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INTRODUCTION

The Instiute of Applied Research (IAR) is pleased to present the results260i7s
Inland Empire Annual Survey. IAR has been conductingis annual surveyn San Bernardino
Countyfor eleven yearsand we arelelighted thaRiverside County e si dentwede opi ni on
alsoelicitedthis year after a hiatus of several years.
The purpose of theurveyis to provide pbcy-related research that relatesssues
important toboth counties This 2007 Inland Empirdnnual Survey provides decisionakers
with objective, accurate and current information for:

. evaluating key public and private sector services and activitig®.g., retail services,

health care, education, transportation);

. describing the publicbs curr éenmpublicvi ews as w

perceptons of such issues as: quality of life, the state of the local economy, perceptions
of the region as a place to live and work, problems and issues fatingountiege.g.,

crime, pollution, immigrationtraffic congestion, and promotion of economic

devdopmen};
. providing a regional focusfor the ongoing discussion of key local/regional issues; and
. disseminating a coherent picture of San Bernardin& RiversideCount v resi dent

views, beliefs, and demographic characteristid® key decision makers wittiand

outside the county, thus enabling comparisons to other counties.

Thelnland EmpireAnnual Survey also includes (on a space available basis), romaetary

itemsdesigned to meet specific information needs of some sponsors thighiegion.

THE QUESTIONNAIRE
Questionnaire items were selected on the following basis: Several questions were
incorporated from previousnnualSurveys of Riverside and San Bernardino counties which
were designed to track c¢hangetdheioquadty of lifeiande i n r
economic weklbeing, their views about the pressing issoigthe day, and their ratings of public
services and agenciefn addition, a number of standard demographic questions were included

for tracking purposes and for cresbulation of findings. Tracking questions, of course, provide
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public agencies and businesses with trend data often needed in policy making and outcome
assessmentslhese questions are also valuable in comparing the Inland Empire with other
regions in lhe state and natiorA number of sponsors also submitted questions for their
proprietary use. Finally, the researchers, in consultation with sponsors, added questions
concerning current issues which have policy and research implications.

A draft copy @ the questionnaire was submitted to the sponsors for their approval and
modified where warranted. A Spanish version of the questionnaire was produced, the survey
instrument was then pttested i both languages), and some minor changes to the wordihg an

order of some items were made. The questionnaire is attached as Appendix |I.

SAMPLING METHODS

Telephone survey respondents were randomly selected from a comprehensive sample
frame consisting of all telephone working blocks which contain residegligglitone numbers in
Riverside and San Bernardino Counties. This is a standard random sampling approach for
studies of this nature. In order to ensure accuracy of findings, 2,388 residents were surveyed
from the twecounty area for a 95 percent level ohfidence and an accuracy of approximately
plus/minus Zoercent for overall twaounty findings.

Sample size irsan Bernardino County was higher than that of Riverside Coluietyo
the fact that the City of Victorville contractéalincrease sample sizethe Cityso that
generalizations could be made to the City as whole. As a result, 1,352 residents of San
Bernardino County were surveyed, for an accuracypdisiminus 2.7 percerdnd 95 percent
level of confidence.The reader will note that in ord remove the effects of the ov&ampling
in the City of Victorville, and in order to adjust regional totals to better reflect the population
distribution within San Bernardino County, weighting factors were applied to theTdata.the
total number & San Bernardino Countases reported in the data tables is adjustad to
maximum ofl,024rather than the 1,352 reported aboV¥ée sample size for Riverside County
was 1,036 residents, for an accuracy of plus or nBmeycent and a 95% level of cadince.

Since the inception of the survé§ANBAG has expressed interestregionspecific
analysesvithin San Bernardino @unty. Indeed, over time, IAR has noted that there are more
differences betweeregionsthan between thisvo countiesinder study.Thefour regions of

interestare East Valley, West Valley Victor Valley, andDesert with approximatel\250
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respondentsurveyedoer region(95% level of confidence and an accuracy ef6#o per regioh
The following tabldists San Bernardino Coups ur v ey r eanmanityditgoft s 6
residence, separatég region.

Communities and Cities Mentioned by Respondents,

Broken Down Bythe Four DesignatedSB County Study Areas

East Valley West Valley Victor Valley Desert Region
Big Bear Chino Adelanto Barstow
Bloomington Chino Hills Apple Valley Earp
Cdton Fontana Hegeria Hinkley
Cedar Glen Montclair Lucerne Valley Joshua Tree
Crestline Ontario Phelan Landers
Grand Terrace Rancho Cucamong; Victorville Morongo Valley
Highland Upland Wrightwood Needles
Lake Arrowhead Trona
Loma Linda TwentyninePalms
Lytle Creek Yucca Valley
Mentone
Redlands
Rialto
Running Springs
San Bernardino
Twin Peaks
Yucaipa

FollowingisalistoRi ver si de

County

survey

Communities and Cities Mentioned by Respondents,
Riverside County (No Regional Breakdowns)

respondent

Aguanga Idyllwild Palm Desert
Anza Indian Wells Palm Springs
Banning Indio Perris
Beaumont La Quinta Rancho Mirage
Blythe Lake Elsinore Riverside
Cabazon March Air Reserve San Jacinto
Calimesa Mecca Menifee Sun City
Cathedral City Mira Loma Temecula
Coachella Moreno Valley Thermal
Corona Mountain Center Thousand Palms
Desert Center Murrieta White Water
Desert Hot Springs Norco Wildomar
Hemet Nuevo Winchester
Homeland
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Teleplone interviews were conducted by the Institute of Applied Research at California
State University, San Bernardino using computer assisted telephone interviewing (CATI)
equipment and software. The surveys were conducted between SepteaubeNtivember 9,
2007,

ORGANIZATION OF THIS REPORT

This report is separated into two major sectiomapters The first focuses on San
Bernardino County respondentsé views and opin
county) The second sectirhapterexamires differences between respondents in Riverside and
San Bernardino counties.

Within each sectidichapter highlights of the survey data are presented relative to ratings
of the county, commuting, other transportation issues (San Bernardino County oh&ptdear
of crime and crimeelated issues, economic evaluations and future prospects, evaluation of
selected private and public services, and confidence in elected officials. Selected data from
guestions submitted by our sponsors was also includégkireportThe San Bernardino
section/chapter focuses on other transportation issues of interest to SANBAG, as well as
guestions regarding water use introduced Mojave Water Agency. The chapter describing two
county comparisonsicludes questions fromréen Valley Initiative regarding sustainable
development, as well as questions regarding economic development introduced by the Riverside

County Economic Development Agency.
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INTRODUCTION TO SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY FINDINGS
(INCLUDING REGIONAL BREAKDOWNYS)

Following are the majoBan Bernardino Countyi ndi ngs f inemdEmpreée s year
Annual Survey. In general, the report is divided by conceptual categoryrgiggs of the
county, ommuting other tansportationssuesfear ofcrime andcrime-relaedissuesgconomic
evaluation andutureprospectsevaluations ofelectedprivate andpublic services, and
confidence irelectedofficials). Within each section, wexaminesignificantregional
differences within San Bernardino Coumhd possible tneds over time (where appropriafe)
which 11 years of data are available

As noted in the preceding section, the tables in the data display and in the following
sections of the report reflect a weighting scheme to correct forsavepling of certain
geographic areas in San Bernardino County. Throughout this report, therefore, when we refer to
the number of respondents indicating a particular view (a number that is a weighted figure), the
actual number of respondents may differ from the adjusted figpmted in the tableA full

data displayor San Bernardino Countg shown in Appendix Il.

RATINGS OF THE COUNTY

OVERVIEW: As in previous surveys, the majority of San Bernardino County residents in
each zone continugto rate their countyasagood| ace to | i ve. NnGener a
continuedt o be mentioned as the fAbestowashing about
overwhelmingly the mosbften mentioned negative in three of four zones, with West Valley
respondents being most concerned about traffilConcerns about smog aletsomewhat
throughout the county in the 2006 and 2007 surveys
The Inland Empire (particularly San Bernardino County)dtasys hadin image
problemi manySouthern California residentgho live in other counties do not geirve San
Bernardino Canty to be an overwhelmingly good place to live. Yet since the inception of the
Annual Surveythe majority of residents have ratidn@ countyas a "fairly good" or "very good"
place to live (Question 3). This year is no exceptidbablel below shows that twthirds of

County respondentsratée he county as a fAvery golhaetedhasor nAf ai
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been a slight erosion in ratings since the high point in 2002, yet the ratings of the county still

remairedrelatively highthis year

Table 1. % Respondents Indicating Their County is a
"Very Good" or "Fairly Good" Place to Live

East Valley | West Valley | Victor Valley Desert SB County

% % % % %
1997 Survey 50 76 67 63 63
1998 Survey 58 76 66 69 67
1999 Survey 59 78 71 64 69
2000 Survey 55 77 73 63 67
2001 Survey 65 77 77 69 72
2002 Survey 73 75 68 74
2003 Survey 61 81 75 66 72
2004 Survey 59 77 75 79 70
2005 Survey 56 77 71 72 69
2006 Survey 51 77 67 73 66
2007 Survey 56 76 66 76 67

Over the years, Westalley respondentbave given the countyhe highest ratings as a
place to live(although the Deserespondents gave slightly higher ratimg2004 andatings
equalto West Valley respondenits the 2007 survegy It is noteworthy thatankings given by
Desertrespondents have become increasingly positive overstimence t he report dés |
contrast, the East Vallegspondenthave consistentlygiventhe county théowest ratings, with
ratings becoming somewhat less positiver the past few yes There has also been a
relativelyrecendr op i n Victor Valley region Ofespondent
course, it is weltknown that when people are asked to rank their county, they tend to do so on
the basis of a smaller geographic giiea, their city/community/neighborhood/region). Thus in
some sense these ratings of the county actually pertain itedikiglual regions(or communities)
rather than the county as a whole.
To help explain the above ratings, respondents were askaditate the one BEST and
one MOST NEGATIVE thingbout living in the county (Questions 4 and 5). As has been the
case over the years, respondengitionedi good ar ea/l ocation/ sceneryo

aspect of living in the couniyfable2). fiClimate/weathed andfiaffordable housingwere also
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toh at

mentioned by significant group ofespondents as was t he f act
Table 2. Positive Factors Mentioned About the County
East | West | Victor 2004 2005 2006 2007
Valley | Valley | Valley | Desert| SB SB SB SB
% % % % County | County | County | County
% % % %
Good area,
location, 34 37 26 22 31 29 33 34
scenery
Good Climate, 8 15 | 22 16 14 15 11
weather
Affordable 15 | 10 | 11 | 3 12 10 11 11
housing
Not crowded 5 7 13 19 8 8 8 8

The fip side of the coin is negative factors mentioned about the county. For the sixth
year in a row, crime and gang activity was the rudn mentioned negative factor about living

in San Bernardino County (although the percentage of people mentionimgarrthgang activity

decrease@% from the 2006 survey, and is now badwnto 2004/2005 levels).

Table 3. % Negative Factors Mentioned About the County

East | West | Victor 2004 2005 2006 2007
Valley | Valley | Valley | Desert SB SB SB SB
% % % % County | County | County | County
% % % %
Crime, gang 37 13 25 16 22 24 33 24
activity
Traffic 6 14 8 7 14 12 12 10
Smog, air 13 9 3 2 14 10 8 9
pollution
The2% of Victor Valley respondent s

blush, be sumpsing to some readers who might not anticipate such large concerns about crime
from residents of that region. But lotighe readers of this report may recall that the figure has
shown an upward trend for several yedmshle 4. The figure has decreasg¥h from the 2006

survey; however that change is within the margin of error for the region. As has been the pattern

over time, the region with the highest percentage of people mentioning crime/gang activity is
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East Valley. But that figure has seen a gigant decline in 2007, as has the figure for West

Valley.

