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Executive Summary

Background and Objectives

The City of Bellevue conductsthePer f or mance Measures Survey annually to gauge resi de
The survey is intended to collect statistically reli abl Gmpghallea. Fi nc
Citiesreport i ngo0 (survey measures identified by the International City/ Ci

departments track for their own quality assurance and planning purposes. This is the fourteenth Performance Measures Survey conducted by
the City. This report focuses on the results of the most recent survey that was conducted in February of 2011.

Methodology

In 2010, ORC introduced a new methodology: address-based sampling (ABS). In the past, random-digit dialing (RDD) telephone or mail
surveys were typically used to conduct citizen surveys. Recent research has identified coverage problems with the RDD telephone approach
as more and more households move to cell phonei only or cell phonei primary households. This is particularly true of the harder-to-reach,
younger segments of the population, as well as those living in multi-unit households.

Address-based sampling pulls a random sample of all Bellevue households from the U.S. Postal Service Delivery Sequence File (DSF). This
file encompasses nearly all U.S. households. Addresses from that list were matched against key databases to provide telephone numbers
where possible. If a phone number was appended, that household was then contacted by phone to complete the interview. If no telephone
number was available, a letter was mailed to the address asking the respondent to complete the survey online. This is the third year that the
City of Bellevue has used address based sampling for the Performance Measures survey. Additionally, the Budget survey and the Human
Needs survey used the same methodology.

The end result was a total of 515 surveys completed for the 2011 Performance Measures Survey: 304 by phone and 211 online. More
information is provided ¢eatitbhmed idmadpiDeamogmnapia¢ aPiCofil es and Weight

2011 Bellevue Performance Measures Survey 9
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Key Metrics and Trends

In 2010, ORC introduced a proprietary index and benchmarking tool, a Five-Star Rating System, designed to measure quality of governance
and vision as a complement to traditional measures of the quality of life and delivery of services in a city. Five powerful measures of
performance are used to create the Five-Star rating:

The overall quality of life in Bellevue

The direction the city is headed

The perceived value of services provided by the city

How closely Bellevue matches the ideal city

The overall quality of services provided by the City of Bellevue

= =4 =4 =4 =4

An algorithm based on a sample of cities across the United States is used to compute a cities Five-Star Rating.

> . . . Overall, Bellevue is a solid 4.5-Star City,

o o oy o -~ with nearly three out of five (59%) residents Bellevue as a 4.5- or 5-Star City.

9 More than nine out of ten (94%) residents report the quality of life in Bellevue exceeds (59%) or greatly exceeds (35%) expectations.

1 Nine out of ten (90%) residents say the quality of city services exceeds (60%) or greatly exceeds (30%) their expectations.

1 Nine out of ten (90%) residents report that the quality of life in Bellevue is ideal (37%) or nearly ideal (53%).

9 More than four out of five (85%) residents feel they are definitely (38%) or somewhat (47 %) getting their moneyods

1 More than four out of five (84%) residents report that Bellevue is strongly headed (38%) or heading (46%) in the right direction.

- _______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________]
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Compared to other 4.5-Star cities, Bellevue does better on value of
services provided.

Bellevue performs consistently with other 4.5-Star cities for the extent to
which:

T Bellevueds quality of |ife exc
1 The quality of services in Bellevue exceeds citizen expectations
T The quality of |life in Bellevu

Comparisons to the benchmarks suggest the city could improve in terms
of the direction the city is headed.

Key Community Indicators
5
4
3
2
! Health
ealthy " .
Safe Living Engaged | Competitive Mobility
mAgreement  4.48 421 4.18 4.13 4.00

2011 Bellevue Performance Measures Survey

Quality of Life
5

Value of Service Quality of Services

Direction City ig
Headed

Bellevue 2011 = == 4 Star = = 45 Star = == 5 Star

The City of Bellevue has identified 24 items as Key Community
Indicators, which residents believe correlate with five dimensions:

Competitive
Healthy
Safe
Engaged
Mobility

arwpdE

In general, Bellevue residents agree the city performs well on all
dimensionsd mean ratings are 4 or higher on a five-point scale.
Bellevue does best in terms of being safe. Bellevue also does well
for creating an environment that promotes healthy living and for
engaging its citizens.

Somewhat lower ratings for competitiveness and mobility suggest
potential areas for improvement.
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Special Topics

e Parks and recreation programs

wSatisfaction is high (93% satisfied)
wFewer residents report park visits/personal participation in programs

M. Becllevue Utilities

w Overall satisfaction of 94 percansignificant improvement from 2010 (89%)

Mini-City Hall

wAwareness at 64 percent
wSignificant decrease in usage from 14 percent in 2010 to 11 percent in 2011

e Fire Department

.Sttt S@dzSQa

(Vo))
()
(0p))

w A3IK f f 2F O2y TA

puj
(0p))
<,
(@
(Vo))
>
<

T ANE

] Transportation

wNine out of ten (91%) are satisfied with maintenance of sidewalks and walkways
w86 percent satisfied with street sweeping in their neighborhood

] Satisfaction with City Employees

w39% of Bellevue residents have had contact with a city employee
w94% are satisfied with the quality of service

e City Website

wAwareness remains the same (77%)
wUsage has increased slightly from 54 percent in 2010 to 57 percent in 2011

2011 Bellevue Performance Measures Survey
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Study Background

Objectives and Methodology

The City of Bellevue conducts an ongoing Performance MeasdelveredbySur v e
the City. The research is designed to provide a statistically valid survey of resident opinions about the community and services delivered by
| ocal government . Findings contribute to Budgetary Per f orsienmifceé Mea:

by the International City/County Management Association), and survey measures that departments track for their own quality assurance and
planning purposes. Results are used by staff, elected officials, and other stakeholders for planning and resource allocation decisions,
program improvement, and policy making. This report focuses on the results of the most recent survey that was conducted in February of
2011.

Questionnaire Design

The questionnaire was carefully reviewed. While key measures were retained, at the same time, questions were dropped or revised to
provide higher quality data. In addition, new questions were added to address current issues. The average survey time was 21.6 minutes and
included questions regarding:

Bellevue as a Place to Live
The Future Direction of the City
Taxes and Spending

Parks and Recreation

Utilities

Neighborhood Problems

Public Safety

Contact with City Employees / Bellevue Police
City Services

Demographics

= =4 =8 =8 =9
=2 =2 =8 =4 =9

In addition, because of the mixed mode of data collection and the differences in the way that those who are shown a scale (online) versus
having the scale description read to them (telephone) the scale length was changed to an 11-point scale and then for analytical purposes
converted to a five-point scale. ORC International has done extensive research on this approach and has demonstrated that this minimizes
the measurement effect resulting from the dual modes of collecting data.

Sampling and Data Collection

In 2010, the sampling and data collection methodology was changes from a Random Digit Dialing (RDD) telephone survey to ORC

I nternati onal 6 gro@s.PThiSappigathicompdasates for the proliferation of cell phonei only and primarily cell phone

households by coupling the use of an address-based sample (ABS) with multiple modes of data collection. This process, designed to reach

all Bellevue households, uses phone and web-based surveys to achieve a more representative sample, and enhancescit i zens 6 exper i
with the survey by letting them respond through the channel they prefer, achieving response rates higher than would be achieved through a

single approach.

- _______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________]
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The sample frame is all households in Bellevue in the U.S. Postal Service (USPS) Delivery Sequence File (DSF), a computerized database
that contains all delivery point addresses. This database provides the following features: address validation and standardization, ZIP+4 and
carrier routing coding, delivery sequence, detection of addresses that are potentially undeliverable, delivery-type code that indicates whether
the address is business or residential, and seasonal delivery information. This database is updated nearly continuously and provides the
most comprehensive and unbiased sample frame of Bellevue residents.

ORC couples the use of this database with a data collection methodology that best suits the nature of the household that is being reached.
Households with associated landline telephone numbers can continue to be contacted by telephone. Those without associated landline
telephone numbers can be reached by mail and offered alternative means to respond. Use of an address-based sampling methodology and
appropriate use of different data collection techniques can provide response rate improvements, ensures better coverage of all households in
Bellevue. The sampling and data collection approach used is illustrated below, followed by a more detailed written description:

Figure 1: CDP SamplingeE

Contact by Surveys Complete
Sen?_::cggfnce > Telephone > 60% to 65% of
/ (5 attempts) Sample
Yes?
Draw Asd:n:e[;slz-Based Matching
ine?
All City Residents Ll
No?
Send Invitation . Surveys Complete
to Complete —» R e — | 35% to 40% of

Invitations (2)

Online Sample

1 Develop an Address-Based Sample. ORC drew a random sample of households from among the universe of addresses in
Bellevue. Using census blocks within the city boundaries, only residences in the city are included in the sample frame. The sample
was then matched against a number of different databases to obtain telephone numbers (where available) and other data on
household characteristicsd for instance, dwelling type, age of household members, household size, language spoken at home, and
race or ethnicity. This allows us to target these harder-to-reach and often underrepresented segments or specific geographic areas
and ensure representation of these households consistent with their incidence in the general population. Forty-three percent of the
address-based sample in Bellevue had a matching landline telephone number.

