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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Pittsfield Charter Township is a township of 35,000 residents located in southeastern Washtenaw
County, Michigan, directly south of Ann Arbor. In 2010, 2013, and 2015, Pittsfield Township
partnered with IOE 424 Teams from the University of Michigan to lopyéaunch, and analyze

the AVoice of the Residentd Survey. Il n 2017,
revise, |l aunch, and increase the response rat
Associates has been asked to analyze the suegppnses to provide critical feedback about the

current concerns and satisfaction | evels of t

continue to meet the evehanging needs of the residents.

To begin this work, JHJ Associates met with Jessieatythe Community Development

Manager, to revise the 2015 fAVoice of the Res
several township department heads to update the questions of the survey related to their

respective departments. To improve the respaatse JHJ associates revised a postcard that

would be placed in several township offices as a reminder for residents to complete the survey.

I n addition, the townshipbdbs email subscriptio
notifications ofthesurvey o r esi dents. The survey | ink was &
media pages, along with the township website. The survey link was sent to many association
presidents for them to forward to their association members. Finally, JHJ Associatestedstribu

copies of the postcard to residents at local shopping centers.

The 2017 AVoice of the Residentodo Survey | aunc
and closed on March, 25, 2017. 328 responses were collected, which is an increase from the 183
respamses collected in 2015. The survey responses were analyzed using SurveyMonkey,

Microsoft Excel, and Minitab to develop summary statistics, perform trend analyses, and conduct
statistical inference tests.

According to the resRletss defnttohe&Suz2¥e?d ,iAVAHIC Ass
concluded that overall resident satisfaction has improved. It is recommended to continue efforts

to ensure this trend continues. For the next
Associates recommendstong focus be placed on increasing the number of responses,
specifically for residents in the A18 & Under

for residents signed up for NotifyMe will be beneficial, as we believe the increase in sulscriber
to this service is a driving force in the increase in responses we received in 2017.

JHJ Associates found that residents of 48103 expressed a significantly lowered level of

satisfaction for parks & facilities; therefore, it is recommernitied Pittsfield Township

investigate this relationship to determine how it can be addressed. In addition, JHJ Associates
noticed that the satisfaction levels of township events, township staff service, township police
services, and township fire servicge r e st ati stically significant/
to 600 age group than all other age groups. D
high sample size of the age group, JOffite Associ
works to understand and address it.



INTRODUCTION

Pittsfield Charter Township is a 27.4 squarée township located in southeastern Washtenaw

County, Michigan, directly south of Ann Arbor. The Pittsf | d Charter Townshiop
Of fice serves Pittsfieldds 35,000 residents.

Pittsfield Township Supervisorodos Office ai ms

from the community in the fan of surveys. In 2010, 2013, and 2015, Pittsfield Township

| aunched a AVoice of the Residento survey wit

the University of Michigan. The purpose of thisbhnual survey is to provi
Office dof the township with detailed information about the current concerns and wishes of
Pittsfield Township residents. The results of

Office to improve resident satisfaction within the following service areas: topvesents,
customer service, online services, public safety, assessing department, utilities and municipal
services, parks and recreation, and building services.

PROJECT OVERVIEW

To continue receiving feedback about service improvements for residents of Pittsfield Township,
the Supervisoros Office asked JHJ Associ ates
the Residento Survey. The ugpoearlv iosfortdhse GGfufrivceey v
conclusions and recommendations to allow the township to act upon any area of service that
residents feel needs to be improved. This year, a strong emphasis was placed on increasing the
number of responses to the survey becauseefiponse rate of the survey was very low in 2010,
2013, and 2015. The 2010 AVoice of the Reside
AVoice of the Residento survey yielded 302 re
survey yielded only 183 rpenses. JHJ Associates set a goal to receive at least 300 responses on
the 2017 AVoice of the Residento Survey. Incr
Resident o Survey all owed JHJ Associ atremss to pe
the survey thus providing more detailed and specific findings and recommendations to the
Supervisorodos Office.

METHODS

The 2017 AVoice of the Resident o suwsedenhnewas d
surveydevelopment tool. SurveyMonkeylows users to develop free and customizable surveys,

in addition to providing many analysis tools to gather insights from the survey responses. All of

t he past AVoice of the Residentodo Surveys have
Super viisofrPitdielddbwnship asked JHJ Associates to continue to use this tool as it

has provided great results and ease of use in previous years.

Prior to the |l aunch of the survey, JHJ Associ
R e s i duevaytamd ingplemented methods to improve the response rate of the 2017 survey.



Revising the Survey

JHJ Associates worked primarily with Jessica West, the Community Development Manager of
Pittsfield Township, to deveney Jessicapeoviddd 17 AVoi
information regarding areas of service that h
the Residento Survey. I n addition, we discuss
heads: Phil Biscorner for the DepartmenPafks and Recreation, Craig Lyon for the

Department of Utilities and Municipal Services, Matthew Hershberger for the Department of

Public Safety, and Barbara McDermott for the Department of Assessing. Through these

di scussions, thed2ni1id BVoiveg wfast e aReée®id. A cC
presented at the Department Head meeting on February 22, 2017. At this meeting, JHJ

Associates explained the changes that had been made to the 2015 survey, and a few small

changes were made to questionthmsurvey. A detailed list of all survey question changes,

organized by section of the survey, is listed below.

1. General
a. Made no major changes
2. Township Events
a. Added ADaddy Daughter Danceo, AMother Son
list of townshipevents
3. Customer Service
a. Changed title of AAdministrative Services
departments
b. Consolidated redundant questions
c. Improved phrasing of questions
4. Online Services
a. Added question about how frequently residents accesswimshg website
b. Added question about mobile vs. desktop use when accessing the township
website
c. Consolidated redundant questions
d. Improved phrasing of questions
5. Public Safety
a. Made no major changes
6. Assessing Department
a. Added questi ons a EgemptionandHartshipEkemytorn er an 0
b. Improved phrasing for question about Principal Residence Exemption
7. Utilities and Municipal Services
a. Removed two questions about additions and permitsved to new Building
Services section
8. Park and Recreations

a. Addedc n®olsf 0o and ALacrosseo to | ist of j
b. Added AKirtl andTedhkktlillse PArre&keonwaiyL oha, A Sut
Farmsteado, AWall Parko, and AWooll ey P
c. Changed question about how often residents use parksteaneo give specific,

guantitative timeframes (ex: f@Amore than

d. Added question about difficulty to get to the community center
9. Building Services (New Section)



a. Created this section
b. Added two questions about buildiagditions and permitspreviously in Utilities
and Municipal Services section

In addition to the listed changes, other small formatting, grammar, and word choice changes

were made. Some questions were updated to give room for a free response exgfwyon

the chosen answer was selected. The 2017 #AVoi
launched on February 22, 2017.

Improving the Response Rate

In addition to revising the survey, JHJ Associates was tasked with finding and implementing

method t o I mprove the response rate of the 2017
discussions with the Community Development Manager, the team chose several strategies to
increase the number of responses. Implementation of these strategies began a thedsarv

|l aunch. The townshipds NotifyMe email subscr.i
website was used to send email notifications for residents to take the survey, and the township
posted content on its Facebook and Twitter pages to broadeasirttey link. To assist with

these postings, the tearviseda postcardised in 2015designed to serve as the template for

other digital content creation (Figure 1).

Pittsfield Charter Township

UNIVERSITY OF
MICHIGAN

Pittsfield Township has partnered up with the University of Michigan to conduct a
resident survey for the purpose of determining its quality and efficiency of services
to you. Our goal is to obtain relevant and meaningful feedback from the survey
that can help Pittsfield Township continue to set the Gold Standard in Public Service.

Please take a few minutes to take this survey
and let us hear your voice!

www.pittsfield-mi.gov/servicesurvey

Responses will be anonymous and available
for input through the end of March 2017

S
{ A
\ ;..‘4-‘)

734.822.5155 | mto@pittsheld-mi.gov | www.pittsheld-mi.gov \

Figure 1: Resident Survey Postcard

About 200 copies of this postcard were printad distributed to Pittsfield Township offices

because in past years, the postcards have proved to be popular amongst residents and are a way

to get more residents to take the survey. Residents will be able to pick up a copy of the postcard
when they go i@ any township office. This will serve as a reminder for the resident to complete

the survey. The team also drafted an email that was sent out to the presidents of all township
associations. This email contains the survey link for the association presmlémward to their
members, which helped to i mprove the surveyos
In addition, JHJ Associates printed and distributed about 90 copies of the postcard to residents at
local Target, Kroger, Walmart, and Meijer stores. The team was evgraské#d to leave by the

4



management at each | ocation, but we believe t
of the residents we were able to speak with at each location prior to being removed. JHJ

Associates went to the three largest shoppérgers in the township to ensure that each area of

the township would be wetkepresented in the survey responses. The three shopping centers are
marked on the map in Figure 2.

Saline ; |

Figure 2: Largest Shopping Centers in Pittsfield Township

~

Thetotalnumbe of responses collected for the 2017 7
which is the largest number of responses collected since the first survey launch in 2010. This
increase in the number of responses is shown in Table 1.

Table 1: Survey Responsieg Year
2010 2013 2015 2017

Responses 109 302 183 328

The survey responses were track®edn the survey launch date, February 22, 2017, to the survey
close date, March 25, 2017. It is evident that the largest increases in the number of responses
came in on days that the survey was sent out to all NotifyMe email subscribers. The trend of the
survey response collection can be seen in Figure 3.



60

50

40
EL1]
2
10
0 B mwm_mwm. I-_-___ I.I-. [ T

_,.:U "h'
FELSEFFTETFTFSTS hf}fnfh

(=]

MNumber of Responses

Date

Figure 3: Trend of Survey Responses by Date

On March 14, 2017, in order to ensure responses were arriving in a geographically proportional

manner, survey respondent suare milegge of thodeczip codesr e c o
within Pittsfield. Response proportions were very similar to zip code geographic proportions at
that time, and remained that way after the su

in proportions, JHJ Associatemuld have adjusted where they planned to distribute the postcard
fliers in order achieve a proportional population sample.

DATA ANALYSIS

After the close of the survey on March 25, 2017, JHJ Associates began sorting and analyzing the
survey data. The teafiltered out 15 respondents who indicated they were not residents of

Pittsfield Township by using the filtering tools on SurveyMonkey. Next, the team used both raw
results files in Microsof tbasEdxaonafydis toalatd ex@aminr vey Mo
the survey responses and identify how theyobve
of filtering options for crossjuestion analysis purposes, as well as detailed question summaries.

For questions involving a likert scale, a positive respondeeisf i ned as al | Asati s
Avery satisfactorydo answers (the top two answ
according to the specific question. JHJ Associates has access to the data from the 2010, 2013,

and 2015 surveys and thus this difon applies across all years for consistency purposes.

Statistical Trend Analysis

When analyzing the survey responses, the team looked not only at the proportion of responses,
but how they had changed from prior years. Some questions changed fram yesar, but

many guestions have been in the survey in some form as far back as 2010. If a change in percent
satisfaction for a particular question was greater than 3%, JHJ Associates inferred that it could
potentially be a significant change and thusqened an inferencetest in Minitab to determine
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if the change was statistically significant. Similarly, for likert scale question®gsa was
conducted if there was a difference of 0.2 or greater on-tharlswer scale between the 2015
and 2017 surwes. The inferences tests identified a statistically significant difference ifthe p
value of the test was less than 0.05, which is the standard level of significance.