The

above

anal ysi s

suggests

t h artlated h e

activity is not an issue which is likely to go away in the near future. The perception of San

publ i

Bernardino Courtas an area with high crime undoubtedly extends beyond the county borders,

and

may

explain

part

of t he

Apoor

i mageo

this undoubtedly has implications for economic development throughout the courgtigdout

may have political and qualiyf-life consequences as well. Crifreduction efforts such as

Operation Phoenix the City of San Bernardinmopefully will playa vital part of improving the

perception and reality of life in San Bernardino Countiato

Table4. % Me nt i

oni
Factor About L iving

ng

in the County

ACri me/ GastNpgathve t

East West Victor SB
Valley Valley Valley Desert County

% % % % %

1997 Survey 39 25 20 9 26
1998 Survey 33 22 20 9 25
1999 Survey 34 19 20 12 25
2000 Survey 32 16 13 15 22
2001 Survey 18 11 9 6 13
2002 Survey 20 14 9 19
2003 Survey 28 16 7 12 20
2004 Survey 31 16 20 8 22
2005 Survey 40 14 19 8 24
2006 Survey 48 23 27 18 33
2007 Survey 37 13 25 16 24

As importantasisthepul i ¢ 0 s

concern

about cri

me ,

on the minds of respondents (e.g. smog and traffic). As shown in3hblew, concern about

smog has been declining over the past several years in all regions except East Valley.
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Table 5. % Mentioning Smog as a Negative Factor

East West Victor SB
Valley Valley Valley Desert County

% % % % %

1997 Survey 14 19 5 2 9
1998 Survey 11 15 7 3 11
1999 Survey 0 2 0 0 1
2000 Survey 16 15 3 1 11
2001 Survey 17 17 8 6 15
2002 Suvey 16 7 7 14
2003 Survey 14 16 9 5 14
2004 Survey 15 17 6 3 14
2005 Survey 11 12 4 6 10
2006 Survey 8 9 3 3 8
2007 Survey 13 9 3 2 9

It is interesting to note that the percentage of San Bernardino respondents whoedention
traffic as themostimportant negative factor has held relatively stesidge 2002 Moreover, it
has been consistentlyrankece hi nd #Acri me/ gang activityo as r &€
concern. This year here has been a decline in mentions about traffic anvectgr Valley

respondents, but it remains to be seen whethe

Table 6. % Mentioning Traffic as a Negative Factor

East West Victor SB
Valley Valley Valley Desert County

% % % % %

1997 Survey N/A N/A N/A N/A 2
1998 Survey 2 3 1 1 3
1999 Survey 4 6 2 4 4
2000 Survey 4 11 5 1 7
2001 Survey 4 9 2 1 5
2002 Survey 12 12 2 11
2003 Survey 8 10 16 6 10
2004 Survey 11 17 14 4 14
2005 Survey 8 15 16 4 12
2006 Survey 10 14 16 6 12
2007 Survey 6 14 8 7 10
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COMMUTING

OVERVIEW: For elevenconsecutive yea,the San BernardinoAnnual Survey data hae

revealedthat most respondents froreach zonespend less than an hour commutirtig and

fromwork, al t hough the medi anpoc oMonsutt er etsi pmoen diesn tiisi n
Bernardino County to work, with West Valley respondents having the highest percentage of
respondents commuting outside the County (mainly to Los Angeles County).

As in the past, approximately 6 out of every 10 San Bema@ounty respondents
reported spendinigss than an hour each day driving to and from Qiestion 25 Although
on the face of it, the fact thaP®% of County residents have relatively short commutes would
appear to be encouraging, the flip sidehaf statistic is that a signiaat number (8%) are
spending darge portion of their dagiriving toand fromwork. As noted in past reports, this
takes a personal toll on these individuals and their families, as well as a financial toll given the
skyrocleting cost of fuel.

A review of regiorspecific data suggests that the Victor Valley region maintains its
position of having the fewest people with relatively short commute times, and the Desert region
has the highest percentage of people with relativeytcommute timeslhe Victor Valley
region showed the greatest decrease in people with short commutes@tdagt year vs. 50%
this year). East Valley was virtually unchanged, and the other two regions had statistically
insignificant decreases (withthe margin of error).

Of course, one of the pressing questions is whether the percentage of drivers with short
commutes has significantly changed over the past 11 years of the survey. Our data show that for
more than a decade there has been a greabideaiiability in commuting times for San
Bernardino County residents. Based on the 2007 median commute time, however, it appears that
the commutetimesii i nching up, 06 perhaps due to the majo
(particularly on the 91/6Q15 freeway interchange for San Bernardino residents who work in

Riverside) or lack of employment available close to home.
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Table 7. % With Total Round-Trip Commuting Times of Less Than 1 Hour

East West Victor SB Median
Valley | Valley | Valley | Desert County Commute
% % % % % Time
1998 Survey 60 54 58 71 58 38.2 min
1999 Survey 67 56 59 72 62 37.3 min
2000 Survey 68 59 43 76 61 37.1 min
2001 Survey 68 57 58 72 61 38.5 min
2002 Survey 60 54 68 60 36.6min
2003 Survey 67 61 56 76 63 37.4 min
2004 Survey 62 63 52 71 62 36.0 min
2005 Survey 63 56 52 69 59 38.2 min
2006 Survey 62 63 58 72 62 38.4 min
2007 Survey 63 61 50 70 61 40.2min

Trend over Time -- Percent of Respondents with Commutes < 1 hour

80
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5§ 65 \}</ y)\
£ <3
£ 60 +—
AR e e e
£ 50 g —
X 45 -

40
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—4—CFast Valley =—=West Valley VictorValley  ====Desert

As in previous surveys, the majority of San Bernardino County respomneigoited that they
work within San Bernardino County (Question 27), with the percentage remaining remarkably stable
over time (70%n 2007. Los Angeles County continddgo be the major source of employment

outside the county.
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Table8. San Bernar di no CannmuatihgyDesihat®ns,ddO82007* s

Work Destination 1998 1999 | 2000| 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005| 2006 | 2007
(County) % % % % % % % % % %
San Bernardino 73 73 70 69 67 69 71 72 71 70
Riverside 8 6 7 8 9 7 5 5 7 7
Orange 3 3 4 4 6 5 5 4 4 4
Los Angeles 14 15 15 16 16 16 16 17 13 15

* NOTE: A small percentage of respondents reported working in areas not listed in the table.

The West Valley region has the highpsrcentage of commuters tréiag to Los
Angeles County for workEast Valleyand Desertespondents whocommute outsid&an

BernardinoCounty tend tdravel toRiverside County.

Table 9. In What County do you Work?*

East | West | Victor SB
Valley | Valley | Valley | Desert|County
% % % % %
San Bernardino Count| 76 59 82 88 70

Riverside County 11 5 3 9 7
Orange County 3 5 4 <1 4
Los Angeles County 6 27 5 1 15

* NOTE: A small percentage of respondents reported working in areas not listed in the table.

When looking atrends over time isommuting destinations bnggion (Table10), one
findsregional differencethathave beeffairly consistent over the past elewsrars. West
Valley tends to have the highest percentage of people traveling outside the county to go to work.
Victor Valley and the Desert region have tbeest percentage (which is probably expected

given thedriving distance from those areas to surrounding counties).
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Table 10. % Traveling to Work Outside San Bernardino County

East West Victor SB
Valley Valley Valley Desert County

% % % % %

1997 Survey Question was not asked in the 1997 survey
1998 Survey 26 42 16 8 31
1999 Survey 16 42 17 11 27
2000 Survey 22 42 16 12 30
2001 Survey 26 40 10 12 31
2002 Survey 36 16 16 33
2003 Survey 22 43 14 12 31
2004 Survey 23 37 22 17 29
2005 Surey 17 42 10 14 28
2006 Survey 27 36 15 16 29
2007 Survey 24 41 18 12 30

% Commuting Outside the County to Work
50
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OTHER TRANSPORTATION ISSUES
OVERVIEW: About3%%b of San Bernardino County respondents have heard of FSP
(Freeway Service Patrol), mostly from word of mouth or perabexperience. Most
respondentglidn 6 t Who & vesponsible forunning the FSP tow servicewhich may be
understandable since the program is only tyears old. Almost half of the respondents are

aware of one of the three major partners that operate the FS&gpam (San Bernardino

INSTITUTE OF APPLIED RESEARCH 13 Report, 2007 Inland Empire Annual Survey
San Bernardino CounfgegionalBrealdowns



Associated Governments, California Highway Patrol, Caltran®n anotherissue, nost
respondentdelievethat the government is 6dbing enough tamproveair quality. They
expreseda willing nessto support fees on goods movementreased regulation, and taxes
on diesel fuel to help reduce pollution and traffic delays from cargo trucks and trains. They
also supporédtougher air pollution standards on new cars, light trucks, and SUVSs, even if
they have to pay more to purchase itheext vehicle.

San Bernardino Associated Governmd®A8NBAG) has been a sponsor of the Annual
Survey since its inception in 1997. This yea
county r espo n dtheFreavay Sarvice Patrptograns(FSB)fwhichwas
implemented in the Valley portion of the coumylanuary, 2006 After a brief explanation of
the program, respondents were asked to indicate whether they had heard of the service (Question
SANBAG1). Only 39% of county respondents indied that they hdaeard of the service (42
in Eagd Valley, 41% in West Valley, 37% in Victor Valley, and%2n the Desert). This may be
understandable considering that the program was implemented only two years ago.

Those who had heard of FSP werentlgked to indicate where they had heard of it (an
i mportant question f orllshoma th&kresponsesgfrom thogefgnidiare s ) .
with theprogram. The readers encouraged to interpret thegional figures with caution due to
the small ample size of people familiar with FSP in each re(id®0 in East Valley, 107 in

West Valley, 94 in the Victor Valley, and only 54 in the Desert.

Table 11. Where Have Respondents Heard of FSP

East West Victor SB
Valley Valley Valley Desert County
% % % % %
Word of mouth 24 25 17 7 23
Used the service before 20 26 19 13 22
Newspaper 20 9 16 20 14
Seen them on the freewa 8 19 9 7 13
TV 14 5 14 20 10
Radio 3 7 10 10 6

1. FSP is a roving team of tow trucks that provide help at no cost to drivers who run out of gas, have a flat tire, or
need minor mechanical assistance.

INSTITUTE OF APPLIED RESEARCH 14 Report, 2007 Inland Empire Annual Survey
San Bernardino CounfgegionalBrealdowns



The table above shows that in all regions except tiseiD@here there is currently no
FSP service in operatignjord of mouth or personal experience ianportantsources of
informationabout FSP On the other handyhenall facets of the mass medige(vspapersTV,
and radiy are combinedit is clear tlat mass media iperhaps the maj@dvertising vehicle
about the prograrfor all exceptWest Valley respondents.

SANBAG staff also wanted to know whethrespondentsnewwho is responsible for
running the FSP tow serviée When askedvho is responsiblas aropenended question
(QuestionSANBAG4),25 % o f r e s p o n da inad fergottan.d@he thastoftem o w
provided response was that the Countyanf 8ernardino is responsible €45 with the County
Transportation Agency/Commission and the State Bey@ant of Transportation each being
mentionedoy 14% of respondents.

Another topic of interestto SANBAGas t racki ng peopleds percep
and trains, and their impact on the countyos
guestons on that topic began with a questionnaire it@ugstionSANBAG5a) which stated:
AStudies show that air quality in the county
is still the worst in the nation and is causing health problems foryoesitients. Do you think
that the government is doing enough to i mprov
answered in the affirmative. Then, to focus
i ssue, the r esponydwesapportieason goadk neoded thrioudtotioel Sduthern
California ports to help pay fothrdiadss pol |l uti
respondents categorically said fAiYes, 0 24% sai
real i stepaehtyg) ofil how nRespindenthirall fow regignworeaver,o
indicatad a willingness tsupporttheassesment offeeson goods moved through the Inland
Empire These findings suggest that county residents are acutely aware of how eekgatrd
trains contribute to air pollutioand are willing to pay to mitigate the problem.

Respondents were then read a list of some other possible ways to reduce pollution from
trucks and trainsQuestionsSSANBAG7 through SANBAG10).The following talke indicates

thatrespondents gawbe highest level of support to helping government reduce pollution

2. In actuality the program is run by SANBAG, the California Highway P¢€6lP) and Caltrans through state and

localfunds-i t is partly funded by Me asnusalestakfortr&sportat®re r nar di no
improvements
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through imposing more stringent regulations. They sdésnewhasupporéedtaxes on diesel fuel

(especially East and West Valley respondetttg) shovedless support for methods which will

it ouch

t h e iirfunding/from gesdlire ertsales taxes.

Table 12. % Indicating Support for Pollution -Reduction Efforts

METHOD OF REDUCING East | West | Victor SB
POLLUTION FROM Valley | Valley | Valley | Desert County
TRUCKS AND TRAINS % % % % %
More stringent regulations 80 78 74 76 78
Taxes on diesel fuel 62 63 50 51 60
Funding from gasoline taxes| 58 52 47 52 53
Funding from sales taxes 49 53 48 53 51

Just as county respondents generally supported fegsools moved through the ports to

pay for less polluting cargo trucks and trains, they also sigapferts to pay for projects to

reduce traffic congestion from trucks and to reduce delays at railroad crossings (Question

SANBAG11).The data show that 63% kespondents would be willing to support such fees, and

another 8%imightod support them (depending on the magnitude of the fees).

Finally, respondents were askiet

guestion:

l'ight trucks,

and

de al

SUVs?o0

wi t h

(Question

somet hi

ng

ficl ose

A Wo ul d ugleeuair pokutiow standardsiog netv passerger catso
SANBAG12) .

s ai d (witly\dcsooValley and Desert respondents being less supportive of such standards

than respondents Bast and West Valley)Then a followup question was asked thie

subgroupsayingii y e s ose respdntentgereasked if they still support such standards if it

made it more costly for them to purchase or lease their next véQuatstion SANBAG13)

Again, there was huge support for such standards, with 79% answering in the affirmative.

