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Introduction

During the first few months of 1992, the GSPC undertook the administration of a survey using a questionnaire generated by the Council's Planning Committee.  The purpose of the survey was to aid the Council and Planning Committee set medium and long-term goals by assessing the attitudes of residents encompassed by the Council's member communities. 

The questionnaire was divided into two basic sections.  In the first, respondents were asked objective questions concerning their age, marital status, occupations, income, family size and commuting habits.  In the second section, subjective perceptions were divided into three subsections.  The first was based on the idea that residents could rank some of the area's characteristics by using a five point scale indicating an item's relative importance 'for drawing and keeping you in the area.'  The second subsection assumed that the Council's area suffered from some 'problems' which could also be identified as in the previous subsection.  Lastly, respondents were offered a listing of possible 'solutions' for dealing with some of the problems identified in the previous subsection.   

In addition, at the end of each section, residents were asked to provide a specific listing of first through fourth most important traits, problems or preferred solutions. Respondents were also asked about specific commercial or government services which might be lacking as well as their agreement with the GSPC investigating the incorporation of this area as a 'separate municipality.'  Although the questionnaire requested that individuals return completed forms 'within the next two weeks' after receiving them, the Council continued receiving questionnaires for the next couple of months.  

Methodological Notes

A total of 930 valid questionnaires were received, approximately a ten percent return rate given the roughly ten thousand households (the 'sampling universe') represented by the Council. < 1 >   The sample was not completely 'random' since questionnaires were administered by delegates and community associations, resulting in a skewing of results to those communities whose delegates were present and received questionnaires, and whose method of internal dissemination was the most effective. < 2 > Moreover, the GSPC offered no special inducements to respondents (e.g., monetary incentives, follow-up letters), relying essentially on the intrinsic interest of the questions and 'citizen duty.' In practice, this meant that some communities were not represented at all (e.g., Carrolton Manor, Chartridge) while others were over-represented.  

These methodological choices mean that the results should not be taken as statistically definitive; had the process been 'perfect' from a statistical point of view, the margin of error would have been around three percent with a ninety-five percent confidence limit.  Nevertheless, these results do comprise the most thorough survey of local residents ever conducted by a public organization like the GSPC.  It certainly provides the Council with much more knowledge about its constituents and helps to confirm or refine the perceptions which Council members have about the characteristics and perceptions of their neighbors.

After receiving the questionnaires, the values for individual items were entered into a database.  All the attitudinal items and most objective questions were numerically coded, with the exception of the occupation and workplace destination variables which were entered as 'string variables' and subject to secondary recoding. All statistical analyses were conducted using SPSS for Windows, a software package available for MS-DOS computers.


This report will deal with several themes, divided into four parts.  The first part will describe the trends in the data, focusing first on the objective and then the subjective questions.  The second part will examine the presence of 'attitude clusters' by using factor analysis to distinguish attitude types.  The third part will discuss some relationships between demographic and attitudinal variables, using income and age as independent variables.   The fourth part will briefly review relationships between community location and other variables to assess the degree of heterogeneity within this area.

An appendix is included at the end of the report which provides several accompanying tables not included directly in the text and identifies the missing cases, means, medians and standard deviations for each applicable item on the questionnaire.

Part One: Descriptive Analysis of Survey Items

Objective Characteristics

The Council's geographic area has many of the characteristics of a well-established middle and upper-middle class suburb.  According to demographic statistics supplied by Anne Arundel County, the GSPC’s area is composed of individuals who are a bit older than the average population as the percentage of residents 45 or over was 33.4% as opposed to 29% for Anne Arundel County as a whole.  Since the GSPC's survey respondents were generally heads of households, they constituted an even older group with mean ages of both the respondents and their spouses being around 50 years old. Nearly a quarter of the respondents were retired, much higher than the 8.5% which the census data show as being 65 or older. Essentially a family-oriented community, 90% of the respondents were married; at least 47% had a minimum of one child living at home with them, and 33% had at least two.  Given the way the questionnaire was worded, it was not possible to ascertain how many households had children who no longer lived at home, but given the age of the respondents, the proportion was surely significant. 


