such services: 23.7% were very supportive, 29.6% supportive, and 21.9% somewhat
supportive (Figure 35). Significantly more men (30.0%) than women (19.4%) said they
are very supportive of the City exploring alternative approaches to public safety (p=.046).

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0%

@ Not at all supportive

13.3% O Not very supportive

O Somewhat supportive

29.6% O Supportive

@ Very supportive

Figure 35. How Supportive of Exploring Alternative Public Safety Approaches

On preference for reduction in city services or increase in city tax rate, 21.0% preferred a
reduction in city services, 26.2% preferred an increase in city tax rate, 14.5% indicated
both, 14.8% indicated neither, and 23.8% said it depends on what services would be
reduced and/or how much the rate would be increased (Figure 36). Interestingly,
significantly more women (28.0%) than men (15.9%) said their decision would depend
on the information they had on tax increases and service cuts (p=.006). Additionally,
significantly more white (30.2%) than non-white respondents (13.3%) supported an
increase in a City tax rate over a reduction in services (p=.000).
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Figure 36. Prefer to Reduce City Services or Increase City Tax Rate

When asked to identify any specific services offered by the City of Holland they thought
should be reduced to conserve city costs, respondents most often mentioned: snow
removal and street cleaning, Mac-TV, and parks and recreation.”? Some comments are
provided here for illustration; a complete listing can be found in Appendix B.

= At least trim down the time of the sidewalk plows working near the outskirts of
Holland. 1 also feel they are out with their plows when the sun is shining and they
are just wasting fuel.

= | suppose people could shovel their own sidewalks, but the streets would still need
to be plowed. Also cutting back on people working over-time to reduce over time

pay.
= Street sweeping could be done less often.
= Reduce sidewalk plowing (possibly just doing one side of the street).
= The sidewalk maintenance in the wintertime.
= Mac-TV, reduce the frequency of the clearing of snow on the sidewalks.
= Use Mac-TV fees to fund some of the services.
= Public Access TV.

= | think we could cut down in the Parks Department--I don't like it, but if I had a
choice, that's better than cutting something crucial.

= | would say we've got enough sculptures and enough parks.

= Recreational programs to be paid by those who use them. Help with home
rehabilitation too-does not benefit everyone. Mac-TV is too expensive. Dutch
are very frugal with money. Don't think they should cut fire and police-essential
service.

= The cemetery work, favoring richer neighborhood parks.

2 As noted previously, questions asked earlier in the survey may influence responses; for instance, if we had
not already asked several questions about Mac-TV, it seems unlikely that so many residents would have
thought of it in response to city cost cutting.
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When asked to identify any specific services that are not currently provided that they
would like the City of Holland to offer, respondents most often wanted improvements to
and expansions of existing services, specifically public transportation, recycling, the
curbside cleanup program, and additional programs for children and youth. The
following quotes demonstrate these primary themes:

= Better public transportation, and better awareness for recreation activities and
events that are available.

= | think they need a better public transportation service with better corridors into
the city for biking.

= Improve on public transportation--less time waiting. Maybe something for
seniors who can no longer drive for appointments--hours spent getting to and
from one appointment.

= | would like recycling and hazardous waste to be easier to use.

= Recycling program is only at the beginning and more could be done. Some states
have a lot more division of products that are being thrown away.

= They should significantly increase what they do for recycling. They don't accept a
lot of what can be recycled.

= The fall and the spring cleanup are poorly organized or under-manned. I think it's
way below average.

= More people picking up the yard waste - it takes forever.

= Curbside project pride once a week, instead of only 1 per year. Curbside large
trash removal once a year.

= Anything to benefit the children and keep them out of trouble--which will pay off
ten years down the road--but other than that, no.

= More kid’s activities ages 2 to 6 years old.
= More services and activities for troubled youth.

= Much greater access for low-income children and families to city resources; like
the aquatic center.

