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The Omaha Conditions Survey: 1993
was conducted through telephone inter-
views with adults from two random
samples of area households.

The metropolitan sample represents
adults in the Nebraska portion of the
Omaha Metropolitan Statistical Area
(Douglas, Sarpy, Washington, and Cass
counties). The North Omaha sample
represents African-American adults in 19
North Omaha census tracts.

This report describes the methodology
used to conduct the 1993 Omaha Condi-
tions Survey. It is designed to be used in
conjunction with the individual topical
reports. A list of report topics appears on
page 4.

Survey Instruments

The interview for the metropolitan
sample focused on opinions of the best
and worst things about the Omaha area,
satisfaction with public services and
housing, residence patterns, and opinions
regarding regional development issues.
Focus areas for the North Omaha inter-
views were identified in consultation
with community leaders and include
neighborhood shopping patterns, job
training issues, and social service pro-
gram participation.

In addition, both the metropolitan and
North Omaha interviews included views
about the future cutlook for the Omaha
area, opinions of the best and worst

decision-makers.

About the Omaha Conditions Survey

The Omaha Conditions Survey: 1993 is the third in a series of studies conducted
by the Center for Public Affairs Research (CPAR) at the University of Nebraska at
Omaha, This study is part of CPAR’s initiative to monitor and improve the pro-
cesses operating in Nebraska’s urban areas by developing quality information for

This year’s survey sampled adults in the Omaha metropolitan area and African-
American adults in North Omaha. The metropolitan sample focused on regional
development issues along with employment and labor force experiences. The North
Omaha sample focused on neighborhood shopping patterns, employment experi-
ences, and job training. In addition, both samples included questions to assess
opiniens on quality of life as well as demographic features.

A list of Omaha Conditions Survey: 1993 report topics appears on page 4.
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things about the respondents’ neighbor-
hoods, information ahout employment
status and journey to work, and demo-
graphic measures.

Metropolitan Sample

The metropolitan sample consists of
802 completed interviews. The sample
was drawn using a modified random
digit dialing design. The design provides
a known probability of selection for all
households with telephones in the study
area {Douglas, Sarpy, Washington, and
Cass counties). It also allows for the in-
clusion of unlisted numbers in the sample.

North Omaha Sample

The North Omaha sample consists of
575 completed interviews. The geo-
graphic boundaries of the North Omaha
sample were selected to include those
census tracts with black populations of
40 percent or higher according to the
1990 Census. Map 1 shows the bounda-
ries of the area included in the North
Omaha sample.

The smaller geographic area covered
by the North Omaha survey called for a
different sampling approach than that
employed for the metropolitan survey. In
the metropolitan survey, inferviewers
called random telephone numbers within
given prefixes. This strategy allowed
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interviewers to contact both households
with listed and unlisted telephone num-
bers. Telephone prefixes cover fairly
large territories, however, so using this
approach for North Omaha would have
cansed interviewers to spend a great deal
of time calling and screening persons
who lived outside the study area.

To avoid this problem, CPAR pur-
chased a list of residential telephone
numbers and addresses from Metromail
Corporation. This insured that each num-
ber dialed was known at the outset to be
inside the study area. The disadvantage
of this approach is that households with
unlisted phone numbers were excluded
from the sample.

Respondent Interviews

Professional interviewers from Wiese
Research Associates, Inc., conducted the
metropolitan sample interviews between
June 24 and July 19, 1993. The same
interviewers conducted the North Omaha

interviews between August 12 and
Angust 24, 1993,

After making contact with someone at
a telephone number on the call list, inter-
viewers asked to speak with a person
who was 18 years or older and had the
next birthday in the household. Inter-
viewers asked for the adult with the next
birthday to avoid biasing the sample in
favor of persons more likely to be at
home or to answer the phone. Interview-
ers were instructed to call back if the cor-
rect household member was not available.

For the North Omaha sample only,
interviewers also screened potential
respondents by race. Only African-
Americans were included in the North
Omaha sample.

Respondents were promised that their
responses would remain confidential. In
addition, any concerned respondents
were given the telephone number of the
UNO Center for Public Affairs Research.

Completed survey questionnaires
were returned to CPAR for processing.
Data entry for the metropolitan sample

60th St.

Map 1. Location of 19 Census Tracts
Defining the North Omaha Sample Area

Redick

48th St

chaﬂ:]’_,)J

Cuming St.Y

|

L

-

was done by Priarity Data Systems, Inc.

of Omaha. Data eniry for the North

Omaha sample was done at CPAR as

was the computer programming, data
cleaning, and analysis for both samples, -~

Error and Confidence Levels

As with all sample surveys, the
Omaha Conditions Survey results are
assumed to contain some degree of error.
The reliability of sample survey results
depends on the care exercised during sur-
vey administration, the sample size, the
extent to which the sampling frame (list
of telephone numbers in the case of the
Omaha Conditions Survey) corresponds
to the population under study, and the
amount of nonresponse.

Survey Administration. Errors can

creep into the data in a number of ways
during survey administration. For exam-
ple, respondents may misunderstand
questions, interviewers may misunder-
stand or misrecord answers, and data
entry operators may miskey results into
the computer. The extent of such errors
cannot be estimated. CPAR researchers
made every effort to minimize the poten-
tial for these types of errors throughount
the survey process, and their effect on the -
results of the Omaha Condilions Survey .
is probably very small.

Sample Size. Another source of error
stems from vusing a sample of persons to
estimate the characteristics of a popula-
tion. How large a difference is there
likely to be between the resnlts of the
sample survey and the results one would
obtain from interviewing the entire popu-
lation? This difference, or sampling
error, can be estimated for a random sam-
ple using accepted statistical techniques.

The metropolitan sample has a maxi-
mum sampling error of plus or minus 3.5
percent at the 95 percent confidence
level. In other words, there is a 93 per-
cent likelihood that the tree value of an
item is no more than 3.5 percent higher
or lower than the value reporied. The
North Omaha sample has a maximum
sampling error of plus or minus 4.1 per-
cent with 95 percent confidence.

These estimates of sampling error
assume a random sample-—that is, all
members of the population under study
had a known, equal chance of being
included in the sample. However, tele-
phone surveys can violate the basic .
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assumption of randomness in several
ways. The most notable of these are
exclusion of households with no fele-
phones or with unlisted numbers, over-
representation of households with
multiple telephone numbers, over-
representation of adults in one-adult
households, and nonresponse. All of
these weaken the usefulness of survey re-
sults to the extent that persons excluded
or over-represented differ from the popu-
{ation as a whole on survey measures.

Households With No Telephones or
With Unlisted Numbers. The exclusion
of households without telephones can
result in the under-representation of cer-
tain groups, particularly minority, low
income, low education, young, and more
mobile househclds within the area.

Because the Omaha Conditions Sur-
vey relied on telephone interviewing,
persons living in households without tele-
phones were excluded from participation.
According to the 1990 Census, 97.0 per-
cent of households in the metropolitan
sample’s 4-county area had telephones.
In the North Omaha area, 89.8 percent of
all households had telephones in 1990.

Interviewers were able to reach per-
sons with unlisted numbers in the metro-
politan sample since random-digit dialing
was employed. For the North Omaha
sample, persons with unlisted numbers
were excluded for the reasons described
earlier,

Households With Multiple Telephone
Numbers. Households with more than
one telephone number had a higher prob-
ability of being selected for the sample
than did households with only one num-
ber. An earlier Omaha Conditions Survey
(1990} found that 8.3 percent of those in
the metropolitan sample and 12.1 percent
of those in the North Omaha sample had
multiple phone numbers. An analysis of
the responses in 1990 found no signifi-
cant differences between houscholds
with multiple telephone numbers and
those with only one number.

One-Adult Households. Adults living
alone or only with children had a higher
probability of being interviewed than did
adults living in households that included
other adults. For example, a single adult
whose telephone number was selected
would be interviewed with certainty. An
adult living with another adult whose
number was selected would have a 1 in 2
chance of being interviewed.

Nonresponse. Survey nonresponse is the
failure to obtain measurements on sam-
pled units. This occurs when an eligible
individual is unable or unwilling to com-
plete the interview. This type of error is
probably the most difficult to work with
since the characteristics of nonrespon-
dents are typically unknown,

The exclusion of househelds with no
telephones or with unlisted numbers,
over-representation of households with
multiple tefephone numbers, over-
representation of adults in one-adult
households, and nonresponse all affect
the reliability of the survey results to
some degree. One way to handle this
problem is to assign weights to the data
to compensate for the over- or under-
representation of any sub-groups. How-
ever, no cuirent, reliable data exist for
this task.

Absent any mechanism for weighting
the survey results, one can assess the
representativeness of the sample by com-
paring characteristics of the sample to
known characteristics of the population.

Respondent Characteristics

Table 1 compares age, race, sex, and
income characteristics of the metropoli-
tan sample to those reported for adults in
the same geographic area by the 1990
Census. Table 2 compares the same infor-
mation, except race, for the North Omaha
sample.

For the most part, the percentage of
survey respondents in each demographic
category corresponds closely with popu-
lation percentages measured by the 1990
Census. The exception is in household
income where both the metropolitan and
North Omaha samples appear slightly
under-represented in the lowest income
category and over-represented in the
highest. At feast part of the reason for
this may be that low-income households
are less likely to have telephones.
Another reason may be that the Census
figures report 1989 income and the
Omaha Conditions Survey reports 1993
income; one would expect some percent-
age increase over time in the higher
income categories due to inflation.

Table 1, Comparison of Metropolitan Sample with 1990 Census Data for Four-County
Area for Selected Characteristics
Metropolitan Sample, 1993 1990 Census
Number* Percent Number Percent
A. Total Persons 18 Years and Older 802 401,295
B. Persons by Age:
18-24 97 122 57,237 143
25-34 208 26.1 103,383 25.8
35-49 242 304 116,551 29.0
50-64 134 16.8 66,871 16.7
65+ 116 14.6 57,253 14.3
C. Persons 18 Years and Older by
Race and Hispanic Origin:
White, not Hispanic 725 91.1 354,033 88.2
Black, not Hispanic 50 6.3 31,909 8.0
American Indian, not Hispanic 3 04 - 1,745 0.4
Asian, not Hispanic ] 0.8 4,067 1.0
Other, not Hispanic 4 0.5 114 0.0
Hispanic 8 1.0 9,427 23
D. Persons 18 Years and Older by Sex:
Male 365 455 191,188 47.6
Female 437 545 210,107 524
E. Total Households 802 208,988
F. Households by Household Income:
$0-9,999 51 1.0 26,093 125
$10-14,999 49 6.7 17,713 85
$15.24,999 111 153 - 39,274 18.8
$25-34,999 136 187 36,032 17.2
$35-49,999 181 249 42,002 20.1
$50,000+ 199 274 47,874 229
*Sample numbers may not sum to totals due to missing data,

Center for Public Affairs Research

College of Public Affairs and Community Service

3

University of Nebraska at Omaha



Omaha Conditions Survey: 1993 Survey Methodology
e

Comparability with Prior

v Table 2. Comparison of North Omaha Sample with 1990 Census Data for 19 Census
Omaha Conditions Surveys

Tract Area for Selected Characteristics _
North Omaha Sample, 1993 1990 Census*

Differences in geographic coverage
and seasonality affect the comparison of ' NumberT Percent Number Percent
1993 Omaha Conditions Survey results
with those from prior years.

The 1993 metropolitan sample B. Persons by Age:
includes Cass County for the first time. 18-24 89 15.7 3,220 - 168
This reflects the addition of Cass County 25-34 i44 254 4,800 250

A. Persons 18 Years and Older 515 19,189

to the Omaha Metropolitan Statistical 33123 _ llgg %g:? §’§§Z %g:g
Area in December 1992. Following the 65+ : : 78 13.8 2,616 136

recommendation of community leaders,

the 1993 North Omaha sample also cov- C. Persons 18 Years and Older by Sex:

: : Male 237 41.2 8,090 422
ers a larger geographic area than did Female 3138 58.8 11,099 57.8
earlier Omaha Conditions Surveys. :
The 1993 Omaha Conditions Survey D. Total Households 7 575 10,664

was conducted in the summer; in 1990

and 1991 it was conducted in the winter. E. Households by Household Income:

X \ . 509,999 124 26,0 3,912 36.7
The season during which the survey is $10-14,999 67 - 14.0 1533 - 144
conducted may affect responses to some $15-24,999 - 126 26.4 2,146 201
items such as opinions on schools and g?ig'ggg - ‘!ﬁ 1;-% i,g;i ig?
roads as well as labor force charac- $50.000+ 14 71 685 64

teristics.

Readers should consider these differ-
ences when making comparisons of
Omaha Condifions Survey results over
time.

*Census data for black persons and households only.
Sample numbers may not sum to totals due to missing data.
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Citizens Look at the Best and Worst
of the Omaha Area

by

Jeromie Deichert, Senior Research Associate

One of the primary purposes of the
Omaha Conditions Survey: 1993 Metro
Sample was to collect information on
how residents view the Omaha area and
their neighborhoods — what are the best
and worst attributes and what problems
should leaders be addressing. Because
the same questions were asked in 1990
and 1991, comparisons can be made
with the results of the surveys. Two
open-ended questions on the survey
asked their opinions on the three best

Center for Public Affairs Research

and the three worst things about the
Omaha area. Another open-ended ques-
tion asked respondents what they felt
are the three most important problems
that the Omaha area should be trying to
address. Respondents who listed combi-
nations of gangs, drugs, or crime for the
worst thing and/or problem were given
the opportunity to mention additional
items.

Likewise, three similar opinion ques-
tions were asked about the respondents’

- cent), and schools (22.5 percent).

(18.8 percent).

Key Findings

_ + The five most often mentioned best things about the Omaha area were:
friendly people (35.5 percent), quality of life (34.3 percent), jobs and business
opportunities (31.2 percent}, entertainment and cultural activities (22.9 per-

« The five most often mentioned worst things about the Omaha area were: crime
(41.4 percent), street conditions (31.5 percent), gangs (21.1 percent), high
taxes (14.4 percent), and weather (13.6 percent).

« - The five most important problems the Omaha area should be trying to address
were: crime (42,3 percent), gangs (29.4 percent), lack of jobs or business
opportunities (25.8 percent), street conditions (20.2 percent), and youth néeds

neighborhoods. However, respondents
were asked only to give one answer for
each question. Comparisons for this
question are available only for 1991,
because it was not asked in 1990,

The open-ended format was used
because it allows respondents to charac-
terize issues in their own words. In addi-
tion, open-ended guestions make it
possible to identify issues and priorities
that researchers developing a social
survey cannot anticipate.

To classify the open-ended
responses, categories were developed,
and the responses were placed into one
of the categories. All the items in the
tables in this report were generated in
this manner.

For complete details on the sample
and respondent characteristics, see the
separate report, Survey Methodology
(the complete list of Omaha Conditicns
Survey: 1993 report topics is on the
back cover).

The Best of the
Omaha Area

Table 1 presents summary informa-
tion on the items most often mentioned
in response to the question, *‘In your
opinicn, what are the three best things

Center for Public Affairs Reseatrch
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about the Omaha area?’ The summary
information is developed by counting
the total rumber of times a particular
item was mentioned. These sums, then,
are divided by the total number of per-
sons who answered the question and
expressed as percentages.The percent-
ages do not add to 100 percent because
each respondent could give up to three
answers. All tables in this report are con-
structed in a similar manner.

Friendly people or other comments
about people was mentioned most fre-
quently (35.5 percent) as being the best
thing about the Omaha area. Four other
attributes were mentioned by 20 percent
or more of the respondents: quality of
life (34.3 percent), jobs and business
opportunities (31.2 percent), entertain-
ment and cultura] activities (22.9 per-
cent), and schools (22.5 percent).

Filling out the top-ten rank are con-
venient location, low crime rate, low
traffic volume, quality of the environ-
ment and recycling, and shopping.

Variations in Perceptions of the
Best Attributes of the Omaha Area

To better understand respondents’
views, the five most frequently men-
tioned items are examined across popu-
lation subgroups using characteristics of
age, gender, race,! education, and in-
come. Several interesting patterns are
identified and are summarized in the
following sections..

Friendly People. Respondents with a
college degree, compared to those with
a high school diploma or less, were -
more likely to mention friendly people
as one of the best things about the
Omaha area. In addition, households
with incomes above $50,000 were more
likely to mention friendly people.

Quality of Life. Respondents aged 65
or older, those with less than a high
school education, and those with in-
comes less than $20,000 were less likely
to mention quality of life as one of the
best aspects of the Omaha area. Respon-
dents aged 35 to 64, Blacks, persons
with a college degree, and persons in
households with incomes above $50,000
were more likely to mention quality of
life.

Jobs and Business Opportunities. The
largest difference occurred between men
and women, with men mentioning jobs
and business opportunities more than
women. Mention of this item did not
differ much across age, race, income, or
education.

Entertainment and Cultural Activi-
ties. The largest difference in this item
again occurred between men and
women. However, women were more
likely to mention entertainment and
cultural activities,

Schools. Schools were mentioned most
frequently by persons aged 35 to 64 in
contrast to those aged 65 or older; per-
sons with college degrees compared to
thase with a high school diploma or
less; and persons in households with
incomes $35,000 or higher compared to
those with incomes below $35,000.

Comparisons with 1990 and 1991
Table 1 also presents

conducted during the summer when
school was not in session. For persons
with children between the ages of 6 and
18, schools still ranks as the best thing
about the Omaha area.

Looking at the ten most often men-
tioned best attributes of the Omaha area
compared to 1991, low cost of living
and parks and recreation facilities
dropped out, while low traffic volume
and quality of the environment and recy-
cling were added.

The Worst of the
Omaha Area

Table 2 summarizes the attributes
mentioned in response to the question,
““In your opinion, what are the three
worst things about the Omaha area?”’
The data are developed using the same

procedure described earlier. Table 2

shows that crime was perceived to be

comparisons among the | ppye 1, Respondents’ Views of the Best Things About the
lists of the best attrib- Omaha Area o _ L
utes from the 1990 and : ” —
1991 as well as the - 1993 1991 1990
1993 survey. The lists Rank . Percent Rank Percent  Rank Percent
are not the same 1 - Friendly people 355 2 -2 3 281
becanse some items 2 Quality of life 343 3 (217 2 303
have been added or 3 Jobs and business ' L '
: opportunities 312 4 268 4 264
deleted between the sur 4 Entertainment and o ) o } S
veys. Generally there is cultural activities 29 5 188 5 206
a great deal of similar- 5 Schools 25 1 298 .1 . ?gg
ity among the vears 6 Convenient location 14.0 7 132 -7 7 10
b(s)'thmotgt yfrani(_ 7 Low crime rate 139 10 90 13- . 66
Dot in leTms o 8 Lowtrafficvolume 127 - 13, 69 10 . 93
ing and the percentage 9 Quality of the environ- =~ . . - _ _
of respondents mention- mentand recycling - 115 11 . . 8.1 9 - 1102
ing an item. The to 10 - Shopping : 107 . -6 14.7 6 . 141
fife itemns have beeI:; 11 Low cost of living 106 . 8 - 16 7 105
: 12 Parks and recreation o . R
the same for all three facilities 92 9 - 1127 14. 62
years, although the or- 13 Housing - 61 - 14 .~ 68 12 1T
der varies from yearto | 14 Good community - - © - : '
ear J feelings 57 20 33 - -
year. . 15 Cliiate 54 12776 1119
The major differ- 16. Slow-pacedlifestyle 4.0 . .25 14 20 32
ence is that schools 16 Medical facilities "40 15 67 - 17 148
dropped from the most %g gty ser;iict;:s0 -rgmiza'-- 38 .16 63. - -

, . . mmuni iza- - . - o :
mentioned item in 1990 ‘tions and churches 33 18 42 15 52
and 1991 to the fifth 20 Restaurants 0 17 53 16 47
item in 1993, Some of 21. Redevelopmentefforts = 26 24 .19 19.. 3.(5)
his d i . - 22 Law enforcement 22 22 2.5 21 3
t e ég%nggpft benf;s 23 Sports 18 18 42 2B 19
P | Dy dILIEIENCES | o4 - (uality leaders 08 200 30 18 42
in the time of yearthe ~ |' 25 People address problems 0.4 26 10 2 2.4
survey was conducted. o

_ 118
. The 1993 survey was _ Velid cases 757 : ﬁm_ 73'
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-

Table 2. Respondents’ Views of the Worst Things About the Table 3. Respondents’ Views of the Priority Problems to
Omaha Area ) ) . Address in the Omaha Area
1993 1991 1990 1993 1991 1990
Rank Percent Rank Percent Rank Percent Rank Percent Rank Percent Rank Percent .
1  Crime 414 5 169 4 18.8 1 Crime 423 6 195 3 19.6
2 Street conditions 315 1 306 5 18.0 2 Gangs 294 1 335 v 38.9
3  Gangs . 211 2 244 2 28.1 3 Lack of jobs or
4  High taxes 14.4 3 208 3 204 business opportunities 25,8 7 16.5 5 16.6
5 Weather 13.6 8 113 6 14.5 4  Street conditions 20.2 5 20.8 7 14.1
6 Traffic congestion 126 9 10.1 8 92 5 Youth needs 18.8 10 82 8 113
7 Lack of jobs or business - : 6 High taxes 15.0 4 213 4 187
opportunities 109 10 83 7 - 104 7 Drugs 137 2 31.7 1 51.0
7 City government 109 7 129 - - 8 Quality of schools  13.3 9 104 g 10.0
9 No youth activities 783 13 34 - - 9 Urban redevelopment/

10 Run-down neighborheods 7.7 15 38 1 56 rehabilitation 11.5 13 57 18 4.1
11 ‘Dmgs - - - S 14 4 170 1 29.1 . 10 Attracting new business 10,2 12 8.1 11 7.1
12 Quality of the environ- } 11 Quality of government . 9.4 8 10.9 17 3.0

ment and recycling 72 6 153 - - 12 Street congestion 7.6 17 44 12 5.5
13 Limited entertainment 69 12 5.1 10 6.5 13 "Homelessness 6.0 10 8.2 5 16.6
14 People 59 29 1.4 21 1.6 14 Quality of the environ-
15 Overemphasison R ment and recycling 57 3 219 13 5.0

development 57 13 4.2 12 51 15 Law enforcement 5.3 15 5.0 19 24
16 Law enforcement 49 14 4.0 12 5.1 16  Race relations 49 21 22 17 30
17 Race relations 4.1 19 31 19 . - 29 17 Atitude 47 23 1.9 - -
18 Poorschools . . 36 23 28 14 45 18  Helping the poor 4.0 16 46 - -
19  Public ransportation 3.2 11 55 - - 19 Convention facilities 39 19 33 - -
19  Parks and recreation . : 20 Public transportation 22 13 57 2 21

facilities -. - - - 32 - 27 1.3 16 38 21 Health care 21 25 1.5 - -

21 | Low wages and iricomes 3.1 21 29 5.0 41 21 Discipline in schools 2.1 24 1.8 16 34
22  Downiown arca a1 16 36 - - 23 Sports and recreation
23  Homelessness 2.3 17 35 17 34 programs 1.8 20 3.0 22 1.5
24 Poor leaders 20 19 3.1 9 8.8 24 Public housing L5 17 44 14 43
24 No community o ) 25 Elderly rieeds 14 25 1.5 20 22

cooperation 20 26 22 - - 26 Ak-Sar-Ben 13 21 22 - -

26  Convention facilities 19 27 " 1.8 ~- - 27  Lack of entertainment
27 Poor snow removal L6 25 24 21 1.6 and cultura! activities 10 29 09 22 12
28 Mass media 16 28 Lottery ‘ 05 28 1.0 -
29 Housing policies 08 30 Lo 20 2.5 28 Child care 05 27 1.2 - -
30 Busing in schools 07 21 29 - -

31 Housing costs 0.5 24 25 18 32 Valid cases 768 605 759

Valid cases 752 594 727

the worst thing about the Omaha area
(41.4 percent). Street conditions fol-
lowed at 31.5 percent. (This includes
comments related to smoothness of
streets as well as traffic engineering.)
Gangs were mentioned by 21.1 percent
of the respondents. Rounding out the
top five were high taxes (14.4 percent)
and weather (13.6 percent).