Table 13. Support for Air Pollution Standards for Cars, Light Trucks, and SUVs

East West Victor SB
Valley Valley Valley Desert County
% % % % %
% Supporing tougher air 80 80 70 72 78
pollution standards
% Supporing even if it was 83 76 77 77 79
more costly for next vehicle
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FEAR OF CRIME AND CRIME RELATED ISSUES

OVERVIEW: Fear among San Bernardino County residents of being the victim of a serious
crimeis down inall four zones this year East Valley respondents contindeo expressa
higher fear level than respondents in the other three zones.

Over the years, respondents to the Annual Survey have expressadrirand gang
related activityis an eve-presenconcern As not e crime/gang eémat ewasct i vi ty
once agaimmverwhelminglythemost ofteAme nt i one d i cabaytahe countyfodBaact or
Bernardino CountyespondentsThis concern about crimeas also reflected in answer tioe
directqueston A How fearful are you that you will be
violent or (Questton9).y cri me?0

As shown in Tabledbel ow, there has been some vari at
fear of crime.In 2001 we repoetd a dramatic decline in the percentage of San Bernardino
Countyr esi dents who reported being fiveryo or fAso
seriouscrime. Since thaime, however, fear of crime had showniagreaseuntil last year when
the fear eached the highekvel since the inception of the surveyin 1997n t hi s year 6s
fear is back down to 2002 levels. It is difficult to determine the reason for this decrease
Although this decrease may reflect an actual change in perceptimutscaime, it is also possible
that other events accounted for the findings such as decreasing media coveragermaffitegh
crime in the area, or theildfires which wereraging in Southern California during the period
when the survey was beirgnducted Next yearb6s report wil/ be
determining whether this yeards decrease was .

was conducted, or a real decrease.

3. Given the widespread property destruction, increased air pollution, evacuations, suhwels; etc. from the

fires, it is not surprising that peopleds minds might I
activity
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Table 14. % R&arfyul 0 or ASomewhat
victim of a serious crime

East West Victor SB
Valley | Valley | Valley Desert | County

% % % % %

1997 Survey 46 41 40 36 43
1998 Survey 48 38 33 20 40
1999 Survey 38 36 37 23 36
2000 Survey 48 39 33 24 41
2001 Survey 35 32 25 21 32
2002 Survey 35 34 26 35
2003 Survey 44 38 29 29 39
2004 Survey 48 35 44 28 41
2005 Survey 45 38 40 22 40
2006 Survey 46 40 50 37 44
2007 Survey 44 31 32 29 36

% "Very" or "Somewhat" Fearful of Being the Victim of a
Serious Crime

_ 55
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RN — "\
a \ //)N\ / )
= 2 N 7/
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S 15 : : ; :

=: 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007

—e— East Valley ——West Valley VictorValley  —=—Desert

Whi ch regionsdé respondents hold the most f
respondents have exgssed the most fear of being the victim of a serious crime whereas the
Desert respondentavereported the least feaithat pattern continued in 2007. Of special note
is the sharp decrease in fear of crime among Victor Valley respondents, following seaes

of relatively high values. West Valley and Desert respondents also showed sharp decreases.
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ECONOMIC EVALUATIONS AND FUTURE PROSPECTS
OVERVIEW: Fewer people than lastyearradéd he count mé&s fexacrdment 0 o

Agood, 0 wi tddtlinesiinghree dut ottlze our regionRespondent8 r at i ngs of
own financial wellbeing are at an atltime low since the inception of the survey, with only one
out of every four respondents #$awvendd3o t hey ar e
continued to remain optimistic about their financial welbeingin the comingyea¢ a f i gur e
down from 51% in 2006

This yeards survey was conducted during a
articles abouthe falling housing market, the w@nd its related costsdnd sharp increases in
the cost ofeveryday commodities such asgadgroceries It is thereforenot aurprisingthat
during this time period of an economy displaying some weaktiespercentage of county
respondentsatngthe economy as fnexcdéeteebvedrf igmod6 % i
40% in 2007 Question 8).The ratings are now virtually equal to the ratings from 2001 and 2003
whenweakness in the national economy spumnéihtives such as tax rebates and irgerate

cuts were enacted to help bolster the economy (as is happening now).

Tablel5. % Rating the Count yodrsiGdedd o

East West Victor SB
Valley Valley Valley | Desert | County

% % % % %

1997 Survey 20 46 14 24 28
1998 Survey 39 56 33 39 45
1999 Survey 35 62 39 39 47
2000 Survey 39 51 37 37 44
2001 Survey 32 46 41 27 39
2002 Survey 46 27 26 43
2003 Survey 26 49 46 25 39
2004 Survey 37 55 43 40 46
2005 Survey 38 54 43 40 46
2006 Survey 38 53 45 43 46
2007 Survey 30 51 35 33 40

West Valley respondent®ntinued taate the economy higher than respondents in the

other three regions. Further, ratings in that region decreased only slightly this year, whereas the
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other three regions saw significant decreasespmoea dent s6 r atings of the
out of 10 East Valley respondents now rate th

were only slightly better in the Desert and Victor Valley regions.

% Rating the County's Economy as "Excellent"” or "Good"
65
T 60 N
8 55 /I/ N e
S 50 7 Al — .
P /\’ ] N
2 33 I~——ag Y X N
z 32 VA N N /N N4
2 / e AV
= 25 j
g 20 A
o 15 +—
ie 10
° 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
—e—East Valley —8—West Valley VictorValley  —=—Desert

As we have noted in previous reportsyghe i s of t en a fArde sspcoomdneenctt sod
ratings of t h andtber tatmgsyftheir osvic economicywweing. For the
most part, r es poonuredsndsy areshaped by windt thdy hage read/heard
in the media or by whahey have gleaned from conversations with family and friends. In this
sense, then, the respondentsé view of the cou
objectively occurring in the San Bernardino County area. Perhaps a better measustaté thfe
the countyds ec on cowneconomicaelbeiegafe in thie casefthet hei r
respondent is not relying on other peoplebds o
objective experience.

Responding to the questidh | n ¢ @mi@ayear ago, would you say that you and
your family are better of fagnly@89go6SanBeMmdrdinoor t he

County respondenteportedfeeling thatthey are better off This is a significant decrease from

2006, andreflest t he | owest figure since the surveyos
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Table 16. % Indicating Their Finances Are "Better Off* Compared With a

Year Ago
East West Victor SB
Valley Valley Valley Desert County

% % % % %

1997 Survey 39 38 28 22 34
1998 Survg 44 52 38 35 46
1999 Survey 38 48 35 38 42
2000 Survey 38 44 42 40 41
2001 Survey 35 42 36 36 38
2002 Survey 30 24 32 30
2003 Survey 35 36 33 33 35
2004 Survey 35 33 35 32 34
2005 Survey 35 42 39 36 39
2006 Survey 31 31 30 26 31
2007 Survey 29 21 23 29 25

All four regions showed a decline in the percentage of respondents indicating that they
are better off financially than last year; howetrex decline was especially evident amavigst

Valley respondents, with Victor Valley respondents aeckecond.

% Indicating Financially "Better Off"
55
50 /F\\'\
& 45 V\ ‘-\l
o | A
- 40
@ w Dz
[
e 25 V4 X R
20
15
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
—e—East Valley —— West Valley Victor Valley ~=— Desert

Over the years, it has consistently been the case that respondents are optimistic about

their futurefinancialcondition(regardless of their rating of thaurrentcondition) When
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askedi Now | ooking ahead, dnow ywowamd youn fanmlk willtbé keetter a
of f, worse off, or | us(Questibonduesporddnts appearstetoda S
bit lessoptimisticthanthe respondents surveyed in 2006s year, 430 expect to be better off
financially a yeardfom nowi that figure was 51% in the 2006 survéyjhe percentage of people
expecting their finances to be worse in the coming wearvirtually unchanged from 2006, with

Desert respondents showing significantly less pessimism than Victor Valley or Allest V

respondents.

Table 17. Now looking ahead, do you think that a year from now you and your

family will be better off, worse off, or just about the same you are now?

East West Victor SB
Valley Valley Valley Desert | County
% % % % 2006 %

SB
County
2007 %

Better off 43 43 42 47 51

43

Same 50 47 45 48 41

48

Worse off 8* 10 13 5 8

9

*NOTE: figures do not add up to 100% due to rounding differences

EVALUATIONS OF SELECTED PRIVATE
AND PUBLIC SERVICES

OVERVIEW: Ratings of privde and public services have not changed significantly ower

pastelevenyears in the countywith high marks continuing to be given tshopping,

police/sheriff services, and parks/recreation services. On the other end of the continuum,
street/road maitenance and transportation continue to be problem are&sthe Desert

region, shopping continues to be a problem, as well as entertainment and street/road

maintenance.

For the past eleveyears the Annual Survéyas includedjuestions regarding

y e:

you

respondens 6 evaluations of | ocal serviQuasmef rom bo

there has been remarkable stability in rankings. The following table details the percentage of

respondents who indicate that estidneld®d.vi ces

INSTITUTE OF APPLIED RESEARCH 22 Report, 2007 Inland Empire Annual Survey
San Bernardino CounfgegionalBrealdowns

ar



Table 18. Trend--AiExcel | ent 0 orofSe@ees do Rati ngs

SERVICE 1998 | 1999 | 2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007

% % % % % % % % % %
Shopping 65 68 63 | 68 70 | 66 | 66 | 65 | 68 68
Police/Sheriff 65 70 64 66 71 69 63 61 61 61
Paks/Recreation 56 60 58 58 58 56 55 56 59 57
Public Schools 51 46 41 45 51 46 37 43 49 43
Entertainment 50 49 43 46 49 49 46 44 47 50
Transportation N/A | N/A 36 42 40 38 36 37 42 36
Street/Road 35 38 33 34 39 35 25 28 30 32
Maintenance

Over time San RernardinoCounty respondents have given the highest ranking to
shopping and police/sheriff services and the lowest ranking to/steshaintenancend
transportation.This year is no exceptio Even though perceptions of poliskeriff services are
relatively high, theyhavedeclined somewhat since 2003. @g¢atestoncern, however, is the
fact that perceptions of street/road maintenance have remained at virtually the same consistently
l ow | evel since the r epor tabsportationdhaernow o n . Furt
approached the low levels of street/road maintena@oesn declining budgets, it is unclear
whether more can be done to mitigate problems with transportaticstraetiroad maintenance,
howevergovernment officials should take tecof these ratings, particuladyi ven r esponden
concern about traffic problenmsentioneckarlier in this report.

Table19 below shows the regional breakdowns of ratings in servicesparing 2006 to
2007.As in previous yearsatings by West Valleyespondents are higher than those of the
respondents in the other 3 zones, wsitlopping angbolice/sheriff serviceganked at the top of
the list In fact, shopping is the most highly rated service in all zones except the Desert region

which rates shoppg below all services other than entertainment and street/road maintenance.
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Table19. % Rating Local Services as

East Valley West Valley Victor Valley Desert

% % % %
2006 | 2007 | 2006 | 2007 | 2006 | 2007 | 2006 | 2007
Shopping 65 62 78 81 58 54 39 36
Police/Sheriff 55 54 68 70 58 52 58 56
Parks/Recreation 51 43 68 73 49 48 55 50
Entertainment 44 46 55 61 34 35 31 25
Public Schools 43 35 54 52 46 40 46 38
Local Transportation| 41 30 46 45 33 25 41 39
street/Road 20 | 24 | 42 | aa | 24 | 21 | 24 | 26
Maintenance

WATER CONSERVATION ISSUES

OVERVIEW: Approximatelytwet hi r ds of respondents in Mojave
expressed concern about the availability of future water supplisarly half felt that having a
reliable water supplys as important as reducing traffic, and over a third felt that it is more
important than fighting crime. The vast majority of respondents have personally made a
change in their water use habit this past year.

This year for the first time, Mojave Water Aggy was a sponsor of the Inland Empire
Annual Survey. The agency was interested to know how concerned respondents in its service
area (parts of the Victor Valley and Desert regions) were about the availability of future water
supplies. It is noteworthy hat 23 of respondentsverefivery concernedlabout the availability of
future water supplies wi t h another 24% Asomewhat concerne
c 0 n c e (QuestidndMojavel)Further, nearly H&a(47.1%) expressed the opinidhat having
a relable water supplis more important than reducing traff&2.1% feel it is more important
than health care, and 37.6% feel it is more important than fighting crime.

Respondents in the Mojave Water Agency region are not only concerned about water, but
alo have adjusted their behavior in order to consetvéh at i s, 81% reported t
personally made a change in their water use habits in the past year in order to conserve (Question
Mojave3). These responses, however, should be viewed with somieisasgince it is weH

known that respondents are |ikely to provide
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guestions (especially when no probes are done to find out precisely what changes were made).
On the other hand, it is possible thaleed these respondents have modified their behavior due
to concerns about the environment. It will be interesting to track this over time (and to use
probes to determine the extent of the behavior changes).
Finally, water agencies throughout the stateshaagun to offer financial incentives to
promote water conservation (i.e. offering rebates for drip systems;ested sprinkler timers,
cash for reducing lawn sizefVh en as k e d: Al f financi al i ncent i
usersto help promet wat er conservation, would you part:.

respondents said Ayeso and another 5% said th

CONFIDENCE IN ELECTED OFFICIALS
OVERVIEW: Confidence in elected city officials among respamds slightly increased in

three of the four zones since last year.

