Greater Severna Park Council: Survey of Resider#810-11

by Dan Nataf, June 15, 2011
(This report is available at www.gspcouncil.org/surveys/2011/GSP @i pdf)

Introduction

In an effort to monitor the attitudes and expectations of residents livinthe area covered by the Greater Severna Park
Council, the latter authorized an online survey. A committee was established to consider the contents of the survey,
looking at least in part ta previous GSPC survey conductetidf293 survey for inspit#on.

By December 2010, the survey design and contents were finalized. The survey was administered beginning in early
January (2011); the last completion was received April 7, providing a total of 561 cases. This report will present the
findings of thesurvey using the sequence of sections found onghestionnaire

Demographics

The first section of the survey focused broadly on the traits of the respondents, including such iterngnagnity of
residencegeducation, income, gender and community.

Community

Table 1 shows thpercentages of responses contributed by each ofdbemunities ranked bythosewith the highest
number ofresponses. While the entire list is in Appendix A, Table 1 only shows the top 16 comnquhitiss with at
least 10 contibutors. Together, those composed about twbirds (68 percent) of the total

Table 1: Participation by Community

Community Count Percent
West Severna Park 61 10.9
Shipley's Choice 59 10.5
Old Severna Park 46 8.2
Whitehurst 32 5.7
Brittingham 23 4.1
Kensington 22 3.9
Severndale 21 3.7
Glen Oban 18 3.2
Berrywood 16 2.9
Woodbridge Forest 16 29
Hollywood on the Severn 13 2.3
Magothy Forest 13 2.3
Cypress Creek 12 2.1
Crain West 11 2.0
Linstead 11 2.0
Lower Magothy Beach 10 1.8
Subtotal 384 68
All others 153 27
NONE indicated 24 4.3
Total 561 99.3
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Table2: Participation byAreas
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south of Evergreen Road and west of Ritchie Highway (29 percent); communities east of Ritchie Highway (26 percent)
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Region Count Percent
1. Westnortho { KA LX Se Qasx NAIKGBASES 9f @l G2y 91 17
2. West south (Ben Oaks, Pointfield, Crain West) 15 3
3. Midwest (Chartwell/Chartwood, Lakeland, Fairwinds) 42 8
4. Middle north (North of BenfieldEvergreenS I a G 2 F WoaédtiS Rilghie | 84 16

Hwy)
5. South (G@mmunities south of Evergreen but west of Ritchie Highway) 156 29
6. East Communities east ofRitchie Highway) 139 26
Other 10 2
Total 537 101
Graph 1: Greater Severna Park Regional Groupings
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Zip Code

About three quarters (76 percent) of all respondents lived in the core Severna Park zip code: 21146. The other major :
code was for Millersville: 21108 (19 percent). Most of ¢iteers (4 percent) were from Arnold (21012).

First Moved into Severna Par k Area

Respondents were asked when they first arrived in the Severna Park/Aseseen on Table 3, a pluralitiyrespondents
had only recently arrivedas about onghird (32 percenthad come since 2000.

Table 3: Range of Years when Respondents Rirgtzed in SP Area

Range of Years Count Percentage
19431969 52 10
19701979 60 11
19801989 109 20
19901999 148 27
20002011 175 32

Total 544 100

Where did Respondent Grow Up

Table 4 indicates that most residents did not grow up in Marylang€séent). Only ten percent grew up in the
Severna Park area.

Table 4: Area where Respondent Grevp U

Area where R grew up Count Percentage
Severna Park area 56 10
Anne Arundel County outside of SP are 70 13
Maryland but not AA County 119 21
OutsideMaryland but within USA 304 55
Outside USA 9 2
Total 558 101

How long has Respondent Lived in Current Home

Most respondents lived in their current homes fidsyearsor less(62 percent)one quarter lived in their current homes
for over 20 years

Table5: How many Years Respondent has Lived in Current Home

Years in current home Count Percentage
0-5 108 19
6-10 130 23
11-15 113 20
16-20 66 12
Over 20 141 25
Total 558 99




Homes Owned in Severna Park Area/Ownership vs. Rental

About two-thirds of all respondents only owned a single home (68 percent), with an additional 23 percent claiming to
own one additional home (see Talég

Table6: Severna Park Area Homes Owned by Respondents

Number Frequency Percentage
0 2 0
1 369 68
2 127 23
3 34 6
More than 3 11 3
Total 543 100

The overwhelming majority of respondents owned their houses (98 percent).

Business Ownership in Severna Park Area

Twelve percent (N=68) said that they owned a business in the Severna Park gree;é88 did not (N=486).
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Table 7 shows the percentage of adults in several age ranges. Most households only hddItsygery few had more
thanthree.! Y2y 3 (K2a$sS ftAa0SR Fa WFANRG [RdzZ 64Q T LISNOSy
the group was slightly younger, with those under 40 constituting 18 percent of the total compared to 11 percent among
first adults. Graph 2 showhke contrast among the various adult groupings.

Table 7: Age Ranges of Adults

Range of Years 15 Adult 2" Adult 3 Adult 4" Adult
Under 30 1 2 44 33
30-39 10 16 22 33
40-49 29 30 11 0
50-59 28 27 0 0
60-69 22 20 6 0
70-79 9 5 6 33
80 or more 1 1 11 0
Total 100 101 100 99
Count 537 481 18 3
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Table 8 shows the percentage of children in several age ranges. Most householdadbtviyp children; very few had
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more than three.While 39 percent of first children were at least 16 years old, only 22 percent of second children and 6
percent of third children were at least 16. These patterns are depicted on Graph 3.

