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Introduction

» The purpose of this survey was to
gather community feedback to
inform and help guide the Mesa
County Master Plan update.

= Topics included housing,
transportation, growth
management, economic
development, environment /
natural resources, and others.




Methodology

Two survey methods:

1 = Statistically Valid (Invitation Survey)

Survey mailed to 4,600 households (4,412
delivered), with options to complete paper survey
or respond online.

= 955 surveys completed
955 = 21.6% response rate
= +/- 3.2% margin of error (at

95% confidence level)
2 = Open Link Survey
Online survey available to all residents through
http://mesacountysurvey.com/ and
http://www.mesasurvey.com/

@ 1,091 - Open Link Surveys Completed

= Surveys provided in English and Spanish
= 582 pages of comments received

2,046

Total
Responses
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Weighting the Data

1

The survey data was weighted
by age of householder,
housing tenure (own/rent),

arr]r?a?c%r?ﬁez:d% r?\%gfa?h%‘gsoe#y profile, in order to enhance the

: demographic representativeness
Mesa County residents (per
US Census). of the results.

2

Both the Invitation and Open Link
surveys were weighted to match
the Mesa County population

'See demographics section for weighted age, tenure, and zip code results.
See survey data weighting addendum for age, tenure, and zip code results before and after data weighting. 5  ZIRRC




Key Findings

Most respondents feel the quality of life in Mesa County is good or excellent (61%), while

27% feel it is about average, and 12% say it is not so good / poor.

Opinions are mixed about the general direction of Mesa County over the past 5-10 years; 20%
feel that Mesa County has improved, while 24% say it has gotten worse, 21% say it has
stayed about the same, and 32% responded that Mesa County has experienced a mix of

improvements and declines.

The highest rated characteristics of Mesa County include the quality of the natural

environment, recreational opportunities, and ease of getting to places you normally have to

visit.

Lower-rated characteristics include variety of housing options, the overall direction the

county government is taking, and the economic health of the county. Homelessness, crime,

drought, planned/sustainable growth, and traffic are also common concerns.

The highest priority transportation improvements include improved maintenance of streets,

better management of traffic flow on major roads, and expanding air service.
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Key Findings (contd)

Mesa County’s rural development policies have broad support, such as minimizing impacts on natural
areas and scenic vistas and protecting agricultural practices.

A plurality of respondents feel that the rate of growth (over the past few years) of retail businesses, business

parks/employment centers/offices, and industrial development has been about right. Opinions are mixed

regarding single-family and multi-family residential development, with significant shares feeling that growth has

been too little, about right, and too much.

There is broad support for a variety of economic development actions, led by retaining and expanding local

businesses, attracting high-quality jobs to the county, and supporting agriculture.
There is substantial support for more affordable housing types, particularly starter homes.

Top environmental/natural resource priorities include neighborhood cleanup, adding more

recycling/composting drop-off locations, natural land conservation, and conserving working agricultural lands. A

variety of other efforts are supported too.

When asked what they most like about their neighborhood, top responses include general level of safety in

their neighborhood (63%), low noise and traffic levels (55%), and proximity to groceries and other basic

services (51%). Leading neighborhood dislikes are lack of affordability (32%), the places | go to are further

than a 15-minute walk (26%), and too much traffic (20%).

The opinions of random-sample and open-link survey respondents were highly similar overall.
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Key Findings (contd)

= There are moderate differences in the opinions of residents of the incorporated vs. unincorporated areas of the county.

= Incorporated residents give somewhat higher ratings than unincorporated residents for the overall quality of life in Mesa
County, and are also more likely to feel that Mesa County has improved over the past 5-10 years (and less likely to feel it has
declined).

= Incorporated residents give somewhat higher ratings than unincorporated residents for sense of community, overall feeling
of safety, and opportunities to participate in community matters.

= Incorporated residents are more likely to cite the following attributes as things they like best about living in Mesa County:
friendliness / sense of community, proximity to groceries and daily shopping needs, ease of walking and biking around the area,
overall sense of personal safety, quality of public services (safety, sanitation, water, etc.), proximity to eating and drinking
establishments, quality of local neighborhoods, and cost of housing. Conversely, unincorporated residents are more likely to
cite agricultural / ranching / rural areas of the county.