Of the remaining items in the ten
worst things about the Omaha, one item
was also mentioned as one of the best
things about the Omaha area — jobs
and business opportunities. The other
items in the top ten are traffic conges-
tion, city government (including city
services), no youth activities, and run-
down neighborhoods.

Variations in Perceptions of the
Worst Attributes of the Omaha
Areq

In the following sections, the five
items ranked as the worst things about
the Omaha area are compared across
characteristics of the respondents. These
are the same characteristics that were
used in the previous section (age, gen-
der, race, education, and income).

Crime. The perception of crime as one
of the worst things about the Omaha
area was more likely to be mentioned by
women and Whites, It did not vary
much among the other population sub-
Broups.

Street Conditions. Respondents who
were white or aged 18 to 34, in contrast
with persons aged 65 or older, were
more likely to list street conditions.

Gangs. Persons who mentioned gangs
were more likely to have a high school
diploma or less or have household in-
comes below $20,000. Persons with
some college or a college degree and
those with household incomes of
$50,000 or above were less likely to
mention gangs.

High Taxes. This item is least likely to
be mentioned by women and respon-
dents with household incomes below
$20,000.

- - -
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Weather. Respondents who indicated
weather as one of the worst aspects of
the Omaha area were more likely to be
aged 35 to 64, compared to those 65 or
older; be a college graduate; or live in
households with incomes of $50,000 or
mere, in contrast to honseholds with
incomes below $20,000.

Comparisons with
1990 and 1991

There are considerable differences in
the ranking and percentages of two
items in 1993 when compared to other
years. The two largest changes are crime
and drugs. Crime moved from the fifth
most mentioned item in 1991 to the
most mentioned item in 1993, and the
percentage of persons mentioning it
more than doubled, from 16.9 percent to
414 percent. Drugs, on the other hand,
dropped from the fourth most men-
ticned itemn to the eleventh; in 1990, it
was the first most mentioned item. Dur-
ing this three-year period, the percent-
age of respondents mentioning drugs as
one of the worst things in the Omaha
area fell from 29.1 percent to 7.4 per-
cent.

In addition to drugs, quality of the
environment and recycling dropped out
of the top ten in 1993, Moving into the
top ten were no youth activities and run-
down neighhorhoods.

Most Important Problems
to Address

When asked what they felt were the
three most important problems that the
Omaha area should be trying to address,
crime was mentioned by 42.3 percent of
" the respondents. Gangs were mentioned
second most frequently (29.4 percent).
Two other items were mentioned by
more than 20 percent of the respon-
dents: lack of jobs or business opportuni-
ties (25.8 percent) and street conditions
(20.2 percent). Youth needs were listed
by 18.8 percent of the respondents.

Rounding out the top-ten list of prior-
ity community problems were high
taxes, drugs, quality of schools, urban
redevelopment and rehabilitation, and
attracting new business.

Variations in the Perceptions of
the Most Important Problems

The five issues mentioned most
frequently by the respondents are also
compared across demographic charac-
teristics of the respondents.

Crime. Crime was more likely to be
mentioned as a priority problem by
‘Whites or persons with some college or
a college degree as opposed to those
with less than a high school diploma.

Gangs. The only variation in the percep-
tion of gangs as a problem was by age.
Persons aged 18 to 34 and 35 to 64 were
more apt to see gangs as a problem than
were people 65 or older.

Lack of Jobs or Business Opportuni-
ties. As a priority problem lack of jobs
or business opportunities was viewed as
most important by Blacks and persons
aged 35 to 64. Persons 65 or older were
less likely to mention jobs as a priority
issue,

Street Conditions. Street conditions
showed the least variation along demo-
graphic characteristics of respondents.
Only respondents in households with
incomes between $20,000 and $35,000
were more likely to list street conditions
as a priority problem.

Youth Needs. Race and education
explain the largest differences in respon-
dents indicating youth needs as a prior-
ity problem. Blacks were apt to mention
this item, while college gradnates were
less likely to mention it.

Comparisons with
1990 and 1991

Of the three open-ended questions
asked, priority problems to be addressed
showed the most movement among the
top-five issues between 1991 and 1993,
Crime moved from the sixth most men-
tioned problem to the first. Lack of jobs
or business opportunities jumped from
seventh to third, and youth needs went
from tenth to fifth. Dropping out of the
top five were drugs and quality of the
environment and recycling. Quality of

the environment went from third to
fourteenth.

Much of the movement in these
issues might be explained by attention
given them by the media. At the time of
the 1991 survey, the Omaha Effort gen-
erated considerable controversy and
media attention and may have led to an
increased awareness of the environment
and recycling. In 1993, much attention
became focused on crime and youth
violence as Omaha hosted a conference
on youth violence.

Perceptions of the Best, the
Worst, and the Most
Important Problems in the
Respondent’s Neighborhood

In addition to being asked several
questions concerning the Omaha area,
respondents were asked to give their
views of their neighborhoods. In con-
trast to the Omaha area, respondents
were asked to list only one item for their
neighborhood. Therefore, the percent-
ages are not comparable between the
Omaha area and neighborhood. Because
of the small number of responses for
some categories, the three tables in this
section list only the ten most frequently
mentioned items in 1993, along with
their comparisons to 1991.

In comparing tables 4-6, an interest-
ing pattern emerges. People are much
more likely to say something good
about their neighborhood than they are
to list something bad or a problem.
Almost everyone surveyed (772 respon-
dents) mentioned something good about
their neighborhood, but only 539 could
find something bad, and only 557 could
list a priority problem.

Best Things About
My Neighborhood

By far the best things about neighbor-
hoods in the Omaha area were their
friendly people (28.4 percent) and their
quiet, slow-paced lifestyle (21.2 per-
cent). Nearly half of the respondents
stated one of these attributes. Conven-
ient location was indicated by another
12.3 percent, and low crime rate by 10.5
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percent, Other aspects of their neighbor-
hood that respondents mentioned as the
best are quality of the environment and
recycling, quality of life, good commu-
nity feelings, schools, low traffic vol-
lume, and parks and recreation facilities
(see table 4).

Many of the things that respondents
like about the Omaha area they alsc like
about their neighborhood. Friendly peo-
ple rank as the best thing about the
Omaha area and in their neighborhood.
Convenient location, low crime rate,
quality of the environment and recy-
cling, quality of life, schools, and low
traffic volume are also among the ten
best things about the Omaha area.

Table 4 shows that the best things
about their neighborhood have not
changed much since 1991. The first
eight items are the same for both sur-
veys with the ranking of quality of life

and quality of the environment changing
places. Low traffic volume and parks
and recreation facilities were added in
1993,

Worst Things About
My Neighborhood

Table 5 shows that there was a wider
variety of responses given as the worst
thing about neighborhoods. This diver-
sity lowers the overall percentage of
responses for individual items. Traffic
congestion was the top worst thing, but
received only 16.3 percent of the
responses. Quality of the environment
was mentioned by 14.8 percent of the
respondents.

Again there are many items men-
tioned as the worst things in their neigh-
borhood and the worst things in the
Omaha arca. Respon-

Table 4, Respondents’ V:ews ol‘ the Best Thmgs About Thenr

dents felt that traffic

Ne:ghborhood congestion, street con-
ditions, crime, no
1993 : R N youth activities, high
Rank - ) . < . . Pcrcent Rank ’ _Perccnt_ taxe& mn_down
1. Friendly people . 284 L 279. areas, and gangs were
"2 - Slow-paced lifestyle . 212 2 226 bad in their neighbor-
: i ﬁg’n"e‘}iem k:aﬁ‘?“ . igg i 1?’}‘ * | hood and bad in the
W CIine rai . 5 .
5 Quiality of the environment O o o _ Omaha area.
. and recycling _ 7.1 6 .52 Compared to 1991,
6 Qualityoflife”. - -~ . . 47 ‘5 . 61 = | thelack of youth
" 7. Good community feelings 4.5 ; . gg activities in the neigh-
D L vl 27 8 . 3% | bothood exhibited the
10  Parks and recreation facilities 1.3 15 09 largest change mov-
- ing from the twentieth
Valid cases o am sos | most mentioned item

to the seventh.

Priority Problems to
Address in My Neighborheod

Tust as it was for the Omaha area,
crime was perceived to be the biggest
problem in the respondents’ neighbor-
hoods, mentioned by 21.6 percent of
them. As shown in table 6, this is fol-
lowed by quality of the environment
and youth needs. In addition to crime,
youth needs, street conditions, high
taxes, schools” quality, urban develop-
ment, and gangs were viewed as priority
problems that should be addressed by
the neighborhood and the Omaha area.

Also in table 6 are comparisons to
1991. As in the previous secticns there
is much overlap between the two years.
However, crime and youth needs exhibit
large increases in the percentage of
respondents mentioning them. Even
though they remain among the ten major
problem areas, quality of the enviren-
ment and street conditions were men-
tioned by a smaller percentage of
persons.

Endnote

1. This analysis reports differences in responses
across various population sub-groups. Compari-
sons across racial/ethnic groups report differences
between Whites and Blacks. Other racial/ethnic
groups were included in the survey and are re-
ported in metropolitan totals. However, the num-
ber of respondents in each of these groups was too
small for separate analysis.

_ Table 5. Respundents’ Views of the Worst Things Ahout Table 6. Respondents’ Views of the Priority Problems to
Their Neighborhood ) Add:'ess in Theiyr Nelghborhood
1993 _ 1991 . 1993 1991
Rank ) Percent  Rank = Percent Rank : Percent  Rank  Percent
1. Traffic congestion . 163 2 9.1 1 Crime 216 2 13.1
2 Quality of the environment : _ 2 Quality of the envlmnment ]
and recycling -14.8 3 .69 and recycling 104 1 154
3 Street conditions : 135 1 14.1. 3 Youth needs 9.3 5 44
4 Crime 35 5 - 5.8 4  Street congestion 8.4 11 2.6
4 Overemphasis on development 85 12 24 5 ° Street conditions 83 3 10.1
6 People 6.7 6 47 6 Atfitude 8.1 7 3.6
7 Noyouth activities 4.8 20 1 7 High taxes 39 8 33
8 High taxes -33 4 . 59 8 Schools’ quality 3.8 20 12 .
9 Run-down areas .30 9 31 9  Urban development 34 g 32
10 Gangs : 22 18 13 10 Gangs i3 13 24
Valid cases , . 539 384 Valid ceses 557 346
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Attitudes and Experiences in Omaha Neighborhoods

by
Robert Blair, Research Associate
Center for Public Affairs Research

Introduction (Hallman 1984: p. 12). A neighborhood,

then, is where neighbors assdciate with

Neighborhoods are an important part each other.
of a person’s life. Most people spend a Neighborhoods have a critical role in
great amount of time living, eating, play- Omaha’s future. They are an important
ing, going to school, and raising fami- component of the 1993 Omaha Master
lies in neighborhoods. Specifically, a Plan: Concept Element, The purpose of
neighborhood is a “‘limited territory the Master Plan is to ‘‘identify the kind
within a larger urban area where people of city we, as residents, want Omaha to
inhabit dwellings and interact socially™ be and to establish a direction for
Key Findings

» While there is some evidence of historic family linkages to a neighborhood or
part of town {especially among Blacks and those who live east of 72nd St.),
only a small portion of Omahans have an extensive network of friends in the
neighborhood.

» Neighborhood considerations are the most important factors when considering
a house. The attractiveness of the area and its proximity to amenities are criti-
cal aspects of neighborhood choice for a home.

» Respondents liked the perceived differences (or similarities) of their neighbors.
They liked the current mix of people in their neighborhoods.

» Most people are perceived to take an interest in neighborhood problems. Neigh-
borhoed issues and concerns are important to most Omahans, Only renters said
that many of their neighbors had little or no interest in the neighborhood.

o Of all of the valid Douglas and Sarpy county responses, nearly twice as many
said that the neighborhood would improve as opposed to those who said it
would deteriorate (21.3 percent vs. 11.7 percent),

Center for Public Affairs Research Coll

ege of Public Affairs and Community Service

Omaha’s future®’ (p. 1). The vision of
the Plan is that *‘Omaha must be a com-
munity committed to promoting and
maintaining a high quality of life for all
of its people’” (p. 3). Several statements
in the Plan expand on that vision. One
says that *‘Omaha’s neighborhoods
must be designed to supply a variety of
affordable, quality homes along with a
full range of the services and amenities
which make each neighborhood
unique’’ (p. 3). Neighborhoods, accord-
ing to the Plan, contribute to the quality
of life in Omaha.

This report looks at neighborhoods in
Omaha. In particular, the attitudes of
people toward their neighborhoods are
examined. Emphasis is placed on indi-
vidual connections to neighborhoods,
the relationship of housing to neighbor-
hoods, perceptions of neighbors, and
expectations of neighborhood change.
In general, the report attempts to answer
the fundamental question: How do
Omahans view their neighborhoods?

Data for this report are drawn from
the Omaha Conditions Survey: 1993
Metro Sample conducted in June and
July, 1993. (See the report Survey
Methodelogy for description of survey
approach.) While the sample for the
Omaha metropolitan area included 802
respondents from Douglas, Sarpy, Wash-

University of Nebraska at Omaha
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ington, and Cass counties, only survey
respondents from Douglas and Sarpy
counties were considered for most of the
neighborhood report.

‘The Omaha metropolitan area con-
sists of a variety of people. I is useful to
determine if there are differences among
groups of people in the way they answer
survey questions, For this report respon-
dents were placed into groups according
to race (White or Black!), family in-
come {less than $30,000 or $30,000 or
more per year), part of town respondent
lives in (east or west of 72nd St.), and
homeowner status (homeowner or
renter). While there are other ways to
make sub-group comparisons, it is felt
that these groups address the major
socioeconomic differences. The vari-
ation of sub-group responses to key
questions are noted at several points in
this report.

Connections to
Neighborhoods

Most people have a personal linkage,
or connection, to a neighborhood. How-
ever, the individual level of connection
varies. Connections range from identify-
ing with the neighborhood as merely a
place of residence, to making a long-
term personal and family commitment
to the general area.

There are reasons to suspect that per-
sonal connections to neighborhoods will
differ in various parts of the city. Con-
nections are expected to be weaker in
newer areas and stronger in older parts
of the city. In older neighborhoods there
are a high percentage of elderly resi-
dents and often a predominant ethnic or
racial group, and connections are likely
sturdier. These neighborhoods, called
ethnic or urban villages, are usually
tight-knit and sometimes isolated com-
munities, somewhat independent from
the larger metropolitan area. Friends and
relatives of urban villagers often live in
the same neighborhood (Palen 1992).
On the other hand, individual connec-
tions to newer or suburban neighbor-
hoods are expected to be weaker.,
Residents tend to live there shorter
periods of time. And because most
households in suburban areas have two
wage earners, there is less time to
devote to neighberhood activities,

This section of the report briefly
examines personal connections to
neighborhoods in Omaha.

Neighborhood Identification

The minimal level of connection to a
neighborhood is identification. People
often identify a neighborhood when
describing where they grew up or where
they currently live.

One question in the Omaha Condi-
tions Survey: 1993 Metro Sample exam-
ined the respondent’s identification with
their neighborhood. When given the
option of providing an address, or a
neighborhood {or subdivision) as their
place of residence, the majority
responded in terms of a neighborhood.
Of those Donglas County respondents
who were homeowners of single-family
units, and had lived in the area for five
or more years, 53.1 percent used a neigh-
borhood to identify where they lived,
16.1 percent gave a part of town, and
30.8 percent provided a street address.
When given a choice, then, most people
identify a neighborhood as their place of
residence.

Neighborhoods and Families

Another way to look at personal link-
ages to neighborhoods is family ties.
Stronger family ties to a neighborhood
likely indicate increased individual
connections o the area.

The Omaha Conditions Survey: 1993
Metro Sample asked several questions
regarding personal and family connec-
tions to a neighborhood or area. Respon-
dents were asked if they grew up in the
neighborhood where they now live, or if
they grew up in that part of town, A
large percentage of the respondents did
not grow up in the neighborhood (89.0
percent), or in that part of town (87.1
percent). In other words, only 23.9 per-
cent of the respondents said that they
either grew up in the neighborhood
(11.0 percent}, or in that part of the city
(12.9 percent).

Another survey question addressed
the residence of key family members.
This examined historic family linkages
to the neighborhood. Respondents were
asked if either parents or in-laws had
ever lived in the neighborhoed or in that
part of town where they now live, A

somewhat large percentage (36.4 per-
cent) of the respondents said that either
their parents or in-taws had lived in the
neighborhood {23.9 percent) or in that
part of town (12.5 percent).

In terms of where parents or in-laws
lived, as a way to examine long term
neighborhood commitment, a higher per-
centage of Blacks, people with family
incomes less than $30,000 per year, and
those who live east of 72nd Street have
parents or in-laws who lived in the
neighborhood or area. In other words,
people living in older parts of town, or
those with less income, or who live in
ethnic neighborhoods (like Blacks)
appear to have stronger linkages to the
neighborhood or area.

Neighborhoods and Friends

Personal linkages to a neighborhood
can also be explored by looking at
where one’s friends live. If more friends
live in the neighborhood, it is likely that
there are stronger personal linkages and
commitment to the area.

The Omaha Conditions Survey: 1993
Metro Sample asked respondents if most
of their friends lived in their neighbor-
hood or farther away. Only a small por-
tion of those surveyed (14.0 percent)
said that most of their friends lived in
the neighborhood. Nearly three-quarters
of the respondents (74.5 percent} said
that most of their friends lived outside
of the neighborhood.

To further examine the relationship
of friends and the neighborhood, it is
helpful to look for differences among
subgroups within the metro sample.
‘When race, income, part of town resid-
ing in, and homeowner status are exam-
ined separately, the only significant
difference in responses is in the sub-
group of race. Table 1 shows the loca-

Table 1. Location of Friends by Race

White Black
(percent) (percent)

Locaticen

Moaost live in neighborhood 13.8 1.0

Some dofsome don't

live in neighborhood 12.3 -
Most live farther away- 74,0 90.0
Total - 100.0* 1000

*Total does not add to 100.0 percent due to rounding.
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tion of friends by race. Ninety percent
of the black respondents indicated that
most of their friends live outside the

neighborhood, and 74.0 percent of the
white respondents said the same thing.

Neighborhoods and
Housing

Neighborhoods are important be-
canse homes are located there. Houses
are closely linked to neighborhoods,
Neighborhoods are essentially charac-
terized by the nature of the houses
located there. The type and condition of
homes in a neighborhood are often used
to describe its desirability,

Factors Influencing
Housing Selection

One way to examine the connection
of housing to neighborhoods is by con-
sidering the factors that influence an
individual’s selection of a home. Neigh-
borhood characteristics are part of a set
of factors that influence individual resi-
dential choice.

In the Omaha Conditions Survey:
1993 Metro Sample, respondents were
asked: *“What made you decide to move
here?”” This was an open-ended ques-
tion, and responses were coded into

Table 2. Factors Influencing Housmg
Selection

Factors Percent
Neighborhoed Factors:
Attractiveness 321
Closeness:
Schools 6.9
Work 8.9
Amenities 12
17.0
House 6.9
Lack of crime 30
Subtotal . 59.0
Personal Factors:
Family reasons 236
Financial/honsing 11.6
Job consideration 39
Subfotal 391
Cormmunity/other factors 1.7
Total 100.0*

*Tatal does not add to 100.0 percent due to rounding.

several categories, Table 2 shows the
factors respondents indicated were
important in the selection of housing.
Response caiegories are grouped into
neighborhood, personal, and community
factors. Neighborhood factors include
the amenities or characteristics of an
area, or those connected to a specific
geographic location. Personal factors
include family or individual considera-
tions and financial or employment
reasons. Community factors pertain to
city-wide considerations.

As shown in table 2, the largest pro-
portion of respondents indicated that
neighborhood-related factors influenced
their selection of housing. Fifty-nine per-
cent said that one of several neighbor-
hood characteristics influenced their
move to their current home. The attrac-
tiveness of the area (at 32.1 percent)
was by far the most important neighbor-
hood factor. The proximity of the neigh-
borhood to schools, work, and amenitics
was also an important factor according
to 17.0 percent of the respondents. For
neighborhoods to favorably influence
the selection of housing, they need to be
atfractive and close to conveniences.

Almost forty percent (39.1 percent)
of those surveyed indicated personal
reasons for their choice of a home. Per-
sonal reasons include family, job, or
financial considerations, Less than two
percent (1.7 percent) said community or
other factors were influential in the
selection of housing,

Importance of Neighborhoods to
Housing Selection

Since the survey indicated that neigh-
borhood factors are very important to
the selection of homes, further examina-
tion of the connection between neighbor-
hoods and housing is warranted, A
series of questions in the survey focused
on the importance of neighborhoods to
the selection of housing.

Respondents were asked the relative
importance of housing and neighbor-
hoods to moving to an area to live. The
vast majority of the respondents (71.6
percent) said that housing and neighbor-
hoods are equally important to selecting
a home. In other words, a house by itself
will not likely entice someone to move
into a neighborhood. Only 12.0 percent
said the house was more important, and

16.4 percent said the neighborhood was
a more critical factor.

Because the neighborhood is such a
critical factor in the selection of a home,
it is not surprising that many neighbor-
hoods were considered by those looking
for a place to live. Sixty-one percent of
the respondents said that more than one
neighborhood was considered. Of these,
almost two-thirds (65.9 percent) said
that three or more neighborhoods were
considered (see table 3), In addition to
locking at a number of neighborhoods,
most (62.7 percent) looked at other parts
of the metropolitan arga for homes,
According to this survey, Omahans do
not appear to be restricting themselves
to only one part of town when looking
for a home. (See report, Movement of
Homeowners in Douglas County.)

While making a wide search for a
place to live appears to be a common
strategy among the respondents, it is
important to once again ask the ques-
tion: Are there differences between
groups of people in Omaha regarding
their search for a place to live? The
number of neighborhoods considered as
a place to live was examined for the
population subgroups throughout this
report, Differences were noted for race.
About 79 percent of the black respon-
dents indicated that they looked at up to
three other neighborhoods when looking
for a place to live. Only abouti 58 per-
cent of the white respondents looked at
the same number.

Table 3. Number of Neighberhoods
Considered as a Place to Live*

Number Considered Percent
1 other 9.8
2 others 242
3 others 26.7
More than 3 9.2
Total 100.0"

*Omly for those respondenis who considered more
than one neighborhood.

TTotal does nat add to 100.0 percent due to rounding.