E. Computer/Internet and Telephone Access

Three-quarters (74.5%) of respondents have a computer with Internet access for personal
use (Figure 37). Of these residents, 89.4% said they have high-speed broadband Internet
access. Significantly more men (79.6%) than women (71.0%) have this access (p=.049),
and significantly more white (77.7%) than non-white (65.3%) residents had such access
(p=.013). Significantly fewer residents age 55 or older had such access (67.5% vs. 83.6%
age 35-54 and 80.0% age 18-34; p=.002).
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Figure 37. Have Computer with Internet Access for Personal Use

Roughly half of respondents (46.7%) have used a computer to access City government
services or information through the City website (Figure 38). Also, significantly more
men (53.9%) than women (41.8%; p=.016), and more respondents who are white (50.7%
vs. 36.6% all others; p=.015), had used the computer in such a manner, while those
residents age 55 or older were the least likely of all other age groups to use the computer
to access City government services or information (35.1% vs. 59.2% age 35-54 and
60.0% age 18-34; p=.000). Significantly more people used their computer to access
government services than in 2001 (46.7% vs. 23.0%, p=.000).

Yes
46.7%

Figure 38. Accessed Government Services or Information Through City Website

The majority of respondents (87.7%) said they had a traditional landline phone, 8.2% a
cable landline, 75.5% have a cell phone, and 1.9% use Voice Over Internet Protocol
(\VOIP) for their phone calls (Figure 39). Additionally, significantly fewer women
(71.8%) than men (80.7%) had a cell phone (p=.039) while those age 35-54 were the
group most likely to have one (84.4% vs. 70.0% age 18-34 and 71.9% age 55 or older;
p=.012). Finally, significantly more white respondents than all others had a landline
telephone (90.4% vs. 81.4% respectively, p=.015), while significantly more non-white
respondents had a telephone through their cable service provider (15.5% vs. 5.6%
respectively, p=.002).
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VI. Potential City Projects

Respondents were next asked to indicate the priority for 17 possible special City projects
using this scale: High priority=4, Moderate priority=3, Low priority=2, Not a priority at
all=1 (Figures 40 and 41). The following projects had the most respondents preferring
they have high priority with the City:

Expand crime prevention activities for neighborhoods mean, 52.9% high priority;
Re-use of vacated school building for community activities, 50.4% high priority;
Expand the Ourstreet Neighborhood improvement program, 45.0% high priority;
Expand city bike paths/bike lanes, 38.7% high priority; and

Continue expansion of downtown development and renewal, 35.1% high priority.

The projects that the fewest respondents marked as high priority were:
e Expand city sidewalks, 15.8% high priority;
e Expand and renovate Windmill Island for tourism, 14.5% high priority; and
e Roundabout at 8" Street and Fairbanks Avenue, 13.5% high priority.
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Figure 40. Priority of Potential Projects — Part 1 of 2
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Figure 41. Priority of Potential Projects — Part 2 of 2

The following statistically significant differences in the responses for the 2001 survey

and 2009 survey are worth noting:
More respondents in 2001 than in 2009
priority:

considered the following projects a high

0 A new facility to replace the existing Civic Center (51.8% 2001, 21.3%

2009; p=.000), and

0 Expansion of the public waterfront (39.3% 2001, 29.3% 2009; p=.002).

More respondents in 2009 considered the following projects a moderate priority:

o0 Renovation of the existing Civic Center (40.2% 2009, 29.0% 2001;

p=.001), and

o0 Expansion and renovation of Windmill Island for tourism (35.9% 2009,

28.7% 2001; p=.015).

[ ]
skating facility (not indoor) to be a low
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More respondents in 2009 (16.8%) than in 2001 (7.4%) considered the continued
renovation/expansion of Kollen Park to be not a priority at all (p=.000).