= Incorporated residents put somewhat higher priority on the following transportation improvements: increase availability and
quality of sidewalks, increase availability of walking paths and biking trails, add street lighting (nighttime lighting), and improve
long-distance bus service (e.g. to Denver). Conversely, unincorporated residents put somewhat higher priority than
incorporated residents on improving maintenance of streets.

= Regarding economic development, incorporated residents place somewhat higher priority than unincorporated residents on
encouraging and supporting renewable energy development, while unincorporated residents place greater emphasis than
incorporated residents on supporting natural gas extraction.

= |t should be emphasized that most of the differences between incorporated and unincorporated residents (where they exist)
are slight, not dramatic. Overall, the two groups exhibit a much greater degree of commonality than difference.

- RRC




Living in Mesa County




Quality of Life in Mesa County

Q 4: How would you rate the overall quality of life in Mesa County, taking all things into consideration?

Percent Responding:

Poor/Not so good (1 & 2) About average (3) Excellent/Good (4 & 5)
Rating Category n=
How would you rate the overall quality
of life in Mesa County, taking all things 2.024 12% 27% 61%
into consideration?
. 5 -Euxcellent
4-Good

2 - About average

2 - Mot so good

. 1-Poor

10 ZJRRC




How would you rate the overall quality of life in Mesa County, taking all
things into consideration? What factors most influence your response?

Selected Themes:
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People giving less positive
quality of life ratings are more
likely to cite:
 Roads, cost olf living, low

wages, homelessness, .

Cring']e’ taxes, mental health 1, 749 Total Comments Rece_lved/

services, etc. Word Cloud shows words used 6 or more times/ 4, RRC

Size of word is proportionate to its frequency of use



Change in Mesa County Over The Last 5 Years

Q 5: Thinking back over the past 5-10 years (or since you have lived here, if less than 5 years), has Mesa County improved,
gotten worse, or stayed about the same as a place to live, taking all things into consideration?

Overall Invite Open Link

20% 20% 20%

Improved

24% 22%

Gotten worse 25%

21% 23% 19%

Stayed about the same

Some things have improved, and other equally
important things have gotten worse

32% 31% 32%

4%

Don't know/no opinion

n=| 2,021 939 1,082
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Thinking back over the past 5-10 years, has Mesa County improved,
gotten worse, or stayed about the same as a place to live? What factors
most influence your response? (Comments)

Selected Themes:

« Traffic/congestion is
getting worse

« Perception of increases
in crime

» Mixed feelings on growth

People who think Mesa
County has improved are
more likely to cite:

* New / better / more:
amenities, stores,
restaurants, things to do,
parklands, trails,
recreation, road
improvements, etc.

People who think Mesa
County has gotten worse
are more likely to cite:

» Crime, traffic, too much
growth, cost of housing,
too many people,
homelessness, drugs,

roads, politics, taxes, etc.
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What do you believe are the one or two most important issue(s)
currently facing Mesa County? - Comments

Selected Themes:

Ihegal

+ Affordable housing mngnnunumchall Stret m

« Growth: planning for . plger s”t“" BEF FTFT -
growth, adequate Tt T KH«E"] ME.%ar[:OU!H Tune h“ :uMIl‘JBF
infrastructure, - ﬂilnﬂrtumlr SEWI{;B [ed-; e Think B (uiton “WTB
management of growth, ““an"P Bal"‘lillmate EIIIIEEtE m-HeSﬂurce P|
too much growth, etc. sﬁailmi. Bgs M Sp agE A.I:for [Ienf:um; SMI Pu Illﬂte Pricefist.

e Puhllcv ey aNage - d

« Water / water aley “SBBIUPE"
conservation / drought .J0 "w[:gsta:::;;ﬂuallt L Health"?‘u’{&"‘“‘"“'““ Out 21 c'f::"""“ﬂ
mltlgatlon c"wmm"t E"Ig Uﬂlwan': g | |t Shortage ;.. k;;e:flL Many t I.EIEIL

« Homelessness "‘“"‘Pl]l]’[l[,'s G0y '“" o 0 u SeFund ol Acgess I | .,.E"E
. Crime ) g e Beleve ll[][:alN R Hﬂ Eyﬁe;l[‘,almtmn . Ri i%ls§s!!aer§£'n'?£u %P'Bglﬁtlﬁtei!gﬁumTraf EEE:I:B
Fmd 0Ie.City: ,Government’ Bummum - g Pla cﬂnh.ﬁmfﬁm g