The socioeconomic profile of the typical respondent featured an individual who was a holder of a bachelors degree (42%), and possibly even a professional or advanced college degree (25%).  Respondents were more educated than the norm for the community as a whole since the 1990 census lists only 41% of residents with at least a bachelor's degree (versus our sample's 67%). Owner of his/her own home (98% – about the same as the census figure), the respondent had a household income between $65,000 and $150,000 (58%), with the median income in the $65,000-80,000 range.  The 1990 census shows this area's median household income as $62,210, which was higher than the corresponding figure for Anne Arundel county as a whole ($45,147). This comparisons are summarized on Table 1. < 3 > 

Table 1: Census and Survey Income Compared
	
	
	
	

	Income in $1,000s
	Census Percentage
	Survey Percentage
	Difference

	 0 - 35
	19.4%
	5%
	-14.4%

	 35 - 50
	14.8%
	13.9%
	-0.9%

	 50 - 75
	28.6%
	36.1%
	7.5%

	 75 - 100
	19.4%
	20.4%
	1%

	 100 -150
	12.6%
	18.8%
	6.2%

	 150+
	5.2%
	5%
	-0.2%

	The income range in the survey was actually $50-80,000, while the census used $75,000 as its cutoff.
	
	
	


Occupationally, most respondents were managers (11%), engineers (11%), government employees (8%), educators (7%), employed in health (7%), analysts (4%), involved in computer work (3%) or secretaries (5%).  On average, traveling distance to work was around 18 miles, with the predominant destinations being Annapolis (16%), Baltimore (12%), Washington (10%), BWI/Linthicum (8%), Fort Meade (8%) and Glen Burnie (4%).  About 10% worked within the Severna Park area. < 4 >   Almost all respondents and spouses used their cars for commuting to work, although a much smaller number divided their modes of transportation between car, carpool and/or public transportation. < 5 >   Lastly, most individuals (57%) claimed that their households used Benfield Rd/Blvd at least two to three times a day or more.
Subjective Perceptions
Attitudes towards this Area
Consistent with the findings above, it is not surprising to discover that when respondents were asked what they liked (using a 5 point scale with 5 being most important) about this area, many of them emphasized the 'sense of community' (3.3), 'quality of the schools' (3.9), the idea that it was a 'good place to raise a family' (4.0) and 'peace and quiet' (3.8). < 6 >   They also appreciated that the area featured low density housing (4.0) whose quality was good (3.8).  Fewer were concerned that the area featured 'affordable housing' (3.1).   They were especially fond of 'trees and vegetation in their communities' (4.0) and many appreciated 'the presence of large bodies of water' in close proximity (3.3).
Other community amenities scored on the positive side, but were not as strongly favored as those previously mentioned.  The 'presence of a public library' (3.1), the 'high quality of government services' (3.3) and the 'availability of recreational sites' (3.1) were in this category.
Individuals welcomed the fact that this area is well situated from the point of view of 'place of employment' (3.6), cities (3.2) and medical facilities (2.9).  Less important were the 'distance to higher education' (2.3) and 'trains/planes' (2.7).  Respondents also noted the relative absence of public transportation (1.8) and claimed that good traffic conditions were an important attraction (3.2).  Several questionnaires noted that traffic conditions had deteriorated sharply during the years since the respondents' arrival.
Overall, residents seemed generally pleased with their surroundings.  Moreover, the historic Council priorities on preserving single family dwellings in planning and zoning contexts was supported by the list of attractions mentioned by the respondents.
The Area's Problems
The Planning Committee came up with thirty items which it felt were 'problems' that individuals would be likely to mention.  Unlike the previous set of items, respondents tended to differentiate their scores more in this section, with fewer high scores and more low scores (using a 5 point scale in which 5 was a ‘very serious’ problem).  Many respondents did not believe that the area's problems were severe or numerous, somewhat in keeping with the positive assessment made above.