Table8: Age Rangs ofChildren

Range of Years 1% Child 2" Child 3 Child 4™ Child
1-5 10 18 31 67
6-10 22 33 33 7
11-15 29 27 29 27
16-20 24 17 2 0
21-25 11 5 4 0
Over 26 4 0 1 0
Total 100 100 100 101
Count 333 (59%) 269 (48%) 85 (15%) 15 (3%)




Graph 3:Age Ranges of Children
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Gender

Most of the respondents (59 percent) were women

Marital Status

The overwhelming majority of respondents (89 percent) were married; only two percent were single.

Table9: Marital Status

Status Count Percentage
Married 486 89
Single 11 2
Divorced 30 6
Widowed 20 4

Total 547 101




Employment

Table 10 shows the distribution of respondents and their spouses across various employment categories. About one
fifth were retired; substantial percentages worked for private companies, government or were employed part time.
Respondents were less likely to work ithe for private companies.

Table 10: Employment of Respondent and Spouse

Respondent Spouse R-Spouse

Retired 20 19 1
Selfemployed 13 12 1
FT Private canpany 23 32 -9
FT Gov. Non defense 11 10 1
FT Gov. defense 4 6 -2
Private Nonprofit 5 4 1
Employed part time 12 8 4
Student 1 0 1
Unempgdoyed seeking job 1 1 0
Unempoyed not seeking 5 4 1
Other 4 3 1
Total 99 99 0
Count 548 (98%) 463 (83%)

As seen on Graph 4eder differences were present: Men were much more likely to work for a private company (42 vs.
15 percent) or for government in a defense related role (7 vs. 3 percent). Women were more likelk timr

government in a nowdefense role (12 vs. 8 percent), to be employed fiane (17 vs. 4) or to consider themselves

outside the work force (10 vs. O percent).

Graph 4:Comparison of Men and Women in Various Employment Categories
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Formal Education

Table 11 compares the years of formal education for the respondent and spdhsee quarters of the respondents
KFR I oF OKSf 2NRA& RSINBS IThEp&e&nfafe waoril$ mildizchaing@iitom #903(& & 2 |
percent).

Table 11: Formal Educational Levelsf Respondent and Spouse
Respondent Spouse Combined

High school diploma (or less) 1 4 3
Some college 8 11 10
1 3a20A1GSQa RS 5 7 6
. OKSf 2NnRa RS13 43 40 42
Postgraduate work 36 30 33
Professional degree 8 8 8

Total 101 100 101
Frequency 539 473

Household Income

Most respondents (56 percent) were clustered in the $100,000 to $200,000 income range. Only ten percent claimed
household incomgsunder $75,000 a yearn 1993, 55 percent said that their incomes were under that amount.

Table 12: Household Income

Count 2011 1993

Under $35k 8 1 5
$35-50k 14 3 14
$50-75k 31 6 36
$75-100k 67 14 20
$100150k 157 32 19
$150200k 116 24 5
Over $200k 92 19 -

Total 485 99 99




Traveling Distance and Time

The median travel distance for both respondents and their spouses Svaslés; the median travel times weeadso
identical: 25 minutesOnly 17 percent of respondents traveled overrBiles By contrast, 31 peent of respondents
traveled for over 3@ninutes

Table 13: Miles and Minutes Traveled Respondent and Spouse

Miles Minutes
Respondent Spouse Combined Respondent Spouse Combined

5 or less 14 13 14 8 7 8
6-10 18 18 18 6 5 6
11-15 19 21 20 14 16 15
16-20 16 15 16 19 12 16
21-30 15 17 16 23 27 25
3140 8 8 8 9 10 10
41 or more 9 8 9 22 24 23

Total 99 100 100 101 101 101
Frequency 327 291 319 287

Workplace Location

Table 14 shows that a majority of respondents (58 percent) and spousesi&eht) worledin Anne Arundel County

with Annapolis (16 percent) and Severna Park (15 percent) as the main destinaflemgrimary destinatioaut of the
countywasBaltimore City (12 percent), as well as Howard County (around 10 percent) and Washington D.C. (around 9
percent). Graphb.

Table 14: Workplace Location of Respondent and Spouse

Location Respondent Spouse Combined
Count Percentage Count Percentage Count Percentage
Inside AA County
Annapolis 58 17 49 16 107 16
Severna Park 62 18 38 12 100 15
Millersville 15 4 16 5 31 5
Pasadena 9 3 7 2 16 2
Fort Meade 17 5 15 5 32 5
Glen Burnie 15 4 13 4 28 4
Laurel 7 2 7 2 14 2
BWI Linthicum 3 1 14 5 17 3
Other AAC 15 4 8 3 23 4
Total AA County 201 58 167 54 368 56
Outside AA County
Baltimore 42 12 38 12 80 12
Baltimore County 16 5 13 4 29 4
Howard County 29 8 30 10 59 9
Montgomery County 7 2 6 2 13 2
t NAyOS DS2NEHSQa 9 3 9 3 18 3
Eastern Shore 2 1 0 0 2 0
Washington D.C. 25 7 33 11 58 9
VA 11 3 7 2 18 3
Other States 3 1 5 2 8 1
Total Outside AA County 144 42 141 36 285 44




Graph 5: Workplace Locations of Severna Park Residents (Combined Respondent and Spouse)
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Use of Travel Modes to Access Workplaces

A large majority of respondents and spouses indicated that they primarily use their vehicles to get to work. No more
than four percent cited any other alternative mode. Public transportatits, light rail, traing hardlysaw any use at

all. Those using their cars were strongly inclined to use them as their only means of transportation, with 91 percent of
respondents and 87 percent of spouses citing over 90 percent usage of cars. The only other modes with users relying

over 90 percent of time included trains (13 percent for those who use it at all) and walking (also 13 percent).