The following statistically significant differences in the demographics of the respondents
are worth noting:

More non-white respondents considered the expansion of sidewalks to be not a
priority at all (26.5% vs. 14.9%, p=.021).
More respondents age 35-54 considered the expansion and renovation of
Windmill Island for tourism a low priority (32.2% vs. 18.0% age 55 and older and
14.3% age 18-34; p=.015.
More respondents age 55 or older considered the continued renovation and
expansion of Kollen Park to be not a priority at all (22.4% vs. 11.3% age 35-54
and 12.2% age 18-34; p=.032).
More respondents who had lived in the city more than 20 years considered the
continued renovation and expansion of Kollen Park to be not a priority at all
(21.4% vs. 13.0% of those who had lived in the City 20 years or less, p=.031).
More respondents age 18-34 considered the renovation and expansion of
Smallenburg Park and Municipal Stadium a high priority than all other age groups
(40.0% vs. 15.6% age 35-44 and 18.6% age 55 or older, p=.007).
More white than non-white respondents considered a roundabout at 8" street and
Fairbanks Avenue to be not a priority at all (38.4% vs. 20.9%, p=.000); also those
age 55 or older versus all other age groups (42.7% vs. 25.2% age 35-54 and
31.2% age 18-34; p=.027), and those that had lived in the city more than 20 years
(42.4% vs. 26.7% for those who had lived in the city under 20 years, p=.007).
More residents who had lived in the City less than 20 years felt the expansion of
city bike paths/bike lanes was a high priority (45.9% vs. 31.2% of those living in
the City 20 years or more, p=.018), while more residents age 55 or older
considered this expansion be not a priority at all (15.4% vs. 4.7% age 35-54 and
8.0% age 18-34; p=.046).
More non-white than white residents considered following items to be high
priority:
o A new facility replacing the existing Civic Center (29.9% vs. 18.0%,
p=.008).
o0 Expansion of crime prevention activities for neighborhoods (71.7% vs.
47.2%, p=.000).
0 Expansion and renovation of Windmill Island for tourism (28.4% vs.
8.6%, p=.000).
0 The expansion of the Ourstreet Neighborhood Improvement Program
(57.6% vs. 40.0%, p=.006).
0 The renovation and expansion of Smallenburg Park and Municipal
Stadium (28.6% vs. 17.3%, p=.003),
0 The re-use of the vacated school building for community activities (60.6%
vs. 46.9%, p=.036),
0 A new and expanded skate park (30.3% vs. 16.6%, p=.027), and
0 The expansion of City bike paths/bike lanes (49.0% vs. 35.3%, p=.031).
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Residents were also very supportive of City efforts to promote environmental
stewardship projects: 51.7% were very supportive, 22.8% supportive, and 15.1%
somewhat supportive (Figure 42). The mean for this question was 4.13 out of a possible
score of 5.0, indicating that people are generally supportive of this step by the City
(Figure 35). Those respondents who had lived in the City 20 years or less were
significantly more likely to be very supportive of City efforts in this regard than those
who had lived in the City more than 20 years (58.4% vs. 42.9%, p=.004).
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2.5% O Not at all supportive
O Not very supportive
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B Very Supportive

51.7%

Figure 42. How Supportive of City Efforts to Promote Environmental Stewardship

VII. Downtown and Neighborhood Shopping Areas

Lastly, respondents were asked a series of questions about their downtown and
neighborhood visiting habits.

A. Downtown Area Visits
Almost half (43.8%) said they visit the downtown area once a week or more, one-fifth
(20.2%) visited 2-3 times a month, and 14.5% visited once a month (Figure 43). Of these
individuals...
e 72.3% come for restaurants/bars,
71.7% visit the Farmers’ Market,
70.1% come for shopping,
66.9% come for special events, such as Tulip Time or speakers, and
56.1% come for entertainment (Figure 44).
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Figure 43. How Often Visit the Downtown Area
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Figure 44. What Brings Respondents Downtown

When asked what one thing they would change about downtown, the most frequently
mentioned item was more/better parking.

The following statistically significant differences in responses based on respondent
demographics in terms of the frequency of visiting downtown are worth noting:

Significantly more men (49.4%) than women (39.9%) visit the downtown area
one a week or more often (p=.029). Additionally, more women (26.1%) than men
(14.8%) visit the downtown area less than once a month (p=.007).
More white respondents than respondents of other racial/ethnic backgrounds...
o0 Visit downtown once a week or more often (45.1% vs. 39.2%, p=.010),
and,
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o Visit downtown once a month or more often (82.5% white vs. 67.0% other
race/ethnicity, p=.001).