Perceptions of Neighbors

Neighborhoods are more than just a
collection of houses that happen to be
near each other in the city. Neighbor-
hoods are also groups of families and
individuals who interact with each
other. Neighborhoods include neigh-
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bors. Examining peoples’ perceptions of
their neighbors provide important
insight about this human element of
neighborhoods.

Neighborhood Diversity

One way to examine the relationship
of neighbors to neighborhoods is by
looking at perceived differences of those
who live nearby. In other words, are
neighbors mostly the same or different?
Survey respondents were asked if most
of the people in the neighborhood are
pretty much the same, or are they pretty
different? This question and others
addressed broad perceptions of neighbor-
hood diversity.

Most respondents were knowledge-
able enough of their neighberhood to
judge the diversity of their neighbors.
Only 4.9 percent of the Douglas and
Sarpy county residents were unable or
unwilling to answer the guestion. Of the
valid responses, 60.9 percent said that
their neighbors were pretty much the
same and 39.1 percent said that they
were different. A follow-up question
asked respondents if they liked it that
neighbors were either the same or differ-
ent. Overwhelmingly, respondents liked
their perceived mix of neighbors.

Another way to examine neighbor-
hood diversity is to look at the perceived
differences in education among the
neighbors. Education affects the social
and economic status level of an individ-
nal, Differences in education likely indi-
cate a neighborhood that is diverse in
nature. Survey participants were asked
their opinions regarding the differences
in education of their neighbors. Nearly
40 percent (39.2 percent) of the respon-
dents said that the people in the neigh-
borhood had the same education level,
38.0 percent said that there were smalt
differences, and 22.8 percent indicated
that there were large differences in edu-
cation. When the perceived educational
difference of neighbors is used as a
rough measure of neighborhood diver-
sity, more than sixty percent (60.8 per-
cent} of the respondents said that there
is at least some differences among their
neighbors.

Perceptions of neighborhood diver-
sity vary by different groups in the
Omaha metropolitan sample. When the
population sub-groups are looked at

separately, a higher percentage of white
respondents, those living west of 72nd
Street, and homeowners said that their
neighbors were *‘pretty much the
same.”’ In other words, their neighbor-
hoods were less diverse.

Neighbors® Interest in
Neighborhood Problems

Understandably the individual level
of interest in neighborhood problems
varies, This part of the report examines
survey respondent perceptions of their
neighbors’ interest in problems. These
perceptions likely affect how the individ-
val approaches neighborhood issues and
problems. (See Omaha Conditions Sur-
vey: 1993 Metro Sample report on Cifi-
zens Look at the Best and Worst of the
Omaha Area for a discussion of what
these problems are in the neighbor-
hoods.} In addition, the level of interest
in problems by area residents likely
confributes to the overall vitality of the
neighborhood. 1t is expected that people
residing in more vital neighborhoods
take a greater interest in addressing
problems.

The survey asked respondents to rate
the level of interest of residents in neigh-
borhood problems. Less than fifty per-
cent (47,6 percent) said that most of the
neighbors are very much interested in
neighborhood problems. Just over forty
percent (42.3 percent) said that neigh-
bors were somewhat interested, while
only 10.2 percent said that neighbors
were not interested at all. Most of the
respondents, then, said that their neigh-
bors take at least some interest in neigh-
borhood problems.

Perceptions of neighbors’ interest in
neighborhood problems likely differs
for various groups in the Omaha sample.
‘When the various subgroups used
throughout this report are examined
separately, however, only for the sub-
group of homeownership is there a
significant difference. More than 16 per-
cent of the renters said that neighbors

~ were not interested at all with neighbor-

hood problems, while only about 7 per-
cent of the homeowners said the same
thing. There were little differences
among the other population subgroups.

Neighborhoods
and Change a

Neighborhoods change because of
the effects of a number of complex
economic, social, and political forces.
Change is inevitable, but neighborhoods
do not transform at the same rate or in
the same manner. Many Omaha neigh-
borhoods are quite stable, others are
changing. Some Omaha neighborhoods
have experienced dramatic changes in
the past few years. It is important to
look at perceptions of neighborhood
change. '

The 1993 Omaha Master Plan
addresses neighborhood change. A
number of business, housing, and eco-
nomic development strategies to *‘create
healthy and diverse” neighborhoods are
included in the Plan (p. 11). Neighbor-
hoods were classified in the Plan
according to the need for change.
Demographic factors like income, em-
ployment, and housing were evalnated
to determine if a neighborhood needed
redevelopment, revitalization, or stabili-
zation and growth management (p. 31).

This section of the report examines
the attitudes of survey respondents )
toward neighborhood change. In addi- A
tion to looking at demographic factors,
it is also important for planners to con-
sider the residents’ perceptions and
expectations of change when evaluating
neighborhood revitalization needs.

Perceptions of Neighborhood
Stability and Change

The Omaha Conditions Survey: 1993
Metro Sample asked respondents if they
thought their neighborhood would
remain as it is, or would it change in
some ways. This question probes percep-
tions of neighborhood stabitity. There is
almost an e¢ven split among the respon-
dents. Just over half (52.7 percent) said
that their neighborhood would remain
the same. Over forty-seven percent
(47.3 percent) said that there would be
change.,

The question of neighborhood stabil-
ity elicited generally strong responses.

Very few of the respondents did not

have an opinion regarding neighborhood
change. Only 2.0 percent of all the )
Douglas and Sarpy county respondents
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did not know or refused to answer the
question.

Perceptions of neighborhood stability
varied by different groups included in
the Omaha metro sample. The survey
indicated that higher percentages of
black or renter respondents expected the
neighborhoods to change in some man-
ner in the future. Their neighborhoods
were expected to be less stable.

Expectations of
Neighborhood Change

Of the 47,3 percent in the survey
who expected neighborhood change,
most had opinions of what would hap-
pen next. The follow-up question to
neighborhood stability was open-ended.
Respondents’ answers were grouped
into similar sets of categories, as shown
in table 4. Of those who anticipated
change in their neighborhood, 45.1 per-
cent said that the neighborhood would
improve. Many (17.5 percent) said that
these improvements would be in terms
of neighborhood quality, like better

housing or just getfing better, Others
{27.6 percent) said that there would be
quantitative improvements in the area,
like more people moving in or more
development in general. Looking at all
the survey respondents, 21.3 percent
indicated that their neighborhoods
would improve in the future.

Nearly one-fourth of those respon-
dents predicting change said that their
neighborhood would decline. Most of
those (22.4 percent) said decline would
oceur because of genera! physical
deterioration of the neighborhood. The
others said decline would happen
because people were moving out of the
neighborhoed.

However, general neighborhood
decline was not an issue for the vast
majority of the respondents in the sur-
vey. Overall, only 11.7 percent of the
respondents who answered the question
regarding change indicated that they
expected neighborhood decline to occur.

Survey responses indicating neigh-
borhood decline differ across various
groups in the sample. When different
population subgroups in the metro sam-

said that the neighborhood would be
different. For example, they said that it
would be more diverse, have older resi-
dents, have younger residents, or just be
different because some people would
move in while others would move out.
Other respondents (6.3 percent) just did
not kniow how the neighborhood would
change. In other words, neighborhood
change was anticipated by many of the
survey respondents, but its effect was at
this time unknown.

Summary

This report used information from
the Omaha Conditions Survey: 1993
Metro Sample to examine the role of
neighborhoods in the lives of Omahans.
This was done by focusing on the per-
ceptions of Omahans regarding neigh-
borhood connections, neighborhoods
and housing, neighbors, and neighbor-
hood change.

Several key findings summarize the
report:

* Most pecple, when given the

Table 4 Expectations of Neighborhood ple are examined separately, a higher option, identify their place of
Change of Those Who Anticipate percentage Of.‘ Survey resp ondents who residence in a neighborhood.
Change were black, living east of 72nd St., had
family incomes less than $30,000lper e While there is some evidence of
Nature of Change Percent year, or were renters expected their historic family linkages to a neigh-
Improve neighborhoods to decllr}e (see table 5). borhood or part of town (especially
Qualit)t,; 0 Qf the subgroups exarpmed, th; least among Blacks and those who live
(B}::t efﬁf;ﬁ g 02 difference in expectation of neighbor- east of 72nd St.), only a small por-
Subtotal . 175 hood change was for the category of tion of Omahans have an extensive
. homeowner status. network of friends in the neighbor-
Quantity: . Many in the survey, however, could hood.
: %gﬁ ii!:?.?."(:()l;ment 23‘2 not elaborate on neighborhood change.
Subtotal 76 Almost one-third of the respondents e Neighborhood considerations are
Total 451 ant101p_atmg some change were not sure the most important factors when
ota : of the impact. Some respondents merely considering a house. The attractive-
Decline R .
j i 224 . . .
Kﬂ:ﬁggg r:;f 213 Table 5. Expectations of Neighborhood Change by Population Subgroup*
Total - 24.7
. ~ Homeownership
N(;)tﬁs:l;} gislf)il‘zc\tuill change: Race Location Family Income Status -
- ote diverse -8 Nature Less  $30,000
v er 8. 2 of Eastof Westof  Than or
M“““E‘;; out P Change Black  White 72ndSt. 72nd St $30,000 More  Renters Owners
g‘l’.%tlo[:;ove o = 238 (percent) {percent) (percent) (percent) (percent) (percenf} (percent} (percent)
s Improve 36.7 454 31.9 59.6 39.5 47.8 50.0 42.1
Don’tknow/ather 63 Decline 433 234 357 124 306 215 283 219
Total 30.1 Not sure 20.0 31.2 324 279 299 30.8 21.7 359
Total ) 100.0* Totalt 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
*Total does not add to 100.0 percent due to rounding. *Only of those respondents who expect change.,
) Totals may nat add te 100.0 percent due to rounding.
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ness of the area and its proximity
to amenities are critical aspects of
neighborhood choice for a home.

e Both the neighborhood and the
house are important considerations
in choosing a place to live. Respon-
dents indicated that a number of
neighborhoods were considered
when shopping for a house. Neigh-
borhoods in other parts of town
were also often considered. Blacks
tend to look in more neighbor-
hoods for homes.

¢ Respondents liked the perceived
differences (or similarities) of their
neighbors. They liked the current
mix of people in their neighbor-
hoods.

® Only a minority (but a relatively
large percentage) of the respon-
dents said that they live in a
diverse neighborhood. Less than
40 percent (39.1) indicated that
their neighbors are different, and

less than 25 percent (22.8) said that

the people who live around them
have large differences in educa-
tion. Blacks, people living east of
72nd St. and renters said they live
in diverse neighborhoods.

» Most people are perceived to take
an inferest in neighborhood prob-
lems. Neighborhood issues and
concerns are important to most
Omahans. Only renters said that
many of their neighbors had liitle

or no interest in the neighborhood.

» Higher percentages of Blacks and
renters expected their neighbor-
hood to change.

» Of all of the valid Douglas and
Sarpy county responses, nearly
twice as many said that the neigh-
borhood would improve as
opposed to those who said it

would deteriorate (21.3 percent vs.

11.7 percent).

¢ Of those who expected their neigh-

borhood to decline in the future, a

high percentage of the respondents

were black or lived east of 72nd
Street.

Endnote

1. This analysis reports differences in responses

across various population subgroups. Comparisons

across racial/ethnic groups report differences
between Whites and Blacks. Other racialfethnic
groups were included in the survey and are
reported in metropolifan totals. However, the

number of respondents in each of these groups was

too small for separate analysis.
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About the Omaha Conditions Survey

The Omaha Conditions Survey:
1993 is the third in a series of studies
conducted by the Center for Public
Affairs Research (CPAR) at the Uni-
versity of Nebraska at Omaha. This
study is part of CPAR’s initiative to
mornitor and improve the processes
operating in Nebraska’s urban areas
by developing quality information
for decision-makers.

This year’s survey sampled adults
in the Omaha metropolitan area and
African-American adults in North
Omaha. The metropolitan sample
focused on regional development
issues along with employment and
labor force experience. The North
Omaha sample focused on neighbor-
heod shopping patterns, employment
experiences, and job training. In addi-
tion, both samples included questions
to assess opinions on quality of life
as well as demographic features.

A list of Omaha Conditions
Survey: 1993 report topics appears in
the next column on this page.

Write or call the Center for Public
Affairs Research, Peter Kiewit
Conference Center, University of
Nebraska at Omaha, Omaha,
Nebraska 68182; (402) 595-2311 for
reports on the following topics from
the 1993 survey:

Survey Methodology
Metropolitan Sample

¢ Outlook on the Future, Quality
of Life, and Local Leadership
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Citizen Evaluation of Services, Facilities,

The Omaha Conditions Survey: 1953
Metro Sample assessed Omabha area resi-
dents’ views of local services and facili-
ties. The survey included questions about
services in public safety (police protec-
tion, fire protection,.emergency rescue)
and daily needs {(garbage collection and
shopping facilities). Also included were

_questions on transportation (public trans-
portation, smoothness of streets and

and Programs

by
Alice Schumaker

Center for Public Affairs Research

roads, and traffic flow) and leisure time
(parks and playgrounds and recreation
programs and activities).

This report summarizes citizen feed-
back regarding selected services, facili-
ties, and programs in the Omaha area.
Differences in satisfaction are examined
across respondent characteristics of age,
income, education, race,! sex, and mari-
tal status. Maps portray variations in serv-

time (72.0 percent).

of any category of services.

flow.

tion, but that it was unimportant.

Key Findings

« Omaha area residents gavé positive ratings to the following categories of
services: public safety (92.5 percent) daily needs (88 9 percent), and leisure

+ Police protection was judged less positively than other public safety services.
Dissatisfaction was highest among respondents who were single, black, had
household income under $30,000, between the ages of 34 and 65, and living in
the eastern-most areas of Douglas County and in Cass County.

« Streets and transportation received the lowest ratings (40.6 percent dissatisfied)

+  Almost two-thirds of the respondents (63.5 percent) said they were dissatisfied
with the sioothness of streets 39.0 percent were dissatisfied with the traffic

« Almost one-third (32.4 percent) said they were satisfied with public transporta-

» In general, black, younger respondents and those living east of 72nd Street
reported lower levels of satisfaction with all services, facilities, and programs.

ices evaluations across geographic areas.
A reference map on page 6 contains a list
of the zip codes for each of the 12 survey
analysis areas. The reference map also
provides information on the number of
respondenis for each of the areas, as well
as the location of major streets and
county boundaries. See the report, Survey
Methodology, for a detailed discussion of
how the Omaha Conditions Survey: 1993
Metro Sample was conducted.

The Value of
Citizen Feedback

Citizen evaluation of services is an
important part of any effort to better
understand public services. It provides a
consumer perspective of services for
which the consumer often has no alterna-
tive choices. In most cases, surveying
citizens is the only way this information
can be obtained.

If collected properly, this information
can be far more representative of commu-
nity feelings than complaint data. It is
also more reliable than personal observa-
tions by government employees and
elected officials who hear mainly from
dissatisfied persons or those representing
special interests. Surveys tap the opin-
ions of both those satisfied and those
dissatisfied. The satisfied persons are
especially important because research

Tlenter for Public Affairs Research
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indicates that only about 20 percent of
residents will contact their local govern-
ment officials for any reason.

Greater Omaha Area Citizen
Evaluation of Services

Citizen evaluation of services have
several limitations. One major limitation
is that different client groups may have
varied expectations of a given service,
Thus, two groups may rate the same serv-
ice differently even though they received
identical treatment. A second considera-
tion is that not all services are used by
each citizen. A third is that citizens often
differ in the importance they attach to a
given service. As a result, service satis-
faction information can be misleading if
information on the importance or priority
of the service to the consumer is not
included.

Measuring Service
Satisfaction

The Omaha Conditions Survey:1993
Metro Sample asked respondents to indi-
cate their level of satisfaction with vari-
ous services, facilities, and programs,
and the degree of importance of each.
For the ten itemns, each person was first
asked ‘‘How important is [each item] to
you?”’ Response choices were “‘very
important,”” *‘somewhat important,”
““slightly important,”” and ‘‘not impor-
tant.”’

Next, each respondent was asked
‘““How satisfied are you with [each item]
at the present time?’” Response catego-
ries for this question were ‘‘very satis-
fied,”” “‘somewhat satisfied,’’ ‘‘some
what dissatisfied,”’ and “‘very dissatis-
fied.” _

Responses were charted on a 16-cell
table divided into four major quadrants
(see figare 1). Each response was located
in one of the four cells—A, B, C, or D—
according to the satisfaction/dissatisfac-
tion and importance/unimportance levels
reported by each respondent.

As figure 1 shows, Cell A contains
responses indicating satisfaction with a
service that is not important to the respon-
dent. Cell B contains responses indicat-
ing satisfaction with an important
service. Cell C shows dissatisfaction with
an unimportant service; and Cell D indi-

cates dissatisfaction with an important
service. _

The classification in figure 1 reduces
a complex set of citizen-based evalu-
ations into a limited number of fields.
This portrays major differences in citizen
assessment of services. Responses that
fall in Cell B (which shows satisfaction
with important services) can provide a
broad view of how well a particular serv-
ice, facility, or program is performing.
Cell D (showing respondents dissatisfac-
tion with services important to themy), on
the other hand, can be seen as a ‘‘red
flag.’’ If not addressed, such dissatisfac-
tion could produce a backlash. Cells A
and C demonstrate the extent to which
respondents attach little importance to a
service. This report deals mainly with

- Cell B {(satisfied and important) and Cell

D (dissatisfied and important). In a few
cases, the report emphasizes the lack of
importance placed upon services by
respondents.

Service, Facility, and
Program Ratings

Table 1 presents the percentage of re-
sponses in each of the four rating catego-
ries for all 10 services. For comparison,
responses from the Omaha Conditions
Survey:1990 are also included in table 1.

Looking first at Cell B, which con-
tains responses indicating satisfaction
with a service that is important, one sees
that fire protection is rated highest at
97.4 percent. Smoothness of streets and
roads is rated lowest at 34.7 percent.

Emergency rescue services is the only
other item with a response rate higher
than 90 percent in Cell B (95.0 percent).
Three items have between 80 and 89.9
percent of responses in Cell B: police pro-
tection (85.2 percent), garbage collection
(88.3 percent), and shopping facilities for
daily needs (89.4 percent).

A high percentage of responses in
Cell D marks an item as a potential ‘‘red
flag”’ because placement here indicates

“dissatisfaction with an important service.

Items with more than 25 percent of re-
sponses in this category are: smoothness
of streets and roads {63.5 percent) and
traffic flow (39.0 percent).

Puablic Safety

The three services in the public safety
category rated among the most satisfac-
tory (92.5 percent category average in
Cell B) of the 10 items in table 1. As
might be expected, services in this cate-
gory are seen as important by almost all
of those responding. _

Police protection was judged some-
what less positively than fire protection

‘Figure 1. Importance/Satisfaction Categories for Citizen
Evaluation of Selected Services, Facilities and Programs

_ - Importance to Respondent
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Important Important: Important - Importent -
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Table 1. Satisfaction and Importance Ratings for Selected Services, Facilities, and Programs
Percentage of Responses in Category*
A B C D
(Satisfied, (Satisfied, {Dissatisfied (Dissatisfied,
Service/Facility/Program Unimportant} Important) Unimportant) Important)
1993 1990 1993 1550 1993 1990 1993 1990
Public Safety:
Palice protection (N=752; 761)1' 1.6 25 85.2 84.6 08 16 124 113
Fire protection (N=777; 755) 10 1.6 97.4 948 0.0 0.3 1.5 33
Emergency rescue service (N=747; 726) - 0.7 1.2 95.0- ~ 953 0.0 0.4 43 3.0
Category average i1 1.8 925 91.6 0.3 08 6.1 59
Streets/Transportation:
Public transportation (N=612; 537) 324 25.1 43.5 49,2 4.7 8.4 19.4 173
Smoothness of streets and roads ( N=793; 603) 15 1.3 34.7 403 0.3 1.8 63.5 56.6
. Traffic flow (N=783; 643) 73 2.1 53.5 63.2 03 14 390 . 332
Category average 13.7 9.5 439 509 18 35 40.6 357
Daily Needs and Services:
Garbage collection (N=783; 737) 3.1 47 88.3 889 03 0.5 8.4 58
Shopping facilities for daily needs (N=781; 774) 4.5 1.7 89.4 93.83 0.1 0.5 60 . 40
Category average 3.8 3.2 88.9 - 914 02 0.5 1.2 49
Leisure Time: :
Parks and playgrounds (N=762; 737) 11.0 6.2 759 79.6 04 0.9 12.7 13.2
Recreation programs and activities (N=753; 726) 13.0 7.6 68.1 76.6 04 19 18.5 139
Category average 12.0 6.9 720 78.1 0.4 14 15.6 13.6
*A: Respondents were somewhat or very satisfied with services that were slightly or not impartant to them. B: Respnﬁdents were somewhat or very satisfied with services that were somewhat
or very important to them. C: Respondents were somewhat or very dissatisfied with services that were slightly or not important to them. D: Respondents were somewhat or very dissatisfied
with services that were somewhat or very important to them,
N number of respondents to the question; second number listed is the N from 1990 survey
Source: Omaha Conditions Survey: 1993 Metro Sample, Center for Public Affairs Research, University of Nebraska at Omaha

and emérgency rescue services; a finding Cell D when figures are compared to the percent) to express satisfaction with pub-
similar to the Omaha Conditions Survey: Omaha Conditions Survey:1990 Metro lic fransportation but not its importance
1990 and national studies. Roughty 1 in Sample (34.5 percent). (Cell A). Blacks (65.1 percent) were
10 respondents (12.4 percent) said police more likely to be satisfied and to acknow-
protection was important to them, but Streets and Transportation ledge public transportation’s importance
that they were dissatisfied with it. Map 1 ) . . than were Whites (41.6 percent.) Respon-
shows areas where responses were above As is often the case in general citizen dents with annual household incomes of
and below the metropolitan average for surveys, streets and transportation less than $20,000 were more likely to
Cell D. Table 2 displays the actual pro- received the lowest overall ratings. For express satisfaction with and importance
portion of responses in Cell D for each of ~ the three services in this category, 43.9 of the service, than those with incomes
the 12 study areas. As the map and table percent of respondents indicated they over $20,000.
2 show, dissatisfaction was highest in the were satisfied and the services were Map 2 shows the geographic areas
eastern-most areas of Douglas County; important. Over forty percent (40.6 per- where responses in Cell D were higher or
and in Cass County. cent) said they were dissatisfied and that lower than the metropolitan average.
Statistically significant differences 'Fhe_serv1ces were important to them. This Areas A, B, K, L currently have little
were found across age, marital status, indicates an increase of 4.9 percentage access to public transportation, therefore
income, and race groups for police pro- points in the percentage of respondents in - thoge responses may have been reflective
tection. Single persons (including Cell D from the Omaha Conditions more of the lack of service than the qual-
divorced or separated), black persons, Survey:1990 for this category. ity of current service.
fosp ondents agefl 35 to 64, and persons Public Transportation. Public transpor- Smoothness of Streets and Roads. Al-
with household incomes of less than tation has the smallest percent £ .
. . as the smatlest p age o most two-thirds of survey respondents
$30,000 a year were more likely to give responses in Cell D (19.4 percent) in this L . :
; . PONSEs 1 - percent) in who said it was important (63.5 percent)
low ratings (Cell D) to the police. Blacks  category. This is due to over one-third of v rati
. . p . gory. e gave low ratings to the smoothness of
were twice as likely to give low ratings tespondents (37.1 t) indicatine that - .
y > pondents (37.1 percent) indicating tha streets. This is a 6.9 percentage point
to police than were Whites (26.5 percent ublic tr tation was not imnotrtant . .
P anspor p increase from the 1990 survey in the por-
versus 11.5 percent). However, there was to them. However, white resnondent . o
an 8.0 percentage point decrease in the i . poncen's tion of dissatisfied respondents. Map 3
P £e P © (34.3 percent) were about two and one- shows areas where the percentage of Cell

percentage of responses by Blacks in half times more likely than Blacks (14.0 D responses was above or below the
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L

metropolitan average (see table 2 for
exact proportions). Two areas west of
72nd Street (B and F) and three areas
east of 72nd Street (H,]I, and K) in
Douglas and Sarpy counties were above
the metropolitan average for dissatisfac-
tion with street smoothness,

Younger (especially those 18 to 34)
single (never been married) adults were
more likely to rate the smoothness of
streets lower than other age or marital
status groups. No other demographic indi-
cators were of statistical significance.