However, it is clear that some problems caught nearly everyone's attention.  'Traffic congestion on major streets' was the consensual number one problem (4.1) as 29% made this their top priority.  Closely related both substantively and attitudinally were concerns about excessive or poorly planned development.  The item 'too much uncontrolled growth and development' (residential and commercial) was made the second most cited complaint (3.9, 11%). < 7 >   Other related items were 'too much environmental degradation of the local rivers' (3.7) and 'unsightly commercial development' (3.6).  Although noise (3.0) and air (2.7) pollution were not equally highly rated as problems, several questionnaires underlined the negative impact of vehicles, boats and especially aircraft in qualitative comments.
Several possible problem areas did not find much resonance among the respondents.  Very few felt troubled by the 'lack of multifamily housing' (1.8), the 'aged' look of the housing stock (2.4), the lack of convenient access to the Baltimore/Annapolis Trail (1.9) and waterfront (2.2) or the absence of sidewalks within the local neighborhood (2.1).  There was mild enthusiasm for dubbing problems items such as the 'lack of sufficient open space' (2.7) or 'lack of recreational areas' (2.5), the 'lack of a town center' (2.6) or 'affordable housing for the elderly' (2.8).  The fact that the 'quality of local schools' received a relatively low score on the 'problem scale' (2.7) should be encouraging news for many.
The highlighted problems singled out by the survey combined to form an image of a population whose 'suburban dream' is being gradually eroded by a development process whose negative externalities have deeply concerned residents.  The frustration over the deterioration of their quality of life was apparently directed at government, which was seen as relatively inefficient (3.5), inadequately responding to citizens' concerns (3.2) and composed of less than ideal quality leadership (3.2).  Moreover, residents were irate over having to pay what they considered 'excessive property taxes' (3.9), which was possibly a part of the general problem of the 'high cost of living in this area' (3.4).   There was a perception that illegal drugs were widely available as well (3.4).   
This overview of problems suggests that several problems are severe and may be insufficiently addressed by government.  The Council has frequently focused on these types of issues (roads, adequate facilities in general, planning and zoning, drug problems, etc.) but of course has no formal jurisdiction by which to exercise direct control over what occurs.   
Solutions
Given residents' general discomfort with the effects of growth and development, the primary thrust of their prioritized 'solutions' was to attempt to slow down and better manage undesired change.   There was a strong sense in which it was necessary to 'make sure that there are adequate infrastructure facilities or firm commitments to construct them prior to agreeing to further construction and development' (4.4, 18%) which received the highest score of any item on the questionnaire (using a 5 point “importance” scale).  The anti-development emphasis was again visible in the ideas that we should 'make it harder to build in "critical areas" to further protect water quality' (4.3, 13%), to impose 'stricter controls on new residential development' (4.0, 14%) and 'controls and better architectural standards on new commercial development' (3.9, 10%).  Clearly, residents believe the development process has not been supervised in a manner which sufficiently protects their interests.
On the controversial issue of 'building East-West Blvd.' residents seemed to find something of a solution for their traffic woes.  It received the relatively high score of 3.8 and 10% felt it should be the area's first priority.  As the frequency distribution shown in Table 2 demonstrates, this issue was polarizing, with many (17%) giving the item a low value of '1' and many more (50%) giving it a '5'.
Table 2: Frequency Distribution of 'Build East-West'
	Value
	# of Cases
	Percent.

