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Section 1:Executive Summary

Purpose

The Baltimore City Citizen Survey serves as an annual report car@itfogovernment.
Baltimore City implemented the survey in 2009 to provide residents the opportunity to rate the
quality of life in the city and their satisfaction wi@itygovernment. Mayor RawlingBBlake, her
administration, City Council members and Cityrages use survey data to better understand
what residentgperceive as the top issues facing the city. This enablesithéo better align its
priorities and resource allocatiowith citizen needsThisannual survey providegnportant
time-trend data to understandOK I y3S&a Ay NBAARSydGdaQ | aGdAGdzR
indicators.

Methods

The Schaefer Center for Public Policy at the University of Baltimore, in conjunctiomheith
Baltimore City government, conductedtelephone survey ¢ 1,786 Baltimore City residents
who were at least 18 years of ageData were collected via Computer Aided Telephone
Interviewing (CATIbetween April 1,2011 and June8, 2011. For the purpose of geographic
comparison, respondents were classifiadcording to zigode as residents in one of the nine
Baltimore City planning districtsThe responses were then weighted at tbiey level to more
closely reflect the distribution of age, gender, race and resideridee margin of errorfor the
responsess = 2.3%at the 95% confidence lev@r analysis at theity level

The sampling methib used by the Schaefer Center waased on a lisassisted random digit
dialing (RDD) approachListassisted RDBamples are generated randomly from blocks of
working telephone numbers and screened to remax@-working numbers, such as dedicated
fax or modem numbers, disconnected, unassigned, or business and government numbers

To simplify reporting, survey resulieescribed in thiseport have been rounded to the nearest
whole percentage. In some cases, where missing data and refusals are not presented, the
figures reported will not sum to one hundred percent (100%).
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In order to geographically locate respondeneach respondent was asked for the zip code
where he or she lived. The zip codes were then mapped to correspond to one of Baltimore
/I AdeQa yAyS tflyyAy3a 5AaG4NAOGad {AyOS (KS 0
the same, a conversiomalsed on population was used to classify each zip code as belonging to
only one Planning District. A zip code was assigned to the Planning District based on where
most of the population lived. For example, zip code 21218 crosses three Planning Distticts, bu
was assigned to the North district for this survey because most of the population is in the
North. Table 1, below, shows how each zip code was mapped to a specific district. Map 1 (on
the next page) can serve as a reference for readers unfamiliar wehyghical boundaries of
Planning Districts and zip codes. Survey results are reported at both the City level and by
Planning District.

Since Planning Districts and zip cdmmindariesare not the same, a conversion was used to

classify each zip code aslbnging to only one Planning District. Table 1, below, shows how
each zip code was mapped to a specific district.

Tablel: Planning Districts and Zip Codes

PLANNING DISTRICT| ZIPCODES

Central 21201

East 21205, 21287, 21202

North 21210, 21212, 21211, 21215, 21218

Northeast 21237, 21239, 21251, 21213, 21237, 21206, 21214, 21234, 2
Northwest 21208, 21209, 21207

South 21226, 21225, 21230, 21223

Southwest 21227, 21229, 21228

Southeast 21222, 21224, 21231

West 21217,21216

A more indepth discussion of the methods used in this study can be found in Appendix F:
Survey Methodology. Frequencies of the results are available at
www.baltimorecity.gov/outcomebudgenag.

2011 Baltimore City Citizen SurveffinalReport 2
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Map 1: Baltimore City Planning Districts and Zip Codes

Togy
&
/
/, v e N | :‘z i
L S
21 ‘m“ﬁ’; i
it
' il =
w ﬁ; jnes!
Southeast
City of Baltimore
Planning Districts & Zipcodes
0 1 2 3
s Miles
2011 Baltimore City Citizen SurwefinalReport 3

Schaefer Centdor Public Policy University of Baltimore




General Findings

There were a series of questions that asked respondents to give-epded responses to
guestions about the most important City services and the Bggeoblems facing Baltimore
City. These questions were asked without providing a set list of potential services or problem
areas, allowing residents to choose whatever they wished. These responses were then
categorized into general groups of services @anoblems.
Importance of City Services
e The most important services cited most oftg26%) were related to the Police
Department.
e Ambulance, fire, andemergency medicalservices (EMS)were the second most
commonly cited services in terms of importancel886 of all responses.
o At 17%, services relating to trash, sanitation, and cleanliness ewaeas frequently as
ambulance, fire and EMS services.
e Education was cited as being the most important service 11% of the time, ranking as the
fourth most importan service in response to this question.
Problems Facing Baltimore
e Thirty-two percent 32%) ofrespondents indicated that crime was the biggest problem
facing the City
e Unemployment was seen as the second biggest problem facing the City, accounting for
10%of the responses to this question.

Respondents were also asked about their overall satisfaction with Baltimore City services as a
whole.

e Almost half of all respondents indicated that they were either satisfied or very satisfied
with Baltimore City servieein general (48%), representing a five percentpgt
increase from 43% in 2010.

e Those who indicated that they were neither satisfied nor unsatisfied with Baltimore City
services in general were virtually unchanged from previous years at 18%

e Those who eported being either unsatisfied or very unsatisfied with Baltimore City
services in general fell five percentage points from 38% in 2010 to 33% in 2011.

Residents responding to the survey were asked about a list of issues facing residents of
Baltimore Qy. They were asked to rate the overall seriousness of each issue.
¢ lllegal drug use (90%) and violent crime (89%) received virtually identical percentages of

those indicating that they were either serious or very serious.

e Only 24% of respondents indicatedat graffiti was either a serious or very serious
problem, making it the least serious of all the issues listed.

e Almost half of residents responding to the survey (49%) indicated that finding parking in
their neighborhoods was not a problem.

e Trafficcongestion had the greatest percentage drop in those considering it a serious or
very serious problem, down 14 percentage points from 49% in 2010 to 35% in 2011.

