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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Introduction and Purpose
	As part of the broader Heart of Illinois Sustainability Consortium (HISC) work plan and Brilliant.Bright.Community. effort, the Tri-County Regional Planning Commission (TCRPC) conducted a survey of persons living within Peoria, Tazewell and Woodford counties. The survey—done in accordance with the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) Sustainability Regional Planning Grant received by HISC—was developed in collaboration with the Stevenson Center for Applied Community and Economic Development at Illinois State University. This project was executed over approximately ten months, beginning in late August of 2011. The overarching goals are to incorporate citizen input to guide preparation of the area’s long-term sustainability blueprint facilitate implementation of said plan. Yet, this also serves to create name recognition and build awareness of HISC’s efforts. 
Survey Components and Methods
	The full process of surveying was split between two questionnaires—one primary and the other secondary. Contents of the primary survey questionnaire are divided in four parts: 1) personal well-being; 2) opinions on the importance of key areas within sustainable development; 3) how well those key areas are currently being provided; and 4) demographic characteristics. The secondary survey is a reduced form of the primary, containing slightly pared-down versions of the second through fourth sections and omitting the first. Three methods of distribution and collection were used. Initially ‘drop-off/pick-up’ methods were employed, which lasted about one month. Approximately half of primary survey responses were gathered in this manner, and the other half was mailed. The secondary survey was delivered to residents of South Peoria by student volunteers. The slim survey took roughly one month to conduct. Altogether, 650 completed surveys were collected, with approximately equal number coming from the full and slim versions.
Findings
	Tri-county residents tend to consider sustainable community development as more important than how well it is being provided, meaning they want to see more of it and would endorse TCRPC and HISC efforts. Looking at individual planning focus areas, one stands out: economic development. Issues of economic stability and growth are prominent for residents, ranked as most important for development and perceived to be currently lacking. Respondents also report significant deficits in the provision of alternative commuting options and environmental sustainability in comparison to their importance. In regards to issues surrounding aspects of local foods, public transportation, and arts and culture there is alignment between levels of importance and provision in residents’ minds. The only area with evidence of being provided at or above its level of accorded importance at present is housing. However, all aspects fall short of being considered ‘well provided.’
	Within these findings, differences are seen between certain groups of the population. Younger residents are more active, feel more isolated and desire stronger sustainable development efforts than their elder counterparts. Similarly, persons identifying as belonging to minority racial/ethnic groups feel more isolated in the community than white residents, and also have lower levels of work satisfaction and enjoyment of the natural environment. Additionally, higher educational attainment is strongly associated with higher perceptions of quality of life. 
Taken together, survey findings support TCRPC and HISC efforts. This is particularly true in regards to economic development, involving marginalized populations in the process of planning and implementing policy and programs, and enhancing educational opportunities in the area. 