	1
	139
	17

	2
	47
	6

	3
	97
	12

	4
	119
	15

	5
	406
	50


N=808

Support for building East-West Blvd. was much stronger than that received by alternative approaches to transportation dilemmas, such as 'the addition of more buses/shuttles/taxis' to serve either this area (2.7) or to go to Baltimore/DC (2.8) or the construction of 'light rail to Annapolis' (3.1).   Non-vehicular transportation was also less enthusiastically embraced, as the 'building of a pedestrian overpass over Ritchie Highway' (2.7), the 'addition of more bike paths' (2.6), sidewalks along major streets (2.9) or in communities (2.3) were accorded lukewarm support.
Residents showed some support for enhancing the visual aspects of the area.  They favored the 'tougher enforcement of sign ordinances' (3.4) and the beautification of existing roadways (3.2).  They were strongly against measures which might cause further congestion or alter the residential 'single family' character of the area, only supporting the building of additional housing and health facilities for the elderly (3.1) while repudiating the creation of multifamily structures in general (1.9), especially near their own communities (1.5).
From a planning perspective, the prospect of creating a 'town or community center' or 'cultural center' may have been too vague or questionable in function for respondents, who gave these ideas only cautious support (2.7, 2.5).  Several questionnaires mentioned the need for more entertainment facilities, but also noted a concern for the location of any new structures.  Some questionnaires mentioned the specific need for a place for youth activities.  In general, it seems that the Planning Committee should carefully consider evaluate the strengths, weaknesses and feasibility of a town center.  It must also consider the effective 'marketing' of any approach which it may eventually favor.
Incorporation
The questionnaire included an item which touched on the theme of incorporation.  It read:
Some people think that residents could gain greater control over local problems if  the Severna Park area incorporated as a separate 'municipality.'   Others say that incorporation could require higher taxes.  Would you favor the Greater Severna Park Council seriously examining the incorporation of this area as a municipality?    
Most residents (68%) did not favor the examination of this possibility, often mentioning a fear of additional taxes and occasionally a general dislike of government.  However, several questionnaires mentioned a lack of knowledge on the issue, suggesting that should the GSPC still decide to further examine the issue, a priority should be to clarify exactly what form incorporation might take and whether it could occur at no or little net cost to the community.  
It is evident, on the other hand, that residents were dissatisfied with county government and felt a need to better control the planning process in this area.  The Council's ability to serve as the ideal vehicle for this role may be based largely on the belief that, as a volunteer association, it escapes the normal pathos of the political process and thereby better serves the citizenry.  However, it should also be clear to all who have participated in the workings of the Council that as a volunteer association, its efficacy is very strongly shaped by the talent, time and energies of those who are willing to devote themselves to its operation.  It has no staff or 'full-time' officials who can provide the detailed oversight of planning/zoning/adequate facilities that the residents seem to want. 
Thus, the incorporation issue is based at least partly on the question of whether the 'professionalization' of a community association umbrella group such as the GSPC would tend to enhance its performance by providing a locally controlled staff and formal jurisdiction over relevant policy areas, or instead produce just another layer of unresponsive government whose main trademark would be the extraction of resources (taxes) rather than the provision of useful services.
Commercial and Government Services
Commercial Services. Several questionnaires mentioned the need for a 'good bakery,' a cluster of 'finer and/or varied restaurants' perhaps as part of an entertainment center with theaters, taverns, a 'teenage nightclub', a laundromat, a hotel, a 'banquet/meeting facility', a plaza with refreshment stands adjoining the B/A Trail, easier parking at the Giant, a safer groceries pick up area at the Value Foods, delivery service for groceries and drugs, a walk-in medical center and a 'pump out station for boaters'.  Others insisted that there was already too much commercial development and that a consolidation of commercial space would free up land for alternative uses (parks, senior citizens' housing, and youth centers).
Government Services.  Many questionnaires insisted on the provision of curbside recycling, perhaps in lieu of twice weekly trash pickup (the survey was administered prior to the expansion of the current recycling program).  Others mentioned curbside leaf pickup by vacuum, more public transportation (on Benfield, buses to major employment centers), additional police patrols and speed enforcement on Benfield and other roads, better regulation of development by planning and zoning, improved snow removal, more professional fire fighters, the need for a bigger post office and library, prompter road repair/cleaning, improved standards and/or funding for education, an on/off ramp for 97 at Old Mill, sidewalks on major streets, more traffic lights and crosswalks on Benfield and B/A Blvd., adding trees, trails and picnic areas to Kinder Park, light rail to Balto/Annapolis, incorporation of planning/zoning functions at local level, more frequent provision of dumpsters to communities, more services for the elderly, poor and handicapped, sewers/public water in communities lacking them, better storm water management, a job placement center and/or job counseling in schools.
Conclusion