2011 Baltimore City Citizen SurveffinalReport 4
Schaefer Centdor Public Policy University of Baltimore




New in 2011 was a series of questipaskng if respondents believed treame issues were
getting better or worse.
o Graffiti was the issue that the highest percentage of respondents (16%) thought was
getting better or much better.
e Over half (65%) of respondents thought that the issue of vacant or abandoned buildings
was getting worse or muclorse.

e Sixtyone percent (61%) of respondents thought that violent crime was getting worse or
much worse.

o Fifty-eight percent (58%) of respondents thought that illegal drug use was getting worse
or much worse.

As in previous years, respondents were asiexries of questions about their perceptions of
cleanlinessand green space itheir neighborhoods and Baltimore City as a wholdese
results have been virtually unchanged over the last three years.
¢ Residents are significantly more likely to see timeiighborhoods as cleaner and rate
the green space more highly than in Baltimore City in general.
e A majority (59%) rated their neighborhood cleanliness as good or excellent.
e Just over a quarter of respondents (27%) rated the cleanliness of Baltimore Gdgds
or excellent.
¢ Almost half of respondents (47%) rated the cleanliness of Baltimore City as fair.
e A majority (59%) rated the amount of green space in their neighborhoods as good or
excellent.
e Fortyone percent (41%) of respondents rated the amountrefeg space in Baltimore
City as good or excellent.

Respondents were asked again in 2011 about their perceptions of the availability of good jobs
in Baltimore.

e The percentage of respondents who thought that the availability of good jobs in
Baltimore was por fell to 38%, down from 42% in 2010.

e Eighteen percent (18%) of respondents though that the availability of good jobs in
Baltimore was either good or excellent, an increase of four percentage points from 14%
in 2010.

2011 Baltimore City Citizen SurveffinalReport 5
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Major Findings byPriority Outcome

1. Better Schools

C2NJ NBaLRyRSyila 6A0GK SE-125m0NGISsEHOSs, préeptions fvereh Y 2
relatively stablewith no statistically significant changethose who rated the public schools as
good or excellenfrom 2009and 2010to 2011 There were large changes in those who said
they had no experience witthe Baltimore City PubliccBools.

o Twentyeight percent 28%) felt that the schools were gooor excellent.

e Only six percent (6%) reported havingexperience with Baltimore City Pub$ichools,
down from 23% and 22% in 2010 and 20089.

e There were increases in those who indicated that the schools were fair (37%) and poor
(30%) from previous years.

e Thirty-eight percent (38%) reported that the Baltimore City Public Schools either greatly
or somewhat improved over the last three years.

e Twentythree percent (23%) indicated that Baltimore City Public Schools had either
somewhat or greatly declined over the past three years.

e An overwhelming majority (90%) indicated that Baltimore City Publicdichoe
SEGNBYSte 2N OSNBE AYLRNIFYyG G2 . FfdAaY2NB

e Of those who had an opinion, threguarters (74%) indicated that they believed that
they themselves had a role in ensuring improvements of Baltimore City Public Schools.

2. Safer Streets
Emegency servicewere consistently rated high in satisfaction among respondents; however,
not all emergency services were viewed the samsimilarcompared tathe last two years

e Fire protectionwasagain the most highly rated of dlity services.

¢ Ove half (65%) rated fire protection as excellent or good.

e Almost half (48%) rated police protection as excellent or good.

e 311 nonemergency services were rated excellent or good by 66% of respondents.

¢ Almost onéfifth of respondents (19%) indicated not hagiany experience with the

/ A G & Q a-ensengency\séwtes.

The same safetyelated services were again ranked most important by respondents to the
survey this year.

e Fire potection was given an averagmportance of 9.5 out of 10.
o EMS/Ambulance serviceas giveran average importancef 9.3 out of 10.
e Police Protection was givean average importancef 9.2 out of 10.

2011 Baltimore City Citizen SurveffinalReport 6
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Respondents were specifically asked about how safe teéyin their own neighborhoods,
downtown, and in Baltimore City parks

Anoverwhelming majority89%)reported feelingsafe or very safe in their own
neighborhoods during the dayhis is a slight decrease from the previous two years.
A majority(64%)also reported feelingafe or very safe in their neighborhoodasnight.
This is a slight decrease from the previous two years.

Almost threequarters (74%) reported feeling safe or very safe downtown during the
day. This is a slight decrease from the previous two years.

Less than a third (29%) of respondents repdrteeling safe or very safe downtown at
night, a substantial decrease from the previous two years.

A majority of respondents (69%) reported feeling safe or very safe in City parks. This
represents a decrease from the approximately thiggearters who hadltis same
opinion in 2009 and 2010.

Respondents were also asked about their perceptions of Bmmificant different types of
crime were in Baltimore illegal drug use, violent crime, drivers disobeying traffic laws, and
property crime.

lllegal drug use &as the most serious concern, with 90% rating it as either a very serious
or serious problemThis is essentially unchanged from the past two years.

Violent crime was seen assimilarly serious problem, with 89% rating it as either a very
serious or serios problem. This is essentially unchanged from the past two years.
Property crime was perceived as a very serious or serious problem by a bare majority of
respondents (55%), which represents a steady decrease over the past two years.

A majority of respondnts (65%) indicated that they perceived illegal drug use to be
getting worse or much worse.

A majority of respondents (61%) indicated that they perceived violent crime to be
getting worse or much worse.