Traffic Flow. Traffic flow rated higher
than the smoothness of streets with 39.0
percent of respondents in Cell D. This
compares to 33.2 percent of respondents
in Cell D in the 1990 survey. Younger,
white, single aduits with higher educa-
tion were more likely to express dissatis-
faction with traffic flow than were other
groups. Map 4 shows areas where the per-
centage of respondents was higher and
lower than the metropolitan average.

Daily Needs and Services

The only statistically significant differ-
ence in ratings of garbage collection was
according to age. Respondents 65 or
older were more likely to express satis-
faction with the service and to attach
importance to it. Significant differences
in daily shopping facilities were found
only in income levels. Those respondents
with annual household incomes of
$20,000 to $29,999 were more likely to
be dissatisfied with shopping facilities.

Map 1. Percentage of Respondents
- Dissatisfied with Police Protection*

Legend:

I:' Below metropolitan average

%l Above metropolitan average

*Respondents réporting they were dissatisfied with the
service and that it was important to them.

Map 2. Percentage of Respondents
Dissatisfied with Public Transportation*

Legend:
[I Below metropolitan average

Above metropolitan average

*Respondents reporting they were dissatisfied with the
service and that it was important te them,

Map 3. Percentage of Respondents
Dissatisfied with Smoothness of Streets
and Roads*

Below metropoelitan average

= Above metropolitan average

*Respendents reporting they were dissatisfied with the
service and that it was imporiant to them.

Table 2. Percentage of Respondents Dissatisfied* with Five Selected Services by Area®

18.5

L ) : ‘ - L Metro
Service S ‘A B cC - D E . F G H 1 1 K- L Average
Police protection - .- - 31 50 63 16.5 122 16.9 14.3 211 161 98" 61 207 124
Pyblic transportation - ! - 333 . 357 151 - 181 - 156 224 2077 - 96 229 179 222 286 194
Smoothness of strwtslmads 464 650 61.8 ‘6138 618 65.0 60.0 746 732 558 67.7. 600 63.5

. | Traffic flow C 464 . 425 40.9. 357 50.6 600 = 319 17.5 383 333 - 357 310 - 390
Recreation progralns[actmties 36 194 287 14.3 224 16.7 370 154, . 40 135 167 18.5

TSee map on page 6 for location of areas.

Respondents reportmg they wete dissaisfied with the serviee and that it was lmponam to them.

L
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Omaha Conditions Survey: 1993

Citizen Evaluation of Services, Facilities, and Programs

Map 4. Percentage of Respondents
Dissatisfied with Traffic Flow*

Legend:
|:| Below metropolitan average
- Above metropolitan average

*Respondents reporting they were dissatisfied with the
service and that it was important to them.

Map 5. Percentage of Respondents
Dissatisfied with Recreation Activities
and Programs*

Legend:

‘:I Below metropolitan average

Above metropolitan average

*Respondents reporting they were dissatisfied with the

service and that it was important to them.

Leisure Time Facilities and
Activities

Almost three-fourths (72.0 percent) of
respondents were satisfied with and felt
the importance of the leisure time cate-
gory, which included parks and play-
grounds and recreation programs and
activities. Parks and playgrounds had a
smaller percentage of respondents in Cell
D (12.7 percent) than did recreation pro-
grams and activities (18.5 percent). Over
1in 10 respondents were satisfied with,
but did not place importance on parks
and playgrounds (11.0 percent) and rec-
reation programs and activities (13.0
percent) (Cell A).

For parks and playgrounds, no statisti-
cally significant differences in ratings
were found across age, income, educa-
tion, marital status, or sex groups. The
only exception was race, where black
respondents were three times more likely
(33.3 percent) to be dissatisfied with
parks and playgrounds and to think them
important than were white respondents
(10.9 percent).

For recreation programs and activities,
statistically significant differences in
ratings were found across age, race, edu-
cation, and marital status groups. Young,
black, single adults ages 18 to 34 were
more likely to be dissatisfied than other
groups. Black respondents were almost
three times more likely to say they were
dissatisfied and to think recreation is

important than were white respondents.

imost 20 perceit of respondents with
less than a high school diploma said that
they were satisfied with recreation pro-
grams and activities but that they were
not important, Map 5 shows areas of the
metropolitan area with ratings above and
below the metropolitan average for rec-
reation programs and activities. Areas B,
D, F and H were found to have a higher
percentage of responses in Cell D than
other areas.

Summary

Overall, residents of the Omaha area
gave high marks to the selected services,
programs, and facilities profiled in this
report. Among the 10 itemns examined,
the highest ratings went to services that
meet public safety and daily needs. As is
often found in other communities,
smoothness of streets received the lowest
evaluations, as measured by the propor-
tion of responses in Cell D,

The proportion of respondents who
said they were dissatisfied with a service
that was important to them was charac-
terized as a potential *‘red flag™ worthy
of additional assessment. If a threshold
of 10 percent in Cell D is used as a
guide, then 6 of the 10 services are candi-
dates for further assessment. If a thresh-
old of 20 percent is used, the list would
include 2 services ~— smoothness of
streets and fraffic flow.

While community leaders will ulti-
mately have to decide what threshold is
used, it is clear that some services in the
Omaha area need to be examined in light
of these community ratings.

Figure 2. Percentage of Respondents Dissatisfied with Selected Services by Race*

Whites

80
60
40"

20"

0

- Blacks
PP - Police
Protection -
RS - Rescue
Services
PT - Public Frans-
) portation
RF - Recreation
Facilities
PK - Parks and
Recreation
§5 - Smoothness of
Streets

*Reporting dissatisfaction with service that was important to respondent.

TF - Traffic Flow
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Citizen Bvaluation of Services, Facilities, and Programs

In conclusion, the higher levels of dis-
satisfaction in certain geographical areas—
particularly those east of 72nd Street in
Douglas County — and the lower ratings
given to certain services by Blacks and
young respondents warrant attention. In
particular, the service evaluations profiled
in this report need to be supplemented
with objective information on the delivery
of services.

Endnote

1. This analysis reporis differences in responses across
various population sub-groups, Comparisons across
racialfethnic gronps report differences between Whites
and Blacks, Other racial/ethnic groups were included
inthe survey and arereported in metropolitan totals.
However, the number of respondents in each of these
groups was too small for separate analysis.

Reference Map Showing
Geographic Distribution of
the Metro Sample

Washington T

Number of
Area  Respondents  Zip Code
A 28 68002, 63008, 68023,
68029, 68034, 68068
B 40 68007, 68022, 68064, 68069,
68116, 68118, 68130, 68135
[ 113 68122, 68134, 68142, 68164
D 103 68104, 68112, 68152
- B S0 68010, 68137, 68144, 68154
F 60 GB114, 68124, 68127
G 71 68106, 68117, 68132
H 59 68102, 68110, 68111, 68131
I 56 68103, 68107, 68108
J 53 68028, 68046, 68059, 68128,
: 68136, 6R138
K 99 68005, 68113, 68123, 68133,
68147, 68157
L 30 68037, 68048, 68304, 68307,

68347, 68349, 68366, 68407,
68409, 68413, 68455, 68463

About the Omaha Condxtlons Survey

“The Omaha Condmons Survey

"1993 is the third in a series of studles
_ conducted by the Ceriter for Public -

- Affairs Research (CPAR) at the Uni-

o versity of Nebraska at Omaha, This

. study is part of CPAR’s initiative to -~
- monitor.and i ;mprove the: processes

'operatmg in Nebraska' s urban areas

] _j_hood.shoppmg patterns, employment S
. experiences, and job training. -In addi-
- tion, both samples included questions . .

' to assess opiniops, on. quahty of life as i
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Outlook on the Future, Quality of Life, and
Local Leadership

by

Alice Schumaker, Research Associate

Center for Public Affairs Research

Key Findings

Over 9 out of 10 (90.5 percent) respondents agreed that the Omaha area’s
future looks bright and 85.6 percent agreed the area is an ideal place to live.

When asked to give more specific opinions, 22.8 percent agreed that the area is
good enough as it is without change; 47.9 percent agreed that most residents are
satisfied with things as they are; 75.7 percent agreed that the area has good gov-
ernmental leaders; 88.7 percent agreed that the area has good corporate leader-
ship,

Respondents who are black, who have lower household incomes, and who have
lower levels of education are generally less optimistic about the Omaha area.

Respondents east of 72nd Street were less likely than residents of other areas to
say the Omaha area’s future is bright (84.4 percent). City of Omaha respon-
dents were less likely to agree (88.8 percent) than those from the rest of the
metropolitan area (93.2 pcrcent)

Most respondents disagreed (77.1 percent) that the area is good enough without
any changes. Those living east of 72nd Street were the most likely to strongly
disagree (11.9 percent) with the statement that no changes were needed.

Although a large majority of the metropolitan sample agreed that the area’s
governmental leaders were good, support varied by geographic area. Those
respondents living in the balance of Douglas County™* had the highest agree-
ment (84.8 percent) that governmental leaders are good, with Sarpy County
next (80.5 percent). Those least likely to agree that governmental leadership is
good were respondents living east of 72nd Street. Almost one-third (31.3 per-
cent) of these respondents disagreed that the area has good governmental lead-
ers, Respondents from the City of Omaha were less likely to agree that Omaha
has good governmental leaders (72.2 percent) than those from the remainder of
the metropolitan area (81.7 percent).

The Omaha Conditions Survey: 1993
Meiro Sample asked respondents fo indi-
cate their levels of agreement with a
series of statements about the Omaha
area’s outlook for the future, satisfaction
level with the way things are or the need
to change them, and governmental and
corporate leadership. In addition, they
were asked whether they agreed that the
Omaha area is an ideal place to live and
whether younger residents tend to stay
here after completing high school.

This report profiles perceptions of
these facets of life in the greater Omaha
area, In addition to summary information
for all 802 respondents contained in the
metropolitan sample, differences in opin-
ions across population subgroups and
geographic areas within the four-county
study area are reported. A comparison
with results from the 1990 survey on the
outlook on the future, quality of life, and
local leadership questions are also pre-
sented.

The metropolitan sample represents
adults in the Nebraska portion of the
Omaha Metropolitan Statistical Area
{Cass, Douglas, Sarpy, and Washington,
counties). For complete details on the
sample and respondent characteristics,
see the separate report, Survey Methodol-
ogy (the complete list of Omaha Condi-
tions Survey: 1993 report topics is on the

*Douglas County arca outside of the city limits of Omaha. Continued on back cover., back cover).

Center for Public Affairs Research College of Public Affairs and Community Service University of Nebraska at Omaha
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Qutlook on the Future

Outlook on the Future

To develop information about views
of the Omaha area’s quality of life,
respondents were read several different
statements. Each person was asked
whether he or she strongly agreed,
agreed, disagreed, or strongly disagreed
with each statement,

As table 1 shows, 90.5 percent of the
respondents said they either strongly
agreed or agreed that the future fooks
bright for the Omaha area. .

Table 1. Responses to the Statement,
*“The Omaha area’s future looks
bright.” :

Number Percent
Strongly agree 130 16.4
Agree -588 74.1
Disagree 67 84
Strongly disagree 8 1.0
Total - _ 793 100.0*

*Percentages do not add to 100 due to rounding,

No significant differences in outlook
for the Omaha area’s future were found
in gender, age, or marital status catego-
ries. Race! and education were, however,
found to be related to outlook on the
future. Among black respondents, 73.5
percent felt the Omaha area’s future -
looks bright, while 91.6 percent of white
respondents did.

The higher a person’s education, the
more likely he or she was to agree that
the area’s future looks bright. For
example, 95.6 percent of respondents
with college degrees or higher felt the
area’s future was bright, while 80.0 per-
cent of those with less than a high school
diploma felt so.

Omaha as a Place to Live

Table 2 shows the number and per-
centage of respondents agreeing that the
Omaha area is an ideal place ta live, The
proportion responding affirmatively is
just slightly lower (85.6 percent) than
was found for outlook for the future of
the area {90.5 percent).

No statistically significant differences
were found in various subgroups’
responses {o this statement. Most
respondents thus feel that the Omaha

Table 2. Responses to the Statement,
‘“The Omaha area is an ideal place fo
live.”

Table 4. Responses to the Statement,
‘“The Omaha area is good enough as it
is without trying to change it.”’ .

)
Percent .

Total 796 100.0*

Number Percent Number
Strongly agree 123 155 Strongly agree 10 13
Agree 558 701 Agree 167 21.5
Disagree 104 13.1 Disagree 524 67.6
Strongly disagree 1 .14 Strongly disagree 74 9.5
Total 775 100.0*

*Percentages do not add to 100 due to rounding.

*Percentages do not add to 100 due to rounding,

area is a high-quality place to live with a
bright future.

The Need for Change

To assess atiitudes toward change and
the need for change in the Omaha area,
each person was asked to indicate his or
her agreement or lack of agreement with
two statements. One addressed the per-
ceived satisfaction of Omaha area resi-
dents with their community. The second
sought to find whether respondents felt
the area is good enough as it is without
change.

Table 3 provides information on the
number and percentage of respondents
agreeing or disagreeing that most resi-
dents are satisfied with things as they are
in the Omaha area. As the table shows,
47 9 percent either agreed or strongly
agreed with the statement, To put it
simply, fewer than one-half of those
responding feel Omaha area residents are
satistied with things as they are.

Table 4 also reports on a more direct
measure of Omaha area residents’ atti-
tudes toward change. When asked
whether they agreed the Omaha area is
good enough as it is without change,
only 22.8 percent agreed or strongly
agreed. This latter measure seems to

Table 3. Responses to the Statement,
“Most residents of the Omaha area are
satisfied with things as they are.”

- Number Percent
Strongly agree 17 23
Agree . 342 45.6
Disagree 357 47.6
Strongly disagree 34 45

Total 750 100.0

indicate that most area respondents feel
that change is desirable,

It is interesting to note that while
respondents say the Omaha area is an
ideal place to live and that the future
looks bright, majority support is not
given to statements that the area is good
enough as it is without trying to change
it. While several possible explanations
exist, it is very likely that residents know
and expect that the area must change if
the current quality of life is to be main-
tained. National studies of community
attitudes have shown that, even when
residents report overall satisfaction with
their communities, they typically identify
one or more areas for improvement and .
change. (See the 1993 report Citizens ( )
Look at the Best and Worst of the Omaha
Area.)

Examination of differences across
most population subgroups failed to indi-
cate statistically significant variations in
perception that the area is good enough
as it is without change. The only excep-
tion was age. Among respondents aged
35 to 64, 78.8 percent disagreed with the
statement and for those 65 and over, 67.9
percent disagreed,

Responses to the statement about resi-
dents’ satisfaction with things as they are
differed across race, income, gender, and
edncation groups. Respondents who were
black (74.0 percent), had a high school
education or less (53.3 percent), had
household incomes of less than $30,000
a year (S8.4 percent), or were female
(56.5 percent) were more likely to dis-
agree,

Quality of Leadership

Two statements focused on the quality
of governmental and corporate leaders.
Summary information presented in table
5 indicates broad approval of the area’s g )

Center for Public Affairs Research
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Qutlook on the Future

leadership. However, almost one-fourth
(24.2 percent) said they disagreed or
strongly disagreed with the statement
that the Omaha area has good govern-
mental leaders.

For the governmental leadership meas-
ure, no statistically significant differ-
ences were found across subgroups, with
the exception of race and income. Those
with household incomes of less than
$30,000 a year were less likely to agree
with the statement. Black respondents
were also less likely to agree that the area
has good governmental leaders. Among
Blacks, for example, 54.4 percent agreed
or strongly agreed, while 77.4 percent of
‘Whites agreed or strongly agreed.

Respondents were also asked to indi-
cate their agreement or disagreement
with a statement that the Omaha area has
good corporate leaders, Table 5 also sum-
marizes information for this question and
shows that almost nine out of ten respon-
dents said they agreed or strongly agreed
with the statement. This is a somewhat
better rating than for governmental lead-
ers. As was the case for governmental
leadership, black respondents were much
less likely to agree that the Omaha area
has good corporate leadership.

Table 5. Responses to the Statement,
*“The Omaha area has good govern-
mental leaders.””

Number Percent
Strongly agree 29 39
Agree 530 71.8
Disagree 159 215
Strongly disagree 20 27
Total 738 100.0*

*Perceatages do not add to 100 due to rounding,

Responses to the Statement, ““The
Omaha area has good corporate lead-
ers.”’

Number Percent
Strongly agree 81 11.1
Agree 568 776
Disagree 72 9.8
Strongly disagree n 1.5
Total 732 100.0

Comparison with 1990
Results

Table 7 compares results of the 1990
and 1993 Omaha Conditions Survey.
Three areas show significant change
from 1990 to 1993: younger residents
staying after high school, need for
change in the Omaha area, and approval
of corporate leadership.

Over seven percent more respondents
in 1993 than in 1990 agreed that younger
residents stay here after high school (7.4
percent). A higher percentage of respon-
dents in 1993 agreed that the Omaha area
is good enough without trying to change
it (5.8 percent increase). Those who
agreed that the Omaha area has good cor-
porate leadership also increased (3.9 per-
cent) in 1993. Although these changes

Retention of Younger
Residents After High School

Respondents were asked if the Omaha
area is a place where younger residents
remain after high school. Table 6 shows
that over 65 percent agreed or strongly
agreed with the statement, No statisti-
cally significant differences were found
across subgroups, except for race. Two
of five Blacks (40.4 percent) agreed or
strongly agreed that younger residents
remain after high school, while 66.8 pes-
cent of Whites agreed or strongly agreed,

Table 6. Responses to the Statement,
““Younger residents of the Omaha area
tend to stay here after completing high

school,”” .
may not be predictive of future trends,

Number  Percent they do show increased optimism from
Strongly agree 29 a4 1990 to 1993.
Agree 397 60.7
Disagree 216 130 Endnote
Strongly disagree 12 18 1. This analysis reports differences in responses
Total 654 100.0* across various population sub-gronps. Comparisons

across racial/ethnic groups report differences
between Whites and Blacks. Other racial/ethnic
groups were included in the survey and are reported
in metropolitan totals. However, the number of
respondents in each of these groups was too small
for separate analysis.

*Percentages do not add to 100 due to rounding.

Table 7. Comparison of 1990 and 1993 ““Qutlook on the Future’’ Data

Percent agreeing or strongly

agreeing with statement
Percent Difference
Statement About the Omaha Area 1990 1993 1990-1993
Future fooks bright 893 90.5 12
An ideal place to live 84.9 85.6 0.7
Most residents are satisfied 45.1 479 2.8
It is good enough without trying fo change it 17.0 22.8 - 58
Has good governmental leaders 715 : 757 -1.8
Has good corporate leaders 84.8 88.7 39
Younger residents stay here after high school 57.7 65.1 74

About the Omaha Conditions Survey

The Omaha Conditions Survey: 1993 is the third in a series of studies conducted
by the Center for Public Affairs Research (CPAR) at the University of Nebraska at
Omabha. This study is part of CPAR's initiative to monitor and improve the processes
operating in Nebraska’s urban areas by developing quality information for

. decision-makers,
- This year’s survey sampled adults in the Omaha metropolitan area and African-
American adults in North Omaha. The metropolitan sample focused on regional
development issues along with employment and labor force experiences. The North
Omaha sample focused on neighborhood shopping patterns, employment experi-
ences, and job training, In addition, both samples included questions to assess
opinions on quality of life as well as demographic features.

A list of Omaha Conditions Survey: 1993 report topics appears on page 4.

Center for Public Affairs Research
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Key Findings
{Continued from page I)

« Respondents from the balance of Douglas County (94.1
percent) and Washington and Cass counties (93.0 per-
cent) were the most likely to agree that the area’s corpo-
rate leaders were good. Although still high (85.2
percent), respondents east of 72nd Street were the least
likely to agree that the area’s corporate leadershlp is
good.,

-« Respondents from the balance of Douglas County (57.2
percent) and from west of 72nd Street (53.5 percent)
were the most likely to agree that they are satisfied with

- things as they are. These two areas also showed the high-
est agreement that the Omaha area is an ideal place to
live (balance of Douglas County, 91.7 percent and west
of 72nd Street, 90.4 pcrcent) o

. Respond_ents from the sector east of 72nd Street were far -
more likely to be dissatisfied with things as they are
than other groups (61.6 percent). The next most dissatis-.
fied group was from Washmgton and Cass counties
_ (54 3 percent)

. Over,mnety percent of respondents fromi the balance of
Douglas County {91.7 percent) and west of 72nd Street. :
{90.4 percent) agreed that the area was an ideal place to
live. The sectors least likely to consider the area ideal
were Sarpy County (83,1 percent) and Washmgton and
Cass counties (71.4 peroent)

« When asked whether youngcr residents of the Omaha
area tend to stay here after high school, respondents
from the balance of Douglas County (69.7 percent) were
the most likely to agree or strongly agree while those
from Washington and Cass counties were the least likely
to agree (51.2 percent).
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Few statistics receive as much atten-
tion from as diverse an audience as do
[abor statistics. Businesses use labor sta-
tistics to help make decisions concern-
ing site location and expansion,
Governments use them to evaluate the
need for and effects of economic devel-
opment efforts. Schools develop curric-
ula after using labor statistics to project
future demand for workers with particu-
lar skills. Citizens use labor force data

Labor Force Profile

by

E. David Fifer, Research Associate
Center for Public Affairs Research

to help decide what training to take or in
what region to look for a job. And
nearly everyone uses them as a barome-
ter of an area’s economic health.
Primary sources of labor force data
include the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statis-
tics, state employment security agencies
(in Nebraska, the Nebraska Department
of Labor), and the U.S. Bureau of the
Census. These agencies regularly pub-
lish such data as employment by indus-

Key Findings

. A large proportion of-all Omaha area adults are in the labor force. The Omaha
Conditions Survey:1993 Metro Sample measured the labor force participation
rate at 78.3 percent—about 10 percent higher than the national average.

« While the Omaha area enjoys a low unemployment rate, about 72,000 working.
adults are underemployed. An estimated 13,200 part-time workers want more
hours, and an additional 58,800 feel they are overquatified for their jobs.