PREPARING THE SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE
Purpose
	In preparing to survey the tri-county population, TCRPC kept several ends in mind. Overarching were the goals to incorporate citizen input for the area’s long-term sustainability plan and, ultimately, to facilitate implementation of said plan. Yet, this project served a variety of purposes beyond such straightforward aims. It brought both the Commission and the Consortium into resident homes, forming additional name recognition and building awareness of regional development efforts towards a community better equipped to meet tomorrow’s challenges as well as today’s. TCRPC staff know the significance of defining the community through its people’s eyes, and recognizes that the foundation of development work is the population being served. Crucial to making the community’s vision one with the Consortium’s plan was ensuring the voices of all peoples are heard, particularly those typically excluded from formal development planning. Thus, a concerted effort was made to engage both lower income residents and persons of color, whom are most often neglected in such designs.
Initial Steps
	In the spring of 2011, TCRPC began reaching out to local universities for assistance preparing and conducting a survey of the area’s population. Following a chain of recommendations, a graduate student intern from the Stevenson Center for Applied Community and Economic Development at Illinois State University was contracted for the 2011-2012 school year. The intern was tasked with composing a questionnaire, designing survey methodology, assisting in distribution and collection, entering and analyzing the resultant data, and preparing a report for the Commission. Stevenson Center director, Dr. Frank Beck advised as necessary throughout the course of the survey, but primary responsibility for guiding and supervising the project rested with TCRPC staff member Melissa Eaton as well as John Chambers. 
Eaton, Chambers and Porter collaborated throughout the fall via phone calls, Internet video conferences and face-to-face meetings, iteratively developing the survey questionnaire. The HISC work plan, TCRPC online content and documents and Consortium meetings—like the Sustainability Planning Information Session at Illinois Central College in September 2011—were instrumental for constructing survey questions to address key components of the Brilliant.Bright.Community. effort. However, it was the TCRPC vision and direction from Eaton and Chambers that brought all the various pieces together and set the blueprint for each piece of the full questionnaire. 
Survey Components
	The survey project was split between two questionnaires—one primary and the other secondary. The primary questionnaire was composed during the fall months of 2011. Of particular interest in the early planning stages were understandings of resident experiences within the tri-county region. What is it like to live here? How do people feel about their communities, jobs, neighborhoods, leisure activities, personal health, finances, the trustworthiness of government, and the environmental quality of the area? How important are facets of sustainable development to the average resident? How well are those facets being currently provided? Is there a gap between such importance and provision, generally? Is there a gap for certain groups of residents, whether by age, gender, race/ethnicity or otherwise? Bringing enough questions that would gather the information desired by TCRPC together with considerations of proper survey construction, a three-sheet instrument was written (six pages, front and back). This primary survey document was reviewed by Dr. Beck, TCRPC staff, and then at meetings with the broader HISC body, before being approved (see Appendix A for a copy of the questionnaire). 
The primary—or full— survey questionnaire’s contents are divided in four sections. The opening set of questions assess individuals’ feelings of well-being, work satisfaction, community attachment and isolation, level and types of engagement within the community, environmental perspectives, trust in various scales of government, and personal financial situation. These are valuable for getting a picture of how residents experience myriad aspects of life within the tri-county region and provide nuance when considered alongside their reported attitudes on sustainable development. Next come the measures investigating residents’ opinions on the importance of key areas within the HISC work plan. These key areas include: housing, public transportation, alternative routes for commuting (sidewalks, bike lanes), local foods issues, economic development efforts (such as job training), natural environment quality, and arts and culture. As Appendix A shows, it was felt that the best way to gauge the importance attributed to these community features by having respondents note how much money they would contribute towards ensuring they are provided. Few things resonate in people’s minds so strongly as the power of ‘voting’ with one’s dollar. The third component is complimentary to the second. It inventories how well the key areas of sustainable development are currently being provided. This is done very straightforwardly and allows for identification of gaps between the level of importance a feature is accorded and how well it’s being provided. At the end of the survey, we request for the respondents’ demographic characteristics. These are important for comparing the responses by salient groupings, such as age, race/ethnicity, and level of education. 