Table 15: Percentage citing use of a Travel Mode to Access Workplace

Respondent Spouse
Count Percentage Count Percentage
Car 338 86 259 85
Carpool 12 3 13 4
Bus 5 1 2 1
Train 4 1 8 3
Light Rail 4 1 4 1
Bike 12 3 8 3
Cycle 3 1 0 0
Walk 16 4 12 4
394 100 306 100

10



Familiarity with Severna Park Area Organizations
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Table 16 represent the percentages of the total sanipbtuding missing values (i.e., there is a column showing the
percentage that sbped the question).

Table B: Percentagendicatinga Level of Familiarity with a.ocal Institution

Unknown Limited Some Quite Extensive Quite+ 5 A RY Total
familiarity familiarity familiar familiarity Extensive Answer

Local community 8 9 16 29 27 56 11 100
association
Green Hornets psimilar 8 12 17 29 19 48 15 100
Religious institution 20 6 7 21 26 47 19 99
School related committee 23 8 8 17 21 38 24 101
Greater Severna Park 12 34 25 13 6 19 11 101
Council
Civic group 39 17 7 3 6 9 28 100
Greater Severna Park 9 39 26 7 2 9 18 101
Chamber of Commerce
Others 9 0 1 2 3 5 85 100
Anne Arundel County GDP 47 23 7 2 2 4 20 101
ASPIRE, Inc. 51 19 8 2 1 3 18 99
Small area plan for Severna 50 22 7 2 1 3 18 100
Park

The itemson Table 1@re ranked based on their scoresfort® Yo Ay GA 2y 2F LISNOSydl 3sS C
& S E i $ familla®yS Four organizationsere relatively familiar to respondent§ocal community association,

religious institution, schoalelated committeeand Green Hornetd) | f (1 K2 dzZ3 K 2 y f assodafiods(mb t O 2
percent)obtained at least 50 percent. Along with that item, religious institutions, school related committees and the
Green Hornets were at the top of the familiarity scale.

The Greater Severna Park Council imafe middle of the pack at 19 percetitye Greater Severna Park Chamber of
Commerceegistered at only 9 percentOther items such as civic grou@percent), ASPIRB jpercent) lacked
familiarity to respondents. He latter were also unfamiliar with key planning documents such as the General
Development Plard(percent) and the Severna Park Small Area Rg@eicent). Graph 6 illustrates the distribution of
scores.

11
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Table 17 shows various measures of involvement with various organizations; items are ranked by the percentage

summarizing an overall level of involvemenhis ranking showed that the same entitiggich were familiar also
displayed the greatest overall level of involvemdatal community associatior{84 percent) religious institutiong30
percent) school related committee@7 percentland the Green Hornet@5 percentkall showed a largescqe of
involvementthan was true of the GSPC (18 percefithis was especially true when considering differences in
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Table T: Percentagendicating aDegreeof Involvementwith a Local Institution

Received Attend Donated Active Other  Overall
info meetings time/money participant contact
Local communityassociation 44 43 33 44 5 34
Religious institution 29 34 39 41 5 30
School related committee 30 32 33 34 4 27
Green Hornets psimilar 36 15 26 44 5 25
Greater Severna Park Council 55 14 5 9 5 18
Greater Severna Park Chamber of Commerc 42 7 4 12
Civic group 18 9 11 10 5 11
ASPIRE, Inc. 23 4 3 3 3 7
Anne Arundel County GDP 19 5 1 1 2 6
Small area plan for Severna Park 18 3 1 1 2 5
Others 5 5 5 5 1 4
Graph 7:Overall Levebf Involvement in Various Local Institutions
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Greater Severna Park - Importance and Satisfaction

The next section focused more on activities which are associated with the Greater Severna Park Council; specifically,
NBalLR2yRSyida 6SNB Fa1SR (42 NIXaGS (GKS AYLERNII WEGRAMA ZI KRR
scale. Table 18 shows the activities ranked by their high scores regarding importance; Table 19 ranks the activities by
high score on satisfaction.

Table 18: Importance of Certain GSPC Activities

Activity Importance

Low Medium High Count

Being open and transparent 2 18 80 477
Working with county officials on policies 3 19 78 469
Ensuring funding for local schools 4 18 78 471
t NPGSOGAY3I GKS {SOSNYyIF tIFNJ] I NBI 2 21 77 474
Protectingthe{ S@SNY I t ' N] F NBFQa AyidSNEF 3 21 77 472
Ef:ping the community informed about crime 4 20 76 479
Defending communities in zoning conflicts 6 22 73 471
t NBEGSOGAY3 GKS {SASNYyLI t I Nfland: NB | 4 24 73 459
Dealing with transportation/road issues 3 26 71 472
Helping to publicize and protect the environment 7 31 62 478
Keeping communities informed via email 6 34 61 490
Lobbying local officials 7 32 61 472
Gathering/presentinginformation 8 36 56 464
Posting information on the Web site 7 38 55 471
Holding regular meetings 11 46 43 466

Judging by the ranking of items of importance, the GSPC is understood to be an entity whose major role is to safeguar
Severna Parkore budgetary and land useterestscSy a dzZNA Yy 3 Fdzy RAy 3 F2NJ a0K22f a4z L
budget, dealing with zoning conflicts, representing the area regarding small area and general development plans. All
GKSaS AdSYya 6Fft2y3a &AlK oftance ScéresderrS peicent. NIpra@rityeSavel elkwh, I K ¢
activities such as communicating, gathering information, posting information or holding meetings were less valuable to
0KS NBaLRyRSyGta Fa 0KSAS AlGSYa NBOEgde2Havevar3tkhouldald® NB :
0S y2GSR GKIG GKS KAIKSaOG NIryl1SR AGSY gl a LINRPOS&aa 2NJ
¢FroftS mMp A& NFryl1SR o6& (KS aK ASrkdotidg @ 2hblfact tAaghe riufb&r ofa | G A & F
respondents offeing an opinion in this section was considerably lower than those offering views on importance,
suggesting that many residents felt unable to comment due to lack of relevant experience or knowledge.
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Overall, the scores were considea lower for satisfaction than for importanc€heanswer choiceseceived relatively
similarsatisfactionscores, with a range from 19 to 42 (23 point difference) compared to the 37 point difference on
importance.