2011 Baltimore City Citizen SurveffinalReport 7
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3. Stronger Neighborhoods
When given a choice of potential problems facing Baltimore, three of the toprfos serious
problemswere related tobuildings or housing.

Over threequarters (81%) of respondents thought that vacant or abandoned buildings
were a very serious or sers problem. This is not significantly different from the last
two years.

Just over threequarters (77%) of respondents thought that homelessness was a very
serious or serious problem. This is almost identical to results from the last two years.
Over half(60%) of respondents thought that lack of affordable housing was a very
serious or serious problem. This almost identical to results from the last two years.

A majority of respondents (61%) rated the cleanliness of their neighborhoods as either
excellentor good.

The percentage of respondents who rated the cleanliness of the city as either excellent
or good increased to 28%

A majority of respondents (60%) indicated that they perceived homelessness to be
getting worse.

A majority of respondents (65%) icdted that they though the problem of vacant or
abandoned buildings was getting worse.

More respondents indicated that they perceived the problem of graffiti to be staying the
same (45%), but were split equally over whether the problem was getting better o
much better (16%) or worse or much worde&%).

4. A Growing Economy

Perceptions of the availability of good jobs in Baltimore increased from 2010184
indicatingthat the availability of good jobs in Baltimore was either excellent or good.
Thepercentage of those who felt that the availability of good jobs was poor fell by four
percentage points from2% in2010 to 38% in 2011.

Those who felt that arking in commerciadreaswas a serious or very serious problem
fell to 39%, significantly belothe levels seen in 2009 ar&d10

More respondents perceived that finding parking in commercial areas was about the
same (41%) as opposed to getting worse or much worse (36%).

Over half of respondents (53%) indicated that the availability of culagtities in
Baltimore was either good or excellent in 2011, an increase of nine percentage points
from 2010.

2011 Baltimore City Citizen SurveffinalReport 8
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5. Innovative Government

Overall satisfaction with the services of Baltimore City government rose slightly from
2010, with 48% of respondenteporting that they were either very satisfied or
satisfied as compared to 43% in 2010

Those reporting that they felt unsatisfied and very unsatisfied fell five peacgnpoints
from 38% in2010 to 33%n 2011

Overall satisfactiomvith City servicestill lagsthe 2009level (63%).

6. A Cleaner and Healthier City

The percentage of respondents who rated the cleanlineskeaf neighborhoodss

either excellent or good increasdbm 57% in 20160 61% in 2011.

While most respondents rated the cleanlsgeof the City as fair (47%), the percentage
who saw the cleanliness of the Ciy either excellent or good increased six percentage
points from22% in2010 to 28% in 2011.

About half of respondents (50%) believed that trash removal was excellent or good,
which is essentially unchanged from last year. This is still below the level reported in
2009 (64%)

Fifty-three percent $3%) of respondents thought their curbside recycling service was
excellent or good in comparison &5% feeling the same in 20 and57% in 2009

2011 Baltimore City Citizen SurveffinalReport 9
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Section 2: Survey Background

Survey Purpose

The Baltimore City Citizen Survey serves as an annual report catayfgovernment. Now in

its third year, Baltimore City implemented the survey in 2009 to provide residents the
opportunity to rate the quality of life in the city and their satisfaction waity services Mayor
RawlingsBlake, her administration, City Council members and City agenaesungey data to

better understandthe perceptions angriorities of residentsfor policy decisions and resource
allocation. An annual survey provides especially useful year over year data to analyze trends
YR OKFy3Sa Ay NIaiREqguality @ life indidatois oxRrdimez 6 SKI OA

The annual Citizen Survey is part of a larinitiative called Outcome Budgeting. Outcome
Budgeting is a budget process that aligns funding with the results that matter most to citizens.
In traditional budgeing, agencies are allocated funding based prior year allocation and
adjustments are made up or down based on revenue projections. In Outcome Budgeting,
agencies compete for funding by demonstrating how the services they wifeachievethe

results dizens want. But, Outcome Budgeting is more thast how the City budgets its
money. A natural extension of CitiStat, Outcome Budgeting aims to push a focus on customer
satisfaction and performance measurement to every corner of City government.

This eport reflects many of the same questions asked in 2009 and 2010. However, more
detailed questions regarding respondent satisfaction with -@ity pools and libraries, among
others, were removed to create space for new questions to be asked in 2011. The ne
questions added this year regarding Baltimore City Public Schools,pT¥ | YR (KS
Community Action Centers provide feedback on specific services and quality of life issues not
addressed in the previous surveys. The 2012 survey will not include the@v questions from
2011, and instead will return to the more standard content from 2009 and 2010.

Methods

The Schaefer Center for Public Policy at the University of Baltimore, in conjunctiomhwith
Baltimore City government, conductedtelephone suney d 1,786 Baltimore City residents
who were at least 18 years of ageData were collected via Computer Aided Telephone
Interviewing (CATIbetween April 1, 201 and June8, 2011. For the purpose of geographic
comparison, respondents were classifiadcording to zip codas residents in one of the nine
Baltimore City planning districtsThe responses were then weighted at tbiey level to more

2011 Baltimore City Citizen SurveffinalReport 10
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closely reflect the distribution of age, gender, race and resideridee margin of errorfor the
responsess = 2.3%at the 95% confidence levidr analysis at theity level

The sampling methib used by the Schaefer Center waased on a lisassisted random digit
dialing (RDD) approachListassisted RDBamples are generated randomly from blocks of
working telephone numbers and screened to remove fwaorking numbers, such as dedicated
fax or modem numbers, disconnected, unassigned, or business and government numbers.