¢ Underemployment tends to be more prevalent among residents of eastern
Douglas County than among those living elsewhere in the Omaha area.

s About one in five Omaha area adults is either underemployed, unemployed, or
wants a job but has quit looking. This represents about 84,500 persons who are
in some form underutilized in the local labor market. -

o Of the estimated 317,500 adults in the Omaha area with jobs, 13.1 percent
hold more than one job. This appears to be up slightly from 1990. '

» About one out of thirteen employed persons aged 18 to 64 has an annval house-
hold income of less than $15,000 per year. Nearly two-thirds of these esti-
mated 25,400 persons are employed full time.

Center for Public Affairs Research

College of Public Affairs and Community Service

try, hours worked, earnings, and unem-
ployment. However, the amount of
detail is often limited for smaller geo-
graphic areas such as cities. For exam-
ple, at the local level there is no regular,
official source of information about
underemployed workers, discouraged
workers, multiple job-holders, holders
of temporary and part-time jobs, and the
characteristics of those individuals.

The absence of detailed, timely labor
statistics at the local level can make it
difficult for community leaders to fully
assess changes in the area’s labor mar-
ket and to develop plans to address
needs,

One objective of the Omaha Condi-
tions Survey: 1993 Metro Sample was
to help fill the need for current, detailed
information about the Omaha area labor
market. To do this, the survey included
a series of questions about the respon-
dent’s job situation. Many of the ques-
tions and concepts were patterned after
those the federal government uses to
measure the national labor force. The
findings are intended to supplement the
statistics produced elsewhere to present
a more complete picture of the Omaha
area labor market.

A second objective was to measure
any changes in the area labor force over
the last three years through comparison
with similar data from the Omaha Con-
ditions Survey: 1990,

University of Nebraska at Omaha
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Labor Force Profile

This Jabor force profile is based on the
Omaha Conditions Survey: 1993 Metro
Sample of 802 persons. The sample
represents persons aged 18 and older in
Douglas, Sarpy, Washington, and Cass
counties. The percentages that follow are
subject to sampling and nonsampling
error (see the Survey Methodology
report). All counts in this report are
estimates based on survey percentages
and a baseline estimate of the total num-
ber of persons aged 18 and older in
Douglas, Sarpy, Washington, and Cass
counties (see box below).

Labor Force Concepts

Analysis of an area’s labor force usu-
ally begins with the classification of all
persons aged 16 and older into one of
three groups: the employed (persons with
jobs), the unemployed (persons without
jobs who are on temporary layoff, wait-
ing to begin a new job, or looking for
work), and those not in the labor force
(persons without jobs who are not look-
ing for work). Employed and unem-
ployed persons comprise the labor force.
The labor force participation rate is the
percentage of all persons aged 16 and
older in the labor force. The unemploy-
ment rate is the percentage of the labor
force that is unemployed.

Comparability with Other
Sources of Labor Force
Statistics

With two exceptions, the Omaha Con-
ditions Survey: 1993 labor force con-
cepts are consistent with the standard
definitions outlined above. The excep-
tions are:

1. The Omaha Conditions Survey:
1993 Metro Sample represents per-
sons aged 18 and older. Labor
force statistics from federal and
state sources count persons aged
16 and older.

2. The Omaha Conditions Survey:
1993 Metro Sample includes mili-
tary personnel. State and local
labor force statistics from the U.S,
Bureau of Labor Statistics and the
Nebraska Department of Labor
count only civilians. National
labor force data from the Bureau
of Labor Statistics as well as simi-
lar data for all areas from the U.S.
Bureau of the Census allow for
reporting either with or without
military personnel.

Comparability with Omaha
Conditions Survey: 1990
Metro Sample

The same labor force concepts and
questions were used in the 1993 and
1990 metro surveys. There are, however,
differences in seasonality and geographic
coverage. The 1993 survey was con-
ducted in July while the earlier survey
was conducted in February. The Omaha
Conditions Survey: 1993 Metro Sample
includes Cass County. The 1990 survey
did not.

Labor Force Participation
Rate

An estimated 417,500 persons aged
18 and older reside in the four-county
Nebraska part of the Omaha metro area.
The labor force participation rate for this
group, based on the survey data, is 78.3
percent. There are 326,900 persons aged
18 and older in the area labor force (see
figure 1).

Not-unexpectedly, the labor force par-
ticipation rate is smaller for older popula-
tion sub-groups. The labor force
participation rate is 95.1 percent among
persons aged 18 to 34, Among those
aged 35 to 64 it is 82.1 percent. For )

the following approach

" and older i in all zip code areas.

A baseline estimate of 417,500 persons-aged 18 and
older in the four-county Omaha area was developed using

1. An estimate of the 1990 population, the 1993 popuia—
tion, and the 1993 percentage of population aged 18
and older for each zip code area in Douglas, Sarpy,
‘Washington, and Cass counties was obtained from
CACI, Inc., of Fairfax, Virginia.

2. For each zip code area, the 1993 population was mul- 4
tiplied by the percentage aged 18 and older to pro- '
duce an-estimate of the population aged 18 and older

.in 1993, Zip code area data were then summed to
produce a 1993 estimate of 417,515 persons aged 18

-3 le code areas do not necessarily conform exactly to
" county boundaries. If the outer boundaries of the
grouped zip code areas differed greatly from the
outer boundaries of the four-county area, then a com-
_ pensating adjustment to the zip-code-area-based

- How Percentages and Counts in this Report were Estimated

" called for.

persons.

population estimate would be in order. To assess the
need for adjustment, CACI’s 1990 population fig-
ures for the zip code areas were summed and com- -
pared with the 1990 Census counts for the four
‘counties. The 1990 population figures for zip code
areas summed to 556,948. The four-county 1990
Census count was 556,952 Since the two sources
-differed by only four persons no adjustment was

. The 1993 estimate of417 515 persons aged 18 and . o
older from step 2 was rounded to 417,500..

Percentages cited in this report are pefceﬁtages of th'e -
Omaha Conditions Survey: 1993 Metro Sample of 802

Counts in this report are estimated by ‘multiplying the
survey percentages and baseline estimate. dlscussed above
then rounded to the nearest hundred. '

1)
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Labor Force 78.3%

Figare 1. Labor Force Participation, Persons 18 and Older

Not in Labor Force 21.7%

persons aged 65 and older, the labor
farce participation rate is 21.2 percent.
Comparison of labor force participation
rates by race showed no difference
between Whites and Blacks.!

Men have a higher labor participation
rate (85.9 percent) than do women (72.0
percent). Groups with higher levels of
formal education also have higher labor
force participation rates. The rate for
college. graduates is 85.3 percent. People
with some post-high school education
have a 82.5 percent participation rate,
and those with only a high school
diploma have a 72.0 percent rate, The
labor force participation rate for those
who did not graduate from high school is
60.6 percent. '

Overall, 93.6 percent of adults in the
labor force are at least high school gradu-
ates; 34.4 percent of adults in the labor
force are college graduates,

The labor force participation rate of
78.3 percent measured by the Omaha
Conditions Survey: 1993 Metro Sample
is higher than one might first expect. Ac-
cording to the Bureau of Labor Statistics,
the labor force participation rate nation-
ally in July 1993 was 67.6 percent—
roughly 10 percent less.

This unusually high labor force partici-
pation rate may be at least partially attrib-
utable to error inherent in the survey
process. (For additional information, see
the Survey Methodology report.) There
is, however, additional evidence to be-
lieve that the Omaha area indeed has
higher-than-average labor force participa-
tion, '

First, in February 1990, a previous
Omaha Conditions Survey measured la-
bor force participation in Douglas, Sarpy,
and Washington counties only at 72.9

Center for Public Affairs Research

percent. At that time, the Bureau of
Labor Statistics reported labor force par-
ticipation nationally to be 66.2 percent.

Second, the decennial census, taken in
April 1990, measured labor force partici-
pation in the three-county area at 72.1
percent and in the four-county area at
72.0 percent. At the same time, the Cen-
sus Bureau measured labor force partici-
pation nationally at 65.3 percent, and the
Bureau of Labor Statistics reported it at
66.3 percent.

Table 1 compares selected local and
national labor force participation rates
from several sources over time.

If the Omaha area’s labar force partici
pation rate is indeed in the neighborhood
of 78 percent, it means that probably few
current residents not already in the labor
force could be induced fo take new jobs,
were such jobs available. Given this cur-
rent high rate of labor force participation,
it appears that the labor force for the
area’s future economic growth will have

to- come largely from the ranks of the un-
deremployed or from outside the area.

Unemployment Rate

The unemployment rate is a measure
of idle [abor capacity. It often serves as a
gausge of an area’s ability to supply work-
ers for new or expanding business. For
some time the Omaha area has enjoyed a
very low unemployment rate, suggesting
that a scarcity of workers may be a bar-
rier to local economic growth.

For example, the otficial July 1993 un-
employment rate for the four-county area
was 3.0 percent. Nationally, the civilian
unemployment rate at that time was 6.9
percent.

The Omaha Conditions Survey: 1993
Metro Sample measured July unemploy-
ment at 2.9 percent—essentially identical
to the official figure reported by the state.
This means that of the 326,200 persons
in the labor force, 317,500 are employed
and 9,400 are unemployed (figure 2).
(Again, note that the survey is not com-
pletely comparable to official figures be-
cause the official figures for the local
area exclude military personnel and
include persons aged 16 and 17.)

Analysis of unemployment by popula-
tion sub-group is not possible because of
the small number of unemployed in the
survey sample,

Individuals surveyed who were look-
ing for a job were asked what they had
been doing to find work, Checking with
an employer directly was the most fre-
quently mentioned, followed by placing
or answering an ad. Also mentioned was
checking with Nebraska Job Service,

Table 1. Comparison of Labor Fbl_'ce Part__icipat_ion_ Rﬁ_te_é S

Area ) Source July 1993 . April 1990 Febl.juaiyrl:QQp.
" Douglas, Sarpy, 0CS:1993 783 ' S
Washington, and _ g )
. Cass counties Census - 720
- Douglas, Sarpy, 0CS:1990 729
. and Washington ' L
colinties. - Census 721
 United States BLS 676 663 . . 662
! Census - 653

Note::All flgures include military. All sonrces except Omaha Conditions Survey includs persons aged 16-17..
| Sources: -OCS:1993 - Qniaha-anditiéns Survey:1993 Metro Sample
' . (CS:1990.- Omizha Conditions Sorvey:1990'Metro Samiple :
Census - U.§, Bureau of the Census, 1990 _(fcﬂsﬁs of Population and Housing, Summary Tape File3C .
BLS - U.S, Bureau of Lﬁﬁbf_StaLi_st-jcs, Employment and Earnings, éi\ug_us_t 1993, May 199@_, and March 1990
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Not in Labor Force

Labor Force

Figure 2. Employed and Unemployed Labor Force, Persons 18 and Older

Unemployed 2.5%

Employed 97.1%

Discouraged
Not-in-Labor-Force and the
Underemployed

While the unemployed are an easily
identifiable and quantifiable group of
potential labor for new business, there
are other groups as well. Two such
groups are the discouraged not-in-fabor-
force and the underemployed.

Discouraged not-in-labor-force are
persons without jobs who want jobs, but
they are not looking because they believe
nothing is available. Because these per-
sons are not seeking work, they are classi-
fied as not in the labor force according to
convention. They are the portion of the
not-in-labor-force group who say they
would take jobs under the right circum-
stances.

Underemployed persons have jobs,
but their jobs may offer fewer hours than
they would like, or the jobs may not fully
utilize the workers’ skills and training.
Since these persons have jobs, they are
counted as being employed in state and
federal statistics. They are the portion of
the employed group who consider them-
selves willing and able to accept jobs
requiring more hours and/or skills than
do their current jobs,

Discouraged not-in-labor-force and
the underemployed are somewhat diffi-
cult to count because, unlike the unem-
ployed, there is no one generally
accepted definition of these statuses. For
the Omaha Conditions Survey: 1993, per-
sons not in the labor force who said they
wanted a job and were available for work
but had not looked in the last four weeks
are classified as discouraged not-in-labor-
force. Employed persons who said they

normally work part time and would like
to be working an additional five or more
hours per week are considered underem-
ployed. Employed persons who said they
had had to settle for a job for which they
were overqualified because nothing bet-
ter was available are also counted as un-
deremployed.

Using these definitions, the Omaha
area has an estimated 3,100 discouraged
among those not in the Iabor force. In
addition, there are an estimated 72,000
underemployed among the employed
labor force. Of these underemployed,
58,800 feel they have had to settle for a
job for which they are overqualified
because nothing better is available, but
they are satisfied with their hours. An ad-
ditional 7,400 are pari-time workers who
want.at least five more hours per week
but do not consider themselves overquali-
fied for their jobs. Another 5,800 under-
employed work part time, want more
hours, and consider themselves overquali-
fied for the positions they hold.

Both discouraged workers and the un-
deremployed represent potential sources

of labor, in addition to the unemployed,
for new or expanding business. Figure 3
shows the percentage of discouraged not-
in-labor-force and wnderemployed adults
in the four-county area. These two
groups, along with the unemployed, rep-
resent persons who for one reason or
another may be underutilized in the cur-
rent labor market, About one in five area
adults (20.4 percent} are either under-
employed, unemployed, or discouraged
not-in-labor-force.

The relatively low incidence of dis-
couraged not-in-labor-force indicates that
most people in the Omaha area who want
a job can find some kind of work. This is
consistent with the belief of many who
feel the area may face a labor shortage in
some occupations, On the other hand, an
estimated 13,200 people work part time
and want to work more hours. About four
out of five survey respondents in this
category said they wanted to be working
40 or more hours per week. This suggests
that Omaha continues to enjoy a moder-
ate surplus of workers desiring full-time
rather than part-time work. Employers
able to offer full-time jobs will probably
have fewer difficulties recruiting workers
than those offering part-time jobs. To the
extent such employers recruit workers
away from existing part-time jobs, any
current labor shortage among employers
of part-time workers will be exacerbated,

Whether or not a person is actually
overqualified for a particular job is
clearly open to some interpretation. Nev-
ertheless, a large proportion of the area’s
workers identify themselves as having to
settle for jobs for which they are over-
qualified because nothing better is avail-
able. This suggests that the Omaha area
may yet offer a surplus of labor with

Figure 3. Discouraged Not-in-Labor-Force and Underemployed, Persons 18 and Older

Other Employed 58.8%

Other Not in Labor Force 21.0%

y Discouraged 0.8%
i Unemployed 2.3%

" Underemployed 17.2%
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specialized skills. It might also indicate
that Omaha offers a particular quality of
life that induces people to remain in the
area rather than relocate to another
region where the skills they bring to the
labor market might be more fully utilized.

Looking at persons underemployed in
terms of hours, there are no significant
differences among sub-groups by age,
race, or sex. The incidence of this type of
underemployment is three times higher
among persons who have not finished
high school than it is among those with
more education. Overall, however, only
about one in five Omahans who are un-
deremployed in terms of hours has not
finished high school. In fact, over half
have education beyond high school, and
roughly one-fifth are college graduates.

Looking at persons underemployed in
terms of considering themselves over-
qualified for their jobs, there are no sig-
nificant differences among sub-groups by
age, sex, or education. By race, 35.9 per-
cent of black respondents identify them-
selves as being overqualified for their
jobs compared to 18.8 percent of white
respondents.

Map 1. Percentage Underemployed

Washington

D Low (<17.7% of employed)

Average (17.7 - 27.7% of employed)

- High (>27.7% of employed)

Geographically, underemployment is
most prevalent in eastern Douglas
County. Map 1 shows the relative con-
centration of underemployed workers in
different parts of the four-county area.

Muttiple-Job Holders

People hold more than one job for a
variety of reasons. Some are unable to
find suitable full-time work and instead
take two part-time jobs. Persons with full-
time jobs may take second jobs to supple-
ment their incomes. Still others might
operate their own businesses in addition
to working for someone else.

Of the 317,500 Omaha area adults
with jobs, 13.1 percent (41,700 persons)
hold more than one job. Nearly all multi-
ple-job holders surveyed (83.8 percent)
report holding two jobs, with the remain-
der holding three or more jobs. The me-
dian number of hours worked in a normal
week for multiple-job holders is 48. For
people with one job only, the median
number of hours worked in a normal
week is 4(}. There is no significant differ-
ence in the incidence of multiple job-
holding by age, race, or sex. The
incidence of multiple job-holding is
higher among persons with at least a high
school diplama (13.9 percent) than
among those who did not finish high
school (2.6 percent).

Self-Employed

Of the 317,500 adults in the Omaha
area with jobs, 13.8 percent (43,800 per-
sons) are self-employed. The remaining
86.2 percent of the employed labor force
works for someone else. (Multiple-job
holders who are both seif-employed and
work for someone else are classified
according to the job that produces the
greatest earnings.)

The incidence of self-employment
increases with age. Of workers aged 18
to 34, 8.5 percent are self-employed, Of
workers aged 35 to 64, 16.5 percent are
self-employed, and 37.5 percent of work-
ers aged 65 and older are self-employed.

There are no significant differences in
the incidence of self-employment by
race, sex, or education.

The self-employed tend to concentrate
in the highest and lowest income catego-
ries. Nearly half (48.7 percent) of self-
employed individuals have earnings of
$30,000 or more per year. Among those

who work for someone else, 36.8 percent
have earnings in this category. Likewise,
26.3 percent of the self-employed report
annual earnings below $10,000 com-
pared to 9.4 percent of those who work
for someone else.

Temporary Workers

Of the 273,700 employed persons
who work for someone else (are not self-
employed), 9.1 percent (25,000 persons)
hold temporary jobs.

There are no significant differences in

“the incidence of temporary employment

by age, race, sex, or education.

Part-Time Workers

Part-time work is defined as fewer
than 35 hours of work per week. Of those
who are employed, 14.0 percent (44,300
persons) work part-time.

Part-time workers are most prevalent
in the youngest and oldest age groups;
16.8 percent of workers aged 18 to 34 are
part time as are 50.0 percent of workers
aged 65 and older. Among workers aged
35 to 64, only 8.3 percent are part time,
By sex, 19.9 percent of employed
women work part time compared to 8.1
percent of employed men. One-fourth
(25.6 percent) of workers aged 18 and
older without a high school diploma are
part time, as are 15.6 percent of those
who completed high school. Only 8.6 per-
cent of employed college graduates work
part time.

There is no difference in the incidence
of part-time employment by race.

Earnings

Just over one-third (38.4 percent} of
Omaha’s employed labor force earns
$30,000 or more per year. Another 23.2
percent earns between $20,000 and
$29,999. About one-fourth {26.8 percent)
earns from $10,000 to $19,999, and 11.6
percent earns less than $10,000 per year.

Low-Income Workers

For the purpose of this analysis, low-
income workers are defined as employed
persons aged 18 to 64 with household
incomes of less than $15,000 per year.
Employed persons aged 65 and older are
excluded from this analysis because
these persons typically use their employ-
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ment to supplement other sources of
mcome.

About one out of every thirteen
employed persons aged 18 to 64 has an
annual household income of less than
$15,000 per year. This works out to
roughly 25,400 persons. Nearly two-
thirds of these individuals are employed
full time.

Occupations with the three largest
shares of workers in low-income house-
holds are Driver/Laborer, Service
Worker, and Clerical Worker.

Changes in the Omaha Area
Labor Market

Comparison of the Omaha Conditions
Survey:1993 Metro Sample survey re-
sults with those from the Omaha Condi-
tions Survey:1990 Metro Sample suggest
two changes over the last three years:

1. The 1993 Omaha area labor force
participation rate appears to be up
from 1990, even allowing for
seasonal and geographic vari-
ations between the two surveys.

2, The Omaha Conditions Survey;
1993 Metro Sample found that
13.1 percent of area workers hold
more than one job. This may repre-
sent a slight increase from the 6.7
petcent measured in 1990. (The
apparent increase is not definitive
because of error levels inherent in
the surveys.)

Other labor market indicators, such as
the incidence of discouraged not-in-labor-
force, underemployed, self-employed,
temporary, and part-tirne workers show
little or no change from 1990,

Summary and Conclusions

The Omaha area has an unusually
high Iabor force participation rate and an
unusually low unemployment rate. This
means that a larger-than-average share of
area adults are in the labor force, and the
vast majority of them have been success-
ful in finding some kind of employment.

Many of these individuals have good
jobs. Over one-third of area workers earn
at least $30,000 per year.

At the same time, however, under-
employment continues to be an issue,
Roughly one in five employed persons
are underemployed either in terms of the -
number of hours available to them or in )
terms of feeling they have to settle for
jobs for which they are overqualitied.
And about one in thirteen employed
persons aged 18 to 64 live in households
where the total income is less than
$15,000 per year.

The Omaha area has a well-educated
adult labor force. Over nine out of ten are
high school graduates, and one-third are
college graduates.

With relatively few persons not al-
ready in the labor force or unemployed,
the labor force for the Omaha area’s
future economic growth will need to
come largely from the ranks of the under-
employed or from outside the area.

Endnote

1. This analysis reports differences in responses
across various population sub-groups, Comparisons
across racial/ethnic sub-groups report only differ-
ences between Whites and Blacks. Other racial/
ethnic groups were included in the survey, and their
responses are included in the totals, However, the
number of respondents in other racial/ethnic sub-
groups was too small for separate analysis.
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The Movement of Homeowners
Within Douglas County

by
Russell L. Smith, Director, Center for Public Affairs Research and
Associate Professor, Department of Public Administration
Mary Lopez, Graduate Project Assistant, Center for Public Affairs Research

Introduction

The 1993 Omaha Master Plan: Con-
cept Element notes several housing and
urban development trends in the City of
Omaha and Douglas County. These
include the following:

» between 1985 and 1990 over 93
percent of al new housing units

were built west of 72nd Street; andr

¢+ during the 1960 to 1990 period,
Omaha’s share of metro area hous-

ing declined from 68 to 58 percent.

During the past several years, resi-
dents have been discussing the effects of
these trends which are often perceived
as confributing to uneven development.
The image that has emerged is one of
large numbers of homeowners moving
from the eastern sections of Omaha/
Douglas County to the western and sub-
urban fringe areas.

This report examines the movement
of Omaha/Douglas County homeowners
and the possible reasons for particular
patterns of movement. Underlying the
image described above are several addi-
tional beliefs. One is that the plentiful

Omaha/Douglas County.

Omaha/Douglas County.

¥: i

from crime,

+ Most homeowner-movers reported that

Key Findings

» Only a small proportion of sampled homeowners moved from east to west of 72nd
Street. The proportion reporting they had moved in that direction fell from a high
of 30.8 percent prior to 1970 to 16.7 percent during the 1985-1993 period,

+ The dominant movement pattern was within individual sub-areas of

¢ Only during the 1970-1984 period did a majority of homeowners (52.3 percent)
move to a different sub-area of Omaha/Douglas County; during this time period
the largest group moved from the northeast to the northwest quadrant of

factors such as “‘liked the area,”’ *‘family
considerations,”” *“the right house,”’ and ‘‘financial reasons’’ were important in
their decision of where to move. Persons moving from east to west of 72nd Street
tended to depart from this pattern by emphasizing other reasons such as ‘“away
close to schools,”” and *“‘close to work.”’

supply of new homes in a variety of
price ranges in the western fringe areas
is driving the movement of homeowners
from east to west. A second belief is
that reversing the perceived trend of un-
even development will require a new
commitment fo the older areas of the
City of Omaha.