This survey has produced a clearer image of the image and desires of local residents.  To some degree it has complemented the long-standing goals and priorities of the Council.  It suggests that residents have positive overall feelings about the area, but feel that their suburban ideal may be more a paradise lost or in danger of slipping away. They have also made many recommendations about commercial or government services which are currently lacking or inefficiently administered.  The Planning Committee should examine these results with the goal of devising a strategy which might reverse or delay the erosion of the quality of life which the Council and residents have come to value so highly.
Part II: Attitude Clusters Using Factor Analysis 
Methodology
Establishing the presence of commonalties among a large number of variables requires the use of advanced statistical procedures.  In addressing this issue for the subjective perceptions of respondents, factor analysis, essentially a tool for reducing the complexity of a database by revealing underlying commonalities, was employed.  This method makes it possible to find commonly associated variables and identify their 'loading' against a hypothetical 'factor' construct.  By examining these loading values on at least two factors, it is possible to generalize about attitudinal types which show a set of similar loadings.  This was done for each of the three subsections: general attitudes, problems and solutions.  Eventually four such attitudinal types were identified, although they were not immediately obvious in the analysis of attitudes.  Tables showing the factor scores for each variable are located at the end of this report.
Attitudes
All the attitudinal variables were placed together in a factor run which yielded six 'factors,' accounting for a total of 60% of the variance.  However, the first two factors alone accounted for 33% of the variance and form the basis of discussion here.
The first factor distinguished between four clusters of attitudes.  The first (those with the lowest scores) include three traits (presence of water, proximity to workplace and quality of the schools).  These values seem broadly shared and resist further conceptual linkage.  The second group (low density housing, affordable housing, peace and quiet, good quality of housing and good place to raise a family) appear linked as a 'family-homeowner' cluster.  They expressed community values only to the point that they enhance home ownership and family-centered traits.  The third group were the 'communitarians.'  They commonly valued general features about the community such as the abundance of trees, good traffic conditions, availability of recreational sites and the 'sense of community.'  Last, the fourth group can be called the 'proximity/public amenity' cluster (amenitarians).  It was characterized by the strong emphasis on proximity to public institutions such as universities, public transportation, airports/trains, libraries and medical facilities.  It was very strongly associated with an attraction to the 'high quality of government services.'
The second factor essentially reinforced the four categories derived from the first factor.  At one extreme were the 'family-house owner' values (low density, raise family, peace and quiet, and high quality of schools) with one communitarian value (abundance of trees) added.  The 'communitarian' attitudes clustered fairly well together (traffic conditions, presence of water, and sense of community) with 'good quality of housing' added.  The 'amenitarian' cluster underwent some reorganization: presence of a public library, high quality of government services, and recreational sites were combined with 'affordable housing' and distinguished from the proximity values somewhat.  The latter were clustered entirely at one extreme, but internally differentiated.  Proximity to work and public transportation were closely linked and composed a 'utilitarian' cluster.  Proximity to trains/airports, cities and universities are clustered together and composed a 'broader geographic/cultural' cluster, which was eventually combined with the 'amenitarians' in the section below. Table 7 summarizes the typology of Severna Park area residents along general attitude, problems and solution lines.
Problems
The factor analysis of 'attitudes towards problems' resulted in nine factors explaining 63% of the variance.  The first two, upon which this analysis was based, explained 29% of the variance. The factor procedure produced a pattern recognizable in terms of the distinctions offered above.  One cluster expressed the frustrations of communitarians: lack of sidewalks within neighborhoods and along major streets, lack of access to Baltimore/Annapolis trail, the environmental degradation of rivers, the proliferation of illegal signs, too much uncontrolled growth and development, unsightly commercial development.  The scores regarding government/public amenities showed great polarization.  At one extreme of factor two 'cynicism towards government' clustered together: the (in)efficiency of county government, the (poor) quality of political leaders in this area, the (in)adequacy of government response to citizen concerns, high property taxes and the (poor) quality of government services.  
At the other extreme resided a litany of problems expressing the lack of specific services provided by government: lack of sidewalks, insufficient public transportation, lack of access to Baltimore/Annapolis trail, lack of recreational areas, lack of a 'town center', and lack of open space.  Factor one shows that while these two clusters formed opposite extremes in factor two, they are strongly related in the first factor, implying a relationship between those critical of government and those expecting a high quality and degree of government services. < 8 >   The strength of this dimension along both factors suggests that this constitutes something of a crisis of unfulfilled expectations among amenitarians as well as a 'tax revolt/government as inefficient' mentality among others.
Family-home owner attitudes were again grouped.  Values like school quality, the high cost of living, too much old housing, and too much traffic within neighborhoods described relevant issues here.  Utilitarians were less distinctive than in the last analysis but seemed clustered around issues like traffic congestion on major streets and noise pollution
