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Summary of Results 
Survey Background and Purpose 

 The City of Minneapolis contracted with National Research Center, Inc. to conduct a 
community wide resident survey. The Minneapolis resident survey provides residents the 
opportunity to rate the quality of life in the City, as well as service delivery and their 
satisfaction with local government. The survey also permits residents to provide feedback to 
government on what is working well and what is not, and share their priorities for 
community planning and resource allocation. 

 Resident perspectives are key in providing context that will be used by the City of 
Minneapolis to assess trends in its performance. 

 This the third iteration of the Minneapolis Resident survey since the baseline study 
conducted in 2001. 

Methods 
 The 2005 Minneapolis Resident Survey was administered by phone to a representative 

sample of Minneapolis residents from November 11, 2005 to January 25, 2006. A total of 
1,277 surveys were completed. About a quarter of the interviews were completed with 
people of color and at least 105 interviews were completed with respondents in each of the 
11 community planning districts. Forty interviews were completed in a language other than 
English. The overall response rate was 25%.  

 Survey results were weighted so that respondent age, gender, ownership status (rent vs. 
own) and location of residence (community planning district) were represented as closely as 
possible to the proportions reflective of the entire city. (For more information see 
Appendix IV: Detailed Survey Methodology.) The margin of error is plus or minus three 
percentage points around any given percentage point, and plus or minus two points around 
average ratings on a 100-point scale.  

 For comparisons by survey year, the margin of error is plus or minus four percentage points 
around any given percentage point, and plus or minus three points around average ratings 
on a 100-point scale. 

Quality of Life 
 Survey respondents were asked about the quality of life in Minneapolis. At least two in five 

respondents rated Minneapolis and their neighborhood as places to live as “very good” and 
more than 80% reported each was at least “good.” 

 These ratings were converted to a 100-point scale where zero represents “poor” and 100 
represents “very good.” Both quality of life characteristic received an average rating of about 
75, or better than “good.” When compared to ratings from previous survey years, the 
average rating for Minneapolis as a place to live was similar to 2003 and 2001 ratings, while 
the average rating for neighborhood as a place to live continues to increase.  
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 When compared to cities across the nation, ratings given by Minneapolis respondents were 
similar to the national database for “Minneapolis as a place to live” and below the national 
average for “Neighborhood as a place to live.” When compared to select cities, the average 
rating for Minneapolis as a place to live was above the average. A comparison to select cities 
for neighborhood as a place to live was not available. 

 Minneapolis residents responding to the survey were asked if they thought the city had 
gotten better, worse or stayed about the same as a place to live in the past two years. About 
half (53%) felt that it had “stayed about the same” as a place to live, a quarter of respondents 
(25%) felt the City had gotten “worse” and 22% said it had gotten “better.” When compared 
to previous years, ratings were similar in 2005 as in 2003, while a higher percentage of 
respondents said the City had gotten better as a place to live in 2001 and fewer reported it 
had gotten worse.  

Challenges Facing the City 
 The biggest challenges believed to be facing Minneapolis in the next five years were public 

safety (50% of respondents), education (44%), transportation related issues (40%) and 
housing (36%). Public safety was at the top of the list in 2005 and 2003 and second in 2001. 

Neighborhood Perception & Image 
 A majority of residents responding to the survey reported that they “agreed” or “strongly 

agreed” with each in a series of statements about their neighborhood, with 85% agreeing 
that their neighborhood is clean and well-maintained. Most opinions about neighborhoods 
were similar in 2005 than in previous survey years.  

 Some average ratings were compared with average ratings given by other jurisdictions across 
the nation. The rating for “my neighborhood is a safe place to live” was below the average 
and the rating for feeling safe in Downtown Minneapolis was above the average.  

 Survey respondents were asked how they felt about the size of their current place of 
residence based on their household’s needs. About three quarters of respondents (73%) felt 
that their current residence was “just the right size,” one in five (21%) said it was “too small” 
and 6% said it was “too big.” 

 Another question asked Minneapolis residents the extent to which they “agreed” or 
“disagreed” with statements regarding their current place of residence. At least four in five 
respondents “agreed” or “strongly agreed” that the location, physical condition and housing 
costs were adequate to meet their needs. Fewer than half of respondents agreed that they 
planned to move within the next two years. 

Downtown Usage & Image 
 A majority of respondents (75%) reported they neither live nor work in Downtown 

Minneapolis, slightly down from 2003 (80%). A slightly larger percentage of respondents 
reported working and living Downtown in 2005 compared to previous survey years.  

 If respondents reported that they did not live or work Downtown, they were asked how 
frequently they visited the area in the last year. Ninety-three percent had visited the 
downtown at least once in the last year. The percentage of respondents who reported 
visiting Downtown Minneapolis at least once in the past year was similar in 2005 as in 
previous years. 
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 Those respondents who reported never going Downtown or only going once or twice in the 
last year were asked to give major reasons that kept them from spending more time in 
Downtown Minneapolis. One in five respondents said that the lack of parking was an issue, 
16% said the cost of parking and 14% said they just don’t want to go Downtown. 

 Residents responding to the survey were asked to rate generally how safe they felt in 
downtown Minneapolis. A majority of respondents (86%) reported that that they feel 
“somewhat” or “very safe” in Downtown Minneapolis, while 14% reported they feel “not 
very safe” or “not at all safe.” The average rating for safety in Downtown Minneapolis was 
71 on a 100-point scale where 0 represents “not at all safe” and 100 represents “very safe.” A 
higher percentage of residents reported feeling “very safe” or “somewhat safe” in 2005 than 
in 2001.  

Access to Information 
 Respondents were asked if they had contacted the City to get information or services in the 

last 12 months. A similar proportion of respondents (39%) reported contacting the City in 
2005 as in previous survey years (38% and 38%, respectively). 

 Of the respondents who mentioned having contacted the City in the last 12 months, about 
three-quarters (73%) said that they did so by telephone, one in five (22%) reported visiting 
the City’s Web site and 16% contacted the City in person. Fewer than 10% reported 
contacting the City for information or services via email, mail or other methods. Fewer 
respondents reported using most methods to contact the City in 2005 than in previous years. 

 Respondents who reported contacting the City in the last 12 months (except for those who 
only visited the City’s Web site), were asked to rate specific characteristics about the City 
employee with which they had contact. About four in five respondents rated employees’ 
respectfulness, courteousness, knowledge and willingness to accommodate the need for 
foreign language and/or sign language interpreting as “good” or “very good.” About 7 in 10 
said that the employees’ willingness to help or understand and their timely response was at 
least “good” and about two-thirds (65%) reported that the ease of getting in touch with the 
employee was at least “good.”  

 When converted to a 100-point scale, most City employee ratings were “good” (67) or 
better. “Timely response” was given an average rating of 62, or just below “good,” and “ease 
of getting in touch with the employee” received an average rating of 58, or below the “good” 
mark on a 100-point scale. Where comparisons to previous years were available, ratings were 
similar in 2005 to 2001. Average ratings for City employee characteristics were below the 
ratings in cities across the nation and where comparisons were available to ratings given by 
respondents in select cities, average ratings for City employee characteristics were below the 
average. 

 Respondents who reported only contacting the City via the City’s Web site were asked to 
rate specific characteristics of the Web site. About 8 in 10 respondents felt that the 
usefulness of information on the City’s Web site as “good” or “very good” and about 7 in 10 
felt that the design and graphics and the ease of use were at least “good.” When converted to 
a 100-point scale, the average rating for “usefulness of information” was 70, or better than 
“good,” while average ratings for “design and graphics” and “ease of use” were 61 or just 
below “good.” 
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 Minneapolis residents were asked how they obtain snow emergency information. Almost 
half (46%) said that they obtain snow emergency information from radio or television, while 
16% use a snow emergency brochure and 12% use the snow phone hotline. Fewer than 10% 
reported using other resources for obtaining snow emergency information. When compared 
to previous survey years, the percent of respondents who reported using each snow 
emergency information resource was significantly lower for almost every resource mentioned 
in 2005 than in previous years. However, the question was asked significantly differently in 
2005 than previous years. 

 Residents responding to the survey were asked if they had any contact with emergency 
services in the past two years. About two in five respondents (41%) mentioned that they had 
contact with the police in the last two years (similar to 2003) and about a third (32%) 
reported contacting 911 operators in the past two years (also similar to 2003). Fewer 
respondents (10%) reported having contact with the fire department in the last two years. 

 Those respondents who reported having contact with emergency services in the past two 
years were asked to rate their satisfaction with the professionalism shown by the staff with 
which they had contact. More than 90% of respondents reported that they were “satisfied” 
or “very satisfied” with the professionalism shown by fire department staff and 911 
operators and about 80% of respondents said that they were at least “satisfied” with police 
department staff with which they had contact. Average ratings for emergency services 
remained similar in 2005 as in previous surveys. The average rating for fire department staff 
was above the average when compared with ratings across the nation, while the average 
rating give to police department staff was below the national average. A comparison to the 
nation for 911 operators was not available. Also, comparisons to ratings given by select cities 
were not available.  

Satisfaction with City Services 
 At least half of all respondents said that they were “satisfied” or “very satisfied” with each 

city service presented, with about 9 in 10 respondents reporting satisfaction with fire 
protection and emergency medical response, sewer services, garbage collection and recycling 
programs, animal control services, park and recreation services and keeping streets clean.  

 Providing quality drinking water (69 in 2005 versus 66 in 2003), keeping streets clean (69 
versus 65) and affordable housing (51 versus 48) received higher average satisfaction ratings 
in 2005 than in previous surveys years, while repairing streets and alleys was given a lower 
average rating in the current survey year than in the past (58 in 2005 versus 63 in 2003). 
Other services received similar ratings between survey years. 

 Services rated above the national comparison were repairing streets and alleys, keeping 
streets clean, park and recreation services, animal control and quality drinking water. Fire 
protection and emergency medical response, sewer service and affordable housing 
development were given average ratings similar to the national average. Ratings for police 
and library services were below the national average. 

 Repairing streets and alleys, quality drinking water, sewer services and animal control were all 
above the average for select cities. Police services were rated similar to the average. Services 
rated below the average for select cities were library services and affordable housing. 
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Prioritization of City Services 
 After rating their satisfaction with City services, respondents were asked to rate the 

importance of Minneapolis providing each service. At least half of respondents felt that fire 
protection and emergency medical response, providing quality drinking water, police 
services, protecting health and well-being of residents, protecting the environment, including 
air, water and land, providing sewer services, garbage collection and recycling programs and 
affordable housing development were “extremely important.” About two in five respondents 
reported that providing library services, preparing for disasters, providing park and 
recreation services and revitalizing neighborhoods were “extremely important” services and 
about 3 in 10 said that repairing streets and alleys, keeping streets clean, dealing with 
problem businesses and unkempt properties, revitalizing Downtown and cleaning up graffiti 
were “extremely important.” About one in five respondents rated animal control services as 
“extremely important.” 

 The relative importance of services generally was similar between 2003 and 2005. Though 
differences may be seen in the ratings for several services, these differences may be 
attributable, at least in part, to a revised set of response options in 2005 (five options instead 
of 10). 

Balancing Satisfaction and Priorities 
 To identify the services perceived by residents to have relatively lower satisfaction at the 

same time as relatively higher importance, all services were ranked from highest perceived 
satisfaction to lowest perceived satisfaction and from highest perceived importance to lowest 
perceived importance. Some services were in the top half of both lists (higher satisfaction 
and higher importance); some were in the top half of one list but the bottom half of the 
other (higher satisfaction and lower importance or lower satisfaction and higher importance) 
and some services were in the bottom half of both lists.  

 Services that were rated higher in importance and lower in satisfaction were: police services, 
protecting health and well-being of residents and protecting the environment (including air, 
land and water).  

 Services which were categorized as higher in importance and higher in satisfaction were: fire 
protection and emergency medical response, providing quality drinking water, providing 
sewer services, garbage collection and recycling programs, providing park and recreation 
services and providing library services. 

 Services that were rated lower in importance and higher in satisfaction were: keeping streets 
clean, revitalizing Downtown and animal control services. 

 Services that were rated lower in importance and lower in satisfaction were: affordable 
housing development, revitalizing neighborhoods, preparing for disasters, repairing streets 
and alleys, dealing with problem businesses and unkempt properties and cleaning up graffiti.  
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Property Taxes 
 When asked to what extent they agreed or disagreed that property taxes or fees should be 

increased to maintain or improve City services, 11% of respondents “strongly agreed” and 
45% “agreed,” with just over half (56%) in agreement of this statement. About 3 in 10 
respondents (28%) “disagreed” and 11% “strongly disagreed” that property taxes or fees 
should be increased to maintain or improve City services. 

Community Engagement 
 When asked how likely or unlikely they would be to use various approaches to try to 

influence a City decision on an issue they cared about, about 7 in 10 respondents reported 
that they would be “somewhat” or “very likely” to attend a community meeting, contact 
their elected official, contact City staff or contact their neighborhood group. While fewer 
respondents reported that they would be at least “somewhat “likely to working with a group 
not affiliated with the City (54%) or join a City advisory group (38%), more than a third of 
respondents reported a likelihood of participating in these activities to influence decisions on 
an issue of their concern. 

 The 583 respondents who answered “somewhat” or “very” unlikely to three or more of the 
scenarios in the previous question were asked to give unprompted reasons they would be 
less likely to participate in City government decision-making. Forty-two respondents were 
unable to highlight their reasons. About two in five of the remaining respondents (43%) 
reported having “no time” to participate, while fewer respondents mentioned “no interest” 
(13%), that their participation “would not change the results” (12%) and that they were “not 
aware of options” or “did not know how” to participate (11%). 

 Minneapolis residents responding to the survey were asked to give their opinions on how 
they felt the City governs by rating various statements about City government on a “very 
good” to “poor” scale. Six in ten respondents felt that the overall direction the City was 
taking was at least “good” and 49% rated the government as “good” or “very good” at 
representing and providing for the needs of all its citizens. About half of respondents rated 
City government as “good” or “very good” at providing meaningful opportunities for 
citizens to give input on important issues, informing residents on major issues in the City of 
Minneapolis, providing value for your tax dollars and effectively planning for the future.  

 When converted to a 100-point scale, City government average ratings were between 48 and 
54, or between “good” and “only fair.” Providing meaningful opportunities for citizens to 
give input on important issues, informing residents on major issues in the City of 
Minneapolis and effectively planning for the future received higher average ratings in 2005 
than in 2003. 

 When compared to the nation, average ratings for “the overall direction that the City is 
taking,” “providing meaningful opportunities for citizens to give input on important issues” 
and “providing value for your tax dollars” were below the average. Comparisons to the 
nation for “effectively planning for the future,” “representing and providing for the needs of 
all its citizens” and “informing residents on major issues in the City of Minneapolis” were 
not available. Also, comparisons to select cities were not available. 
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Discrimination 
 About one in five respondents reported that they had experienced some type of 

discrimination in Minneapolis during the past 12 months, similar to previous survey years. 

 Of the 19% who reported experiencing discrimination, about one in five reported it was in 
“getting a job or at work,” 16% reported that the situation arose in their “neighborhood,” 
12% said it was “in dealing with the City” and “in getting service in a restaurant or store”. 
About 1 in 10 respondents who reported experiencing discrimination said it was from 
“general public statements” and fewer (3%) reported experiencing discrimination “on public 
transportation” and in “getting housing.” The proportion of respondents reporting 
discrimination in “getting a job or at work” (19% in 2005 versus 35% in 2003) and “in 
dealing with the City” (12% versus 35%) was significantly lower in 2005 than in 2003. 

 Respondents who said they experienced discrimination “in dealing with the City” and those 
who said they didn’t know or refused to report in which type of situation they experienced 
discrimination were asked to report for what reason or reasons they felt discriminated 
against. Of those 31 respondents, 27% reported it was due to “economic status,” about a 
quarter of respondents reported “race or color” and approximately one in five said “gender” 
and “ethnic background or country of origin.” About 10% of respondents or fewer reported 
“social status,” “language or accent,” “age” and “disability” as a reason they felt 
discriminated against. About 28% of respondents mentioned other reasons that could not be 
categorized. Most of the reasons mentioned were reported by a higher proportion of 
respondents in 2005 than in 2003. “Race or color” and “age discrimination” was reported by 
fewer respondents in 2005 who said they had experienced discrimination in the past 12 
months. 