Additionally, the following statistically significant differences in responses based on
respondent demographics in terms of the reasons for visiting downtown are worth noting:
e More women (71.0%) than men (60.4%) visit the downtown area for the Farmer’s
Market (p=.025).
e More white respondents than respondents of other racial/ethnic backgrounds visit
the downtown area for:
0 The Farmer’s Market (71.2% vs. 55.4%, p=.003)
0 Shopping (67.2% vs. 42.6%, p=.000),
0 Restaurants/bars (70.6% vs. 44.0%, p=.000), or
0 Generally for entertainment (54.8% vs. 33.7%, p=.000).

B. Neighborhood Shopping Areas Visits

About one-fifth (19.4%) of respondents indicated they had not visited City-identified
neighborhood shopping areas in the last six months. Figure 45 shows which areas
respondents visited within the last six months.
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Figure 45. Visited Neighborhood Shopping Area in Last Six Months

Respondents said they visit these areas for shopping, restaurants, to look for specialty
items, and because they like the convenience. They would like to see more merchants in
these areas, particularly in the empty storefronts.

The following significant differences between the 2001 and 2009 surveys are worth
noting:
e Fewer respondents in 2009 than in 2001 had visited the following neighborhood
areas:
o0 South Shore Village (31.1% 2009, 43.6% 2001; p=.000), and
o 13" Street and Maple (15.9% 2009, 22.1% 2001; p=.018).
e Fewer respondents in 2009 (33.1%) than in 2001 (59.7%) had visited the Mid-
town area (p=.000).
e More respondents in 2009 (19.4%) than in 2001 (12.6%) had not visited any of
the shopping areas mentioned in the survey (p=.005).
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The following statistically significant differences in responses based on respondent
demographics regarding neighborhood areas visited are worth noting:

e More non-white respondents had visited:

o 13" and Maple (32.4% vs. 10.0%, p=.000),

0 Maplewood (37.3% vs. 26.6%, p=.041),

o Mid-town (42.6% vs. 30.2%, p=.023), and

0 The Columbia Arts District (44.6% vs. 21.9%, p=.000).

e More residents that had lived in the City for over 20 years have visited South
Shore Village than those who had lived in the City 20 years or less (36.1% vs.
26.2%, p=.032).

e Significantly fewer respondents age 55 or older had visited the Mid-town area
(26.2% vs. 40.5% age 35-54 and 40.0% age 18-34; p=.010).

e More residents age 18-34 had visited the Columbia Arts District in the last 6
months than any other age group (46.0% vs. 30.7% age 35-54 and 20.8% age 55
or older; p=.001).

C. The City Calendar

When asked how useful they found the City calendar to be, 33.8% found the information
on the calendar very useful, 23.2% found it useful, and 18.3% found it somewhat useful
(Figure 46). Significantly more non-white respondents (50.6%) than white respondents
(28.2%) said they find the calendar to be very useful (p=.001).
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Figure 46. How Useful Find Information Provided on the City Calendar

VIIl. Final Comments

The final question of the survey invited residents to express anything else they wanted to
let the City of Holland know about the issues covered in the survey. A number took the
opportunity to compliment the City on the job it is doing, and say how much they liked
living in Holland. Additionally, a few made comments regarding the survey, saying it
covered everything already, or that they were glad the survey was being conducted.
Apart from that, concerns and suggestions generally echoed those made previously in the
survey. Residents would like to see improved public transportation and better roads and
sidewalks. They expressed concerns about crime and law enforcement, the economy,
taxes and housing. A sampling of comments is presented here; a complete list of
comments can be found in Appendix B.
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= They are doing a good job on everything overall. It's better than it was it was ten
years ago.

= Thoroughly enjoyed moving here and the quality of life here is very good.
= | am very contented living in Holland and I think the city does a fine job.

= Just work on improving public transportation. | have a car and can get where |
need to go but others don't and really need public transportation--better and
speedier.

= |'d love to see more bike paths!

= Max bus - occupancy rate of these buses. Maybe these buses should be smaller in
size to decrease use of gasoline, maintenance and initial cost.

= No plowing at night; need plowing at night. Max bus is valuable but is too
elaborate. Use smaller busses, cut cost. Limited hours at aquatic center.