Regardiess of where one stands on
these issues, a critical information gap
continues to exist in this discussion.
This gap relates to the assumption that
there is massive movement of one group
of community stakeholders—homeown-
ers—from the older eastern portions of
Omaha to western suburban subdivi-
sions. Is this in fact what is and has been
happening? This question is the focus of
this report. :

Methodology and
Limitations

Several sources of information can
be used to study the movement of home-
owners. This report examines the move-
ment of owners of single-family homes
within and across different areas of
Douglas County. To obtain this informa-
tion, owners of single-family dwelling
units who had lived in Douglas County
at least five years were asked to identify
the neighborhood or subdivision in
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which they currently live. Homeowners
were also asked the year they moved in
to their home, approximate purchase
price of the home, and why they moved.
Next, respondents were asked to iden-
tify the home they owned previously in
the Omaha/Douglas County area, and so
on.

The information was compiled
through the Omaha Conditions Survey:
1993 Metro Sample. As explained in the
Survey Methodology report, the 1993
metropolitan sample contains 802 per-
sons. Of this total, 155 had lived in
Omaha/Douglas County for five or
more years and owned single famity
homes, Within this group, a total of 142
respondents provided at least two loca-
tions for homes they had owned in the
Omaha/Douglas County area.

The data profiled in this report are

-drawn from the responses of the 142
homeowners. While it is believed that
these responding ‘‘movers’’ are repre-
sentative of all homeowners who have
moved in Douglas County, the small
numbers mean the findings must be
treated with caution. A larger sample
could produce figures that differ from
those being reported.

. To facilitate the analysis of home-
owner movement within and between
areas of Omaha/Douglas County, four
geographic quadrants were established.
These quadrants are portrayed in map 1.
The east-west dividing line is 72nd
Street; the north-south dividing line is
Dodge Street. Additionally the analysis
divides the 142 homeowner-movers into
subgroups so that patterns can be exam-
ined for several time periods.

The report is divided into several
sections. First, recent patterns of home-
owner movement are profiled. Included
in this section is an examination of

Map 1. Location of Analysis

Quadrants
NW é| NE
Dodge St. E
sw SE

NW = Northwest Quadrant
NE = Northeast Quadrant
SW = Southwest Quadrant
SE = Southeast Quadrant

homeowner movement within and
between four geographic areas of
Omaha/Douglas County from 1985-
1993, In addition, the section summa-
rizes information regarding reasons
people gave for moving into their
homes. The second section of the report
examines the movement of homeowners
within Omaha/Douglas County prior to
1985. The report concludes with a brief
summary and poses questions for future
consideration.

Homeowner Movement
Within Douglas County:
1985-1993

Patterns of Movement

Table 1 depicts the movement of
owners of single-family housing units
during the period from 1985-1993.
Seventy-two respondents reported they
had moved from one home to another
within Omaha/Douglas County during
this time period. The data gathered from
the 72 respondents was classified ac-
cording to the quadrant (see map 1) in
which the person’s address was located
prior to their move to another single-
family home and then sorted to identify
the proportions staying within the same
quadrant or moving to another area,

As can be seen, the majority of home-
owners (59.7 percent) chose to move
within the same quadrant of
Omaha/Douglas County. The northeast
quadrant—that area east of 72nd Street
and north of Dodge Street—contained
the largest proportion of homeowners
moving within the same area. Next in
rank order were the southwest, north-
west and southeast areas. Table 1 also
porfrays the number and proportion of
the 72 respondents moving from one
quadrant to another during the 1985-
1993 time period.

Retention and Attraction of
Homeowner-Movers

Table 1 reports the movements of
homeowners within and between the
four broad areas of Omaha/Douglas
County and provides an indicator of
homeowner movement patterns for a
recent set of years, Table 2 portrays a
retention measure for each of the four
quadrants. Retention measures the abil-
ity of an area to keep its homeowner-

movers. A high retention rate would
indicate that a large proportion of home-
owners who move remain within the
same area.

As can be seen in table 2, the north-
west and northeast quadrants retained
the majority of their residents (69.2 per-
cent each). The southwest area retained
a smaller majority (55.0 percent) of its
homeowner-movers during the 1985-
1993 period. The southeast quadrant
retained just 38.4 percent of its
homeowner-movers.

Attraction indicates the ability of an
area to pull homeowners from other
quadrants, When the attraction figures
presented in table 3 are examined, one
can see that the northwest quadrant at-
tracted the largest proportion of home-

Table 1. Movement of Homeowner-
Movers: 1985-1993 |

Type of

Movement Number Percent

Stayed in Same

Quadrant;
Northeast I8 250
Northwest 9 12.5
Southeast 5 69
Southwest ’ i1 153

Subtotal 43 59.7

Moved to Different ‘

Quadrant:
NE to NW 4 5.6
NEto SE 1 14
NE to SW 3 4.2
NW to SE 1 14
NW to SW 3 4.2
SEto NE 3 4.2
SEto NW 2 28
SEto SW 3 4.2
SWtoNE 2 2.8
SW to NW 6 8.3
SWto SE 1 14

Subtotal 29 403
Total 72 100.0*

*Percentages may naot equal 100 due to rounding,

Table 2. Retention of Homeowner-
Movers by Quadrant: 1985-1993

Percent of
Bach Number

Quadrant’s of
Quadrant Movers Movers
Northeast 69.2 26
Northwest 69.2 13
Southeast 384 13
Southwest 55.0 20.
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Table 3. Attraction of Homeowner-
Movers by Quadrant: 1985-1993

Percent of Movers
Attracted to Quadrant
Quadrant (N=29)
Northeast 17.2
Northwest 41.3
Southeast 10.3
Southwest 31.0
Total 100.0

owners (41.3 percent} leaving one quad-
rant and moving to another during 1985-
1993, This was followed by the south-
west quadrant (31.0 percent), the north-
east (17.2 percent) and the southeast
(10.3 percent).

Summary of 1985-1993
Movement Patterns

The picture that emerges from the
data reported in tables 1 through 3 is not
supportive of the image of homeowner
movement referred to earlier in the re-
port. In fact, the majority of respondents
who moved during the 1985-93 time
period moved to another home within
the same quadrant of Omaha/Douglas
County. Furthermore, the western areas
appeared to have no real edge on the
eastern areas when it came to the ability
to retain their homeowner-movers. For
example, the northeast quadrant tied the
northwest quadrant on the retention
meastre.

While the bulk of the information
contradicts the image of homeowner
movementi from east to west; several
pieces of information support it. First,
the two western quadrants led the east-
ern quadrants on the attraction measure.
Second, one eastern quadrant—the
southeast—placed last on both the reten-
tion and atiraction measures.

What picture would emerge if the
information for these 72 homeowner-
movers wag portrayed for just the areas
of Omaha/Douglas County east and
west of 72nd Street? Table 4 provides
this information. As can be seen, the pre-
ponderance of the 1985-93 homeowner-
movers relocated from one home to -
another home within the same broad
area of Omaha/Douglas County (77.8
percent). Just under 17 percent of the
moves reported in table 4, involved the
movement of homeowners from east of
72nd Street to west of 72nd Street.

Center for Public Affairs Research

The major tendency was for home-
owners to move within the individual
broad areas defined by this report. There
does not appear to be a generalized aban-
donment of the area east of 72nd Street
in preference for western areas during
the 1985-1993 period.

Reasons for Moving

In addition to asking the homeown-
ers where they moved from and to, the
Omaha Conditions Survey; 1993 Metro
Sample asked respondents to describe
the reasons for their move. The data in
table 5 describe the reasons people gave
for moving to their current residence.
According to the data, the homeowners
moved primarily because they *‘liked
the area’’ (33.8 percent). This included
reasons such as the architecture of the
homes, geographic location, accessibil-
ity, and ¢the quietness of the neighbor-
hood. The next most frequently
mentioned category was that of *‘family
considerations’” (22.5 percent). This in-
cluded comments such as the need for a
larger or smaller home and preference

Table 4. East-West Movement of
Homeowner-Movers: 1985-1993

Type of ,

Movement Number Percent
Remained in the .
western half 29 40.3
Remained in the

eastern half 27 375
Moved east to west 12 16,7
Moved west to east 4 5.5

by spouse. The next category, *‘right
house,” (14.1 percent) referred to char-
acteristics such as the size, location and
quality of the house. The fourth most
common factor mentioned by respon-
dents was *‘financial reasons’’ {11.3 per-
cent), This included comments about the
affordability of the home, value
(whether it was a good deal), and gen-
eral housing costs in the neighborhood
or area.

Table 6 reports the top four reasons
cited by the homeowners moving during
the 1985-1993 period for several differ-
ent calegories of movers. These catego-
ries are: homeowner-movers staying
east of 72nd Street; those staying west
of 72nd Street; and those moving from
east to west. Among the homeowner-
movers staying in the same section of
town (either in the east or west), the pri-
mary difference is that those staying
east of 72nd Street were more likely to
cite ““family considerations™ (31.8 per-
cent), while those staying west of 72nd

Table 5. Reasons for Move to Current
Residence: 1985-1993

Reason Frequency | Percent
Liked area : 24 338
Family consideration 16 . 225
Right house 10 14.1
Financial reasong 8 1.3
Away from crime 4 5.6
Close to work 3 42
Close to schools 3 4.2
Close to amenilies i 14
Close to transportation i 14
Like city 1 14
Other

Total 71 100.0+ .
*Percentages may not equal 100 due (o rounding.

Table 6. Reasons for Move by Direction of Move: 1985-1993

Direction of Move*

Moved From
. Stayed East of Stayed West of East to West of
Reason 72nd Street 72nd Street 72nd Street
{N=22) {N=20) (N=12)

Liked Area 40.9 40.0 25.0
Family consideration 31.8 15.0 -
Right house 136 15.0 83
Financial reasons 4.5 250 83
Other . 9.2 5.0 58.4
Total 100.0 100.0 : 100.0

*Figures are percentage of homeowner-movers for each of the three move directions reported in the table.
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Street were more likely to cite ‘‘finan-
cial reasons’” (25.0 percent) for their
move. Roughly equal proportions men-
tioned they “‘liked the area’” (40.9 per-
cent and 40.0 percent) and they found
“‘the right house™” (13.6 percent and
15.0 percent).

Homeowners moving from east to
west of 72nd Street reported different
reasons for their move. Only one of the
top reasons for this group of home-
owner-movers— *‘liked the area’” (25.0
percent)—was among the top four rea-
sons for all movers during the 1985-
1993 time period. Other reasons cited by
those moving from east to west of 72nd
Street were: “‘away from crime’” (25.0
percent), ‘‘close to schools’” (16.6 per-
cent), and *‘close to work”’ (16.6 per-
cent).!

Long-Term Trends in
Homeowner Movement

This section examines data from the
entire sample of homeowner-movers.
Moves taking place prior to 1970 and
during the 1970-1984 time period are
profiled and compared to the pattern
identified for the 1985-1993 period, in
an effort to show trends over time.

Long-term changes in the reasons for
moving are not examined in this section.
This type of recall information becomes
less reliable as one goes back in time.

Patterns of Movement

Table 7 provides information on the
moves reported by the 142 members of
the homeowner-mover sample. The in-
formation is summarized for three time
periods: prior to 1970, 1970-1984, and
1985-1993. As outlined earlier, 59.7 per-
cent of the homeowners moving during
the 1985-1993 period moved to another
home within the same quadrant of
Omaha/Douglas County. The data pre-
sented in table 7 indicate that approxi-
mately the same proportions of
homeowners moved within the same
quadrant prior to 1970 (61,6 percent)
and from 1985-1993, However, during
the 1970-1984 period, homeowner-mov-
ers were more [ikely to move to another
quadrant of Omaha/Douglas County.
Particularly striking are the lower fig-
ures for the northeast and southeast
quadrants. Also striking is the recovery

Center for Public Affairs Research

of the northeast quadrant from the 1970-
1984 period to the 1985-1993 period.

Table 7 also swmmarizes information
on the movement of homeowners be-
tween the quadrants of Omaha/Douglas
County. The most notable trend is that
homeowner-movers are increasingly
less likely to move from the northeast to
the northwest quadrant.

Retention and attraction measures are
reported for all three time periods in
tables 8 and 9. This information was
developed using the same approach as
reported earlier for tables 2 and 3. Sev-
eral different patterns are evident. First,
with regard to the retention of an area’s
homeowner-movers, it can be seen in
table 8 that the northeast retained at
least 6 out of 10 of its resident home-
owner-movers during two of the three
time periods. The exception was during

the 1970-1984 period. The only other
quadrant to retain a similar proportion
of its homeowner-movers was the north-
west quadrant, with a 69,2 percent reten-
tion rate. This was down from the level
found for the 1970-1984 period. The
southeast quadrant retained 38.4 percent
of its homeowner-movers, This area’s
retention rate for the pre-1970 and 1970~
1984 periods was 54.5 percent and 60.0
percent, respectively.

Table 9 portrays attraction measures
for the four quadrants and three time
periods, As can be seen, the northeast
and southeast quadrants have the lowest
attraction rates for the 1985-1993
period. The 17.2 percent rate for the
northeast is similar to that found for the
pre-1970 and 1970-1984 time periods.
The 10.3 level found for the southeast
represents an absolute decline of 24.4

Table 7 Movement 01‘ Humeowner-Movers. Pre 19'70 1993

Percent of Homeowner—Movers

TR L R " Piiotto. - _ _ ‘
Type iflf Movement D N 1970+ 19.70-198_4 198_5-1993 . Namber |
-_Stayed in Same Quadrant . - T -
: 30.8. A | 25.0 30
e © 136 125 15
23 68 69 14
T 182 153 Ca
154 136 56 14
. T 1.4 5
38 5 42 6
A X 14 2
T 42 3
CRT - 4.2 5
% I 23 . .28 4
B RS & 23 42 6
SWNB . L 91 a8 6
TSWHONW L T e 83 9
Total 1000-  1000 1000 _
SO N226 N=4d NET2 142
g *Pel'ccn 3 maynut equal lOOdue toroun ng._.r__._'..'- C
_Table 8. Retention of Homeowner-Movers by Quadrant- Pre-51970-1993*
' Percent of Bach Quadrant s
_ Movers Retained
Quadrant Prior to 1970 1970-1984 1985-1993
Northeast 61.5 25.0 69.2
Northwest - 857 69.2
Southeast 54.5 60.0 184
Southwest 100.0 50.0 55.0

*See table 7 for number of movers in each category. .
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percent for the southeast quadrant. The
northwest quadrant shows a generally
stable attraction rate in the range of 41-
50 percent. The southwest quadrant
attracted about 3 out of 10 homeowner-
movers, except for during the 1970-84
time period.

In addition to the movement of home-
owners within and between quadrants of
Omaha/Douglas County, broader pat-
terns of east to west movement were
examined. This information is summa-
rized in table 10. Four patterns are pre-
sented: homeowner-movers remaining
in either the western (west of 72nd
Street) or eastern arcas of Omaha/
Douglas County; and homeowner-
movers moving from east to west or
west to east (from west of 72nd Street to
east of 72nd Street) in Omaha/Douglas
County.

As can be seen, the proportion of
homeowner-movers staying within the
western half of Omaha/Douglas County
increased substantially from the pre-
1970 period to the 1970-1984 period,
and has remained stable since then. The
proportion staying within the area east
of 72nd Street dropped substantially
from the pre-1970 period to the 1970-
1984 period, but appears to be recover-
ing for the 1985-1993 period.
Interestingly, the proportion moving
from east to west of 72nd Street has
declined since the pre-1970 time period,

and the proportion moving from west to
east has declined since 1970, Overall,
the pattern that emerges is one of move-
ment within geographic sub-areas of
Omaha/Douglas County rather than a
large-scale continuous east to west
movement.

Summary and Conclusions

This report was stimulated by a
desire to assess the accuracy of ong of
the images of housing and urban devel-
opment in Omaha/Douglas County.
That image is one of large numbers of
homeowners moving from the eastern
sections of Omaha to the western and
suburban fringe areas. What have we
learned from the homeowner-mover
information profiled in this report?
Some answers:

+ Only a small proportion of home-
owners moved from east to west
of 72nd Street. In fact, the propor-
tion moving in that direction fell
from a high of 30.8 percent prior
to 1970 to 16.7 percent during the
1985-1993 period.

¢ The dominant movement pattern
is within individual sub-areas of
Omaha/Douglas county, not from
the eastern portions of Omaha to
the western and fringe areas of
Omaha/Douglas County.

Table 9. Attraction of Homeowner-Movers by Quadrant: Pre-1970-1993+

Percent of Movers Afiracted to Quadrant

Quadrant Prior to 1970 1970-1984 1985-1993
Northeast 20.0 174 172
Northwest 50.0 434 41.3
Southeast - 26,1 h 103
Southwest 30.0 13.0 31.0

*See table 7 for number of mevers in each category.

Table 10, East-West Movement of Homeowner-Movers: Pre-1970-1993

Percent of Homeowner-Movers

Type of Movement Prior to 1970 1970-1984 1985-1993
Remained in western half N 38.6 40.3
Remained in eastern half 615 250 75
Moved east to west 30.8 227 16.7
Moved west to east 0.0 13.6 53
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0
(N=26) “(N=44) (N=72)

+ The majority of homeowners
moved to another home within the
same quadrant of Omaha/Douglas
County. Only during the 1970-
1984 pericd did a majority of
homeowners (52.3 percent) move
to a different quadrant; during this
time period the largest group
moved from the northeast to the
northwest quadrant of Omaha/
Douglas County.

s Most homeowner-movers report
that factors such as “‘liked the
area,”’ “‘family considerations,’”
“‘the right house,’” and *‘financial
reasons’’ were important in their
decision of where to move. Per-
sons moving from east to west of
72nd Street tended to depart from
this pattern by emphasizing other
reasons such as “‘away from
crime,”” “‘close to schools,”” and
*“close to work.”’

These findings present several impor-
tant implications for the focus of devel-
opment policies for Omaha/Douglas
County. The first relates to the appropri-
ateness of policies designed to curb
western development under the assump-
tion that this will stop what is a large
east to west migration. The second
relates to the importance of efforts to
revitalize Omaha’s older neighborhoods.

Current discussion often appears to
focus on how to stem the movement of
people and homeowners from eastern to
western areas of Omaha/Douglas
County. While the homeowners in-
cluded in this analysis represent a small
portion of the total **mover”” spectrum
{e.g., renters to first time homeowners;
homeowner to rental; rental to rental;
etc.), they are a key group with a long-
term interest in and ties to the area.
Given the findings of this study, one
would want to question implementation
of community and economic develop-
ment policies based on the assumption
that large-scale movements of home-
owners from eastern to western sections
of Omaha/Douglas County are taking
place.

The reality may well be that there is
more development activity in the west-
ern and fringe areas of Omaha/Douglas
County due to a variety of factors; in-
cluding; (a) a sizable and younger popu-
lation base developed in these areas
fifteen to thirty years ago; (b) these
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areas have increased their ability to re-
tain homeowner-movers; and (c) these
areas receive more of the non-local
households moving into the Omaha met-
ropolitan area.? It has been suggested
that reducing development and growth
opportunities in these areas would stem
east-west movement. Given the small
percentage of east-west movement indi-
cated by this study, the greater impact
might simply be to make the area less
attractive and cut into the metro area’s
overall growth opportunities.

A second implication of the findings
pertains to the importance and design of
efforts to revitalize Omaha’s older
neighborhoods. Given that homeowners
in the study sample moved primarily
within individual sub-areas of Omaha/
Douglas County, there appears to be
residential commitment to these areas.
At the same time, the ability of the two
quadrants east of 72nd Street to attract
homeowners from cther quadrants is
lower than the two western quadrants

examined in this report. Efforts focusing

on community and economic develop-
ment in these older areas could be inte-
gral to increasing both their retention
and attraction rates in the coming years.
These neighborhood focused initiatives
which include housing rehabilitation,
infrastructure and park improvements,
and business-development should be
continued and enhanced. The study also
indicates that additional participants
may be needed. As shown in table 5, the
preponderance of homeowner-movers
reported that factors such as “‘liked the
area,”” ‘‘family considerations,” and
“‘right house’’ were influential in their
move decision, These factors are out of
the direct control of local government,
but can be met by developers, financial
institutions, and individuals at the neigh-
borhood level.

Endnote

1. No figures are reported for west to east movers
since the numbers are extremely smatl,

2. According to 1990 census data, the area of
Douglas County west of 72nd Street draws a
higher proportion of its movers from outside the
county. For example, for the area east of 72nd
Street the proportion of movers from outside
Douglas County was 32.6 percent. The compara-
ble figure for the area west of 72nd Street was
43.1 percent. This amounts to a difference of
almost 10,000 people.

Center for Public Affairs Research

About the Omaha Conditions Survey

The Omaha Conditions Survey: 1993 is the third in a series of studies con-
ducted by the Center for Public Affairs Research (CPAR) at the University of
Nebraska at Omaha. This study is part of CPAR’s initiative to monitor and
improve the processes operating in Nebraska’s urban areas by developing quality
information for decision-makers.

This year's survey sampled adults in the Omaha metropolitan area and African-
American adults in North Omaha, The metropolitan sample focused on regional
development issues along with employment and labor force experience. The
North Omaha sample focused on neighborhood shopping patterns, employment
experiences, and job training. In addition, both samples included questions to
assess opinions on quality of life as well as demographic features.

A list of Omaha Conditions Survey: 1993 report topics appears on this page.
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1993 Omaha Conditions Survey: Metro Sample

Interviewer Name: Date:

Telephone Numbes: Screen #:

Respondent’s Name:

Hello, my name is . 'm working with the University of Ncbraska at Omaha’s
Center for Public Affairs Research.

We are conducting a survey of people living in the metropolitan Omaha area. We feel it’s important that citizens and
leaders have some idea of how people feel about living and working in the Greater Omaha Area. The survey focuses on
government services, employment, and neighborhoods.

According fo our research procedure, I need to speak with someone in your household who is: (1) 18 years old or over;
and (2) has the next birthday in the houschold. (Refer to quotas and complete sex/age screening if necessary.)

[IFTHERESPONDENT MUST BE CALLED TO THEPHONE, REPEAT THE PRECEDING INTRODUCTION.
OTHERWISE, CONTINUE IMMEDIATELY TO THE FOLLOWING PARAGRAPH.]

Would you tell me if T have reached ? [REPEAT TELEPHONE NUMBER] Your
phone number has been randomly selected. Let me assure you that your responses are confidential. (IF ASKED HOW
LONG, SAY: The interview will take about 20 minutes. Feel free to ask questions at any time. Okay?)

IF RESPONDENT QUESTIONS AUTHENTICITY OF SURVEY, TELL THEM THAT they are welcome to cail
the Universily of Nebraska at Omaha, Center for Public Affairs Research at 595-2311 and ask for Mr. Dave Fifer,

START TIME:

1. First, can you tell me which county you live in? [CIRCLE APPROPRIATE RESPONSE]
Douglas . ......ovvennn.. (ASKQ2) 1
SAIPY « e (GOTOQ3) 2 |IFQUOTA ALREADY MET FOR COUN-
Ca85 o e (GOTOQ3) 3 TY, THANK, TERMINATE AND TALLY.
Washington. . . .......... (GOTOQ3) 4 '
Don’tknow/Refused . .............. 9 — DISCONTINUE SURVEY BY SAYING

“Thank you for your time.”