The secondary—or slim—survey (Appendix B) is a reduced form of the full questionnaire. The next section of this report will describe the survey process and why a slimmed version of the survey was necessary. As for the content, it is very similar to the full questionnaire. The first set of questions, being the longest and meant to add nuance to the understanding of the rest, was omitted. In its place, a single question asking whether respondents are proud of their past year’s accomplishment was added. Further space saving efforts resulted in a slight paring-down of the other parts, removing two questions from the second and third parts, and one question from the fourth. The second and third pieces were also simplified to basic assessments of ‘important’ or ‘unimportant’—‘provided’ or ‘not provided’—or ‘unsure.’ Again, nuance was surrendered in hopes of making a more compact instrument. Finally, an open-ended question, seeking input on what other information TCRPC should be seeking was included.
DISTRIBUTION, COLLECTION, AND CHALLENGES EXPERIENCED
Selecting the Sample
	A professional service agency, which specializes in generating research samples (Survey Sampling International, SSI), was contracted to select households in the tri-county region to survey.  Anticipating approximately a 33% response rate, and desiring at least 500 returned surveys, a random sample of 1,500 households was requested. Randomly selecting households is important in order to gather a sample that is representative—and can stand in place—of the overall tri-county population. With the goal of better incorporating the voices of minority and low-income residents, who are traditionally excluded from planning processes and a challenging group to receive completed surveys from, the sample was stratified. Stratifying the sample entailed over sampling households within zip codes identified by SSI via U.S. Census data with high concentrations of the target populations. A full third of the sample, 500 households, was selected from such zip codes while the remaining 1,000 households were drawn from all other zip codes in the tri-counties.
Drop-off/Pick-up
	Initially surveys were distributed in the ‘drop-off/pick-up’ method. This involves teams of volunteers delivering surveys door-to-door and returning later to collect them. Face-to-face contact is the primary goal of drop-off/pick-up methodology. By making that connection with potential respondents, even briefly, research has demonstrated that the rate of response will be significantly higher than if no such contact is achieved. As a cooperative species, human interactions are infused with informal, non-verbal contracts. Accepting a survey from another person forms a stronger contract than receiving a questionnaire in other, less personal manners. Academic studies have also shown decreasing response rates, generally, in recent years, and drop-off/pick-up was chosen in part to compensate for this phenomenon. Moreover, by making face-to-face contact with tri-county residents, a stronger and more personal connection can be made between the population and the Brilliant.Bright.Community. effort. Drop-off/pick-up is a good fit as it accomplished such personal contact with residents while being less time intensive than face-to-face or phone interviewing, though more so than mailing the questionnaires. 
	Volunteers were trained in late January, at Trewyn Middle School. The sample was divided into sub-regions within the counties and assigned to the various collaborating agencies and individuals. Approximately half of survey distribution was attempted in this manner (738 households). Contact was made with 344 households, 107 refusing to participate and 237 returning completed questionnaires. The response rate was 38%. Only half of all surveys were attempted in this methodology due to challenges that arose during the process.
Challenges and Response
	The first issue confronted during drop-off/pick-up methodology was a shortage of volunteers. Though much less time and labor intensive than face-to-face or even phone interviewing, door-to-door delivery and retrieval requires many hours to complete for 1,500 surveys. It is extremely helpful to have a large base of volunteers or a smaller group able to commit to fulltime surveying over a brief timeframe for this kind of work. Unfortunately the circumstances surrounding this project precluded both, leaving a shorthanded crew, largely comprised of TCRPC staff members, distributing surveys during and outside of work hours, over an extended period of time. One fellow HISC member organization, however, that committed to undertaking a major portion of distribution was Peoria Parks District. 
	Peoria Parks District staff agreed to cover South Peoria, wherein 542 of the survey households are located—more than full third of the total sample. Staff members who worked on the distribution effort were consistently met with resistance and skepticism, hearing that residents did not feel the survey was applicable to them. After attempting to hand out approximately half of their allotted surveys, returns did not justify the cost. At the same time, TCRPC staff and the Stevenson Center intern were coming to the same conclusion. 
In order to complete distribution of the full survey and ensure feedback from South Peoria was attained, two strategies were pursued. First, the remaining full surveys were to be distributed via mail methods. Second, a shorter—slim—survey questionnaire was developed along with faster and more reliable, though less representative, sampling and distribution methods were crafted for South Peoria. 
Mailing Methods
	To complete distribution of the full survey, households which had not been contacted were mailed a questionnaire along with a business reply envelope and instructions to return their completed survey via the U.S. Postal Service. A total of 752 surveys were mailed. Of these, 27 refused to participate and 81 returned completed surveys. An 11% response rate was attained. This reinforces the importance of in-person contact for boosting response rates. When combined with the drop-off/pick-up responses, 318 full surveys were filled-out and returned. That equates to an overall response rate of 21%, which was achieved between late January and mid-April 2012. 