- _______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________]
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1 Advance Letters to All Sampled Households. An advance letter was sent to all households in the sample. The letter was carefully
constructed using well-researched and documented principles of social exchange to engage respondents in the research
effort.'Letters were printed on city letterhead, signedbyBe | | ev ue 6 s ,Qidtssnt intiyrervelopes.

1 Use a Mixed Mode of Data Collection. Two methods for data collectiond telephone and mail to onlined were used as follows:

A All households in the sample with an associated telephone number were contacted by telephone to complete the survey.
All of these households have elected to list or publish their telephone number in the phone book or other databases. Therefore,
they are less likely than those with unlisted or unpublished telephone numbers to screen their calls and are hence more likely to
complete the survey by telephone.

Strict dialing protocols were used to maximize the response rates within this sample. Notably, a minimum of five attempts are
made to each sample element on different days and at different times. Use of the advance letter also serves to increase response
rates among this group and decreases the number of attempts required. The advance letter includes a toll-free number inviting
those in sampled households to call in at their convenience to complete the survey.

Three hundred four surveys were completed by telephone.

A The advance letter to households without telephone numbers asked residents to complete the survey online or by calling
in to complete the survey by phone. This approach reaches those households without listed telephone numbers as well as
those that are cell phonei only or are mostly cell phone and are thus less likely to complete a telephone survey. The letter
included a survey URL and a household-specific username and password for logon. Italsoincluded ORC | nt er tolafteé onal 6
number for residents to call and complete the survey. Their household-specific username and password was required if they call
in. Two mailings were sent.

Two hundred eleven surveys were completed online.

Using ORC6s CDP S a atpthliofrbf5Eurpeysovere sospleted, with a resulting level of error of plus or minus 4.3 percent
overall. This means that if the same question was asked of a different sample but using the same methodology, 95 times out of 100, the
same result within the stated range would be achieved.

The margin of error is a statistic expressing the amount of sampling error in a survey's results. The larger the margin of error, the less faith
one should have that the survey's reported results are close to the "true” figures; that is, the figures for the whole population. The margin of

error decreases as the sample size increases, but only to a point. The following provides additional insights into the margin of error with
different sample sizes.

! Dillman, Don, Internet, Mail and Mixed-Mode Surveys: The Tailored Design Method.

2011 Bellevue Performance Measures Survey 15
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Table 1: Error Associated With Different Proportions at Different Sample Sizes

Proportions

Sample Size 10% / 90% 20% / 80% 30% / 70% 40% / 60% 50% / 50%
30 10.7% 14.3% 16.4% 17.5% 17.8%
50 8.3% 11.1% 12.7% 13.6% 13.9%
100 5.9% 7.8% 9.0% 9.6% 9.8%
200 4.2% 5.5% 6.4% 6.8% 6.9%
300 3.4% 4.5% 5.2% 5.5% 5.7%
400 2.9% 3.9% 4.5% 4.8% 4.9%
600 2.4% 3.2% 3.7% 3.9% 4.0%

Respondent Characteristics and Weighting

Use of an address-based sampling frame and dual modes for data collection clearly result in a final sample that is more representative of the
general population that would be achieved through a phone only study. As Table 2 clearly illustrates, those responding online (that is, do not
have a published landline telephone) were more likely than those reached by phone to be renters, residents of multi-family dwelling types, and
newer Bellevue residents. In addition, they are more likely to be male and younger. More than half (52%) of those responding online were

cell-phone only households.

While the resulting sample is more representative of the general population, weighting was used to further ensure that results reported
appropriately represent key resident groups. The weights were applied in two stages. The first-stage weight adjusted for the response rates
between the two survey modes. The second weight is a post-stratification weight to make adjustments for imperfections in the sample and to
ensure that the final sample represents the general population in Bellevue. Specifically, a post-stratification weight was applied to ensure that
the gender and age distributions of the sample match that of all Bellevue residents.

Table 2: Household Characteristics

CATI Online Total CATI Online Total Population*
Unweighted Weighted

Home Ownership

Own 83% 58% 73% 86% 62% 70% 59%

Rent 17% 42% 27% 14% 38% 30% 41%
Dwelling Type

Single-family 68% 36% 55% 76% 44% 55% 57%

Multi-family 32% 64% 45% 24% 56% 45% 43%
Length of Residency

07 3 7% 41% 21% 6% 39% 28%

1
16
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CATI Online Total CATI Online Total Population*
Unweighted Weighted
47 9 15% 19% 17% 15% 18% 17% n.a.
107 24 45% 27% 38% 44% 28% 33%
25 or more 33% 13% 25% 36% 15% 22%
Mean 20.7 yrs. 10.9 yrs. 16.7 yrs. 21.5 yrs. 11.4 yrs. 14.6 yrs.
Phone Type
Cell Phone Only 0% 52% 21% 0% 50% 34% 34.9%
Landline and Cell Phone 91% 46% 73% 91% 48% 62% (King County)
Landline Only 9% 2% 6% 9% 2% 4% 9 y

* Source for Population Figures: 2010 Census, except for dwelling type and phone type. The dwelling type population is from the 2009 American Community Survey 1-year
estimates.

**Wireless Substitution: State-level Estimates From the National Health Interview Survey, Direct estimates of the percentage of adults aged 18 years and over living in
wireless-only households by selected geography, Januaryi June 2010.

Table 3: Demographics

CATI Online Total CATI Online Total Population*
Unweighted Weighted
Gender
Male 41% 52% 45% 42% 53% 49% 50%
Female 59% 43% 55% 58% 47% 51% 50%
Age**
18-34 7% 33% 17% 6% 32% 24% 27%
35-54 43% 40% 42% 39% 37% 38% 39%
55 Plus 50% 27% 41% 55% 30% 38% 34%
Household Size
Single Adult 25% 29% 27% 23% 26% 25% 28%
Two or More Adults 75% 71% 73% 77% 74% 75% 72%

* Source for Population Figures: Age within Gender data are 2010 estimates projected from the Census 2000 by SCAN/US, Inc. All other population data are 2009 American
Community Survey 1-year estimates

2011 Bellevue Performance Measures Survey 17
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Reporting Conventions

This report is divided into three primary sections. The first reports on a series of key metrics of overall performance. The second section

provides insightsi nt o how Bell evue rates relative t o oiStarRatingcModei. €hés madelwaso n wi d e
officially launched in January 2010. Bellevue is the first city to have access to this data. The third section presents detailed findings of the

balance of the survey.

Tables and charts provide supporting data. In most charts and tables, unless otherwise noted, column percents are used. Percents are
rounded to the nearest whole number. Columns generally sum to 100 percent except in cases of rounding. In some instances, bars add to
more than 100 percent due to multiple responses given to a single question; these cases are noted.

On many questions in the survey, respondent s ma \caubedhe espendestwaes td i d o n
use a specific service and indicated that they did not have adequate information to respond. In others, it is an indication that they did not have

a specific opinion and because of the nature of the response categories in some legacy questions respondents were unable to indicate a

neutr al stance. I n general, fdonot knowd responses abpseingtaaces, whare | u d e c
a large percentage of respondents gave afd o n 6 t ordspoasg this finding is pointed out. Then the distribution of responses excluding

dondt know is presented.

The sample sizes for each question are the total number of weighted cases with valid responses for that question. Unweighted cell sizes are
used for testing for associations and/or differences between groups. Differences that are statistically significant are outlined in the text of the
report. Complete documentation of results in the form of banner tabulations is presented under separate cover.

2011 Bellevue Performance Measures Survey 18
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In addition to analysis by key demographic segments, analysis
looks at differences in results by neighborhoods.
Neighborhoods are defined by census blocks as follows:

Bridle Trails

Crossroads

Eastgate / Cougar Mountain
Factoria

Newport

Northeast Bellevue
Northwest Bellevue
Sammamish / East Lake Hills
Somerset

West Bellevue

West Lake Hills

Wilburton

Woodridge

E I N I I B B |

The adjacent map illustrates the locations of these
neighborhoods and the number of respondents in each
neighborhood. Sample sizes are small (n < 25) in several
neighborhoods:

9 Bridle Trails
1 Factoria

T Wilburton

1 Woodridge

Care should be used in interpreting results within smaller
communities when sample sizes are small (n =<25). While
comparisons by neighborhoods can be made, margins of
error and differences between neighborhood mean
responses may not be statistically significant.