The highest score was received forthei SY gAGK GKS f26S8aid d&AYLR2NI(42peicént) & 02
{2YS WRSTSYRAYy3I AYyUSNBadtaQ FrOGABGAGASEAE 6SNB | f A3 NBf I
percent) ensuring funding for schoo{86 percent) defending communities in zoning conflig®4 percent) The lower

ranked items included community outreach effogtpublicizing/protecting the environmer{24 percent) keeping
communities informed via emgi24 percent)and posting information on the Webite (19 percent) suggesting that the
GSPC may have to improve its performance @sétaress. ¢ KS Y| Ay SEOSLIiAz2zy (2 GKAa&
O2YYdzyAllé AYyF2NN¥SR | 062dzi ONRYSEé onm LISNOSy L tgacr@sdl LIK
all items.

Table B: Satisfactionwith Certain GSPC Activitiesl Y1 SR 6& t SNOSy Gl 3S &l &a

Activity Satisfaction

Low Medium  High Count

Holding regular meetings 10 48 42 301
Keeping the community informed aboutrime 13 46 41 305
Working with county officials on policies 11 54 36 284
Ensuring funding for local schools 16 48 36 291
Defending communities in zoning conflicts 18 48 34 286
Lobbying local officials 14 53 33 282
Gathering/presenting information 17 50 33 294
Being open and transparent 12 58 32 282
t NPGSOUAY3T GKS {SOSNYI tFNJ] F NE 15 55 31 286
Developmgn} Fjlan o o )

t NPGSOGAYa GKS {SOSNYI tINJ | NE 15 54 30 259
t NPGSOGAY3T GKS {SOSNYI tFNJ F NEF 12 59 29 276
Helping to publicize and protect the environment 20 56 24 287
Keeping communities informed via email 35 41 24 304
Dealing with transportation/road issues 21 56 23 284
Posting information on the Web site 23 59 19 309

15



Attitudes towards Aspects of the Severna Park Area

This section of the survey focused on the attitudes heldespondents towards several aspects of the community.
These have been categorized into five elements: Transportation, housing, community amenities, recreation and
environment, and government and local services. Tables 20 throighg2nize responses usgj the five point

G A Y LJ2 Ndcdley OS ¢

Transportation

By providing relatively easy access to workplaces, medical facilities, cities and airports, the strategic location of the

{ SGSNYI tFN)] INBI aSSvya I 01y24ft SR Inbrieans é 3.0B A908 yieigey ( &4 Q
point scale). Of lesser importance was the availability of public transportation or park and ride lots (2.4, 2.3); ithis was
aKFNL) O2yGNY&ad G2 GKS KAIK a02NBE 0o ¢y rhiNBdDdGcordis&whata NJ
previous discussion of preferred transportation options revealed: residents perceive their transportation choices
virtually entirely in terms of the use of private vehicles; facilitating the movement of cars to their destinsithe

prime value.
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Table 20: Attitudes towards Transportation Aspects

Element Not Important 1 2 3 4 5 Veryimportant Mean Count
Proximity/time to medical facilities 4 5 23 33 36 3.9 530
Good traffic/transportation conditions 3 7 27 33 30 3.8 526
Proximity/time to workplace 11 9 21 23 37 3.7 520
Proximity/time to major cities 7 8 25 36 26 3.6 533
Proximity/time to trains/planes 7 10 28 31 24 3.5 533
Proximity/time to higher education 16 14 30 22 19 3.1 528
Availability of publictransport 30 25 26 10 8 2.4 519
Presence of local "park and ride" lots 34 26 22 11 7 2.3 521
Transportation totals 14 13 25 25 23 3.3 526
Graph9: Importance of Transportation Iltems (Ranked by Mean Score)
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Housing

¢l-ofS
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density, and upscale options. Not surprisingly, those attitudes which might favor increased diversity in housing types
(affordability or dedtated to seniors) were less favored.

Table 2A: Attitudes towardsHousingAspects

aLSOoua
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Element Not Importantl 2 3 4 5 Veryimportant Mean Count
Good quality of housing 2 2 13 36 47 4.2 530
Low housing density (few or no 10 9 19 23 39 3.7 532
apartments,condos or townhouses)
Availability of upscale housing 10 9 26 29 26 35 532
Availability of housing with water privileges 12 17 24 22 26 3.3 530
Good variety of housing types 14 15 32 21 17 3.1 524
Availability of affordable housing 16 14 32 23 15 3.1 523
Availability of senior housing 25 21 28 17 8 26 527
Housing totals 13 12 25 24 25 3.4 528

Graph10: Importance of Housing Items (Ranked by Mean Score)
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regions with fewer communities with water privileges placed a lower importance on that{sates ranging from 9 to

17).