Solutions
The factor procedure produced six factors explaining 64% of the variance, with the first two explaining 35%.  Solutions to problems tended to put communitarians against government services/public institutions amenitarians.   However, the former were strongly divided internally between those distinguished by their desire to place restrictions on growth and development and others who sought the enhancement of the existing stock of amenities.  Anti-growth measures included controls on residential, commercial and 'critical areas' development, provision for adequate facilities and enforcing sign ordinances.  Enhancing measures included the beautification of existing roadways and the construction of a pedestrian overpass on Ritchie Highway.  
The solutions of 'enhancing' communitarians overlapped statistically with those of ‘utilitarians’ who favored additional buses, light rail, and the building of East-West Blvd.   The group favoring government services/public institutions clustered closely and included the creation of a town or cultural center, more sidewalks, buses and taxis.  Finally, the questionnaire did not target the 'family-homeowner' with specific proposals.  Judging from the array of values, however, it seems likely that this type clustered together a set of attitudes whose basic commonalty was dilution of the suburban ideal: multifamily structures and 'high density dwellings near your community.'
Conclusion
The four hypothetical 'types' discussed above offer a means of discerning identifiable constituencies within the Council.   These 'types' suggest the types of coalitions which might be formed on specific issues that arise before the Council, and provide a means for identifying solutions that reach across the widest spectrum of constituents. 
Part III: Relationships between Demographic and Attitudinal Variables
Sociologists have eternally tried to establish relationships between attitudes and demographic variables.  For example, the idea that views are shaped by 'life cycle' phenomena suggests that certain issues only become real concerns at certain points in life.  When starting or raising a family, community amenities like parks, open spaces, sidewalks and high quality schools take on great importance; those either without children or whose children have left the home are more likely to be concerned with access to medical facilities, high property taxes and affordable housing for the elderly.  Others have emphasized socioeconomic status as having a notable impact upon attitudes: low income would be associated with more sensitivity to housing affordability and tax rates, higher income might be related to controls on development and growth or provision of amenities  
These two demographic variables - age and income - were assessed to see whether any significant relationships materialized.   In keeping with the 'life cycle' perspective, there was a small tendency for age to be inversely related to support for the attitude that this area was 'a good place to raise a family.'  A similarly inverse relationship obtained for 'lack of sidewalks', 'lack of recreational sites', 'building a town center' and 'the need for more bike trails,' perhaps amenities more important to those earlier in the life cycle than later.  
A positive relationship was found between age and 'affordable housing for the elderly', 'multifamily structures for those over 55' and curiously 'building East-West.'  Regarding income, the only variables which were sensitive to income differentials were expected ones dealing with costs: 'affordable housing for the elderly', 'affordable single-family housing', the 'high cost of living' were all inversely related with income.  Only the preference for bike trails proved positively related to income. < 9 > 
Part IV: Relationships between Community Location and Attitudinal Variables
Finally, it might be assumed that some variables would affect some communities more than others, depending upon their geographic location.  To test this hypotheses, communities were grouped into seven categories: (1) Shipley's Choice, Brightview, Elvaton, Kilmarnock (2) Ben Oaks, Pointfield and Crain West (3) Chartwell/wood, Lakeland, Fairwinds  (4) Communities along Benfield/Robinson/Evergreen east of Jumpers Hole  (5) communities south of Evergreen but west of Ritchie Highway  (6) communities east of Ritchie Highway (7) communities near Earleigh Heights/Pasadena.   These categories were then compared with scores for demographic and especially attitudinal variables.
There were some variables which demonstrated a sensitivity to these aggregated community groupings although many did not.  The Earleigh Heights/Pasadena area (7) typically varied the most from the other communities.   In addition, some variables such as 'presence of large bodies of water' were more important to water-privileged areas than landlocked ones.  Geographic location clearly accounted for the propensity to use Benfield, since those communities east of Ritchie Highway (6), in the Earleigh Heights area (7) and south of Evergreen (5) claimed much less use than those along the road.  Not unexpectedly, the mean values for 'building East-West' as a possible solution to traffic problems followed a similar pattern, although those with no community indicated (0) or in the Shipley's, Brightview/Elvaton area (1) seemed to give disproportionately low scores given their use patterns. < 1 >   Depending on the presence of certain traits like sidewalks, the assessment of the problem and need for a related solution also seemed to vary.
Conclusion
The analysis of the community based results showed that this area was not perfectly homogeneous in its problems and needs.  The variance reflected the different histories and characteristics of each community given its geographic location and setting.  However, it should not be forgotten that several variables crosscut communities: a desire to control growth seems a particularly clear case.
Table 3: Community Location and Selected Survey Items
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Variable/Community
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7