 The 21 respondents who reported experiencing discrimination “in dealing with the City” 
were asked which department was involved. About 6 in 10 respondents (61%) said that 
police were involved, about 3 in 10 (28%) mentioned Community Planning and Economic 
Development (CPED) and about a quarter (25%) mentioned Human Resources. Fewer than 
10% mentioned Public Works (5%) and Inspections/licensing (3%). A higher proportion 
reported experiencing discrimination when dealing with Police, CPED and Human 
Resources in 2005 than in 2003, while fewer reported experiencing it with the Public Works 
Department in the current survey year than in the 2003 survey year. 
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Survey Background 
Survey Purpose 
The City of Minneapolis contracted with National Research Center, Inc. (NRC) to conduct a 
community-wide resident survey. The Minneapolis Resident Survey serves as a consumer report card 
for Minneapolis by providing residents the opportunity to rate the quality of life in the City, as well 
as the community’s amenities, service delivery and their satisfaction with local government. The 
survey also permits residents to provide feedback to government on what is working well and what 
is not, and to communicate their priorities for community planning and resource allocation. 

The focus on the quality of service delivery and the importance of services helps council, staff and 
the public to set priorities for decisions and lays the groundwork for tracking community opinions 
about the core responsibilities of Minneapolis City government, helping to assure maximum service 
quality over time. 

This type of survey gets at the key services that local government controls to create a quality 
community. It is akin to private sector customer surveys that are used regularly by many 
corporations to monitor where there are weaknesses in product or service delivery before customers 
defect to competition or before other problems from dissatisfied customers arise. 

This is the third iteration of the Minneapolis Resident Survey since the baseline study conducted in 
2001. 

Methods 
Interviewing Service of America, a company specializing in phone survey services which conducted 
the interviewing under direction of NRC staff, purchased a random digit dial sample (RDD) where 
part of the sample was geocoded up-front using reverse directory look-up. Phone numbers of 
Minneapolis residents were randomly selected for interviewing. Phone calls were made from 
November 11, 2005 to January 25, 2006. A majority of the interviews was completed during the 
evening hours, although calls were made on the weekend and during weekdays also. All phone 
numbers were dialed at least six times before replacing with another number, with at least one of the 
attempts on either a weekend or weekday.  

Once interviews were completed using the RDD list, respondent address information were 
geocoded to determine in which of 11 community planning districts a respondent resided. 
Community planning districts were chosen as the geographic unit of analysis below the City level. 
The districts were the geographic unit selected for prior surveys. Datasets are available for a wide 
variety of demographics based upon the community planning districts. To complete the minimum 
number of responses for each community (105), a set of numbers was pre-coded for location and 
called to fill the quota for each community planning district. Telephone numbers associated with 
cellular phone lines were not included in the sample. 

An overall quota of at least 105 completed interviews was set for each of the eight community 
planning districts within the City of Minneapolis. An additional quota system based on racial groups 
was used to ensure that a representative number of these populations participated in the survey.  
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Interviewers who spoke Spanish, Vietnamese, Somali, Hmong, Laotian and Oromo were available 
for this survey; 29 surveys were conducted in Spanish, four in Hmong, five in Vietnamese, one in 
Laotian and one in Oromo. The overall response rate was 25%. 

Understanding the Results 
“Don’t Know” Responses 
On many of the questions in the survey, respondents could answer “don’t know.” The proportion 
of respondents giving this reply is shown in the full set of responses included in Appendix III: 
Complete Set of Frequencies. However, these responses have been removed from the analyses 
presented in the body of the report. In other words, the tables and graphs display the responses 
from respondents who had an opinion about a specific item. This approach to presenting data is 
used in order to allow the most “fair” comparison across items.  

Though a somewhat small percentage of respondents offer “don’t know” for most items, inevitably 
some items have a larger “don’t know” percentage. Comparing responses to a set of items on the 
same scale can be misleading when the “don’t know” responses have been left in. If two items have 
disparate “don’t know” percentages (2% vs. 15%, for example), any apparent similarities or 
differences across the remaining response options may disappear once the “don’t know” responses 
are removed. 

Previous resident survey reports for the City of Minneapolis have included “don’t know” responses 
in the report bodies. In this report, comparisons to previous data omit the “don’t know” responses. 

“Resident” and “Respondent” 
As the results of the survey are intended to reflect the City of Minneapolis population as a whole, 
the terms “resident” and “respondent” are used interchangeably throughout this report. 

Confidence Intervals 
It is customary to describe the precision of estimates made from surveys by a “level of confidence” 
(or margin of error). The 95 percent confidence level for the survey is generally no greater than plus 
or minus three percentage points around any given percent reported for the entire sample (1,277 
completed interviews). For each community planning district from the survey, the margin of error 
rises to as much as plus or minus 9.6% for a sample size of 105 (in smallest) to plus or minus 8.4% 
for 137 completed surveys (in largest). (For comparisons made across community planning districts, 
the margin of error is equivalent to that for the smallest group.) Where estimates are given for sub-
groups, they are less precise. Generally the 95% confidence interval is plus or minus five percentage 
points for samples of about 400 to ten percentage points for samples as small as 100. 

Putting Evaluations onto a 100-Point Scale 
Although responses to many of the evaluative or frequency questions were made on four or five -
point scales with one representing the best rating, the scales had different labels (e.g., “very 
satisfied,” “very good,” “extremely important”). To make comparisons easier, many of the results in 
this summary are reported on a common scale where zero is the worst possible rating and 100 is the 
best possible rating. If everyone reported “very good,” then the result would be 100 on the 0-100 
scale. The new scale can be thought of like the thermometer used to represent total giving to United 
Way. The higher the thermometer reading, the closer to the goal of 100 – in this case, the most 
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positive response possible.1 The .95 confidence interval around a score on the 0-100 scale based on 
all respondents typically will be no greater than plus or minus two points on a 100-point scale. For 
each community planning district, the ratings have a confidence interval of plus or minus six points 
on a 100-point scale. 

Comparing Survey Results 
An average rating of 70 for service quality is at the “good” mark on a 100-point scale that goes from 
“very good” to “poor.” Few services actually receive ratings as high as 70 on the scale, in part, 
because certain kinds of services tend to be thought less well of by residents in many communities 
across the country. Police protection tends to be better received than pothole repair by residents of 
most American cities. Where possible, the better comparison is not from one service to another in 
Minneapolis, but from Minneapolis services to services like them provided by other jurisdictions. 
This way we can better understand if “good” is good enough for Minneapolis service evaluations. 

Because this survey was the third in a series of resident surveys, the results will be presented along 
with earlier evaluations where possible. Survey results from past surveys and surveys conducted in 
other cities, in most cases, have been converted to a 100-point scale to allow for easier and fairer 
comparisons. For comparison by year, results are statistically significant if there is a difference of 
plus or minus four percentage points and plus or minus three points around average ratings on a 
100-point scale.  

National Database 
NRC’s database includes the results from citizen surveys conducted in hundreds of jurisdictions 
across the United States. These are public opinion polls answered by hundreds of thousands of 
residents around the country. We have recorded, analyzed and stored responses to thousands of 
survey questions dealing with resident perceptions about the quality of community life and public 
trust and residents’ report of their use of public facilities. Respondents to these surveys are intended 
to represent over 50 million Americans. 

Jurisdictions use the comparisons to the national database to help interpret their own citizen survey 
results, to create or revise community plans, to evaluate the success of policy or budget decisions, to 
measure local government performance.  
                                                      
1Note that the 100-point scale is not a percent. It is a conversion of responses to an average rating. Each response option is 
assigned a value that is used in calculating the average score. For example, “excellent”=100, “good”=67, “fair”=33 and “poor”=0. If 
everyone reported “excellent,” then the average rating would be 100 on the 100-point scale. Likewise, if all respondents gave a 
“poor”, the result would be 0 on the 100-point scale. If half the respondents gave a score of “excellent” and half gave a score of 
“poor,” the average would be in the middle of the scale (like the center post of a teeter totter) between “fair” and “good.” 
 
Example of Converting Responses to the 100-point Scale 

How do you rate the City as a place to live? 

Response 
option 

Total with 
“don’t 
know” 

Step1: Remove the 
percent of “don’t 
know” responses 

Total 
without 
“don’t 
know” 

Step 2: 
Assign 
scale 

values 

Step 3: Multiply 
the percent by the 

scale value 

Step 4: Sum 
to calculate 
the average 

rating 
Excellent 36% =36÷(100-5)= 38% 100 =38% x 100 = 38 
Good 42% =42÷(100-5)= 44% 67 =44% x 67 = 30 
Only Fair 12% =12÷(100-5)= 13% 33 =13% x 33 = 4 
Poor 5% =5÷(100-5)= 5% 0 =5% x 0 = 0 
Don’t know 5%  --    
Total 100%  100%   72 
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It is true that you cannot simply take a given result from one survey and compare it to the result 
from a different survey. NRC principals have pioneered and reported their methods for converting 
all survey responses to the same scale. Because scales 
responses will differ among types of survey questions, 
NRC statisticians have developed statistical algorithms, 
which adjust question results based on many 
characteristics of the question, its scale and the survey 
methods. All results are then converted to a common 
scale with a minimum score of 0 (equaling the lowest 
possible rating) to a maximum score of 100 (equaling 
the highest possible rating). We then can provide a 
comparison that not only controls for question 
differences, but also controls for differences in types 
of survey methods. 

In this report, comparisons are made both to the entire 
database (“National Database”) and a portion of the 
database (“Select Cities”), featuring communities 
identified by Minneapolis 2, when available.  

The aforementioned comparisons are provided when 
similar questions are included in NRC’s database and 
there are at least five other jurisdictions in which the 
question was asked. (For a list of jurisdictions in the 
National Database, see Appendix V: Jurisdictions 
Included in the National Database.) Where 
comparisons are available, three numbers are provided 
in the table. The first is the rank assigned to Minneapolis’s rating among jurisdictions where a similar 
question was asked. The second is the number of jurisdictions that asked a similar question. Third, 
the rank is expressed as a percentile to indicate its distance from the top score. This rank (5th 
highest out of 25 jurisdictions’ results, for example) translates to a percentile (the 80th percentile in 
this example). A percentile indicates the percent of jurisdictions with identical or lower ratings. 
Therefore, a rating at the 80th percentile would mean that Minneapolis’s rating is equal to or better 
than 80% of the ratings from other jurisdictions. Conversely, 20% of the jurisdictions where a 
similar question was asked had higher ratings.  

Alongside the rank and percentile appears a comparison: “above the average,” “below the average” 
or “similar to the average.” This evaluation of “above,” “below” or “similar to” comes from a 
statistical comparison of Minneapolis’s rating to the average rating from all the comparison 
jurisdictions where a similar question was asked. Differences of three or more points on a 100-point 
scale between Minneapolis’s ratings and the average based on the appropriate comparisons from the 
database are considered “statistically significant,” and thus are marked as “above” or “below” the 
average. When differences between Minneapolis’s ratings and the national average or select cities 
average are less than two points, they are marked as “similar to” the average. Please note that 
percentage points in tables and charts may not always add to 100% due to rounding or the 
respondents having the option to select more than one answer. 
                                                      
2The cities used for comparison in the custom norm are as follows: Portland, Austin, Boston, Ann Arbor, Seattle, St. Paul, Charlotte, 
Denver, Cincinnati, Boulder, Detroit, San Francisco, Durham/Raleigh, Madison, Oklahoma City and Phoenix. 

Summary of Comparison Terms 
 

The national database includes the results 
from citizen surveys conducted in hundreds of 
jurisdictions across the United States. The 
results have been converted to a common 
scale, controlling for question differences and 
differences in types of survey methods. 
-Rank: Minneapolis’s order among 
jurisdictions where a similar question was 
asked.  
-Number of jurisdictions: Jurisdictions that 
asked a similar question.  
-Percentile: Similar to rank, the percentile 
indicates the distance of the Minneapolis 
rating from the top rating. A percentile 
indicates the percent of jurisdictions with 
identical or lower ratings.  
-Comparison: This evaluation of “above,” 
“below” or “similar to” comes from a 
statistical comparison of Minneapolis’s rating 
to the average rating from all the comparison 
jurisdictions where a similar question was 
asked. For ratings that are above or below this 
average, the approximate point difference is 
indicated as well.
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Report of Results 
Quality of Life 
When survey respondents were asked to rate Minneapolis and their neighborhood as places to live, 
at least two in five respondents rated each as “very good” and more than 80% reported each was at 
least “good.”  

Table 1: Quality of Life Ratings 

 
 

Very 
good Good 

Only 
fair Poor Total 

Average Rating (100=Very 
Good, 67=Good, 33=Only 

Fair, 0=Poor) 
Overall, how do you rate the 
City of Minneapolis as a 
place to live? 47% 40% 10% 2% 100% 77 
Overall, how do you rate 
your neighborhood as a 
place to live? 45% 36% 15% 5% 100% 74 

 

These ratings were converted to a 100-point scale where zero represents “poor” and 100 represents 
“very good.” Both quality of life characteristic received an average rating of about 75, or better than 
“good.”  

When compared to ratings from previous survey years, the average rating for Minneapolis as a place 
to live was similar to 2003 and 2001 ratings, while the average rating for neighborhood as a place to 
live continues to increase. 

Figure 1: Quality of Life 

71

76

72

78

74

77

0 20 40 60 80 100

Overall, how do you rate
your neighborhood as a

place to live?

Overall, how do you rate
the City of Minneapolis

as a place to live?

Average Rating on the 100-point Scale (0=Poor, 33=Only Fair, 67=Good, 100=Very Good)

2005
2003
2001
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When compared to cities across the nation, quality of life ratings given by Minneapolis respondents 
were similar to or below the average. When compared to select cities, the average rating for 
Minneapolis as a place to live was above the average. A comparison to select cities for neighborhood 
as a place to live was not available. 

Table 2: Quality of Life Ratings: Minneapolis and the National Database 

 
 

City of 
Minneapolis 

Average 
Rating on 
the 100-

Point Scale 
(100=Very 

Good, 
67=Good, 
33=Only 

Fair, 
0=Poor) 

Minneapolis 
Rank* 

Number of 
Jurisdictions 

for Comparison 

City of 
Minneapolis 
Percentile 

Comparison of 
Minneapolis 

Rating to 
National 
Database 

City of 
Minneapolis 
as a place to 
live? 77 90 182 51% 

Similar to the 
average 

Neighborhood 
as a place to 
live? 74 80 102 23% 

3-9 Points 
Below the 

average 
*Among cities that asked the question. 
  
 
 

Table 3: Quality of Life Ratings: Minneapolis and Select Cities 

 
 

City of 
Minneapolis 

Average 
Rating on 
the 100-

Point Scale 
(100=Very 

Good, 
67=Good, 
33=Only 

Fair, 
0=Poor) 

Minneapolis 
Rank* 

Number of 
Jurisdictions 

for 
Comparison 

City of 
Minneapolis 
Percentile 

Comparison of 
Minneapolis 

Rating to Select 
Cities3 

City of 
Minneapolis 
as a place to 
live? 77 2 7 86% 

3-9 Points 
Above the average 

Neighborhood 
as a place to 
live? 74 NA NA NA NA 

*Among cities that asked the question. 
  
                                                      
3The cities used for comparison in the custom norm are as follows: Portland, Austin, Boston, Ann Arbor, Seattle, St. Paul, Charlotte, 
Denver, Cincinnati, Boulder, Detroit, San Francisco, Durham/Raleigh, Madison, Oklahoma City and Phoenix. 
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Minneapolis residents responding to the survey were asked if they thought the city had gotten better, 
worse or stayed about the same as a place to live in the past two years. About half (53%) felt that it 
had “stayed about the same” as a place to live, a quarter of respondents (25%) felt the City had 
gotten “worse” and 22% said it had gotten “better.” 

Figure 2: Perceived Change in City Livability Over the Past Two Years 

Better
22%

Worse
25%

Stayed the 
same
53%

 
 

When compared to previous years, ratings were similar in 2005 as in 2003, while a higher percentage 
of respondents said the City had gotten better as a place to live in 2001 and fewer reported it had 
gotten worse. Please note that the 2001 questionnaire asked respondents to rate the change in 
livability over the past three years and the 2005 and 2003 surveys asked to rate the past two years. 

