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During the FYIT budget process, the Board of County Commissioners directed staffto
contact for a statistically valid citizer' survey of Washoe County residents. Washoe
County contracted with the National Research Center, wtrich works with ICMA, to
conduct this survey. The results of this survey are now available to share.

Washoe County Strategic Objective supported by this item: Stewardship of our
Commtrnity

PREVIOUS ACTION

April26, 2016 - The Board of County Commissioners (BCC) directed staff to contract
for a statistically valid citizen survey of Washoe County residents. The purpose of the
study was to query residents about their perceptions of County services, the relative
importance of strategic planning areas and major functional areas of the County.

BACKGROUI\D

Pursuant to direction from the BCC dwing the FY17 budget process, staff from the
Manager's Office reviewed citizen surveys conducted for other governmental agencies
and the companies that prepared those surveys in order to engage a firm to conduct a
statistically valid citizen survey of Washoe County residents. The Manager's Offrce
selected the National Research Center (NIRC), which had conducted a survey for Washoe
Connty ln2006. The frm has over 20 years' experience conducting survey research for
local governments and has a long-term partnership with the Intemational City Managers
Association (ICMA).

In order to have the timeliest information available for the FY18 budget and strategic
planning processes and because of the presidential and local elections that dominated
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news during the summer and fall, the survey was conducted from December 1,2016
through January 12,2017. A total of 1,500 households were randomly selected for a
mail-in survey with the option for residents to complete the survey online. A stratified
sampling methodology was used based on the number of households in incorporated and
unincorporated areas. A response rate of 20Yo was achieved, which is fairly typical for
other citizen surveys conducted by NRC. This results in a margin of error of +l- 60/o.

The survey itself included standardized questions, which allows NRC to compare
responses to the prior survey conducted for Washoe County n 2006 and to benchmark
the County to peer groups. The County selected a peer group of medium-sized county
govemments in the US to benchmark itself to. These standardized questions covered
residents'perceptions of County services, quality of life and aspects of participation with
the County.

The survey also included five customized questions, written by County staffwith NRC's
assistance, which covered the County's strategic planning areas and other issues unique
to Washoe County. The attached Community Livability Report provides responses to
these standardized and customized questions. Also attached is a short presentation
covering the major results of the survey, which County staffwill present.

FISCAL IMPACT
There is no fiscal impact related to this item.

RECOMMENDATION
It is recommended that the Board of County Commissioners accept the presentation on
the2016 Washoe County Citaen Survey

POSSIBLE MOTION
Should the Board agree with stafPs recommendations, a possible motion would be:
"Move to accept the presentation on the20l6 Washoe County Citizen Survey."
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About
The National Citizen SurveyrM (The NCS) r€port is about the "livability" of Washoe County. The phrase "livable
community" is used here to evoke a place that is not simply habitable, but that is desirable. It is not only where
people do live, but where they want to live.

Great communities are partnerships ofthe
govemment private sector, community-based
organizations and residents, all geographically
connected. The NCS capturcs residents' opinions
within the three pillars of a community
(Community Ch aracteristics, Governance and
Participation) across eight central facets of
community (Safety, Mobility, Natural
Environment, Built Environment, Economy,
Recreation and Wellness, Education and
Enrichment and Community Entagement).

The Community Livability Report provides the
opinions ofa representative sample of 282
residents of Washoe County. The margin oferror
around any reported percentate is 6% forthe
entire sample. The full description of methods used
to garnerthese opinions can be found in the
Technical Appendices provided under separate
cover,
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Quality of Life in Washoe County
Nearly 8 in ro residents rated the quality of life in Washoe County as
excellent or good. This is similar to the ratings given in communities
across the nation (see Appendix B of the Technical Appendices
provided under separate cover).

Overall QUality of Ufe

Excellent
23%

Shown belol^r are the eight facets of community. The color ofeach
community facet summarizes how residents rated it across the three coo, --/sections ofthe survey that represent the pillars of a community - s%

Community Characteristics, Govemance and ?articipation. When most
ratings across the three pillars were higher than the benchmark, the Fak

color for that facet is the darkest shade-; when most ratings were lower t7

than tJle benchmark, the color is the lightest shade. A mix of ratings
(higher and lower tlan the benchmark) results in a color between the extremes.