ANOVA Testing

In addition to the inference tests done to determine statistical sagraéic JHJ Associates

performed several Analysis of Variants (ANOVA) difference of medasts. The purpose of

these ANOVA tests was to determine if any resident demographics had a statistigaflgant

i mpact on the resi deamdedices. Asperstantlaedcdnventian,avi t h t o
significance level of 0.05 was used for all testing. The data analysis program Minitab was used to
conduct all ANOVA tests. Two key demographics that were identified as potentially playing a
rol e 1 n tisfacsian dwerenagesgoupsarad zip code. When testing age group for

significant differences, the under 1838 and 3045 age groups were combined due to the low
response rate of residents ages308nd under 18. Age group and resident zip codes were each
tested against township event satisfaction, staff service satisfaction, police service satisfaction,
fire service satisfaction, dispatch service satisfaction, parks and facilities satisfaction,
recreational program satisfaction, and senior center proggtisiaction.

FINDINGS

Il n this section, all findings from the 2017 i
findings are separated by the sections of the survey.

General

The General section of the survey asks residents for basic demognépimation including

age, zip code, and place of work, as well as the type of land developments that they would like to
see in the township. There were no major changes to the questions in this section.

Residency

Of the 328 survey respondents, 15 resgoisisaid that they did not live in Pittsfield Township.
These 15 respondents were filtered out and all further results are based solely upon the 313
residents who took the survey.

Location Distribution

When asked which zip code they live in, 48.9% oidexsts said 48108, 32% said 48197, 15.7%

said 48176, and 3.5% said 48103, as seen below in Figure 4 along with the corresponding 2015
responses. There were no residents from other zip codes. The percentage of residents from 48108
and 48197 showed small me@ases from their 2015 levels of 46.7% and 28.7% respectively,

while the percentage of residents from 48176 had a larger increase from their previous level of
9.0%. The percentage of residents from 48103 dropped from its previous level of 16.3%.
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Figure4: Zip Code Distribution

For reference, Figure 5 identifies the location of each of the four largest zip codes in the
township.
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Figure 5: Map of the four largest zip codes in Pittsfield Township

Residents were also asked if they worked within Péligfli ownship, to which 14.1% responded
that they did. This number is down from 17.7% in 2015.

Age Distribution

When asked for their age, 32.6% of residents said they were 60 or older, 34.5% said they were
46 to 60, 30.3% said they were 31 to 45, 2.3% ey were 18 to 30, and 0.3% (1 respondent)
said they were under 18. The-38%, 4660, and 60+ ranges were all within roughly 2% of each
other, which is a large change from 2015 where thé33and 60+ age groups were lower at
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24.2% and 26.4% respectivelyhile the 4660 group had a higher percentage of 44.9%. These

more balanced age group results can be seen compared to 2015 asil@s 46 ge gr oup o s
dominance in Figure 6 below. Additionally the-28 group, while already at a low 4.5% in

2015, has dropd to 2.3%.
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= 20%
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= 13%
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o
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- B
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Figure 6: Age Group Distribution

Types of Development

The type of development that residents would most like to see is Recreational with 53.2%.
Entertainment trails in second place with 33.5% and is followkdo s el y by fAnoneo wi
Only 4.2% of residents would like to see Residential Meétmily development. The response

proportions are very similar to those of the 2015 survey. Results of all development types for

2017 can be seen in Figure 7 below.

60%
33%

30%

40%
34%

30% 2084
2194 21%
20% 18%
1094
1%
I -
05 []
Naone

Entertainm ent Office Recreational Research& Residential - FResidential - Retail
Development Single Family Multi-Family

Percentage of Respondents

Type of Developement
Figure 7: Types of Development Respondents Prefer



Types of Preservation

Residents responded that the type of preservation they would most prefer is Open Space with

55. 6 %. Putting aside fAothero, the type of pre
Proportions of responses are very similar to those in 2015. Results of all preservation types for

2017 can be seen in Figure 8 below, and full
0.
50% 6%
0%
4495
2 40%
E 34%%
2 20
= 30% 28%
< .
ED 23%%
5 20%
£
0.
10% 2%
Apgricultural Open Space  Parmerships  Purchase of Nate Other
Space with Awn Arbor Developm ent
Greenbelt Rights(FPDE)/
Conservation
Easem ents

Type of Preservation
Figure 8: Types of Preservation Respondents Prefer

Township Events

The Township Events section is used to measure attendance and satisfaction level of events held
by Pittsfield Township. I't al so measures resi
should be created and held. The list of township eventew@snded for the survey to include

new events added since 2015.

Attendance

By far the most commonly attended Pittsfield
Market, with 69.8% of respondents having attended. This is a large increase from 46.99% in

2015, at which point it was still the most attended Pittsfield event. The increase in the percentage

of attendants for the Township Farvalgeenfd6 s Mar ke
0.000. This pvalue indicates that the increase is not dughtnce. The full details of the

inference test can be found in Appendix C.

The Mother Son Dance was the least attended event, with only 2.0% of respondents attending.

The percent of residents who said they had not attended any Pittsfield eventaf@bf886 in
2015 to 19.8% in 2017. Event attendance levels are shown in full in Table 2.

10



Table 2: Township Event Attendance Levels

Township Event 2015 2017
Daddy Daughter Dance N/A  4.0%
Fire Open House 13.3% 28.5%
Harvest Festival 11.4% 23.5%
Mother Son Dance N/A  2.0%
National Night Out 54% 7.4%
Passport to Pittsfield (P2P) 7.2% 15.8%

Pittsfield Township Farmer's Marke 47.0% 69.8%

Senior Health Fair N/A  7.7%
Shredding Event 24.1% 24.8%
None 36.7% 19.8%

Additional Events

Residents werasked whether they would like to see the creation of additional Pittsfield events,
to which 53.9% said No, which is down from 57.6% in 2015. This decrease is not statistically
significant, due to the small sample size in 2015. The details of the inféeshese shown in
Appendix C. Residents had the opportunity to suggest what kinds of new events should be held,
and the 53 responses collected are available in Appendix B.

Overall Satisfaction

Residents reported t hey withtheovdial experiendebfed 0 or
Township Events with a 66.0% rate. This is greatly improved over 2015, which had only 47.4%

of residents reporting they were fisatisfiedo
significant, with a pvalue of 0.000This p-value indicates that this increase is not due to chance.

The details of the interference test can be seen in Appendix C. The percent breakdown of
satisfaction levels with Pittsfield events is seen in Figure 9 below.

11
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Customer Service
The Customer Service section of the survey assesses how often residents contact Pittsfield
Township, which methods they use to contact, how quickly staff responds, and how often
problems are solved. The questiams$his section were updated to consolidate redundant
guestions and improve phrasing for clearer responses. Additionally, one department title was
updated to reflect its new name.

Method of Contact
Figure 10 below shows the residents preferred methootsnddcting Pittsfield Township. Only
17.2% prefer to make contact in person, while 32.0% prefer email and 29.6% prefer the

Townshi pos

43%

36%

27%

21%

17%%
149

I -

2% oo, 1%
| ]
Satified N eutral Dissafisfied Very MN/A
Diszafisfied

m2015 m2017
Figure 9: Overall Satisfactiowith Pittsfield Events

website. A direct comparison wi

listed option in past years.
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Figure10: Preferred Method of ResideRittsfield Contact

Residents were also asked about their preferred method of receiving updates and information
from Pittsfield. Residents were instructed to select all methods that applied to them. By far the
most preferrd method was NotifyMe, which 77.2% of residents indicated they preferred. The
responses were overall in similar proportion to the 2015 responses, as shown in Figure 11.
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Newspaper Notify Me (Email  Pittsfield Post Social Media Township Website  Other (please

and'or Text Recreation {Facebook,
Message) Brochure, and/or Twitter, ete.)
other Mailing
Method

w2015 m2017

Figure 11: News Update Sources for Residents

specify)

Residents had the most contact wita thtilities & Municipal Services Department with 28.6%
of respondents saying it was their most contacted department. This percentage has decreased
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from 2015, when 35.1% of residents said the Utilities & Municipal Services Department was

their mostcontacte. This decrease is not statistically significant due to the small sample size in

2015. The details of this inference test are shown in Appendix C. The nextontstted
departments were the Clerkoés Office wthth 18. 6
15.7%. These were the three most contacted departments in 2015 as well, with similar

proportions shown in Figure 12.
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Assessing  Community Clerk’s Office Code Parks & Planning  Public Safety Supervisor's Treasurer's  Utilities & Other (please
Deevel opment Enforcement Recreation (police, fire, Office Office Ivnicipal specify)
other 911 Services
SBrvices) (Water,
Sewage,
Department Fubbish, etc.)
u 2015 w2017

Figure 12: Departments Pittsfield Residents Have Made Most Contact With

When residents go on the Pittsfield website, they \hsitRark & Recreation page most,

followed closely by the homepage. These two pages are most visited by 23.9% and 23.5% of
residents, respectively. Utilities & Municipal Services is a close third with 19.9% of responses.
The Code Enforcement department gegldehe least amount of responses, with only 0.4% of
responses. Results are again roughly in proportion to the 2015 survey results, as shown below in
Figure 13. The decrease seen for visiting the Utilities and Municipal services web page is not
statisticaly significant. The details of the inference test are shown in Appendix C.
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Figure 13: Most Visited Webpages by Department

Satisfaction Levels

Residents report with an 86.7% rate that they have had their issues resolved upon first contact
with Pittsfield Township. This is slightly increased over the 2015 level of 86.5%. Residents
were additionally allowed to make free response comments, the content of which is available in
Appendix B.

When asked how [ ong Pitt sf fteeleadingia méssage, 688.8% r et ur
said that they never needed to leave a message at all. The most common response time for people
who did | eave messages was filess than one day
two days or more to receive a call baSkmilar proportions were present in 2015, with 70.2% of
residents never needing to leave a message and 3.3% having to wait two days or more.

When asked how satisfied they were with the services offered by Pittsfield Township staff,
84.8% of residentssad t hey were fAsatisfiedod or Avery sat
the 2015 level of 75.8%. A full breakdown of satisfaction levels for 2017 and 2015 is shown in

Figure 14 below. The increase in satisfaction with the services offered by PittsfvetcHip

staff is significant with a walue of 0.023. Thispalue indicates that the increase in satisfaction

is not due to chance. The details of the inference test that provided this conclusion are shown in
Appendix C.

15
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Figure 14: Overall ResideSatisfaction with Pittsfield Staff

Residents were asked to give free response answers about additional changes Pittsfield could
make to improve their customer service. A total ofé&fldents entered responses. Many of the
responses did not actually answer the question as related to customer service, but still took the
opportunity to raise various issues. Key issues raised included the accessibility of information on
the website, ptalems with snow removal services, a lack of clarity on assessment and
compliance rules, staff friendliness, timely communication with residents, and a lack of senior
activities. Many responses were unigue and it is advised to review the full list ofsespon
Appendix B.

Online Services

The Online Services section asks residents about the frequency and method with which they visit
the township website, as well as their satisfaction with several online features introduced just
prior to the 2015 survey.hEse online services include NotifyMe, online reporting of concerns,
online payments for taxes and recreation programs, and the Community Map. In addition to
consolidating redundant questions and improving phrasing, two questions were added to the
Online®rvices section. The first asks the wuser
and the second asks them whether they view the desktop or mobile web pages when they do so.

Website Use

Residents were asked to state how often they used theeRitiBfiwnship website, to which

47.7% responded once or twice per year and 33.9% responded once or twice per month. A full
view of the responses can be seen below in Figure 15. When asked whether they use the desktop
or mobile site to access the website 982 responded with desktop and 14.6% responded with
mobile. Due to question additions to the 2017 survey, direct comparisons to previous survey
results are not possible for the website use questions.

16
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Figure 15: Pittsfield Website Usage Rates

NotifyMe

Residents responded with a 51.9% rate that they were aware of the NotifyMe features, up from
34.2% in 2015 when the question first appeared. This increase is statistically significant, with a
p-value of 0.000. Thisalue indicates that the increase in aawmass of NotifyMe is not due to
chance. The details of the inference test used to provide this conclusion can be seen in Appendix
C.