2011 Bellevue Performance Measures Survey

Figure 2: Bellevue Neighborhoods
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Key Findings
Key Performance Metrics
Beginning in 2010, Bellevue has asked its citizens to provide input on the following five measures:
1. Extent to which quality of |ife meets residents0O6 expectations
Proximity of qualify of Ilife to residentsd ideal

2

3. Overall quality of city services
4. The direction the city is headed
5

Perceived value of services provided by a city

Use of the first five measures all ows Bell evue t o b e-8tarRatisgspkovidngas el f
single, reliable national measure of citizen perceptions of city governance. Because of the extensive changes to the research methodology

and guestionnaire, the 2010 Performance Measures survey established a new baseline measure for understanding changes in resident

ratings on these key measures over time.

In addition, Bellevue included several open-ended questions to provide additional insights into reasons for some of these key measures.
Bellevue also included ratings of its neighborhoods, including:

1. Overall quality of neighborhoods as place to live

2. Sense of community

2011 Bellevue Performance Measures Survey 20
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Overall Quality of Life in Bellevue

In 2011, twice as many Bellevue residents say that the overall Figure 3: Overall Quality of Life in Bellevue
quality of life in Bellevue greatly exceeds their expectations
compared to 20108 35 percent compared to 17 percent, .
respectively. At the same time, there was a significant decrease 100% - o
in the percentage of Bellevue residents saying that the overall
guality of life simply meets their expectationsd 14 percent
compared to 3 percent, respectively.
Women are significantly more likely than men to say that the 80% -
quality of life in Bellevue greatly exceeds their expectations while 4 mCreatly Exceeds
men are more likely to say it exceeds their expectations. Expectations
Table 4: Ratings for Overall Quality of Life by Gender
60% - m Exceeds
Women Men Expectations
| i 29 0 3
Greatly Exceeds Expectations 42% 28% = Meets
] Expectations
Exceeds Expectations 52% 67% 40% -
Meets Expectations 3% 3% m Does Not Meet
Expectation
Does Not Meet Expectations 3% 2% 2
20% -
0% X Mean
0% - 1

ORC1i How would you rate the overall quality of life in the City of Bellevue?
Base: All respondents 2010 (n=646); 2011 (n = 515)

2011 Bellevue Performance Measures Survey 21
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While perceptions of the overall quality of life in Bellevue is
generally high in all neighborhoodsd well above the scale mid-
point (3)d perceptions do vary by neighborhood.

Residents in Woodridge give the highest rating for overall quality
of life.

Those living in Wilburton, Bridle Trails, and Crossroads also give
ratings that are above the overall mean for quality of life across
all neighborhoods.

On the other hand, residents of Factoria gave the lowest ratings
as compared to other Bellevue neighborhoods, although the
rating is still generally high and above the mid-point.

-

Maps illustrate differences in mean
ratings by neighborhood showing
how neighborhoods compare on a
relative basis. In all instances,
neighborhoods score above the
mid-point on a five-point scale.

2011 Bellevue Performance Measures Survey

Figure 4: Overall Quality of Life by Bellevue Neighborhoods

HOR] g
WILBURTOMN
4.B&
WOODRIDGE

Note: Care should be used in interpreting results within smaller communities when sample sizes are small (n
=<25). While comparisons by neighborhoods can be made, margins of error and differences between
neighborhood mean responses may not be statistically significant.

BRIDLE TRaILs NORTH BELLEVUE
45

I 3.6to 3.8
I 2.8 to 4.0
[ 4.0 to 4.2
Cl4.2to 4.4
[ l44todB
[CJ4.6to 4.8
I 4.8 to 5.0
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Overall Quality of City Services

Ratings for overall quality of city services improved significantly,  Figure 5: Overall Quality of City Services
with the percentage saying the quality of services exceeds their

expectations increasing from 79 percent in 2010 to 90 percent in .
2011. Atthe same time, there was a significant decrease in the 100% 1 5
percentage of Bellevue residents saying that the overall quality of
services just meets their expectationsd 18 percent compared to
6 percent, respectively.
Older residents, notably those 65 and older, are the most likely to 80% -
say that the quality of city services greatly exceeds their 4 W Greatly E_xceeds
expectations. Expectations
Table 5: Ratings for Overall Quality of City Services by Age
60% - m Exceeds
1871 34 357 54 557 64 65Plus Expectations
3
Greatly Exceeds 25% 23% 36% 49% = Meets
Expectations . Expectations
40%
Exceeds Expectations 68% 66% 52% 45%
m Does Not Meet
Meets Expectations 7% 6% 7% 4% Expectation
2
Does Not Meet 0% 6% 5% 3% 20% -
Expectations X Mean
0% - 1

ORC2 i How would you rate the overall quality of services provided by the City of Bellevue?
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Base: All respondents 2010 (n=646); 2011 (n = 515)

Wilburton residents give Bellevue the highest rating for the Figure 6: Overall Quality of Services by Bellevue Neighborhoods
overall quality of city services.

Those living in Woodridge also give Bellevue a higher than the
rating for quality of city services across all heighborhoods.

While still above the scale mid-point of three (3), Factoria and
Somerset give Bellevue lower ratings as compared to those
living in other neighborhoods.

BELLEVUE

CROSEROADS
4329

WILEURTOM
444

r

Maps illustrate differences in mean
ratings by neighborhood showing
how neighborhoods compare on a
relative basis. In all instances,
neighborhoods score above the
mid-point on a five-point scale.

[ 2.6 to 3.8
[ 2.8 ta 4.0
[ 4.0to 4.2
[Cl42todd
J44tods
[C]46tad.B
[ 4.8 to 5.0

Note: Care should be used in interpreting results within smaller communities when sample sizes are small (n =<25). While comparisons by
neighborhoods can be made, margins of error and differences between neighborhood mean responses may not be statistically significant.
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Explaining in part the increase in rating for overall quality of city Figure 7: Overall Quality of City Services by Home Ownership
services are the higher ratings given by renters compared to
homeownersd 94 percent exceeds expectations compared to 88
percent, respectively. More renters were surveyed in 2011 than
in 20108 30 percent compared to 26 percent, respectively.

100% -

While a relatively small number, homeowners are more likely
than renters to say that the overall quality of services in Bellevue
does not meet their expectationsd 5 percent compared to 2 80% -

percent, respectively. Similarly, those living in single-family m Greatly Exceeds

homes are more likely than those living in multi-family dwelling Expectations
types to say the overall quality of city services does not meet
their expectationsd 6 percent compared to 1 percent,
respectively. 60% - " Exceeds
Expectations
H Meets
Expectations
40% -
m Does Not Meet
Expectation
20% -
X Mean

0%

Owners Renters

ORC2 i How would you rate the overall quality of services provided by the City of Bellevue?
Base: All respondents 2010 (n=646); 2011 (n = 515)
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Proximity of Quality of Life to Residentsd | deal

Nearly two out of five (37%) Bellevue residents Figure 8: Proximity of Quality of Life to Reside
say that the overall quality of life in Bellevue is
extremely close to their ideald up from 17 percent
in 2010. As with the other key metrics, there was
a significant decrease in the percentage of
Bellevue residents giving a neutrald 21 percent in
2010 compared to 6 percent in 2011.

100% -

Consistent with their higher ratings for overall 80% -
guality of life, women are more likely than men to
say that the overall quality of life in Bellevue is
extremely close to their ideal.

m Extremely Close
to Ideal

Table 6: Ratings for Proximity of Quality of Life to 60% - m Close to Ideal

Ideal by Gender

Women Men m Neutral

Extremely Close to 42% 30% 40% -
Ideal
m Not Close to Idea

Close to Ideal 49% 58%

Neutral 5% 8% 20% -
X Mean

Not Close to Ideal 4% 3%

0%

ORC2 i How would you rate the overall quality of services provided by the City of Bellevue?
Base: All respondents 2010 (n=646); 2011 (n = 515)
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Woodridge, Wilburton, and Somerset residents Figure 9: Bell evueds Proximity to Citizeno6s | dec

are the most likely to feel that Bellevue is close to
their ideal city.
NOR :
WILEURTON
4.80
“HIGE
4.51

SOMERSET
4.47

BELLEVUE

Compared to other neighborhoods, Factoria
residents give the lowest overall ratings although
still above the scale mid-point of 3.0.

Maps illustrate differences in mean
ratings by neighborhood showing
how neighborhoods compare on a
relative basis. In all instances,
neighborhoods score above the
mid-point on a five-point scale.

B 36to 3.8
[ 3.8 to 4.0
[ 4.0 to 4.2
[CJ42todd
[J44todB
[]46to 4B
[ 4.8 to 5.0

Note: Care should be used in interpreting results within smaller communities when sample sizes are small (n =<25). While comparisons by
neighborhoods can be made, margins of error and differences between neighborhood mean responses may not be statistically significant.
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As a follow-up, residents who indicated that the
overall quality of life is less than extremely close
to their ideal were asked what Bellevue would
need to do to match what they feel is an ideal city.