» Costofliving e O T amily Spra Controlicy ;lle“ I.WeEt[:c"mE e MUCH

. Traffic WHVDBVB!Q %EILHEROandMHDmeIéWSS’ i Ih Highmul'l Enforce Employ u:ﬁ";ﬁ;%’%{gaﬂlds

. iti Wi g Hl"ll”fatm[l Illmse M- frz “creaseﬂnw :
Condition of roads ey Mﬂﬂtalﬁr |"f[ast[u{;turg Ly o

!

* Drugs
« Schools
» Good-paying jobs

 Mental health 1,825 Total Comments Received /
Word Cloud shows words used 6 or more times /
 Politics Size of word is proportionate to its frequency of use 14 g RRC




What do you like about living in Mesa County?

Q 6: What do you like about living in Mesa County? (Check all that apply)

Overall

Natural beauty of the area I, a0
Open spaces and public lands | 720
Recreational opportunities [ 569
Friendliness of people/sense of community NN 479
Low traffic congestion compared to other areas [N 269%
Proximity to groceries and daily shopping needs [N 249
Ease of walking and biking around the area [N 229
Agricultural/ranching/rural areas of the county NN =20
Location near family and friends [N =50
Overall sense of personal safety NG =3
Arts and cultural activities and opportunities INNEGN =29
Historic character/historic areas [INEG =22
Proximity to eating and drinking establishments | =1%
Quality of public services (safety, sanitation, water) [ =12
Quality of local neighborhoods NG 22%
Small town centers in the county [INNEG_G—_—__ 22%
Cost of housing |G 12%
Quality of schools |G 12%
Employment opportunities [N 11%
Diversity of housing styles, types, and designs [N 10%
Cultural diversity of the county I 2%
Suburban areas of the county [N 2%
Urban areas of the county I 8%

3%
Other JS8 i5 ZJRRC




In a few words, what do you feel are Mesa County’s greatest
assets or strengths? - Comments

Selected Themes:
- olack Want "Grow _potential
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1,665 Total Comments Received /
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In a few words, what do you like least about living in Mesa County?
Comments

Selected Themes:
» Politics — division, Tl Neigl lr|r.r. hmj []nl,!leH"'Hf

. o' Argund
tone, disagreement U ruck Rental .
with leaders or other Attitude gﬂfﬂf& [:all‘nf!-a?trwuntuﬂi r'] g ”"iﬁ“.lj [I “H ome b[‘;gmmﬂs
residents, etc. mmﬁlght :“ M&F.E Eu“sem"gllmjrmseg : ea Old, ..Ehﬂ!gﬂmlinuugh Hate
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Ratings of Mesa County

Q 7: Please rate each of the following characteristics as they relate to Mesa County as a whole.

Percent Responding:

Rating Category n= Poor/Fair (1 & 2) Excellent/Good (3 & 4) Don't know (x)

-

21%

10%

Quality of overall natural environment in Mesa County 1,977

Recreation opportunities 1,971

%

0
IS%

Overall ease of getting to places you usually have to visit 1,958

Opportunities to participate in community matters 1,973 l 37%
Overall feeling of safety in Mesa County 1,981 . 429% 196 [ 4-Excellent
3- Good
Sense of community 1,976 . 45% 1% 2 - Fair
Overall opportunities for education and enrichment 1,974 . 44% 49 . 1-Foor
. Don't know
0 Il “built i t"of M Co (includi 1]
ve_ra l:II : environment” of Mesa _ o (including overa Les1 . 5205 I47% 1%
design, buildings, parks, transportation systems, etc)
Overall quality of new development in Mesa County 1,959 - 50% I43% I7%
Overall economic health of Mesa County 1,976 - 57% I40% IB%
Overall direction that Mesa County government is taking 1,972 - 58% IBZ% .10%
Variety of housing options 1,965 - 69% I27% I4%

18 22 RRC




Do you have any comments on your responses? (Regarding ratings
of characteristics of Mesa County as a whole) - Comments

. Rec Conserve THOSE ™ prive ,
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Transportation Priorities

Q 8: Please rate the importance of the following potential actions to improve transportation in Mesa County in the future.