Figure 3: Perceived Change in City Livability Compared Over Time 

33%

19%

22%

52%

53%

53%

15%

29%

25%

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

2001†

2003

2005

Percent of  Respondents

Better Stayed the same Worse
 

†The 2001 questionnaire asked respondents to rate changes in livability over the past three years versus the past 
two years as in 2003 and 2005. 
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Challenges Facing the City 
Respondents were asked what they felt were the three biggest challenges Minneapolis will face in the 
next five years (see Figure 4: Three Biggest Challenges Minneapolis Will Face in the Next Five Years 
on the following page). The top four unprompted answers were public safety (50%), education 
(44%), transportation related issues (40%) and housing (36%). Economic development (24%) and 
job opportunities (20%) were mentioned by at least one in five respondents. Many respondents 
mentioned “other” items that could not be coded into a specific category. 

When compared to previous years, most of the items mentioned were stated by a similar percentage 
of respondents or higher in 2005 than in 2003 and 2001. However, City government was a response 
given by a significantly smaller proportion of respondents in the current survey year than in 2003 
(11% versus 33%, respectively). Although growth was mentioned by a higher proportion of 
respondents in 2005 than in previous years, only 12% of respondents mentioned it as one of the 
three biggest challenges facing the City. Public safety was at the top of the list in 2005 and 2003 and 
second in 2001. 

Please note that respondents were allowed three responses to this question, identifying the first, 
second and third biggest challenges that they saw facing Minneapolis. For the purpose of comparing 
to previous years’ data, the responses for each category have been summed into a single number. 
Changes in response wording between survey years are as follows: “managing City government” in 
2001 and 2003 versus “City government” in 2005; “economic development – job 
creation/unemployment” in 2001 versus “economic development” in 2003 and 2005. 

Table 4. Biggest Challenges Minneapolis Will Face in the Next Five Years 

 
First biggest 

challenge 
Second biggest 

challenge 
Third biggest 

challenge 
Three biggest 

challenges 
Public safety 22% 16% 12% 50% 
Education 18% 14% 12% 44% 
Transportation related 
issues 16% 13% 11% 40% 
Housing 10% 15% 11% 36% 
Economic development 8% 8% 8% 24% 
Job opportunities 5% 7% 8% 20% 
City government 2% 4% 5% 12% 
Growth 4% 5% 3% 11% 
Other 16% 18% 31% 65% 
Total 100% 100% 100% - 

-“Other” responses were not recorded and were not available for analysis.
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Figure 4: Three Biggest Challenges Minneapolis Will Face in the Next Five Years 
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20%

24%

36%
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Other

City government‡

Growth

Job opportunities

Economic development

Housing‡

Transportation related
issues‡

Education‡

Public safety‡

Percent of Respondents*

2005
2003
2001

 
-“Other” responses were not recorded and not available for analysis.  
*Total may exceed 100% as respondents were able to choose more than one response. 
‡Notes statistically significant differences between 2005 and 2003. (Significant at p<.05.) 

NA 

NA 

NA 
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Neighborhood Perception & Image 
When asked the extent to which they agreed or disagreed with various statements about their 
neighborhood, a majority of residents responding to the survey reported that they “agreed” or 
“strongly agreed” with each statement, with 85% agreeing that their neighborhood is clean and well-
maintained. While about one in five respondents mentioned that they “disagreed” that street lighting 
in their neighborhood is adequate, that people in their neighborhood look out for one another and 
that their neighborhood has a good selection of stores and services that meet their needs, fewer than 
5% “strongly disagreed” with these statements. 

Table 5: Neighborhood Perceptions and Image 
Now I'm going to read some statements. 

For each please tell me whether you 
strongly agree, agree, disagree or strongly 

disagree with each statement. What 
about…? 

Strongly 
agree Agree Disagree 

Strongly 
disagree Total 

My neighborhood is clean and well-maintained 23% 62% 13% 3% 100% 
My neighborhood is a safe place to live 18% 65% 14% 3% 100% 
Street lighting in my neighborhood is adequate 17% 62% 19% 3% 100% 
People in my neighborhood look out for one 
another 20% 57% 20% 3% 100% 
My neighborhood has a good selection of 
stores and services that meet my needs 23% 52% 21% 4% 100% 

 
Most opinions about neighborhoods were similar in 2005 than in previous survey years. A higher 
proportion of respondents said that they “agreed” or “strongly agreed” that their neighborhood has 
a good selection of stores and services that meet their needs. 

Figure 5: Neighborhood Perceptions and Image 

69%
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77%

80%

82%

82%

75%

77%
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My neighborhood has a good selection of stores
and services that meet my needs‡
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Street lighting in my neighborhood is adequate

My neighborhood is a safe place to live
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‡Notes statistically significant differences between 2005 and 2003. (Significant at p<.05.) 

NA
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Some average ratings were compared with average ratings given by other jurisdictions across the 
nation. The rating for “my neighborhood is a safe place to live” was below the average and the 
rating for feeling safe in Downtown Minneapolis was above the average. Comparisons to select 
cities chosen by the City of Minneapolis were not available. 

Table 6: Safety Ratings: Minneapolis and the National Database 

 
 

City of Minneapolis 
Average Rating on 
the 100-Point Scale 

(100=Very Good, 
67=Good, 33=Only 

Fair, 
0=Poor) 

Minneapolis 
Rank* 

Number of 
Jurisdictions 

for 
Comparison 

City of 
Minneapolis 
Percentile 

Comparison 
of 

Minneapolis 
Rating to 
National 
Database 

My 
neighborhood 
is a safe 
place to live 66 35 46 26% 

3-9 Points 
Below the 

average 
How safe do 
you feel in 
Downtown 
Minneapolis? 71 5 17 76% 

3-9 Points 
Above the 

average 
*Among cities that asked the question. 
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Survey respondents were asked how they felt about the size of their current place of residence based 
on their household’s needs. About three quarters of respondents (73%) felt that their current 
residence was “just the right size,” one in five (21%) said it was “too small” and 6% said it was “too 
big.” 

Figure 6: Size of Current Residence 

Current 
Place of 

Residence is 
Too Big

6%

Current 
Place of 

Residence is 
Too Small

21%

Current 
Place of 

Residence is 
Just the 

Right Size
73%

 
 
 

Table 7: Size of Current Residence 
Which of the following best describes the size of your current place of 

residence based on your household’s needs? Would you say…? 
Percent of 

Respondents 
It is much too big 1% 
It is too big 5% 
It is just the right size 73% 
It is too small 18% 
It is much too small 3% 
Total 100% 
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Another question asked Minneapolis residents the extent to which they “agreed” or “disagreed” with 
statements regarding their current place of residence. At least four in five respondents “agreed” or 
“strongly agreed” that the location, physical condition and housing costs were adequate to meet 
their needs. Fewer than half of respondents agreed that they planned to move within the next two 
years. 

Figure 7: Perceptions of Current Place of Residence 

41%

79%

89%

93%

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

I intend to move within the next two years

My housing costs are affordable and within my
household's budget

The physical condition of my house is adequate to
meet my household's needs

The location of my house or apartment is
convenient for my household's needs 

Percent of Respondents Reporting "Strongly Agree" or "Agree"
 

 

Table 8: Perceptions of Current Place of Residence 
Please indicate the extent to which 
you agree or disagree with each of 

the following statements about your 
current place of residence using the 
scale strongly agree, agree, disagree 

or strongly disagree. What about 
the…? 

Strongly 
agree Agree Disagree 

Strongly 
disagree Total 

The location of my house or apartment 
is convenient for my household's needs 
[E.G., WORK, SCHOOL, ETC.] 41% 52% 6% 1% 100% 
The physical condition of my house is 
adequate to meet my household's 
needs 27% 62% 9% 2% 100% 
My housing costs [E.G., RENT OR 
MORTGAGE PAYMENT PLUS 
UTILITIES] are affordable and within 
my household's budget 19% 60% 15% 5% 100% 
I intend to move within the next two 
years 14% 28% 37% 22% 100% 
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Downtown Usage & Image 
A majority of respondents (75%) reported they neither live nor work in Downtown Minneapolis, 
slightly down from 2003 (80%). A slightly larger percentage of respondents reported working and 
living Downtown in 2005 compared to previous survey years.  

Figure 8: Living and Working in Downtown Minneapolis Compared Over Time 

17%

7%

15%
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8%
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75%

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

Live Downtown

Work Downtown**

Neither Live nor Work
Downtown‡

Percent of Respondents*

2005
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2001

 
*Total may exceed 100% as respondents were able to choose more than one response. 
**Please note that the 2001 survey only asked if respondents worked in Downtown Minneapolis. 
‡Notes statistically significant differences between 2005 and 2003. (Significant at p<.05.) 
 
If respondents reported that they did not live or work Downtown, they were asked how frequently 
they visited the area in the last year. Ninety-three percent had visited the downtown at least once in 
the last year. About 3 in 10 reported visiting 26 times or more and a similar proportion reported 
visiting three to 12 times in the last year. Sixteen percent said they had visited 13 to 26 times, 15% 
reported visiting once or twice and 7% said they never visited Downtown Minneapolis in the past 
year. 

Figure 9: Frequency of Visiting Downtown Minneapolis in the Last Year** 

Never
7%

Once or 
twice
15%

26 times or 
more
30%

13-26 times
16%

3-12 times
32%

 
 **Only asked of respondents who do not live or work Downtown. 

NA 
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The percentage of respondents who reported visiting Downtown Minneapolis at least once in the 
past year was similar in 2005 as in previous years. 

Figure 10: Frequency of Visiting Downtown Minneapolis Compared Over Time** 

10%
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**The 2003 and 2005 questionnaire asked this question of only those people who did not live or work Downtown. The 
2001 questionnaire asked this question only of people who did not work Downtown. The 2001 and 2003 
questionnaires contained more response options than the 2005 survey. 
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Those respondents who reported never going Downtown or only going once or twice in the last 
year were asked to give major reasons that kept them from spending more time in Downtown 
Minneapolis. One in five respondents said that the lack of parking was an issue, 16% said the cost of 
parking and 14% said they just don’t want to go Downtown. Ten percent or fewer respondents 
mentioned other items (see Figure 11: Reasons for Avoiding Downtown Minneapolis below). 

Figure 11: Reasons for Avoiding Downtown Minneapolis 
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-“Other” responses were not recorded and not available for analysis.  
*Total may exceed 100% as respondents were able to choose more than one response. 
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Comparisons to answers given to this question in previous years appear in the table below. 
However, some categories were combined in previous survey years or not mentioned by 
respondents in previous years. 

Table 9: Reasons for Avoiding Downtown Minneapolis* 
What are the major reasons that keep you from 

spending more time Downtown? 2005 2003† 2001† 
Lack of parking 20%
Cost of parking 16%

33% 29%

Don't want to go Downtown 14% NA NA 
Prefer other shopping areas 10% 16% 27% 

Safety 10% 7% 
Traffic (congestion/one-way grid/construction, etc.) 7% 12% 

15%

Nowhere to go 7% 15% 26% 
Expensive 5% 10% 6% 
General dislike 3% NA 4% 
Get lost/hard to find way around because of one-way 
streets 2% NA NA 
Other 30% 28% 12% 

-“Other” responses were not recorded and not available for analysis.  
*Total may exceed 100% as respondents were able to choose more than one response. 
†Some categories were combined in previous survey years. 
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Residents responding to the survey were asked to rate generally how safe they felt in downtown 
Minneapolis using the scale “very safe,” “somewhat safe,” “not very safe” or “not at all safe.” A 
majority of respondents (86%) reported that that they feel “somewhat” or “very safe” in Downtown 
Minneapolis, while 14% reported they feel “not very safe” or “not at all safe.” The higher percentage 
of residents feeling “very safe” or “somewhat safe” in 2005 compared to 2001 may be attributable, 
at least in part, to the question wording differences. The 2001 survey asked respondents about their 
safety walking downtown in the evening, while the 2005 survey asked about downtown safety 
without specifying the time of day. This question was not asked on the 2003 survey. 

Figure 12: Safety of Downtown Minneapolis 

Very safe
31%

Not at all 
safe
4%

Not very safe
10%Somewhat 

safe
55%

 
 
 

Figure 13: Safety of Downtown Minneapolis Compared Over Time** 
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At least "Somewhat
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Percent of Respondents Reporting "Very safe" or "Somewhat safe"

2005
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**Please note that the 2001 survey asked respondents how safe they felt walking through downtown during 
evening hours; the 2005 survey asked how safe they felt in downtown Minneapolis. This question was not asked 
on the 2003 survey. 
‡Notes statistically significant differences between 2005 and 2001. (Significant at p<.05.) 
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The average rating for safety in Downtown Minneapolis was 71 on a 100-point scale where 0 
represents “not at all safe” and 100 represents “very safe.”  

 Table 10: Safety of Downtown Minneapolis 
In general, how safe do you feel in Downtown Minneapolis? Would you 

say you feel…? 
Percent of 

Respondents 
Very safe 31% 
Somewhat safe 55% 
Not very safe 10% 
Not at all safe 4% 
Total 100% 
Average Rating (100=Very Safe, 67=Somewhat Safe, 33=Not Very Safe, 
0=Not at all Safe) 71 
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Access to Information 
Respondents were asked if they had contacted the City to get information or services in the last 12 
months. A similar proportion of respondents (39%) reported contacting the City in 2005 as in 
previous survey years (38% and 38%, respectively). 

Figure 14: Contact with the City 
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Of the respondents who mentioned having contacted the City in the last 12 months, about three-
quarters (73%) said that they did so by telephone, one in five (22%) reported visiting the City’s Web 
site and 16% contacted the City in person. Fewer than 10% reported contacting the City for 
information or services via email, mail or other methods. Fewer respondents reported using most 
methods to contact the City in 2005 than in previous years. 

Figure 15: Method of Contact Compared Over Time among Those with Contact 
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*Total may exceed 100% as respondents were able to choose more than one response. 
†Question wording differed between survey years. 
‡Notes statistically significant differences between 2005 and 2003. (Significant at p<.05.) 
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Respondents who reported contacting the City in the last 12 months (except for those who only 
visited the City’s Web site), were asked to rate specific characteristics about the City employee with 
which they had contact. About four in five respondents rated employees’ respectfulness, 
courteousness, knowledge and willingness to accommodate the need for foreign language and/or 
sign language interpreting as “good” or “very good.” About 7 in 10 said that the employees’ 
willingness to help or understand and their timely response was at least “good” and about two-thirds 
(65%) reported that the ease of getting in touch with the employee was at least “good.”  

Table 11: City Employee Ratings 
Please tell me how you would rate 

each of the following characteristics of 
the City employee with which you 

most recently had contact, using the 
scale very good, good, only fair or 

poor. What about…? 
Very 
good Good 

Only 
fair Poor Total 

Average Rating 
(100=Very 

Good, 67=Good, 
33=Only Fair, 

0=Poor) 
Respectfulness 34% 49% 11% 6% 100% 70 
Courteousness 35% 46% 14% 5% 100% 70 
Willingness to accommodate the need for 
foreign language and/or sign language 
interpreting 33% 45% 16% 6% 100% 69 
Knowledge 27% 52% 14% 7% 100% 66 
Willingness to help or understand 31% 41% 19% 9% 100% 65 
Timely response 27% 43% 18% 12% 100% 62 
Ease of getting in touch with the 
employee 21% 44% 24% 11% 100% 58 

 
When converted to a 100-point scale, most City employee ratings were “good” (67) or better. 
“Timely response” was given an average rating of 62, or just below “good,” and “ease of getting in 
touch with the employee” received an average rating of 58, or below the “good” mark on a 100-
point scale. Where comparisons to previous years were available, ratings were similar in 2005 to 
2001.  

Figure 16: City Employee Ratings† 
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†Question and scale wording differed slightly on the 2001 questionnaire. This question was not asked in 2003. 
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When compared to ratings given to City employees across the nation and where comparisons were 
available to ratings given by respondents in select cities, average ratings for City employee 
characteristics were below the average. 