TabledawS3IA 2y o0& all DdzAXYDAAMGER 21FGSNI t NA A S3
Region Northwest Southwest Midwest Middle South East Overall

North

Not important 15 20 17 15 7 8 11
Somewhat important 30 33 26 19 9 16 18
Important 18 20 21 32 18 27 24
Quite important 28 13 21 17 23 23 22
Veryimportant 9 13 14 17 43 25 26
Total 100 99 99 100 100 99 101

Count 57 15 42 106 149 134 503

Community Characteristics

G/ 2YYdzyAte OKINIOGSNRalGAOaAE sl a 2yS 2F GKS Yz2ail 2RAIKT
to a high of 4.7 and an overall mean of 4The item of least concern was whether Severna Park was incorporated into a
Ydzy AOA LI fAGeT SAGK I YSIY &d02NB 2F HPT YR YySIENIe& 2y
Themostvaluet G G NA 6dzi S& 6SNB FlYAfe OSyidSMISRNY eda 2F2 B OUIAIAA S Al
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(3.9), and a presumedonsensusbout civic and national matters (3.7).

Table 2: Attitudes towardsCommunity Characteristics

Element Not Important 1 2 3 4 5 Very important Mean  Count
Good place to raise family 2 1 3 13 82 4.7 530
Strong sense of community among 1 3 8 24 64 4.5 531
neighbors
Plenty of activities for children 4 2 8 20 67 44 528
Peace and quiet 1 3 18 34 44 4.2 533
High educational levels afesidents 3 4 18 36 39 4.0 527
Strong community associations 4 8 22 31 36 3.9 526
Many people think like | do about civic 12 13 33 27 16 3.7 529
and national matters
Not incorporated into a municipality 31 15 28 12 15 2.7 513
Community totals 7 6 17 25 45 4.0 527
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Graphll: Importance of Community Items (Ranked by Mean Score)
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Recreation and Environmental Traits

There was little variance among the scores for items classified vifteirecreation and environmerdategory: The
rangewassmail f2¢ 2F odc YR I KAIK 2F nood ¢tKS KAIKSad
which conveys the importance of the physical characteristics typical of suburban Severna Park. This was clearly an
important draw to the area.

Table 3B: Attitudes towardsRecreation and Environment

Element Not 2 3 4 Very Mean Count
Important important
1 5

Abundance of trees/vegetation 2 3 13 32 51 4.3 525
Availability of recreational sites 2 5 21 34 38 4 526
Access tdBaltimore-Annapolis Trail 3 6 21 32 38 4 532
Access to Kinder Park 7 8 25 28 32 3.7 530
Access to water/boating 9 11 21 23 35 3.6 522

Recreation and environmental totals 5 7 20 30 39 3.9 527
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Graph12: Importance of Recreation/Environment Item@&anked by Mean Score)
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slightly more important than access to Kinder Park (3.7) or to water/boating (3.6).

Table 23a shows the vabd!ty in scores for these items by regibg summarlzmg the percentages sayin@ S NB
important® & g2 A GSya RAaLIXI&@SR | tS@St 2F adl GdAadaiolAce
G2 o6F0SNko2lFGAYyIE | VR uoKI NGBS ANRE2 u\exyznsn\smnr\q()@éaéz
highest importance as over one héifl percentg ¥ (G KS NBaALRYyRSyida RSSYSR Al a@SI
seemed of greatest concern to the two regions which were close 6t & A GSY (KS é( aARRT
2 S53a0GSNY IINBFra oSNB fSaa -fXYyISEJ2f 12 ONIGSt & OOSH as
(e.g., Middle North)

E
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Table Ba: Region by Recreation and Environmental Tradts SNOSy G 3S &l @Ay 3 da+ SNE

Region Northwest Southwest Midwest Middle South East Overall  Sig.

North
Access to water/boating 20 13 30 26 51 33 35 .001
Access to Kinder Park 32 33 47 45 24 24 32 .02
Access to Baltimoré\nnapolis Trail 26 33 47 43 43 30 38 .09
Availability of recreational sites 33 33 35 43 43 33 38 .55
Abundance of trees/vegetation 44 40 57 55 54 44 50 9
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Government and other Services

The last section of this battery of questions about general attitudes covered aspezts of governmengits
services/schools/libraries, crime rates and taxes. Two other questions included in this section deal with commercial or
cultural services.

Scores in this section also did not show much variability, ranging from a low of218dh of 4.7, but with most scores
clustered around 3.5 to 4.5. The overall mean was relatively high: 3.9.

An examination of the results depicted on Tablg2d4d Graph 3) shows that three items were of greatest importance:

the quality of public schds (4.7), low crime rates (4.7), and the presence of a public library (4.3). While the high
AYLERNIFYOS 2F GKS Lzt AO0 aokKz22fta gla Of SFNE GKS | @I At
group (2.9), implying that having top quglpublic schools rather than just the availability of excellent schools in general
was the core value being expressed. While attitudes towards public schools implied generous government spending, t
idz £t AGe 27F Ké&whikeyidashighBaied dsthaviSgigbod schoajsvas still favored (3.8). Indeed, low

GFrES&a yR GKAIK lidadtade 2F A20SNYYSyid &aSNBAOSE NBOSA
Table 2: Attitudes towardsGovernment and Other ServicéRanked by Mean Score)
Element Not 2 3 4 Very Mean Count
Important important
1 5
Good quality of public schools 2 1 4 13 80 4.7 528
Low crime rates 1 1 4 16 79 4.7 528
Presence of public library 1 4 15 27 54 4.3 523
High quality of government services 4 6 28 34 29 3.8 531
Low taxes 5 7 27 23 39 3.8 528
Ample commercial services in local area 3 8 30 36 24 3.7 520
Ample entertainment options in local area 4 8 31 34 22 3.6 520
Availability of good quality private schools 24 17 23 18 18 29 532
Government andother services total 6 7 20 25 43 3.9 526

Graph13: Importance of Govt./Other Services Items (Ranked by Mean Score)
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Graph 4 presents all the items that registered a mean score of at least 4.0. These fteehgeemphasize
schools/family, safety, a sense of community, and various @merassociated with the greater Severna Park area.