Rating Category n=
Improve maintenance of streets 1,901

Better management of traffic

; : 1,300
flow/congestion on major roads
Expand air service to Grand Junction .
Airport -
Better management of traffic -
flow/congestion on local roads o
Increase availability of walking paths and _ —
biking trails -
Increase availability and quality of -
sidewalks -
Increase availability of bike lanes onroad _ .

shoulders
Add street lighting (nighttime lighting)  1.851

Improve/expand Amtrak long-distance

. . 1,904
rail service
Expand local bus service (e g number of -
routes and frequency of service) o
Improve/expand long-distance bus -
1,002

service (e g, to Denver)

IB%

Low Priority (1 & 2)

I 12%

1

4%

16%

23%

20%

309%

28%

31%

29%

37%

Percent Responding:

Moderate Priority (3) High Priority (4 & 5)

23%

27%

21%

29%

22%

26%

22%

25%

24%

26%

26%

.- |-

|1%
IG%
|1%

|2%

I3%
I3%
I4%
Ig%

i

Don't know (x)

—. 5 - High priority
4
3 - Moderate Priority
2
. 1- Mot a priority

. Don't know

. 11%

21
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Any other comments / suggestions regarding transportation?

Selected Themes:

* General need for
improved,
repaired, and
resurfaced
roadways

Development of
more/safer bike
lanes and
sidewalks

Improve local
transit; provide
covered seating
for bus stops,
increase
frequency, and
incentivize
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Rural Development Policies

Q 10: Following are some of the policies that help guide Mesa County’s land use and growth decisions in rural parts of the county.
Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with these policies.

Rating Category n=
Mew development should minimize

impacts on natural areas, scenicvistas, 1228
and other rural features

Agricultural practices should be

protected when development is allowed 1826
near agricultural lands

Developers shall provide adequate levels

of services and facilities concurrent with 2828
new development

Mew development should be focused on

land least suitable for productive 1,820
agriculture

Clustering of dwellings should be

encouraged to help preserve open space 1818
and agricultural land

Future urban growth should be focused

within existing communities where sewer 1,812
is available

The Cooperative Planning Areas (Buffers)
between Grand Junction, Fruita and 1,810
Palisade should be maintained

Rural areas should remain rural, with lot
sizes for houses of 5 acres or greater

Disagree (1 & 2)

5%

5%

=
w
&

16%

Percent Responding:

Meutral (3) Agree (4 & 5) Don't know (x)
8% |3%
9% IS%
12% I4%
. 5 - Strongly agree
4 - Somewhat agree
15% I4% 2 - Meutral
Z - Somewhat disagree
. 1- Strongly disagree
18% 6% Il Don't know
19% I 12%
20% IG%
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Do you have any comments concerning where and how new growth
should occur in Mesa County? - Comments

Selected Themes: Bent[ﬂ Enns|l=r|_|||||t igher

« Need for more Traffic Zone I Think .2
affordable housing E%hESEBIﬂ_M“ch Ul”tl  GU p e\f ei:,é] [llll]:'lﬂlt}'

* Mixed opinions on 5- “"ndwmk Bulldn" Inﬂﬂmﬂl 'B gfé't I 'lF' a %eaittrﬁ?t
a_cre mir.lii:::]num I,?t Buffe r i ulll Rat Eﬁrﬂw |”'T||T|E HE“a“ram HUHE Current BEIIJIEFF”"EUS.I:H?:]‘[.
sizes; with mos eta
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exceptions
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Rate of Growth

Q 9: Over the last few years, do you feel the rate of growth of the following types of development in Mesa County has
been too little, about right, or too much?

Rating Category n=

Retail businesses (shops, services and

816
restaurants) b
Business parks
p : /employment 1815
centers/offices
Industrial 1,794
Residential - single family 1,818
Residential - multifamily (apartments
1,809

and condos)

Too little (1)

29%

17%

21%

N
~
=3

34%

Percent Responding:

55% I 6%
53% l 10%
44% I 7%
39% - 24%

About right (2) Too much (3)

B 1-Toolittle

2 - About right
. 3 -Toomuch
. Don't know / no opinion

Don't know (x)

26
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Over the last few years, do you feel the rate of growth of the following
types of development in Mesa County has been too little, about right, or
too much? Any comments on your responses?