Good
55%

In addition to a summary ofratings, the image below includes one or more stars to indicate which community
facets were tie most impoftant focus areas for tie community. Residents identified Safety and Economy as
priorities for the Washoe County community in the comint two years. Washoe County residents gave favorable
ratings to both ofthese facets of community as well as to the remaining six facets: Mobility, Natural Environment,
Built Environment, Recreation and Wellness, Education and Enrichment and Community Engagement. Linking
quality to importance offers community members and leaders a view into the characteristics ofthe community
that matter most and that seem to be working best.

Details t}Iat support these findings are contained in the remainder of this Livability Report, starting with the
ratings for Community Characteristics, Govemance and Participation and ending with results for Washoe
County's unique questions.

Legend

I Higher than national benchmark

I similar to national benchmark

Lower than national benchma*

,: Most important

Community
Engagement

Education
and

Enrichment

Recreation
and Wellness

Safety

EconomyMobility

Built
Environment

Natural
Environment
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The National Citizen Survey'"

Com m u n ity Cha racteristics

Good
54lo

What makes a community livable, attractive and a place where people want to be?

Overall quality of community life represents the natural ambience, services and amenities that make for an
attractive community. Holv residents rate their overall quality oflife is an indicator ofthe overall health of a
conlmunity. In the case of Washoe County, 86% rated the County as an excellcnt or good place to live.
Respondents' ratings of Washoe County as a place to live rvere similar to ratings in other communities across the
nation.

In addition to rating the County as a place to live, respondents rated several aspects of community quality
including Washoe County as a place to raise children and to retire, their neighborhood as a place to live, the
overall image or reputation of Washoe County and its overall appearance. Around four in five residents positively
rated their neighborhood as a place to live and slightly fewer provided favorable ratings for Washoe County as a

place to retire (both ofwhich were similar to the national benchmark). Rou6hly tu'o-thirds of residents rated
Washoe County as a placc to raise children as excellent or good and about half of respondcnts gave positjve
ratings for Washoe County's overall image and overall appearance.

Delving deeper into Community Characteristics, survey respondents rated over 4o features ofthe community
witlrin the eight facets of Community Livability. These ratings varied widely across all facets. Within the facet of
safety, around 9 in ro residents positively rated their feeling of safety in their neighborhood, which was similar to
the national benchmark. However, about three-quarters gave favorable ratings to their feeling of safety in Washoe
County's commercial areas and fewer positively rated the overall feeling of safety in the County, both ofwhich
were lower in Washoe County than elsewhere. Around 7 in to awarded excellent or good ratints to the overall ease

oftravel in the County, while about halfor fewer residents provided positive marks to the remainint aspects of
Mobility. Additionally, fewer residents in Washoe County gave positive ratings to t}Ie ease ofwalking in the
County ttian did residents in other comparison communitics, Natural Environment received strong ratings for the
quality of the overall natural environment and air quality, but less favorable ratings for cleanliness, which t'as
rated as excellent or good by around half of residents. The qualir]* ofthe oyerall built environment, new
development in the County, housing options and public places where people spend their timc received positive
ratings that rvere similar to the benchmark, while ratings for the availability of affordable quality housing tended
to lag behind other communities across the nation. Education and Enrichment tended to receive the most positive

p,aceto Live ::'i:ii$iH"'i:i*Jl*;,Ti',"iil'*:llli"i""'il'.,,qilJ"Jil'."
€xcellent

320,6

awarding high marks for opportunities to attend cultural/arts/music
actirities, w'hich was higher than the benchmark.

Comparing zor6's results to 20o6, many measures trended upn'ards
and no areas declined betr-een survey iterations (see thc Trends Ouer
fime Report under separate cover for additional details).

2o/o

\2ak

Petcent rati n g positive ly (e. 9., excel lent/ Eood) Comparison to national benchmark
r Hlgher r Similar Lower

53%52fi
65%

Neighborhood Place to raise chlldren Place to retire Overa I appearance

3
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The National Citizen Survey"

Figure 1: Aspects of Community Characteristics

Percent rating positivety SAFETY

(e.g.,excelenlgood, Overallfeelingofsafety
very/someMtat safe) Safe in neighborhood