Since 1997 the Annual Survey has included a question asking respdindé¢itsy = mu ¢ h
confidence do you have that the elected officials in yourocigommunitywill adopt policies
that will benefit the general commurmty ( Qu e s Thiere Imas [#@&n)a great deal of variation
in ratingsover time, withconfidence ranggfroma highof66% avi ng a fAgr eat dea
Ais ome o cioR0DI taadoww ©f85% in 2005. This yedhe figurehas incieased from
56% to63% of respondentsrepotgh avi ng a figreat deal 0 emcé conf i
in their city/communityelected officials.

The publicbs enthusiasm f or hasmldvaysbeenf i dence
highestinthaWe st Val |l ey region, and this yeards suryv
ratings On the other end of the scaléctor Valley ratings of their elected officials have
dropped cosiderabiyto49%o0 f r espondents havi ngidemceingheie at de.

elected officials.
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Table 20. % Reporting a "Great Deal" or "Some" Confidence in Their
Elected Officials

East West Victor SB
Valley Valley Valley Desert County
% % % % %
1997 Survey 58 78 51 56 63
1998 Survey 55 69 57 54 61
1999 Survey 56 66 52 49 59
2000 Survey 60 71 58 52 64
2001 Survey 53 65 54 55 59
2002 Survey 69 51 52 66
2003 Survey 60 | 68 65 47 63
2004/05 Survey Question was not asked
2005 Survey 51 60 53 52 55
2006 Survey 50 61 58 58 56
2007 Survey 55 74 49 61 63
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INTRODUCTION TO TWO-COUNTY COMPARISONS:
RIVERSIDE/SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY BREAKDOWNS

Between 1997 and 2001, the Inland Empire Annual Survey was conducted in both
Riverside and San Bernardino Counties as a joint project betwebstitiete of Applied
Research at CSUSB and the Center for Social and Behavioral Science Research at UCR (under
the direction of Dr. Max Neiman). Between 2002 and 2006, IAR surveyed only San Bernardino
County respondents. This year, IAR is pleased torté¢pat the Green Valley Initiative and the
Riverside County Economic Development Agency provided funding to include Riverside County
respondents, thus allowing for tveounty analysis as in the past. This section of the report
includes the highlights ahetwo-county findings. Differences between counties are described,
as are trends over time where sufficient data are available.

As noted in the preceding section, the tables in the data display @nslsaction reflect
a weighting scheme to correarfoversampling of certain geographic areas in San Bernardino
County (no weighting scheme was necessary in Riverside Couritys,when we refer to the
number of respondents in San Bernardino County indicating a particular view (a number that is a
weighted figure), the actual number of respondents may differ from the adjusted figure reported

in the table. A full data display @fvo-county findings is shown in Appendix IlI.

RATINGS OF THE COUNTY

OVERVIEW: As in previous surveys, the majority of residenn both counties continue to
rate their county as a good place to live. Respondentiéntwocounties usd similar criteria
(nice living area, good climate, affordable
positive assessments of their coumaty a place to live. These findings are consistent with
previous surveysCrime was overwhelmingly the mosiften mentioned negative factor about
living in San Bernardino County, whereas Riverside County respondents apgudarbe most
concerned about #ffic.

The Inland Empire haalways hadin image problerin many Southern California
residents who live in other counties do not perceive the Inland Empire (especially San

Bernardino County) to be an overwhelmingly good place to live. Yet sincecigtion of the
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Annual Surveythe majority of residents in both counties have rated the county as a "fairly good"
or "very good" place to live (Question 3). TaBlebelow shows that among Riverside County
respondents, 77% indicatéhat their countyia fivery goodo or Afairly

only about 67% of the San Bernardino County resideqisrtedfeeling that way.

Table 21. % Respondents Indicating Their
County is a "Very Good" or "Fairly Good" Place

to Live
Riverside SB
County County

% %

Very good 28 23
Fairly good 49 44
Neither good nor bac 18 21
Fairly bad 4 8
Very Bad 2 3

Although large majorities in both counties expegbgery positive ratings for their
counties, there remains a noticeable gap between esuniith Riverside County residents
somewhat more positive overall. This is a pattern that has persisted since 1997 (S&2)Table
Although there hee been slight variation in ratings from year to year, overall those changes have
been within the margiaf error.

Table 22. Trend in % Respondents Indicating Their County is a
"Very Good" or "Fairly Good" Place to Live

Riverside SB
County County

% %

1997 Annual Survey 76 63
1998 Annual Survey 81 67
1999 Annual Survey 79 69
2000 Annual Survey 80 67
2001 Annual Survey 81 72

20027 2006: No comparative data are available

2007 Annual Survey | 77 | 67

To help explain the above ratings, respondents were asked to indicate the one BEST and
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one MOST NEGATIVE thingbout living in the county (Qstions 4 and 5). As has been the

case over the years, respondemtsoth counties mentiongdg o o d

areall

ocat.

most positive aspect of living in the couiifyable23). fiClimate/weatharandfiaffordable

housing were also mentioned kgsignificant group ofespondentsas was the fact that the area

on/ s

is Ainoto crowded
Table 23. Positive Factors Mentioned About the County
Riverside SB
County County
% %
Good area, location, scenery 29 34
Good climate, weather 19 11
Affordable housg 9 11
Not crowded 10 8
Although there are many issues about which respondents in the two counties agree, there
are some significant differences in their per
i n t he c o24n Overdhepast sevelalgeaBan Bernardino County respondents have
perceived crime and gang activity to be the a
continues that trend. Riverside County respondents, in contrast, &ppeanore concerned
about tréfic than they are about crime. It is tempting to explain away Riverside County
respondentsdéd concern with traffic as being du

60/91/215 Interchange Improvement project in Riverside County, however pré&nausl

Surveys have also noted that approximately twice as many Riverside County respondents focus

on traffic as a negative factor than mention crime/gang activity. Clearly, traffic is as much of an

issue to Riverside County respondents as crime/gangfyac to San Bernardino County

respondents.

Table 24. Negative Factors Mentioned About the County

Riverside SB

County County
% %
Crime, gang activity 11 24
Traffic 20 10
Smog, air pollution 9 9
Weather 9 4
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Approximately the same amountm@spondents in each county mentioned smog/air
pollution as the most negative factor of living in the county. It is interesting that 9% of Riverside
County respondents mentioned weather as a negative ifabiatris the same percentage of

people who menbinedweatheras thebestthing about living in the county.

COMMUTING

OVERVIEW: Over time, the Annual Survey data have revealed that most respondents from
each county spend less than an hour commuting to and from work. Most respondents
reported thattheystay in their own county to work. Riverside County commuters working
outside the county teretito go to San Bernardino (8%), Orange (7%), or LA (5%punty.
San Bernardino County commuters working outside the county tahtb go to LA County
(15%),Riverside (7%), or Orange (4%6ounty.
In 2001 (the last time Riverside County respondents were included in the Annual Survey),
we noted that the length of reported commuting times had remained fairly constant over time,
with approximately 6 out of eve0 respondents reporting spending less than an hour each day
driving to and from work (Question 25). That
changed is that previous to 2001 themee virtually no differences between the counties
regardinghese commute times. As noted in Ta2Bethat is not the case this year. In this
yearod6s survey, 54% of reported kavirsfi sdheo r G oou nct oym ncuot mensu t (i
1 hour), whereas 61% of San Bernardino County commrdpostedi s h o r t des. cThismmu
may partially explain why more Riverside County than San Bernardino County respondents

mentioned traffic as the most negative factor about living in the county.

Table 25. Total Round Trip Commute Time of People
Who Are Employed Outside the Home

Riverside SB
County County

% %

Less than 1 hour 54 61
1-<2hours 25 23
2-< 3 hours 14 9
3-<4 hours 4 6
4 or more hours 3 2
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The overwhelming majority (approximately 7 out of 10) of those respondents who
commute to workeporedthat they travel to work within their own county (TaB&. This
pattern has been noted in previdusual Surveys and it continudiais year. Of course, another
way of looking at the data is that approximately 3 out of every 10 commutersttrawaik
destinations that a@utsidetheir own county to work.

Riverside County commuters who travel outside their county to work appear to be
distributed among San Bernardino (8%), Orange (7%), Los Angeles (5%), and San Diego (3%)
counties. As reporteid previous annual surveys, the largest proportion of the San Bernardino
County commuters who travel outside the county go to Los Angeles County (15%), with the next
highest proportion traveling to Riverside County (7%), followed by Orange County (4%). A
relatively small proportion of San Bernardino County commuters head for San Diego County to

work. Again, these findings are relatively consistent with previous Annual Surveys.

Table 26. Commuting Destinations (County)

Riverside County Respondent San Bern County Respondent
Commuting Destinations* Commuting Destinations*

Work
Destination 1999 | 2000 | 2001 | 2007 | 1999 | 2000 | 2001 | 2007
County
Riverside 72 72 70 72 6 7 8 7
San Bernardino 9 9 10 8 73 70 69 70
Orange 7 7 10 7 3 4 4 4
Los Angeles 5 5 5 5 15 15 16 15
San Diego 3 4 3 3 <1 <1 <1 <1
Other 4 2 2 5 3 3 2 4

*Numbers in cells are % of employed respondents.

FEAR OF CRIME AND CRIME RELATED ISSUES

OVERVIEW: Fear of beng the victim of a serious crimaas higher among San Bernardino
County respondents than Riverside County respondents. Overall, however, fear of crime is
down to | evels of the | ate 19900s.

Over the years, respondents to the Annual Survey have expressednie and gang

related activity is an evgaresenconcern.As not e ccrime/gang eémat ed acti vity

INSTITUTE OF APPLIED RESEARCH 31 Report, 2007 Inland Empire Annual Survey
Riverside/San Bernardino County Breakdowns



~

once agaimmverwhelmingly the most ofteme nt i one d i nabaytahe countyfdBaact or 0
Bernardino Countyespondents, and the sedanost ofteamentioned factor for Riverside

County respondentsThis concern about crime was also reflected in answer to the direct
guestion: AHow fearful are you that viojeotor wi | |
costl y cr infeAsshownQruTade? betow, there are slight differences in fear of

crime between Riverside and San Bernardino County respondents.

Table 27. Fear ofBeing The Victim of a Serious Crime
(Such as aViolent or Costly Crime)

Riverside SB
County County
% %
Very fearful 6 7
Somewhat fearful 24 29
Not too fearful 40 36
Not at all fearful 30 28

In previous reports we noted that fear of being the victim of a serious crime had generally
declined for respondents of the teounty area since9®7. As shown in Tabl8, the
proportion of Inland Empire respondents indicating they are somewhat fearful or very fearful of
being the victim of a serious crime has decreased to a level similar to that of the lateltli890s.
difficult to determinghe reason for this decrease. Perhaps the decrease in fear of crime is based
on objective reality, operhaps théecrease is due tonedia coverage of crimehich was
trumped by other issueliring the time the survey was being condu¢eed. thewildfires which
were raging in Southern California).

Table 28. Trend - % of Inland Empire
Respondentd ndicating That They Are
AiVery Fe a r f u BomewhatFefa r f u |
Beingthe Victim of a Serious Crime

%
1997 Annual Survey 42
1998 Annual Survey 39
1999 Amual Survey 35
2000 Annual Survey 40
2001 Annual Survey 29
20021 2006: Combined data are not availa
2007 Annual Survey | 33
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ECONOMIC EVALUATIONS AND FUTURE PROSPECTS
OVERVIEW: Respondents in both counties are seemingly feeling the effects of theoetic
weakness in the Inland Empire. Riverside County respondents gave stronger ratings to their
countydés economy than did San Bernardino Coun
County respondents are more optimistic than their San Bernardino coypeiets abouttheir
financial well-being in the coming year.