Selected Themes: ity YA ”“"“"ﬂﬂl“ff"“ﬁm"nme
gg\c/;glsopment ) Tadllldt;l I\Pyl“élllm[;.'eInﬂr&?ﬁEB B'I'%" I. tﬂuﬂm Fnrgumeupmide: rrzu':rllgﬂﬂnu
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Economic Development

Q 11: How do you feel about the following types of possible economic development actions that could be considered
as a part of the Master Plan?

Percent Responding:

Oppose (1& 2) Meutral (3) Support (4 & 5) Don’t know (x)
Rating Category n=
Wortkto retain and expand small local 1 o0a 19% 506
businesses
. 5 - Strongly support
Attract high-quality jobs to Mesa County 1,733 2% 8% 4 - Somewhat support
3 - Neutral
Encourage and support agriculture in . 506 9% 2 - Somewhat opposed

Mesa County .
. 1- Strongly opposed

. Don't know

Encourage and support renewable energy
development in Mesa County (solar, 1,811 8% 12%
geothermal, etc)

Encourage and support

recreation-focused tourism in Mesa 1,805 8% 12%
County

Encourage and support agritourism in

Mesa County (e g, tasting rooms, dining, 1,805 6% 16%

or entertainment venues on farms)

Focus new commercial development in or
adjacent to existing urban or suburban 1,772
areas

12% 24%

Encourage and support natural gas .
1,806 0p 00
extraction in Mesa County 29 13

Attract “location-independent workers”
to Mesa County (e g, telecommuters 1,795
workers)

23% 29%
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What other types of economic development activities, if any, would you
like to see pursued in Mesa County? - Comments

Selected Themes:

Overall desire to
further develop the
Mesa County
energy industry;
mixed thoughts on
whether this is
through renewable
energies or
bringing back
oil/gas extraction

Support small/local
businesses, agri-
tourism, and
outdoor industries
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Housing Needs

Q 12: Do you think Mesa County has the right amount, too little, or too much of the following types of residences?

Rating Categary

Higher-end homes

Townhomes/condominiums

Mobile homes

Housing for seniors

Lower density homes on larger lots

Apartments

Accessory dwelling units - small

residence/guest suite adjacent to or
part of a principal unit

Starter homes

1,777

1,774

1,777

1,780

1,766

1,771

1,771

1,782

3%

7%

Toolittle (1)

Percent Responding:

About Fight {2) Too much (3) Don't know (x)

- -43% .13% B 1o Toolitle
2 - About right
21% - . 3-Toomuch
B Don't know / no opinion

40%

33%

32%

31%

23%

22%
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Any comments/suggestions regarding housing?

Selected Themes:

Increase
affordable
housing, rentals,
and starter homes

Ease restrictions
on ADU and muilti-
family home
development
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Environment, Natural Resources, and Parks &
Recreation

~ ORCHARD MESA




Environment, Natural Resources, and Parks &
Recreation Priorities

Q 13: What types of environmental, natural resource, and parks and recreation programs should Mesa County emphasize as we look to
the future? (Check all that apply)

Overall

Neighborhood cleanup/code enforcement (e.g. clean-up of trash, graffiti, etc.) I 7890
Add more recycling and composting drop-off locations in county I 5990
Natural land and open space conservation [ 599
Conserve working agricultural lands [ e300
Wildlife habitat preservation/enhancement [ 5a%
Forest fuels management/wildlands fire safety [N 529
Water conservation by homes and businesses RGN 509
Extend trails along the Colorado River I, 599
Alternative/advanced energy development (solar, hydrogen, geothermal, etc.) N 569
Add more trail connections between developed areas and natural areas NG 549
Add more parks in developed areas (e.g. playgrounds, turf fields, etc.) [ 529
Water quality improvements and protections [ 529
Add more trails in natural areas/open spaces [ 519
Air quality improvement [ 50%
Energy efficient building standards [ 259%
Water conservation/efficiencies by farms/ranches [ 28%
Wetlands and floodplain protection I 2%
Compact development patterns/avoid spraw| [ RGN =500
Electric vehicle charging stations [ NG =72
Nothing/none of the above 1%
Other Il 5%
n= 1800




Your Neighborhood




What do you like most about your neighborhood?