Safe commercial areas

comparison to national |'4oBTUTY

benchmark Ovemll ease of travel

. Paths and walking trailsI Higher
Ease of walking

r Similar Travel by bic,ycle

Travel by public transportation
Lower Travel by car

Traffic flow

NATURAL ENVIRONIYENT

Overall natural environrnent

Cleanliness

Air quality

BUILT ENVIRON I,IENT

Overall built environment

New development in Washoe County

Affordable quality housing

Housing options

Public places

ECONOt4Y

Overall economic health

Business and services

Cost of living

Shopping opportuniths

Employment opportunities

Place to visit

Place to work

RECREATION AND WELLNESS

Health and wellness

l4ental heatth care

Preventive health services

Health care

Food

Recreational opportunities

EDUCANON AND ENRICHMENT

Education and enrichment opportunities

Cultu rallarts/music activities

CONlNIUNITY ENGAGEMENT

Social events and activities

Openness and acceptance

Opportunities to participate in community matters

Opportunities to volunteer

a%

75Vo

5Oo/o

4*/o

27%

31%

4

91%

71lo

s5%

38%

Y$o

3LVo

37%

75%

570k

56%

55%

549t'

39%

47Vo

4&/o

69%

410,/o

63%

6V/o

730k

63%

46%

43%

600,6

7L%

55%

SIIO,,;

72lo

571o

5s%

7to



Governance
How well does the government of Washoe County meet the needs and expectations of its
residents?

The overall quality of the services provided by Washoe County as well as the manner in which these services are
provided are a key component ofhow residents rate their quality oflife. Around two-thirds of residents provided
excellent or good ratings to the overall quality of services provided byWashoe County, which was similarto the
national benchmark.

Survey respondents also rated various aspects of Washoe County's leadership and governance. These ratings were
all similarto ratings seen in communities across ttte nation. Six in ro respondents favorably rated the overall
customer service provided by Washoe County employees while about half or fewer rated tle remaining aspects of
Washoe County's govemance as excellent or good.

Respondents evaluated over 3o individual seryices and amenities available in Washoe County. In general, these
ratings tended to be similarto the benchmark, though there were a few exceptions. Traffic enforcement and street
repair ratings within Mobility generally lagged behind other communities in t}re nation. Additionally, code
enforcement was rated positively by less than one-third ofrespondents and was lower t}tan tle benchmark.
Washoe County services and amenities witlin Safety, Natural Enyironment, Economy, Recreation and Wellness,
Education and Enrichment and Community Engagement tended to be rated positively by a majority of residents
and were all similarto the national benchmark comparisons.

Ouerall Quality of €ounty
SeMcas

Trends forWashoe County services and amenities generally remained stable
between 20o6 and zo16, tlough there were some notable changes. Crime
prevention, snow rrmoval, storm drainage, utility billing and the overall
direction tlre County is taking all improved in zo16 comparcd to 2006. Only

---, two items declined during that time period: public libraries and the overall
!!3f, .o.torn". r"*ice by Wash"oe Countyimployees.

36%

Percent rati ng positively (e. 9., excellent/ good) Comparison to national benchmark

r Higher r Similar Lower

Exaellent
l1%

Poor
1%

Value of
services for
taxes paid

Welcoming
citizen

involvement

Conlidence in Acting in the
County best interest

government of Washoe
County

Being honest Treating all
residents

fairly

Customer

41q6
J.i1;46',+

a9q,

42%

Overall
direclion seryrce



The National Citizen Surveyr

Figure 2: Aspects of Governance

Percent ruting positively
(e. 9., excellent / good)

Comparison to national
benchmark

I Higher

! Similar

r Lower

SA FETY

Sherifl

Crime prevention

Animal control

Emergency prepa redness

MOBILITY

Traffic enforcement

Street repair

Street cleaning

Snow removal

Sidewalk maintenance

Traffic signal timing

NATURAL ENVIRONMENT

Garbage collection

Recycling

Natural areas preservation

open space

BUILT ENVIRONMENT

Storm drainage

Sewer services

Utility billing

Land use, planning and zoning

Code enforcement

ECONOMY

Economic development

RECREATION AND WELLNESS

County parks

Recreation programs

Recreation centers

Health services

EDUCATION AND ENRICHMENT

Public libraries

Special e\,i ents

COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT

Public information
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Pafticipation
Are the residents of Washoe County connected to the community and each otherT

An entaged community harnesses its most valuable resource, its residents. The connections and trust amont
residents, government, businesses and other organizations help to create a sense of community, a shared sense of
membership, belonging and history. Ratings for the sense of community in Washoe County were rated fair or
higher by most residents. Nearly 9 in ro residents reported that they were likely to recommend living in Washoe
County and planned to remain in the County for the next five years. These levels were similar to what was seen in
ot}ler communities and was stable between 2oo6 and 2016.