Table 12: City Employees Ratings: Minneapolis and the National Database 

 
 

City of 
Minneapolis 

Average Rating 
on the 100-Point 
Scale (100=Very 
Good, 67=Good, 

33=Only Fair, 
0=Poor) 

Minneapolis 
Rank* 

Number of 
Jurisdictions 

for 
Comparison 

City of 
Minneapolis 
Percentile 

Comparison 
of 

Minneapolis 
Rating to 
National 
Database 

Knowledge 66 114 117 3% 

10-14 Points 
Below the 

average 

Courteousness 70 45 54 19% 

3-9 Points 
Below the 

average 
Ease of getting 
in touch with 
the employee 58 121 123 2% 

15+ Points 
Below the 

average 
Willingness to 
help or 
understand 65 21 22 9% 

3-9 Points 
Below the 

average 
*Among cities that asked the question. 
 

Table 13: City Employees Ratings: Minneapolis and Select Cities 

 
 

City of 
Minneapolis 

Average Rating 
on the 100-Point 

Scale 
(100=Very Good, 

67=Good, 
33=Only Fair, 

0=Poor) 
Minneapolis 

Rank* 

Number of 
Jurisdictions 

for 
Comparison 

City of 
Minneapolis 
Percentile 

Comparison 
of 

Minneapolis 
Rating to 

Select 
Cities4 

Knowledge 66 NA NA NA NA 

Courteousness 70 3 5 60% 

3-9 Points 
Below the 

average 
Ease of getting 
in touch with 
the employee 58 5 5 20% 

3-9 Points 
Below the 

average 
Willingness to 
help or 
understand 65 NA NA NA NA 

*Among cities that asked the question. 

                                                      
4The cities used for comparison in the custom norm are as follows: Portland, Austin, Boston, Ann Arbor, Seattle, St. Paul, Charlotte, 
Denver, Cincinnati, Boulder, Detroit, San Francisco, Durham/Raleigh, Madison, Oklahoma City and Phoenix. 
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Respondents who reported only contacting the City via the City’s Web site were asked to rate 
specific characteristics of the Web site. About 8 in 10 respondents felt that the usefulness of 
information on the City’s Web site as “good” or “very good” and about 7 in 10 felt that the design 
and graphics and the ease of use were at least “good.” 

Table 14: City Web Site Ratings** 
Please tell me how you would 

rate each of the following 
characteristics of the City Web 

site. What about the…? 
Very 
good Good

Only 
fair Poor Total 

Average Rating 
(100=Very Good, 

67=Good, 33=Only 
Fair, 0=Poor) 

Usefulness of information 34% 45% 18% 3% 100% 70 
Design and graphics 14% 58% 23% 4% 100% 61 
Ease of use 22% 46% 24% 7% 100% 61 

**Only asked of respondents who had contacted the City via their Web site. 
 
When converted to a 100-point scale, the average rating for “usefulness of information” was 70, or 
better than “good,” while average ratings for “design and graphics” and “ease of use” were 61 or 
just below “good.” 

Figure 17: City Web Site Ratings** 
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**Only asked of respondents who had contacted the City via their Web site. 
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Minneapolis residents were asked how they obtain snow emergency information. Almost half (46%) 
said that they obtain snow emergency information from radio or television, while 16% use a snow 
emergency brochure and 12% use the snow phone hotline. Each of the remaining specific resources 
was used by fewer than 10% of respondents (see Figure 18: Obtaining Snow Emergency 
Information below). 

Figure 18: Obtaining Snow Emergency Information 
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-“Other” responses were not recorded and not available for analysis. 
*Total may exceed 100% as respondents were able to choose more than one response. 
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When compared to previous survey years, the percent of respondents who reported using each snow 
emergency information resource was significantly lower for almost every resource mentioned in 
2005 than in previous years. However, the question was asked significantly differently in 2005 than 
previous years. The response options in 2005 were not read aloud, and respondents were permitted 
to identify as many as came to mind during the survey. In previous years, each option (based on a 
list similar to the one used in 2005) was read aloud, prompting respondents to reflect on each 
choice. In addition, in 2005, respondents were asked how they get information, while in previous 
years, respondents were asked about their preferred method for retrieving snow emergency 
information. In previous years, respondents typically indicated more information sources than in 
2005. Though the core topic is similar across the years, the questions have limited comparability.  

Table 15: Obtaining Snow Emergency Information 
How do you get snow emergency 

information? 2005 2003† 2001† 
Radio or television 46% 84% 90% 
Snow emergency brochure 16% 48% 56% 
348-snow phone hotline 12% 57% 66% 
Newspapers 7% 40% 46% 
Phone call from the City 7% NA NA 
City of Minneapolis Web site 6%
Email notification 6%

39% 49%

Have off street parking/don't care 3% 4% 0% 
Word of mouth/friends/family 2% NA NA 
Signage along the streets 1% 68% 73% 
No car 1% 3% 2% 
Other 17% 2% 0% 
-“Other” responses were not recorded and not available for analysis. 
†Some categories were combined in previous survey years. 
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Residents responding to the survey were asked if they had any contact with emergency services in 
the past two years. About two in five respondents (41%) mentioned that they had contact with the 
police in the last two years (similar to 2003) and about a third (32%) reported contacting 911 
operators in the past two years (also similar to 2003). Fewer respondents (10%) reported having 
contact with the fire department in the last two years. 

Figure 19: Contact with Emergency Services 

13%

33%

45%

13%

33%

39%

10%

32%

41%

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

The Fire department

911 operators

Police

Percent of Respondents Reporting "Yes" to Having Contact in the Past Two Years

2005
2003
2001

 
 
Those respondents who reported having contact with each emergency service in the past two years 
were asked to rate their satisfaction with the professionalism shown by the staff with which they had 
contact. More than 90% of respondents reported that they were “satisfied” or “very satisfied” with 
the professionalism shown by fire department staff and 911 operators and about 80% of 
respondents said that they were at least “satisfied” with police department staff with which they had 
contact. 

Table 16: Satisfaction with Emergency Services** 

How satisfied were you 
with the professionalism 

shown by each City 
service/department? 
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l Average Rating 
(100=Very Satisfied, 

67=Satisfied, 
33=Dissatisfied, 

0=Very Dissatisfied) 
How satisfied were you with 
the professionalism shown by 
the Fire Department staff 
including firefighters? 77% 20% 1% 2% 100% 90 
How satisfied were you with 
the professionalism shown by 
the 911 operator? 54% 39% 4% 2% 100% 82 
How satisfied were you with 
the professionalism shown by 
the Police Department staff 
including police officers? 35% 44% 13% 8% 100% 68 

**Only asked of respondents who had contacted each City service/department. 
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The fire department staff and 911 operators were given high marks on a 100-point scale, with fire 
department staff receiving an average rating of 90 for their professionalism, where 0 represents 
“very dissatisfied” and 100 represents “very satisfied” and 911 operators receiving an average rating 
of 82, or above “satisfied.” While police department staff were given a lower average rating (68) than 
911 operators and fire department staff, it was still given a satisfactory by respondents. Average 
ratings for emergency services remained similar in 2005 as in previous surveys. 

Figure 20: Satisfaction with Emergency Services** 
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**Only asked of respondents who had contacted each City service/department.  
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The average rating for fire department staff was above the average when compared with ratings 
across the nation, while the average rating give to police department staff was below the national 
average. A comparison to the nation for 911 operators was not available. Also, comparisons to 
ratings given by select cities were not available. 

 
Table 17: Public Safety Employee Ratings: Minneapolis and the National Database 

 
 

City of 
Minneapolis 

Average Rating 
on the 100-Point 
Scale (100=Very 

Satisfied, 
67=Satisfied, 

33=Dissatisfied, 
0=Very 

Dissatisfied) 
Minneapolis 

Rank* 

Number of 
Jurisdictions 

for 
Comparison 

City of 
Minneapolis 
Percentile 

Comparison 
of 

Minneapolis 
Rating to 
National 
Database 

Professionalism 
of the Fire 
Department 
staff 90 2 12 92% 

10-14 Points 
Above the 

average 
Professionalism 
of the Police 
Department 
staff 68 20 23 17% 

3-9 Points 
Below the 

average 
Professionalism 
shown by the 
911 operator 82 NA NA NA NA 

*Among cities that asked the question. 
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Satisfaction with City Services 
Residents responding to the survey were read a list of services provided by the City of Minneapolis 
government and asked to rate the extent to which they were satisfied or dissatisfied with each. At 
least half of all respondents said that they were “satisfied” or “very satisfied” with each service from 
the list, with about 9 in 10 respondents reporting satisfaction with fire protection and emergency 
medical response, providing sewer services, garbage collection and recycling programs, animal 
control services, providing park and recreation services and keeping streets clean.  

Table 18: City Services Quality Ratings 
For each please 

tell me how 
satisfied or 

dissatisfied you 
are with the way 
the City provides 

the service. 
Very 

satisfied Satisfied Dissatisfied
Very 

dissatisfied Total 

Average Rating 
(100=Very 
Satisfied, 

67=Satisfied, 
33=Dissatisfied, 

0=Very 
Dissatisfied) 

Garbage collection 
and recycling 
programs 36% 57% 6% 1% 100% 76 
Fire protection and 
emergency medical 
response 28% 70% 2% 1% 100% 74 
Providing park and 
recreation services 32% 59% 8% 1% 100% 74 
Providing sewer 
services 16% 78% 5% 1% 100% 70 
Keeping streets 
clean 19% 70% 10% 1% 100% 69 
Animal control 
services 17% 75% 7% 2% 100% 69 
Providing quality 
drinking water 24% 62% 12% 2% 100% 69 
Revitalizing 
Downtown 16% 67% 14% 2% 100% 66 
Providing library 
services 22% 57% 18% 4% 100% 66 
Police services 14% 67% 16% 3% 100% 64 
Protecting health 
and well-being of 
residents 11% 73% 12% 3% 100% 64 
Revitalizing 
Neighborhoods 12% 69% 16% 3% 100% 63 
Protecting the 
environment, 
including air, water 
and land 10% 67% 20% 3% 100% 61 
Preparing for 
disasters 8% 70% 18% 4% 100% 61 
Cleaning up graffiti 10% 63% 22% 5% 100% 60 
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For each please 
tell me how 
satisfied or 

dissatisfied you 
are with the way 
the City provides 

the service. 
Very 

satisfied Satisfied Dissatisfied
Very 

dissatisfied Total 

Average Rating 
(100=Very 
Satisfied, 

67=Satisfied, 
33=Dissatisfied, 

0=Very 
Dissatisfied) 

Dealing with 
problem businesses 
and unkempt 
properties 8% 65% 24% 3% 100% 59 
Repairing streets 
and alleys 8% 62% 26% 4% 100% 58 
Affordable housing 
development 6% 48% 37% 8% 100% 51 

 
Providing quality drinking water (69 in 2005 versus 66 in 2003), keeping streets clean (69 versus 65) 
and affordable housing (51 versus 48) received higher average ratings in 2005 than in previous 
surveys years, while repairing streets and alleys was given a lower average rating in the current survey 
year than in the past (58 in 2005 versus 63 in 2003) (see Figure 21: City Services Quality Ratings on 
the following page). Other services received similar ratings between survey years. As the list of 
services on the 2005 survey differs from the 2003 and 2001 questionnaires, comparison data are not 
available for all services. 
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Figure 21: City Services Quality Ratings 
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Satisfaction with Services Compared 
Ratings for police services were below the national database and similar to ratings given by select 
cities, while fire protection and emergency medical response was given an average rating similar to 
the national database. A comparison with ratings from select cities for fire protection and emergency 
medical response was not available.  

 
Table 19: Public Safety Services: Minneapolis and the National Database 

 
 

City of 
Minneapolis 

Average Rating 
on the 100-
Point Scale 
(100=Very 
Satisfied, 

67=Satisfied, 
33=Dissatisfied, 

0=Very 
Dissatisfied) 

Minneapolis 
Rank* 

Number of 
Jurisdictions 

for 
Comparison 

City of 
Minneapolis 
Percentile 

Comparison of 
Minneapolis 

Rating to National 
Database 

Police 
services 64 221 260 15% 

3-9 Points 
Below the average 

Fire 
protection 
and 
emergency 
medical 
response 74 16 31 52% 

Similar to the 
average 

*Among cities that asked the question. 
 
 

Table 20: Public Safety Services: Minneapolis and Select Cities 

 
 

City of Minneapolis 
Average Rating on 
the 100-Point Scale 
(100=Very Satisfied, 

67=Satisfied, 
33=Dissatisfied, 

0=Very Dissatisfied) 
Minneapolis 

Rank* 

Number of 
Jurisdictions 

for 
Comparison 

City of 
Minneapolis 
Percentile 

Comparison 
of 

Minneapolis 
Rating to 

Select Cities5 
Police 
services 64 6 11 55% 

Similar to the 
average 

Fire 
protection 
and 
emergency 
medical 
response 74 NA NA NA NA 

*Among cities that asked the question. 
 

                                                      
5The cities used for comparison in the custom norm are as follows: Portland, Austin, Boston, Ann Arbor, Seattle, St. Paul, Charlotte, 
Denver, Cincinnati, Boulder, Detroit, San Francisco, Durham/Raleigh, Madison, Oklahoma City and Phoenix. 
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 The City of Minneapolis received average ratings higher than the national database for repairing 
streets and alleys and keeping streets clean. The City was ranked first for repairing streets and alleys 
when compared with average ratings given by select cities. A comparison to rating given by select 
cities for keeping streets clean was not available. 

 
Table 21: Street Services: Minneapolis and the National Database 

 
 

City of Minneapolis 
Average Rating on 
the 100-Point Scale 
(100=Very Satisfied, 

67=Satisfied, 
33=Dissatisfied, 

0=Very Dissatisfied) 
Minneapolis 

Rank* 

Number of 
Jurisdictions 

for 
Comparison 

City of 
Minneapolis 
Percentile 

Comparison 
of 

Minneapolis 
Rating to 
National 
Database 

Repairing 
streets 
and alleys 58 63 195 68% 

3-9 Points 
Above the 

average 
Keeping 
streets 
clean 69 30 134 78% 

3-9 Points 
Above the 

average 
*Among cities that asked the question. 
 
 

Table 22: Street Services: Minneapolis and Select Cities 

 
 

City of Minneapolis 
Average Rating on 
the 100-Point Scale 
(100=Very Satisfied, 

67=Satisfied, 
33=Dissatisfied, 

0=Very Dissatisfied) 
Minneapolis 

Rank* 

Number of 
Jurisdictions 

for 
Comparison 

City of 
Minneapolis 
Percentile 

Comparison 
of 

Minneapolis 
Rating to 

Select Cities6 
Repairing 
streets 
and alleys 58 1 11 100% 

10-14 Points 
Above the 

average 
Keeping 
streets 
clean 69 NA NA NA NA 

*Among cities that asked the question. 
 

 

                                                      
6The cities used for comparison in the custom norm are as follows: Portland, Austin, Boston, Ann Arbor, Seattle, St. Paul, Charlotte, 
Denver, Cincinnati, Boulder, Detroit, San Francisco, Durham/Raleigh, Madison, Oklahoma City and Phoenix. 
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Park and recreation services were rated above the national database; however a comparison to select 
cities was not available. Library services received average ratings below the national and select cities 
averages. 

 
Table 23: Leisure Services: Minneapolis and the National Database 

 
 

City of Minneapolis 
Average Rating on 
the 100-Point Scale 
(100=Very Satisfied, 

67=Satisfied, 
33=Dissatisfied, 

0=Very Dissatisfied) 
Minneapolis 

Rank* 

Number of 
Jurisdictions 

for 
Comparison 

City of 
Minneapolis 
Percentile 

Comparison 
of 

Minneapolis 
Rating to 
National 
Database 

Park and 
recreation 
services 74 3 7 71% 

3-9 Points 
Above the 

average 

Library 
services 66 148 168 13% 

3-9 Points 
Below the 

average 
*Among cities that asked the question. 
 

Table 24: Leisure Services: Minneapolis and Select Cities 

 
 

City of Minneapolis 
Average Rating on 
the 100-Point Scale 
(100=Very Satisfied, 

67=Satisfied, 
33=Dissatisfied, 

0=Very Dissatisfied) 
Minneapolis 

Rank* 

Number of 
Jurisdictions 

for 
Comparison 

City of 
Minneapolis 
Percentile 

Comparison 
of 

Minneapolis 
Rating to 

Select Cities7 
Park and 
recreation 
services 74 NA NA NA NA 

Library 
services 66 8 8 13% 

3-9 Points 
Below the 

average 
*Among cities that asked the question. 
 