This yeards survey was conducted during a |
articles about the falling housing market, the war (and its related costs), and sharp increases in
the cost beveryday commodities such as gas and grocefibs time period of economic
weakness was recognized Riverside andan Bernardino County respondents in that the
percentage of respondents rating tha economy .
relatively low compared with other years the survey was condu@tad year 45% of Riverside
County respondents rated their countydés econo
significant decrease from the 49% who gave those ratings in the 20@Y.s&an Bernardino
County ratingsvere lower than those of their Riverside County counterparts, and are
approximately equal to the 2001 ratings which were given when weakness in the national
economy spurred initiatives such as tax rebates and inteteesuta to help bolster the economy

(as is happening now)

Table29. Trend--% Rat i ng the Co
as N E xooenGoodon t

Riverside SB
County County

% %

1997Annual Survey 38 28
1998Annual Survey 59 45
1999Annual Survey 61 47
2000Annual Survey 59 44
2001Annual Survey 49 39

20027 2006:Riverside Codata are not available

2007 Annual Survey | 45 | 40

Although Riverside and San Bernardino County respondentsatliifetheir ratings of

thec o u ndconany, there wdstle difference between county respondents when it came
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to rating their own economic wetleing. Re s pondi ng
ago, would you say that
(Question 6), onlY5% of San Bernardino County respondents and 27% of Riverside County
respondentseportedfeeling that they are better off Thisis a significant decrease from 2001

levels forboth countiesandreflects the lowest figures for both counties since the suy 0 s

inception in 1997.

you

t o

and

Table 30. Trend-- % Indicating Their Finances
ared With a Year Ago

Are "Better Off" Com

guesti on,

family

Riverside SB
County County
% %
1997 Annual Survey 33 34
1998Annual Survey 39 46
1999Annual Survey 43 42
2000Annual Survey 40 41
2001Annual Survey 34 38

20027 2006:RiversideCo.data are not available

2007AnnualSurvey |

27

25

Over the years, it has consistently been the case that respondents are optimistic about

their futurefinancial condition (regardless of their ragiof theircurrentcondition). When

asked: ANow | ooking

ahead,

of f, worse off, or just

respondents appeared to betddss optimistic than the respondents in Riverside County: 43%

of San Bernardino County respondents expect to be better off financially a year from now, as

opposed to 49% of Riverside County respondents.

RIVERSIDE COUNTY ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
OVERVIEW: Riverside County respondenggyreedthat the k12 school system and local
community colleges should play an active role in career training and upgrading of career
advancement skillsA sizable group has at some time decided not to apply for a job, o

declined of left a job because the commute was too far. Nearly one in five operate a home

based business.
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This year the Riverside County Economic Development Agency/Workforce Development
Center (EDAWC) included a series of questions to tap RiversidelCby r espondent s 6
regarding the publicds perception -lmm$éedskill / ca
businesses, and entertainment in the county.

The data from Questions EDAWC1 and EDAWC?2 indicate fagrside County
respondents believe thifie K-12 school systerand local community colleges should play an
active role in career training and upgradingarfeer advancemesikills. Specifically over 88%
of respondents either strongly agiee agree that the k12 school system should offeione
career exploration and preparation courses. Moreover, 84% stronglgt agegged that their
local community college is a place to go to receive training to upgrade their skills and advance
their careers.

Turning to another issuever the years IARnd others havdocumented thavor k er s 6
commute times are increasing (whmbviouslyt akes a t ol | in terms of w
Moreover, respondents in past surveys have expressed a willingness to take as much as a 10%
pay cut in order tovork closer to home anghorten their commute i me . I n this yeal
the EDAWC asked eelateds t r ai ght f or ward and direct questic
apply for a job odeclinedor left a job because the commute was to@dfar ( Que st i on
EDAWC 4 ) . Nearly 40% oYest.hoe rTehsep ofnidnedhitsg ss afirdo nii t
provocative in the sense that they clearly indicate that comiimeds a salient factan the
process obelecting and remaining in a job, however it is unclear atithesthe magnitude of
that factor in terms of final decisianaking regarding employment.

Increasing commute times may be patrtially responsible for the 17% of Riverside County
respondents who indicated that they operate a Hmsed business (EDAWCS5Iror many of
those people, the honiased business provides only a small proportion of their total household
income (Table 31 below). But the flip side of the coin is tha2186 of people with hombased

businesses, the business provides thresrters omore of their income.
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Table 31. % of Household Income from Home
Based Business

Riverside
County
%
07 10% of household income 31
117 24% of household income 12
251 49% of household income 16
5071 74% of household income 20
751 99% of housebld income 8
100% of household income 13

A final EDAWC question focused on the places respondents go for entertainment and
asked responden8:How often do you go outside of River :
Nearly half of the respondents (49%poeiedl eavi ng t he county either 0
i s 0 me.t Bhimfinding is reinforced bygata from previous Annual Surveys which showed
thatabout half of the respondentsratdh e cemnhnteydsai nment as fdexcell e
Futuresurveysmgiht i nvestigate i n more detail respond
for their entertainment. Hopefully Economic Development Agency personnel would find this

information helpful in their efforts to attract new entertainment venues to Riv€lsiday.

GREEN VALLEY INITIATIVE ISSUES
OVERVIEW: Respondentseportedtaking individual responsibilityfor the environment

through recycling, conserving water, and turning off lightsvioreover,they look to
government at all levels (local, state, andléral) to be responsible for making sure the Inland
Empire has clear air, water,and openspacd&she data suggest that fgoi
boon for businesses in the regidnmost respondents said they prefer such businesses, even if
it costs slightly nore. Responentsreported that theywiew protection of the environment as a
higher priority than economic growth.

This year6s survey i nc-tountyaréa: Ehe GreewValep ons o r
Initiative (GVI). GV | ibterest wasto usethesurveytdet er mi ne I nl and Empi
views on a variety of issues including thygnions on the relative importance of #grvironment

vs.economic growth, their behaviors to help protect the environment, and their knowledge of
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Gr een Val | efortsiinthe areaaftsustaieable dewelbpment. There were very few
significant differences in the responses of Riverside and San Bernardino County respondents.
Although various environmental surveys have suggested that respondents recognize the
importanceof environmental protection, talk does not always equate to ad®espondents
were asked an opeanded question asking them to list the actions they take to help protect the
environment (Question GVIT)see Table 3below. It is noteworthy th&8 percentof
respondents indicated that theystmmethingo protect the environmefith the average
number of green activities adopted increasing with education). The environmental protective
action reported by the highest number of respondents is recyemgpaper, glass, and cans
(85% of respondents indicated that they recy@éhough it is unknown how often or how much
they recycle).Thereported incidence of recycling was lowest amongst the lower income group
(78% of those earning less than $36,p@0year recycle compared to a norm of 86%). Further,
married respondents were more apt to say they recycle thamaoied counterparts (88% vs.
82%).
Approximately a third of the respondents indicate that they conserve water or turn off
lights (NOTE since this is a multiple response question the reader should note that these

individuals may be the same people who recidlee figures are not additive).

Table 32. Actions Taken to Protect the Environment

Riverside SB
County County
% %

Recyck newspaper, glass, and cans 85 85
Conserve water in the home and yard 34 35
Turn off lights and electrical appliances 30 31
when not in use
Purchase and use energy efficient light 12 12
bulbs or appliances
Avoid driving the car alone (e.g. bike, 11 10
carpml, take the bus)
Try to cut down on the amount of trash 8 8
and garbage they create
Make homes more energy efficient (e.g 8 7
insulation, solar power)

NOTE: This is a multiple response question for which respondents were able to ksthraorone
answer, thus percentages are not expected to sum to 100%.
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A related question (Question GVI8) asked the respondent what they think is the most
important environmental issue facing Southern California today. Two issues dominated the
responsesair pollution/smog (mentioned by 35% of Riverside County respondents and 40% of
San Bernardino County respondents), and water supply/reservoirs (mentioned by 25% of
Riverside County respondents and 20% of San Bernardino County respondents). As may be
anticipated, younger respondents (especially parents with children in the home) were more
concerned with air pollution than older respondents. The reverse was true for concerns over
water supply and quality (concern over water issues increases appeareeaseinath
education, age, and income).

The next series of questions address the s
commitment by asking respondents about whether they would be more inclined to purchase from
a business if they knew it was working todsevironmentally friendly (Question GVI10). It
appears that Agoi ng gr eld8éoof respandehteansaverdd that theyf o r
would indeed be more inclined to purchase from such a business (74% of whom would even be
wilingtodosoifitcost sl i ghtly more). This predisposi
reflected in the fact that 9 out of 10 respondents in each county would support allocating some of
the taxes they already pay for governments in the region to invest in environynieietadily
technologies like solar or alternative energy (Question GVI11).

More than half of respondents in each cowyressed theelief that the environment
should receive priority over economic growth (Question GVI1). Support for environmental
protection is greatest among those with lower incomes (less than $36,008) 58% of this
group believes the environment should receive priority over economic growth. This figure

declines to 41% for respondents with incomes exceeding $110,000.
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Table 33. Priority: Protection of the Environment vs. Economic

Growth
Riverside SB
County County
% %

Protection of the environment should b 52 53
given priority over economic growth
Economic growth should be given 27 29
priority over the environment
Neithe has priorityi both are equally 19 16
important
Other 2 2

Further, 41% of Inland Empire respondents (both counties comtsaetheyi st r on gl vy
agr eeo0 saidtteyi5adglb etélisdimportant for regional leaders to balance economic
developmat with qualityof-lifed  ( Qu e s t whenrstrat@yizing fpr the futurdhe
guestion, of course, is what role the leaders should take to achieve that balance. When asked
expl i cit goyernméneshonletake @ rolegroviding incentivegor companies to adopt
environmentalhf r i endly technol ogyo (Question GVI4),
that they fagreeo or Astrongly agreed with th

Respondents were then asked AWho do you th
m&king sure we have c¢clean air, c¢clean water, op
glance, the results in Taldd indicate that a plurality feel that everyone (citizens, business, and
government) shares equally in making sure the environmpmtiscted. Yet whegovernment
orientedcategories are combined, the picture slii#6% of Riverside County and 46% of San
Bernardino County respondemtslicatedthat the responsibility lies in government at some level
(State, Local, or Federal). Foer analysis shows that womeere more apt to say that
responsibility lies in the hands of citizens, environmental groups or in an equal shared
partnership with business and government. Mere more apt to lean in the direction of

business or government
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Table 34. Responsibility for the Environment

Riverside SB
County County

% %

Everyone shares equally 31 32
Individual citizens 17 15
State government 17 15
Local government 15 17
Federal government 14 14
Environmental groups 2 3
Largecorporations 2 2
Local businesses 1 1

In answer to a question asking whether the respondents thoagbutityl e ader s 6

commitments are on the right tra@@uestion GVI6)nearly half ofrespondents each county

s ai d Buyitassnteresting to note that nearly egaarter of respondents in each county

hadnot

hear d

of t he

green

commi t ments.

of GVI) should intensify their efforts to publicize whatever recent accomplishrifeytsnay

have.

OVERVIEW: Nearly 9 out of 10 respatentsi n

Table35. Ar e County Leaders
Commitments on the Right Track?
Riverside SB
County County
% %
Yes 48 45
No 30 32
Have not heard of the 23 23
commitments

WATER CONSERVATION ISSUES

Metropolitan

Wat er

gr e
Thi s
Di st

reported recalling an ad in the past three months about the need for water conservation, the

lack of rain, or ways to save water. About 63fethose who recalled an ashid that the

messages had causdueim to change their behavior.

This year, Metropolitan Water District of Southern California became a new sponsor of
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the I nland Empire Annual Survey. Meeentwatep o | i t a
conservation ads were recalled by Inland Empire medgats. Almost 87% of respondents

reported recalling an ad in the past three months about the need for water conservation, the lack

of rain, or ways to save water (Question Metl). Those 87% were then asked to indicate what
specific message they recall@uestion Met2). The mosiften mentioned message (from 38%

of those who remembered an ad) was that the Inland Empire is in the midst of a drought (water
shortage). Anot her predominant message was t
wat @gnemioned by 28% of respondents).

Respondents were also asked whether the messages in the ad had caused them to change
their behavior in the last 3 months to conserve more water (Question Met3). Most respondents
(63%) answered in the affirmativeTo place these findings in context, this figure was 4% i
statewide studiAR conducted for the California Urban Water Conservation Council in 2006.

What accounts for this difference? The predominant reason may lie in the fact that the
statewide study as targeted at people living in honiethe main focus of that survey was
landscape water use, whereas this study focused on water usage in general. But an alternative
explanation may be that perhaps there have been more recent ads in the Inlandlitrapire, t
recall and behavior change have been more striking than in the previous study. Or perhaps the
content or media mix of the ads was different, thus producing better results. In any case, the data
indicate that Metropolitan Water District should cajlon its success at getting the message

out.

EVALUATIONS OF SELECTED PRIVATE
AND PUBLIC SERVICES

OVERVIEW: Ratings of private and public services have not changed significantly over the
past eleven years in the county, with high marks continuing to be given to shopping,
police/sheriff services, and parks/recreation services. On theratine of the continuum,
street/road maintenance and transportation continue to be problem areas in both counties.
Each year the Annual Survey has included ¢
of local services from both the private and publidaesc Over time, there has been remarkable

stability in rankings and remarkably few differences between counties. The followingnzktie
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paged et ai |l s the percentage of respondents who i
Agoodo ( Qwe®.ti ons 14

Table36. % Rating Service as

Riverside SB
County County

SERVICE % %
Shopping 69 68
Police/Sheriff 62 61
Parks/Recreation 63 57
Public Schools 47 43
Entertainment 51 50
Transportation 33 36
Street/Road Maintemae 40 32

Respondents in both counties gave the highest ranking to shopping and police/sheriff
services. Parks and recreation services also received relatively high marks. On the flip side (and
of greatest concern) is the fact that perceptions oftstvad maintenance and transportation
haver e mai ned virtually t he isacosistenilytowkevalt he repor
Given declining budgets, it is unclear whether more can be done to mitigate problems with
transportation andtreet/road matenance, however government officials should take note of
these ratings, particularly given r ealpranndent s

this report.