The most frequently mentioned idea is to reduce
traffic congestiond 18%. Reducing congestion
was mentioned most often by:

1 Homeownersd 23%
1 Older (55 and older) residentsd 26%

Providing more community services to meet the
needs of all residents including seniors and low-
income residents is a close second (17%). This
was suggested most often by:

1 Rentersd 26%
1 Younger (between 18 and 54) residentsd
21%

Three other items mentioned by more than 10
percent of Bellevue residents who indicated that
Bellevue is not extremely close to their ideal were:

1 Improved public transportationd 13%
1 More affordable housingd 12%
1 Lower cost of livingd 12%

Cost of living was a greater concern for newer and
younger residents.

2011 Bellevue Performance Measures Survey

Table 7: Suggestions for Making Bellevue an Ideal City
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ORC3AT You indicated that the quality of life in Bellevue is less than completely ideal. What would Bellevue need to do to
match what you feel is an ideal city? Base: Residents saying overall quality of life is not extremely close to ideal (n = 285)
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Direction City is Headed

As in 2010, the majority or Bellevue residents feel the city is Figure 10: Direction City is Headed
headed in the right directiond 87 percent in 2010 and 84 percent

in 2011. The difference between the two years is not significant.
Perhaps reflecting the slowly improving economy, there has
been a significant decrease in the percentage of Bellevue
residents saying the Bellevue is headed in the wrong directiond
13 percent in 2010 compared to 7 percent in 2011. There has
been a corresponding increase in the percentage giving a neutral
rating, suggesting that these residents may be waiting to see the 80% -
direction the city takes as the economy continues to improve.

100% -

4 W Strongly Right

Direction
Bel |I e v u-tinBegesidentiage the most likely to say that
Bellevue is headed in the wrong direction. This most likely is due = Somewhat Right
to the many changes in the city since they first moved to what 60% - Direct:gn '9
was originally a suburban community.
Table 8: Direction City is Headed by Length of Residency 3 = Neutral
01 3 4-9 1071 24 25 Plus 40% -
Years Years Years Years
® Wrong Direction
Strongly Right 45% 37% 35% 34%
Direction 2
20% -
Right Direction 47% 46% 49% 40% X Mean
Neutral 5% 14% 8% 13%
i i 0, 0, 0, 0,
Wrong Direction 3% 3% 8% 13% 0% - 1

2010 2011

ORC4 i Overall, would you say that Bellevue is headed in the right or wrong direction?
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Base: All respondents 2010 (n=646); 2011 (n = 515)

Ratings here are relatively consistent across the neighborhoods. Figure 11: Direction City is Headed by Neighborhood
Those living in Crossroads, Wilburton, West Lake Hills, and Somerset
give somewhat higher than average ratings compared to those living
in other neighborhoods.

It is noteworthy that West Bellevue residents give the city lower

ratings (mean of 3.75) for the direction the city is headed. This may
reflect the impact of tolling on the 520 Bridge that might result in
increased traffic on neighborhood arterials, or challenges surrounding
light rail placement. Whileout si de t he,bahotftlye$es ¢
decisions may potentially affect the lifestyles of those living in this
sector of the community.

BELLEVUE

-

Maps illustrate differences in mean
ratings by neighborhood showing
how neighborhoods compare on a
relative basis. In all instances,
neighborhoods score above the
mid-point on a five-point scale.

[ 2610 3.8
[ 38 to 4.0
[ 4.0to 4.2
[J42to 4.4
[J44to 4.6
[J46tod.8
[ 4.8t 5.0

Note: Care should be used in interpreting results within smaller communities when sample sizes are
small (n =<25). While comparisons by neighborhoods can be made, margins of error and differences
between neighborhood mean responses may not be statistically significant.
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Value of Services for Tax Dollars Paid

As in 2010, the majority or Bellevue residents feel they are Figure 12: Value of Services for Tax Dollars Paid
getting their moneyb6s wodéd8h fc
percent in 2010 and 85 percent in 2011.

100% -

At the same time and reflecting the decrease in the percentage of
Bellevue residents feeling the city is headed in the wrong
direction, there has also been a decrease in the percentage
saying that they are nod ldpedenti
in 2010 compared to 6 percent in 2011. There has been a 80% -

corresponding increase in the percentage giving a neutral rating. - 4 m Definitely Getting

Money's Worth
Women, 55 years of age and older, are the most likely to feel
they are definitely get their

pay. Among men, those 18 to 34 and, to a lesser extent, those 60% - m Geting Money's

35 to 54 are the most likely to feel they are definitely getting good Worth
value for their tax dollars. 3
] ] H Neutral
Table 9: Value of Services for Tax Dollars Paid by Age and Gender
40% -
18171 34 357 54 55 Plus
Women m Not Getting
Definitely Getting Value 28% 35% 57% ) Money's Worth
Somewhat Getting Value 54% 52% 35% 20% -
Neutral 14% 6% 6% K Mean
Not Getting Value 4% 6% 3%
Men
Definitely Getting Value 42% 38% 29% m
Somewhat Getting Value 48% 48% 47% 0% - ' 1
Neutral 6% 6% 14% 2010 2011
Not Getting Value 5% 8% 9%
ORC51 - Thinking about City of Bellevue services and facilities, do you feel you are getting your

money's worth for your tax or not?
Base: All respondents 2010 (n=646); 2011 (n = 515)
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Woodridge gives Bellevue the highest ratings for the value of services Figure 13: Value of Services for Tax Dollars Paid by Neighborhood
for the tax dollars they payd higher than nearly every othe
neighborhood.

Conversely, Eastgate / Cougar Mountain residents give Bellevue the
lowest rating compared to other neighborhoods.

BELLEVUE

Those living in West Bellevue also give the city a lower-than-average
rating (relative to other neighborhoods) for this attribute.

Maps illustrate differences in mean
ratings by neighborhood showing
how neighborhoods compare on a
relative basis. In all instances,
neighborhoods score above the
mid-point on a five-point scale.

B 25 to 3.8
[ 3.5 ta 4.0
[ 4.0to 4.2
[J42tod4
[J44to 46
[J46to 4.8
[ 48t 5.0

Note: Care should be used in interpreting results within smaller communities when sample sizes are
small (n =<25). While comparisons by neighborhoods can be made, margins of error and differences
between neighborhood mean responses may not be statistically significant.
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Bel | ev ueShas Rafrigv e

In 2010, ORC introduced a unique and proprietary mathematical model that rates cities on a 5-star point system. Application of the model to

an individual citybs ratings on t hes efromaoneto afoevstar ratiggu €here areonins pogsible | ds a
ratings. To be a five-star city, citizens in that city would need to universally give the city the highest ratings on all five questions. Similarly, to

be a one-star city, citizens in that city would need to universally give the city the lowest ratings for all five questions. Therefore, the majority of

cities are likely to be two to four star cities.

Bellevue is a solid 4.5-Star City. Nearly three out of five (59%) Figure 14: B e | IFieevStae Rating
Bellevue residents rate Bellevue as a 4.5- or 5-Star city.
Mor eover, Bell evueds rating as 100%

-

with a greater percentage of respondents rating Bellevue as a 5-
Star cityd 36 percent in 2011 compared with 25 percent in 2010.

Ratings vary significantly by age and gender, reflecting some of
the earlier differences noted for the individual questions. Notably, 80% -

1 Women 55 and older are the most likely to rate Bellevue
as a 5-Star city while men in this age group are the most
likely to rate Bellevue as a 4-Star city or lower.

1 Those between the ages of 35 and 54 are the most likely 60% -

to give Bellevue a rating below 4.5 (47%). This is true for m 5-Star
both men (45%) and women (48%) This is primarily

driven by those between the ages of 45 and 54 (51%), w4.5 Star
with women in this age group being the most likely to give m 4-Star

. 0p -
Bellevue a 4.0 rating or lower (59%). 40% m Less than 4 Star:

Table 10: Five-Star Ratings by Age and Gender

1871 34 3571 54 55 Plus 20% -
Women
5-Star 33% 32% 60%
4.5-Star 30% 20% 18%
4.0 Star or Lower 37% 48% 22%
Men 0% -
5-Star 45% 26% 21%
4.5-Star 20% 29% 27% 2010 2011
4.0 Star or Lower 35% 45% 52%
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Use of the 5-Star rating yields immediate and robust insights while at the same time laying the foundation for deeper analysis and
understanding to enable civic leaders to identify areas of strengths and areas for improvements. Specifically, the 5-Star Rating allows
Bellevue and other participating cities to obtain a robust view of how satisfied its citizens are, in a way that is consistent and comparable
between cities of all sizes and in all parts of the country.