Slim Survey	
	Considering that the bulk of tri-county residents of color and low-income states reside within South Peoria, the potential for a lack of responses from that area was distressing. Such populations are traditionally underrepresented in regional planning and development procedures, and TCRPC and HISC are determined to correct for that phenomenon within the current planning effort. Thus, a second—slim—survey questionnaire was composed. It was compressed and stream-lined in effort to facilitate higher response rate. Additionally, high school student volunteers from Peoria Parks District’s ELITE program were enlisted to distribute the surveys, each handing out questionnaires to five neighbors. 
This method is known as a ‘convenience’ rather than a random sample. Convenience samples do not ensure all members of a given population have the same chance of being selected, and consequently do not lead to feedback that can confidently be considered representative of the larger population. However, such sampling simplifies and expedites both distribution and collection. As a result, in one month 328 out of a possible 750 surveys were returned, for a 44% response rate. Within those, approximately 25 were determined to be forgeries, making the response rate closer to 40%. 
	See appendices for all documents related to the methodology. Next, data entry for the survey responses is considered.
DATA ENTRY AND FORMATTING
After collecting the returned surveys, responses were entered into IBM’s PASW—statistical software. Approximately ten percent of surveys were later double-checked to ensure minimal mistakes were made during data entry. Very few surveys were found to have any incorrect data, amounting to a less than two percent error in data entry. 
When appropriate, the coding for specific questions was reversed (a ‘1’ becomes ‘5,’ a ‘5’ becomes ‘1,’ a ‘2’ becomes ‘4,’ etc.). For example, the questions one through nine in the first section of the full survey generally align higher levels of reported life satisfaction with higher numbered responses. However, questions eight and nine each have an opposite alignment. By reversing the coding, it allows for an index to be created, summing responses from the first nine questions and creating a single measure representing respondents’ reported ‘happiness.’ Similar indices were created using questions fourteen through nineteen in the first section of the full survey: ‘work satisfaction,’ and questions fifty through fifty-three: ‘trust in government.’ Indices were also created for each sub-area of sustainable community development (housing, environment, economic development, etc.) in both the ‘importance’ and ‘provision’ sections of the surveys. These indices were then standardized, so all scores are between ‘1’ and ‘5’ for the full survey and ‘1’ and ‘3’ for the slim survey, corresponding to the response categories of each respective survey.
Demographic categories were collapsed to dichotomous variables. Comparisons of ‘age’ refer to the difference between individuals under sixty-five years old and those six-five and older. ‘Marital status’ denotes either being single or ‘having a partner’ for the full survey, single or married for the slim. ‘Race’ indicates white or non-white, and this coding was chosen because of the low numbers for all individual racial groups other than white. The measure ‘children’ distinguishes between those residents with and those without children living in their home. ‘Education’ is slightly different, as a three-value measure was created, wherein ‘1’ signifies a high school education or lower, ‘2’ some college, associate’s degree or technical certification, and ‘3’ a bachelor’s degree or higher. 
Finally, a technique known as factor analysis was used to create constructs from the second and third sections of the full survey, and first and second section of the slim survey. These sections correspond to measures of the importance of sustainable community aspects and the provision of such aspects, respectively, for both surveys. Factor analysis takes into account all correlations between a given set of responses and then identifies subgroups of variables within that set which are related and explain the most overall variation within the full set. In the responses to both the full and slim surveys, it was found that all measures of importance are related. That is, respondents tended to answer each question within the second/first section of the full/slim survey similarly, which shows that tri-county residents tend to either agree that sustainable features are important or not, rather than distinguishing between different areas of sustainability, such as public transportation or economic development. A similar pattern emerged for the provision sections, third/second for the full/slim. However, a second construct was produced, showing that the questions about public transportation stand out to residents, and their answers to those questions can influence their other responses as to the level of provision of other sustainable aspects of the region. 