When asked whether NotifyMe helped to keep them updated, 79.7% of residents said it was
feffectived offt dvefriyl eédrfiendgi vetdo tahe AN/ A0 r es|
2015, although there were only 45 non AN/ A0
AN/ A0 responses. This increase is not statist
2015. The full details of this inference test can be seen in Appendix C. A full response

di stribution of NotifyMeds effectiveness can
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Figure 16: NotifyMe Effectiveness

Reporting Concerns

Of the 53 residents who reportedaencn t hr ough t he website, 64. 2
or Avery satisfiedo, which is up from 50% in
meaning that the increase is likely due to chance. The full details of the inference test that

provided this conclusion can be found in Appendix C. Figure 17 shows the response distribution

for resident satisfaction with online reporting.
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Figure 17: Online Reporting Satisfaction
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Online Payments for Taxes and Recreational Programs

Of the 65 residents who used the online payme
easyo to use the feature. This is down from 7
in that edition of the survey. This decrease is not statisticallyfisamt, due to the small sample

size in 2015. The details of this inference test can be found in Appendix C. A full response
distribution for this question is visible in Figure 18.
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Figure 18: Online Reporting Ease of Use

Community Map

Of the 58 residets who reported having used the Community Map, 60.3% said it was either
nfneffectivedo or fAvery effectived. This is down
statistically significant, due to the small sample size in 2015. The details of this infersincant

be found in Appendix C. A full response distribution for this question is shown in Figure 19.
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Figure 19: Community Map Effectiveness

When asked about the information they tried to find on the Community Map, 17 residents
provided freeresponsanswers. Most comments were about parks, wetlands, bike paths and
trails, with two comments about crime. Responses are listed in full in Appendix B.

Seven residents gave responses when asked what they would like to see on the Community Map.
These residentwould like to see information about entertainment and restaurants, trail distances,
more sports location information, and accurate information about all parks. A full list of

responses are available in Appendix B.

Public Safety

The Public Safetgections asks residents about emergency response times, perceived levels of
safety, and their satisfaction with police, fire, and dispatch services. It also includes a free
response question about what changes and improvements residents would likevolgeg i
emergency services. There were no major changes made to the questions in this section, and
response data is available from the 2010 survey onward for use in trend analysis.

We scaled the responses for questions in this section into five rate& {aeery dissatisfied) to 5
(very satisfied) which is shown in Table 3 below.

Table 3: Rating Scale for Responses

Very Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Neutral Satisfied Very Satisfied

Rating 1 2 3 4 5
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According to the rates defined above, we calculatedyikeage response rating for each
guestion and each year to demonstrate the trends of the public safety questions, which is shown
in Table 4 below.

Table 4: Trends of Public Safety Questions

Average Rating 2010 2013 2015 2017
How safe do you feel livingn your neighborhood? 38 41 43 43
If applicable, how fast have the safety services arrived, in case of an 3.7 41 42 42
emergency?

How satisfied are you with the Pittsfield Township Police services? 39 43 41 41
How satisfied are you with thePittsfield Township Fire services? 40 44 43 43

How satisfied are you with the Pittsfield Township Dispatch (E911) services? 3.8 4.3 4.2 4.2

From the table above, we noticed that the ave
with the Pittsfield Township Police services?
Township Fire services?0 an ddTdéwdshipZDispatah {Es f i e d
911) services?0 decreased from 2013, but r ema

AHow satisfied are you with the Pittsfield To
with the Pittsfield Township Dispatch{#l1 ) ser vi ces?0 the decreases
within 0.1, which is insignificant. For the q
Township Police services?0, a statistical i nf
statistically inggnificant difference. This means that the decrease in the average ratings for this
guestion from 2013 to 2017 is likely due to chance. The results of this inference test are listed in
Appendix C.

When asked if the police presence is adequate in residentn ei ghbor hoods, 72. 7
respondents said yes this year which shows improvement compared to 68% of 260 respondents
in 2013. The detailed trend is shown in Table 5 below.

Table 5: Trend of Police Adequacy

Year 2010 2013 2015 2017
# Responses N/A 260 152 271
% Yes N/A 68.5% 71.1% 72.7%

Residents were asked to give free response answers about what changes and improvements
residents would like to see involving police, fire, and dispatch services. A totaresi@8nts

entered responses. Key issues raised included requests for increasing patrols and increasing
number of firefighters per shift. Many responses were valuable and the full list of responses are
in Appendix B to be reviewed.
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Assessing Department

The Assessing Department section assesses the difficulty level of finding accurate property
information, applying for exemptions, and appealing property values. Phrasing was improved for

one question for increased clarity, and two new questions were tddesked about the

di fficulty of applying for Disabled Veteranods

We scaled responses of questions in this sect
(Avery easyo), which is shown in Table 6 belo

Table 6: Rate Scale for different responses

Very Difficult Difficult Moderate Easy Very Easy

Rating 1 2 3 4 5

According to the rates defined above, we calculated the average rating for each question and
each year to identify the trends of the assessapgartment questions as shown in Table 7 below.

Table 7: Trends of Assessing Department Questions

AverageRating 2010 2013 2015 2017

How easy or difficult is it to finc30 36 40 39
address of a property in PittsfieldTownship?

How easy or difficult is it to appeal the value of your property with Pittsfield 26 26 28 31
Township?

How easy or difficult is it to finc32 37 39 40
value in Pittsfield Township?

From the table above, we noticed that the average ratings have improved across the board except
for the question AHow easy or difficult is it
address of a property i nortlisquestorthe@dcredaselimtien s hi p ?
average rating is within 0.1 which is insignificant.

The changes in the average ratings for these three questions from 2015 to 2017 are all
statistically insignificant, due to the small sample size in 2015. Thedidlld of the inference
test that provided this conclusion is shown in Appendix C.

When asked, in your experience, have you ladse to determine if you have a Principal

Residence Exemption on the Township web&#e8% of 86 respondents said yes. Whasked,

in your experience, how easy or difficult 1is
Pittsfield Township, only 4 people responded.
and 2 said dAdifficulto. WBkyondiffautlsitdapplyfeorayour e
Hardship Exemption in Pittsfield Township, only 4 people responded. Among them, 1 said
feasyo, 1 said fimoderateo and 2 said dadifficu
out your pr op e kablg\alee inaPitsfieldsTovenship,ad9.8% of residents said
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Figure 20: Determining property assessed and taxable value

Utilities & Municipal Services

The Utilities & Municipal Services section asks residents about which types of online forms they
use, the efficiency of the approval process for new sites, and how closely residents believe new
developments are following the Township Master Pldne section also gauges residents
knowledge of and method of access to the Master Plan. Two questions involving permits and
additions were moved from this section to a new Building Services section.

Online Forms

When asked about which online forms restdarse most frequently, it was found that the

majority of residents do not use online forms. Of the small percentage of residents that use online
forms, Auto Debt Bill Pay is used most frequently. Figure 21 shows the trend over the past three
surveys of tk percentage of residents using Auto Debt Bill Pay and using no online forms.
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Figure 21: Which online forms do you use most frequently?

New Site Approval Efficiency

The percentage of Pittsfield residents who believe that the new site plan approsssgsaare
ifefficiento or Avery efficiento is 28.95%, wh
percentages do not include residents who were neutral toward this question.

Township Master Plan

When asked about how well the current development of tinestap reflects the Township

Master Plan, 47.22% of respondents responded
increased from 36.67% in the 2015 survey. This increase is not statistically significant, due to the
small sample size in 2015. The detaighis inference test can be found in Appendix C.

The percentage of residents who have accessed the Township Master Plan has increased since
2015, for both irperson and via the township website. This trend can be seen in Figure 22.

70% 6%
62%
60%
E
-g 0%
& 10%
(=]
2 0% 33%
S 30%
oh
3
= 20%
oo10% % 6%
0% ] ]

2013 2017

BlnPerson B Website BN/A
Figure 22: Accesing Information fom the Township Master Plan
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When asked if residents had used information from the Township Master Plan when making

deci si ons, 11. 4% responded fAyes, 0 34.5% respo
percentage of respondents who have used information from the Township Masteh&tan

making decisions has increased since 2015, which can be seen in Figure 23
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Figure 23: Using Informatiorrém the Township Master Plan

Parks & Recreation

The Parks & Recreation section gauges interest and satisfaction levels of park facilities,

recreational programs, and senior center programs, as well as asked what changes and
improvements residents would like to see involving the Parks & Recreation department. Changes
include updating the list of parks, expanding the list of park activitiesnga question about

difficulty getting to the community center, and updating a question about frequency of park use

in order to use quantitative instead of subjective timeframes (exampieo r e t han t wi ce

hY

weeko instead of fAvery often. 0)

Park Use

The most frequently visited parks are Lillie Park, L-dlextile Greenway, and Montibeller Park.
The complete breakdown of the most frequently visited parks in 2015 and 2017 can be seen in
Table 8.
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Table 8: Most Frequently Visited Parks by Year

Park 2015 2017
Hickory Woods Park 8.7% 5.5%
Lillie Park 22.6% 21.4%
Kirtland Hills Park N/A 0.7%
Lohr-Textile Greenway 16.0% 12.0%

Lohr-Textile Greenway 2 N/A 9.2%
Marsh View Meadows Park 11.0% 9.4%
Montibeller Park 12.3% 10.4%
The PittsfieldPreserve 10.7% 9.0%
Pittsfield Township Park 8.0% 6.8%
Platt Road Greenway 8.0% 7.0%
Prairie Park 2.7% 2.2%
Sutherland Wilson Farmste: N/A 1.7%

Wall Park N/A 0.4%
Woolley N/A 4.2%
Total 100.0% 100.0%

It was found that most residents use park amenities once or twice per month; however this
distribution is skewed left, indicating that a larger portion of residents use park amenities less
frequently. This distribution is shown in Figure 24.

26



43.0%
40.4%

40.0%%
33.0%
30.0%%
24.3%
23.0%
20.0%% 17.6%
15.0%
9.7%

10.0% 79%

0.0%

More than Once or twice Once or twice Omnce or twice Less than once
twice per week  perweek perm onth peryear per year

Frequency

Percentage of Responses

Figure 24:How often do you use park amenities?

When asked about the activities that residents like to do in the parks, the majority of respondents
indicated interest in the walking, running, biking, and nature trails, along with playground
structures. Interest in these activities has changed veeyditite the 2015 survey, which can be
seen in Table 9.
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Table 9: What are your favorite things to do in the parks?
Activity 2015 2017

Baseball/Softball Fields 3.7%  1.4%
Bicycling Trails 12.6% 10.3%
Crosscountry Ski Trails 2.9%  1.2%
Disc Golf N/A 0.6%
Informal Play Fields 3.7% 3.9%
Lacrosse N/A 0.1%
Nature Interpretation 3.5% 4.2%
Nature Trails 21.1% 21.9%
Picnic Pavilions 10.2% 8.7%
Playground Structures 11.0% 13.5%
Sledding 2.7% 2.8%
Soccer Fields 46% 3.0%
TennisCourts/Pickleball 2.7%  2.5%
Walking/Running Trails 21.4% 25.9%

Total 100.0% 100.0%

Satisfaction Levels

The percentage of residents who are fAsatisfie
facilities is over 78.4%, up from 65.3% in 2015. This increase is not statistically significant, due

to the small sample size in 2015. The details of this intereéest can be found in Appendix C.

This increase in resident satisfaction can be seen in Figure 25.
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Figure 25: Satisfaction with the current parks and facilities
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Appendix C. The increase in resident satisfaction caseba in Figure 26.
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Figure 26: Satisfaction with the currently offered recreational programs
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The percentage of residents who are fAsati sfi

programs is 17.7%, up from 13.9% in 2015. These percentages are lower due to the fact that
many respondents found this question not applicable to them. This inisreasetatistically
significant, due to the small sample size in 2015. The details of the inference test can be seen in
Appendix C. Figure 27 shows the slight increase in resident satisfaction with the senior center
programs.
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Figure 27: How satisfiedre you with the senior center programs?