Q 14: What do you like MOST about your neighborhood that should be preserved/protected? (Check all that apply)

Overall

General level of safety [ 639
Quiet/low noise and traffic levels e 5590
Proximity to groceries and other basic services [ 5196
Ease and enjoyable experience of walking/biking I 2606
Residences are mostly owner-occupied units [ 590
Overall cleanliness and maintenance e a5
Access to trails and open space N =59
Parks and public spaces [ 2500
Affordability I =59
Housing styles, types, and character [N =3%
Access to commercial services [N 259
Mix of owner-occupied and rental units [N 14%
Location near bus transit [N 11%
Nothing/none of the above [l 2%
Residences are mostly rental units [l 2%
Other [l 2%
n= 1,782

% [
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What do you like least about your neighborhood?

Q 15: What do you like LEAST about your neighborhood that you would most like to improve? (Check all that apply)

Overall

Lack of affordability | 329
The places | go to are farther than a 15-minute walk e 2690
Too much traffic I 20%
Hard or unpleasant to walk/bike to nearby destinations [N 199
Nothing/none of the above N 199
Doesn’t seem clean or well-maintained N 189
Doesn‘t feel safe [INNENGEGEGEEEEEEEE 129%
Distance to groceries and other basic services [N 149
Lacks access to trails and open space [N 14%
Lacks nearby parks or public spaces [N 12%
Mix of owner-occupied and rentals [N 506
Mostly rental units [INEG_—_—— 7%
Housing styles, types, and character [N 6%
Mostly owner-occupied units [l 1%

Other NN 2

n=| 1658

5 [
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Do you have any specific comments on your neighborhood, either
opportunities or problems to be addressed in the future? - Comments

Selected Themes: 'Jary ITime Weed Beine
Mm"'auﬂ Plﬂ[:ﬂ b W|SI|
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Do you have any final comments or suggestions regarding the Master
Plan? - Comments

Selected Themes: EPﬁllallnn Guuernmellthﬂﬁla"“’i‘i.'LJhlﬂE' ’%uw Enfiite’ MU"E;
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Respondent Demographics
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Place of Residence

Q 1: Where is your residence located?

Overall Invite Open Link
In the city limits of Grand Junction [N 4500 I <40c [ 229
Fruitvale I 5% I 5 I 5
In the city limits of Fruita [ 8% B 7 5
Orchard Mesa/East Orchard Mesa [l 8% H 26 H 2
clifton [ 7% Bl 7 B co
redlands [l 7% B 7o 72
Unincorporated Grand Junction area [JJJj 4% Il 2% Il 5%
In the city limits of Palisade [ 3% B 3% B 3%
Unincorporated Fruita area ] 226 B 2o B 22
Loma ] 2% 2% 2%
Whitewater, Kannah Creek J] 1% B 2% |1%
Plateau Valley - Molina, Mesa, Powderhorn ] 126 | 1% 2%
Unincorporated Palisade area | 1% | 1% |1%
Glade Park | 1% | 1% | 1%
Mack | 1% | 1% | 1%
In the city limits of Collbran | 1% | 1% 0%
Unincorporated De Beque area | 0% 0% | 1%
Mot in Masa County - where? 0% | 0%
Other Mesa County - where? 0% 0% 0%
In the city limits of De Beque | D% | 0%
Gateway, Unaweep Canyon | 0% 0%
n=| 2,042 954 1,088
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Home Zip Code

Grand Junction -
Grand Junction -
Grand Junction -
Fruita -

Grand Junction -
Grand Junction -
Clifton -

Grand Junction -
Palisade

Loma -
Whitewater -
Collbran

Glade Park
Mack -

Mesa -

De Ezque
Maolina -
Gateway -

Grand Junction -

Overall

zip 81504 | 150
zip 81501 | 155

zip 81507 |GG 11%

zip 81521 |GG 10%%

zip 81503 |G 526

zip 81506 |GGG 56

zip 81520 [ 226

zip 81505 |G &%

-zip 81526 [N 4%

zips1s24 ] 2%
zip 81527 [ 1%

-zip 81624 ] 1%
-zip81523 | 1%

zip81s2s ] 1%
zip 81643 [ 1%

-zip 81630 | 1%

zip 81646 0%
zip 81522 0%
zip 81502 | 0%
1,931

n

ga4

Invite

Open Link
I, 15
I 1 5
I 11
I 106
ki
I 10
I =2
I co
I 40
B 2%
| L
B 1%
f1%

J 1%

J 1%

§1%
0%
0%
1,047

42
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Length of Residency in Mesa County

Q 3: How many years have you lived in Mesa County?