CONFIDENCE IN ELECTED OFFICIALS
OVERVIEW: Approximately 6 out of 10 respondentsi each county have a fc

Asomeo confidence in their elected city offic
Since 1997 the Annual Survey has included a question asking respdind¢gtsv = mu ¢ h

confidence do you have that the elected officials in your city or community wilt pdtipies

that wi |l benefit the gener al community?o (Qu

in ratings over time, with little difference in ratings between counties. This year 63% of San

Bernardino County respondents and 62% of River€idunty respondents reported having a

Agreat deal 0o of confidence or Asomeo confi den

INSTITUTE OF APPLIED RESEARCH 42 Report, 2007 Inland Empire Annual Survey
Riverside/San Bernardino County Breakdowns




FINAL NOTE

In this report we have present8dn Bernardinoegionspecific and Riverside/San
Bernardino County comparatiiedings from the 207 Inland EmpireAnnual Survey. The
reader is encouraged to review the full data displays (attached) for the complete listing of survey
results. This report will be added to previous Annual Surveys on our website

(http://iar.csusb.eduor those who wish to engage in more detailed comparative analysis with

previous yearsod6 reports.

For questions about thieland EmpireAnnual Survey (or additional analysis tailored to a
particular organization aagency), please contact the authors: Shel Bockman53B9733),
Barbara Sirotnik (90%37-5729), or Christen Ruiz (96837-5776).
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INLAND EMPIRE ANNUAL SURVEY, 2007

SHELLO Hello, I am calling from the Institute of AppliedeBearch at Cal State San
BernardinoWe 6 r e conducting a scientific
issues and we need the input of the head of the household or his or her partner.
Have | reached [READ PHONE # FROM SCREEN]?

SHEAD Are you that per@n?

1. Yes [SKIP TO INTRO]
2. No [CONTINUE]
3. DONG6T KNOW NO RESPONSE
4. REFUSED
SHEAD?2 Is the head of the household or his or her partner at home?
1. Yes [SKIP TO INTRO]
2. No [CONTINUE]
3. DONG6T KNOW NO RESPONSE
4. REFUSED
CALLBK Is there a better timlecould call back to reach the head of the household?
1. Yes [SKIP TO APPT]
2. No [ENDQUEST]

INTRO This survey takes about 10 minutes to complete, and your answers will be used by
county officials to make policy decisions. Your identity and your responskes wil
remain completely anonymous and confidential, and of course, you are free to
decline to answer any particular survey question.
| should also mention that this call may be monitored by my supervisor for quality
control purposes only. Is it alright tokagou these questions n@w

1. Yes [CONTINUE]
2. No [SKIP TO APPT]
AGEQAL First, |l 6d |I'i ke to verify that you ar
1. Yes [SKIP TO BEGIN]
2. No

QSORRY  I'm sorry, but currently we are interviewing people 18 years of age and older.
Thank you br your time. [ENDQUEST]

APPT Is it possible to make an appointment to ask you the survey questions at a more
convenient time?

1. Yes (SPECIFY)
2. No [ENDQUEST]

BEGIN |l 6d | i ke to begin by asking you some
[INTERVIEWERS: PRESS ANY KEY TO CONTINUE]

INSTITUTE OF APPLIED RESEARCH 1 Questionnairg2007 Inland Empire Annual Survey

e

stud



COUNTY  First, what county do you live in?
1. Riverside County [SKIPTO Bla]
2. San Bernardino County [SKIPTO B1b]
3. Other county [QSORRY]

QSORRY2 I'm sorry, but we are only surveying people from Riverside and San Bernardino
counties at tis time. Thank you for your cooperation.

Bla. What city do you live in? [ASKED ONLY OF RIVERSIDE COUNTY RESIDENTS]

1. AGUANGA 16. INDIAN WELLS 31. PERRIS
2. ANZA 17. INDIO 32. RANCHO MIRAGE
3. BANNING 18. LA QUINTA 33. RIVERSIDE
4. BEAUMONT 19. LAKE ELSINORE 34.SAN JACINTO
5. BLYTHE 20. MARCH AIR RES. 35. SUN CITY
6. CABAZON 21. MECCA 36. TEMECULA
7. CALIMESA 22. MENIFEE 37. THERMAL
8. CATHEDRAL CITY 23. MIRA LOMA 38. THOUSAND PALMS
9. COACHELLA 24. MORENO VALLEY 39. WHITE WATER
10. CORONA 25. MOUNTAIN CENT 40. WILDOMAR
11.DESERT CENTER 26. MURRIETA 41. WINCHESTER
12.DESERT HOT SPRINGS 27. NORCO 9 8. DONOGT KNO'
13.HEMET 28. NUEVO 99. REFUSED
14. HOMELAND 29. PALM DESERT
15.IDYLLWILD 30. PALM SPRINGS
Bla. What city do you live in? [ASKED ONLY OF SAN BERN. COUNTY RESIDENTS]
1. ADELANTO 19. LAKE ARROWHEAD 37. TWIN PEAKS
2. APPLE VALLEY 20. LANDERS 38. UPLAND
3. BARSTOW 21. LOMA LINDA 39. VICTORVILLE
4. BIG BEAR 22. LUCERNE VALLEY 40. WRIGHTWOOD
5. BIG RIVER 23. LYTLE CREEK 41. YERMO
6. BLOOMINGTON 24. MENTONE 42. YUCAIPA
7. CEDAR GLEN 25. MONTCLAIR 43. YUCCA VALLEY
8. CHINO 26. MORONGO VALLEY 98. DON'T KNOW
9. CHINO HILLS 27. NEEDLES 99. REFUSP
10. COLTON 28. ONTARIO
11. CRESTLINE 29. PHELAN
12. EARP 30. RANCHOCUCAMONGA
13. FONTANA 31. REDLANDS
14. GRAND TERRACE 32. RIALTO
15. HESPERIA 33. RUNNING SPRINGS
16. HIGHLAND 34. SAN BERNARDINO
17. HINCKLEY 35. TRONA

18. JOSHUA TREE 36. TWENTYNINE PALMS/AMBOY
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B2. What is your zip code?
ZIP CODE:
99998 DONO6 T KNOW
99999.REFUSED

B3.  Overall, how would you rate [INSERT COUNTY] County as a place to live? Would you
say it is Very Good, Fairly Good, Neither Good Nor Bad, Fairly Bad, or Very Bad?

Very good

Fairly good

Neither good nobad

Fairly bad

Very bad

DON'T KNOW

REFUSED

©CoukwnE

ROTATE THE FOLLOWING TWO QUESTIONS (B4 and B5)

B4. In your opinion, what is the ONE best thing about living in [INSERT COUNTY] County?
[ | NTERVI EWER: DONOGT READ OPTI ONS]

GOOD AREA, LOCATION, SCENER

AFFORDABLE HOUSING

GOOD CLIMATE, WEATHER

NOT CROWDED

GOOD SCHOOLS/UNIVERSITIES

LESS CRIME, FEEL SAFE

JOB AVAILABILITY

FRIENDLY PEOPLE

: OTHER (SPECIFY)

10. NOTHING

98. DONOBT KNOW

99. REFUSED

©CoNoOrWNE

B5. In your opinion, what would yoway is the ONE most negative thing about living in
[INSERT COUNTY] County? | NTERVI EWER: DONOT READ OPTI C
1 SMOG, AIR POLLUTION
2 TRAFFIC
3 POOR PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION
4. DRUGS
5. CRIME/GANG ACTIVITY
6 BAD LOCATION
7 LACK OF ENTERTAINMENT
8 OVERPOPULATED
9. BAD SCHOOL SYSTEM
10. COST OF LIVING
11. LACK OF JOB OPPORTUNITY
12. OTHER (SPECIFY)
13.  NOTHING
98. DONOT KNOW
99. REFUSED
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B6. In comparison to a year ago, would you say that you and your family are financially better
off, about the same, or worse Dff

BETTER OFF

SAME

WORSE OFF

DON'T KNOW

REFUSE

©CowNn =

B7. Now looking ahead, do you think that a year from now you and your family will be better
off, about the same, or worse off than you are now?

BETTER OFF

SAME

WORSE OFF

DON'T KNOW

REFUSE

©ownE

B8. In general, how would you rate the economy in [INSERT COUNTY] County today?
Would you say that it is Excellent, Good, Fair, or Poor?

EXCELLENT

GOOD

FAIR

POOR

DON'T KNOW

REFUSED

©CoprWNE

Cpolyl. Now turning to business conditionsthre country as a whadedo you think that during

the next 12 months weol | have good ti mes f

[INTERVIEWER: NOTE THIS IS ASKING ABOUTCOUNTRY, NOT COUNTY]
GOOD TIMES

GOOD TIMES WITH QUALFICATIONS

PRO-CON (BOTH)

BAD TIMES WITH QUALIFICATIONS

BAD TIMES

DON'T KNOW

REFUSED

©CoahrwnE

Cpoly2. Looking ahead, which would you sayis more likety hat i n t he count
continuous good times durimigh e next 5 years or so, ofr
widespread unemployment or depression, or WHRPERVIEWER: NOTE THIS IS
ASKING ABOUT COUNTRY, NOT COUNTY]

GOOD TIMES

NEITHER

WIDESPREAD UNEMPLOYMENT/ECONOMC DEPRESSION

DON'T KNOW

REFUSED

©CownNE
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CPoly3. Generally speaking, do you think now is a good time for people to buy major household
itemslike furniture, a refrigerator, stove, television, and things like?that

GOOD

PROCON (BOTH)

BAD

DON'T KNOW

REFUSED

©CoowrE

B9. In general, how fearful are you that you will be the victim of a serious crime, such as a
violent or costly crime? Would you say that you are...

Very fearful

Somewhat fearful

Not too fearful, 0. . .

Not at all fearful

DON'T KNOW

REFUSED

©CoprLONE

TRANSVT No w, |l 6d |I'i ke to ask you some questions
B10. Are you currently registered to vote?

YES

NO

DON'T KNOW

REFUSED

©ConE

B11. Which of the following best describes your politipab r t 'y af fi |l i ati on? é
1 Democrat
2. Republican
3. Independent
4 Some other Party
5 None

8 DON'T KNOW

9

REFUSED TO ANSWER

B12.

o
c

|l d you say that you vote ¢é
In all elections

Only in some

Hardly ever, or

Never

DON'T KNOW

REFUSED

©CoprWNPFE

B13. Politically, do you consider yourself to be...INTERVIEWER: READ OPTIONS]
1 Very liberal

2. Somewhat liberal

3. Middle of the road

4 Somewhat conservative, or

5 Very conservative

8 DON'T KNOW

9

REFUSED
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TRANLSER Now, I'd like to ask you how you rate some of the local pubiit private services
you are supposed to receive. For each would you let me know if you believe the service is
excellent, good, fair, or poo(ROTATE B14 i B20)

B14. Police/Sheriff

B15. Parks and Recreation

B16. Maintenance of local streeaind roads

B17. Public schools

B18. Shopping

B19. Transportation

B20. Entertainment

EXCELLENT

GOOD

FAIR

POOR

DONOT KNOW
REFUSED

ogrwNE

TRANSE Now we have some questions about your employment status.

B21. Are you currently employed?
1. YES [SKIP TOB23]
2. NO [CONTINUE]
9. REFUSED [SKIPTO B2§

B22. Are you retired, or looking for worlor a housewife or husband amat looking for work
outside the home, or not currently in the workforce?
1. RETIRED
2. LOOKING FOR WORK
3. A HOUSEWIFE/HOUSHUSBAND AND NOT LOOKING FOR WORK
OUTSIDE THE HOME; OR
4. NOT CURRENTLY IN WORKFORCE
9. REFUSED
ALL SKIP TO QUESTION Q28

B23. Do you work full time or part time?
1. FULL TIME
2. PART TIME
9. REFUSED

B24. What is your occupation?

B25. When thinkirg about your travel to and from work, on the average, how much total time,
IN MINUTES, do you spend commuting ROUND TRIP each day?
[INTERVIEWER: CODE # MINUTES]
777. DOESN'T APPLY; DONTWORK OUTSIDE HOME
888. DONOGT KNOW
999. REFUSED
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26. How many MILES roundtrip d you travel to work each day? [INTERVIEWER:
EMPHASI ZE AMILESO SO THEY KNOW THIS IS A DI
#25]
Total Miles
888. DONOGT KNOW
999. REFUSED

B27. What county do you work in?
RIVERSIDE

SAN BERNARDINO
ORANGE

LOS ANGELES
SAN DIEGO
OTHER (SPECIFY)
DONGOT KNOW
REFUSED

©Cooouh~wnNE

B28. How much confidence do you have that the elected officials in youorcdgmmunity
will adopt policies that will benefit the general community? Would you say you have a

hgreat deal o, Asomeonf idehce@oh, 6 or fn

A GREAT DEAL OF CONFDENCE

SOME CONFIDENCE

NOT MUCH CONFIDENCE

NO CONFIDENCE

DON'T KNOW

REFUSED

©CoOorWNEDS

GREEN VALLEY INITIATIVE QUESTIONS i ASK IN BOTH COUNTIES
TRANSGVI Changing topicsé.now | have somet quest i
and protection of the environment.