= Focus on the gang activity because in the spring and summer it's just gonna get
really bad.

= Think city is safe enough. Consolidate services in the townships around us.
= Try to keep crime down. | have seen a lot more tagging of walls.
= Do all you can to attract industry to improve the economy.

= The city needs to keep its eye on the triple bottom line. Not only economic
development, but social equity and environmental sustainability. The communities
that are flourishing around the country are paying attention to all of those issues.

= Sit down and come up with a plan for what they want to do with the city - cultural
and tourism or more industry. Direction for the city.

= Yes. | think they need to work harder at finding ways to keep jobs in this area.
Holland is a wonderful area to live in and we need to continue to fight to keep it
that way. Way too many people are leaving because of unemployment issues.

= Don't use services as an excuses to raise taxes. Conserve so that don't have to
raise taxes. Don't use this survey to justify maintaining services or saying that we
have to raise taxes.

Part Three: Summary and Conclusion

The results of this survey provide valuable insight into resident attitudes toward a variety
of city qualities, services, and other important issues. Overall, the results demonstrate
that the majority of respondents think public access television is valuable to the
community and are supportive of continuing to fund public access programming. While
fewer supported reducing Mac-TV funding to fund other city services, when asked
directly if the City should continue funding or stop funding Mac-TV, nearly half said to
continue, just over a fourth said to stop funding, and a fifth said they didn’t know.
Additionally, while there wasn’t a very strong response on viewing public access
programming through archives on the Internet or through live streaming, there was a fair
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number interested in this and over half said these activities would increase their viewing
of public access at least a little.

Residents appear to be satisfied with most of the city qualities and services mentioned in
this survey, except for concerns regarding the declining industrial base and employment
opportunities. While satisfaction with quality of life indicators and City services has seen
an increase since 2001, the respondents most likely to rate such quality of life indicators
and city services as good or very good are those who are white and age 55 or older. More
non-white residents (mostly identified as Hispanic) and those residents who are between
the ages of 18 and 34 gave lower ratings to City qualities and services. Significantly
fewer non-white respondents than their white counterparts rated 12 out of 20 city
qualities as good or very good and 8 out of 16 City services as good or very good -
clearly an issue deserving further consideration by the City.

Regarding the budget for city services, residents will need more information on how
much their taxes will increase or what services will be cut in order to weigh in on this
decision more carefully. High priority projects were identified as expanding crime
prevention activities for neighborhoods, the re-use of vacated school building for
community activities, expanding the Ourstreet Neighborhood improvement program,
continuing expansion of downtown development and renewal, and the expand city bike
paths/bike lanes. Residents also support the City exploring alternative approaches to
providing public safety services, and mentioned the economy and employment as major
areas of concern for the next three years. Many are visiting the downtown and
neighborhood areas for the restaurants, shopping, Farmer’s market, and entertainment,
demonstrating the value of these areas.

Based upon this information, the Frost Research Center suggests the following for
consideration by the City of Holland:
e Maintain current method for funding Mac-TV while considering alternative ways
for residents to access it through the Internet.
e Provide residents with more information on tax increases or service cuts so they
can be better informed when providing opinions on either issue.
e Express an understanding that the economy and employment are a primary
concern for a majority of residents.
e Prioritize City projects and City services that will increase satisfaction with
quality of life issues, particularly for those residents who are non-white and
younger.

Careful consideration of these items should inform a successful and effective strategic
plan that best meets the needs and preferences of Holland City residents.
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D. Longitudinal Tables of Means

Quiality of Life in Holland

Means* from Past and Present Studies

Mean Mean Mean

1998 2001 2009
Downtown area 4.4 4.2 4.56
Recreation opportunities 4.2 4.0 4.42
Cleanliness of the community 4.3 4.2 4.39
Open spaces and parkland — 3.9 4.36
Quality of the neighborhood in which you live 4.2 4.1 4.29
Overall quality of life 4.2 4.2 4.26
Safety of your neighborhood 4.0 4.1 4.22
Friendliness of the people 3.9 4.0 4.15
Upkeep of the houses and yards 4.1 4.0 4.14
Community spirit 4.0 4.0 4.12
Waterfront opportunities 3.7 3.8 4.03
Safety of city as a whole 3.5 3.9 3.97
Quality of housing options 3.7 3.7 3.92
Public transportation 2.8 3.6 3.89
Cultural opportunities** — 3.5 3.86
Entertainment opportunities — 3.4 3.82
Land use management and planning 3.5 3.5 3.6
Extent to which cultural diversity is accepted 3.3 3.4 3.6
Industrial base 4.5 4.1 3.09
Employment opportunities 4.6 3.8 2.50