                                                      
7The cities used for comparison in the custom norm are as follows: Portland, Austin, Boston, Ann Arbor, Seattle, St. Paul, Charlotte, 
Denver, Cincinnati, Boulder, Detroit, San Francisco, Durham/Raleigh, Madison, Oklahoma City and Phoenix. 
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Quality drinking water received an average rating above the national database and was ranked 
second when compared to ratings given in select cities. The sewer service rating was similar to the 
national average and above the select cities average, with a second place ranking when compared to 
select cities. 

 
Table 25: Utility Services: Minneapolis and the National Database 

 
 

City of Minneapolis 
Average Rating on 
the 100-Point Scale 
(100=Very Satisfied, 

67=Satisfied, 
33=Dissatisfied, 

0=Very Dissatisfied) 
Minneapolis 

Rank* 

Number of 
Jurisdictions 

for 
Comparison 

City of 
Minneapolis 
Percentile 

Comparison 
of 

Minneapolis 
Rating to 
National 
Database 

Quality 
drinking 
water 69 11 48 79% 

10-14 Points 
Above the 

average 
Sewer 
services 70 45 109 60% 

Similar to the 
average 

*Among cities that asked the question. 
 

Table 26: Utility Services: Minneapolis and Select Cities 

 
 

City of Minneapolis 
Average Rating on 
the 100-Point Scale 
(100=Very Satisfied, 

67=Satisfied, 
33=Dissatisfied, 

0=Very Dissatisfied) 
Minneapolis 

Rank* 

Number of 
Jurisdictions 

for 
Comparison 

City of 
Minneapolis 
Percentile 

Comparison 
of 

Minneapolis 
Rating to 

Select Cities8 
Quality 
drinking 
water 69 2 7 86% 

3-9 Points 
Above the 

average 

Sewer 
services 70 2 6 83% 

3-9 Points 
Above the 

average 
*Among cities that asked the question. 

                                                      
8The cities used for comparison in the custom norm are as follows: Portland, Austin, Boston, Ann Arbor, Seattle, St. Paul, Charlotte, 
Denver, Cincinnati, Boulder, Detroit, San Francisco, Durham/Raleigh, Madison, Oklahoma City and Phoenix. 
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The animal control service rating was above the national average and ranked first among ratings 
given by respondents in select cities. 

 
Table 27: Code Enforcement Services: Minneapolis and the National Database 

 
 

City of Minneapolis 
Average Rating on 
the 100-Point Scale 
(100=Very Satisfied, 

67=Satisfied, 
33=Dissatisfied, 

0=Very Dissatisfied) 
Minneapolis 

Rank* 

Number of 
Jurisdictions 

for 
Comparison 

City of 
Minneapolis 
Percentile 

Comparison 
of 

Minneapolis 
Rating to 
National 
Database 

Animal 
control 
services 69 21 123 84% 

3-9 Points 
Above the 

average 
Cleaning 
up graffiti 60 NA NA NA NA 

*Among cities that asked the question. 
 
 

Table 28: Code Enforcement Services: Minneapolis and Select Cities 

 
 

City of Minneapolis 
Average Rating on 
the 100-Point Scale 
(100=Very Satisfied, 

67=Satisfied, 
33=Dissatisfied, 

0=Very Dissatisfied) 
Minneapolis 

Rank* 

Number of 
Jurisdictions 

for 
Comparison 

City of 
Minneapolis 
Percentile 

Comparison 
of 

Minneapolis 
Rating to 

Select Cities9 
Animal 
control 
services 69 1 7 100% 

3-9 Points 
Above the 

average 
Cleaning 
up graffiti 60 NA NA NA NA 

*Among cities that asked the question. 
 

                                                      
9The cities used for comparison in the custom norm are as follows: Portland, Austin, Boston, Ann Arbor, Seattle, St. Paul, Charlotte, 
Denver, Cincinnati, Boulder, Detroit, San Francisco, Durham/Raleigh, Madison, Oklahoma City and Phoenix. 
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The average rating for affordable housing development was similar to the national database and 
below the select cities average. 

 
Table 29: Affordable Housing: Minneapolis and the National Database 

 
 

City of 
Minneapolis 

Average Rating 
on the 100-
Point Scale 
(100=Very 
Satisfied, 

67=Satisfied, 
33=Dissatisfied, 

0=Very 
Dissatisfied) 

Minneapolis 
Rank* 

Number of 
Jurisdictions 

for 
Comparison 

City of 
Minneapolis 
Percentile 

Comparison of 
Minneapolis 

Rating to 
National 
Database 

Affordable 
housing 
development 51 69 130 48% 

Similar to the 
average 

*Among cities that asked the question. 
 
 

Table 30: Affordable Housing: Minneapolis and Select Cities 

 
 

City of 
Minneapolis 

Average Rating 
on the 100-
Point Scale 
(100=Very 
Satisfied, 

67=Satisfied, 
33=Dissatisfied, 

0=Very 
Dissatisfied) 

Minneapolis 
Rank* 

Number of 
Jurisdictions 

for 
Comparison 

City of 
Minneapolis 
Percentile 

Comparison of 
Minneapolis 

Rating to Select 
Cities10 

Affordable 
housing 
development 51 5 7 43% 

3-9 Points 
Below the 

average 
*Among cities that asked the question. 
 

 

                                                      
10The cities used for comparison in the custom norm are as follows: Portland, Austin, Boston, Ann Arbor, Seattle, St. Paul, Charlotte, 
Denver, Cincinnati, Boulder, Detroit, San Francisco, Durham/Raleigh, Madison, Oklahoma City and Phoenix. 
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Prioritization of City Services 
After rating their satisfaction with City services, respondents were asked to rate the importance of 
each service using a 5-point scale with 5 representing “extremely important” and 1 representing “not 
at all important.” At least half of respondents felt that fire protection and emergency medical 
response, providing quality drinking water, police services, protecting health and well-being of 
residents, protecting the environment, including air, water and land, providing sewer services, 
garbage collection and recycling programs and affordable housing development were “extremely 
important.” About two in five respondents reported that providing library services, preparing for 
disasters, providing park and recreation services and revitalizing neighborhoods were “extremely 
important” services and about 3 in 10 said that repairing streets and alleys, keeping streets clean, 
dealing with problem businesses and unkempt properties, revitalizing Downtown and cleaning up 
graffiti were “extremely important.” About one in five respondents rated animal control services as 
“extremely important.” 
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Table 31: City Services Importance Ratings 

Minneapolis is facing 
increasing financial 

challenges in 
providing City 

services. Please rate 
the importance of the 
following services on 
a 5-point scale, with 5 

being "extremely 
important" and 1 
being "not at all 

important."  
Not at all 
important 2 3 4 

Extremely 
important Total 

Average Rating 
(100=Extremely 

Important, 75=“4”, 
50=“3”, 

25=“2”,0=Not at 
all Important) 

Fire protection and 
emergency medical 
response 1% 1% 4% 18% 77% 100% 92 
Providing quality 
drinking water 2% 1% 7% 22% 69% 100% 89 
Police services 3% 2% 7% 20% 69% 100% 87 
Protecting health and 
well-being of residents 2% 3% 10% 20% 65% 100% 86 
Protecting the 
environment, including 
air, water and land 2% 3% 11% 21% 63% 100% 85 
Garbage collection and 
recycling programs 1% 2% 14% 32% 50% 100% 82 
Providing sewer 
services 2% 3% 14% 31% 51% 100% 82 
Providing park and 
recreation services 2% 4% 18% 36% 40% 100% 77 
Providing library 
services 3% 3% 19% 32% 43% 100% 77 
Affordable housing 
development 4% 5% 18% 24% 48% 100% 76 
Revitalizing 
Neighborhoods 2% 5% 18% 35% 40% 100% 76 
Preparing for disasters 5% 8% 18% 26% 43% 100% 74 
Repairing streets and 
alleys 2% 4% 23% 37% 34% 100% 74 
Keeping streets clean 2% 6% 26% 35% 31% 100% 72 
Dealing with problem 
businesses and 
unkempt properties 3% 10% 26% 31% 30% 100% 69 
Revitalizing Downtown 5% 9% 27% 29% 29% 100% 67 
Cleaning up graffiti 9% 12% 27% 25% 27% 100% 62 
Animal control services 6% 14% 34% 25% 21% 100% 60 
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Average importance ratings on the 100-point scale from 2005 are compared to 2003 ratings in the 
following chart. The relative importance of services generally was similar in the two years. Though 
differences may be seen in the ratings for several services, these differences may be attributable, at 
least in part, to a revised set of response options in 2005 (five options instead of 10). See Figure 22 
on the following page. As the list of services on the 2005 survey differs from the 2003 and 2001 
questionnaires, comparison data are not available for all services. 
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Figure 22: City Services Importance Ratings 
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Animal control services

Cleaning up graffiti

Revitalizing Downtown

Dealing with problem businesses and unkempt
properties‡

Keeping streets clean

Preparing for disasters‡

Repairing streets and alleys†‡

Affordable housing development†

Revitalizing Neighborhoods

Providing park and recreation services

Providing library services‡

Providing sewer services†‡

Garbage collection and recycling programs†‡

Protecting the environment, including air, water
and land†

Protecting health and well-being of residents

Police services†‡

Providing quality drinking water†

Fire protection and emergency medical
response†‡

Average Rating on the 100-point Scale (0=Not at all Important, 25=“2”, 50=“3”, 75=“4”, 
100=Extremely Important)

2005
2003

 
†Question and scale wording was slightly different between survey years. This question was not asked in 2001. Also 
quality drinking water and sewer services were combined into one category on the 2003 questionnaire. 
‡Notes statistically significant differences between 2005 and 2003. (Significant at p<.05.) 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 
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Balancing Satisfaction and Priorities 
Most government services are considered to be important, but when competition for limited 
resources demands that efficiencies or cutbacks be instituted, it is wise not only to know what 
services are deemed most important to residents’ satisfaction, but which services among the most 
important are perceived to be delivered with the lowest quality. It is these services – more important 
services delivered with lower satisfaction – to which attention needs to be paid first (see Figure 23: 
Balancing Satisfaction and Priorities on the following page). 

To identify the services perceived by residents to have relatively lower satisfaction at the same time 
as relatively higher importance, all services were ranked from highest perceived satisfaction to lowest 
perceived satisfaction and from highest perceived importance to lowest perceived importance. Some 
services were in the top half of both lists (higher satisfaction and higher importance); some were in 
the top half of one list but the bottom half of the other (higher satisfaction and lower importance or 
lower satisfaction and higher importance) and some services were in the bottom half of both lists.  

Ratings of importance were compared to ratings of satisfaction. Services were classified as “more 
important” if they were rated 76 or higher on a 100-point scale. Services were rated as “less 
important” if they received an average rating of less than 76. Services receiving a satisfaction rating 
of 65 or higher were considered of “higher satisfaction” and those with an average rating lower than 
65 as “lower quality.”  

Services that were rated higher in importance and lower in satisfaction were: police services, 
protecting health and well-being of residents and protecting the environment (including air, land and 
water).  

Services which were categorized as higher in importance and higher in satisfaction were: fire 
protection and emergency medical response, providing quality drinking water, providing sewer 
services, garbage collection and recycling programs, providing park and recreation services and 
providing library services. 

Services that were rated lower in importance and higher in satisfaction were: keeping streets 
clean, revitalizing Downtown and animal control services. 

Services that were rated lower in importance and lower in satisfaction were: affordable housing 
development, revitalizing neighborhoods, preparing for disasters, repairing streets and alleys, dealing 
with problem businesses and unkempt properties and cleaning up graffiti.  
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Property Taxes 
When asked to what extent they agreed or disagreed that property taxes or fees should be increased 
to maintain or improve City services, 11% of respondents “strongly agreed” and 45% “agreed,” with 
just over half (56%) in agreement of this statement. About 3 in 10 respondents (28%) “disagreed” 
and 11% “strongly disagreed” that property taxes or fees should be increased to maintain or 
improve City services. The question was asked differently in 2005 than in 2001 or 2003, so the 
comparison across years required a calculation (described in the footnote to Figure 25).  

Figure 24: Agreement with Property Tax Increases to Maintain or Improve City Services 

Strongly 
agree
11%

Strongly 
disagree

16%

Disagree
28%

Agree
45%

 
 
 

Figure 25: Agreement with Property Tax Increases to Maintain or Improve City Services 
Compared Over Time** 

63%

59%

56%

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

To what extent do you
agree or disagree that
property taxes or fees
should be increased to

maintain or improve
City services?

Percent of Respondents Reporting "Strongly Agree" or "Agree"

2005

2003

2001

 
**The surveys in 2001 and 2003 provided a list of 14 (2001) to 17 (2003) City services and asked residents how 
much they agreed or disagreed with a property tax increase to maintain or improve each service. The 2005 survey 
asked simply whether residents agreed or disagreed that property taxes should be increased to maintain or 
improve services in general. Though the data are not directly comparable, the “agree” and “strongly agree” 
responses were summed for each service in 2001 and 2003, and then an average across the set of services in the 
two years was calculated. This average is shown in the comparison chart above. 
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Community Engagement 
When asked how likely or unlikely they would be to use various approaches to try to influence a City 
decision on an issue they cared about, about 7 in 10 respondents reported that they would be 
“somewhat” or “very likely” to attend a community meeting, contact their elected official, contact 
City staff or contact their neighborhood group. While fewer respondents reported that they would 
be at least “somewhat “likely to working with a group not affiliated with the City (54%) or join a 
City advisory group (38%), more than a third of respondents reported a likelihood of participating in 
these activities to influence decisions on an issue of their concern. 

Figure 26: Likelihood of Participation in City Government Decision-making 

38%

54%

68%

69%
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70%
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official

Attending a community
meeting

Percent of Respondents Reporting "Very" or "Somewhat" Likely
 

 
Table 32: Likelihood of Participation in City Government Decision-making 

How likely or unlikely are you to use 
each of the following approaches to try 
to influence a City decision on an issue 

you care about? What about…? 
Very 
likely 

Somewhat 
likely 

Somewhat 
unlikely 

Very 
unlikely Total 

Contacting my elected official 32% 38% 19% 10% 100% 
Joining a City advisory group 12% 26% 36% 26% 100% 
Contacting my neighborhood group 28% 40% 21% 11% 100% 
Attending a community meeting 26% 44% 20% 10% 100% 
Contacting City staff 27% 42% 21% 10% 100% 
Working with a group not affiliated with the 
City 14% 40% 30% 16% 100% 
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The 583 respondents who answered “somewhat” or “very” unlikely to three or more of the 
scenarios in the previous question were asked to give unprompted reasons they would be less likely 
to participate in City government decision-making. Forty-two respondents were unable to highlight 
their reasons. About two in five of the remaining respondents (43%) reported having “no time” to 
participate, while fewer respondents mentioned “no interest” (13%), that their participation “would 
not change the results” (12%) and that they were “not aware of options” or “did not know how” to 
participate (11%). 

Figure 27: Reasons for Not Participating in City Government Decision-making** 

29%

11%

12%

13%

43%

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

Other

Not aware of options/don't know how

Wouldn't change the results

No interest

No time

Percent of Respondents*
 

-“Other” responses were not recorded and not available for analysis. 
*Total may exceed 100% as respondents were able to choose more than one response.  
**Asked only of respondents who said they were "somewhat" or "very" unlikely to use three or more approaches in 
the previous question. 
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Minneapolis residents responding to the survey were asked to give their opinions on how they felt 
the City governs by rating various statements about City government on a “very good” to “poor” 
scale. Six in ten respondents felt that the overall direction the City was taking was at least “good” 
and 49% rated the government as “good” or “very good” at representing and providing for the 
needs of all its citizens. About half of respondents rated City government as “good” or “very good” 
at providing meaningful opportunities for citizens to give input on important issues, informing 
residents on major issues in the City of Minneapolis, providing value for your tax dollars and 
effectively planning for the future.  

Table 33: City Government Ratings 
Now I'd like your opinion on how 
you feel the City governs. How 

would you rate Minneapolis City 
Government on…? 