Graph14: Importance Items with Mean 4.0 Minimum Mean Scores
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shows the resultsvhen the scores for each ranking (#1 and #2) were combined. Consistent with the results depicted in
the tablesand graphsbove, the quality of the public schools was the most highly ranked item, with 53 percent placing

it either first or second. Theseg/ R KA 3IKS&ad NIy]1SR AGSY ¢6Fa a322R LX I OS
0St26 6SNB af2g ONAYS NIGSaé¢ o6Hn LISNOSyidovz aadNBy3 &
water (8 percent). All other items were only cited$iy percent or fewer.
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Table 24a: Ranking of All Attributes

Attribute Percentage
Good quality of public schools 53
Good place to raise family 38
Low crime rates 20

=
N

Strong sense of community among neighbors
Access to water/boating

Low taxes

Peace and quiet

Abundance of trees/vegetation

Low housing density (few or no apartments,
Availability of housing with water privileges
Good quality of housing

Availability of affordable housing
Proximity/time to workplace
Proximity/time to medical facilities
Access to BaltimoréAnnapolis Trail

Plenty of activities for children

Presence of public library

Availability of good quality private schools
Good traffic/transportation conditions
High quality ofgovernment services
Availability of recreational sites

High educational levels of residents
Strong community associations
Availability of upscale housing

Ample commercial services in local area
Proximity/time to major cities

Availability of senior housing
Proximity/time to trains/planes
Proximity/time to higher education

Access to Kinder Park

Good variety of housing types

Ample entertainment options in local area
Not incorporated into a municipality
Availability of public transport

Presence of local "park and ride" lots

Many people think like | do about civic and
national matters

OO0 OO0 Oo0COOoOFrRF FRPFRPPFPFRPPRPPFPPPRPEPPFPEPNDNMNMDMNMNMNMMNMDMMNMNWEDEEDBEM~MOOO©
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Problems facing the Severna Park Area

This section of the survey focused upon a host of possible protaéiitsing the Severna Park are@he items have
been categorized intoewengroupings: crime, environmengffordability, recreation,government services and budget,
transportation, and miscellaneous.

Crime

As seen on Table 2td Graph 1hunderagedrinking @.6) and the presence of illegal drugs (3.4) were the two most
cited problems within the category of crime. Property crimes (3.2) were seen as more serious than crimes against
individuals (2.6).

Table 25: Problemg Crime(Ranked by Mean Score)

Not serious 1 2 3 4 5 Very serious Mean

Underage drinking 4 14 29 25 28 3.6
Presence of illegal drugs 5 17 32 26 20 3.4
Too much property crime (burglary, thefts) 6 23 33 23 15 3.2
Too much crime against individuals (assaults, robbery) 15 36 29 12 7 2.6

Crime total 8 23 31 22 18 3.2

Graph 15: Seriousness of Problem€&rime
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the regions. The southwest area (N=15) apparently had the highest overall perception of crime, followed by the
Midwest and south. The middle north has the lowest crime perception.

Table 2%: Problemsg Crimeby RegiongPercentages saying Quite or Very Serious)
Region Northwest Southwest Midwest Middle South East

North
Crime against individuals 34 33 40 31 41 40
Property crimes 23 40 24 12 23 17
Combined 57 73 64 43 64 57

Environment

¢FofS He aK2ga GKIG GKS Yz2ad aSNR2dza SYy@ANRBYYSydGlrft LI
environmental conditions were closely clustered between mean scores of 2.6 to 2.9.

Table 26: ProblemsEnvironment
Not serious 1 2 3 4 5 Very serious Mean

Too much environmental degradation of the rivers 4 9 24 22 41 3.9
Too much air pollution 15 24 30 16 15 2.9
Too many illegal signs 19 21 26 16 18 2.9
Too much noise pollution from aircraft 17 25 26 17 15 2.8
Too much noisgollution from cars or boats 19 31 31 14 6 2.6

Environmental total 15 22 27 17 19 3.0

Graph B: Seriousness of Problem$Environment
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Three aspects of the environment are presented in TablegaBger degradation, air noise, and access to watenich is
found on Table 28) by region. Two aspects were statistically signification: river degradation and air noise. Taken
together, the river degradation and access to watariables highlightethe relevance of the Severn River to those in

the souh ¢ they were the most likely to cite river degradation as a problem and least likely to cite access to the water as
a problem.

Air noise was apparently the most severe for those in the middle west (56 perc€hmrtwell, Chartwood, Fairwinds,
etc. ¢ KS { KA LXakamsalso rél@ivel) Bigh on the perception of aircraft noise as a serious problem: 46
percent. Both of these areas are under the flight path of aircraft approachingfBuwgjood Marshall airport

Table 26aProblemsc Environment by Regions (Percentages saying Quite or Very Serious)
Region Northwest Southwest Midwest Middle South East

North
River degradation 51 60 64 46 73 70
Lack of access to the water 37 a7 40 40 23 35
Aircraft noise 46 27 56 24 30 23

Affordability

Table 27and Graph 17)eveals that two affordability items were most prominent: the high cost of living (3.3) and
excessive property taxes (3.2). However, ¢éherallaffordability of housing (2.5) or elderly housingd(Rwere not

important concerns lghlighting the irony that while respondents lamented the high costs of living in the area, they were
not especially concerned with the lack of affordable housing options.