Overall Invite Open Link

Less than 1 year - 4%
1year -3%
2-syears [N 159
§-10 years _ 11%

11-15 years || GG 10%

16 - 20 years _ 10%

21- 25 years _ 10%

26 - 30 years _ 8%

31-35years - 5%

36- 40 years _ 6%
41 or more years _ 18%

n=| 2,023
AVERAGE 22.B

43 - RRC




Age of Respondent

Overall Invite Open Link
Under 18 | 0% 0%

18- 24 [ 4% I 2% I 20

25 - 34 [ 12 I 1200 I 14
35- 21 [ 16 I 150 I 150
a5 - 4 [ 150 I 150 - kgr
ss-o4 NG 20 I 20 [ 209%
es-74 [N 120 N o0 D 15%
75 orolder |G 13% I 14% I -0
n=| 1,757 863 854
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Race & Ethnicity

Q 18: How would you describe your race/ethnicity? (Check all that apply)

Overall Invite Open Link
white [N o0o: I o0 I 509

Hispanic or Latino ] 7% W7 B s%
Black or African American | 126 0% ] 2%
Asian, Asian Indian or Pacific Islander | 2% | 2% | 19
Native American ] 2% | 2% I3%

other ] 4% 3% B c%
n=| 1,722 843 879
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Household Size

Q 20: How many people currently live in your home, including yourself?

Overall Invite Open Link
1 [ -2 . E& I 159
= 47 INeew 00 am
s [ 13% I 150 I 14
2 [ 10% B s I 120
s [ 5% I 20 B s
6 ] 1% 29 | 1%
7 | 1% | 1% | 1%
8 or more | 0% | 0% | 0%
AVERAGE | 2.4 2.3 2.5
n= 1,763 866 897
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Children in Household

Q 21: How many of these household members are aged 17 or under?

Overall Invite Open Link

o s I, R 0

1 [ 10% - B B 130
2 [ 119 - ERC B 130
3 3% 3% B3%
a|1% | 29 | 19
5 |19% | 1% 0%
6 0% 0% 0%
8 or more | 0% 0%
AVERAGE 0.5 0.5 0.5
n= 1,768 868 500
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Housing Tenure

Q 17: Do you/others in your household own or rent your residence?

Overall Invite Open Link
own [INEEGEGE 700 I 7000 I 70%
rent | 0% I 0% I 0%
Other (please specify): 0% | 0% 0%
n=| 1,786 a79 S07
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Farm/Ranch and Business Ownership/Operation

Q 19: Do you or another member of your household own or operate a farm/ranch or other business in Mesa County? (Check
all that apply)

Overall Invite Open Link
Yes, own or operate a farm/ranch [JJJj 9% W7 Bl 10%
Yes, own other business cperated out of my home [JJJj 8% s s
Yes, owin other business not operated out of my home [JJj 7% Bs% %
no I c100 I o200 I 75%
n=| 1,766 866 500
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Work Status of Adults

Q 22: Which category best describes the work status of you and other adults in your household?

Qverall

Work or telecommute from home - 23%
Work in Mesa County but outside of my home _ 96%

Commute to work outside of Mesa Co - where? (please spacify below) l 7%

Homemaker / not employed for pay I 6%
Not employed but looking for work I 4%
Mot employed by choice I 2%

Retired _ 51%
Other (please spacify below) . 9%
n=| 1,759

Interpretation:
- On average, 0.23 adults in household work or telecommute from home

- On average, 0.96 adults in household work in Mesa County but outside of my home.

- (etc.)

Open Link

| EERD
I, 1 079%
Be%

5%

3%

|2%

B

Il 10%

358

Invite

[ EED
I ¢
| B

fs%

4%

| 2%

I 51

B o%

361
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Household Income

Q 26: Which category best describes the total annual income of your household (before taxes)?