Open Response for Improvements

In a freeresponse question, residents were asked to describe any changes, developments or
improvements, if any, they would like to see in the township parks, recreation, or senesr c
services. The responses indicated that residents would like to see an increase in paved trails for
biking and walking. Residents would prefer that the current trails connect to one another within
the township, and also connect to trails in other camities such as Ann Arbor and Saline.
Residents would like to see safeglated improvements to trails that are near and/or cross busy
roads. Residents also stated that they would like to see better maintenance of the current green
spaces, along with modog-friendly spaces.

In addition, residents would like to see improvements to the senior programs offered by the
township. Residents expressed interest in improving the senior center facility, improving the
quality and variety of senior center prograisg increasing the number of senior day trips made
available by the township.

Residents also expressed interest in improving the current recreation programs for children,
teens, and adults. They would like to see more programs available for older &dassu
teenagers, in addition to more programs available for working adults. A full list of the free
responses for this question is shown in Appendix B.
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Community Center Obstacles

When residents were askadout what prevents them from coming to the community center, the

most frequent reason was a limited variety in activities; however, just as many residents selected
fothero as their response, to say tédat they d
community center. The breakdown of responses for this question can be seen in Figure 28.
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Figure 28: If any, which of the following prevents you from coming to the community center?

Building Services

The Building Services section is a new sectioneaddr the 2017 survey, with two questions
moved into it that were previously located in the Utilities & Municipal Services section. The two
guestions asked residents about ease of finding information about building additions as well as
about the acceptdhy of the permit process and review timeframe.

The percentage of residents who said it was easy to find the information they needed to build a
deck, fence, or building addition increased from 12.4% in 2015 to 18.6% in 2017. This increase
is shown in Figre 29. This increase is not statistically significant, due to the small sample size in
2015. The details of the inference test that provided this conclusion can be seen in Appendix C.
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Figure 29: If you have built a deck, fence, or building addition, was it easy to find the information you needed?

The percentage of residents who said that the turnaround time on the permit process and review
was acceptable increased from 10.1% in 2018t6% in 2017. This increase is shown in Figure

30. This increase is statistically significant, with-agbue of 0.042. The details of the inference

test used to provide this conclusion is shown in Appendix C.
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Figure 30: Was the turnaround time oe ffermit process and review acceptable?

ANOVA Significance Tests

After analyzing the responses of the 2017 AVo
to past surveys to identify trends, JHJ Associates performed 16 ANOVA tests to determine if a

res dent 0 s -calghlad an iMmpactioptheir overall satisfaction with township services.

32



Eight ANOVA tests were performed against the responses by zip code, and eight ANOVA tests
were performed against the responses by age.

According to the results di6 ANOVA models, age is a statistically significant factor for four
satisfaction questions, which include township event satisfaction, staff service satisfaction, police
service satisfaction and fire service satisfaction. However, resident zip code sgyoifigant

for the parks & facilities satisfaction question. In those ANOVA models, we coded degrees of
satisfaction from 1 (fAvery dissatisfiedodo) to
below.

Table 10: Degrees of Satisfaction

Very Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Neutral Satisfied Very Satisfied

Rating 1 2 3 4 5

Based on this measure, all significant ANOVA
a similar pattern. The 46 to 60 age group showed a statistically significant difference in mean
satisfaction level. Figures 31 to 34 demonstrate this pattern.
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Figure 31: Interval Plot of Township Events Satisfaction vs. Age Group

33



Interval Plot of Township staff service satisfac vs Age Group
95% ClI for the Mean

»
i

g
n

i
>

o
w

>
N

»
o

Township staff service satisfac
IS
(=]

w
¥-]

45 and below 4510 60 60 and above
Age Group

The pooled standard deviation is used to calculate the intervals.

Figure 32: Interval Plot of Staff Service Satisfaction vs. Age Group
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Figure 33: Interval Plot of Police Service Satisfaction vs. Age Group
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Figure 34: Interval Plot of Fir8ervice Satisfaction vs. Age Group

These models showed the degree of satisfaction for residents from 46 to 60 years old is slightly
lower than that of residents below 45 years old and residents above 60 years old. These four
ANOVA tests were statisticallgignificant, with pvalues less than 0.05. This means that the
difference in mean satisfaction levels between the age groups for these four questions is not due
to chance. The full details of the ANOVA models are listed in Appendix D.

Similarly, the ANO/A model with resident zip code factor for the parks & facilities satisfaction
guestion demonstrated that residents with zip code 48103 are less satisfied with parks & facilities
than residents from any other zip code, which is shown in Figure 35. Thi¥ ANE3t proved

to be statistically significant, with ayalue of 0.019. This means that the difference in mean
satisfaction with parks and facilities between zip codes is not due to chance. The full details of
the ANOVA models for zip codes are listedAppendix D.
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Figure 35: Interval Plot of Parks and facilities satisfaction vs Zip Code

CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS

Il n this section, all/l conclusions and recommen
Survey are explained, and are separhtethe sections of the survey.

General

A plurality (48.9%) of respondents were from 48108, with a near even age distribution across the
31-45, 4660, and 60+ age groups. Less than 3% of respondents were 30 or under, and getting
more feedback from youngegsidents should be a priority in order to better understand and
address their concerns. Residents would most like to see recreational (53.2%) and entertainment
(33.5%) development. Additionally, a majority (55.6%) of respondents wish to see more open
spae@ preservations, with other preservation types being popular as well.

Township Events

Attendance and satisfaction rates of township events have both improved since 2015, with only
19.8% of respondents not attending a township event and 66.0% havingraHagttneutral

experience, up from 47.4%. Increases for both attendance and satisfaction rates were found to be
statistically significant. A statistically significant interaction@lue = 0.016) was observed

bet ween respondent sionabogtevent sabstagion, wvatné® yelariolds q u e s t
reporting less satisfaction with township events than other age groups. The Pittsfield Township
Far mer s Mar ket was the most popular event wi
the least populagvent and was attended by only 2% of respondents. The majority (53.9%) of
residents do not feel the need to add additional township events.

Customer Service

There was a statistically significant increase in satisfaction with Pittsfield staff, jumping to
84.8% positive satisfaction from 75.8% in 201
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email (32%) followed closely by the website (30%). Residents had the most contact with the
Utilities & Municipal Services Department, and visited the Parks &&simon page and the

homepage the most on the Pittsfield website. For receiving updates and information, 77.2% of
respondents preferred to use NotifyMe. A statistically significant interactigal(®® = 0.017)

was oOobserved bet we e randithe gupstion dbeuhdustoéneraegviee gr ou p s
satisfaction, with 460 year olds reporting less satisfaction with township staff than other age
groups. Overall, residents seem to be satisfied with the quality of customer service in Pittsfield.

Online Services

A statistically significant increase in awareness of NotifyMe was observed, with an increase

from 34.2% to 51.9%. NotifyMe is an effective tool, with 79.7% of respondents rating it
positively. The | arge maj or it gcceés@he deSktop sitegf Vvi s
whereas only 14.6% used the mobile site. Mo s t
per yearo (47.7%) or Aonce or twice per month
online reporting ease of use have droppedabeihot considered to be statistically significant,

due to the 2015 surveyods | ow response rate. S
is not considered to be statistically significant. While there were multiple free response answers
indicating dissatisfaction with the website, it seems that residents are satisfied overall with the
townshipbés online services, and many of the o
been successes.

Public Safety

There were no statisticalgignificant changes in the satisfaction levels with emergency services.
However, looking back to the 2015, 2013, and 2010 surveys reveals a steady improvement in
emergency service performance and satisfaction across police, fire, and dispatch services. Key
issues raised in the free response section are the desire to increase police patrols and the desire to
increase the number of firefighters per shift. Statistically significant interaction effects were
observed between age group and both police and fiveEsesatisfaction, with 460 year olds
reporting less satisfaction with fire and police services than other age groups. Residents report
with a 72.7% rate that they feel that there is adequate police presence in their neighborhoods, a
slight increase fnm 71.1% in 2015 and up from 68% in 2013. Residents appear to be satisfied
with the overall performance of emergency services.

Assessing Department

There were no statistically significant changes for Assessing Department questions from 2015 to
2017. Only 4people submitted responses to each of the two questions added, on the topics of
Hardship and Disabled Veterans Exemptions, with inconclusive results. Only 49.8% of
respondents answered positively when asked how difficult it is to appeal property value;
increasing the accessibility of the appeals process should be a point of focus in the future.

Utilities & Municipal Services

There were no statistically significant changes for Utilities & Municipal Services questions, but

the department continues the trend of steadily improving in most areas. Auto Debt Bill Pay is the
most frequently used online form, and 47.22% of respontetitsse the current development of

the township reflects the Township Master Pl a
though it is not statistically significant due to the small sample size in 2015. In addition, residents
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seem to be far more aveaof the Master Plan, and use information from it to make decisions
more often as well. Efforts should be made to continue this trend of increasing success within the
department.

Parks & Recreation

There were no statistically significant changes for ®&lRecreation questions. The most

visited park is Lillie Park,while Wall Park is the least visited. The most frequently found park
usage rate among residents was fionce or twice
left, indicating that a larggoortion of residents use park amenities less frequently. Increases in
satisfaction with park facilities (78.4% from 65.3% positive), senior center programs (17.7%

from 13.9% positive), and recreational programs (46.8% from 39.7% positive) were observed,
though were not considered statistically significant, due to low response rate in 2015. In the free
response area, residents expressed many concerns. Chief among these concerns were requests for
trail connections, a need for senior center program improvisiremincrease in programs

offered for teens and young adults, and a need for better maintenance of green spaces.

Statistically significant interaction effects were observed between resident zip code and parks

and facilities satisfaction, with residerfitsm 48103 reporting less satisfaction with parks and

facilities than other zip codes. There was a problem with the question about obstacles preventing
residents from coming to the community center
because tlre was no alternative to indicate that residents did not want to go to the community
center. I n the next iteration of the survey i
ensure that there is an applicable answer for all respondents.

Building Services

A statistically significant increase in people who found the permit review turnaround time
acceptable was observed, with a rise to 18.6% from 10.1% in 2015. Additionally, there was an
increase in the number of residents who reported that it vegg@éind information on building
additions to 18.6% from 12.4%, though this increase is not considered statistically significant.

Other

In addition to the sectieapecific conclusions and recommendations listed above, there are

additional steps that JHAksociatesleemed mpor t ant f or the continued
the Residento survey. Many changes observed b
insignificant. Although impossible to verify in each case, it seems the reason for thiseewas

small sample size of respondents from the 2015 survey. A continued high response rate is critical
for accurate comparisons and trend analysis, and it is recommended that in the next iteration of

the survey a broader and more comprehensive effolkes t@ ensure a high response rate.