	Income
	5.6
	6.8
	5.8
	6.1
	5.5
	6.5
	5.8
	2.6

	Education
	4
	4.2
	4.3
	4.4
	4.1
	4.6
	4.1
	3.7

	Age
	54
	45
	53
	54
	53
	52
	48
	56

	Use Benfield
	4.1
	4.9
	4.8
	5.7
	5.2
	3
	3.4
	1.6

	Sol: Build East-West
	3.5
	2.6
	4
	4.3
	4.4
	3.6
	3.7
	1.9

	Commute Distance
	15
	18
	21
	15
	15
	12
	18
	17

	Att: Quality of Schools
	3.9
	4.3
	3.7
	3.8
	3.8
	3.8
	4
	3.6

	Att: Presence of Water
	3.5
	2.5
	3.3
	3.1
	3.4
	4.3
	3.6
	2.7

	Prob: Traffic Congestion
	4
	3.4
	3.9
	4.4
	4.4
	4.3
	4.3
	2.5

	Prob: Lack Sidewalks on Major Streets/Add 
	2.5/ 2.8
	2.6/ 3.1
	2.7/ 3.1
	2.9/ 3
	2.3 / 2.7
	2.3/ 2.5
	2.9/ 3.2
	2.7/ 2.1

	Prob: Lack Sidewalks in Neighborhood/Add
	2.1/2.1
	2.2/2.6
	1.8/ 1.6
	2.7/ 2.8
	1.7 / 1.9
	2.1/ 2.1
	2.2 / 2.5
	2.5/ 1.8

	Prob: Too Much Growth
	3.9
	3.9
	3.8
	3.7
	3.9
	4.1
	3.9
	3.6

	Prob: Excessive Prop Tax
	4
	4
	3.9
	3.8
	3.7
	3.6
	4.1
	4.1

	Sol: Create Town Center
	2.5
	2.7
	2.1
	2.7
	2.9
	2.9
	2.7
	2

	Sol: More Bike Trails
	2.4
	3
	2.9
	2.6
	2.3
	2.9
	2.8
	2.1

	Cases /(N/%) 
(Total = 930)
	217/23
	107/12
	41/4
	165/18
	147/16
	31/3
	206/22
	16/2


Table 4: Factor Analysis of Basic Attitudes 
	Variable
	Factor 1
	Factor 2

	water
	0.25
	0.2

	proxwork
	0.29
	-0.28

	schools
	0.32
	0.33

	low density
	0.36
	0.51

	affordable
	0.37
	-0.03

	peace
	0.37
	0.4

	good housing
	0.41
	0.18

	raise family
	0.43
	0.43

	proxcity
	0.45
	-0.48

	trees
	0.47
	0.37

	traffic
	0.49
	0.16

	recreatn
	0.5
	0.07

	community
	0.51
	0.24

	proxtrain
	0.53
	-0.49

	publictrans
	0.56
	-0.32

	proxuniv
	0.61
	-0.45

	library
	0.61
	-0.10

	proxmed
	0.65
	-0.16

	govtserv
	0.65
	0.04


Table 5: Factor Results for Solutions
	Variable
	Factor 1
	Factor 2

	multifam general
	51
	-39.00

	hi density near you
	34
	-33.00

	more sidewalks w/in
	41
	-23.00

	multifam over 55
	60
	-23.00

	more buses/taxis
	61
	-21.00

	cultural center
	59
	-18.00

	town center
	57
	-17.00

	more buses to dc
	53
	-15.00

	more sidewalks
	62
	-14.00

	light rail to annap
	49
	-12.00

	build east-west
	28
	-9.00

	housing elderly
	64
	-7.00

	more bike trails
	32
	-6.00

	ped overpass
	53
	9

	beautify roads
	49
	17

	sign ordinances
	43
	43

	controls on comm dev
	48
	57

	adequate facilities
	34
	63

	critical areas
	37
	63

	controls on resid dev
	34
	67


Table 6: Factor Results for Problems
	Variable
	Factor 1
	Factor 2

	efficiency of county govt
	0.46
	-0.60

	quality of pol leaders
	0.44
	-0.58

	adeq of govt response
	0.46
	-0.54

	quality of govt services
	0.49
	-0.50

	too much crime/person
	0.57
	-0.40

	hi prop taxes
	0.32
	-0.38

	too much crime/propty
	0.5
	-0.36

	illegal drugs
	0.51
	-0.33

	high cost of living
	0.44
	-0.11

	traffic within
	0.23
	-0.07

	school quality
	0.33
	-0.07

	old housing
	0.48
	0.03

	traffic cong
	0.26
	0.05

	noise pollution
	0.38
	0.09

	lack of affordable housing
	0.46
	0.11

	lack elderly housing
	0.37
	0.12

	air pollution
	0.53
	0.18

	lack multifamily
	0.26
	0.19

	uncontrolled growth
	0.43
	0.19

	unsightly commerce
	0.46
	0.2

	environ degrad/rivers
	0.4
	0.22

	illegal signs
	0.43
	0.23

	lack of sw within neigh
	0.35
	0.27

	insuffic public trans
	0.39
	0.29

	lack of public waterfront
	0.26
	0.32

	lack of acces B/A Trail
	0.4
	0.33

	lack of sw major roads
	0.47
	0.34

	lack recreational area
	0.53
	0.35

	lack town center
	0.53
	0.35

	lack of open space
	0.52
	0.36


Table 7: Typology of  Respondents
	Type
	Main Features
	Main Problems
	Main Solutions

	Communitarian
	Values General Community Traits
	
	

	
	Sense of Community
	Uncontrolled Growth
	Impose Stronger Controls

	
	Presence of Water
	Unsightly devel/signs
	Enforce Adequate Facilities

	
	Presence of Recreational Sites
	Environmental decay/Pollution
	Enforce Sign Ordinance.