Table 27: ProblemsAffordability

Not serious 2 3 4 Very Serious Mean
1 5
Excessive property taxes 9 18 33 21 19 3.2
High cost of living 7 13 33 33 14 3.3
Overall lack of affordable housing 20 31 31 11 6 2.5
Lack of affordable elderly housing 26 30 27 11 6 2.4
Affordability total 16 23 31 19 11 29
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Graph17: Seriousness of Problemaffordability
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Recreation Problems

Table 28and Graph 183hows that recreation problems are generaiyt high2 y G KS Lldzof A O0Qa f A&l
range was very low: 810 3.0. Theareas ofgreatest concervereda t I Off I @Fa LF2NJ | OGABAGASaA
pdzof AO | 00S&aa (2 41 GSNE OHODPYO £F20ERWUIERT QRIBEKSNE A aSYAKS
Table 28: ProblemsRecreation
Not seriousl 2 3 4 5 Very serious Mean

Lack of place$or activities for teenagers 14 18 34 21 14 3
Lack public access to water 22 23 22 19 15 2.8
Lack of open space 20 25 30 15 11 2.7
Lack of recreational areas 32 28 28 7 5 2.2
Lack access to B/A trail 51 26 18 3 2 1.8
Recreation total 28 24 26 13 9 2.5
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Graph B: Seriousness of ProblemdRecreation
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Government Services and Budget

Table 29and Graph 193hows aconsistentdistribution of views regarding the elements in this category: the high was

3.0 and the low was 2.7The publidisplayedd2 y OSNY | 62dzi GKS aljdz2r €t AGe 2F LR A
GLzt AO ST NBY2@QIf aeaitSvyosé ¢CKS 1jdzSaGA2y NBII NRAY:
was asked prior to the political turmoil surrounding the fundifigaamew Severna Park high school in late May; perhaps
public concern would have been greater had the survey been fielded after the controversy had materialized. In genera
all of the items show a moderate level of concern without singling out any omecgle

Table 29 Problemsg Government Services and Budget

Not seriousl 2 3 4 5 Very serious Mean

Quality of political leadership 15 24 36 14 11 3
Lack of effective public leaf removal system 20 18 23 20 18 3
Efficiency of county govt. as a problem 11 27 38 16 9 2.9
Impact of budget cuts on quality of government services 11 23 37 18 10 2.9
Adequacy of government response to complaints 15 25 37 17 7 2.8
Inadequate snow removal services 20 25 25 17 14 2.8
Overall quality of government services 12 25 45 12 6 2.7
Quiality of local schools 31 22 11 16 20 2.7
Government services, budget tots 17 24 32 16 12 29
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Graph B: Seriousness of ProblengsGovernment Services and Budget
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Transportation

Table 3Qand Graph 20jjsts the six transportation items included in this section of the survey. Concern for a few of
GKSaS AdSYya gFa NBfFGAGStE e KAIKY GOGNIFFAO O2y3aSadarzy
highest scores for arifem among all problem® ¢KS 101 2F aARSgIFf1akiNI Af A
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views seemed consistent in thatK S & £Jdz®f A @ T i Nlwssamdhd\thedbweskrated diems: Clearly,

a2

respondents wanted relief on major streets so that they could continue theidependent lifestyles.

Table 30 Problems- Transportation

Notserious1 2 3 4 5 Very serious Mean

Trafficcongestion on major streets 6 15 30 27 23 3.5
Lack sidewalks/trails on major streets. 12 14 28 23 23 3.3
Too much speeding on local roads 11 20 28 22 19 3.2
Lack sidewalks/trails in neighborhood 24 21 22 16 18 2.8
Lack public transportation 26 24 28 13 10 2.6
Traffic within neighborhood 28 23 29 11 9 2.5

Transportation total 18 20 28 19 17 3.0
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Graph20: Seriousness of ProblengsTransportation
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Miscellaneous

The last category in this section about problems included a few items that could mdieloively grouped in another
category. These included: lack of a town center; aging housing stock; uncontrolled growth/development; unsightly
commercial development; and, lack of miflimily housing. The sellts are summarized on Table &id Graph 21

Table 31 Problems- Miscellaneous
Not serious 1 2 3 4 5 Very serious Mean

Lack of adequate town center 20 25 26 15 15 2.8
Aging housing stock 22 27 31 15 4 2.5
Uncontrolled growth/development 10 16 23 24 28 3.4
Unsightly commercial development 10 19 23 26 21 3.3
Lack of multifamily housing 59 26 11 3 2 1.6

Misc. total 19 21 26 16 18 2.9

Two elements seemed of particular concern: uncontrolled growth and development (3.4) and unsightly commercial
development (3.3). The publicdhbess concern with aging housing stock (2.5). Consistent with its preference for single
family housing, the lack of support for mdiéimily housing (1.6) was not unexpected.
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Graph21: Seriousness of ProblemdMiscellaneous
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Overall ranking
As with thesection on general attitudes, at the end of the problems section respondents were asked to intiiate t

top two problems. Table Zlshows the result®r the combined scoresEnvironmentuncontrolled
growth/development and traffic conditions were thep three elements.

Table 3h: Ranking of Problems

Problem Percentage
Too much environmental degradation of the rivers 17
Uncontrolled growth/development 16
Traffic congestion on major streets 13
Excessive property taxes 12

[EEN
o

Too much property criméburglary, thefts)
Presence of illegal drugs

Underage drinking

Too much speeding on local roads

Quiality of local schools

Lack sidewalks/trails on major streets.