Steps to engage and hear from residents 30 and younger are also recommended, and efforts to
increase the youth response rate would complement efforts to maintain a high overall response

rate. Additionally, further effost should be made to investigate and address the finding that

residents age 46 to 60 have statistically significantly lower satisfaction than other age groups

with township events, township staff services, fire services, and police services, as these could
potentially be indicators of a broader issiiés recommended that the Township further

investigate the possible link between residents of 48103 and low satisfaction with parks and
facilities. Although found to be statistically significant, there wemrny ¥&w respondents from

48103, and further information may be needed before additional action is taken.
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Appendix A: 2017 Voice of the Resident Survey
1. General

Are you a resident of Pittsfield Township?
Yes
No

What is your zip code?
48197

48108

48103

48176

49160

Other (please specify)

What is your age?
Under 18

18 to 30

31to 45

46 to 60

60 and older

Do you work in the Township?
Yes
No

In the next five years what type of developmenwould you like to see in the Township? (Select all
that apply)

Entertainment

Office

Recreational

Research and Development

Residential Single Family

Residential Multi-Family

Retail

None (I am happy with the current level of development)

In the next five years what type of preservation would you like to see in the Township? (Select all
that apply)

Agricultural space
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Open space

Partnerships with Ann Arbor Greenbelt

Purchase of Development Rights (PDR) / Conservation Easements
None (I am happy with theurrent level of preservation)

Other (please specify)

2. Township Events

Please mark all Township events you have attended at least once.
Daddy Daughter Dance

Fire Open House

Harvest Festival

Mother Son Dance

National Night Out

Passport to Pittsfiel(P2P)

Pittsfield Township Farmer 6s Mar ket
Senior Health Fair

Shredding Event

None

Other (please specify)

Would you like to see other Pittsfield Township events?
Yes

No

If Yes, please explain

Please rate how satisfactory your overall experience has lewith Township events
Very Satisfactory

Satisfactory

Neutral

Dissatisfactory

Very Dissatisfactory

N/A

3. Customer Service

How do you prefer to contact the Township?
Website

In Person

Phone

Email
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How would you prefer to obtain information and updatesfrom the Township? (Select all that
apply)

Newspaper

Notify Me (Email and/or Text Message)

Pittsfield Post, Recreation Brochure, and/or other Mailing

Social Media (Facebook, Twitter, etc.)

Township Website

Other (Please specify)

Which Department have you had the most contact with?
Assessing

Community Development

Clerkbés Office

Code Enforcement

Parks & Recreation

Planning

Public Safety (police, fire, other 911 services)
Supervisoros Office
Treasurero6s Office

Utilities & Municipal Services (Water, Sewage, Rubbish, etc.)
Other (Please specify)

Have you had your issue resolved on first contact?
Yes

No

If not, please explain

If you have left a department a phone message, how long has it taken for your call to be returned?
Never neded to leave a message

Less than one hour

Less than one day

1 day

2 days or more

Which department s webpage do you most often acce
Assessing

Clerkbés Office

Code Enforcement

Homepage

Parks and Recreation

Planning
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Public Safety (Police, Fire, other 9&érvices)
Supervisorodos Office
Treasurerods Office

Utilities + Municipal Services (Water, sewage, etc.)
Other (please specify)

Overall, have you been satisfied by the services provided to you by the Pittsfield Township staff?
Very Satisfied

Satisfied

Neutral

Dissatisfied

Very Dissatisfied

N/A

In your opinion, are there any additional improvements Pittsfield Township should make to
improve customer service?
(free response)

4. Online Services

How often do you wuse Pittsfield Townshipds websit
Morethan twice per week

Once or twice per week

Once or twice per month

Once or twice per year

Less than once per year

When you access the Township website, do you use the desktop or mobile version of the site?
Desktop

Mobile

N/A

Are you currently aware of the Notify Me features on the Township website?
Yes
No

If you are signed up for Notify Me, how effective has it been in keeping you updated? Please select
N/A if you are not signed up for Notify Me.

Very Effective

Effective

Neutral
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Ineffective
Very Ineffective
N/A

If you have used the Township website to report a concern, how satisfied were you with the
Townshipds response? Please select N/A if you
Very Satisfied

Satisfied

Neutral

Dissatisfied

Very Dissatisfied

N/A

If you have used the Township website for online payments for taxes and/or recreational programs,
how effective did you find the feature? Please select N/A if you have not used the Township website
for online payments.

Very Easy

Easy

Neural

Difficult

Very Difficult

N/A

If you have used the online Community Map, in your opinion, how effective was it? Please select
N/A if you have not used the online Community Map.

Very effective

Effective

Neutral

Ineffective

Very ineffective

N/A

If applicable, what information did you access on the Community Map?
Free response

If applicable, what information would you like to see on the Community Map?
Free response

5. Public Safety (Police, Fire and 911 Services)

How safe do you feel living inyour neighborhood?
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Very safe
Safe
Neutral
Unsafe
Very unsafe

If applicable, how fast have the safety services arrived, in case of an emergency?
Very quickly

Quickly

Neutral

Slowly

Very Slowly

N/A

Is the police presence adequate in your neighborhood?
Yes
No

How satisfied are you with the Pittsfield Township Police services?
Very Satisfied

Satisfied

Neutral

Dissatisfied

Very Dissatisfied

N/A

How satisfied are you with the Pittsfield Township Fire services?ery Satisfied
Satisfied

Neutral

Dissatisfied

Very Dissatisfied

N/A

How satisfied are you with the Pittsfield Township Dispatch (E911) services?
Very Satisfied

Satisfied

Neutral

Dissatisfied

Very Dissatisfied

N/A
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What changes or improvements, if any, would you like to see in the Rifteld Township police, fire,
and/or dispatch services?
Free response

6. Assessing Department

I n your opinion, how easy or difficult is it
address of a property in Pittsfield Township?

Very Easy

Easy

Moderate

Difficult

Very Difficult

Unaware How

N/A

In your experience, how easy or difficult is it to appeal the value of your property with Pittsfield
Township?

Very Easy

Easy

Moderate

Difficult

Very Difficult

Unaware How

N/A

In your experience, howasy or difficult is it to find out
in Pittsfield Township?

Very Easy

Easy

Moderate

Difficult

Very Difficult

Unaware How

N/A

In your experience, have you been able to determine if you have a Principal Residence
Exemption on the Township website?

Yes

No

N/A
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I n your experience, how

Pittsfield Township?
Very Easy

Easy

Moderate

Difficult

Very Difficult
Unaware How
N/A

easy

or

di fficult

In your experience, how easyr difficult is it to apply for a Hardship Exemption in Pittsfield

Township?
Very Easy
Easy
Moderate
Difficult

Very Difficult
N/A

Unaware How

7. Utilities & Municipal Services

Which online forms do you use most frequently?
Auto Debt Bill Pay

Zoning Compliance

Permit Applications

Commercial Site Plan Application

None

Other (please specify)

How efficient are the new site plan approval processes at Pittsfield Township? (From project start

to completion)
Very efficient
Efficient
Neutral
Inefficient
Very inefficient
N/A

How well does the current development of the Township reflect the Township Master Plan?
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Very well
Well
Neutral
Poorly
Very poorly
N/A

If you have reviewed the Township Master Plan, how did you access this information?
In person

Website

N/A

Have you used information from the Township Master Plan when making decisions?
Yes

No

N/A

8. Parks & Recreation

Which parks/greenways have you visited in the last year? (Select all that apply)
Hickory Woods Park

Kirtland Hills Park

Lillie Park

Lohr-Textile Greenway

Lohr-Textile Greenway 2

Marsh View Meadows Park (at the Pittsfield Preserve)
Montibeller Park

The Pittsfield Preserve

Pittsfield Township Park

Platt Road Greenway

Prairie Park

Sutherland Wilson Farmstead

Wall Park

Woolley Park

None

How often do you use park amenities?
More than twice per week

Once or twice per week

Once or twice per month

Once or twice per year

Less than once per year



What are your favorite things to do in the parks? (Select all that apply)
Baseball/softballiélds
Bicycling trails
Crosscountry Ski Trails
Informal Play Fields
Nature Interpretation
Nature Trails

Picnic Pavilions
Playground Structures
Sledding

Soccer Fields

Tennis Courts/Pickleball
Walking/Running Trails
Disc Golf

Lacrosse

Other (please specify)

How satisfied are you with the current parks and facilities?
Very Satisfied

Satisfied

Neutral

Dissatisfied

Very Dissatisfied

N/A

How satisfied are you with the currently offered recreational programs?
Very Satisfied

Satisfied

Neutral

Dissatisfied

Very Dissatisfied

N/A

How satisfied are you with the senior center programs?
Very Satisfied

Satisfied

Neutral

Dissatisfied

Very Dissatisfied

N/A



What changes, developments, or improvements, if any, would you like to see in the Pittsfield
Township parks, recreation, and/or senior center services?
Free response

If any, which of the following prevents you from coming to the community center?
Lack of transportation

Pricing

Limited variety in activities

Other (please specify)

9. Building Services

If you have built a deck, fence, or building addition, was it easy to find the information you needed?
Yes

No

N/A

Was the turn-around time on the permit process and review acceptable?
Yes

No

N/A
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Appendix B: 2017 Free Response Question akhswers

In the next five years what type of preservation would you like to see in the Township?
(Select all that apply)

Number

N

(6]

©O© 00N

10
11
12

13
14

15

16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

26

Other (please specify)

Taxes are extremely high enough and have enough parks in township.

It is not the job of governmetd own property.

Munger Road pedestrian access to Rolling Hills Park

Rezoning of some areas not yet developed that are currently designated as business or mixe
recreational or open space

I would like to see further expansion of the paved bicycle/walking pathd

Let older homeowners keep their own land and privacy. Stop trying to bring the city into our
agricultural, residential areas where older residents have lived for long pertods.ol et us keep
our rural areas.

Additional connected bike paths

a golf course!!!

Please do not partner with Ann Arbor Greenbelt.

A basketball court adjacent to the Lioness property. Have lights lit up until curfew (around 11
This way, she will see the the "Preserve" is for ALL Pittsfield Township residents. Also, easen
to the preserve without her interference about enbroaat. We have come a long way, and thing
like FINALLY paving Textile Rd. so that we have another artery besides Ellsworth and Michig
Avenue will better serve the already congested way to get go Eastbound.

More pathway development

more parks

You don't mention this anywhere, but the one thing I really would like to see more of is public
transit. We are hooked into the Ypsi/Ann Arbor network of course, but not nearly enough. We
certainly develop things here, and | believe we should, butitheelopment will not realize its
potential without a more robust transit system.

More parks.

I am not happy with all the development going on around Ann Arbor Saline, Oak Valley and L
roads.

I would like the township to have its ovmailing office so we get to be officially considered
Pittsfield residents

Forested lands

we don't need any more development

continued walkways/paths and parks

Sidewalk on Michigan Ave.

sidewalks and bike ways

Sidewalks/walking pathsn east side of township

woods for hiking trails

Dog park at part of Hickory Woods Park, walking trails

We can't afford to lose potential (new) commerlmaildings from the tax base by sending them tc
find space in other townships...so need to limit future preservations.

More bike lanes or wider bike lanes. | live on Packaadd am terrified to ride my bike in the road
always stick to the sidealk.
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Would you like to see other Pittsfield Township events?

Number

A WN PP

0 N o Ol

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17

18

19
20
21
22
23

24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37

38
39
40
41

If Yes, please explain

Civic engagement with local government

Carpenter school related, example: Summer camp options

| like any events..Car shows, home and garden

Events geared to Senior Citizens

Anything but make sure you tell us beforehand. | would have loved to attend the shredding event h
known

cultural events

Family events for little kids

Parades or festivals for holidays for parents with young kids

Perhaps an event where you can bring items that are no longer wanted to give away free and take
free.

e recycle and refuse drop off of items not picked up on weekly residentiappick

More opportunities for recycing

Fireworks

Festivals, art shows, local history interest.

Exercise/bike/walk/run events

It is helpful for community building

We lived in Midland for many years and they had a very successful "Bardade."

More family (of all ages) events

Events for kids at the parks, farmers markets in more locations, volunteer events for township
improvement

I'd like to see the farmers market expand to local made/sourced arts/crafts, and, I'ddiééhis more
robustly promoted

More children events

fairs

Hazardous waste removal

Most of these are for families or seniorEhe group of 4860 seem to be left out

| can'tthink of anything specific, which I know is unhelpful, but we love the events that we've attend
and always look forward to new things as they are announced.

e-waste and other types of recycling events

Fireworks

not sure

Not sure, but more options of some sort

Flea market/craft/resale market with township resident vendors/sellers plus other craft/food sellers
| didn't know there was a harvest festival

Scavenger hunt

classic car

More low cost familyactivities

Bring OzzFest to Pittsfield.

events on how to manage invasive species and how to deal with feral animals

| don't need any more events but they are always welcome.