Very 
good Good 

Only 
fair Poor Total 

Average Rating 
(100=Very Good, 

67=Good, 33=Only 
Fair, 0=Poor) 

The overall direction that the City is 
taking 9% 53% 28% 10% 100% 54 
Providing meaningful opportunities 
for citizens to give input on 
important issues 11% 44% 33% 12% 100% 51 
Informing residents on major 
issues in the City of Minneapolis 12% 44% 31% 13% 100% 51 
Providing value for your tax dollars 9% 45% 32% 14% 100% 50 
Effectively planning for the future 9% 45% 34% 12% 100% 50 
Representing and providing for the 
needs of all its citizens 8% 41% 37% 14% 100% 48 
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When converted to a 100-point scale, City government average ratings were between 48 and 54, or 
between “good” and “only fair.” However, providing meaningful opportunities for citizens to give 
input on important issues, informing residents on major issues in the City of Minneapolis and 
effectively planning for the future received higher average ratings in 2005 than in 2003. 

Figure 28: City Government Ratings 
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†Question wording differed between survey years. 
‡Notes statistically significant differences between 2005 and 2003. (Significant at p<.05.) 
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When compared to the nation, average ratings for “the overall direction that the City is taking,” 
“providing meaningful opportunities for citizens to give input on important issues” and “providing 
value for your tax dollars” were below the average. Comparisons to the nation for “effectively 
planning for the future,” “representing and providing for the needs of all its citizens” and 
“informing residents on major issues in the City of Minneapolis” were not available. Also, 
comparisons to select cities were not available. 

 
Table 34: Public Trust Ratings: Minneapolis and the National Database 

 
 

City of 
Minneapolis 

Average 
Rating on the 

100-Point 
Scale 

(100=Very 
Good, 

67=Good, 
33=Only Fair, 

0=Poor) 
Minneapolis 

Rank* 

Number of 
Jurisdictions 

for 
Comparison 

City of 
Minneapolis 
Percentile 

Comparison 
of 

Minneapolis 
Rating to 
National 
Database 

Value for your tax 
dollars 50 106 110 5% 

15+ Points 
Below the 

average 
Opportunities to 
give input on 
important issues 51 96 96 1% 

15+ Points 
Below the 

average 

Overall direction 
the City is taking 54 103 108 6% 

10-14 Points 
Below the 

average 
Effectively planning 
for the future 50 NA NA NA NA 
Informing residents 
on major issues in 
the City of 
Minneapolis 51 NA NA NA NA 
Representing and 
providing for the 
needs of all its 
citizens 48 NA NA NA NA 

*Among cities that asked the question. 



Minneapolis Resident Survey 
March 2006 

Report of Results 
Page 57 

  ©
 2

00
6 

N
at

io
na

l R
es

ea
rc

h 
C

en
te

r, 
In

c.
 

Discrimination 
About one in five respondents reported that they had experienced some type of discrimination in 
Minneapolis during the past 12 months, similar to previous survey years. 

Figure 29: Discrimination in Minneapolis 
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Of the 19% who reported experiencing discrimination, about one in five reported it was in “getting 
a job or at work,” 16% reported that the situation arose in their “neighborhood,” 12% said it was 
“in dealing with the City” and “in getting service in a restaurant or store” (see Figure 30 on the 
following page). About 1 in 10 respondents who reported experiencing discrimination said it was 
from “general public statements” and fewer (3%) reported experiencing discrimination “on public 
transportation” and in “getting housing.” The proportion of respondents reporting discrimination in 
“getting a job or at work” (19% in 2005 versus 35% in 2003) and “in dealing with the City” (12% 
versus 35%) was significantly lower in 2005 than in 2003. 
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Figure 30: Type of Situation Where Discrimination Was Experienced** 
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35%

35%

3%
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10%

12%
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Other

Getting housing‡

On public transportation
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General public
statements

Getting service in a
restaurant or store‡

In dealing with the
city†‡

In my neighborhood

Getting a job, or at
work†‡

Percent of Respondents*

2005
2003
2001

 
-“Other” responses were not recorded and not available for analysis. 
*Total may exceed 100% as respondents were able to choose more than one response.  
**Asked only of respondents who said they had experienced discrimination. 
†Question wording differed between survey years.  
‡Notes statistically significant differences between 2005 and 2003. (Significant at p<.05.) 

NA 
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NA 
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Respondents who said they experienced discrimination “in dealing with the City” and those who 
said they didn’t know or refused to report in which type of situation they experienced discrimination 
were asked to report for what reason or reasons they felt discriminated against. Of those 31 
respondents, 27% reported their reason for discrimination was due to “economic status,” about a 
quarter of respondents reported “race or color” and approximately one in five said “gender” and 
“ethnic background or country of origin.” About 10% of respondents or fewer reported “social 
status,” “language or accent,” “age” and “disability.” About 28% of respondents mentioned other 
reasons that could not be categorized. Most of the reasons mentioned were reported by a higher 
proportion of respondents in 2005 than in 2003. “Race or color” and “age discrimination” was 
reported by fewer respondents in 2005 who said they had experienced discrimination in the past 12 
months. 

Figure 31: Reasons for Discrimination** 
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-“Other” responses were not recorded and not available for analysis. 
*Total may exceed 100% as respondents were able to choose more than one response.  
**Asked only of the respondents who said they experienced discrimination "in dealing with the City,” and those who 
said they didn’t know or refused to report in which type of situation they experienced discrimination. 
‡Notes statistically significant differences between 2005 and 2003. (Significant at p<.05.) 
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The 21 respondents who reported experiencing discrimination “in dealing with the City” were asked 
which department was involved. About 6 in 10 respondents (61%) said that police were involved, 
about 3 in 10 (28%) mentioned Community Planning and Economic Development (CPED) and 
about a quarter (25%) mentioned Human Resources. Fewer than 10% mentioned Public Works 
(5%) and Inspections/licensing (3%). A higher proportion reported experiencing discrimination 
when dealing with Police, CPED and Human Resources in 2005 than in 2003, while fewer reported 
experiencing it with the Public Works Department in the current survey year than in the 2003 survey 
year. 

Figure 32: City Department Responsible for Discrimination** 
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-“Other” responses were not recorded and not available for analysis. 
*Total may exceed 100% as respondents were able to choose more than one response.  
**Asked only of respondents who said they experienced discrimination "in dealing with the City.” 
†Question wording differed between survey years (CPED is the successor to the MCDA). This question was not 
asked on the 2001 questionnaire. 
‡Notes statistically significant differences between 2005 and 2003. (Significant at p<.05.) 
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Appendix I: Respondent Demographics 
Characteristics of the survey respondents are displayed in the tables and charts on the following 
pages of this appendix. 

Characteristics of the survey respondents are displayed in the tables and charts on the following 
pages of this appendix. Population norm data used in the following tables was retrieved from the 
2000 Census data. 

Community planning district 

 
Percent of 

Respondents Population Norm 
Calhoun-Isle 11% 10% 
Camden 7% 7% 
Central 9% 8% 
Longfellow 8% 8% 
Northeast 10% 10% 
Nokomis 10% 10% 
Near North 6% 7% 
Phillips 4% 4% 
Powderhorn 14% 14% 
Southwest 13% 13% 
University 8% 7% 
Total 100% 100% 

 
 

Length of Residency  

How long have you lived in the City of Minneapolis? 
Percent of 

Respondents Population Norm 
Less than 5 years 28% NA 
5 to 9 years 19% NA 
10 to 19 years 17% NA 
20 or more years 36% NA 
Total 100% NA 

 
 

Ownership Status  

Do you currently own or rent your residence? 
Percent of 

Respondents Population Norm 
Own 54% 51% 
Rent 46% 49% 
Total 100% 100% 
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Household Composition  

Please tell me if each of the following statements is 
true of your household/members of your household. 

What about...? Yes No Total Population Norm 
There are children under the age of 18 35% 65% 100% 55% 
There are adults age 70 or older 14% 86% 100% NA 

 
 

Primary Mode of Transportation  

What is your primary mode of transportation? 
Percent of 

Respondents Population Norm 
Public Transportation 19% 15% 
Bike or Walk 5% 1% 
Car 75% 73% 
Other 1% 1% 
Total 100% 100% 

 
 

Primary Language Spoken in Home  

Is English the primary language spoken in the house? 
Percent of 

Respondents Population Norm 
Yes 88% 81% 
No 12% 19% 
Total 100% 100% 

 
 

Respondent Age  
Please stop me when I reach the category that includes 

your age. 
Percent of 

Respondents Population Norm 
18-34 43% 45% 
35-54 37% 36% 
55+ 20% 19% 
Total 100% 100% 

 
 

Household Income  
Please stop me when I reach the category that includes 

your household's annual income. 
Percent of 

Respondents 
Population 

Norm11 
Less than $25,000 28% 32% 
$25,000 to $99,999 61% 58% 
$100,000 or more 11% 10% 
Total 100% 100% 

 
 
                                                      
11 Household income in 1999. 
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Respondent Ethnicity  
For statistical purposes only, could you please tell me if 

you are of Latino or Hispanic origin? 
Percent of 

Respondents Population Norm 
Latino/Hispanic 8% 8% 
Not Latino/Hispanic 92% 92% 
Total 100% 100% 

 
 

Respondent Race  
Now, can you tell me what best describes your racial 

origin? 
Percent of 

Respondents Population Norm 
White 70% 68% 
People of Color 30% 32% 
Total 100% 100% 

 
 

Respondent Gender  

 
Percent of 

Respondents Population Norm 
Male 50% 50% 
Female 50% 50% 
Total 100% 100% 
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Appendix II: Crosstabulations of Select Survey 
Questions 
Crosstabulations of select survey questions are shown in this appendix. Responses that are 
statistically significantly different (p < .05) by subgroup are marked with gray shading. 
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Community Planning District Comparisons 
 
 

Questions 1 and 2 by Community planning district*  
Average Rating (100=Very Good, 67=Good, 33=Only Fair, 0=Poor) 

 C
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Overall, how do you rate the 
City of Minneapolis as a 

place to live? 83 71 82 75 72 84 61 71 76 85 77 77 
Overall, how do you rate your 
neighborhood as a place to 

live? 86 55 73 75 74 88 53 59 65 89 68 74 
*The margin of error = 9.6%. 
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Question 3 by Community planning district* 

Percent of Respondents 

 C
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Better 26% 18% 27% 18% 16% 22% 10% 24% 32% 25% 21% 22%
Stayed the 

same 57% 54% 56% 61% 50% 53% 57% 55% 40% 56% 49% 53%

Worse 17% 28% 17% 21% 34% 25% 32% 21% 28% 19% 30% 25%

Over the past 
two years, do 
you think 
Minneapolis 
has gotten 
better, gotten 
worse, or 
stayed about 
the same as a 
place to live? Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

*The margin of error = 9.6%. 
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Question 5 by Community planning district* 

Percent of Respondents Reporting "Strongly" or "Somewhat" Agree 
Now I’m going to read some 
statements. For each please 
tell me whether you strongly 

agree, agree, disagree or 
strongly disagree with each 

statement. What about… C
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People in my neighborhood 
look out for one another 82% 73% 63% 81% 75% 91% 63% 65% 77% 90% 66% 77% 
My neighborhood is a safe 
place to live 86% 68% 82% 82% 90% 96% 63% 63% 83% 94% 81% 83% 
My neighborhood has a good 
selection of stores and 
services that meet my needs 90% 49% 57% 81% 84% 75% 62% 75% 72% 88% 67% 75% 
My neighborhood is clean and 
well-maintained 93% 72% 81% 84% 90% 94% 63% 67% 78% 99% 84% 85% 
Street lighting in my 
neighborhood is adequate 83% 74% 77% 89% 83% 87% 73% 72% 67% 82% 75% 79% 

*The margin of error = 9.6%. 
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Question 6 by Community planning district* 

Percent of Respondents 

 
 C
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Too big 13% 2% 4% 5% 5% 4% 6% 7% 8% 6% 3% 6%
Just the right 

size 70% 80% 67% 69% 70% 81% 75% 74% 77% 70% 72% 73%

Too small 17% 18% 29% 25% 25% 16% 19% 19% 15% 24% 25% 21%

Which of the 
following best 
describes the 
size of your 
current place 
of residence 
based on your 
household's 
needs? Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

*The margin of error = 9.6%. 
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Question 7 by Community planning district* 

Percent of Respondents Reporting "Strongly" or "Somewhat" Agree Please indicate the extent 
to which you agree or 

disagree with each of the 
following statements about 

your current place of 
residence using the scale 

strongly agree, agree, 
disagree or strongly 

disagree: What about the… 

C
al

ho
un

-Is
le

 

C
am

de
n 

C
en

tr
al

 

Lo
ng

fe
llo

w
 

N
or

th
ea

st
 

N
ok

om
is

 

N
ea

r N
or

th
 

Ph
ill

ip
s 

Po
w

de
rh

or
n 

So
ut

hw
es

t 

U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 

O
ve

ra
ll 

My housing costs [e.g., rent 
or mortgage payment plus 
utilities] are affordable and 
within my household's budget 79 83 76 77 81 83 64 78 74 87 86 79 
The location of my house or 
apartment is convenient for 
my household's needs [e.g., 
work, school, etc.] 91 93 95 97 96 92 87 89 93 96 92 93 
The physical condition of my 
house is adequate to meet 
my household's needs 86 92 91 92 90 90 80 84 89 95 79 89 
I intend to move within the 
next two years 42 52 46 41 46 29 50 46 40 25 55 41 

*The margin of error = 9.6%. 
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Questions 11 by Community planning district* 

Average Rating (100=Very Good, 67=Good, 33=Only Fair, 0=Poor) 

 
 C
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In general, how safe do you feel in Downtown Minneapolis? 71 67 74 73 66 69 69 68 74 75 70 71 
*The margin of error = 9.6%. 
 
 

Question 14 by Community planning district* 
Average Rating (100=Very Good, 67=Good, 33=Only Fair, 0=Poor) Please tell me how you would rate 

each of the following 
characteristics of the City 

employee with which you most 
recently had contact, using the 

scale very good, good, only fair or 
poor. What about… 

 C
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Knowledge 73 60 62 61 60 73 69 61 67 67 67 66 
Courteousness 76 61 69 63 62 77 64 65 76 73 71 70 
Timely response 66 59 61 51 59 63 60 59 65 68 56 62 
Ease of getting in touch with the 
employee 62 54 60 50 55 62 52 53 62 60 59 58 
Respectfulness 77 60 67 65 64 73 71 66 73 73 76 70 
Willingness to help or understand 75 63 55 59 59 73 61 65 66 65 70 65 
Willingness to accommodate the 
need for foreign language and/or sign 
language interpreting 70 64 71 54 62 72 64 59 73 77 70 69 

*The margin of error = 9.6%. 
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Question 18 by Community planning district* 

Average Rating (100=Very Satisfied, 67=Satisfied, 33=Dissatisfied, 0=Very 
Dissatisfied) 

For each, please tell me how satisfied or dissatisfied 
you are with the way the City provides the service.  C
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Protecting the environment, including  
air, water and land 63 62 61 61 60 63 60 58 59 65 60 61 
Preparing for disasters 64 61 62 61 60 64 54 63 62 59 60 61 
Affordable housing development 51 57 54 52 50 54 48 50 45 51 51 51 
Revitalizing Downtown 64 67 68 68 63 66 67 64 68 66 62 66 
Revitalizing Neighborhoods 65 57 65 65 57 69 58 62 63 66 62 63 
Repairing streets and alleys 53 58 57 59 61 61 55 59 58 59 58 58 
Keeping streets clean 69 66 70 69 70 74 63 65 67 72 66 69 
Cleaning up graffiti 60 57 66 60 59 63 59 57 54 64 60 60 
Dealing with problem businesses and  
unkempt properties 66 56 61 60 56 60 54 54 60 64 57 59 
Garbage collection and recycling programs 77 75 72 77 77 81 72 74 74 77 71 76 
Animal control services 68 70 68 67 72 72 66 68 68 70 71 69 
Police services 67 61 66 63 64 66 60 61 60 68 65 64 
Fire protection and emergency medical response 78 73 77 72 73 77 71 69 74 77 73 74 
Providing quality drinking water 71 70 69 68 70 75 63 68 66 73 68 69 
Providing sewer services 71 71 71 69 68 72 67 66 68 71 69 70 
Protecting health and well-being of residents 68 59 65 64 62 67 60 59 59 71 64 64 
Providing park and recreation services 78 72 76 74 69 78 64 69 74 76 72 74 
Providing library services 69 64 67 66 65 67 64 66 63 66 66 66 

*The margin of error = 9.6%. 
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Question 20 by Community planning district* 

Percent of Respondents Reporting "Agree" or "Strongly Agree" 

 
 C
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To what extent do you agree or disagree that 
property taxes or fees should be increased to 
maintain or improve City services? 60% 54% 62% 59% 47% 53% 42% 57% 54% 60% 69% 56% 

*The margin of error = 9.6%. 
 