In 2010, a comparison of Bellevue to other 4.5-Star cities suggested two areas for improvementd (1) the extent to which the quality of life in
Bell evue meets its citizenso6 ideal point for d@erddltysiod ilndiec atnedd (t2h
performance was very consistent with other 4.5-Star cities in terms of the value of services the city provides for the tax dollars paid.

The 2011 analysis continues to show that Bellevue performs as well as or better than other 4.5-Star cities in terms of the value of services
provided. Mor eover , daylaligeed with dher 4r5-Staricitieg fer thase ®vo ardas identified as improvements needed in
2010. One area where Bellevue continues to under-perform relative to other 4.5-Star cities is the direction the city is headed.

Bel | evue 6 sverBus NdtionalBanthmearks i 2011

Figure 15: Bel | evue b sverBus NdtionalBanchomarks i 2010 Figure 16:

Quality of Life
5

Value of Service

Direction City ig

Headed

Bellevue 2010 === 4 Star

Quality of Services

4.5 Star = = 5 Star

Value of Services

Direction City ig

Quiality of Life
5

Headed

Bellevue 2011 === 4 Star

Quality of Services

4.5 Star = = 5 Star

2011 Bellevue Performance Measures Survey

34




ORCInternational

an (infogroup company

Looking at the combined ratings for these five questions as

represented

neighborhood.

b y-St& KRatihgeleanyesibows thai whike
the over rating is high, there is variation in responses by

Wilburton and Woodridge have the highest overall Star Ratings.

Citywide Wilburton Woodridge
Five-Star 4.24 4.59 4.50
Overall Quality of Life 4.28 4.56 478
Overall Quality of Services 4.16 4.44 4.37
Proximity to Ideal 4.22 4.50 451
Direction City is Headed 4.12 4.30 4.06
Value of Services 4.16 4.29 4.16

On the other hand, three neighborhoods gave lower overall star
ratings. Differences by questions included in this rating suggest

some potential issues:

9 Eastgate / Cougar Mountain: Overall quality of life and

proximity to ideal point as well as value of services

1 Somerset: Overall quality of services
I West Bellevue: Direction city is headed and value of
services
Eastgate / West
Citywide Cougar Mt. Somerset Bellevue

Five-Star 4.24 4.09 4.07 4.02
Overall Quality of Life 4.28 4.16 4.36 4.28
Overall Quality of 4.16 4.01 3.90 412
Services
Proximity to Ideal 4.22 4.10 4.47 4.23
Direction City is 4.12 4.09 4.24 3.75
Headed
Value of Services 4.16 3.79 4.26 3.94

2011 Bellevue Performance Measures Survey

Figure 17: Bel | e vStae Ratng By Neighborhood

BELLEVUE

I 4.10 and below
[ 4.10 to 4.20
[ 4.20 to 4.30
[ 4.30 ta 4.40
[ 4.40 to 4.50
[ 4.50 and above

Note: Care should be used in interpreting results within smaller communities when sample sizes are
small (n =<25). While comparisons by neighborhoods can be made, margins of error and differences

between neighborhood mean responses may not be statistically significant.
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Perceptions of Bellevue as a Place to Live

The majority of Bellevue residents say that Bellevue is a goodto  Figure 18: Perceptions of Bellevue as a Place to Live
excellent place to live. While there have been some shifts in the

distribution of the percent who rate Bellevue as excellent or good .
as well as decrease in the overall mean, these changes are not 100% S
statistically significant but should be monitored.
Women, notably older women, rate Bellevue higher as a place to
live than do men.
80% -
Table 11: Perceptions of Bellevue as a Place to Live by Age and 4
Gender m Excellent
18-34 35-54 55 Plus
Women 60% - = Good
Excellent 51% 45% 58%
Good 46% 51% 37% 3
A
Average 4% 2% 2% verage
40% -
Poor 0% 2% 3%
Men m Poor
Excellent 42% 37% 39% 2
Good 54% 59% 54% 20% -
Average 5% 2% 5% X Mean
Poor 0% 2% 2%
0% - 1

Q17 Overall, how would you describe the City of Bellevue as a place to live?
Base: All respondents 2010 (n=646); 2011 (n = 515)

L]
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When asked what Bellevue could do better, most residents focused
on reduced traffic congestion and improved public transportation
services (e.g., more routes, more stops, more bus shelters).

When asked what makes Bellevue a good place to live, low crime
rates were mentioned most oftend 31 percent of Bellevue residentsd

notably by:
1 Rentersd 45%
1 Residents of multi-family dwelling typesd 39%
1 New residents (lived in Bellevue less than 4 years)d 45%
1 Younger residents (between 18 and 34)8 44%

The number and convenience of the different amenities, such as
shopping and restaurants, was mentioned by one out of four (25%)

residents.

1 Those living in Bellevue between four and nine years were
most likely to mention amenitiesd 38%

Table 12: Reasons Why Bellevue is a Good Place to Live Table 13: Areas for Improvement

Total Total
Low Crime / Safe 31% Traffic 18%
Numerous / Convenient Amenities 25% Public Transportation 17%
Schools 18% Road Maintenance 7%
Clean 18% More Activities 7%
Good Park System 11% Better Law Enforcement 7%
Green Space 10% More Sidewalks 6%
Convenient to Everything 7% Nothing 6%
Nice People / Friendly 6%

All - What would you like the City to do better?
Base: All respondents 2011 (n = 515)

A1H - What makes Bellevue a good place to live?
Base: All respondents 2011 (n = 515)

1
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Key Community Indicators

Overall Ratings

The City of Bellevue has identified a Table 14: Key Community Indicators and Corresponding Dimensions
total of 24 items as Key Community

Indicators. These indicators are Dimension Indicators
included in -20B2 C
Budget. Respondents were asked
the extent to which they agreed or
disagreed that each of these q
indicators described Bellevue.

Bellevue is a good place to raise children

Bellevue fosters and supports a diverse community in which all generations have
opportunities to live well, work, and play

Bellevue is doing a good job helping to create a business environment that is
competitive, supports entrepreneurs, creates jobs, and supports the economic
Competitive environment of the community

=a =

Factor analysis was used to identify

R 1 Bellevue is a visionary community in which creativity is fostered
whether there were combinations of f Bellevue is doing a good job of planning for growth in ways that add value to the
indicators that are correlated. This quality of life
analysis suggests that Bellevue 1 Bellevue is doing a good job of looking ahead and seeking innovative solutions to
residents think about these regional and local challenges
indicators in terms of five 1 Bellevue has attractive neighborhods that are well-maintained
dimensions. The indicators 1 Bellevue offers me and my family opportunities to experience nature where we live,

contained within each dimension work, and play

are outlined in the adjacent table. 1 Bellevueds environment suppobeilgs my per
. . Healthy . . . . .

Dimensions are named based the 1 Bellevue is doing a good job of creating a healthy, natural environment that supports
indicators in that dimension. healthy living for current and future generations

1 Ilive in a neighborhood that supports families particularly those with children

T Bell evue can rightfully be called a fic

1 Bellevue is a safe community in which to live, learn, work, and play

1 Bellevue is well-prepared to respond to emergencies

Safe X

1 Bellevue plans well to respond to emergencies

1 Bellevue has attractive neighborhoods that are safe

1 Bellevue does a good job of keeping residents informed

1 Bellevue is a welcoming and supportive community that demonstrates it cares for its

Engaged residents through its actions

Bellevue promotes a community that encourages citizen engagement

Bellevue listens to its residents and seeks their involvement

| live in a neighborhood that provides convenient access to my day-to-day activities
Bellevue is providing a safe transportation system for all users

| can travel within Bellevue in a reasonable and predictable amount of time
Bellevue is doing a good job of planning for and implementing a range of
transportation options such as light rail, bus, bikeways, walkways, and streets

Mobility

=& _—a_a_-48_-9_-9

- _______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________]
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An overall rating is computed for each of these dimensions that Figure 19: Performance on Key Community Indicator Dimensions
indicates how well Bellevue is doing in each of the five areas.

In general, Bellevue residents agree that Bellevue performs well = Agreement

on all dimensionsd mean ratings of 4 or higher on a five-point 5 -

scale.