Roads improvements and safety plan

Education/training sessions e.g. diy home maintainence, plantings to attract wildlife, and other way
value to property

Town hall meetings

recycling

Senior events
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42
43

44
45
46

47
48

49
50
51
52
53

Spring parks tours

Please bring back household recycling event.

Community Volunteer event where the residents come together to do something positive for the Tw
Clean up a park, plant garden....

outdoor music festivals with beer tents

some things for seniors during the day

sad to see the clean dpys changed over to the voucher. You are more limited in quantity. MRF has
very kind.

fireworks

Ann Arbor has some great events on Climate Change, Gardening, Public Safety, Volunteer Agenci
Solar/Star Gazing, etc.

family dance instead of daddy/mom ones.

Would love to see more community building efforts, barbecues and hiking groups and book clubs
The shredding event would have been nice...had we been notified about it in advance.

Art & Craft Fairs, MusicEvents, 5K/10K Runs, Parades, Fireworks, etc. More cultural activities ovel
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Have you had yourissue resolved on first contact?

Number

10

11
12

13

14
15

16

17
18
19
20

21
22
23
24

25
26

If not, please explain

Limited records

Code enforcer did not properly understand township code. Required going to boad of appea
correct.

Dealing with pipeline issues.....

Still waiting

We called about a dead tree that posed a hazard and we did not receive a return call/email fi
several weeks.

| have left two messages and no one has ever returned my calls.

na

Dog license renewal was a nightmare. Clerk appears incompetent or uninterested in helping
Trying to coordinate for keeping backyard hens and meetings s&egped occurring.

My only contact with the police department a few years ago, left me with the feeling that | c
not count on the police to protect me. | have essentially no contact with the police, but the o
| did call for help, | was ahost laughed at. It was a case of road rage. My husband and | hav
never felt good about the department after that incident. We know we are on our own if we r
need protection.

Many issues with rubbish provider, Republic Waste. Broken texdptacles from careless
pickup, rude costumer service.

n/a

You need to stop using faulty water meters. Keep having to replace them (and take day off
here)

A few years ago, the notification in the pittsfigldst to sigrup for peewee soccer went out after
the earlybird deadline. Despite acknowledging their error, parks and rec still charged tleanhon
bird fee. It's a small thing but honestly, that sort of titkgk stuff clearly stays with you...

Polic and Fire Department are very responsive and dedicated

Not pleased that there is potential new construction on Ann Arbor Saline, Oak Valley and Lo
roads. Zoning commission needs to think basics of farming not buildings on top of buildings.
much commercial space do we need. | surely don't need another coffee shop, hair salon, pi:
house, etc.

Partnering with Township on development of adjoining properties for "mixed use" developme
We have trouble with our trash cans breaking rotcbeing replaced when we call

Everything seems to need a permit and it's never done in one visit.

Drainage issue in new Arbor Ridge development.

Senior Center parking lot is always full of pot holéd¢eeds to be totally resurfaced but Townshij
doesn't seem to be concerned. Seniors with canes and walkers are at risk especially at nigh
The monthly taxes increased by triple digits without a suitible explanation.

N/A

Supervisor is hartb reach and never available

We've had repeated issues with late night trespassing in our neighborhood pool. Typically by
time we call and the police arrive, the violators have left.

some require forwarding and further info...but most have besolved.
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In your opinion, are there any additional improvements Pittsfield Township should make
to improve customer service?

Number

w

ul

© 00N O

10
11
12

13

14

15

16
17

18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

26

27

Response Text

All department staff need to be more friendly and responsive towards residents visiting the «
for information and assistance.

correcting overreach of code enforcement beyond what is written. Accept feedback from bc
appeals.

Have a betteidea on how to support residents with outside authorities (such as pipelines/util
coming through properties... very frustrating, because all we get is sympathy, but no suppor
respect of property and disregard for companies that seem to thinkdkie a right to access our
properties. What are property owner rights? Is there anyone in township to help fight for rig
property owners?

More officers patrolling neighborhoods.

improvesidewalk accessibility by trimming trees that overhang (e.g., East bound Packard ro
near Amerian Red Cross Buildling).

We love how open the spaces are and would like to keep green space. Not interested in mi
retail.

no

The web site shoulde easier to search. Results can be very broad.

Listen to residents and our concerns.

none occur to me at this point in time

Return calls!

None

We need street lightsn Maple, Hillside and Oak. Additionally, we would like street bumps
placed on maple. Whats taking so long?

Better snow plowing. Easier and cheaper alternatives for paying taxes. Lower taxes by redu
administrative expenses... maybe privatizecurrent staff is inefficient.

There is an abandoned house in our neighborhood on Regents Park Ct that | would like the
township to address.

I wonder why we can clear the snow from the greenway and normally do not get the streets
but ammostly blocked into the subdivisions.

More vendors at farmers market

| love the bike paths and parks near my home. What a great improvement in safety for peo
wanting to exercise outdoors. Those bike paths get lots of use. Thank you, thank you, thar

Better trash service.

Not at this time

Not happy how the wolverines Pipeline was handeled.

Nope. Keep up the good work.

Cleaning snow is often late. And not done well.

| have been satisfied with the customer service at the township offices.

| would like to see reviews stufff&iids and families have more available in eves or weekends
lot 0 classes seem to be during day

Aside from this odd parks and rec interaction, everyone I've dealt with has been beyond ple
and helpful.

As a working seniol'd like to see more activities offered, particularly in parks/rec take place :
3 p.m. and on weekends.
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28
29
30

31

32

33
34
35
36
37

38
39
40

41
42

43
44
45
46

47
48
49
50

51
52
53
54

55
56

57

No increase residential and office space on Ann Arbor Saline, Oak Valley and Lohr Roads.
rezoning. Please do not rezone these aremas.rhiany apartments, coffee shops, hair salons,
donut shops, nail salons, etc. does one need on Ann Arbor Saline Road, Oak Valley Road ¢
Road. Please keep the farm land.

Public parks that have and better children's play areas

Ritchie Coleman is excellent to work with!

Be a bit more friendly! | donknow everything you know about the city and requirements and
you need to come to my houskhave a job too, | can't just drop everything to make it happen
need my income too.

Make it assessment clearervhat you have to do to get it changadhat pgerwork is needed,
dates, etcmore walking paths/parks.

More open space

Main township website should have township contact information easily accessible, especis
general township number. Phone numbers in general on the townsligeditrd to find.

Seems good at the present!

Our own post office

More communication on safety, police services, etc

| get the township newsflash but most of the time the link doesn't work

Yes, please make yourreails that are sent oable to be read on the computer....most donot 0|
| can't think of any; township administration is doing a fine job.

Not at this time

I would like to see amail blast out from the Promise team similar to that sent out by the A2 ¢
council members.

Don't yell at me when | call to ask a question.

The township needs to take a more active role in fighting climate change and taking care of
earth.

No, extremely great service

No

Transparency to public.

Paying bills on web site WITHOUT added service fee. Who does that, not the hospital, not
dentist, not Lowes, not even the IRS.

Website is always outdated, agendas and paeketalways outdated

| haven't used enough services to say one way or the other.

The News Flash-enails are almost never able to open as a web page.

Keep up the good work.

Snow removel

New Fire department and police department headquarters.

Online payment options for utilities and property taxes.

Have a senior center home page not Twp homepage then several steps to find information
happenings at senior center

Would like a Pittsfield Twp post office

The level of service has remained the same since | have lived here...but the staffing has inc
(with many departments now having added "deputy" positions that were not there in the "olc
days)...and there em to be a lot more closures for holidays that other companies do not hav
Taxes are creeping up (by passing special assessments (esp. safety) that were previously ¢
from the general fund; this leaves more unaccounted for to spend frivolouslyhieageneral
fund). This "shell game" needs to stop.
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Make sure there are enough roads to accommodate the amount of development going on. |
58 now there is not adequate roads to handle the amount of traffic.

Some departments are better than othecan get a phone call or email back from the
Supervisor's Office within minutes or hours, whereas if | contact other departments it can ta
59 days.
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If applicable, what information did you access on the Communityap?

Number Response Text

Boundaries, locations of parks and green space:
Crime

Locations of times for township parks
Parks

wetlands

Bike paths

Park and development info

Parks

Park locations

Zoning

Getting to know tharea

Maps is not easy to follow.

property information

Parks

didn't know this existed...just checked it

out...would use for parks and their trails and part
15 information.

O© 00N UL WN PP

el el =
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| have looked at park locations, wetlands, etc.

16 1 also look at the crimes on the Crimemapping tc
17 Parks and trails

If applicable, what information would you like to see on the Community Map?

Number Response Text

More details

Restaurants, entertainment

Trail distance

Tennis..Basketball.. BaseBall.. Track..

Plan to Improvements beautification of Pittsfield twp.

a s~ wN -

Make sure it has all township parks are on base map...Hicko
Woods and others are not showing but Lillie and Montibeler i
as is a the private park Medowvid€¥ark which shouldn't be

6 listed.

7 Nothing in particular.
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What changes or improvements, if any, would you like to see in the Pittsfield Township
police, fire, and/or dispatch services?

Number

© 00N O Ol

10

11

12
13
14

15

16
17
18
19

20
21

22
23
24
25
26

27

28
29
30
31
32

Response Text

We have not used service enoughkiow exactly, but from households around us seems adeq
And seeing vehicles drive by home & community enough to know it's been a great represen
in our community.

Plan to reduce excess speed in Stonebridge

Oak brook needs more polipatrols at night. Several cars speeding through neighborhood ar
midnight

More police services in Carpenter school neighborhood. At school hours and in summer mo
when many walk from apartment complexes into the neighborhood with no patgreavision.
Cars in driveways are still getting broken into in the middle of the night by people going up
down the streets on their bikes.

Outsource dispatch to the county

Increased staffing so they can patrol neighborhoods more.

More dispatchers.

Bigger police presence on the east side

more patrols

The 911 response was VERY fast when | called for help for my mom (who was at my house
was very helpful.

The staffing should probably be increased 215 firefighters per shift. There is an additional
cost involved, but their current approach is not recommended at current staffing levels.
Would like to be notified of incidents immediately and not the next day.

More presence in Hunters Ridge neighborhood

I would like to see some patrolling of our subdivision, particularly betweerZmmwhen
burglars are most likely to bredik.

Less hiding for entrapment and more "cruising the areas where crime wétéreed. Having an
unmanned Pittsfield Police car sitting in a safe neighborhood puts a blight on our area.
None

less speed traps instead drive the subs to see who is casing our subs

A little sarcastic at times on the phone.

More policecar patrols and leaving a dummy car parked in the neighborhood is a great idea.
certainly slows down the motorists.

More patrols car and on foot in the neighborhood.

We are in a new development (Arbor Ridge) sonthsure they know we are there. The amour
of high-speed traffic cutting through from Carpenter to Michigan Ave going down Cloverlane
Drive is alarming.

would like to see the police department drive through all subdivisions at least one time.per d
More police.

More visibility

Need more patrolling with all the home invasions happening now

| would like to see a community policing effort in our area although we are a low crime area
understand they are neededre in other neighborhoods.

response to fire in Univ Palisades in 2015 was not fast enough. it seems to me that the fire ¢
have been put out more quickly.

Pittsfield police should patrol subdivisions during dusk and evening hours

alittle more personal and perhaps friendly on the phone

New headquarters

Feedback!
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33

34
35
36
37
38

Police could drive through Hickory Woods park during the day. There are guys who smoke
parking lot 12/1pm, when | am walking 2/3 days a week. On nice dag4 help but smell it!

| have no direct contact with any of the safety services, but | used to see police cars drive th
our new neighborhood for the first few years after | moved in 20 years ago. There seems to
more theft (fromparked cars, garages, etc.)...and so | guess it would be nice to see police ca
roving through the neighborhood more often to deter thieves.