Constructs created from the first section of the full survey highlight several components of personal well-being. Two related constructs were created from questions twenty through twenty-eight and questions twenty-nine through thirty-one: activity and creativity. Activity measures respondents’ reported amount of leisure activities that take place around the community (i.e., meetings, sporting events, etc.). Creativity measures engagement in artistic leisure activities (such as painting or writing).Questions thirty-two through thirty-nine generated two construct: community attachment and community isolation. Reported feelings of being either strongly connected to or isolated from one’s larger community contributed to the creation of these two constructs. Three environmental constructs were created from questions forty-one through forty-nine: perceived level of pollution, enjoyment of natural features (i.e., parks and rivers), and outlook for the future of the area’s natural environment. Finally, two constructs were generated using questions fifty-four through fifty-eight: satisfaction with personal finances and outlook for personal finances, which measure respondents’ perception of the adequacy of their financial situations and the likelihood their financial situations will improve in the following two years.
FINDINGS FROM THE SURVEY
Reports of the survey findings follow, starting with a demographic comparison of the tri-county region and the survey respondents. Next come descriptive statistics for the importance and provision indices. Relative rankings within both types of index are compared (i.e., what is most or least important) and also how each importance index compares to its provision counterpart (the importance of housing versus how well provided it is perceived to be). Then correlations are reported for the indices and constructs—created from segments of the first section in the full survey—analyzing associations between well-being and opinions/perceptions of the importance/provision of sustainable community aspects. Finally, responses are then compared in terms of variation between demographic groups as measured by the indices and constructs described above. 
Demographics
	Generally, those who responded to the surveys are somewhat unrepresentative of the overall tri-county region, according to U.S. Census data. However, the proportionate differences are not disconcertingly large, especially considering the concerted effort made to over-represent certain groups within the area. Key characteristics used to gauge the representative nature of the survey responses are age, gender, race and ethnicity, and level of education. Table 1 displays the breakdown of demographic characteristics for the tri-county region, full survey, slim survey, and survey respondents overall. Both of the surveys are significantly different from the tri-county region in terms of the age of respondents, over-representing older residents. However, any such survey will draw responses from older members of households, and it is their feedback which is most useful for the current planning effort. The gender distribution shows males to be under-represented, particularly for the slim survey. For race/ethnicity, full survey respondents are actually fairly representative of the tri-county region, whereas those for the slim survey demonstrate the higher concentration of minority populations within South Peoria. Overall, the goal of drawing out more feedback from traditionally marginalized racial and ethnic populations appears to have been achieved, particularly for African American or black residents. However, certain groups were not well represented: Asian, Native American and Alaska Natives. The area of greatest representativeness is level of education, where only individuals in the region with less than a high school education are under-represented, particularly in the full survey.
	Other demographic findings of potential interest include: household size, marital status, presence of children in households, length of residence in tri-county, home ownership, and average daily commute. Overall, respondents living alone comprise 17.8 percent of the survey, whereas the average household size is approximately three persons (when removing persons living in situations such as retirement homes who reported upwards of 197 persons in their household). An almost even number of surveys were completed by residents either married or with a partner as those who report being single (51% versus 49%), and a very similar pattern is seen for the presence of children in households (52% without, 48% with children). Almost half of all respondents report having lived in the tri-county region for over thirty years, which may reflect either a large native population or more willingness to complete the survey due to higher levels of investment in the region. Sixty-four percent of respondents report owning their home (thirty-six percent renters), and the average daily commute is approximately fifteen minutes.
Ranking of—and Gaps between—Categorical Indices of Importance and Provision
	In sections two and three of the full survey respondents were asked to indicate the importance and provision of twenty-three aspects of sustainable community, respectively. Both sections have the same twenty-three items, presented in the same order. To gauge importance in the full survey, respondents were asked to imagine they had set aside $100 to contribute to various area projects and then to  indicate how much money on a five-point scale (‘1’ = $0; ‘2’ = $25; ‘3’ = $50; ‘4’ = $75; ‘5’ = $100) they would contribute to policy/projects ensuring each of the twenty-three aspects. Responses of ‘1’ or ‘2’ are considered proxies for ‘not at all important’ and ‘somewhat unimportant,’ respectively, whereas ‘4’ and ‘5’ are considered ‘somewhat important’ and ‘very important,’ and ‘3’ for ‘neither.’ Opinions on how well each aspect is currently being provided were gathered more simply, asking residents to note where each aspect lands on a six-point scale wherein ‘1’ signifies ‘not at all provided,’ ‘5’ ‘very well provided,’ and ‘6’ ‘don’t know’—all ‘6’ responses were recoded to ‘3’ for creating the indices.
	Table 1. Demographic Breakdowns for the Tri-County and Surveys 