The survey included over 3o activities anil behaviors for which respondents indicated how often they participated
in or performed each, ifat all. Washoe County residents reported mixed levels of engagement compared to
comparison communities. Within the facet of Safety, fewer Washoe County respondents than elsewhere said t}tey
had reported a crime in tle rz months priorto the survey. More Washoe County participants reported that they
had observed a code violation compared to rtsidents in other communities across the country. Washoe County
residents were more likely to think ttrat the economy would have a positive impact on t-heir income and were more
likely to work within the County boundaries compared to their nationwide counterparts; however, were less likely
to repot they attended a County-sponsored event than their peers.

In 2o16, more County residents re
increased number of respondents

S€nse of Community

Excellent
1296

Good
3s%

11%

43%

ported they were recycling at home and voting in local elections, and an
felt optimistic about t}le economy having a positive impact on their income.

Furthermore, fewer residents reported that they were victims of crime in 2o16
than in zoo6. Howevel fewer Washoe County residents reported using the
recreation centers or public libraries, attending or watching a local public
meeting or volunteering in zo16 compared to 2oo6.

Pe rcent rcti n g p o s it iv e I y
(e. 9., very / somewhat I ikely,
yes)

Comparison to national
benchmark

r Higher r Similar Lower

s47o

Recommend Washoe Remain in Washoe
County County

7

89% al%

Contacted Washoe
County employees



The National Citizen Survey'"

Fiqure 3: Aspects of Participation

Percent rating positively SAFETY
(e.9., yes, more than
ance a month, Stocked supplies for an emergency
always/sametines)

Did NOT repoft a crime

Comoarson to national, '- -: was Nol rhe victrm 01 a cr me
Den cn marh

r Higher NATU RAL ENVIRONMENT

r Simitar Recycled at home

, BUILT LNVIRONM EN-

Did NOT observe a code violation

NOT under housing cost stress

ECONOMY

Purchased goods or services in Washoe County

Economy wlll have positive impact on income

Work in Washoe County

RECREATION AND WELLN ESS

Used Washoe Countv recreation centers

Visit"O, Cornty parX

Ate 5 portions oi fruits and vegetables

Participated in moderate or vigorous physlcal activity

ln very good to exceltent health

EDUCATION AND ENRlCHMENT

Used Washoe County public libraries

Attended a County-sponsored event

COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT

Campaigned for an issue, cause or candtdaie

Contacted Washoe Countv elected oi{icials

Volunteered

Attended a local public meeting

Watched a locat publ c meeting

Read or watched local news

Voted in local elections

42Vo

44%

B

33Vo

88%

87%

6s1o

987"



Special Topics
Washoe County included five questions ofspecial interest on The NCS. The first question asked residents how
concerned they were, ifat all, that new development would have an impact on County sewices. Only around r in
10 residents rrported they were not concemed at all, while almost 9 in 10 residents stated some level ofconcem
for the impact development might have on County services.

Figure 4: Impact of New Development on County S€rvices
How concernd are tou, if at all that new development will impact &unty seruices?

Very concemed

Sornewhat concerned

Not at all concerned

43%

44o/o

9



The National Citizen Survey'"

The next custom question sought to understand how important certain issues and programs were for the County
to focus on in the coming five years. Around 8 in ro residents rated each of the issues or programs as at least a
medium priority for ttre County to address. The top-most priority waluated by respondents was the maintenance
ofCounty roads (96% medium or high priority), followed by planning for increased growth (g5%), staffrng of
Sheriffservices for unincorporated areas (95%) and maintenance ofsocial services for urlnerable populations
(ss%).

Figure 5: Washoe County Priorities for Next 5 Years
Pleas indicate how important, if at all each of the following isues and progtrams will be for Wash@ bunty to
address oter the next five years:

r High prionty I Medium priorty r Not a priority

Maintenance of County roads

Planning for inseased growth (more
roads, housing, zoning, etc.)