A more indepth discussion of the methods used in this study can be found in Appé&ndix
Survey Methodology.

2011 Baltimore City Citizen SurveffinalReport 11
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Section 3: Report of Results

Understanding the Results

In light of the desire on the part of the City of Baltimore to move to an outcbased
budgeting model, it is crucial to obtain information about how citizens of the CiBatifmore
view both the importance of the services that the city provides and their satisfaction with those
services.

Results are organized by six Priority Outcomes: 1) Better Schools; 2) Safer Streets; 3) Stronger

Neighborhoods; 4) A Growing Economy; IBhovative Government and 6) A Cleaner and
Healthier City. Each question asked during the interview is associated with one of these areas
(excluding demographic, classification, and screening questions).

Where meaningful, the percentages of respondemi¢ating that they do not know about a
LJ NI A Odzf I NJ ljdzSadAz2y 2N G§2LIAO FNB AyOf dzZRSR A
1y26¢ NBalLRyasSa INB AyOtdzRSR Ay GKS OFft Odz
reported percentages are utmded to the nearest whole percentage. For these reasons, it is
possible that the percentages presented in graphs and charts may not sum to exactly 100%.
G52y Qi 1y26é NBalLkRyasSa OFy YIF1S GKS G2dFf N
can male the total in the figure appear to be either just above or just below 100%.

Within each section, where there are discernable differences among demographic groups or
overall trends, certain key points are highlighted to present a more detailed pictuitbeo
perceptions of citizens to each question. Since this isthird year that thissurveyis being
conducted, areas of change or difference over firevious yeasQ NXadedzighlighted, as

well as places where public perception has remained stable

GeneralFindings

Residents were asked what they thougire the most important services that Baltimore City
provides. They were not prompted withliat of services, but asked siate what they thought
the most and second most important services wekost commonly (26%), respondents
reportedthat police servicegsvere the most importantAmbulance, fire, and EMS services were
cited as being the most important services b9% of respondents. These services were
followed by trash, sanitation, and cleamss (17%) and education (11%hese results track
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very well with the list of services that residents were asked to rate on a ten point scale of
importance. Chartl displays the overall results of the open ended question.

Chartl: Most Important Service the City Provides (Open Ended Question)

Police
Ambulance/Fire/[EMS
Trash/Sanitation/Cleanlines:
Education

Safety

Infrastructure

Assistance
Recreation/Culture/Parks ll 3%

Transportation ll 2%

Street Maintenance i 2%
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Jobs | 2%

All Services | 1%

Health Care | 1%

Youth Programs | 1%

Other 2%

19%

17%

11%

26%
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When asked about theoverall satisfactiorwith Baltimore City services, respondents in 201
tended to bemore satisfied than respondents in 2010 aleds satisfied than respondents
2009. Those indicating that they were very satisiedd atfour (4%) percentage points and
those indicating that they were satisfiéalcreased by fivgs%) percentage point® 44%

Chart2: Overall Satisfaction with Baltimor€ity Services (2002011)
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The chart below shows a sidg-side comparison of the City services that were discussed in the
2011 Baltimore Citizen Survey. In order to provide a clear comparison of the rating relative to
importance, the mean rating fo§ I O K
multiplied by 2.5. This allows a clearer comparison with the mean value for importance, which
was rated on a ten point importance scale (where 1 is lowest and 10 is highest importance).

aSNIAOS 646KSNB

Chart3: Baltimore City Services Mean Importance and Rating (2011)
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m Importance = Rate
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The 2009 and 2010 Citizen Surveys asked respondents to rate satisfaction with City parks, pools,
and libraries. See the 2009 and 2010 repatsvww.baltimorecity.gov/outcomebudgetinépr

those results.
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New to the2011survey was an open ended question about the biggest problem facing the City
of Baltimore.Respondentsvere allowed to say hatever they wished, anche responses were
broadly categorized to gain a sense of what were the most commonly cited categories of
problems facing Baltimore.

The most commonly reported category wasme (32%) although crime was also mentioned in
connecton with other problems (crime and drugs, 4¥d crime and other issue3%) Many
cited financial concerns involving either unemploymer®9@ or the budget/economy7¢o) as
the biggest problem faeing Baltimore. Educatior6%), drugs&%),and cleanlines$5%) were
not far behind.

Chart4: Biggest Problem Facing Baltimore (Open Ended Question)

Crime 32%
Unemployment
Budget/Economy
Education

Drugs
Cleanliness/Sanitation/Tras|
Taxes

Crime & Drugs

Abandoned Buildings
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Police

Safety

Housing

Transportation
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Other 7%
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When asked about a range of issues facing residents of Baltimore, illegal drug usdesaise

most serious with 90% of residents indicating that they believed this to be a serious or very

serious issue. Violent crime only slightly trails illegal drug yseith 89% of respondents

perceiving violent crime as serious or very seriou$he leastserious issues according to
LJ- NJ| #&affidcorigestion, Endl graffii a LJ2

NEAARSyi(la 6SNB FAYRAY3

which were viewed as serious or very serious among @i, 35%, and24% of residents

respectively.

Chart5: Perception of Quality of Life Issues in Baltimore (2011)
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New in 2011 was a series of questions concerning whether the quality of life issues have gotten
better or worse. Most respondents tended to perceive quality of life edirngy worse or
staying about the same. The ordxceptionwas graffitj where 16% thought it was getting
better or much better and 16% thought it was getting worse or much wog&igtyfive percent

(65%) of respondents thought the prevalence of vacantbandoned buildings was getting
worse or much worse while only 5% thought it was getting better.