Bellevue does best in terms of being safe, notably for:

9 Being a safe community in which to live, work, and play

4.48
4.21 4.18 413
_ _ _ 4.00
91 Planning for / being able to respond to emergencies 4 -
Bellevue also does well for creating an environment that promotes
healthy living, notably by:
i Maintaining its neighborhoods
91 Offering opportunities for families to experience nature 3 -
While Bellevue is seen as doing a good job for engaging its
citizens, notably by keeping its citizens informed, it could do a
better job listening to its residents and encouraging their
involvement.
Somewhat lower ratings for competitiveness and mobility suggest 2 7
potential areas for improvement. Of note, Bellevue is seen as
being able to do better in:
1 Looking ahead and seeking innovative solutions to
regional and local challenges
T[ 1 T T T T 1

Planning for and implementing a range of transportation
options Safe Healthy Living Engaged Competitive Mobility

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________|
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Table 15: Performance on Key Community Indicatorsd Safe

0,
Key Community Indicators % Strongly

Agree/Agree Mean
Safe community in which to live, learn, work, and play 96% 4.58
Well-prepared to respond to emergencies 95% 4.48
Plans appropriately to respond to emergencies 93% 4.48
Has attractive neighborhoods that are safe 93% 4.39

Table 16: Performance on Key Community Indicatorsd Competitive

0
Key Community Indicators % Strongly

Agree/Agree Mean
Is a good place to raise children 92% 443
Fosters and supports a diverse community in which all generations have good opportunities 87% 4.22
Doing a good job of helping to create a supportive and competitive business environment 84% 4.10
Is a visionary community in which creativity is fostered 82% 4.04
Doing a good job of planning for growth in ways that add value to quality of life 82% 4.00
Doing a good job of looking ahead and seeking innovative solutions to regional and local challenges 82% 3.99

Table 17: Performance on Key Community Indicatorsd Mobility

0,
Key Community Indicators % Strongly

Agree/Agree Mean
Live in neighborhood that provides convenient access to my day-to-day activities 90% 4.38
Providing a safe transportation system for all users 82% 4.06
Can travel within Bellevue in a reasonable and predictable amount of time 7% 3.85
Doing a good job of planning for and implementing a range of transportation options 71% 3.70

Note: Red dividing lines in tables indicates the overall mean of the KClIs contained in that dimension (shown in Figure 19 on page 39)

- _______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________]
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Table 18: Performance on Key Community Indicatorsd Engaged

% Strongly

Key Community Indicators Agree/Agree Mean
Keeps residents informed 91% 4.29
Welcoming and supportive community that demonstrates it cares for its residents through its actions 85% 4.15
Promotes a community that encourages citizen engagement 85% 414
Listens to its residents and seeks their involvement 84% 412
Table 19: Performance on Key Community Indicatorsd Healthy Living
% Strongly

Key Community Indicators Agree/Agree Mean
Attractive neighborhoods that are well-maintained 94% 4.39
Offers me and my family opportunities to experience nature where we live, work, and play 91% 4.32
Environment supports my personal health and well-being 89% 4.29
Doing a good job of creating a natural environment that supports healthy living for current and future 90% 4.97
generations ? '

I live in a neighborhood that supports families particularly those with children 82% 4.08
Bell evue can rightfully be called a Acity in a pa 7% 3.92

Note: Red dividing lines in tables indicates the overall mean of the KCls contained in that dimension (shown in Figure 19 on page 39)

2011 Bellevue Performance Measures Survey
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Key Drivers Analysis

Key Drivers Analysis uses a combination of factor and regression analysis to identify which of Key Community Indicators (KCIs) have the

greatestimpactonr esi dent sé overall

diasmpensareddy it B-Star R&ting BTehé durposaiot these analyses is to

determine which KClIs contained in the survey are most closely associated withB e | | e +$tag Rasing.5

If a respondent strongly agrees that all of the KCls identified are k e y

driver s,

it can

fatimgs prr thee divie potver d

guestions contained in the 5-Star Rating would also be very high. Conversely, residents who do not strongly agree that the majority of the

KCls are key drivers are also likelytogi ve | ower
Rating and are items to focus on to maintain or improve this rating.
The first step in the analysis identifies the extent to which the five
overall dimensions identified on page 38i mpact B e-Btare
Rating.

Three of the five dimensions have a significant impact on
Bel | e vStaxr Rasing:5

1 Safety
1 Competitiveness
1 Mobility

Improvements to these three areas overall will have the greatest
i mpact on Bell evuebds rating.

Key Driver Analysis looks at relationships between
individual survey questions or combinations of these
questionsandB e | | e v u-StérRatikgiande
identifies the questions that have the greatest

influence on -BaRatilgvueds Fiv

2011 Bellevue Performance Measures Survey

rati

ngs on

t he

Figure 20: Key Drivers Analysisd Overall Dimensions

f i v eStagRating. THe KCissidentified t
drivers are not those that do better or worse in terms of describing Bellevue. These are the items that explain the variationinBe | | e vStag 6 s

Engaged, 10.5

Mobility, 16.5

Healthy, 7.5

Competitive,
27.4

Safe, 38.(

Factors highlighted in red are key driversd that is, a change in these primary dimensions

woul d have a

signi fi cd&mtRatihgnpact on

Bel | e\
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The second step in the analysis identifies the extent to which each of  Figure 21: Key Drivers Analysisd Safe
the individual Key Community Indicators contained within the overall
dimension is a key driver. Again regression analysis is used to
identify which KCIs ar e s iS@marRating. c

Is well
Within those dimensions identified as key drivers, the following prepare;itto
individual KClIs contribute signi e[ﬁzfggncigs Is a safe
' community
1 Safety 16.3 in which to
f Is a safe community in which to live, learn, work, and play live, learn,
work and

1 Has attractive neighborhoods that are safe

.. lay, 40.4
1 Competitiveness a3y

1 Good place to raise children

9 Fosters and supports a diverse community in which all
generations have good opportunities

1 Is avisionary community that fosters creativity

1 Mobility

9 Lives in neighborhood that has convenient access to day
to day activities
9 Provides a safe transportation system for all users

Has
1 Isdoing a good jo.b of planning for and implementing attractive
transportation options neighbor
While the remaining two dimensions were not identified as key hoods that
drivers, several Key Community Indicators do have a significant are safe, 26.9

i mpact on BeStdr Rating.eThese irkclude:e
E d Those factors highlighted in red are key driversd that is, a change in these areas
l ngage would have a signific®mtRatingnpact on Bel |l
1 Is awelcoming and supportive community that

demonstrates it cares about its residents through its

actions
1 Healthy

1 Has attractive neighborhoods that are well-maintained

91 Does a good job of creating a healthy natural environment
that supports healthy living for current and future
generations

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________|
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71 Lives in a neighborhood that supports families, particularly
those with children

Figure 22: Key Drivers--Competitive Figure 23: Key Drivers--Mobility
Doing a good
job of creating Can travel
a competitive within
ahead and enwrgr:)ment, G(_)od pl_ace to predictable Neighborhood
looking for . raise children, _ amount of has
. 44.2 time, 0.0 i
solutions, 2.3 Doing a goodtime, convenient
Does a good job of access to day
job of planning planning for to-day
for grow‘[h1 ) and ) ctivities, 51.1
12.7 implementing
transportation
options, 21.0
Is a visionar
community
which fosters
creativity,
17.7 Fosters and Provides a
supports a safe
diverse transportation
community system for all
for all users, 28.0
generations,
23.1
Note: Those factors highlighted in red are key drivers6t hat i s, a change in these areas wouStadRatingve a signi fi

_______________________________________________________________________________________]
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Figure 24: Key Drivers--Engaged

Figure 25: Key Drivers--Healthy

Welcoming
and
supportive
community
Promotes a that
community demonstrates
that it cares about
encourages residents ,
citizen 44.2
engagement

12.4

Keeps
residents
informed, 19.8

.Stf SgdzSQ
environment Bejlevue can
SUPPOItS MY rightly be

personal  cajled a 'City in Has attractive

healthand 3 park’, 5.4 neighbor
well-being, hoods that are
11.4 well-
L maintained,
_lee ina 290
neighborhood
that supports
families,
particularly
those with

children, 13.1

Offers me an
my family Doing a good

opportunities job of creating
to experience a healthy
Listens to nature where
. . natural
residents and we live, work, environment
seeks their and play, 15.4 that supports
input, 19.8 healthy living
for current
and future
generations,
25.7
Those factors highlighted in red are key driversdt hat i s, a change
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in these areas wovuStadRatingve a significan

45



ORCInternational

an (infogroup CcOompany

The final step in the analysis is to identify key areas where Bellevue may wish to allocate additional resources based on what is most
important to residents (i.e., are key driversof B e | | e wStag Rasing)sand current performance on the individual Key Community Indicators.
Three resource allocation strategies are identified:

t  rarcRatiigand wberd resielents domdt stiBregly dgeee thaetibe KCIS

1. Invest: These are areas tha
I d have a signi f i c-&tartRatingnmahe dupportmg tBbéel | evue 6

describes Bellevue. Investing in these areas w 0 u
these KCls are highlighted in red.