Staffing of Sheriff servlces for
unincorporated areas

Maintenance of social serylces for
vulnerable populations

Expansion and mainGnance of open
space and trails

Expansion of County regional pa*s

Operabons and expansion of senior
serviceVprogranE

Expan$on of County libraries and service
hours

1t ,'
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The National Citizen SurveyrM

Another special interrst question asked residents to rate the importance ofthe various strategic planning areas to
the overall quality oflife in the County. Nearly all residents reported that responsiveness to pending impacts from
economic growth, keeping senior services on pace with the rising senior population and building and maintaining
infrastructure were at least very important to the overall quality oflife in Washoe County.

Figure 6: Strategic Planning
Pleae mte how inpoftant, if at all, each of the following strategic planning areas are to tle orcrall quality of life
in the County:

. Ess€ntial rVery important

Be responsive to pending impacts from economic
development and groMh

Keep senior services on pace with the risirE senior
population

Build and maintain public infrastructure

County should streamline operauons to improve
servi@ delivery and cu$omer outcomes

County should provide leadership on regional
issues

Prepare for the impad (law enforcement, health,
etc.) of medical and recreatbnal mariiuana

1@%

9%

98%

82%

11



The National Citizen Survey-

The last two special interest questions asked residents to what extent they would support or oppose expanding
facilities for the senior population and the construction of new recreational and cu'ltural facilities at t}Ie cost ofan
annual increase of $6o to vehicle registration fees for a vehicle valued at $zo,ooo. Residents showed slightly
higher levels ofshont support for expanding the senior program and slightly less, strong opposition to this
expansion, compared to tIe support and opposition of the construction of recreational and cultural facilities.

Figure 7: Support for Expanding Senior Program
The County is consbeing expanding faciliti$ for the
growing seniot Wpulation in Wash@ Aunry. These
prqrams and facilities may include expandd meals for
homebound gniors and new senw centers. Would you
suppoft an eryansion of the snior progam if Nying
for it requird a $60 annual increase to vehicle
rqistfttion f4s tur a whicle valtd at $2q000?

Somewhat
Strongly
support

taok

support
350k

Figure 7: Support for New Recreational and Cultural
Facilities
Tl,e County is als @ngdering conirudion of new
recrational aN cultural facilities. The prqrams atd
Facilities nay include construction of a new North Valleys
Library expansion of South Va eys Sports Ampbx and
exrynsion of Spanish Spings rffreatbnal facilities, Would
you sttppott @nstructbn of th* bcilities if paytng for it
rquird a $60 annual incra* to vehicle rqistration f*s
for a vehicle valued at i20,000?

Strongly
support

l2o/o

Sornewhat
support

340k

Strongty
oppo6e

25o/o

Somewhat
oppose

2lo/a

StrorEly
oppo6e

33Vo

Somewhat
oppose

200k
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Conclusions
Washoe County residents continue to enjoy a good quality of life.
A vast majority of County residents reported that their overall quality of life was excellent or good. Nearly 9 in ro
residents rated the County as a place to live favorably. Additionally, around 8 in ro viewed their neighborhood as a
place to Iive positively and this rating increased between 2oo6 and 2o16. I'urthermore, resident loyalty was strong
witl most residents reporting that they were likely to recommend living in Washoe County and planned to remain
there forthe next five years.

Residents emphasize the importance of monitoring development.

Overall, the quality of new development in Washoe County received positive ratings from about half of residents,
which was similar to what was seen in comparison communities. Washoe County asked several special interest
questions involving development in the County. When asked about their level ofconcern about new development
impacting County services, a vast majority of respondents indicated that they were at least somewhat concerned.
Additionally, nearly all residents reported that planning for increased gro'wth should be addresseil as a top priority
by the County in the next five years. Furthermore, all residents expressed that the County's responsiveness to
pending impacts from economic development and growth was at least very important to quality of life in Washoe
County.

Residents provide a great amount of insight as to the priorities for Washoe County,

washoe County residents identified two areas of priority for the comingtwoyears; Safety and Economy. Roughly
two-thirfu felt the overall feeling of Safety in Washoe County was excellent or good, three-quarters reported
feeling safe in commercial areas and roughly 9 in 10 reported feeling safe in their neighborhoods. The overall
economic health received positive ratings by slightly fewer residents as did the overall economic development in
Washoe County.

When considering a slightly longer horizon offive years, roughly two-thirds of respondents or more rated
planning for increased groMh and maintenance ofcounty roads as high priority, It is interesting to note, hov,,ever,
that staffing of Sheriffservices for unincorporated areas and maintenance ofsocial services were also considered
high priority by around half of respondents. Only 5% of respondents did not consider each ofthese four issues or
programs as at least a medium priority for the County to address in the next five years.