Chart6: Perception of Change in the Quality of Life Issues in Baltimore (2011)

Vacant or abandoned building 44% 21% M 5%
Violent crime 42% 224% I 9%
llegal drug use 40% 27% W5%
Homelessness 44% 24% "Il 6%
Lack of affordable housin 37% 27% B
Drivers disobeying traffic law: 33% 36% [
m Getting Much Worse
Poorly maintained homes/propertie! 34% 40% 5% Getting Worse
Panhandling 29% 4105 ls, | Poutthe Same
m Getting Better
Property crime 30% 40% 8%
Finding parking in commercial are: 29% 41% [
Finding parking in your neighborhoo 21% 51% Wi5%
Traffic congestion 29% 46% B 7%
Graffiti 38613% 45% 14%
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When converted to a 10 point scale, respondédts LISNOSLIi A2y a 2F |jdz f
Baltimore were very similar to the past two years. Notably, the perception of how big a
problem it is to find parking in commercial areas showed a decline of 0.7 in average score, the
largest decline of all qua&yi of life issues.The perception of how problematicéffic congestion
isalso fell, from an average score of @4010to 5.8in 2011
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Chart7: Perception of Quality of Life Issues in Baltimore (Converted to 10 Point Scale)
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Violent crime, vacant and abandoned buildings, and illegal dumping continue to seewazar

year increases since 2009
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Chart8: Quality of LifeSatisfaction Ratings
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As in previous years, respondents rated the conditions in their own neighborhoods more highly
than those in Baltimore City as a whol@he amount of green space and the cleanliness in the
NBaLR2YRSYGQa ySAIKO 2 NidgBest RatingsSwith 6%l of Fe8puiReht’ i K
perceivingthe amount of green space in their neighborhooas good or excellent and 61%
perceiving the cleanliness of their neighborhoods as good or excellentS & LJ2 Y RSy i
perceptions of the availability of gogdbs scored the lowest on the satisfaction ratings. While
18% thought the availability of good jobs was excellent (4%) or good (14%), 68% thought it was
fair (30%) or poor (38%).
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When converted to a 10 point scale, respondanferceptionsof the cleanliness of their
neighborhoodand the availability of good jobs were highest in 2011 among the three years.

While availability of good jobs was ranked the lowest, the score was still an improvement
relative to 2009 and 2010.

Chart9: Quality of Life Satisfaction Ratings (Converted to 10 Point Scale)
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2011 Baltimore City Citizen SurveffinalReport 21

Schaefer Centdor Public Policy University of Baltimore




Move from Baltimore
Recognizing that retaining citizens is critical to making progress on the objectives presented in

this report, residents were once again asked how likelyais that they might move away from
Baltimore in the next one to three years. The percentage of respondents saying that they are
likely or very likely to move out of Baltimore in the next three years (34%) is virtually the same
as it was last year (33%) citower than in 2009 (38%). At the same time, the percentage of
those saying that they are not likely at all to move has risen from 26% in each of the last two

years to 32% in 2011.

Chart10: Likelihood of Moving Out of Baltimoré20092011)
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For those indicating that they were at least likely to leave Baltimore in the next three years, a
follow-up question was asked about why they were planrimtgave Once again, crime/safety
topped the list of reasons atl%6, up from21%last year. In addition, pursuing another job fell

to third place, yet it held steady d10%. Thirteen percer{il3%) cited high taxes, compared to

8% last year.Dissatisfaction with public schools as a reason for leaving Baltimore fell from 8%

in 2009 t03% in 2010, but went back to 8% in 2011.

Chart11: Reasons for Leaving Baltimore
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Priority Outcome I; Better Schools

A number of questions were used to understand citizen perceptiofsatisfaction with the

issues of healt, education, children, and families. Questions were asked alsogt12
educationandnew in 2011 NB |j dzSA G A 2 ya pedceptrins oNBalEmMdR PWIRY (0 &
Schools and their role in its improvements

Citizens were asked to rate the importanoé and their satisfaction with a variety diity
services.

K-12 Education

Respondents were asked to rate the importance dfZeducation on a scale of 1 to 10, with 1
being not at all important and 10 being most important, and then to rate their satisiaetith

the service on a-point scale. In terms of importance;12 education was once again toward
the middle of the list (ranked 11 out of 17), with a mean importance rating of 8.6. Last year, K
12 education received a mean importance score of 9@iarR009 it was at 9.1.

It is notable that many more reported having an opinalmout the k12 educational system in
Baltimore City in 2011 than in 2010 or 2009.

Chart12: Rating of Public K2 Education Services (202911)
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There were some notable differences in the demographic distribution of perception about
I £ G A Y-22NaBuadionaY system. The 68 age cohort were most likely to have had
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experience with KL2 education in Baltimoreo(ly 4% reported that they hado experience),
while the 65+ age cohort were most likely to believe that it was either good or excellent (40%).
White (9%) and Asian (15%@sidents, on the other hand, were significantly more likely to
report not having had experience with the Baltimorey@®ublic Schools White residents were
alsolesslikely asBlackresidents to consider K2 education excellent (6% vers@%) buta
similarpercentage of botiWhite and Blackresidents considered-K2 education poor32% and

28%, respectively).

wSAaARSyGa Ay GKS [/ SyaNXft LI yyAy3I-12Relutaionh O
excellent (17%), and Southern district residents waiast likely to rate K12 education as poor
(36%).
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Priority Outcome 2; Safer Streets

This section anallySa G KS &adz2NSe FAYRAy3Ia NI fadndisaigrg

perception of the Police &artment; and satisfaction with safety related services including

police, fire, andEMSservices.

Respondents indicated that safetglated servies were among the most important that the
city provides.