2. Maintain: These are areas i dent i f iSardRatagandivmegre ré&sidents srongly agree thtdhe K@v ue ds 5
describes Bel |l evue. Because of the impact of these items oreiBel |l evl
these areas as a decrease in the |l evel of <StrrRathge fhese&Cldade have a n

highlighted in green in the table below.
3. Monitor: This grouping contains two types of KCls.

a. KCl's that are not i ndi vi duStalRatng laut ake@art ofcam dvaradl dimeosion tBati$ d keywdtiver6 s 5
and residents do not strongly agree that the KCI describes Bellevue. At a minimum, current level of resources should be
maintained in these areas. Additional resources could be allocated to these areas if available to improve performance.

b. KCls are individual | y5-Siar Ragng butlareipartefran avdrall @&raendior that is riot a key driver and
residents do not strongly agree that the KCI describes Bellevue. These indicators should be monitored to ensure that they do
not at some point become Key Drivers.

These items are highlighted in yellow in the following table.
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nal

Figure 26: Resource Allocation Analysis

Does a good job of planning
for growth

Can travel within Bellevue in
predictable amount of time

Engaged

Welcoming and supportive
community that

demonstrates it cares about

residents D

Listens to residents and
seeks their input

Keeps residents informs

Offers me and my family
opportunities to experience
nature where we live, work,
and play

Promotes a community that
encourages citizen
engagement

Live in a neighborhood that
supports families, particularly
those with childrenD

Does a good job of looking
ahead and looking for
solutions

Doing a good job of creating
a competitive business
environment

Bell evueds eny
supports my personal health
and well-being

Bellevue can rightly be called
a 'City in a park.'

D = Key Diriver; -
-: Key driver; above-average agreement; maintain;

= Key driver; lower-than-average agreement; invest;

2011 Bellevue Performance Measures Survey

= areas to monitor or invest if resources are available

47



ORCInternational

an (infogroup COMmMpany

Bellevue Neighborhoods

As a Place to Live

Ninety-three percent (93%) describe their neighborhood as a Figure 27: Perceptions of Bellevuebds Neig
good or excellent place to lived up from 89 percent in 2011.
Older residents and those who have lived in Bellevue for 25 or 100% - r o
more years are the most likely to describe their neighborhood as
an excellent place to live.
Table 20: Perceptions of Bellevued s Ne i g h bloyrLéngth of s 80% -
Residency
-4 m Excellent
O0to3 4t09 10to 24 25 Plus
Years Years Years Years
Excellent 42% 37% 50% 59% 60% 1 = Good
Good 51% 56% 44% 33% 3
0 0 0, 0
Average 4% 2% 2% 1% = Average
Poor 4% 6% 4% 6% 40% -
Mean 4.30 4.24 4.38 4.44
m Poor
-2
In addition, those living in single-family dwelling types are more 20% -
likely than those living in multi-family housing to describe their « Mean
neighborhood as excellent i 52 percent compared to 41 percent,
respectively. This is true for both renters and homeowners.
0% - T . 5%. 1
2010 2011

Q17 Overall, how would you describe your neighborhood as a place to live?
Base: All respondents 2010 (n=646); 2011 (n = 515)
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Compared to other Bellevue neighborhoods, those living in Bridle Figure 28: Neighborhood as a Place to Live by Neighborhood
Trails give higher ratings for their neighborhood as a place to live.
Other neighborhoods receiving above-average ratings as a place to
live include:

Woodridge
Wilburton
Newport
Somerset

&) BELLEWUE

= =4 =4 =4

Those living in Factoria give their neighborhood the lowest rating as a
place to live compared to other neighborhoods in Bellevue. Other
neighborhoods receiving below-average ratings include:

NORTHEAST BELLEVUE
422

WILBURTON BER

4.54

1 West Lake Hills
M1 Northeast Bellevue
1 Sammamish / East Lake Hills

Maps illustrate differences in mean
ratings by neighborhood showing
how neighborhoods compare on a
relative basis. In all instances,
neighborhoods score above the
mid-point on a five-point scale.

NEWPORT
481

I .60 to 3.80

[ 3.20 to 4.00
[ 4.00 to 4.20
[ 4.20 to 4.40
[ 4.40 to 4.80
[ 4.60 to 4.80
I 4.20 to 5.00

Note: Care should be used in interpreting results within smaller communities when sample sizes are
small (n =<25). While comparisons by neighborhoods can be made, margins of error and differences
between neighborhood mean responses may not be statistically significant.
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Sense of Community

Nearly two out of three (64%) Bellevue residents feel that their
neighborhood has a sense of community i 22 percent feel their
neighborhood has a strong sense of community.

Long-term residents are the most likely to say that their
neighborhood has a strong sense of community. More than one
out of three (35%) new residents say that their neighborhood has
little or no sense of community.

Table 21: Sense of Community by Length of Residency

Oto3 4t09 10to 24 25 Plus

Years Years Years Years
Strong Sense of 16% 17% 25% 29%
Community
Some Sense of 42% 40% 39% 48%
Community
Average 7% 15% 12% 5%
No / Little Sense of 35% 28% 24% 19%
Community

Those living in multi-family dwelling times are more likely than
those living in single-family homes to say that their neighborhood
has no or little sense of communityd 35 percent compared to 20
percent, respectively. This is noteworthy for renters in multi-
family housingd 41 percent.

2011 Bellevue Performance Measures Survey

Figure 29: Percept i on sSensdof Goenmunétyw ue 6 s
100% -
90% -
80% -
70% -
60% - u gtrong Sense of
ommunity
1 Some Sense of
50% Community
m Average Sense of
40% - Community
m No / Little Sense of
30% - Community at All
20% -
10% -
0% -
2010 2011

Q17 Some neighborhoods have what is called a 'sense of community.'? Would you say your
neighborhood has a...?
Base: All respondents 2010 (n=646); 2011 (n = 515)
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Those living in Bridle Trails also give their neighborhood the Figure 30: Ratings for Sense of Community by Neighborhood
highest rating for a sense of community. Other neighborhoods
with above-average ratings for sense of community include:

M Crossroads
1 Newport

BELLEVUE

 Somerset

On the other hand, those living in Factoria also give their
neighborhood the lowest rating for a sense of community relative
to other Bellevue neighborhoods. Northwest Bellevue residents
also give their neighborhood a somewhat lower rating for sense
of community as compared to other Bellevue neighborhoods. VALBURTON

174

Maps illustrate differences in mean
ratings by neighborhood showing
how neighborhoods compare on a
relative basis. In all instances,
neighborhoods score above the
mid-point on a five-point scale.

I 2.80 ta 3.00
[ 3.00 to 3.20
[ 3.20 to 3.40
[ 3.40 to 3.60
[ 3.60 to 3.80
[ 3.80 to 4.00

[ 4.00 to 4.3

Note: Care should be used in interpreting results within smaller communities when sample sizes are small

(n =<25). While comparisons by neighborhoods can be made, margins of error and differences between
neighborhood mean responses may not be statistically significant.
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Police-Related Problems in Neighborhoods

Respondents were asked what they believe is the
most serious police-related problem in their
neighborhood. They were read a list and asked to
provide a single answer.

More than one out of four respondents (29%) said
that there was no serious police-related problem
in their neighborhood (11%) or they did not know
of any serious police-related problems in their
neighborhood (18%).

Of those who reported experiencing or knowing of
police-related problems, 41 percent respondents
said Property crimes and burglaries were by far
the most frequent neighborhood crime problems.

2011 Bellevue Performance Measures Survey

Figure 31: Police-Related Problems in Neighborhoods

Property Crime / Burglary

Speeding

Car Theft / Car Trouble / Car Nois

Drugrelated Crime

Juvenile Crime

Vandalism

Other

Mail Theft

Code Enforcement

Domestic Violence

Gangrelated Crime

41%

Q691 What do you believe is the most serious police-related problem in your neighborhood?
Base: (n=364), respondents excluding thoses t at i n gn=%6hoorn efiod i d (n=®4)

knowo
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Parks and Recreation

Use of Parks and Recreation Programs

While use of Bellevueds par ks ccTable22: Use of Bellevueds Parks and
residents report having personally visited a park or park facility in the
past 12 months in 2011 than in 20108 85 percent compared to 90 Parks and Park Facilities Recreation Programs
percent, respectively. At the same time, the percentage reporting that
no one in their household has visited a park nearly doubledd from 6 2010 2011 2010 2011
percent in 2010 to 11 percent in 2011.

Personally 90% 85% 23% 16%

1 Bell evuebds youngest an3pandokest : Used

residents (those 65 and older) are the most likely to indicate

they have not visited a park in the past yeard 19 percent and Family 32% 36% 15% 15%
16 percent, respectively. Members
1 Residents without children are also more likely to say they Have Used
oy : N
have not visited a park in the past yeard 14%. No One in 6% 11% 59% a
Household

Similarly, personal participation in a recreation program decreased
from 23 percent in 2010 to 16 percent in 2011.

T Given the nature of Bel | e-lvased |
and targeted toward specific age and lifecycle segments),
those with children are the most likely to have participated in a
recreation program in the past yeard 47 percent participation
rate for those with children compared to 19 percent for those
without children.