High cost of living

Unsightly commercial development

Too much noisgollution from aircraft

Lack public access to water

Lack of adequate town center

Inadequate snow removal services

Lack sidewalks/trails in neighborhood

Lack of places for activities for teeagers
Quality of political leadership

Impactof budget cuts on quality of government services
Too much air pollution

Lack of effective public leaf removal system
Efficiency of county govt. as a problem
Traffic within neighborhood

Too many illegal signs

Lack of open space

Overalllack of affordable housing

Adequacy of government response to complaints
Lack public transportation

Too much crime against individuals (assaults, robbery)
Too much noise pollution from cars or boats
Aging housing stock

Lack ofmulti-family housing

Lack of recreational areas

Overall quality of government services

Lack of affordable elderly housing

Lack access to B/A trail
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Graph 22: Seriousness of Problem3op Choices (Ranked by percent received)
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rivers, traffic congestion and uncontrollgdowth as the top of the list. While underage drinking comes in second using
the mean score on the fivpoint scale (3.6), it comes in seventh using the most important problem frequency (9
percent citing it). By contrast, property crime and high taxesld seem to be more important based on their most
important frequencies than would have been indicated using their mean scores. Thus, while there is considerable
overlap between the mean scores and the most important frequencies, there were some digesges well.
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Solutions for the Greater Severna Park Area

Once respondents had identified problems, they were presentedraber2 ¥ W& 2f dziA2yaQ | YR
favorable they were to each proposed solution, using afiemt low/high scale. Table 3@resents a ranking of all
solutionsby the highestmeanscore on the five point scale (thus a higher score indicates gresterdbility)

Q)¢
—

Table 32 Solutions Ranked by Average per Item

Low High

Solution 1 2 3 4 5 Mean
Ensure that there are adequate public facilities prior to development 1 3 11 23 62 4.4
Improve school facilities 3 4 18 19 56 4.2
Apply stricter controls on residential development 3 5 22 26 45 4.1
Apply stricter controls on commercial development 2 5 21 25 48 4.1
More restrictions on building in Critical Areas 6 8 19 19 49 4
Improve quality of instruction in public schools 5 5 20 24 45 4
Stricter penalties for youths and parents for underage drinking 6 7 28 24 35 3.8
Establish more activities for teenagers 4 7 32 26 31 3.7
Build sidewalks on major streets leading to commercial areas or schools 9 9 21 24 37 3.7
Have more police on patrol to enforce laws and respond to crimes 4 8 35 26 28 3.7
Create a more vibrant town center area 9 12 24 23 32 3.6
Enforce sign laws more fully 10 9 26 23 33 3.6
Beautify existing roadways 7 14 28 25 26 3.5
Build pedestrian overpass on Ritchie Highway 15 14 20 21 30 3.4
Bring a greater range of entertainment options to our local area 12 15 25 26 22 3.3
(e.g., restaurants, cinemas, plays)

Add bike lanes 15 14 23 22 27 3.3
Create cultural center 13 15 29 21 20 3.2
Add buses to Baltimore, DC or other job centers 22 21 26 17 15 2.8
Build light rail to Annapolis 2 12 19 16 21 2.8
Build housing/health facilities for the elderly 17 27 33 15 8 2.7
Add buses/shuttles/taxis within the local area 24 23 27 15 11 2.7
Build sidewalks in your neighborhood 33 14 20 11 22 2.7
Add buses up and down Ritchie Highway 28 24 27 13 9 2.5
Build multi-family apartments for those over 55 28 27 28 10 7 24
Permit multi-family apartments for all ages 57 19 15 5 4 1.8
Allow higher building densities on available land near you 74 11 9 2 3 1.5

Table 3%hows thatgrowth and development solutions were most favoretbking 4 of the 6 highest averages.
GLYLINR@S a0OKz22ft FLFIOAtAGASAE | YR aA YispeRed!® highdavdrabiiite 2 F
averages, signalireghigh measure of concerfor education.
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Graph 23: Top 6 Solutions (All Receiving a Mean Score of at least 4.0)
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Tables 33 through 3gresent the solutions grouped by category.

Growth/development

While growth related items received the highest scores, they also received the lowest ones, thereby accounting for the
relatively low category average of 3.1. The four items that had average scores of at least 4.0 were all related to placing
more restrictionsor controls on development. The four items with the lowest scores were generally those favoring
higher densities Respondents clearly did not want to see much change in the prevailing pattern of single family
dwellings.

Table 33 Growth/Development

Soluion Low High

1 2 3 4 5 Average

Ensure that there are adequate public facilities prior to development 1 3 11 23 62 4.4
Apply stricter controls on residential development 3 5 22 26 45 4.1
Apply stricter controls on commercial development 2 5 21 25 48 4.1
More restrictions on building in Critical Areas 6 8 19 19 49 4

Build housing/health facilities for the elderly 17 27 33 15 8 2.7
Build multi-family apartments for those over 55 28 27 28 10 7 2.4
Permit multi-family apartments for all ages 57 19 15 5 4 1.8
Allow higher building densities on available land near you 74 11 9 2 3 15

Averages 24 13 20 16 28 31
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Graph 24: SolutionsMean Scores for Growth and Development
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Environment

ltemsshown on Table 3deal with visual enhancements rather than any general restrictions on development. These

two items had very similar scores, and sugdkat the public is generally favorable to these measuredthough
without the wild enthusiasm of policies that woubé more likely to reduce growth araloidhigher densities.

Table 34 Environment

Solution 1 2 3 4 5 Average

Beautify existing roadways 7 14 28 25 26 3.5

Enforce sign laws more fully 10 9 26 23 33 3.6
Averages 9 12 27 24 30 3.6

Transportation

The overall score for items in this category was relatively low (3.0) and without the extremes found in the
growth/development category. There was some support for building sidewalks on major §8e8tbuilding a

pedestrian overpass on Ritchie Highy§a.4)and adding bike lang8.3) All measures meant to enhance public
transportation received only lukewarm support. In the absence of a specific solution that would seem to reduce traffic
congestiong the highest priority probleng while keeping rggondents in their carghe public did not seem to have too

much interest in the solutions presented.
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