Several safy-related questions were asked to determiféS & A P& geptian(df safety in
different areas of the city their neighborhoods, downtown, and @ity parksg both during the
day ard at night. Overall, responses waedatively consistent with last year.

Chart13: Rating of SafetyRelated Services (2011)
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Fire protectionwas again the most higly rated of allQty services. The percentage of
respondentsrating their satisfactiorwith fire protection as excellentincreasedfrom 25% last
year to 31% this year which is onl§o®elow the response in 200& majority of respondents
rated Fire protection (8%),311 (noremergency) service (5695MS/Ambulanceesvice (55%),
and Street lightingg5%) as at least goodPolice protection(48%)was the only safetyelated
service for which less than half of respondents indicated that their satisfactith the service
was either &cellentor good
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Converting safetyelated services to a 10 point scale, one can see that fire protection and
EMS/Ambulance services remain the highest rated services to most Baltimore residdms.
mean rating for311 (nonremergency) services improved ovitle 2010 rathg. The rating for
Fire potection improvedover2010, butwas still below the mean rating from 2009

Chartl4: Rating of SafetyRelated Servicesl0 Point Scale (2062011)
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Neighborhood Safety

A majority of Baltimoreresidents reported feeling either safe or very safe in their own
neighborhoods during the day84%) and at night @%6). While the results indicate that
respondents felt less safe downtown than in their own neighborhoods, especially at night, a
majority ofresidents reported feeling at least saflewntown during the day (4%). Significant
percentages of respondents could not rate their feeling of safety downteitirer during the

day ©%)or at night (16%).

Slightlylower percentages reported feeling vesafe and safe in their neighborhoods during the
day, as compared to last yeawjth the number of residents feeling very safieopping five
percentage pointgroughly to the 2009 levels)Those reporting feeling unsafe and very unsafe

in their neighborhoods both at night and during the day wararginallyhigher thanf I &G & S|
results.
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Chart15: Perception of Neighborhood Safetpaytime (20092011)
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During the @dy, men and women both indicated an overwhelming feeling of safety in their
neighborhoods, witt88% of men an@%% of women indicating that they felt at least safe.

The percentages of residents feeling either safe or very safe in their own neighboniveoels
highest amongHispanic andWhite residents (100% and 2% respectively) while lower
percentages ofBlackand Asian residentseported feeling safe or very safe in their own
neighborhoods during the da86% and 85%espectively.

When looking atdelings of safety during the day by planning district, all districts reported at
least 80% of residents feeling either safe or very safe during the day.
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Chart16: Perception of Neighborhood SafetiNighttime (20092011)
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Whilemen and women were statistically indistinguishable in terms of their safety feeling during
the day, at night70% of men and9% of women reported feeling either safe or very safe in
their neighborhoods.

During the nighttime, Hispanics still felt theafestin their own neighborhood with 85%
reporting feeling safe or very safe versus only 65% of White residents and 63% of Black
residents feeling the same. Seveffitye percent (75%) of Asian residents also felt safe or very
safe in their neighborhoodtanight.
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Map 2: Perception of Safety in Neighborhoe@aytime

//4
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Map 3: Perception of Safety in NeighborhoedNighttime
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City of Baltimore
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Feel safe in your neighborhood at night?
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The 2009 and 2010 Citizen Surveys asked respondents to rate satisfaction with poleeeres

in

their neighborhood. See the 2009 and

www.baltimorecity.gov/outcomebudgetinfpr those results.
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Downtown Safety

The feeling of safety downtown wadightly less thamn 2009 and 2010with 74% of residents
indicating that they feleither very safe osafe downtown during the daf4% lower than 2010
and 5% lower than 2009)This figure dropped at night 9%, which isa decrease of 8% om
2010 It is notable that the percentage of residents indicating that they felt either unsafe or
veryunsafe downtown during the dapcreased from 11% 2009 to ¥%in 2010and finallyto

17% in 2011

Again, Hispanics fetafer than any other race/ethnigroup in the downtown during the day

with 93% reporting feeling safe or very safelative to only 50% of Asians who felt the same.
Seventy nine percent (79%) of White residents and 72% of Black residents felt the same.
night in thedowntown area Hspanics felt twice as safe as any other group (64%). Only 5% of
Asians recorded feeling safe or very safe indbentown during the nighttime.

When examining differences among various demographic groups in response to feelings of
safety downtown, Balthoreans aged 65 years or older expressed the lowest feelings of safety,
with only 58% reporting feeling either safe or very safe during the day.

While majorities of men (B%) and women§9%) reported feeling at least safe downtown
during the day, a muclower percentage of women2@%) than men 38%) reported feeling
safe downtown at night.

Across planning districts most residents reported feeling safe downtown during the day, with
respondents from onlywo districts reporting less than a safe or vesgfe rating of 70%69% in

both the Southwestern and Northwestern planning districtsiResidents of the Central and
Eastern planning districts reported feeling safest downtown during the day (Central 84% and
Northern 82%). Residents of ti@entral Southeastern and Northerndistricts reported feeling

the safest downtown at nightQentral37%,Southeasterr34% and Northern 34%). dlidents

of the Northwesern district were least likely to feel at least safe downtown at night (23%).
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Chartl7: Perception of Downtown SafetyDaytime (20092011)
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Chart18: Perception of Downtown SafetyNighttime (20092011)
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Map 4: Perception of Safety DowntowsDaytime
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Map 5: Perception of Safety DowntowsNighttime

City of Baltimore
2011 Citizen Survey
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City Park Safety

Perceptions of safety iRity parkslike other areas of safety declined agalrgwever,a large
majority of residents %) reportedthat they felt at least safe.Seventeerpercent (7%) of
respondents indicated that thegid notknow how safe they felt iCityparks.