GVIl. Ingenerald o you think thaté.

1. Protection of the environment should be given priaritgreconomic growth, or

2. Do you think that eonomic gowth should be given priority over the environment

3. NEITHER HAS PRIQRITY -- BOTH EQUALLY IMPORTANT[ DONG& T
READéCODE ONLY I F VOLUNTEERED]

4. DONO6T REALUYOYONYRE READé CODE ONLY I F
VOLUNTEERED]

5. OTHER (SPECIFY)

8. DONOT KNOW

9 REFUSED

GVI2. Have you ever heard of the Green Valley Initiative?

1.  YES [CONTINUE]

2. NO [SKIP TO QUESTION #GVI3]
8. DONGT KNOJSBKIP TO QUESTION #GVI3]
9.  REFUSED [SKIP TO QUESTION #GVI3]
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GVI3.

GVIi4.

GVIS5.

GVI2awher e did you hear about 1t? [|INTERVIEW
NEWSPAPER

WORD OF MOUTH

RESPONDENT IS INVOL\ED

FRIEND/ASSOCIATE ISNVOLVED

DONOT RECALL

RERUSED

©orwNE

Please indicate whether you strongly agree, agree, disagree, or strongly disagree with the
following statements:

It is important that Inland Empileaderdalance economic development and quality
life for residents

STRONGLY AGREE

AGREE

DISAGREE

STRONGLY DISAGREE

DONOGT KNOW

REFUSED

©oorwnNE

It is the role of gvernmento provide incentives for companies to adopt more
environmentallyfriendly technology.

1. STRONGLY AGREE

2. AGREE

3. DISAGREE

4. STRONGLY DISAGREE

8. DONOGT KNOW

9. REFUSED

Thanks. Now |1 6d |Ii ke to know who you thin

making sure we have cleair, clean water, open space, and so\Would you say it
should beé.[I NTERVI EWER: READ LI ST]
Local government

Local businesses

Stae government

Large corporations

Federal government

Environmental groups, or

Individual citizens?

Everyone shares equally

DONOT KNOW

REFUSED

QOONOUAWNE

©
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GVIe. Do you think that your county | @gtdaek?s o r ec
YES

NO

HAVE NOT HEARD OF THE COMMITMENTS

DONG6T KNOW

REFUSED

©ownE

GVI7. Some people take action to protect the environment by recycling or by saving energy, gas,
water, and other resources.butOtdhoenrd tp encapvlee t
take action. What actions goutake to help protect the environment? [ORPENDED
QUESTION--1 NTERVI EWER: DONOT READ OPTI ONS]

RECYCLE THINGS SUCHAS NEWSPAPERS, CANSAND GLASS.

AVOID USING CHEMICALS IN YOUR YARD ORGARDEN.

BUY BIODEGRADABLE ORRECYCLABLE PRODUCTS.

CONSERVE WATER IN YQWR HOME AND YARD.

TURN OFF LIGHTS ANDELECTRICAL APPLIANCES WHEN NOT IN USE.

PURCHASE AND USE ENRGY EFFICIENT LIGHTBULBS OR

APPLIANCES.

TRY TO CUT DOWN ON HE AMOUNT OFTRASH AND GARBAGE YQU

CREATE.

8. AVOID DRIVING YOUR CAR ALONE BY USING OTHER TYPES OF
TRANSPORTATION LIKEBIKING, CARPOOLING CR TAKING THE BUS.

9. MAKE IMPROVEMENTS TOYOUR HOME TO REDUCEENERGY NEEDS,

SUCH AS ADDING INSUIATION, INSTALLING SKY LIGHTS OR SQAR
POWER OR HEATING, TONAME A FEW

10. PARTICIPATE IN A COMMUNITY CLEAN-UP DAY

11. OTHER(SPECIFY)

99. REFUSED

oukwnNnE

~

GVI8. What do you think is the most important environmental issue facing Southern California
today? [OPEN ENDED QUESTIOND O N GREAD LIST]

AIR POLLUTION/SMOG

OZONE DEPLETION

TOXIC WASTE

GLOBAL WARMING, GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE, GREENHOUSE

GASES

OVERPOPULATION, POPUATION GROWTH

WASTE POLLUTION

WATER SUPPLY, RESERQIRS

LOSS OF FORESTS, F#ST FIRES

OTHER (SPECIFY)

DONOT KNOW

REFUSED

pownE

©©O©OONDW

©
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GVI9. In your opinion, what is therggle most important thing thaan be done to protect the
environment for future generatichqOPEN ENDED DONOG T READ LI ST]

SHUT DOWN POLLUTINGINDUSTRIES

DEVELOP NEW CLEANERTECHNOLOGIES

MAKE MORE USE OF ALTERNATIVE ENERGY SOURES

CONSERVE ENERGY ANDMATERIALS

STOP BUILDING HOMESIN MY AREA

STOP POPULATION GROWH

BUY BETTER PRODUCTS

CONTINUE ECONOMIC GROWTH

. OTHER

8. DONOT KNOW

9. REFUSED

QOOENDUTA®WNE

GVI10. Thinking about the purchases you make, would you be inclined to purchase from a
business which was working to be environmentally friendly versus a business that was
not?

*GVI10. Thinking about the purchases you reawould you be more inclined to purchase from
a business if you knew it was working to be environmentally friendly?

1. YES

2. NO

8. DONOGT KNOW
9 REFUSED

GVI10a. If YES, would you purchase from that business if it cost slightly more to do so?
YES

NO

DEPENDS ON HOW MUCHVORE

DONOGT KNOW

REFUSED

©oownE

GVI11. If you could allocate the taxes you already pay, would you want the governments in the
region to invest in solar, alternative energy, and other environmentally friendly
technologies thragh the use of incentives?

*GVI11. If you could allocate the taxes you already pay, would you want the governments in the
region to invest in environmentally friendly technologies like solar or alternative energy?

1. YES
2. NO
8. DONO6T KNOW
9. REFUSED
GVI12. Have you ever heard of the term Asust al
1. YES
2. NO [SKIP TONEXTSPONSB6S QUESTI ONS]
3. NOTSURE [ SKI P TO NEXT SPONSORO®GS QUESTI ONS]
9. REFUSED [ SKI'P TO NEXT SPONSORG6S QUEST
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GVI13. In general, what doésustainabé e v el opment 0 mean
DONOGT READ]

1. 1 6VE HEARD TOR IDONOHBU R RANHATYIT MBXARS

2. DEVELOPMENT THAT PRQYIDES THE MOST JOBS

3. DEVELOPMENT THAT WILL PROTECT THE ENVIROQIMENT EVEN IF IT

MEANS PEOPLE WILL LG5E THEIR JOBS

»

AND ENVIRONMENTAL NEEDS OF FUTURE GENERAIONS
DEVELOPMENT THAT ISSUSTAINABLE OVER TIME

Other (SPECIFY)
DONOT KNOW
REFUSED

©®o o

SANBAG QUESTIONST ASK ONLY IN SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY

SANBAG1: THIS VERSION WAS ASKED FOR THE PRETESTA programcalled

t

0]

DEVELOPMENT THAT TAKESINTO CONSIDERATION THE ECONOMIC

you?

Freeway Service Patrol, or FSP, has recently beplemented in the Valley portion of
the county. FSP is a roving teaftow trucks that travel on selected freeways during
peak commutéoursto helpmotoriss with car trouble. FSP provides help at no cost to
drivers who run out of gas, have a flat tire or need minor mechassigtance. Have you

heard of this servi¢e

*SANBAG1: LEAD-IN CHANGED TO THIS A program called Freeway Secei Patrol, or
FSP, has recently beenplemented in the Valley portion of the county. RSB roving
team of tow trucks thairovide help at no cost tirivers who run out of gas, have a flat

tire or need minor mechanicatsistance. Have you heard aétbervic®

1. YES

2. NO

8. NOT SURE
9. REFUSED

SANBAG2: [ ASK | F AYESO --THEY HAVE BBABRDR OF FSP] Where have

you heard of FSP?

WORD OF MOUTH
OTHER SPECIFY)
REFUSED

1. | HAVE USED THE SERVCE BEFORE
2. NEWSPAPER

3. TV

4. INTERNET

5. RADIO

6.

7.

9.

INSTITUTE OF APPLIED RESEARCH 11 Questionnairg2007 Inland Empire Annual Survey
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SANBAG?3:

[ASK ONLY IF THEY HAVE USED THE SERVICE] What county were you in

when you used the service? [IF THEY SAY MORE THAN ONE COUNTY, ASK FOR
THE MOST RECENT ASSIST]

©ConkwnE

SANBAG4:
ENDED]

QOO NOOA~WNE

8.
9.

SANBAGS:

SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY
RIVERSIDE COUNTY
ORANGE COUNTY

LOS ANGELES COUNTY
OTHER (SPECIFY)
DONOGT KNOW
REFUSED

Who do you think is responsible for running the FSP Tow service? [©OPEN

SANBAG

COUNTY TRANSPORTATION AGENCY/COMMISSION
MEASURE | AGENCY

CALTRANS

STATE DEPARTMENT OFTRANSPORTATION
CALIFORNIA HIGHWAY PATROL (CHP)
COUNTY OF SAN BERNARINO

TOW TRUCK OPERATOR/\ENDOR

OTHER (SPECIFY:
FORGOT
REFUSED

SKIP THIS QUESTION (REPLACEMENT SANBAG5A) Although data show

the air quality here has improved markedly over the past 20 years, it is still the worst in
the nation, and recent studies have confirmed that people die prematurely every year in
Southern California because of it. Much af follution comes from ships, trucks, and
trains that move goods through our ports to the entire United States. My question is:
Have you noticed that the air quality in the county is getting better like the data show, or
do you think it is still about theame or maybe even getting worse?

1.
2.
3.
8.
9.

GETTING BETTER
SAME

GETTING WORSE
DONGOGT KNOW
REFUSED

*SANBAGS5A: Studies show that air quality in the county has improved markedly over the past
20 years, but it is still the worst in the nation and is causingrhpadblems for county
residents. Do you think that government is doing enough to improve air quality?

1

2.
8.
9.

YES

NO

DONOGT KNOW
REFUSED
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SANBAG6: Would you support fees on goods moved through the Southern California ports to
help pay for less pollutg cargo trucks and trains?

1. YES
2. DEPENDS ON HOW MUCHIHE FEES ARE
3. NO
8. DONOT KNOW
9. REFUSED
SANBAG7: | 6m going to read you a |ist of some ot

trucks and trains. Please let me know if you suppoft eathem. First, more stringent
regul ationsédo you support that?

1. YES
2. MIGHT SUPPORT
3. NO
8. DONGOT KNOW
9. REFUSED
SANBAGS: How about using taxes on diesel fuel to help fund pollution reduction efforts?
1. YES
2. MIGHT SUPPORT
3. NO
8. DONGOT KNOW
9. REFUSED
SANBAG9: How about funding from gasoline taxes? Do you support that?
1. YES
2. MIGHT SUPPORT
3. NO
8. DONOT KNOW
9. REFUSED
SANBAG10: Funding from sales taxes?
1. YES
2. MIGHT SUPPORT
3. NO
8. DONOT KNOW
9. REFUSED

SANBAG11: In addition to adding to pollution, cargo truck® also a cause of traffic
congestion on our roadways and trains cause delays at railroad crossings. Would you
support fees on goods moved through the Southern California ports to pay for projects to
reduce this congestion?

*SANBAG11:Would you supportees on goods moved through the Southern California ports to
pay for projects to reduce traffic congestion from cargo trucks and to reduce delays at
railroad crossings?
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YES

MIGHT SUPPORT, DEPENDING ON HOW MUCH IT COSTS
NO

DONOGT KNOW

REFUSED

©ownE

SANBAG12: THIS VERSION WAS ASKED FOR THE PRETEST Now 1 6d |1 ke
passenger vehicles instead of cargo trucks and trevasild you be willing to see
tougher air pollution standards on new passenger cars, light trucks, and SUVs?
*SANBAG12:LEAD-IN CHANGED TO THIS Now thinking about passenger vehicles
€ .Would you be willing to see tougher air pollution standards on new passenger cars,
light trucks, and SUVs?

1. YES

2. NO

3. MAYBE

8. DONOGT KNOW
9. REFUSED

SANBAG13: | F YES TO SANBAG12¢éWoulnthdettmors be t
costly for you to purchase or lease your next vehicle?

YES

POSSIBLY

NO

DONGOT KNOW

REFUSED

©oownhE

RIVERSIDE COUNTY ECON. DEV. AGENCY QUESTIONS T ASK ONLY IN
RIVERSIDE COUNTY

TRANSEDA: Now | have a few questions of interest to the Riversiden@dtconomic
Development Agency and Workforce Development Centers. First, please tell me whether you
strongly agree, agree, disagreestoongly disagree with the following statement:

EDAWC1. |see my local community college as a place to go to retmiveng to upgrade
my skills and advance my career.