	
	Actual Tri-County
	Full Survey
	Slim Survey
	Overall Survey

	Age
	
	
	
	

	   Under 20
	36.8
	0
	6.6
	3.2

	   20 to 34
	9.1
	5.4
	37.7
	21.4

	   35 to 64
	39.4
	47.1
	51.8
	52.6

	   65 and older
	14.7
	47.5
	3.9
	26

	Gender
	
	
	
	

	   Male
	48.8
	41.3
	34.2
	37.8

	   Female
	51.2
	58.8
	65.8
	62.2

	Race/Ethnicity
	
	
	
	

	   Asian
	2
	0.3
	1.6
	0.9

	   Black
	9.6
	8.7
	49.8
	29

	   Hispanic
	2.8
	1.2
	3.9
	2.5

	   NA/AN
	2.7
	0.3
	0.6
	0.5

	   White
	85.1
	88.5
	37.9
	63.6

	   Other
	3.1
	1.2
	6.1
	3.4

	Education (at least)
	
	
	
	

	   High School Diploma
	86.4
	95.6
	91.2
	93.4

	   Bachelor's Degree
	30.6
	29.9
	30
	30

	   Graduate Degree
	11.7
	13.5
	12.4
	13


The aspects are grouped into seven categories: 1) Housing—questions one and two; 2) Public transportation—four through seven; 3) Alternative commuting options—eight through ten; 4) Local foods—twelve through fourteen; 5) Economic development—fifteen through seventeen; 6) Environment—three, eleven, and eighteen through twenty-one; and 7) Arts and culture—twenty-two and twenty-three. Issues of infrastructure, which are also important to the planning process, are included in the ‘environment’ index. Index scores were calculated by summing together the answers for each item within the category and then divided by the number of items, which standardizes scores and allows for comparisons to be made between them.
The average score for each index is shown in Table 2 and each falls between 2.5 and 3.5 (rounded) or ‘somewhat unimportant/poorly provided’ and ‘somewhat important/somewhat provided.’ Of note is that a significant difference exists between the mean importance and provision scores of four out of the seven indices: economic development, environment, alternative transportation and housing. All are considered significantly more important than their perceived provision, except housing, which is perceived to be better provided than its relative importance. Of the seven, economic development is reported as the most important community aspect for residents, but comes in fifth for perceived provision. Showing an opposite trend, housing ranks fifth in terms of its importance index score but second for provision. The next largest discrepancy is between the importance and provision of alternative transportation options—ranked fifth and seventh, respectively. Otherwise, index scores for each categories importance and provision either matched or landed within one place of one other.
	Table 2. Score (Ranking) for Importance and Provision Indices

	Index
	Importance
	Provision

	Economic Development
	3.5 (1)
	  2.8 (5)*

	Local Foods
	3.3 (2)
	3.3 (1)        

	Environment
	3.2 (3)
	  3.0 (3)*

	Public Transportation
	2.9 (4)
	2.9 (4)

	Alternative Transportation Options
	2.8 (5)
	  2.6 (7)*

	Housing
	2.6 (6)
	  3.2 (2)*

	Arts and Culture
	2.5 (7)
	2.7 (6)

	*Indicates a significant difference
	
	