Chart19: Perception of SafepBaltimore City Park(20092011)
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Since Baltimore City parks are not open after dark,dessis were only asked about their
perceptions of safety at parks during the day.

Disproportionately, the oldest Baltimore residents (those 64 years of age and older) reported
not knowing about safety i€ity parks (3%) up from 31% last year. The yowsy category
(18-24) of Baltimoreans reported feeling the safestGity parks, with 85% reporting that they

felt either safe or very safe.

Women felt safe less frequently than mem#6 versug7%), but were also much more likely to
report not knowing low safe they felt irCityparks during the day2(% versud2%).

In terms of geographic differences, the Central district residents reported feeling the safest at
Cityparks, with 77% reporting that they felt either safe or very safe.
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Map 6: Perception of Safety in City ParkdSaytime

City of Baltimore
2011 Citizen Survey
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The 2009 and 2010 Citizen Surveys asked respondents to rate satisfaction with City parks. See
the 2009 and 2010 reportst www.baltimorecity.gov/outcomebudgetinfpr those results.

2011 Baltimore City Citizen SurvefinalReport 37
Schaefer Centdor Public Policy University of Baltimore



http://www.baltimorecity.gov/outcomebudgeting

Safety Issues

Baltimore shares a common list of problems with other large, modern cities. Residents were

asked about their perceptions of the severity of some of those problehtsgtofwhich were
safetyrelated:drivers disobeying traffic lawsijolent crime, and property crimeWhile all were

perceived as at least serious problemsabgnajority ofthe respondentsonly small percentages
of repondents thought that any were at a poblem. The pecentage of residents who
thought that property crime was not a problemcreased from 7% last year to 8% this year

which is still down from 20Q9vhen 11% thought it was not a problem

The most significantsafety problem (and the second mosignificat of all the problems
included in the surveywasviolent crime, with over half (59%) reporting thablent crime was

a very serious problepthe same as 2010 andot substantially different from 2009. For the
second year in a rowesidents were asked aht their perception of the seriousness of drivers
disobeying traffic laws.Fifty-seven (57%) of respondents reported this as being a serious or

very serious issue relative sixty-five percent (65%in 201Q

Chart20: Perception of Safety Issues in Baltimore
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When considering differences among demographic groups, it is notable that there was little

variation in the perceived seriousness of these problems.
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Black andWhite residents seem to have split in opposite directions over perceptions of violent
crime, with Whites being more likely to consider violent crime a moderat&%}) or serious
(32%) problem (versuBlackresidents at 5% and%o, respectively). Black residemisre more
likely to consider violent crime a very serious problem4#e6/ersu$1% forWhite residents.

lllegal Drug Use

Just as last year, this year illegal drug use ranked as the number one problem facing the City of
Baltimore, with 63% of residentsiing it as a very serious problem and 27% indicating that it is

a serious problenfthe same as 2010)This is an increase of two percentage points (2%) over
those who viewed illegal drug use as a seriousgery seriougproblemin 2009

Chart21: How Problematic is lllegal Drug Use? (200@11)
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With few exceptions, there was little variation in the perceived seriousness of illegal drug use
across different groups of Baltimore residents. The oldest residents (64 years and older) were
most likely to say that illegal drug use was not a problem @%)almost twice as likely as the

rest of the city to say that thegtid not know how much of a problem illegal drug use was (4%).
The youngest Baltimorearsirveyedwere most likely to see illegal drug use as a very serious
problem (66%)which is the oposite of 2010 when they were the least likely to see it as a very
serious problem (43%).

There was a slight difference in the perception of seriousness of illegal drug use on the part of
White and Blackresidents. Following the same trend as the previyear, the 2011 results
show that Black residents are more likely to see illegal drug usesasi@s or very serious
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problem (92%) relative toWhite residents 85%). A higher percentage of Hispanic respondents
(100%) believed thproblem of illegal drg useto be either serious or very serious.

Residents of the&southeastern district were leatikely to see illegal drug use as a very serious
problem 50%), while Southwestern district residents warest likely to see the problem as
very serious (69%).
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Priority Outcome 3; Stronger Neighborhoods

Several questions were asked that deal with neighborhoods including: the importdrared

rating of street and sidewalk maintenance, snow removal, and housing code enforcement;
rating the availability of reeational activities; questions abou€ity parks; andrating the
seriousness of problems like illegal dumping, traffic congestion, graffiti, homelessness, vacant
and abandoned buildings, poorly maintained homes, affordable housing, parking in
neighborhoodsand panhandling.

Neighborhood Services

Citizens were asked to rate the importanoé and their satisfaction with a variety diity
services.Threeof these servicetstreet and sidewalk maintenance, snow removal, and housing
code enforcemenjtwere related to thed { G4 NB y 3 S NJ b $ayar& BridrMFORtEoRE &
Respondents were asked to rate the importance of the service on a scale of 1 to 10, with 1
being not at all important and 10 being most important, and then to rate their satisfactitn wi
the service on a-point scale with 1 being poor and 4 being excellent

Chart22: Rating of NeighborhooRelated Services (2011)
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Housing code enforcement was once again near the bottoth@imean importance rankings,
amongall services rated. The rating for housing code enforcement didlitgetly from anean
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importance score of7.7 last year to 7.8 this year, but still down fro8nl in 2009 Snow
removal and street and sidewalk maintenance weear the middle of themean importance
ratingscale at 8.8 each.