Please consider an event to introduce homeowners to the neighborhood community officer/s
No suggestions,dee both on a routine basis around the community.

More neighborhood patrols for things like speeding and just community policing in general
Pay the county to do it.
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What changes, developments, or improvements,any, would you like to see in the
Pittsfield Township parks, recreation, and/or senior center services?

Number

© 00 N O

10

11
12

13
14
15
16
17
18

19

20

21
22

23
24

25

26

27
28

Response Text

| think we have enough parks in township.

Enough senior trips to Gambing casinos.

| can only speak foontebellier. | am handicapped and it is very difficult to maneuver with no
trails a wheelchair or wheeled walker.

Munger Road pedestrian access to Rolling Hills Park

I'm excited for your participation in Futsal, and | hope this continues as it's a great way to get
younger community members involved in sports.

More recreational programs for all children ages and teens. Stops too soon at the age of 9 ye
more inPittsfield without depending on Ann Arbor rec

More money for Senior Center and its services.

| wish our neighborhood was directly connected to walking/running trails.

Reopen the Hickory Woods GC

More bike paths in the South East corner of the township, particularly from the Meadowview s
the Carpenter Rd. Bikepath.

Stop acquiring green space for "parks" as it's real purpose it to keep the land from being deve
for single family homes, forcing all to live in multise buildings, stack and pack housing,-lverk,
etc. This is agenda 21/agenda 2030. It's notueniq Pittsfield, literally every city/township in the
country is following the exact same plan.

More green areas, or at the very least, maintain those we have.

There was talk in the past of a new Pittsfield Recreation Center being built. €deaster this in
future plans

I think we have enough parks in the Township and don't need anymore.

Would like to see offeash areas for dogs to swim

More walking paths

Link to A2 trails for safe biking into Saline or West A2

Keep up the good work increasing the number of paved running trails!

Get rid of those monuments to the Township officials. They are awful and provoke ire.

More easement by the Lirofi@m. Currently, you do not have access to the Preserve in certain
since she considers it "trespassing."”

It would be great if the pathways made a loop or two so that | wouldn't have to double back w
biking.

Have baths and water in alarks

evening health and well being training for working adults. Everything is for kids or seniors. N
much for those of us who pay the bills.
More senior exercise classes, please.

The senior center is not conveniently located and couldusgh more aesthetically pleasing.

The only rec and ed program | have done (tot swimming) was a disaster. | would love to see ¢
splash pad, an adventure playground and a "beach" for swimming/playing in nature rather tha
pool.

More optiors that are relevant

More options offered from-8 pm
Improved communication of activities: i.e., social "bridge" playing
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29

30
31
32
33
34

35
36

37

38
39

40
41

42

43
44
45
46
47
48
49

50

51

52
53

54
55
56
57
58

| am very disappointed with the Platt Road Greenway. Itis not a "greenway" as the name img
is a dusty, barrestretch of asphalt beside a very busy road. There are NO barriers from street
and emissions from passing vehicles (cars, trucks, buses, etc...). | never use the greenway a
because of high exhaust fumes, and anxiety provoking traffic thirimingly close to the walking
path. When this path was constructed, | dreamed of a boulder landscaping intertwined with
evergreens and Michigan native grasses which would have helped with the noise and emissic
passing vehicles. It could have beewonderful greenway but unfortunately, not enough though
and planning has gone into this project.

| wish there were more activities and parks on the northwest side of Pittsfield. | also feel like tl
township doesntlteally have that many activities for adults (not seniors or kids).

Senior program something new. more on electronic innovations, new types of devices.

Dog runs.

More sidewalks put in for biking and walking like the one along Lohr Road

Improve trails in the preserves.

Would be nice to extend sidewalk by Wellesley Garden down to Platt to connect with Greenw
path. Alsoto extend sidewalk on Michigan Ave from Campbell to Old State on at least one sidt
the road, then add sidewalk along old State to connect with sidewalk on State St where itis rr
more availability of programming times for younger childrerobepm.

Weed the park flower gardens senior center needs to be updated, cleaned, parking lot paved.
quality programming

More senior day trips to the Fox Theater including lunch and K8sd&® trips to casinos. One day
casino trips are ok,

More tennis and basketball courts

Connect the paths to other communities and Platt to Textile. Walk/bike friendly development \
Ann Arbor V's. Risking your life to get across freeway ramps, Ellsworth, State Street, etc.
| like the plans for continued development. Greater integration with the county B2B trail.

Ballet offerings are limited. Have to go to Ypsilanti Township fomgoing ballet classes.

Would like to see more funds used to make improvements to the Senior Center and it's parkir
Some tennis and basketball courts are in desperate need of repair/upkeep.

More greenways or bike trails in the preserve area.

More parks if that is what it takes to preserve green space and stop development.

None at this time

LOVE the greenways; wish we had more of them!

Bathroom access at Prairie Park would be nice

We are very excited about the park opening at Waters and Oak Valley. We hope the park will
areas for dog walking.

The township needs to take a more aggressive stance regarding the elimination of invasive sj
There is also a lot of trash dmetwest side of Montibeller Park.

Woolley park is a bit secluded from the roddwvould prefer it more open to public view so that i
would feel safer going there alone.

Wheelchair access on senior trips

| haven'tbeen to many parks, but would prefer they have bathrooms. They may already have 1
Increase the number of parks

Continued connectivity via running/walking trails...you are on the right track with this though!
too much spent on this compared to use and size of township.

Upgrade bathrooms and leave it opened all year.
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59
60

61

62

63
64

65
66
67
68

69

More rec classes. More informative class at the senior center not just cards and games. Less
dancing and more quality excercidasses during the day. Too many trips, give senior service
coordinator more time to plan quality programs. Eliminate PSI at the senior center.

Connect all the bike trails.

Wild flowers in Hickory Wood not a success. Mostly weetiguld prefer to see it mowed,
especially where it backs up to homes.

More exercise, cooking, and craft classes for adults. Most activities seem to be for either chils
senior citizens.

Very muddy parking at Montibelld?ark-- consider paving. Also, move the only garbage can frc
the entrance of the parking lot to the entrance of the park for visitor convenience.
Presentations from local ngrofits perhaps?

more camps run out of carpenter that are all daynabd hours which doesn't work for working
parents

Better community programming. Offer classes: painting and cooking and dancing and cheese
making

More parks and less development at Oak Valley and Waters road.

Northwest part of the township needs a park.

You need to offer more adult recreation, need to offer more at the "community center: other tF
senior services, and need a better facility in general.
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Appendix C: Inference Tests

Pittsfield Township Farmerdéds Market Attendance
Test and ClI for Two Proportions: C1, C2

Event = Yes

Variable X N Sample p
C1 208 298 0.697987
Cc2 78 166 0.469880

Difference = p (C1} p (C2)

Estimate for difference: 0.228107

95% CI for difference: (0.136011, 0.320203)

Test for differenc¥aue=0000 vs | 0): Z = 4.85 P

Fi sher 6 s -\&alkea=01000t e st : P

Additional Pittsfield Events
Test and CI for Two Proportions: C1, C2

Event= Yes

Variable X N Sample p
C1 72 219 0.328767
C2 39 126 0.309524

Difference = p (C1} p (C2)

Estimate for difference: 0.0192433

95% ClI for difference: -0.0826720, 0.121159)

Test for differencValue=@71%( vs [ 0): Z = 0.37 P

Fi sher 6 s -\&akea=01811t e st : P

Overall Experience of Township Events
Test and CI for Two Proportions: C1, C2
Event = Yes

Variable X N Samplep
Ci 203 306 0.663399
Cc2 81 171 0.473684

Difference = p (C1} p (C2)

Estimate for difference: 0.189714

95% ClI for difference: (0.0980418, 0.281387)

Test for differenc¥aue=0000 vs | 0): Z = 4.06 P

Fi sher 6 s -\&alkea=01000t e st : P



Departments Pittsfield Residents Have Made Most Contact With
Testand CI for Two Proportions

Sample X N Sample p
1 80 280 0.285714
2 54 154 0.350649

Difference = p (1} p (2)
Estimate for difference:0.0649351
95% CI for difference: -0.157020, 0.0271498)

Test for diff &@FdB8cRVale=016fvs [ 0):

Fi sher 6 s -\&akea=dD1192t e st : P

Most Visited Webpages by Department
Test and CI for Two Proportions

Sample X N Sample p
1 54 272 0.198529
2 35 142 0.246479

Difference = p (1} p (2)
Estimate fodifference: -0.0479495
95% ClI for difference: -0.133223, 0.0373241)

Test for differdhcRVale=0270vs [ 0):

Fi sher 6 s -\lalkwea=d01260t e st : P

Overall Resident Satisfaction with Pittsfield Staff
Test and CI for Two Proportions: C1, C2

Event = Yes

Variable X N Sample p
C1 251 296 0.847973
c2 122 161 0.757764

Difference = p (C1} p (C2)
Estimate for difference: 0.0902090
95% ClI for difference: (0.0124097, 0.168008)

Test for differencV¥alue=@023 vs [ 0):

Fi sher 6 s -\&akea=d01023t e st : P

.27
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Awareness of the NotifyMe
Test and CI for Two Proportions

Sample X N Sample p
1 147 283 0.519435
2 55 161 0.341615

Difference =p (1) p (2)
Estimate for difference: 0.177820
95% CI for difference: (0.0842524, 0.271387)

Test for differenc¥aue=0000 vs | 0):

Fi sher 6 s -\lalkea=01000t e st : P

Effectiveness of NotifyMe
Test and CI for Two Proportions

Sample X N Samplep
1 114 143 0.797203
2 31 45 0.688889

Difference = p (1} p (2)

Estimate for difference: 0.108314

95% ClI for difference: -0.0421477, 0.258775)

Test for di fO)&Z=émcPalue=m158 vs |

Fi sher 6 s -\\alkwea=01155t e st : P

Satisfaction of Reporting Concerns
Test and CI for Two Proportions

Sample X N Sample p
1 34 53 0.641509
2 8 19 0.421053

Difference = p (1} p (2)
Estimate fodifference: 0.220457
95% ClI for difference: -0.0363584, 0.477272)

Test for differencValue=@W9 vs [ 0):

Fi sher 6 s -\&akea=Df111t e st : P

Easiness of Online Payment System
Test and CI for Two Proportions

Sample X NSample p
1 40 65 0.615385
2 22 29 0.758621

Difference = p (1} p (2)
Estimate for difference:0.143236
95% CI for difference: -0.338797, 0.0523252)

Test for differddAdcRVale=015tvs [ 0):

Fi sher 6 sP\&alkea=d01240t e st :
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Community Map Effectiveness
Test and CI for Two Proportions

Sample X N Sample p
1 35 58 0.603448
2 37 48 0.770833

Difference = p (1} p (2)
Estimate for difference:0.167385
95% CI for difference: -0.3405510.00578116)

Test for differdB8xRawe=0058vs | 0):

Fi sher 6 s -\(alkwea=d01094t e st : P

Easiness to appeal the value of your property
Two-Sample TTest and ClI: C1, C2

Two-sample T for C1 vs C2

N Mean StDev SE Mean
C170 3.07 1.22 0.15
C2 40 2.83 1.47 0.23

Di fference EC2) (C1l)
Estimate for difference: 0.246
95% ClI for difference: -0.300, 0.793)

TTest of diff eVame=090 P/alle =0.87¢ DF369 T

Most Frequently Used Onine Form
Test and CI for Two Proportions

Sample X N Samplep
1 234 266 0.879699
2 125 151 0.827815

Difference = p (1} p (2)
Estimate for difference: 0.0518847
95% CI for difference: -0.0199102, 0.123680)

Test for differencV¥alue=m5(vs [ 0):