2. Do you live within the incorporated city limits of Omaha?

YE5 oo e e (ASKQ3) 1
NO 4 oottt i (ASKQ3) 2
Don’t know/no response .« . . . . .. ... ... 9 — DISCONTINUE SURVEY BY SAYING

“Thank you for your time.”

3. Inthe first set of questions, I would like to ask your views about the Omaha area; this includes the area in which
you live. Please indicate whether you strongly agree (SA), agree (A), disagree (D), or strongly disagree (SD)
with the following statements.

SA A D SD RFDK

a. The Omaha area’s future looksbright . .............. 1 2 3 4 9
b. The Omaha area is good enough as it is without trying -

tochangeit ... ... ... i e e 1 2 3 4 9
¢. The Omaha area has good governmental leaders .. ....... 1 2 3 4 9

The Omaha area has good corporateleaders . ... .. ... .. i 2 3 4 9
e. Most residents of the Omaha area are satisfied with

thingsastheyare ................ ... ...... 1 2 3 4 9

The Omaha areais anidealplacetolive ... ........... 1 2 3 4 9
g Younger residents of the Omaha area tend to stay

here after completing highschool ... .............. 1 2 3 4 9



The following questions pertain to the Omaha area and your neighborhood.

4. Inyour opinion, what are the 3 best things about the Omaha area? (NO PROBING — WRITE IN EXACT
RESPONSE)

‘What is the best thing?

What is the 2nd best thing?

What is the 3rd best thing?

FOR CODING PURFPOSES ONLY,

01 Friendly/hardworking people 01 Friendly/hardworking people 01 Friendly/hardworking people

02 Job/business opportunities 02 Job/business opportunities 02 Job/business opportunities

03 Environment (limited pollution, 03 Environment (limited pollution, 03 Environment (limited pollution,
clean city) clean city) clean city)

04 Housing (price, availability) 04 Housing (price, availability) 04 Housing {price, availability)

05 Schools (good schools, etc.) 05 Schools (good schools, ete.) 05 Schools (good schools, etc.)

06 Low cost of living 06 Low cost of living 06 Low cost of living

07 Entertainment/cultural events 07 ZEntertainment/cultural events 07 Entertainment/cultural events

08 Low crime rate 08 Low crime rate 08 Low crime rate

09 Slow-paced lifestyle 09 Slow-paced lifestyle 09 Slow-paced lifestyle

10 Convenient geographic location 10 Convenient geographiclocation 10 Convenient geographic location

11 Quality of ife/size of community 11 Quality of life/size of community 11 Quality of life/size of community

12 Low traffic/easy to get around 12 Low traffic/easy fo get around 12 Low traffic/easy to get around

13 Shopping 13 Shopping 13 Shopping

14 Communily organizations/ 14 Community organizations/ 14 Community organizations/
churches (quality, compassionate)/ churches (quality, compassionate)/  churches (quality, compassionate})/
support for family support for family suppor{ for family

15 Sports 15 Sports 15 Sports

16 Restaurants 16 Restaurants 16 Restaurants

17 Downtown/Riverfront/arca 17 Downtown/Riverfront/area 17 Downiown/Riverfront/area
revitalization/area growth revitalization/arca growth revitalization/area growth

18 Willingness of Omaha area to 18 Willingness of Omaha area to 18 Willingness of Omaha area to
address problems address problems address problems

19 Climate 19 Climate 19 Climate

20 Medical facilities 20 Medical facilities 20 Medical facilities

21 Quality leaders (public, private) 21 Quality leaders (public, private)

21 Quality leaders (public, private)
22 Parks/recreation facilities and 22 Parksfrecreation facilities and

22 Parksfrecreation facilities and

23
24
25
26
27
28
29
98
9

programs

Law enforcement 23
City services 24
Libraries 25
MAD DADS 26
News media 27
Proximity to parks 28
Good community fecling 29
Other 98
Non response/don’t know %9

programs

Law enforcement

City services

Libraries

MAD DADS

News media

Proximity to parks

Good community feeling
Other

Non response/don’t know

programs

23 Law enforcement

24 City services

25 Libraries

26 MAD DADS

27 News media

28 ~ Proximity to parks

29 Good community fecling
98 Other

99 Non response/don’t know



5. Inyour opinion what is the one best thing about your neighborhood? (NO PROBING —WRITE IN EXACT
RESPONSE. IF MORE THAN ONE RESPONSE GIVEN, ASK FOR BEST THING.)

FOR CODING PURPOSES ONLY.

01 Friendly/hardworking people

02 Job/business opportunities

03 Environment (limited pollution, clean city)
04 Housing (price, availability)

05 Schools (good schools, etc.)

06 Low cost of living

07 Entertainment/cultural events

08 Low crime rate

09 Slow-paced lifestyle

10 Convenient geographic location

11 Quality of life/size of community

12 Low traffic/easy to get around

13 Shopping

14 Community organizations/churches (quality, compassionate)/support for family
15 Sports

16 Restaurants

17 Downtown/Riverfront/area revitalization/area growth
18 Willingness of Omaha area Lo address problems
19 Climate

20 Medical facilities

21 Quality leaders (public, private)

22 Parks/recreation facilities and programs
23 Law enforcement

24 City services

25 Librarics

26 MAD DADS

27 News media

28 Proximity to parks

29 Good community fecling

98 Other

99 Non response/don’t know



6. Inyour opinion, what are the 3 worst things about the Omaha area? (NO PROBING — WRITE IN EXACT

RESPONSE)
What is the worst thing?

What is the 2nd worst thing?

What is-thc 3rd worst thing?

IF RESFONDENT MENTIONS ANY TWO OF THE FOLLOWING: CRIME, GANGS, DRUGS, SAY:
After these two factors, what would you say is the next worst thing about the Omaha area. (WRITE IN EXACT

RESPONSE)

IF RESPONDENT MENTIONS CRIME, DRUGS AND GANGS, SAY: After these 3 factors, what would you
say are the next two worst things about the Omaha area. (WRITE IN EXACT RESPONSE)

FOR CODING PURPOSES ONLY.

01 Crime

02 Gangs

93 Drugs

04 Weather

05 Traffic congestion

06 Poorly planned development/excessive
development

07 Limited entertainment/cultural events

08 Sireet repair and maintenance

09 Inadequate snow removal

10 Limited job/business opportunities

11 Housing affordability

12 Public housing recommendations

i3 High taxes

14 Leadership is poorflack of vision and
innovation

15 Low wagefincome structure

16 People (unfriendly, etc.)

17 Race relations (poor)

18 Poor quality schools

19 Homelessness

20 Run down neighborhoods/North Gmaha

21 No pro sports

22 Law enforcement

23 Parks/recreation facilities and programs

24 FElderly/senior needs

25 Environment/smells/pollution/etc.

26 Convention/auditorium/exposition
facilities

27 Downtown area

28 City government

29 Lack of child care

30 Newspapers/media

31 Public transportation

32 Alcchol abuse/drink too much

33 Too few libraries

34 Lack of community coopération

35 Busing in schools

36 Lack of shopping

37 Lack of youth activities

38 Crime AND gangs

39 Crime AND drugs

40 Drugs AND gangs

41 Crime AND gangs AND drugs

98 Other

99 Non response/don’t know

0l Crime

02 Gangs

03 Drugs
4 Weather

05 Traffic congestion

06 Poorly planned development/excessive
development

07 Limited entertainment/cultural events

08 Street repair and maintenance

0% Inadequate snow removal

10 Limited job/business opportunities

11 Housing affordability

12 Public housing recommendations

13 High taxes

14 Leadership is poor/lack of vision and
innovation

15 Low wagefincome structure

16 FPeople (unfriendly, etc.)

17 Race relations (poor)

18 Poor quality schools

19 Homelessness

20 Run down neighborhoods/North Omaha

21 No pro sports

22 Law enforcement

23 Parks/recreation facilities and programs

24 Elderly/senior needs

25 Environment/smells/pollution/etc.

26 Convention/auditorivm/exposition
facilities

27 Dowmtown area

28 City government

29 Lack of chitd care

30 Newspapers/media

31 Public transportation

32 Alecohol abuse/drink too much

33 Too few libraries

34 Lack of community cooperation

35 Busing in schools

36 Lack of shopping

37 Lack of youth activities

38 Crime AND gangs

39 Crime AND drugs

40 Drugs AND gangs

41 Crime AND pangs AND drugs

98 Other

99 Non response/don’t know

01 Crime

02 Gangs

03 Drugs

04 Weather

05 Traffic congestion

06 Poorly planned developmeni/excessive
development

07 Limited entertainment/cultural events

08 Street repair and maintenance

09 Inadequate snow removal

10 Limited job/business opportunities

11 Housing affordability

12 Public housing recommendations

13 High taxes

14 Leadesship is poorflack of vision and
innovation

15 Low wage/income structure

16 People (unfriendly, etc.)

17 Race relations (poor)

18 FPoor quality schools

19 Homelessness

20 Run down neighberhoods/North Omaha

21 No pro sports

22 Law eaforcement

23 Parks/recreation facilities and programs

24 Blderly/senior needs

25 Baovironment/smells/pollution/ete,

26 Conventionfauditorium/exposition
facilities

27 Downtownt arca

28 City government

29 Lack of child care

30 Newspapers/media

31 Public transportation

32 Alcohol abuse/drink too much

33 Too fewlibraries

34 Lack of community cooperation

35 Busing in schools

36 Lack of shopping

37 Lack of youth activities

38 Crime AND gangs

39 Crime AND drugs

40 Drugs AND gangs

41 Crime AND gangs AND drugs

98 Other

99 Non response/don’t know



7. Inyour opinion, what is the one worst thing about your neighborhood? (NO PROBING —WRITE IN EXACT
RESPONSE, IF MORE THAN ONE RESPONSE, ASK FOR WORST THING.)

FOR CODING PURPOSES ONLY,

01 Crime

02 Gangs

03 Drugs

04 Weather

05 Traffic congestion

06 Poorly planued development/excessive development
07 Limited entertainment/cultural events
08 Street repair and maintenance

09 Inadequate snow removal

10 Limited job/business opportunitics

11 Housing affordability

12 Public housing recommendations

13 High taxes

14 Leadership is poor/lack of vision and innovation
15 Low wagefincome structure

16 Pcople (unfriendly, etc.)

17 Race relations (poor)

18 Poor quality schools

19 Homelessness

20 Run down neighborhoods/North Omaha
21 Nopro sports

22 Law enforcement

23 Parksfrecreation facilitics and programs
24 Elderly/senior needs

25 Environment/smells/pollution/etc.

26 Convention/auditorium/exposition facilities
27 Downtown area

28 City government

29 Lack of child care

30 Newspapers/media

31 Public transportation

32 Alcohol abuse/drink too much

33 Too few libraries

34 Lack of community cooperation

35 Businginschools

36 Lack of shopping

37 Lack of youth activities

98 Other

99 Non response/don’t know



8. Next, I'd like to ask you what you feel are the three most important problems that the Omaha arca should be
trying to address: (NO PROBING —WRITE IN EXACT RESPONSE)

What is the most important problem?

What is the 2nd most important problem?

What is the 3rd most important problem?

IF RESPONDENT MENTIONS ANY TWO OF THE FOLLOWING: CRIME, GANGS, DRUGS, SAY:
Alfter these 2 factors, what would you say is the next most important problem the Omaha area should be trying to
address. (WRITE IN EXACT RESPONSE)

IF RESPONDENT MENTIONS CRIME, DRUGS AND GANGS, SAY: After these 3 factors, what would you
say are the next two most important problems the Omaha area should be trying to address. (WRITE IN EXACT

RESPONSE)

FOR CODING PURPOSES ONLY

01 Crime (violence, etc.)

02 Gangs

03 Drugs

04 Job/economic opportunities

05 Attracting business/industry

06 Public transportation

07 Street/freeway congestion

08 Schools (discipline, €t.)

09 Schools (quality)

10 Homelessness,

11 Avaifability and quality of public housing

12 Solving public housing problems

13 Environment (recycling, landfills,
incinerators, etc.}

14 Streetfroad condition (bumpy)

15 Race relations

16 Taxes (property)

17 Developing more culturaf events, etc.

18 Urban redevelopment/rehab.

19 Improving city/county government

20 Youth needs (recreation for youth, teen
pregnancy counseling, etc.)

21 Sporis and recreation programs/facilitics

22 Law enforcement

23 Parks/recreation facilities and programs

24 Elderiy needs

25 Child care

26 Stabilizing/keeping Ak-Sar-Ben

27 Conventionfexpo/auditorium facilities

28 Libraries {more/bigger collections)

29 Health care

30 Airservice at Eppley

31 Alcohol abuse

32 Poverty/food assistant/helping down and
out

33 Lottery

34 Attitude of area (positive)

35 Medical care

38 Crime AND gangs

39 Crime AND drugs

40 Drugs AND gangs )

41 Crime AND gangs AND drugs

98 Other

99 Don't know/non response

01 Crime {viclence, etc.)

02 Gangs

03 Drugs

04 Job/economic opporfunities

05 Atiracting business/industry

06 Public transportation

07 Street/freeway congestion

08 Schools (discipline, et.)

09 Schools (quality) -

10 Homelessness,

11 Availability and quality of public housing

12 Solving public housing problems

13 Environment (recycling, landfills,
incinerators, etc.)

14 Street/road condition (bumpy)

15 Race relations

16 Taxes (property)

17 Developing more cuitural events, ete.

18 Uzban redeveiopment/rehab.

19 Improving city/county government

20 Youth needs (recreation for youth, teen
pregnancy counseling, etc.)}

21 Sports and recreation programs/facilitics

22 Law enforcement

23 Parks/recreation facilities and programs

24 Elderly needs

25 Child care

26 Stabilizingfkeeping Ak-Sar-Ben

27 Conventionfexpofauditorium facilities

28 Libraries (more/bigger collections)

29 Health care

30 Airservice at Eppley

31 Alcohol abuse

32 Poverty/food assistant/helping down and
out

33 Lottery

34 Aititude of area (positive)

35 Medical care

38 Crime AND gangs

39 Crime AND drugs

40 Drugs AND gangs

41 Crime AND gangs AND drugs

98 Other

99 Don’t know/non respense

01 Crime (violence, eic.)

02 Gangs

03 Drugs

04 Job/economic opportunities

05 Adttracting businessfindusiry

06 Public transportation

07 Street/freeway congestion

08 Schools (discipline, et.)

09 Schools (quality)

10 Homelessness,

11 Availability and quality of public housing

12 Solving public housing problems

13 Environment (recycling, landfitls,
incinerators, efc.)

14 Street/road condition (bumpy)

15 Race relations

16 Taxes (property)

17 Developing mere cultural events, ete,

18 Urban redevelopment/rehab.

19 Improving city/county government

20 Youth needs (recreation for youth, teen
pregnancy counseling, etc.)

21 Sports and recreation programs/facilities

22 Law enforcement

23 Parksfrecreation facilities and programs

24 Elderly needs

25 Child care

26 Stabilizing/keeping Ak-Sar-Ben

27 Conventionfexpofauditorium facilities

28 Libraries (more/bigger collections)

29 Heatih care

30 Air service at Bppley

31 Alcohol abuse

32 Poverty/food assistant/helping down and
out

33 Lottery

34 Attitude of area (positive}

35 Medical care

38 Crime AND gangs

39 Crime AND drugs

40 Drugs AND gangs

41 Crime AND pgangs AND drugs

98 Other

99 Don't know/non response



9. Inyour opinion what is the one most important problem that your neiphborhood should be trying to address?
(NO PROBING —WRITE IN EXACT RESPONSE. IF MORE THAN ONE, ASK FOR MOST IMPOR-
TANT.)

FOR CODING PURPOSES ONLY.

01 Crime (violence, ctc.)
02 Gangs
03 Drups
04 Job/cconomic opportunitics
05 Attracting business/industry
06 Public transportation
07 Street/freeway congestion
08 Schools (discipline, et.)
09 Schools (quality)
10 Homelessness
11 Availability and quality of public housing
12 Solving public housing problems
13 Envirorment (recycling, landfills, incinerators, etc.)
14 Street/road condition (bumpy)
15 Race relations
16 Taxes (property)
17 Developing more cultural cvents, ctc.
18 Urban redevelopment/rchab,
19 Improving city/county government
20 Youth needs {recreation for youth, teen pregnancy counsc]mg, etc.)
21 Sports and recreation programs/facﬂltles
22 Law enforcement
23 Parks/recreation facilities and programs
24 Elderly needs
25 Child care
26 Stabilizing/keeping Ak-Sar-Ben
27 Convention/expo/auditorium facilities
28 Libraries (more/bigger collections)
29 Health care
30 Air service at Eppley
31 Alcohol abuse
32 Poverty/food assistant/helping down and out
33 Lottery
34 Attitude of area (positive)
35 Medical care
38 Crime AND gangs
39 Crime AND drugs
40 Drugs AND gangs
41 Crime AND gangs AND drugs
98 Other
99 Don't know/non response



10. Next, I would like to ask you about some selected facilities and services. First, I would like to know how important
each item is to yow: Is it VERY IMPORTANT, SOMEWHAT IMPORTANT, SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT, or
NOT IMPORTANT AT ALL? Secondly, how satisfied are you presently with these facilitics and services in your
arca: Are you VERY SATISFIED (VS), SOMEWHAT SATISFIED (SS), SOMEWHAT DISSATISFIED (SD),
or VERY DISSATISFIED (VD)?

[INTERVIEWER’S NOTE: READ ACROSS FOR EACH ITEM]

How important is/are How satisfied are you
[Read Item] - with [Read Item]
to you? at the present time?
Some-
Very what Slightly Not [NR/DK] VS 88 SD VD [NRDK]
IN THE AREA OF PUBLIC SERVICES
a. Policeprotection ©......... i 2 3 4 9 1 2 3 4 9
b. Fireprotection ........... 1 2 3 4 9 1 2 3 4 9
c¢. Emergencyrescue service ... .. 1 2 3 4 9 1 2 3 4 9
d. Public transportation . ....... 1 2 3 4 9 1 2 3 4 9
e. Garbagecollection ......... 1 2 3 4 9 1 2 3 4 9
f. Shopping facilities for daily needs . 1 2 3 4 9 1 2 3 4 9
g. Recrcation programs and activities 1 2 3 4 9 1 2 3 4 9
h. Parks and playgrounds . . ... .. 1 2 3 4 9 1 2 3 4 9
i.  Smoothness of streets and roads . . 1 2 3 4 9 1 2 3 4 9
jo Trafficflow ............. 1 2 3 4 9 i 2 3 4 9
IN THE AREA OF HOUSING
a. Amount of housing forsale .... 1 2 3 4 9 1 2 3 4 9
b. Price of housingforsale ...... 1 2 3 4 9 1 2 3 4 9
¢. Quality of housing forsale ... .. 1 2 3 4 9 1 2 3 4 9
d. Amount of rental housing . . . .. 1 2 3 4 9 1 2 3 4 9
e. Price of rental housing . ... ... 1 2 3 4 9 1 2 3 4 9
f  Quality of rental housing . . .. .. 1 2 3 4 9 1 2 3 4 9
g. Localpropertytaxes ........ 1 2 3 4 9 1 2 3 4 9




In this section, ¥'d like to ask you some questions about regional growth and development in the Omaha metropolitan
area.

11. For each of the following statements, tell me whether you STRONGLY AGREE (SA), AGREE (A), DISAGREE
(D), OR STRONGLY DISAGREE.

NOTE: Rotate starting point. .
' SA A D SD NR/DK
a. Growth in any part of the arca benefits
the entire metropolitanarea. . . .. .... ... .. .. 1 2 3 4 9

b. Itisimportant that the City of Omaha be
maintained as the population and
economic center of the metroarea, ... ... ... .. 1 2 3 4 9

¢. The current number of 311 local
governments in the metro areaistoomany, ... ... 1 2 3 4 9

d. Development policies used by the City of Omaha
are also good for other communitics in
themetroarea. . ......... ... ... .enn 1 2 3 4 9

¢. New and old neighborhoods with diverse
populations are beneficial to the metro area. . . . . .. 1 2 3 4 9

f. The current division of services and
‘ responsibilities among local governments in .
the metro areaisaboutright. . ... .......... 1 - 2 3 4 9

g. Omabha city and business organizations
should work with officials in surrounding
communities to help bring new jobs to the
area’s smaller communities. . .............. 1 2 3 4 9

h. Recent development has resulted in too
many jobs in western Douglas and Sarpy
Counties and too few in eastern Omaha. . ....... 1 2 3 4 9

i. There should be more efforts to consolidate local
governments in the Omahaarea. ............ 1 2 3 4 9



12. Do you own or rent your home?

Ownfbuying) ....... ... eannnnn. 1
Rent . ..... ... it ennnennnn 2
Don’tknow/Refused .. ............. 9

13. What best describes the home you live in?

Single familyunit . . ... ......... PP 1
Apartment or building with 2 or morc units .. 2
Mobile home/trailer or somethingelse . . . . . 3
Don'tknow/refused . .............. 9

NOTE: IFLIVEIN CASS OR WASHINGTON COUNTY" GO TC Q35

NOTE: IFOWNHOME and LIVE IN SINGLE FAMILY UNIT (Q12 and Q13 BOTH = 1), CONTINUE;
OTHERWISE, GO TO 17 ON PAGE 12. '

14. Since you first began living on your own as an adult (that is, after high school or college g;raduatlon) have you always
lived in the Omaha area?

YOS o e (GOTOQ16) 1
NO & oottt (ASKQI15) 2
Don’tliveonmyown . ... ... {(GOTOQ17) 3
Don’t know/refused ... .... (GOTOQ17) 9

15. How long have you lived in the Omaha area?
Years IF LESS THAN 5 YEARS, GO TO Q17

16. To help us get a picture of the neighborhoods where people in the Omaha area have been moving to and from, I'd
like to know where you have been living. ..

[INTERVIEWER NOTE; Afier last residence, skip to Q19]
I16a,  Let’s start with your current residence?

Address or neighborhood/subdivision

Year moved in:

Approximate purchase price of home:

Why moved in:

16b.  Now, think of the home you owned previously in the Omaha area? (IF NON-OMAHA
ADDRESS OR. RENTAL PROPERTY, DO NOT RECORD AND SKIP TO Q19)

Address or neighborhood/subdivision

Year moved in:

Approximate purchase price of home;

Why moved in:

10



16c. Now, think of the home you owned previously in the Omaha area? (IF NON-OMAHA
ADDRESS OR RENTAL PROPERTY, DO NOT RECORD AND SKIP TO Q19)

Address or neighborhood/subdivision

Year moved in;

Approximate purchase price of home:

Why moved in:

16d.  Now, think of the home you owned previously in the Omaha area? (IF NON-OMAHA
ADDRESS OR RENTAL PROPERTY, DO NOT RECORD AND SKIP TO Q19)

Address or neighborhood/subdivision

Year moved in:

Approximate purchase price of home:

Why moved in: _

16e.  Now, think of the home you owned previously in the Omaha area? (IF NON-OMAHA
ADDRESS OR RENTAL PROPERTY, DO NOT RECORD AND SKIP TO Q19)

Address or neighborhood/subdivision

Year moved in:

Approximate purchase price of home:

Why moved in:

16£. Now, think of the home you owned previously in the Omaha area? (IF NON-OMAHA
ADDRESS OR RENTAL PROPERTY, DO NOT RECORD AND SKI1P TQ Q19)

Address or neighborhood/subdivision

Year moved in:

Approximate purchase price of home:

Why moved in:

11



Now 1 am going to ask yéu a few questions about the neighborhood in which you live,

17.