Question 23 by Community planning district* 
Average Rating (100=Very Good, 67=Good, 33=Only Fair, 0=Poor) 

How would you rate Minneapolis City Government on... C
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Informing residents on major issues in the City of 
Minneapolis 51 52 50 50 53 56 48 48 51 53 50 51 
Representing and providing for the needs of all its citizens 46 47 49 45 51 51 45 50 44 49 51 48 
Effectively planning for the future 49 50 53 47 48 50 46 49 51 53 53 50 
Providing value for your tax dollars 55 46 53 49 43 54 42 52 49 52 50 50 
Providing meaningful opportunities for citizens to give input 
on important issues 50 49 50 49 49 50 50 53 55 54 53 51 
The overall direction that the City is taking 54 53 55 49 51 55 55 53 55 58 53 54 

*The margin of error = 9.6%. 
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Socio-demographic Comparisons 
 
 

Questions 1 and 2 by Gender, Age, Ethnicity and Race  
Average Rating (100=Very Good, 67=Good, 33=Only Fair, 0=Poor) 

 
 

Male 
18-34 

Male 
35-54 

Male 
55+ 

Female 
18-34 

Female 
35-54 

Female 
55+ 

Latino/ 
Hispanic 

Not Latino/ 
Hispanic White 

People 
of Color Overall

Overall, how do you rate 
the City of Minneapolis as a 
place to live? 74 77 79 78 77 81 69 78 81 70 77 
Overall, how do you rate 
your neighborhood as a 
place to live? 69 75 77 71 76 79 56 75 78 65 74 

 
Questions 1 and 2 by Length of Residency, Ownership Status and Household Income  

Average Rating (100=Very Good, 67=Good, 33=Only Fair, 0=Poor) 

 
 

Less than 
5 years 

5 to 9 
years 

10 to 19 
years 

20 or 
more 
years Own Rent 

Less than 
$25,000 

$25,000 to 
$99,999 

$100,000 or 
more Overall

Overall, how do you rate the City 
of Minneapolis as a place to 
live? 75 78 76 80 82 72 70 80 87 77 
Overall, how do you rate your 
neighborhood as a place to live? 73 71 74 76 79 67 60 77 90 74 
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Question 3 by Gender, Age, Ethnicity and Race  

Percent of Respondents Now I'd like your opinion on how 
you feel the City governs. How 

would you rate Minneapolis City 
Government on... 

Male 
18-34 

Male 
35-54 

Male 
55+ 

Female 
18-34 

Female 
35-54 

Female 
55+ 

Latino/ 
Hispanic 

Not 
Latino/ 

Hispanic White 

People 
of 

Color Overall
Better 28% 26% 15% 25% 15% 20% 40% 21% 21% 27% 23%

Stayed 
the 

same 54% 49% 59% 52% 52% 53% 45% 53% 55% 47% 53%
Worse 18% 25% 26% 23% 32% 27% 15% 25% 24% 26% 25%

Over the past two years, 
do you think Minneapolis 
has gotten better, gotten 
worse, or stayed about 
the same as a place to 
live? Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

 
 

Question 3 by Length of Residency, Ownership Status and Household Income  
Percent of Respondents 

Now I'd like your opinion on how you 
feel the City governs. How would you 

rate Minneapolis City Government on... 

Less 
than 5 
years 

5 to 9 
years 

10 to 
19 

years 

20 or 
more 
years Own Rent 

Less 
than 

$25,000 

$25,000 
to 

$99,999 
$100,000 
or more Overall

Better 26% 32% 25% 14% 20% 26% 26% 21% 26% 23%
Stayed 

the 
same 57% 46% 46% 57% 55% 50% 46% 56% 54% 53%

Worse 17% 22% 29% 29% 25% 24% 27% 24% 20% 25%

Over the past two years, do you 
think Minneapolis has gotten 
better, gotten worse, or stayed 
about the same as a place to 
live? Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
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Question 5 by Gender, Age, Ethnicity and Race  

Percent of Respondents Reporting "Strongly" or "Somewhat" Agree Now I’m going to read some 
statements. For each please tell 
me whether you strongly agree, 

agree, disagree or strongly 
disagree with each statement. 

What about… 
Male 
18-34 

Male 
35-54 

Male 
55+ 

Female 
18-34 

Female 
35-54 

Female 
55+ 

Latino/ 
Hispanic 

Not 
Latino/ 

Hispanic White 
People 
of Color Overall

People in my neighborhood look out 
for one another 72% 75% 79% 72% 85% 86% 64% 79% 81% 68% 77% 
My neighborhood is a safe place to 
live 82% 83% 85% 84% 83% 85% 75% 84% 85% 79% 83% 
My neighborhood has a good 
selection of stores and services that 
meet my needs 69% 78% 75% 79% 72% 74% 82% 74% 76% 71% 74% 
My neighborhood is clean and well-
maintained 81% 86% 88% 83% 85% 90% 80% 85% 87% 81% 85% 
Street lighting in my neighborhood 
is adequate 77% 81% 83% 81% 75% 77% 71% 80% 80% 75% 79% 

 
 

Question 5 by Length of Residency, Ownership Status and Household Income  
Percent of Respondents Reporting "Strongly" or "Somewhat" Agree Now I’m going to read some statements. 

For each please tell me whether you 
strongly agree, agree, disagree or 

strongly disagree with each statement. 
What about… 

Less 
than 5 
years 

5 to 9 
years 

10 to 
19 

years 

20 or 
more 
years Own Rent

Less 
than 

$25,000 

$25,000 
to 

$99,999 
$100,000 
or more Overall

People in my neighborhood look out for one 
another 75% 73% 77% 81% 85% 68% 70% 80% 91% 77% 
My neighborhood is a safe place to live 85% 82% 85% 82% 86% 80% 75% 85% 97% 83% 
My neighborhood has a good selection of 
stores and services that meet my needs 74% 75% 74% 75% 72% 77% 76% 73% 77% 74% 
My neighborhood is clean and well-
maintained 84% 83% 83% 86% 88% 80% 76% 85% 98% 85% 
Street lighting in my neighborhood is 
adequate 80% 77% 75% 80% 80% 77% 78% 79% 77% 79% 
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Question 6 by Gender, Age, Ethnicity and Race  
Percent of Respondents 

 
Male 
18-34 

Male 
35-54 

Male 
55+ 

Female 
18-34 

Female 
35-54 

Female 
55+ 

Latino/ 
Hispanic 

Not 
Latino/ 

Hispanic White 

People 
of 

Color Overall
Too big 5% 4% 12% 6% 5% 9% 4% 6% 7% 4% 6%
Just the 

right size 71% 72% 76% 75% 71% 75% 74% 73% 74% 70% 73%
Too small 24% 23% 12% 20% 24% 15% 23% 21% 19% 26% 21%

Which of the 
following best 
describes the size of 
your current place of 
residence based on 
your household's 
needs? Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

 
 

Question 6 by Length of Residency, Ownership Status and Household Income  
Percent of Respondents 

 

Less 
than 5 
years 

5 to 9 
years 

10 to 
19 

years 

20 or 
more 
years Own Rent 

Less 
than 

$25,000 

$25,000 
to 

$99,999 
$100,000 
or more Overall

Too big 5% 4% 4% 9% 8% 4% 5% 6% 7% 6%
Just the 

right size 78% 66% 69% 75% 74% 72% 73% 73% 74% 73%
Too small 17% 30% 28% 16% 18% 24% 22% 21% 19% 21%

Which of the following best 
describes the size of your 
current place of residence 
based on your household's 
needs? Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
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Question 7 by Gender, Age, Ethnicity and Race  
Percent of Respondents Reporting "Strongly" or "Somewhat" Agree Please indicate the extent to which 

you agree or disagree with each of 
the following statements about 
your current place of residence 
using the scale strongly agree, 

agree, disagree or strongly 
disagree: What about the… 

Male 
18-
34 

Male 
35-
54 

Male 
55+ 

Female 
18-34 

Female 
35-54 

Female 
55+ 

Latino/ 
Hispanic 

Not 
Latino/ 

Hispanic White 

People 
of 

Color Overall
My housing costs [e.g., rent or 
mortgage payment plus utilities] are 
affordable and within my household's 
budget 81 84 83 74 77 80 75 80 82 72 79 
The location of my house or 
apartment is convenient for my 
household's needs [e.g., work, 
school, etc.] 92 95 95 90 95 93 90 93 95 88 93 
The physical condition of my house 
is adequate to meet my household's 
needs 92 90 95 85 84 91 89 89 91 85 89 
I intend to move within the next two 
years 55 37 20 57 33 22 68 39 34 58 41 
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Question 7 by Length of Residency, Ownership Status and Household Income  

Percent of Respondents Reporting "Strongly" or "Somewhat" Agree Please indicate the extent to which you 
agree or disagree with each of the following 

statements about your current place of 
residence using the scale strongly agree, 

agree, disagree or strongly disagree: What 
about the… 

Less 
than 5 
years 

5 to 9 
years 

10 to 
19 

years 

20 or 
more 
years Own Rent 

Less 
than 

$25,000 

$25,000 
to 

$99,999 
$100,000 
or more Overall

My housing costs [e.g., rent or mortgage 
payment plus utilities] are affordable and within 
my household's budget 78 76 82 81 83 76 69 80 93 79 
The location of my house or apartment is 
convenient for my household's needs [e.g., 
work, school, etc.] 93 91 94 94 95 91 88 94 98 93 
The physical condition of my house is 
adequate to meet my household's needs 89 87 87 90 92 85 83 91 93 89 
I intend to move within the next two years 59 49 36 26 24 62 55 37 27 41 
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Questions 11 by Gender, Age, Ethnicity and Race  

Average Rating (100=Very Good, 67=Good, 33=Only Fair, 0=Poor) 

 
Male 
18-34 

Male 
35-54 

Male 
55+ 

Female 
18-34 

Female 
35-54 

Female 
55+ 

Latino/ 
Hispanic 

Not Latino/ 
Hispanic White 

People 
of Color Overall

In general, how safe do 
you feel in Downtown 
Minneapolis? 71 72 73 71 71 70 69 71 71 71 71 

 
 

Questions 11 by Length of Residency, Ownership Status and Household Income  
Average Rating (100=Very Good, 67=Good, 33=Only Fair, 0=Poor) 

 
Less than 

5 years 
5 to 9 
years 

10 to 19 
years 

20 or 
more 
years Own Rent 

Less than 
$25,000 

$25,000 to 
$99,999 

$100,000 or 
more Overall

In general, how safe do you 
feel in Downtown 
Minneapolis? 71 70 72 72 73 69 68 73 73 71 
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Question 14 Gender, Age, Ethnicity and Race  

Average Rating (100=Very Good, 67=Good, 33=Only Fair, 0=Poor) Please tell me how you would rate 
each of the following 

characteristics of the City 
employee with which you most 
recently had contact, using the 

scale very good, good, only fair or 
poor. What about… 

Male 
18-
34 

Male 
35-
54 

Male 
55+ 

Female 
18-34 

Female 
35-54 

Female 
55+ 

Latino/ 
Hispanic 

Not 
Latino/ 

Hispanic White 

People 
of 

Color Overall
Knowledge 66 68 67 59 69 70 81 66 65 70 66 
Courteousness 73 71 70 65 68 78 86 69 71 68 70 
Timely response 64 64 64 54 60 73 70 62 62 62 62 
Ease of getting in touch with the 
employee 54 58 63 52 61 67 70 58 57 62 58 
Respectfulness 73 70 71 68 66 79 77 70 72 68 71 
Willingness to help or understand 66 70 64 55 65 70 77 65 64 67 65 
Willingness to accommodate the 
need for foreign language and/or sign 
language interpreting 80 62 62 65 73 68 57 70 71 65 69 
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Question 14 Length of Residency, Ownership Status and Household Income  

Average Rating (100=Very Good, 67=Good, 33=Only Fair, 0=Poor) Please tell me how you would rate each of 
the following characteristics of the City 

employee with which you most recently had 
contact, using the scale very good, good, 

only fair or poor. What about… 

Less 
than 5 
years 

5 to 9 
years 

10 to 
19 

years 

20 or 
more 
years Own Rent 

Less 
than 

$25,000 

$25,000 
to 

$99,999 
$100,000 
or more Overall

Knowledge 67 64 67 66 67 65 66 67 67 66 
Courteousness 76 62 69 71 72 68 69 70 77 70 
Timely response 66 54 63 63 64 60 64 61 67 62 
Ease of getting in touch with the employee 62 47 59 60 58 58 56 59 57 58 
Respectfulness 74 62 70 72 72 68 71 70 78 71 
Willingness to help or understand 68 54 69 66 66 64 63 65 67 65 
Willingness to accommodate the need for 
foreign language and/or sign language 
interpreting 68 70 65 70 74 64 60 73 77 69 
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Question 18 by Gender, Age, Ethnicity and Race  
Average Rating (100=Very Satisfied, 67=Satisfied, 33=Dissatisfied, 0=Very Dissatisfied) I will now read a list of services 

provided by City of Minneapolis 
government. For each, please tell 
me how satisfied or dissatisfied 

you are with the way the City 
provides the service. What 

about...? 

Male 
18-
34 

Male 
35-
54 

Male 
55+ 

Female 
18-34 

Female 
35-54 

Female 
55+ 

Latino/ 
Hispanic 

Not 
Latino/ 

Hispanic White 

People 
of 

Color Overall
Protecting the environment, including 
air, water and land 61 63 68 62 58 59 66 61 61 63 61 
Preparing for disasters 66 57 62 65 58 58 70 60 61 61 61 
Affordable housing development 55 52 56 50 45 50 60 50 50 52 51 
Revitalizing Downtown 69 64 61 67 65 65 65 66 66 67 66 
Revitalizing Neighborhoods 63 62 65 63 62 66 68 63 63 64 63 
Repairing streets and alleys 57 60 62 57 56 58 61 58 58 57 58 
Keeping streets clean 68 70 74 67 69 69 70 69 70 66 69 
Cleaning up graffiti 60 59 61 61 57 61 61 60 59 61 60 
Dealing with problem businesses and 
unkempt properties 60 59 64 60 57 60 62 59 59 60 59 
Garbage collection and recycling 
programs 73 76 83 73 75 79 76 76 77 72 76 
Animal control services 70 69 70 70 67 69 71 69 69 69 69 
Police services 64 65 69 63 61 66 67 64 65 62 64 
Fire protection and emergency 
medical response 71 75 80 74 74 80 74 75 75 73 75 
Providing quality drinking water 70 71 76 68 66 71 68 70 72 65 70 
Providing sewer services 71 69 73 69 67 71 69 70 71 68 70 
Protecting health and well-being of 
residents 61 66 67 63 64 66 63 64 65 63 64 
Providing park and recreation 
services 73 74 76 75 72 75 71 74 76 70 74 
Providing library services 66 66 71 67 60 67 69 65 65 68 66 
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Question 18 by Length of Residency, Ownership Status and Household Income  

Average Rating (100=Very Satisfied, 67=Satisfied, 33=Dissatisfied, 0=Very Dissatisfied) I will now read a list of services provided by 
City of Minneapolis government. For each, 
please tell me how satisfied or dissatisfied 
you are with the way the City provides the 

service. What about...? 