13
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Facets of Community Livability

Safety

Community
Engagement

Mobilaty Economy

3

Enrichment

Recreation
and Wellness

Quality of
Community

Overall

Built
Environment

Natural
Environment

Education
and

Comparisons of Services to County
Benchmark Group
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National County Benchmark Group

AEpahoe CounB , CO

SEsterfield County, VA
Clackamas County, OR

Dakota cDunt),, MN
Dougas Coulty, (.]()

Duham Count_v, NC

EscaEhia Count]', FL

cuilford Count],, NC

Horr)'Courty, SC

JeffersoE Parish, LA
tane CouJIt], OR
tarimer Counly. C0

572,OO3

3r6,236
375,9q2

398,5s2
285,465
26?,s87

,92,619

488,4()6
26q,291

432,552

35t,715
299,630

Macornb Count"Y, MI
New Hanorer County, NC

Pasm County, FL
Polk Coudy, lA
Prince William Countt, VA
Sarasots CounB', FL
St, Louis Count) , MN
Washington CounR,, MN

84o,978
2o2,667

461,69j
430,64o
4O2,OO2

s19,4tB
2l)a,226

238,136
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residents continue

to enjoy a good
quality of life.
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Overall Quality of Life
Excellent or good

7

aooo o

IT

Aspects of Quality of Life

-ql

Ifr rncrease from zoo6
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Recommend
living in

Washoe County

89o/o

Remain in
Washoe County

8f/"

Resident Loyalty

9

Key Focus Areas

l0

legend

! Hitherth.n national benchmalk

! Similar to national benchmark

LowEr than national benchmark
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emphasize the
importance of

development

11

a

Residents

monitoring

K")
Irinding
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Development a Concern and
Priority

How concerned are you, ifat all, that
new developmett rvill iutpact Courtl

Srhariut or velg SerViCeS?

Plarning for increased growth
inrpr.rftant for Washoe County to
address over the next five vears:,rt

12
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Residents provide
insight as to the

priorities for
Washoe County.
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ljinrlinq

Safety a priority

Safe in neighborhood 91o,6

Safe con:mercial areas

Overall feeling of safety 6494

:-

var oti

Excelle^t ot
good

Companson to national benchmark

!Higher r Similar Lower
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Economy a priority

Overall economic healtl

Quality of economic
development

,xE//ekt or aaod

a

15

4oo/o* 5tn1()
Believe eCOhO,flg rvill have

pori-{ra+- im pact on their

income.

)k Hicher than narional bcnchrnarl

Special Topics
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Impact of New Development on
County Services

How concerned are you, if at all, that new
development will impact County serwices?

Very concerned $%

Somewhat concemed 44%

Not at all concemed

t1

B%

Washoe County Priorities for Next
5 Years

rHighpriority rMediumpriorilv r Not a priorit,

I

18

M,inl€n,h.e of (hmlv marls

lxpa$ion of counly reeional park

Planni.s tor i.@tred 8rc$,1h (ooe rMds,
houiDg, aring, etc.)

Shfing ofshe.ilT seNices lor
unincorporated areas

Maintell,@ of sid eNices for
!1nnemll€ poDltlations

L{pansion and mainte,urlc! of open spac€
and t aik

opeEtions ard sptrsion ot senior
service,/prosiam

Exp.cion ot CDllnty libraries add se*ice
ho'!E

9



Strategic Planning

Buildand str€amlirE Provide
maintain public op€rationE to leadership on
infrastrudure imprcveseftice reSionali$:uas

delbery and
customer
outcomeS

r essential or very important

lt)o 1)s",,

,t f

l9

@ rir

B€ rtsponsi\e to Keep senior
pending iapacts senices on pace
from economic with the rising

derelopment and senior
gowth population

Pr€Farc for the
impact oaw

enforcement,
heahh, etc-) oI
medical aad
r€crcstional
marijuam

03l2O/2O77

Suppoft for Increased Vehicle Registration Fees

l'.r1r.urrlinq Strir,,r' \,,r\ lir r r ,.ilt i',liil \
( Ltl{rrr,rl I rrr :lrLi,,.

m

Sts|,t
SEDnglf

*ongiy

33%

Sn6rt,ly

2$h 2t 7M

35%
n pport

3{%
.uppo.t
l2
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Conclusions
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