	The same indices were created for the slim survey, though they are somewhat different. Questions three and seven were removed (which contributed to the environment and public transportation indices, respectively). Also, the scales for both importance are provision are three-point, wherein ‘1’ corresponds to ‘not important/provided,’ ‘2’ to ‘unsure,’ and ‘3’ to ‘important/provided.’ 
Patterns seen for the full survey essentially held for the slim version but are less pronounced. Significant differences include: 1) five out of seven categories have significant differences between the mean importance index scores and their provision counterparts—all but housing and public transportation; 2) each of those significant differences shows importance being scored higher than provision; and 3) housing is ranked higher in terms of importance than public transportation and alternative transportation options. Responses to both the full and the slim surveys demonstrate the largest gap between the importance and provision of sustainable community aspects exists for economic development, as well as significant gaps in the importance and provision of both alternative commuting options and issues of the environment. However, the two surveys show contradictions in the existence of gaps between importance and provision for housing, local foods, and arts and culture, while neither noted a significant gap for public transportation.
Correlations
	Table 3 displays correlational findings for indices and constructs from the full survey. Boxes without shading contain significant associations and the shaded boxes are non-significant associations. Perhaps the most telling feature of the table is that the vast majority of significant associations exist between the indices and constructs for personal well-being and those for the provision of sustainable community aspects. Conversely only a very few significant associations are present for the importance indices and none for the importance construct.
	The three ‘personal well-being’ indices—joy, work satisfaction, and trust in government—are all significantly and positively associated with either five or seven of the ‘provision of sustainable community aspects’ indices. These associations are strongest for work satisfaction and weakest for joy. All three are also moderately to strongly associated with the provision construct. Within the personal well-being constructs, community attachment and enjoyment of nature are consistently, positively correlated with the provision indices and the provision construct. Otherwise, only enjoyment of natural features was found to be consistently correlated with the indices/construct for provision. Also, respondents’ perceived levels of pollution in the region are associated with perception of how well provided local foods and environmental sustainability features are, as would be expected.
[image: ]
Comparison of Demographic Groups
Differences in the opinions and perceptions held by various key demographic groups were analyzed using independent samples t-tests. Doing so allows identifying where different groups diverge on various facets of personal well-being as well as the importance or provision of the seven identified sustainable community aspects. Seven distinguishing characteristics from the demographics section of the surveys were used to identify salient groups within the tri-county region: age, gender, marital status, presence of children in the household, racial/ethnic identity, and level of education. All are dichotomous variables except for level of education, which is split into three groups (as described above).
Significant differences exist between the under- and over-65 populations in terms of their reported personal well-being, how important—generally—they find sustainable community aspects, and the importance/provision of a few individual sustainable community aspects. Specifically, the under-65 population tends to report: 1) higher feelings of community isolation; 2) greater levels of leisure activity in the community; 3) brighter outlooks on personal finances; 4) overall attribution of more importance to sustainable community features; and 5) sustainable community aspects of alternative commuting options, economic development and the environment are more important. The over-65 population, on the other hand, tend to report: 1) higher levels of joy, work satisfaction and trust in government; 2) greater feelings of community attachment and enjoyment of the natural environment; and 3) stronger perception of the provision of sustainable environmental community aspects in the tri-county currently.
The genders show few significant differences between their survey responses. Women do tend to report higher feelings of community attachment, though. Men, however, generally report more satisfaction with personal finances, as well as a brighter outlook for future personal financial situation.
Differences between residents with a partner, versus those who are single, are somewhat more pronounced. Those with a partner tend to report: 1) higher levels of joy; 2) more active leisure habits; 3) more satisfaction with personal finances as well as a brighter outlook for the future; 4) fewer feelings of community isolation; and 5) a stronger perception of the provision of sustainable housing facets in the tri-county region. Single residents, on the other hand, note a higher perception of alternative commuting options being as present in the area. 
Respondents with children reported some similar opinions to those with partners, such as more active leisure time habits and brighter financial outlooks. However, they also noted less trust in government, less enjoyment of the natural environment, and a lower perception of sustainable environmental community aspects as being provided.
Differences between racial and ethnic groups are of particular interest. Residents who identify as a race or ethnicity other than white tend to report: 1) higher feelings for community isolation; 2) brighter environmental outlooks; 3) brighter financial outlooks; 4) greater importance placed on public transportation; and 5) stronger perceptions of the provision of public transportation. Respondents identifying as white, however, note: 1) better work satisfaction; 2) more community attachment; 3) more enjoyment of the natural environment; and 4) stronger perceptions of how well provided local foods, economic development, and sustainable environmental community aspects are.
Comparing respondents who claim higher levels of educational attainment to those who claim lower levels (some college or technical certification/a bachelor’s or graduate degree versus high school or less/some college or technical certification) it is found that higher attainment tends to relate to reporting: 1) greater joy; 2) more active leisure events; 3) higher levels of community attachment; 4) greater satisfaction with personal finances; and 5) stronger perception of the provision of sustainable community aspects tied to housing.