The percentage of residents rating snow removal as excelad 12%, which isirtually
unchanged from results in 2010 (13%) and 2009 (14B@se ascribing a rating of goddll
more dramaticallyfrom 35%in 2009to 29%in 2010 and finally to 25% in 2011

For the third year in a row, the rating aftreet and sidewalk maintenanceas virtually
unchanged,with 9% considering it excellent. Ch&8 shows the average rating scores for
neighborhoodrelated services over the last three years.

Neighborhoodrelated services, on average, were perceivecbless satisfactory than they
were in 2009o0r 2010b w S & LjergeRtBns (bfisow removal hawearked the most
significantdeclinein average ratin@f the threeneighborhoodrelated services

Chart23: Rating of NeighborhoodRelated Services (Converted to 10 Point Scale)

5.6
Street and Sidewalk maintenanc 5.2
5.4
54 2011
I
Snow remova 5.6 = 2010
6.1
| = 2009
5.2
Housing code enforcemen 5.3
55
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
2011 Baltimore City Citizen SurveffinalReport 42

Schaefer Centdor Public Policy University of Baltimore




Recreational Opportunities

There wasvirtually no changefrom the percentage of reiden@& fatings of the availability of
recreational opportunities in Baltimora 2010

Chart24: Availability of Recreational Opportunities in Baltimore (202®11)
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Those residents in thieighest age grougrho answered the surveyge 64 and over, were most
likely toreport that they did not know how to rate recreational opportunities (14%). Between
one-third and one-half of men rated the availability of recreational opportunities as good
excellent (41%), while women were less likely to do so (2¥&%jite residents were more than

twice as likely to rate the availability of recreational opportunities as excellent (17®lnek
residents (7%).

The 2009 and 2010 Citizen Surveys asked respondents to rate satisfaction with City parks and
pools. See the 2009 and 2010 repoatswww.baltimorecity.gov/outcomebudgetinfpr those
results.
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Map 7: Satisfaction with the Availability of Recreational Opportunities in Baltimore
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This map also shows the locations of City parks and recreation centers.
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Quiality of Life

Residents were asked about specific problems in Baltimoreé were askd to rate the

seriousness of thoseroblems. The majority of the problems related to tlie{ &4 NP y 3 S
Neighborhood  h dzii G2 oatSoE14). Vacant or abandoned buildings was the third most

serious problem on the ligt followed by homelessnesad the lack of affordable housingt

spotsfour and five. Drivers disobeying traffic lavesd illegal dumping were near the middle of

the list this year, angganhandlingfinding parking in your neighborhogottaffic congestionand

graffiti were the lowest ranked problems on the list. These occupy similar positions as

compared to their rankings last year.

Chart25: Perception of Quality of Life Issues in Baltimore (2011)

lllegal drug use 27% 5%2%

Violent crime 30% 7% 1%
Vacant or abandoned building 31% 11%M5%
Homelessness 34% 14% 6%

Lack of affordable housint 29% | 19% W%

22% | 33% A
23% 34%  [20vH
12% 21% IS
23% | 42% 17%
15% [ 39%  ESEEE

Finding parking in commercial aret
Panhandling

Finding parking in your neighborhoo
Traffic congestion

Graffiti

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Drivers disobeying traffic law: 29% 27% @09
i Very Seri Probl
lllegal dumping 28% 1279 G m Very Serious Problen
Serious Problem
Poorly maintained homes/propertie: 33% | 27% 8% Moderate Problem
Property crime 33% 29% B9 = Not a Problem

2011 Baltimore City Citizen SurveffinalReport

Schaefer Centdor Public Policy University of Baltimore

45

NJ




The problem of vacant or abandoned buildings wasve as aslightly lesserious problem by
residents this yeardown three percentage points fron84% last year. Thperception of the
seriousness ofiomelessness wadrtually unchanged from the previous two yeaf$heoverall
perception of the seriousnasof a lack of affordable housing was virtually unchanged from
previous years even though the percentage of those who saw a lack of affordable housing as a
serious problem fell to 29% froB8%last year

In terms of those who rated it as a very seriouskgem, mnhandlinghas continued to fafirom
22%in 2009to 18%in 2010 to 16%his year.

2011 Baltimore City Citizen SurveffinalReport 46
Schaefer Centdor Public Policy University of Baltimore




Priority Outcome 4 A Growing Economy

The 201 Baltimore City Citizen Survey asked three econewl@mted questions These
guestions were about the availability of good jobs in Baltimore, the availability of cultural
activities in Baltimore, anthe availability of parking in commercial areas of the city.

Chart26: Availability of GoodJobs inBaltimore (20092011)
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Avalilability of Jobs

Similarly to last year, there was a difference in the perception of the availabilggatjobsin
BaltimorebetweenWhite and Blackresidents. As before, about half Bfackresidents thought
that the availability of jobs was poo#{%),similar to Hispanics (46%yhile less thama quarter

of White residents felt the same way 2%). White residents were almost twice as likely as
Blackresidents to respond that theylid not know about the availability ofjood jobs in
Baltimoreg 20% versus 1%.

There was minimal variation this year in the perception of job availability among the age
groups, thoughover halfof the youngest respondents, aged 18 to 24 years, thought that job

availability waspoor (52%) This contrasted with the oldest residents, those 64 years of age
and older, of whiclonly a little over a quarter (29%gported being similarlypessimistiabout

the availability of googobs.
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When focusing on the differences regarding the availability of good jobs across planning
districts, nearly half of the residents of the Westerf48%) Southern (46%), and Northeastern
(43%) planning districtendicated that the availability of good jobs Baltimore was poor
Respondents in theEastern (25%) and Southeastern (25%) districts repotted highest
percentage of those who thought that the availability of good jobs was either good or excellent.
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Map 8: Perception of theAvailability of Good Jobg Baltimore City
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