Overall Invite Open Link

Less than $15,000 [ 4% I 52 B 2o
315,000 to $24,999 [N 5% | B | ERD
25,000 to $34,900 [ 626 I 7 I s
$35,000 to $49,999 |G 12% I 1400 I 11%
$50,000 to $74,990 [N 220 I 2200 . 229%
$75,000 t0 $99,999 [N 159 I 16 I, 22

$100,000 to $149,990 [N 15 G I 2195
3150,000 or more |G 12% I 110 I 12
n=| 1,533 725 808
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Addendum: Survey Data Weighting




Survey Data Weighting by Place of Residence

POPULATION NORM

Zip code (Mesa Co. residents)

Mesa Co. households
(Source: 2016-20 ACS)

UNWEIGHTED DATA

WEIGHTED DATA

Invite' Open Link

Invite Open Link

81501 - Grand Junction 16.3% 8.6% 9.5%] 16.0% 14.7%
81502 - Grand Junction n/a 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%
81503 - Grand Junction 9.8% 10.2% 7.0% 9.5% 9.2%
81504 - Grand Junction 19.2% 13.2% 13.4%] 18.5% 19.1%
81505 - Grand Junction 7.4% 5.5% 8.4% 7.4% 7.7%
81506 - Grand Junction 8.7% 5.5% 11.0% 8.7% 9.6%
81507 - Grand Junction 10.5% 13.2% 17.7%] 10.7% 10.9%
81520 - Clifton 8.4% 4.2% 4.9% 8.1% 8.0%
81521 - Fruita 9.5% 9.8% 14.0% 9.5% 10.3%
81522 - Gateway 0.1% 0.8% -- 0.2% --
81523 - Glade Park 0.8% 3.7% 0.9% 0.7% 0.7%
81524 - Loma 1.4% 3.5% 2.5% 1.4% 1.7%
81525 - Mack 0.7% 3.2% 0.2% 0.8% 0.6%
81526 - Palisade 4.1% 6.7% 7.1% 4.5% 4.2%
81527 - Whitewater 1.1% 4.2% 0.9% 1.6% 1.0%
81624 - Collbran 0.8% 2.8% 0.9% 0.9% 1.0%
81630 - De Beque 0.6% 1.7% 0.1% 0.6% 0.5%
81643 - Mesa 0.4% 2.0% 1.3% 0.6% 0.6%
81646 - Molina 0.1% 0.9% 0.4% 0.1% 0.1%

TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%| 100.0% 100.0%
n= 59,798 884 1,047 884 1,047

"Note: The invite survey deliberately oversampled many of the smaller communities in Mesa County, in order to achieve usable response volumes for those areas.
This helps explain the robust response volumes from many less-populated zip codes in the unweighted invite data.

54 2 RRC




Survey Data Weighting by Age

POPULATION NORM

Mesa Co.: Age of householder| UNWEIGHTED DATA | WEIGHTED DATA

In which category is your age? (Source: 2016-20 ACS) Invite Open Link] Invite Open Link
24 and under 4.0% 1.2% 1.0% 3.9% 3.9%
25-34 14.1% 6.3% 9.2%] 13.8% 14.0%
35-44 15.8% 11.9% 20.8%] 15.4% 15.8%
45 - 54 15.2% 10.8% 18.2%| 15.1% 15.2%
55 — 64 20.1% 25.4% 21.1%] 19.6% 20.2%
65— 74 17.6% 30.5% 24.0%] 18.5% 17.9%
75 or older 13.2% 14.0% 5.6%] 13.7% 13.2%

TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%] 100.0% 100.0%
n= 59,750 863 894 863 894

55 S RRC




Survey Data Weighting by Housing Tenure

POPULATION NORM

UNWEIGHTED DATA

WEIGHTED DATA

Do you/others in your household
own or rent your residence?

Mesa Co.: Housing tenure
(Source: 2016-20 ACS)

Invite Open Link

Invite Open Link

Own 69.1% 92.0% 90.4%] 69.8% 69.6%
Rent 30.9% 7.5% 9.4%] 29.8% 30.2%
Other (please specify): n/a 0.5% 0.2% 0.5% 0.2%

TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%| 100.0% 100.0%
n= 59,750 879 907 879 907
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