	
	Abundance of Trees
	Access to Trails
	Beautify Roads

	
	Good Traffic Conditions
	Lack of Sidewalks
	Ped. Overpass/Sidewalks

	Family-Home Owner
	Values Family-Centered Traits Including Home Ownership
	
	

	
	Low Housing Density
	Quality of Schools
	Assure Low Density

	
	Affordable Single Family Homes
	Age/Look of Housing
	

	
	Good Quality of Housing
	Cost of Living
	

	
	Good Place to Raise Family
	Traffic within Neighborhoods
	

	
	Peace and Quiet
	
	

	
	High Quality of Schools
	
	

	Government/ Public Amenities
(Amenitarian)
	Values Government Services and Public Places/Institutions
	
	

	
	Proximity to Cities
	Efficiency/Quality Responsiveness of Government
	Create Town/Cultural Center

	
	Proximity to Universities
	High Property Taxes
	Add Sidewalks

	
	Proximity to Trains/Planes
	Lack of Town/Cultural Center
	Add Buses

	
	Presence of Library
	Lack Public Transp.
	

	
	Presence of Recreational Sites
	Lack Rec. Areas
	

	
	Proximity to Medical Facilities
	Lack Open Space
	

	
	High Quality of Govt. Services
	Lack Trail Access/Sidewalks
	

	Utilitarian
	Values Convenience 
	
	

	
	Public Transportation
	Traffic Congestion
	Build East-West

	
	Proximity to Workplace
	Noise Pollution
	Light Rail

	
	Proximity to Medical Fac.
	
	More Buses

	
	
	
	


Footnotes
____________________

1)

Validity was affected by the degree to which respondents fully completed questionnaires (very partial ones were eliminated) or had illegible answers.  According to the Office of Planning and Zoning's Community Profiles: Severna  Park, there were 32,380 residents and 10, 741 households in this area.  This publication and County Planning Area Demgraphic Profiles, 1990 Census are the sources of all other non-survey derived data.

2)
Naturally, all the other qualifiers applicable to mailed questionnaires apply, such as the greater propensity for higher socio-economic status individuals to participate, the fact that respondents have no opportunity to ask for clarification of questions, etc.  The Planning Committee and GSPC Executive Board did try to ensure that question clarity and questionnaire format offered few obstacles to the completion of questionnaires.
3)
Census data taken from County Planning Area Demographic Profiles, 1990 Census (profile three, page 1).
4)
The census data indicates that 4.2% worked at home and mean travel time to the workplace was 27.8 minutes
5)
The census shows that 83% drove alone to work, while 12.5% carpooled and only 1.8% used public transportation.  It did not indicate the percentage which used a combination of transportation modes.  Our survey showed that 53% used their own car 100% of the time, while 15% used some other means at least 50% of the time.  The others (32%) generally used their car, but occasionally added another mode.
6)
'Good place to raise a family' was the most mentioned first preference (21%), followed closely by 'good quality of the schools' (19%).
7)
All figures cited in parentheses indicate the mean score on the 1 to 5 scale and may include a percentage indicating the proportion of respondents making that item a top priority.
8)
Further analysis of these variables revealed that those disliking 'excessive property taxes' were divisible into one group resisting taxes in general and wanting no additional services, and another who either felt that the level of services was not adequate given property taxes or who were not predisposed to thinking that taxes were a problem even though the lack of services was.  For example, there was a no relationship between 'lack of sidewalks' , 'lack of access to B/A Trail' or 'insufficient public transportation' and 'excessive property taxes.'  On the other hand, there was a very strong relationship between 'low efficiency of county government' and 'excessive property taxes' (r=.43).  Those tending to think that 'traffic congestion on major streets' was a problem were only somewhat inclined to criticize tax levels (r=.14).  When looking at solutions, a similar pattern obtained: those favoring sidewalks on major streets (r= -.04), wanting bike trails (r = -.04)  or a pedestrian overpass (r = -.02) were disinclined, however slightly, to critique taxes (r= -.04) while they were critical of 'lack of government services' (r= .05 to .09).  That these values were generally not or weakly statistically significant is not as important as the fact that some solutions did not involve a general sense in which 'fewer government services and lower taxes' was the inevitable refrain.
9)
Not all variables were tested.
10)
While statistically significant, the relationship was certainly not a perfect one in any case (r=.28).
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