Fi sher 6 s -\lalkwea=d01144t e st : P

Township Master Plan
Test and CI for Two Proportions

Sample X N Sample p
1 51 108 0.472222
2 22 60 0.366667

Difference = p (1} p (2)
Estimate for difference: 0.105556
95% ClI for difference: -0.0484986, 0.259610)

Test for differencValue=W17Q vs [ 0):

Fi sher 6 s -\&akwea=dDf198t e st : P
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Using Township Master Plan to Make Decisions
Test and ClI for Two Piportions

Sample X N Sample p
1 30 264 0.113636
2 10 151 0.066225

Difference = p (1} p (2)
Estimate for difference: 0.0474112
95% CI for difference: -0.00771432, 0.102537)

Test for differenc¥aue=0092(vs | 0):

Fi sher 6 s -\lalkwea=d01123t e st : P

Parks and Facilities Satisfaction
Test and CI for Two Proportions

Sample X N Samplep
1 210 250 0.840000
2 98 129 0.759690

Difference = p (1} p (2)
Estimate for difference0.0803101
95% ClI for difference: -0.00630176, 0.166922)

Test for differenc-Value=W06Y vs [ 0):

Fi sher 6 s -\akwea=01071t e st : P

Recreational Programs Satisfaction
Test and CI for Two Proportions

Sample X N Samplep
1 125 185 0.675676
2 60 105 0.571429

Difference = p (1} p (2)
Estimate for difference: 0.104247
95% Cl for difference: -0.0119854, 0.220480)

Test for differencValue=0O7Y vs [ 0):

Fi sher 6s -\alkwea=0.098t est : P

Senior Center Programs Satisfaction
Test and CI for Two Proportions

Sample X N Sample p
1 47 80 0.587500
2 21 40 0.525000

Difference = p (1} p (2)
Estimate for difference: 0.0625
95% CI for difference: -0.126143, 0.25143)

Test for differencValue=W516 vs [ 0):

Fi sher 6 s -\lalkwea=d01561t e st : P

. 69

. 82

.76
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Information to Build a Deck, Fence or Building Addition
Test and CI for Two Proportions

Sample X N Sample p
1 49 62 0.790323
2 1925 0.760000

Difference = p (1} p (2)

Estimate for difference: 0.0303226

95% CI for difference: -0.165368, 0.226013)

Test for differenc-Falue=®0761 v s

Fi sher 6 s -\akwea=01i779t es t : P

Turnaround Time On the Permit Process
Test and CI for Two Proportions

Sample X N Sample p
1 49 55 0.890909
2 15 22 0.681818

Difference = p (1} p (2)

Estimate for difference: 0.209091

95% ClI for difference: -0.00225919, 0.420441)

Test for difference=0(Ms 0) : X/alue =0.052 4

Fi sher 6 s -\alkwea=d01042t e st : P

0) :
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Appendix D: ANOVA Tests

One-way ANOVA: Township events satisfaction versus Zip Code
Method

Null hypothesis All means are equal
Alternative hypothesis At least one mean is different
Significance | evel U = 0.05

Equal variances were assumed for the analysis.

Factor Information

Factor Levels Values
Zip Code 4 48103, 48108, 48176, 48197

Analysis of Variance

Source DF Adj SS AdjMS F -Value P - Value
Zip Code 3 3.606 1.2021 1.81 0.145

Error 251 166.331 0.6627

Total 254 169.937

Model Summary

S R -sq R -sq(adj) R -sq(pred)
0.814047 2.12% 0.95% 0.00%

Means

Zip Code N Mean StDev 95% ClI
48103 9 3.778 0.667 (3.243, 4.312)
48108 123 4.0650 0.8371 (3.9205, 4.2096)
48176 45 4.178 0.834 (3.939, 4.417)
48197 78 3.8718 0.7789 (3.6903, 4.0533)

Pooled StDev = 0.814047

Interval Plot of Township events satisfication vs Zip Code
95% Cl for the Mean
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The pooled standard deviation is used to calculate the intervals.



One-way ANOVA: Township staff service satisfaction versus Zip Code
Method

Null hypothesis All means are equal
Alternative hypothesis At least one mean is different
Significance | evel U = 0.05

Equal variances were assumed for the analysis.

Factor Information

Factor Levels Values
Zip Code 4 48103, 48108, 48176, 48197

Analysis of Variance

Source DF AdjSS AdjMS F -Value P - Value
Zip Code 3 4.015 1.3384 2.03 0.110

Error 289 190.865 0.6604

Total 292 194.881

Model Summary

S R -sq R -sq(adj) R - sq(pred)
0.812671 2.06% 1.04% 0.00%

Means

Zip Code N Mean StDev 95% ClI
48103 10 3.800 0.632 (3.294, 4.306)
48108 146 4.3014 0.7911 (4.1690, 4.4337)
48176 47 4.234 0.865 (4.001, 4.467)
48197 90 4.1000 0.8353 (3.9314, 4.2686)

Pooled StDev = 0.812671

Interval Plot of Township staff service satisfic vs Zip Code
95% Cl for the Mean
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48103 48108 48176 48197
Zip Code

The pooled standard deviation s used to calculate the intervals.
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One-way ANOVA: Township Police services satisfaction versus Zip Code

Method

Null hypothesis All means are equal
Alternati ~ ve hypothesis At least one mean is different

Significance | evel U = 0.05

Equal variances were assumed for the analysis.

Factor Information

Factor Levels Values
Zip Code 4 48103, 48108, 48176, 48197

Analysis of Variance

Source DF AdjSS AdjMS F -Value P - Value
Zip Code 3 1.220 0.4066 0.64 0.590

Error 245 155.575 0.6350

Total 248 156.795

Model Summary

S R -sq R -sq(adj) R - sq(pred)
0.796870 0.78%  0.00% 0.00%

Means

Zip Code N Mean StDev 95% ClI
48103 8 4.125 0.835 (3.570, 4.680)
48108 124 4.1452 0.8620 (4.0042, 4.2861)
48176 43 4.279 0.734 (4.040, 4.518)
48197 74 4.0676 0.7087 (3.8851, 4.2500)

Pooled StDev =0.796870

Interval Plot of Township Police services satisf vs Zip Code
95% Cl for the Mean

fird
w
=)

o
N
w

%/*%\\\&
*—— TR

i
8

Township Police services satisf
w
iy
w

48103 48108 48176 48197
Zip Code

The pooled standard deviation is used to calculate the intervals.
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One-way ANOVA: Township Fire services satisfaction versus Zip Code

Method

Null hypothesis All means are equal

Alternative hypothesis At least one mean is different
Significance | evel u = 0.

Equal variances were assumed fo r the analysis.
Factor Information
Factor Levels Values

Zip Code 4 48103, 48108, 48176, 48197

Analysis of Variance

Source DF AdjSS AdjMS F -Value P -Value
Zip Code 3 2.702 0.9007 1.46 0.227
Error 192 118.538 0. 6174

Total 195 121.240

Model Summary

S R -sq R -sq(adj) R - sq(pred)
0.785738 2.23% 0.70% 0.00%

Means

Zip Code N Mean StDev 95% ClI

48103 5 4.000 1.225 (3.307, 4.693)

48108 101 4.3960 0.6940 (4.2418, 4.5502)
48176 35 4.314 0.900 (4.052, 4.576)

48197 55 4.145 0.826 (3.936, 4.354)

Pooled StDev = 0.785738

Interval Plot of Township Fire services satisfic vs Zip Code
95% Cl for the Mean
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The pooled standard deviation is used to calculate the intervals.
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One-way ANOVA: Township Dispatch (E-911) service satisfaction versus Zip Code

Method

Null hypothesis All means are equal

Alternative hypothesis At least one mean is different
Significance | evel u = 0.

Equal variances were assumed for the analysis.

Factor Information

Factor Levels Values
Zip Code 4 48103, 48108, 48176, 48197

Analysis of Variance

Source DF AdjSS AdjMS F -Value P -Value
Zip Code 3 1.785 0.5949 0.90 0.444

Error 162 107.426 0.6631

Total 165 109.211

Model Summary

S R -sq R -sq(adj) R - sq(pred)
0.814325 1.63% 0.0 0% 0.00%

Means

Zip Code N Mean StDev 95% CI
48103 5 4.200 0.837 (3.481, 4.919)
48108 82 4.2317 0.8210 (4.0541, 4.4093)
48176 28 4.321 0.612 (4.018, 4.625)
48197 51 4.039 0.894 (3.814, 4.264)

Pooled StDev = 0.814325

Interval Plot of Township Dispatch (E-911) servi vs Zip Code
95% CI for the Mean
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The pooled standard deviation is used to calculate the intervals.
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One-way ANOVA: Parks and facilities satisfaction versus Zip Code

Method

Null hypothesis All means are equal
Alternative hypothesis At least one mean is different
Significance | evel u = 0.05

Equal variances were assumed for the analysis.

Factor Information

Factor Levels Values
Zip Code 4 48103, 48108, 48176, 48197

Analysis of Variance

Source DF AdjSS AdjMS F -Value P -Value
Zip Code 3 5.970 1.9900 3.38 0.019

Error 246 1 45.006 0.5895

Total 249 150.976

Model Summary

S R -sq R -sq(adj) R - sq(pred)
0.767760 3.95% 2.78% 0.00%

Means

Zip Code N Mean StDev 95% ClI

48103 6 3.333 1.211 (2.716, 3.951)

48108 124 4.1774 0.7441 (4.0416, 4.3132)
48176 43 3.907 0.718 (3.676, 4.138)

48197 77 4.0260 0.7943 (3.8536, 4.1983)

Pooled StDev = 0.767760

Interval Plot of Parks and facilities satisficat vs Zip Code
95% Cl for the Mean
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The pooled standard deviation is used to calculate the intervals.
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One-way ANOVA: Recreational programs satisfaction versus Zip Code
Method

Null hypothesis All means are equal
Alternative hypothesis At least one mean is different
Significance | evel U = 0.05

Equal variances were assumed for the analysis.

Factor Information

Factor Levels Values
Zip Code 4 48103, 48108, 48176, 48197

Analysis  of Variance

Source DF AdjSS AdjMS F -Value P - Value
ZipCode 3 4.629 15430 2.17 0.093

Error 181 128.484 0.7099

Total 184 133.114

Model Summary

S R -sq R -sq(adj) R - sq(pred)
0.842531 3.48% 1.88% 0. 00%

Means

Zip Code N Mean StDev 95% CI
48103 6 3.500 0.548 (2.821, 4.179)
48108 97 3.9691 0.7833 (3.8003, 4.1379)
48176 31 3.645 0.915 (3.347, 3.944)
48197 51 3.686 0.927 (3.453, 3.919)

Pooled StDev =0.842531

Interval Plot of Recreational programs satisfica vs Zip Code
95% Cl for the Mean
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The pooled standard deviation is used to calculate the intervals.
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One-way ANOVA: Senior center programs satisfaction versus Zip Code
Method

Null hypothesis All means are equal
Alternative hypothesis At least one mean is different
Significance | evel U = 0.05

Equal variances were assumed for the analysis.
Factor Information
Factor Levels Values

Zip Code 4 48103, 48108, 48176, 48197

Analysis of Variance

Source DF AdjSS AdjMS F -Value P - Value
Zip Code 3 2.540 0.8466 0.85 0.472
Error 76 75.948 0.999 3

Total 79 78.488

Model Summary

S R -sq R -sq(adj) R - sq(pred)
0.999656 3.24%  0.00% 0.00%

Means

Zip Code N Mean StDev  95% ClI

48103 3 4.000 1.000 (2.851, 5.149)
48108 51 3.725 1.002 (3.447, 4.004)
48176 9 3.222 1.093 (2.559, 3.886)
48197 17 3.529 0.943 (3.047, 4.012)

Pooled StDev = 0.999656