18.

19.

21,

22,

[INTERVIEWER: REFER TO (Q13]
[IF SINGLE FAMILY UNiT, MOBILE HOME, TRAILER, OR SOMETHING ELSE, ASK:] What is the name
of the neighborhood or subdivision in which you live?

[IF APARTMENT, ASK;] What is the name of the apartment complex in which you live?

How many years have you lived at your current residence?

Thinking of where you live now, what made you decide to move here? (WRITE IN EXACT RESPONSE —DON'T
PROBE) '

Did you seriously consider other neighborhoods in which to Live?

Yes . ......... + (ASKQ20a AND Q21) 1 __,20a. About how many?
NO v tteei i, (GOTOQR) 2
Don’t know/Refused .. ..... (GOTOQ22) 9

‘Were all the other neighborhoods in the same part of the Omaha metropolitan area, or were some in other parts of
the Omaha area?

Allinthispart . ........ .. ..., 1
Someinotherparts . .............. 2
Don’tknowfrefused .............. .9

Which would you say was more important to you and your family when you decided to move to this particular
neighborhood?

House ......... ..., 1
READ: Neighborhood .................. 2
Both equally important . ............ 3
Don’t know/Refused . .............. 9



23. Do you have any plans to move in the next few years?

NS & L e e e e e e e e e 1
(o T 2
Dorn’tknow/Refused .. ............. 9

24. Do you think, during the next five years, this neighborhood will remain as it is, or will it change in some ways?

Remainthesame . ... ... .. {GOTOQ25) 1
Change ............... (ASK Q24a) 2
Dontknow ............ (GOTGQ25) 9

24a. ‘What do you think will happen?

25. Would you say that most people in your neighborhood have about the same education, that there are small
differences, or that there are very large differences?

Sameeducation . . ... ............. 1
Small differences .. ............... 2
Very large differences . . ... ... ...... 3
Don'tknow .................... 9

26, Would you say that most of the people in your neighborhood are preity much the same, or are they pretty different
from each other? . '

Pretiymuchthesame . ...... (ASK Q26a) 1
Pretty different . .. ... ... (GOTOQ26b) 2
Dontknow ............ (GOTOQ27) 9

26a. IF THE SAME: Do you like the fact that people are pretty much the same, or would you prefer it if people

were different?
Like it that people are thesame . . . ... ... 1
Preferitif theyweredifferent . . ..., . ... 2
Donm'tknow .................... 9

26b. IF DIFFERENT: Do you like the fact that people are different, or would you prefer it if people were pretty

much the same?
Like it that people are different . . . ... ... 1
Prefer it if theywere thesame . . .. ... ... 2
Don'tkmow .............0.000vuunn 9



27. Would you say that most people in your neighborhood are very much interested, somewhat interested, or not at all
interested in neighborhood problems?

Verymuch interested . ............. 1

Somewhatinterested . ... ........... 2
Notinterestedatall . .............. 3
Dontknow ...........¢0¢covvu... 9

28. Do most of your friends live in your neighborhood, or do most of them live farther away?

Most in neighborhood . . . ... ... .. ... 1
Somedo,somedor’t ... ... ......... 2
Most live fartheraway .. ............ 3

29. Did you grow up in this neighborhood?

Yes ... ... e e e e e e e (GOTOQ31) 1
NO ©oveennnns e (ASKQ30) 2
Dorn’t know/Refused . ... ..... (ASKQ30) 9

(- 1
No ... i e e e 2
Dorn’tknow/Refused . . ............. 9

31. Have your parents or in-laws ever lived in this neighborhood?

Yes o v cv e e e (GOTOQ33) 1
NO oot e (ASKQ32) 2
Dot know/Refused . . ....... (ASKQ32) 9

32, Have they ever lived in this part of town?

" 1
o 2
Don'tknow/Refused . .............. 9

14



ASK THIS PAGE ONLY IF RESPONDENT LIVES IN DOUGLAS COUNTY,
OTHERWISE, GO TO NEXT PAGE (Q67).

During 1992 and 1993 the City of Omaha has been working to develop a new plan to guide Omaha’s development.
Portions of the new plan have been discussed in meetings and in the media. One issue is how much attention should be
given to “directing” where growth occurs in the Omaha area.

33. I want to ask your opinion about several goals of the new plan. First, I'll want you to tell me how important each
goal is to you: Is it VERY IMPORTANT, SOMEWHAT IMPORTANT, SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT, or NOT
IMPORTANT AT ALL? Then I'll ask you whether or not you agree witheach goal: Do you STRONGLY AGREE
(SA), AGREE (A), DISAGREE (D), or STRONGLY DISAGREE (SD)?

[INTERVIEWER NOTE: READ ACROSS]

How important How strongly do you
NOTE: Rotate starting point is this poal agree or disagree
to you? with this goal?
Some-
Very what Siightly Not [NR] sA A D SD [NR]

a. Be pro-active rather than
reactive regarding development . . 1 2 3 4 9 1 2 3 4 9

b. Require new growth to be
adjacent to exisiing developed

areas and compactin layout . ... 1 2 3 4 9 1 2 3 4 9
c. Prevent new strip office and

comumercial development . . . . . . 1 2 3 4 9 1 2 3 4 9
d. Strengthen downtown as

the city’s image center . . .. ... 1 2 3 4 9 1 2 3 4 9
e. Reverse deterioration in

older areas of the centralcity ... 1 2 3 4 9 1 2 3 4 9
£  Ensure a mix of necessary retail _

and personal services in all areas . 1 Z 3 4 9 1 2 3 4 9
g. Ensure that those who benefit

help pay for the city

services theyreceive . ....... 1 2 3 4 9 1 2 3 4 9
h. Provide an equitable

distribution of parks and

recreation services ... ... ... 1 2 3 4 Y 1 2 3 4 9
i, Shift from the current low density :
strect network found in new
subdivisions to a denser grid system
like in older parts of Omaha ... . 1 2 3 4 9 1 2 3 4 9

34, People favoring westward development have argued that the city should not interfere with market forces and should
approve the plans for new housing if developers want to take the financial risk, Opponents, on the other hand, have
argued that these subdivisions reduce investment and building in the older parts of Omaha,

34a. As you think about the city’s development policy, do you think the city should discourage western development
in the hope of increasing inner city development, or do you think the city should let western development take

place?
Discourage western development . . . ... .. ... ... ... (ASKQ34b} 1
Let western development takeplace . . ... ........... (ASKQ34b 2
Dow’'tKnow/Refused . . . ... ... ............... (GOTOQ35) 9

34b.Why?




Now I'd like to ask you a few questions about your employment and labor force status.

35. What were you doing most of LAST WEEK? Were you

— Working . .. ... (GOTOQ37) 1

Kecpinghouse . .. ................ (ASKQ36) 2

READ Going toschool,or . ... .. [ (ASK Q36) 3
L Something else? (ASK:) What were you doing?

[READ REMAINING RESPONSES]
With a job but not at work (includes

vacation and temporary layoff) . ... ... (ASKQ36) 4
Lookingforwork . ............... (ASK Q36) 5
Unabletowork . .............. (GOTOQ59) 6
Retired ..........c¢0.c0iuee..n (ASKQ36) 7
Other (WRITEIN) . .o oo et (ASK Q36) 8

36. Did you do any work at all for pay LAST WEEK?

DOES NOT INCLUDE WORK AROUND THE HOUSE.

YES . e e (GOTOQ37) 1
NO .. e (ASKQ36A) 2
| DONTENOW . . ... ... . e (GOTOQ67) 8
36a.Did you do any unpaid work last week for a family farm or business?
YES e e e (ASKQ37) 2
NO .. e (GOTOQ39) 3
DONTENOW . ... .. . . it ie (GOTOQ67) 8
37. How many hours did you work LAST WEEK at all jobs?
COUNT ONLY HOURS ACTUALLY WORKED, EITHER:
__FORPAY,OR
__UNPAID FOR A FAMILY FARM OR BUSINESS
D0 NOT COUNT:
__VACATION HOURS, SICK LEAVE, ETC., OR
__UNPAID WORK NOT FOR A FAMILY FARM OR
BUSINESS SUCH AS VOLUNTEER WORK.
(WRITEIN) __

IF: 15 OR GREATER, GO TO Q42
1 TO 14, CONTINUE WITH Q338
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38. Was any of this work for pay, or was it all unpaid work for a family farm or business?

ALLORSOMEWORKPAID ............. (GCTOQ42) 1
ALL UNPAID WORK FOR
FAMILY FARMORBUSINESS ........... (ASKQ39) 2

39. Did you have a job or business from which you were temporarily absent or on layoff LAST WEEK?

YES . e (GOTOQ41) 1
NO .. e e s (ASKQ40) 2
DONTENOW . . ... .. ity (GOTOQ67) 8
40. Are you waiting to begin a new job in the next 30 days?
YES . i e e e e (GOTOQ63) 1
NO ... e (GOTO Q56) 2
DONTENOW . v vttt teie e iiieeanns (GOTOQ67) 8
41, Why were you absent from work LAST WEEK? {(WRITE IN EXACT RESPONSE)
FOR CODING PURFPOSES ONLY
ILLNESS, VACATION, BAD WEATHER, LABOR DISPUTE ... 1
TEMPORARY LAYOFF . ... . ... ittt et iieann 2
OTHER. . .« . . i i e e e e e et e e et e e et et e e 3
DONTEKNOW . ... et e e e e 8

42. About how many hours do you nsually work each week? If you work more than one job, please consider your total
hours for ali jobs combined.

WRITE IN:

IF: 35O0R GREATER, GO TO Q45
1TO 34, CONTINUE WITH Q43
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43. Why do you usually work less than 35 hours a week? (WRITE IN EXACT RESPONSE)

FOR CODING PURPOSES ONLY

SLACKWORK ... . i i i i e e 1
CAN ONLY FIND PART-TIMEWORK ... ............. 2
DOES NOT WANT FULL-TIMEWORK .. .............. 3

44, About how many hours total would you like to work cach week?

WRITE IN; _
43, Do you cutrently hold more than one job?
YES o e e e (ASKQ46) 1
NO .. e (GOTOQ47) 2
DONTENOW . ... itit i (GOTOQ47) 8
46. How many jobs do you hold right now?
WRITEIN:

46a. Why do you hold more than one job? (WRITE IN EXACT RESPONSE)

IFPERSON HOLDS MORE THAN ONE JOB (SEE Q45), SAY: The next few questions pertain
to your principal job, the one that provides you the greatest earnings, QUESTIONS 47-53
PERTAIN TO HIS OR HER PRINCIPAL JOB (e.g., job with greatest earnings).

47, Are you self-employed, or do you work for someone else?

SELF-EMPLOYED ................... (GOTOQ49a) 1
WORKS FORSOMEONEELSE . ............. (ASKQ48) 2
DONTENOW . ... ... ittt (ASKQ48) 8

48, Were you hired as a temporary employee or as a permanent employee?

TEMPORARY . .. . i i e s 1
PERMANENT . .. ... .ttt eae it 2
DONTENOW . . ..t e 8

18



49. Do you work for a private business, or for government?

GOVERNMENT —FEDERAL, STATE, LOCAL, PUBLIC
SCHOOLS . ........... (GO TO Q350) 10

PRIVATE BUSINESS, (ASK Q49a)

4%9a. What does the business-do?

TRY TO GET A NOUN AND A VERB (E.G,, shoe sales; shoe

OBTAIN NAME OF BUSINESS.

manufacturing) — IF UNABLE TO GET A GOOD DESCRIPTION,

WRITE IN:

( GO TO Q50)

FOR CODER’S USE ONLY:
MINING

" MANUFACTURING
TRADE
FINANCE, INSURANCE, REAL ESTATE

SERVICES
OTHER

FARMING, LIVESTOCK, FORESTRY, FISHING .........

..................................
............................

..........................

..................................
.............
.................................

..................................

50, ‘What kind of work do you do?

WRITE IN:

(GO TO Q51)

FCR CODER’S USE ONLY:

SALES

PROFESSIONAL/MANAGERIAL .. ................

...................................

TECBNICAL TRADE/SKILLED CRAFT ..............
FARMING/RANCHING ...........c¢0iuuunnenenns
SERVICE .. ... ... ittt

OTHER . .. e e e i s e e e e e e i e e
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51. How long does it take you to get to work? How many minutes? (WRITEIN) _

52. How many miles do you live from your place of work? (WRITEIN)

53. What kind of transportation do you normally take to work?

DRIVEALONEINOWNVEHICLE . ............. 1
CITYBUS oottt e e eeeen 2
CARPOOL .« o\ otie et e ie e e e e 3
WALK & . i e e e e e e s e e e 4
OTHER (WRITE IN)

5

IF PERSON HOLDS MORE THAN ONE JOB [SEE (Q45] SAY: The next
few questions pertain to all jobs that you work on a combined basis,
QUESTIONS 54-55 PERTAIN TO ALL JOBS TOGETHER

54. Do you earn $20,000 or more a year, ot do you earn less than $20,000?

$200000RMORE . ... ........... (GOTO Q54a) 1
LESS THANS$20,000 .............. (GOTOQ54b) 2
DONTKNOW . ... .. vtnennnnn.. (GOTO Q55) 8
REFUSED ... oovieiiniinnnnnn. (GOTOQ55) 9
IF $20,000 OR MORE, ASK:

54a, Do you earn $30,000 or more a year, or do you earn less than $30,000?
$30,0000ORMORE ................ (GOTOQ55) 1
LESSTHANS$30,000 ............... (GOTOQ35) 2
DONTKNOW . ... ..vviinnn.... (GOTOQSS) 8
REFUSED . .0 \vveeeeeieeennn. (GOTOQ55) 9

IF LESS THAN $20.000, ASK:

54b.Do you earn $10,000 or more a year, or do you earn less than $10,000?
$I00000RMORE . ..ottt eee et 3
LESSTHANS$10,000 .............. e e 4
DONTENOW . ... ... . ettt ee e 8
REFUSED .. ... ...ttt ittt ananens 9

55. Sometimes persons have to settle for a job they are overqualified for because nothing

better is available. Are you one of those persons?
YES ... i (GOTOQ67) 1
NO & o (GOTOQ67) 2
DONTKNOW . ... iotnneeeean . (GOTOQ67) 8



56. Have you looked for work during the past four weeks?

YES ottt e (ASKQ57) 1
NO « o v ettt e e e (GOTO Q59) 2
DONTENOW . o v et ve e eeeeee e (GOTOQG63) 8

57. What have you been doing in the last 4 weeks to find work? (WRITE IN EXACT RESPONSE)

- Anything else?

Anything else?

FOR CODING PURPOSES ONLY

CHECKED WITH—
PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT AGENCY/JOBSERVICE ...... 1
PRIVATE EMPLOYMENTAGENCY ., . ............. 2
EMPLOYERDIRECILY .. ... ... .. .., 3
FRIENDS ORRELATIVES .............. e e e e e 4
PLACED ORANSWEREDAD . ......... .o i v 5
NOTHING/DONTENOW ............ e 6
OTHER . ..o ot oe it aeeie it eieeeens e T
58. Have you been looking for full-time or part-time work?
FULL-TIMEONLY . . .. ... vivrinnnn... (GOTOQ62) 1
PART-TIMEONLY ................... (GOTOQ62) 2
BOTH FULL-TIME AND PART-TIME . ....... (GOTOQ62) 3
DONTENOW . . ottt it eeeaeeennn. (GOTOQ62) 8
59. Do you want a regular job now, either full-time or part-time?
YES it it e (ASKQ60) 1
MAYBE/DEPENDS . .................... (ASKQ60) 2
NO ............ e e e e (GOTOQ63) 3
DONTEKNOW .......... ... (GOTOQ63) 8
60. When did you last look for a job?
WRITE IN: MONTH YEAR o
NEVERILOOKED ............... 0000
DONTENOW .........c.couu. 8338
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61. What are the reasons you have not looked for a job lately? (WRITE IN EXACT RESPONSE)

IF RESPONDENT SPECIFICALLY MENTIONS A PHYSICAL DISABILITY OR
ILL HEALTH, SKIP TO Q63. IF PHYSICAL DISARILITY OR TILL HEALTH NOT
MENTIONED, CONTINUE WITH Q62.

FOR CODING PURPOSES ONLY

BELIEVES NONE AVAILABLE/COULDN'T FIND ANY . . ... 1
LACKS SCHOOLING, TRAINING, SKILLS, EXPERIENCE . ... 2
CAN'T ARRANGECHILDCARE . .. ... ..ovuvirnnn... 3
INSCHOOL OR OTHER TRAINING . . .. ... oovivrnn. .. 4
PHYSICAL DISABILITY/ILLHEALTH . ... ............ 5
OTHER . ot vt vttt ettt e ittt ie et enenn 6
DONTENOW . ..ottt it et e ie et eeee e 8

YES ottt (GOTOQ63) 1
NO ot e e (ASK Q62a) 2

62a. Whynot? (WRITE IN EXACT RESPONSE)

FOR CODING PURPOSES ONLY

TEMPORARYILLNESS ... ... it tnnnnnnan 1
ALREADY HASJOB,GOINGTOSCHOOL ............. 2
OTHER . .. .. it it i it e st s ne e 3

63. When did you last work for pay at a regular job or business, either fuil- or part-time?

WRITE IN: MONTH YEAR .
(ASK Q64)

NEVER WORKED . .. ............... (GOTO Q67) 0000

DONTENOW . ..t oveeee e (GOTO Q67) 8388

64. In your last job, were you self-employed, or did yon work for someone else?

SELF-EMPLOYED . . ................. (GOTO Q65a) 1
WORKED FOR SOMEONEELSE . . .. ......... (ASK Q65) 2
DONTRENOW . .\ v veve et eneeeenn. (ASK Q65) 8
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65. Did you work for a private business, or for government?

GOVERNMENT --FEDERAL, STATE, LOCAL,

PUBLIC SCHOOLS . ..... (GO TOQ66) 10

PRIVATE BUSINESS, ASK:

65a. What kind of business was it?

TRY TO GET A NOUN AND A VERB (E.G,, shoe sales; shoe
manufacturing) — IF UNABLE TO GET A GOOD DESCRIPTION,

OBTAIN NAME OF BUSINESS.
WRITE IN:
(GO TO Q66)
FOR CODER’S USE ONLY:
FARMING, LIVESTOCK, FORESTRY, FISHING o1
MINING & .ottt e e e et e e e e e e e e 02
CONSTRUCTION . . ..ot e et e ein 03
MANUFACTURING . ..ttt se it ee e e 04
TRANSPORTATION, COMMUNICATION, UTILITIES . ... 05
TRADIE . . ittt e e i e e e e e e 06
FINANCE, INSURANCE, REAL ESTATE ., ...... o7
SERVICES . . ittt et e e e e 08
OTHER . . .ttt ettt et e e e e 09
66. What kind of work did you do?
WRITE IN;
(GO TO Q67)
FOR CODER’S USE ONLY:
PROFESSIONAL/MANAGERIAL ............. 1
SALES . ............. JR 2
CLERICAL ............. e e e 3
TECHNICAL TRADE/SKILLED CRAFT . ........ 4
FARMING/RANCHING . . . v ot vt e e 5
SERVICE . . i it ittt ettt et et 6
DRIVER/MATERIAL HANDLING/LABORER ., . ... 7
OTHER . ... . i e e e e e e e e e e 8




Finally, I'd like to ask you some background questions so that we can analyze the results of this survey.

67. Do you have any children between the ages of 6 and 18
living in your household?

YES o i e 1 — . | 67a. IfYES, how many?
No ... . it 2

[DKANA/NC/NR] . .. ... oL 9

68. Do you have any children 5 or younger living in your
household?

Yes oot 1 —— | 68a. I YES, how many?
No .. i e 2 :
[DE/NA/NC/NRY . ... .......... 9

69. What was your age on your last birthday? [WRITE IN AGE]

70. To what racial or ethnic group do you belong? Are you ...

7513 1
AFRICAN AMERICAN/BLACK . ... ... ..iinnnnaannnn. 2
ASIAN(ORIENTAL) . . . ..o ii ittt iiii i e i e e e eannns 3
NATIVEAMERICAN . . .. .t eeannn 4
HISPANIC . ...ttt ittt ettt ia e i e e anns 5
OTIIER (WRITE IN) 6
DONTEKNOW/REFUSED . ... ...vveenniennnnnnnnn 9

71. What was the last grade, or year of school that you completed?

8thGRADEOTLESS . .. ..\viiniineneannenennns 01
9¢h - 12th GRADE, NO DIPLOMAORGED .. .............. 02
HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATEORGED . ............0..... 03
SOME COLLEGEBUTNODEGREE . ............c...... 04
ASSOCIATE (2-YEAR)DEGREE . .. .. ......0oouinano... 05
BACHELOR’S (4 YEAR)DEGREE . ...........0000uu.. 06
MASTERSDEGREE . ... ........c0iuurenannnnnnnn 07
DOCTORATE OR PROFESSIONALDEGREE . . ... ......... 08
DRREF] . .o vvireiieinenneennns AU 99

72. What is your present marital status?

NOWMARRIED . ... ititt et e ee e ns 1
SINGLE,NEVERMARRIED . . ... .....0uoouernrnnennnn.. 2
DIVORCED/SEPARATED .. ...t oveeen e 3
1710703011 o 4
[DK/NC/NA/NR] . . . . ... FA R 9



73. What is your zip code?

74, So that we can analyze the results of this survey by groups of persons in different income
levels, we need a rough idea of the total income of all adults in your household. Would that
be under or over $30,0007

$30,0000rmore . ... ... e (GOTO14A) 1
Lessthan $30,000 .. ... ............... {(GOTO74B) 2
Domtknow . ...........c.vveen.... (GOTOQ75) 8
Refused .. ...... ... ... ... ... (GOTOQ75) 9
IF $30,000 OR MORE, ASK:
74A. Is it:
$30,000t0834999 .. ... ... ... ... (GOTOQ75) 07
$35000t0%39,999 .. ... e (GOTOQ75) 08
$40,000t0%49,999 . .. .. ..., (GOTOQ75) 09
$50,000 60959999 . .. .. it (GOTOQ75) 10
$60,0000rmore ... .0 u il e (GOTOQ75) 11
Dontkmow .. ........ it (GOTOQ75) 14
Refused . . .. ... ... ... ..., (GOTOQ75) 15
IF LESS THAN $30,000 ASK:
74B. Isit:
Under$5000 . .. ... o it (ASKQ75) 01
$50001089.999 . . it (ASKQ75) 02
$10,000 60814999 . .. . (ASKQ75) 03
$15000t0819999 . . ... o i (ASKQ75) 04
$20,000 60824999 . . ..ttt (ASKQ75) 05
$25000t0%$29999 . ... ... ... (ASKQ75) 06
Domtknow . ... e {ASKQ75) 14
Refused . oo v vt v e e i (ASKQ75) 15
75. May I please have your first name should my supervisor want to verify I completed this survey.
76. RECORD SEX OF RESPONDENT: [DO NOT ASK]
MALE ... i e i e e e e, 1
FEMALE ........... e e e e e e e 2
COULDNOTDETERMINE ... .................. 3

LENGTH

YOU ARE DONE,
NOTE: CPAR’S TELEPHONE NUMBER IS (402) 595-2311
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