Taking these findings into account, what can we say about the tri-county’s attitudes and opinions on sustainable community development? How can these perspectives be brought to bear on the crafting of a long-range plan for Peoria, Tazewell and Woodford counties?
CONCLUSION
Representativeness
	Before making conclusions about the findings, it is important to note what the response rate and demographic profile of respondents mean for the survey’s representativeness. Keeping in mind its large scale and ambitious scope, as well as the challenges faced during distribution, this survey is an appreciable success. The project was undertaken with the understanding it would be difficult to elicit cooperation from traditionally marginalized populations, and that was certainly the experience. Yet, a sizeable number of surveys were collected from key populations in the area, particularly persons of color, through persistence and adaptive methodologies. Consequently, respondents are fairly representative of the tri-county population. Moreover, the vast majority of questionnaires were completed in full, and a host of useful information can be mined from the resultant data. 
However, the findings must still be considered in light of the significant number of refusals and what valuable information could be gleaned from gaining the trust of those residents and incorporating their voices into the planning process. For now, though, it is reasonable to acknowledge that a concerted effort was made to include all populations within the region, the demographic breakdown of salient groups fairly approximates the full tri-county population, and certain intuitive findings lend credence to the validity of the survey construction (i.e., the questions are being understood and answered by respondents in the manner intended). For example, higher educational attainment is associated with greater feelings of financial satisfaction. Taking this into account, generalized conclusions will be made about the findings, with the recommendation that efforts to collect feedback from an even wider segment of the population continue.
Conclusions on Findings
	The most consistent finding when comparing the level of importance accorded various aspects of sustainable community development and how well provided they are, is that a gap exists between the two. Specifically, tri-county residents tend to consider these aspects more important relative to their extent of provision. What ought to be taken away from this is that the Brilliant.Bright.Community. effort is a valid one. The community wants to see more sustainable development undertaken, and the survey findings endorse what TCRPC and HISC are attempting.
	Looking at the individual focus areas of the planning, one stands out most prominently: economic development. In light of the prolonged national recession, it is no surprise issues of economic stability and growth are profound, and it is ranked as the most important area for development efforts while being perceived as currently lacking. On the other hand, issues surrounding aspects of local foods, public transportation, and arts and culture are reported as aligning on their relative levels of importance and provision. That’s not to say they are unnecessary focus areas, but they are not as pressing to the community as is the economy. Between the aspects like public transportation and the economy are issues of the environment and of alternative commuting options. Respondents report significant deficits in the provision of these community features in comparison to their importance. Though not as large as the gap for economic issues, these are still standing out in the minds of residents. The only area with evidence of being, at present, provided at or above its level of accorded importance is housing. However, even this only receives an average index score between ‘neither provided nor lacking’ and ‘somewhat provided.’ In every instance, the average opinion of respondents shows room for improvement in providing sustainable community development.
	Within reports of the importance or provision of various sustainable community development aspects, some distinctions were found between certain groups in the tri-county population. Chief among such differences are the following: between the younger and older populations, between racial/ethnic groups, and various levels of educational attainment.
Younger residents are experiencing higher levels of isolation than their older counter-parts, though they are more active in the community. Whether this is the result of shorter residence in the area, or some other cause needing to be addressed, should be of interest to HISC as it continues to craft policy and programs for the future. Furthermore, the younger generations place more importance on sustainability generally and specifically on issues of alternative commuting, economic development and the environment. To match this rising prominence, the region needs to continue building efforts such as Brilliant.Bright.Community. to address the population’s evolving interests.
Distinctions between racial and ethnic groups in the tri-county region primarily relate to feelings of personal well-being, though they also diverge significantly on some issues of sustainable community development. Persons identifying with minority groups report greater feelings of isolation, lower work satisfaction and less enjoyment of the natural environment. However, they also not brighter outlooks on their future financial situations and the area’s environmental quality. Hearing and working to follow through on providing such a future is tremendous opportunity for HISC to improve the quality of life for all citizens of the tri-counties and also to build trust and inroads to communities traditionally skeptical of governmental development efforts.
In terms of education, findings are fairly intuitive and match conventional wisdom: building human capital through schooling is an effective and direct way to improve quality of life. Higher attainment goes hand-in-hand with reporting greater feelings of joy, activity in the community, attachment to the community, and satisfaction with personal finances. Striving to facilitate higher education within the tri-counties is an effort that could prove instrumental in building a Brilliant.Bright.Community.
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Table 3. Correlations of Indices and Constructs.
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