* Means based on a 1-5 scale where 5= Very Good, 4=Good, 3=Average, 2=Poor, and 1=Very

Poor
** Previous wording “Cultural activities”
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Government Services

Means* from Past and Present Studies

Mean Mean Mean

1998 2001 2009
Farmers’ market 4.4 4.4 4.7
Emergency medical response by fire department 4.4 4.3 451
Fire department response — 4.3 4.49
Parks in the city 4.3 4.2 4.47
Cemeteries 4.2 4.2 4.36
Recreation programs for youth 4.0 4.0 4.31
Garbage collection and disposal 3.8 4.0 4.29
Recreation facilities 4.0 3.9 4.27
Police department services — 4.2 4.25
Spring and fall clean-up—curbside — 4.2 4.23
Curbside recycling program 3.9 4.0 4.22
Street snow removal 4.0 4.0 41
Volunteer services program 4.1 4.0 4.09
Animal control 3.8 3.8 4.04
Recreation programs for adults 3.7 3.7 3.98
Sidewalks — 3.8 3.94
City housing rehabilitation assistance programs — — 3.91
MAX public transportation ** — 3.7 3.88
City Council 3.7 3.6 3.82
Property maintenance code enforcement — — 3.8
Street reconstruction — — 3.8
Sidewalk snow removal 3.8 3.9 3.8
Stormwater drainage — — 3.61
Street maintenance 3.6 3.7 3.46
New street construction 3.6 3.6 —

* Means based on a 1-5 scale where 5= Very Good, 4=Good, 3=Average, 2=Poor, and 1=Very

Poor

** 2001 survey question was on Dial-a-Ride, not MAX system.
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Priorities for Possible City of Holland Special Projects

Means* from Past and Present Studies

Mean | Mean Mean

1998 2001 2009
Expand crime prevention activities for neighborhoods 3.8 3.4 3.4
Re-use of vacated school buildings for community activities — — 3.39
Expand the Ourstreet Neighborhood Improvement program — 3.3 3.29
Continue expansion of downtown development and renewal 2.9 3.2 3.04
Expand City bike paths/bike lanes — — 3.02
Expand public waterfront development 3.0 3.0 2.82
Renqvation/expansion of Smallenburg Park and Municipal o 28 577
Stadium****
Expand and renovate Windmill Island for both tourism and community . 26 274
use
Renovate the existing Civic Center — 2.7 2.73
Continued renovation/expansion of Kollen Park*** — 3.0 2.71
New expanded skate park — — 2.65
City operated public docks and marina — 2.6 2.64
New facility to replace the existing Civic Center** — 3.3 2.57
Ice skating facility (not indoor) — — 2.55
Expand City sidewalks 2.6 2.6 2.47
Expand and renovate Windmill Island for tourism — 2.3 2.47
Roundabout at 8th Street and Fairbanks Avenue — — 2.16
Future expansion (bypass) and improvements to existing U.S. 31 3.6 3.3 —
Western Gateway improvements including Farmer’s Market renovation — 3.0 —
Expand the City’s park system — 2.8 —
Outdoor skating facility — 2.7 —
Airport expansion and improvements — 2.6 —
Expand the City’s Historical District — 2.5 —
Indoor skating facility — 2.5 —

* Means based on a 1-4 scale where 4=High Priority, 3=Moderate Priority, 2=Low Priority, and
1=Not a Priority

Previous wording - ** “Renovation/expansion of Smallenburg Park” *** “Renovation/
expansion of Kollen Park” **** “New facilities to replace the existing Civic Center”
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