STRONGLY AGREE

AGREE

DISAGREE

STRONGLY DISAGREE

NEITHER AGREE NOR DISAGREE

DONOT KNOW

REFUSED

©oankwnNE
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EDAWC2. Use the same scale for this statement: | believe th2 &chool system should
offer more areer exploration and preparation courses. [INTERVIEWER: IF
NECESSARY, PROMPT WITH ASTRONGLY AGREEO, n

STRONGLY AGREE

AGREE

DISAGREE

STRONGLY DISAGREE

NEITHER AGREE NOR DISAGREE

DONOT KNOW

REFUSED

©CoankwnE

EDAWC3. The Workface Development Center and area colleges offer a variety of
employment and training services. What would be the best way of advertising those
services to people who want them? [OPENDED QUESTION WITH THE
FOLLOWING CODING CATEGORIES]

TELEPHONE

INTERNET

NEWSPAPER

GO TO EDA OR COLLEGE TO FIND OUT

OTHER (SPECIFY)

I DONGOT KNOW SINCE I 6M NOT I NTERESTED I |

DONOT KNOW ( GENERAL)

REFUSED

©CoNarLODNE

EDAWC4. Have you ever decided not to apply for a job, or declined balphb because the
commute was too far?

1. YES

2. NO

8. DONOGT KNOW
9 REFUSED

EDAWCS. Do you or does anyone in your home operate a Hmased business?
[INTERVIEWER: IF THEY ASK WHAT A HOME-BASED BUSINESS IS, ANSWER:
Any business in your home whersigents are the only employees and where the
business is clearly secondary to the use of the home for residential purposes.]

1. YES

2. NO

8. DONOT KNOW
9. REFUSED

EDAWCG6. [IF YES TO QUESTION EDAWCS5]: What percentage of your household
income cones from the hombased business? %
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EDAWCY. Think about places you go for entertainment. How often do you go outside of
Riverside County for that entertainment? Would you say it is most of the time, some
times, hardly ever, or never?

MOST OF THE TIME

SOMETIMES

HARDLY EVER

NEVER

DONOGT KNOW

REFUSED

©oohrwnNE

CITY OF VICTORVILLE QUESTIONS
THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS ARE ONLY TO BE ASKED OF PEOPLE WHO LIVE
IN THE CITY OF VICTORVILLE (BASED ON QUESTION B1b)

VCITY1: Do you haveegular Internet access?
1. YES
2. NO [SKIP TO VCITY 6]
3. DON'T KNOW [SKIP TO VCITY 6]
4. REFUSED [SKIP TO VCITY 6]

VCITYZ2: From where do you access the InterietfS TERV I EWE R: DONOT
READéJUST CHECK ALL THAT APPLY]

FROM HOME

FROM SCHOOL

FROM THE OFFICE

FROM THE LIBRARY

FROM INTERNET CAFE

OTHER (SPECIFY)

REFUSED

EXIT

ONoG~WNE

<
O
=
<
w

CoNoOrWNEL

How often do you visit the City of Victorville web site?
|l 6VE NEVER SEEN I T

RARELY

EVERY FEW MONTHS

EVERY MONTH

ONCE A WEEK

SEVERAL TIMES A WEEK

EVERY DAY

DONOT KNOW

REFUSED
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VCITY4: Would you be more likely to visit the City website if it contained some user
generated content? NOTE: | F RESPONDENT DOESN
GENERATED CONTENT IS, SAY IT ISSONTENT CREATED BY THE GENERAL
PUBLIC RATHER THAN PAID PROFESSIONALS LIKE BLOGS

YES

MAYBE

NO

DONOGT KNOW

REFUSED

©own

VCITY5: Wh a t features or content would motivate
often? [OPENENDED QUESTION]
1. USERGENERATED CONTENT
2. SOCIAL NETWORKING STES
3. OTHER (SPECIFY)

VCITYG6: What is your major source of information about what local government is doing in
your community?[INTERVIEWERS: OPEN ENDED WITH PROBES FOR
SPECIFIC NEWSPAPERS, SPECIFIC RADIO STATIONS, & SPECIFIC TV
STATIONS]

[SELECT ALL THAT APPLY]

NEWSPAPERSPECIFY)

RADIO (SPECIFY)

TELEVISION (SPECIFY)

LOCAL CABLE CHANNEL

CITY/COMMUNITY NEWSLETTER

INTERNET[ASK IFIT IS THE CI TY WEBSITE TO CODE PROPERLY]

CITY WEB SITE

. OTHER (SPECIFY)

8. DONOGT KNOW

9. REFUSED

Q@ONOO~wWDNE

MOJAVE WATER DISTRICT QUESTIONS
THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS ARE ONLY ASKED OF RESIDENTS IN THE
VICTOR VALLEY AND DESERT REGIONS OF SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY

Mojavel: How concened are you about the availability of future water supplies?
1. Very concerned
2. Somewhat concerned
3. Not at all concerned
8. DONOT KNOW
9. REFUSED
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Mojave2:

|l 6m interested to know how i mportant

you compaed with other issues-or each of the following issues, please tell me whether you

think maintaining a reliable water supply is more important, less important or equally important.

©ownE ©ownE

©oownE

Mojave3:

oonN -

Mojave4:

©wn -

First, fighting cri meé
MORE IMPORTANT

LESS IMPORTANT

ABOUT EQUAL

DONOT KNOW

REFUSED

Reducing traffic.
MORE IMPORTANT
LESS IMPORTANT
ABOUT EQUAL
DONGOT KNOW
REFUSED

And finally, providing health care.
MORE IMPORTANT

LESS IMPORTANT

ABOUT EQUAL

DONOGT KNOW
REFUSED

Have you personally made a change in your water use habits in the past year in
order to conserve?

YES

NO

DONOT KNOW

REFUSED

If financial incentives were made available to water users to help promote
conservationywould you participate?

YES

NO

DEPENDS ON THE AMOUNT OF MONEY OFFERED

DONOT KNOW

REFUSED

INSTITUTE OF APPLIED RESEARCH 18 Questionnairg2007 Inland Empire Annual Survey
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METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT QUESTIONS
THE FOLLOWI NG QUESTI ONS ASKED OF RESI DENTS | N
Metl: Do you recall seeing or heariagy ads or advertising messages in the last three months

about the need for water conservation, the lack of rain, or ways to save water?

1.  YES

2. NO [SKIPTO DEMOG]
8. DONO6T KNOW [SKIPTO DEMOG]
9.  REFUSED [SKIPTO DEMOG]

Met2: [IF YES TO QUESTIONMetl] What specific messages do you recall from the ads?
[OPENENDED] [ NOTE TO | NTERVI EWERS: | F THEY SAY
WATERO, PROBE WITH ADO YOU RECALL ANY SPEC
MENTI ONED TO SAVE WATERO?]

Met3: Did the messages cause you to change your behavloe last three months to help
conserve more water?

1. YES
2. NO
8. DON'T KNOW
9 REFUSED
DEMOG And finally 106d |ike to ask a few quest

D1. What was the last grade of school that you completed?
SOME HIGH SCHDOL OR LESS

HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATE

SOME COLLEGE

COLLEGE GRADUATE (BACHELOR'S DEGREE)
SOME GRADUATE WORK

POSTGRADUATE DEGREE

DON'T KNOW

REFUSED

CoogahkwnhE

D2.

>0

ich of the following best describes your
Single, never married

Married

Divorced

Widowed

Separated

Other (Specify)

REFUSED

COURWNRE

D2b. How many children ages 18 years old or younger do you have living at home?
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D3.

DA4.

D5.

D6.

D7.

DS.

Are you of Hispanic or Latino origin?

1. YES

2. NO

8. DONOGT KNOW
9. REFUSED

How wouldyou describe yourace or ethnicity SELECT ALL THAT APPLY
ASIAN (SPECIFY)

BLACK OR AFRICAN AMERICAN

CAUCASIAN OR WHITE

HISPANIC

OTHER (SPECIFY)

DONOGT KNOW

REFUSED

©ConhkwnE

How many cars do you have for your household?
DONO6T KNOW [ ENTER 998]
REFUSB [ENTER 999]

What was your age at your last birthday?
DONO6T KNOW [ ENTER 998]
REFUSED [ENTER 999]

How long have you lived in San Bernardino County? (In years, ROUND UP)
DONG6T KNOW [ ENTER 998]
REFUSED [ENTER 999]

Which of the followingcategories best describes your total household or family income
before taxes, from all sources, for 2006? Let me know when | get to the correct category.
Less than $25,000

$25,000 to less than $35,000

$36,000 to less than $50,000

$50,000 to less than $&60

$66,000 to less than $80,000

$80,000 to $110,000

Over $110,000

DON'T KNOW

. REFUSED

CoNoOrWNE

Well, that's it. Thank you very much for your timee appreciate it.

INTERVIEWER QUESTIONS
GENDER  The respondent was...

1. Male
2. Female
3. Couldn't tell
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COOP How cooperative was the respondent?

1. Cooperative
2. Uncooperative
3 Very Uncooperative

UNDSTD How well did the respondent understand the questions?
1. Very easily
2. Easily
3. Some difficulty
4 Great deal of difficulty

LNG In what language vg&athe interview conducted?
1. English
2. Spanish

NAME Interviewer name?
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2007 Inland Empire Annual Survey
San Bernardino County Data Display, Regional Breakdowns

Following is the d&a display for the 2007 Inland Empire Annual Survey, with data broken down by San Bernardino County regions.
Weighting factors were applied in order to remove the effects ofsarapling in the City of Victorville.

Question 3: Overall, how would you rate your county as a place to live?

East Valley West Valley Victor Valley Desert
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %
Very Good 18 13.1% 49 34.3% 24 18.1% 32 21.3%
Fairly Good 59 43.1% 59 41.3% 62 47.6% 82 54.7%
gzgher Good nor 33 24.1% 27 18.9% 31 23.6% 23 15.3%
Fairly Bad 20 14.6% 7 4.9% 7 5.3% 3 2.0%
Very Bad 7 5.1% 1 1% 7 5.4% 10 6.7%
Total 137 100.0% 143 100.0% 130 100.0% 150 100.0%

NOTE: Due to the extreme length of the San Bernardino version of the surwey, this question was only asked of approximately
half the sample.
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Question 4: In your opinion, what is the ONE best thing about living in your county?

East Valley West Valley Victor Valley Desert
Count Col % Count Col % Count Col % Count Col %
Good area, location, scenery 45 34.4% 50 36.8% 31 25.7% 30 21.6%
Affordable housing 20 15.3% 13 9.6% 13 10.9% 4 2.9%
Good climate, weather 15 11.5% 11 8.1% 18 15.0% 31 22.3%
Not crowded 6 4.6% 9 6.6% 16 13.0% 26 18.7%
Good schools/universities 2 1.5% 1 7% 4 3.3% 1 7%
Less crime, feel safe 1 .8% 3 2.2% 2 1.9% 3 2.2%
Job availability 1 .8% 6 4.4% 4 3.4% 4 2.9%
Friendly people 5 3.8% 8 5.9% 3 2.2% 7 5.0%
(Ij?:scgtzjlt;ic;gzra)l activities (mountains, 0 0% 2 1.5% 1 1.1% 1 79
Centrally located 3 2.3% 3 2.2% 0 1% 1 1%
Independenc e/freedom 1 .8% 2 1.5% 2 1.3% 5 3.6%
Diversity 3 2.3% 1 7% 1 .9% 2 1.4%
gg’;‘ﬁ?ﬁ”gﬂggf“er 0 0% 4 2.9% 1 8% 1 7%
Low traffic/freeways/roads 0 .0% 1 % 1 .8% 0 .0%
ﬁ:\;]r?g?lri)r?srlfrgitcgtaxes 0 0% 2 1.5% 0 0% 0 0%
Family/friends live here 1 .8% 0 .0% 1 1.0% 1 7%
Resources 5 3.8% 3 2.2% 5 3.9% 4 2.9%
Quiet/peaceful 4 3.1% 3 2.2% 4 3.4% 3 2.2%
Fresh air 0 .0% 0 .0% 3 2.1% 3 2.2%
Si;r;eral growth of the county/large 5 1.5% 1 7% > 1.9% 3 2 204
Shopping/senices 1 .8% 2 1.5% 0 1% 0 .0%
Open space/property size 1 .8% 1 7% 2 1.6% 1 7%
Ewverything 1 .8% 1 7% 0 .3% 0 .0%
Nothing 13 9.9% 8 5.9% 3 2.7% 6 4.3%
Other 1 .8% 1 7% 3 2.5% 2 1.4%
Total 131 100.0% 136 100.0% 122 100.0% 139 100.0%
NOTE: Due to the extreme length of the San Bernardino version of the suney, this question was only asked of approximately half the
sample.
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