There is no diff er enc eandrecreatiene o f
programs by gender.
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Perceptions of Bellevue Parks and Recreation
Overall Satisfaction

While still highd 93 percent satisfiedd there has been some shift in levels of
satisfaction since 2010, a shift which should be carefully monitored given
Bell evueds focus on being a Acity

1 Specifically, there has been a decrease in the percentage of
Bellevue residents who say they are very satisfiedd from 57 percent
in 2010 to 47 percent in 20116 and a corresponding increase in the
percentage who are simply satisfiedd from 35 percent in 2010 to 46
percent in 2011.

1 In addition, while a relatively small number, the percentage of
Bellevue residents saying they are dissatisfied with Bellevue parks
and recreation has more than doubledd from 2 percent in 2010 to 5
percent in 2011.

Women are significantly more likely than men to say they are very satisfied
withBel | evueds par ks anddb4 peeantcengpared o9
percent, respectively. As noted on the previous page, there is no
difference in use by gender, suggesting that there is something about
existing programs and facilities that is less appealing to men.

I n additi on, -tirBeardsitleaty arecthie snost likely tp suggest
that they are very satisfied with
newest residents are the most likely to say they are just satisfied or even
dissatisfied, suggesting that they have different needs and expectations.

Table 23: Satisfaction with Parks and Recreation by Length of Residency

Oto 3 4t09 10to 24 25 Plus

Years Years Years Years
Very satisfied 39% 44% 49% 54%
Satisfied 48% 52% 44% 40%
Neutral 4% 1% 2% 4%
Dissatisfied 9% 3% 4% 2%

2011 Bellevue Performance Measures Survey

Figure 32: Overall Satisfaction with Bellevue Parks and
Recreation
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Q9E i Overall, how satisfied are you with parks and recreation in Bellevue?
Base: All respondents 2010 (n=646); 2011 (n = 515)
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Ratings of Parks

Bell evueds parks receive t&a® hi Table25: Ratings for Bellevueodos Parks
percent good or excellent. Moreover, ratings for the safety in
Bell evueds parks incr eadsfrendd4d0si gn 2010 2011
percent excellent in 2010 to 50 percent excellent in 2011.
% Excellent 40% 50%
While stildl relatively high, Be
for the range and variety of recreation activitiesd 85 percent good or  Safety % Good 52% 44%
excellent. And perhaps explaining the decrease in overall
satisfaction is the decrease in ratings for the range and variety of Mean 4.31 4.41
recreation activitiesd from 91 percent positive in 2010 to 84 percent
in 2011. Itis also noteworthy that men rate the range and variety of % Excellent 52% 56%
recreation activities lower than do womend 32 percent excellent
compared to 45 percent, respectively. Appearance % Good 43% 39%
Ratings are also somewhat lower for the number of parksd 90 Mean 4.45 4.49
percent good or excellent.
% Excellent 49%
Key Drivers Analysis (explained in more detail on pageKey Drivers ; .
Analysis 42) clearly shows that the range and variety of recreation Number of Parks % Good n.a. 41%
activities and the number of parks are the most important drivers of m N2
residentsodo overall satisfaction ean :
Table 24: Key Drivers of Overall Sati % Excellent 42% 39%
Range and Variety of
Impact on Overall Recreation Activities i Eoee G sl
Satisfaction
Mean 423 418
Range and variety of recreation activities 34.0
Number of parks 32.3
Appearance 25.0
Safety 8.8

- _______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________]
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Bellevue Utilities
Overall Satisfaction

Satisfaction with Bellevue Utilities has improved significantly since
20100 increase from 89 percent positive in 2010 to 94 percent
positive in 2011.

1 There has been an increase in the percentage saying they are
very satisfiedd from 51 percent to 57 percentd and a
decrease in those giving neutral or dissatisfied ratingsd from
10 percent to 5 percent.

Bel | e v u-nfegesidentqage the most likely to suggest that they
are very satisfied with Bellevue Utilities.

Table 26: Satisfaction with Parks and Recreation by Length of
Residency

Oto3 4t09 10to 24 25 Plus

Years Years Years Years
Very satisfied 48% 51% 56% 74%
Satisfied 43% 46% 39% 21%
Neutral 7% 0% 2% 3%
Dissatisfied 2% 3% 3% 2%

2011 Bellevue Performance Measures Survey

Figure 33: Overall Satisfaction with Bellevue Utilities
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Q161 Overall, how satisfied are you as a customer of the Bellevue Utilities Department?

Base: All respondents 2010 (n=646); 2011 (n = 515)
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Services
Bellevue Utilities receives relatively high ratings for all of its
services.

1 Ratings are highest for maintenance of an adequate
and uninterrupted supply of water.

1 While still high, Bellevue receives lower ratings for
protection and restoration of its streams, lakes, and

wetlands and for providing effective drainage programs.

Consistent with the increase in overall satisfaction, ratings for
the individual services also increased. The increase is
greatest for effective drainage programs, followed by
protection and restoration of streams, lakes, and wetlands and
recycling, yard waste, and garbage collection services.

Table 27: RatingsforBel | evue Utilitiesd Services

2010 2011

Maintaining an adequate % Excellent / Very Good 73% 78%

and uninterrupted supply of

water Mean 9.00 9.22

0, 0, 0,
Providing reliable % Excellent / Very Good 71% 75%
uninterrupted sewer service Mean 8.93 914
0, 0, 0,

Providing water that is safe % Excellent / Very Good 67% 74%

and healthy to drink Mean 8.72 8.96

Providing reliable recycling, | % Excellent / Very Good 58% 67%

yard waste, and garbage

collection services Mean 8.48 8.79

Protecting and restoring % Excellent / Very Good 44% 52%

Bell evueds st

and wetlands Mean 7.96 8.31

Providing effective drainage | % Excellent / Very Good 43% 53%

programs, including flood

control Mean 7.93 8.31
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Key Drivers Analysis (explained in more detail on page 42) Table 28: Key Drivers of Overall Satisfaction with Bellevue Utilities
clearly shows that three services have the greatest influence on
overall satisfaction with Bellevue Utilities:

Impact on
1 Providing reliable recycling, yard waste, and garbage Overall
collection services. Relative to other Bellevue Utilities Satisfaction Performance
services, performance in this area is average.
) i Providing reliable recycling, yard 28.3 8.79
T Protecting and restoring B yaste andgarbage collection
wetlands. Relative to other utility services, performance services
in this area is below average.
1 Providing water that is safe and healthy to drink. sPtr:aaomts Talge; ;ng \?veu;ngsd re 255 831
Performance in this area is above average. ’ ’
Two other services are also significant but less important Providing water that is safe and 22.9 8.96
drivers: healthy to drink
1 Providing reliable, uninterrupted sewer service. Providing reliable uninterrupted 12.9 9.14
Performance in this area is above average. sewer service
1 Providing effective draining programs, including flood . _ .
control. Performance in this area is below average. Providing effective drainage s il
programs, including flood control
Maintaining an adequate and uninterrupted supply of water is
not a key driver of overall satisfaction. This most likely Maintaining an adequate and 0.0 9.22
suggests that this is a basic expectation for service. Bellevue uninterrupted supply of water
Utilities receives the highest rating for this aspect of service.
Mean 8.79

- _______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________]
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PCD
Neighborhood and Community Outreach

Awareness of the Mini-City Hall at Crossroads remains relatively Figure 34: Awareness and Use of Mini City Hall at Crossroads
high8 64 percent . Awareness is | ow

' Youngest residentsd 60 percent of those under 35 are not 100% 7

aware

04 -
1 Newest residentsd 66 percent of those who have lived in 90%

Bellevue for three or fewer years are not aware and 55
percent of those who have lived in Bellevue between four and 80% -
nine years are not aware
0f -
Use decreased slightlyd from 14 percent in 2010 to 11 percent in 0%
2011. This decrease is significant and should be monitored. As
would be expected, use varies significantly by neighborhood and 60% -
proximity of the neighborhood to Crossroads.

m Aware / Have
Used

50% -
Table 29: Use of Mini-City Hall by Neighborhood ° -Cwa(;e / Have not
se
% Use Mini-City Hall 40% - Not A
m Not Aware

Crossroads 26% 30% -
Sammamish / East Lake Hills 22%
Northeast Bellevue 15% 20% -
Wilburton 12%
0,
Newport 11% 10% -
Factoria 10%
Somerset 10% 0% -
West Lake Hills 9% 2010 2011
Bridle Trails 8%
Northwest Bellevue 6%
Eastgate / Cougar Mountain 5% Q377 Are you aware of the Mini-City Hall at Crossroads?
0 Q38 - Have you used the Mini-City Hall at Crossroads?
West Bellevue 0% Base: All respondents 2010 (n=646); 2011 (n = 515)
Woodbridge 0%
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