Less 
than 5 
years 

5 to 9 
years 

10 to 
19 

years 

20 or 
more 
years Own Rent 

Less 
than 

$25,000 

$25,000 
to 

$99,999 
$100,000 
or more Overall

Protecting the environment, including air, water 
and land 61 62 61 61 61 61 61 61 65 61 
Preparing for disasters 65 62 58 59 62 60 60 61 62 61 
Affordable housing development 54 52 48 49 52 50 51 50 52 51 
Revitalizing Downtown 69 63 66 64 66 66 65 66 69 66 
Revitalizing Neighborhoods 66 61 61 63 64 63 61 63 66 63 
Repairing streets and alleys 58 59 56 58 59 56 58 58 59 58 
Keeping streets clean 70 66 69 69 70 68 65 70 71 69 
Cleaning up graffiti 63 59 59 59 59 62 61 60 59 60 
Dealing with problem businesses and unkempt 
properties 62 58 61 58 59 60 59 60 59 59 
Garbage collection and recycling programs 72 77 74 79 79 71 70 78 75 76 
Animal control services 70 71 67 68 69 69 68 70 68 69 
Police services 66 65 60 64 64 64 63 64 67 64 
Fire protection and emergency medical 
response 73 74 74 76 76 73 74 75 76 75 
Providing quality drinking water 68 66 69 73 73 65 66 70 74 70 
Providing sewer services 70 67 71 70 71 68 66 71 73 70 
Protecting health and well-being of residents 66 62 63 64 64 64 63 64 66 64 
Providing park and recreation services 76 72 72 74 75 72 69 76 77 74 
Providing library services 67 65 63 66 64 67 67 65 62 66 
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Question 20 by Gender, Age, Ethnicity and Race  

Percent of Respondents Reporting "Agree" or "Strongly Agree" 

 
Male 
18-34 

Male 
35-54 

Male 
55+ 

Female 
18-34 

Female 
35-54 

Female 
55+ 

Latino/ 
Hispanic 

Not Latino/ 
Hispanic White 

People 
of Color Overall

To what extent do you agree or 
disagree that property taxes or 
fees should be increased to 
maintain or improve City 
services? 65% 50% 49% 62% 51% 55% 52% 57% 60% 47% 56% 

 
 

Question 20 by Length of Residency, Ownership Status and Household Income  
Percent of Respondents Reporting "Agree" or "Strongly Agree" 

 
 

Less 
than 5 
years 

5 to 9 
years 

10 to 
19 

years 

20 or 
more 
years Own Rent 

Less than 
$25,000 

$25,000 to 
$99,999 

$100,000 
or more Overall

To what extent do you agree or 
disagree that property taxes or fees 
should be increased to maintain or 
improve City services? 64% 60% 54% 49% 56% 57% 52% 58% 55% 56% 
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Question 23 by Gender, Age, Ethnicity and Race  

Average Rating (100=Very Good, 67=Good, 33=Only Fair, 0=Poor) Now I'd like your opinion on 
how you feel the City governs. 

How would you rate 
Minneapolis City Government 

on... 
Male 
18-34 

Male 
35-54 

Male 
55+ 

Female 
18-34 

Female 
35-54 

Female 
55+ 

Latino/ 
Hispanic 

Not 
Latino/ 

Hispanic White 
People 
of Color Overall

Informing residents on major 
issues in the City of Minneapolis 47 52 53 53 51 54 58 51 51 53 51 
Representing and providing for 
the needs of all its citizens 49 49 50 48 45 47 60 47 47 51 48 
Effectively planning for the future 50 48 49 54 47 52 56 50 49 54 50 
Providing value for your tax 
dollars 47 49 52 52 49 52 53 50 52 47 50 
Providing meaningful 
opportunities for citizens to give 
input on important issues 51 50 52 54 49 51 61 50 50 55 51 
The overall direction that the City 
is taking 52 52 54 59 52 54 58 54 54 55 54 
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Question 23 by Length of Residency, Ownership Status and Household Income  

Average Rating (100=Very Good, 67=Good, 33=Only Fair, 0=Poor) Now I'd like your opinion on how you 
feel the City governs. How would you 

rate Minneapolis City Government 
on... 

Less 
than 5 
years 

5 to 9 
years 

10 to 
19 

years 

20 or 
more 
years Own Rent 

Less than 
$25,000 

$25,000 to 
$99,999 

$100,000 
or more Overall

Informing residents on major issues in 
the City of Minneapolis 53 48 55 50 53 49 51 52 49 51 
Representing and providing for the 
needs of all its citizens 49 50 45 47 48 48 46 48 50 48 
Effectively planning for the future 54 49 48 49 50 51 51 50 47 50 
Providing value for your tax dollars 53 51 47 48 51 48 45 51 51 50 
Providing meaningful opportunities for 
citizens to give input on important issues 53 54 50 50 51 51 51 53 51 51 
The overall direction that the City is 
taking 60 53 51 51 54 54 52 55 52 54 
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Appendix III: Complete Set of Frequencies 
 
The following pages contain a complete set of survey frequencies. The number of respondents for 
each question is 1,277 unless noted otherwise. 

Community Planning District  
What community planning district? Percent of Respondents 

Calhoun-Isle 11% 
Camden 7% 
Central 9% 
Longfellow 8% 
Northeast 10% 
Nokomis 10% 
Near North 6% 
Phillips 4% 
Powderhorn 14% 
Southwest 13% 
University 8% 

 
 

Length of Residence in Minneapolis  
How long have you lived in Minneapolis? Percent of Respondents 

Less than one year 8% 
1 to 4 years 20% 
5 to 9 years 19% 
10 to 19 years 17% 
20 years or more 36% 
Don't know <1% 
Refused <1% 
Total 100% 
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Zip Code  

What is your home zip code? Percent of Respondents 
55401 3% 
55402 <1% 
55403 4% 
55404 4% 
55405 5% 
55406 10% 
55407 12% 
55408 7% 
55409 4% 
55410 4% 
55411 5% 
55412 5% 
55413 3% 
55414 7% 
55415 <1% 
55416 2% 
55417 5% 
55418 8% 
55419 6% 
55421 <1% 
55423 1% 
55430 1% 
55450 <1% 
55454 1% 
55455 <1% 
55487 <1% 
Other <1% 
Don't know <1% 
Refused <1% 

 
 

Question 1  
Overall, how would you rate the City of Minneapolis as a 

place to live? Would you say... ? Percent of Respondents 
Very good 47% 
Good 40% 
Only fair 10% 
Poor 2% 
Don't know <1% 
Refused <1% 
Total 100% 
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Question 2  

Overall, how would you rate your neighborhood as a 
place to live? Would you say... ? Percent of Respondents 

Very good 45% 
Good 35% 
Only fair 14% 
Poor 5% 
Don't know 1% 
Refused <1% 
Total 100% 

 
 

Question 3  
Over the past two years, do you think Minneapolis has 

gotten better, gotten worse, or stayed about the same as 
a place to live? Percent of Respondents 

Better 21% 
Stayed the same 50% 
Worse 23% 
Don't know 6% 
Refused <1% 
Total 100% 

 
 

Question 4  
In your opinion, what are the three biggest challenges 

Minneapolis will face in the next five years? Percent of Respondents* 
Public safety 43% 
Education 38% 
Transportation related issues 35% 
Housing 31% 
Economic development 21% 
No other opinion 19% 
Job opportunities 18% 
City government 10% 
Growth 9% 
Other 55% 
Don't know 23% 
Refused <1% 

*Total may exceed 100% as respondents were able to choose more than one response. 
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Question 5a to 5e  

Now I'm going to read 
some statements. For 

each please tell me 
whether you strongly 

agree, agree, disagree or 
strongly disagree with 
each statement. What 

about…? 
Strongly 

agree Agree Disagree 
Strongly 
disagree 

Don't 
know Refused Total 

People in my neighborhood 
look out for one another 19% 56% 19% 3% 3% <1% 100% 
My neighborhood is a safe 
place to live 18% 65% 14% 3% 1% <1% 100% 
My neighborhood has a 
good selection of stores 
and services that meet my 
needs 23% 51% 21% 4% 1% <1% 100% 
My neighborhood is clean 
and well-maintained 23% 61% 12% 3% 1% <1% 100% 
Street lighting in my 
neighborhood is adequate 17% 61% 19% 3% 1% <1% 100% 

 
 

Question 6  
Which of the following best describes the size of your 
current place of residence based on your household’s 

needs? Would you say…? Percent of Respondents 
It is much too big 1% 
It is too big 5% 
It is just the right size 73% 
It is too small 18% 
It is much too small 3% 
Don't know <1% 
Refused <1% 
Total 100% 
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Question 7a to 7d  

Please indicate the extent 
to which you agree or 

disagree with each of the 
following statements 

about your current place 
of residence using the 
scale strongly agree, 

agree, disagree or 
strongly disagree. What 

about the…? 
Strongly 

agree Agree Disagree 
Strongly 
disagree 

Don't 
know Refused Total 

My housing costs [E.G., 
RENT OR MORTGAGE 
PAYMENT PLUS 
UTILITIES] are affordable 
and within my household's 
budget 19% 60% 15% 5% 1% <1% 100% 
The location of my house or 
apartment is convenient for 
my household's needs 
[E.G., WORK, SCHOOL, 
ETC.] 41% 52% 6% 1% <1% <1% 100% 
The physical condition of 
my house is adequate to 
meet my household's needs 27% 62% 9% 2% <1% <1% 100% 
I intend to move within the 
next two years 13% 27% 35% 21% 4% <1% 100% 

 
 

Question 8  
Do you live or work Downtown? Percent of Respondents* 

Live 8% 
Work 19% 
Neither 74% 
Don't know 1% 
Refused <1% 

*Total may exceed 100% as respondents were able to choose more than one response. 
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Question 9  

In the last year, how often, if ever, did you go 
Downtown? 

Percent of Respondents 
(N=960) 

Once or twice 15% 
3-12 times 32% 
13-26 times 16% 
26 times or more 30% 
Never 7% 
Don't know 1% 
Refused <1% 
Total 100% 

 
 

Question 10  
What are the major reasons that keep you from 

spending more time Downtown? 
Percent of Respondents* 

(N=210) 
Lack of parking 18% 
Cost of parking 14% 
Traffic (congestion/one-way grid/construction, etc.) 6% 
Safety 9% 
Prefer other shopping areas 10% 
Nowhere to go 6% 
Expensive 5% 
General dislike 3% 
Dirty <1% 
Get lost/hard to find way around because of one-way 
streets, 2% 
Don't want to go Downtown 13% 
Other 28% 
Don't know 8% 
Refused <1% 

*Total may exceed 100% as respondents were able to choose more than one response. 
 
 

Question 11  
In general, how safe do you feel in Downtown 

Minneapolis? Would you say you feel…? Percent of Respondents 
Very safe 30% 
Somewhat safe 54% 
Not very safe 10% 
Not at all safe 3% 
Don't know/no opinion 2% 
Refused <1% 
Total 100% 
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Question 12  

In the last 12 months, have you contacted the City 
to get information or services? Percent of Respondents 

Yes 39% 
No 60% 
Don't know 1% 
Refused <1% 
Total 100% 

 
 

Question 13  
How did you contact the City (i.e., in person, by 

telephone, by mail, by email or visit the City’s Web 
site?) 

Percent of Respondents* 
(N=499) 

In person 16% 
By telephone 73% 
By mail 4% 
By email 10% 
Visit the City's Web site 22% 
Other 2% 
Don't know <1% 
Refused <1% 

*Total may exceed 100% as respondents were able to choose more than one response. 
 
 

Question 14a to 14g  
Please tell me how you would 

rate each of the following 
characteristics of the City 

employee with which you most 
recently had contact, using the 
scale very good, good, only fair 

or poor. What about…? 
Very 
good Good 

Only 
fair Poor

Don't 
know/no 
opinion Refused 

Total 
(N=488) 

Knowledge 26% 52% 14% 7% 1% <1% 100% 
Courteousness 35% 45% 14% 5% 1% <1% 100% 
Timely response 27% 42% 18% 12% 2% <1% 100% 
Ease of getting in touch with the 
employee 21% 42% 23% 11% 3% <1% 100% 
Respectfulness 34% 49% 11% 6% 0% <1% 100% 
Willingness to help or understand 31% 41% 19% 8% 1% <1% 100% 
Willingness to accommodate the 
need for foreign language and/or 
sign language interpreting 14% 19% 7% 2% 57% 2% 100% 
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Question 15a to 15c** 

Please tell me how you would 
rate each of the following 
characteristics of the City 

Web site. What about the…? 
Very 
good Good 

Only 
fair Poor

Don't 
know/no 
opinion Refused 

Total 
(N=134) 

Usefulness of information 33% 42% 17% 3% 5% <1% 100% 
Ease of use 21% 44% 23% 7% 6% <1% 100% 
Design and graphics 13% 53% 21% 4% 9% <1% 100% 

**Only asked of respondents who had contacted the City via their Web site. 
 

Question 16  
How do you get snow emergency information? Percent of Respondents* 

Newspapers 7% 
Radio or television 44% 
348-snow phone hotline 11% 
City of Minneapolis Web site 5% 
Email notification 6% 
Snow emergency brochure 15% 
Signage along the streets 1% 
Phone call from the City 7% 
Word of mouth/friends/family 2% 
No car 1% 
Have off street parking/don't care 2% 
Other 16% 
Don't know 6% 
Refused <1% 

*Total may exceed 100% as respondents were able to choose more than one response. 
 

Question 17  
In the past two years, have you had any contact 

with…? Yes No 
Don't 
know Refused Total 

The Fire department 10% 90% <1% <1% 100% 
Police 41% 58% <1% <1% 100% 
911 operators 32% 67% <1% <1% 100% 
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Question 17a to 17c** 

How satisfied were 
you with the 

professionalism 
shown by each 

City service/ 
department? Ve

ry
 s

at
is

fie
d 

Sa
tis

fie
d 

D
is

sa
tis

fie
d 

Ve
ry

 
di

ss
at

is
fie

d 

D
on

't 
kn

ow
 

R
ef

us
ed

 

To
ta

l 

C
ou

nt
 

How satisfied were 
you with the 
professionalism 
shown by the Fire 
Department staff 
including 
firefighters? 74% 20% 1% 2% 3% <1% 100% N=124 
How satisfied were 
you with the 
professionalism 
shown by the Police 
Department staff 
including police 
officers? 34% 43% 13% 8% 1% <1% 100% N=527 
How satisfied were 
you with the 
professionalism 
shown by the 911 
operator? 53% 39% 4% 2% 2% <1% 100% N=413 

**Only asked of respondents who had contacted each City service/department. 
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Question 18a to 18r  

For each please 
tell me how 
satisfied or 

dissatisfied you 
are with the way 

the City 
provides the 

service.  
Very 

satisfied Satisfied Dissatisfied
Very 

dissatisfied 

Don't 
know/ 

no 
opinion Refused Total 

Protecting the 
environment, 
including  
air, water and 
land 9% 63% 19% 3% 6% <1% 100% 
Preparing for 
disasters 6% 48% 12% 3% 31% <1% 100% 
Affordable 
housing 
development 6% 43% 32% 7% 12% <1% 100% 
Revitalizing 
Downtown 15% 61% 13% 2% 10% <1% 100% 
Revitalizing 
Neighborhoods 11% 65% 15% 3% 6% <1% 100% 
Repairing streets 
and alleys 8% 60% 26% 4% 3% <1% 100% 
Keeping streets 
clean 19% 69% 10% 1% 1% <1% 100% 
Cleaning up 
graffiti 10% 58% 20% 4% 8% <1% 100% 
Dealing with 
problem 
businesses and 
unkempt 
properties 7% 55% 20% 2% 15% <1% 100% 
Garbage 
collection and 
recycling 
programs 35% 55% 6% 1% 2% <1% 100% 
Animal control 
services 14% 62% 6% 1% 17% <1% 100% 
Police services 13% 63% 15% 3% 6% <1% 100% 
Fire protection 
and  
emergency 
medical response 24% 61% 2% 1% 12% <1% 100% 
Providing quality 
drinking water 24% 61% 11% 2% 2% <1% 100% 
Providing sewer 
services 15% 72% 4% 1% 8% <1% 100% 
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Question 18a to 18r  
For each please 

tell me how 
satisfied or 

dissatisfied you 
are with the way 

the City 
provides the 

service.  
Very 

satisfied Satisfied Dissatisfied
Very 

dissatisfied 

Don't 
know/ 

no 
opinion Refused Total 

Protecting health 
and well-being of 
residents 10% 68% 12% 3% 7% <1% 100% 
Providing park 
and recreation 
services 31% 58% 8% 1% 2% <1% 100% 
Providing library 
services 20% 54% 17% 3% 6% <1% 100% 

 
 

Question 19a to 19r  
Minneapolis is facing 
increasing financial 

challenges in 
providing City 

services. Please rate 
the importance of the 
following services on 
a 5-point scale, with 5 

being "extremely 
important" and 1 
being "not at all 

important."  
Not at all 
important 2 3 4 

Extremely 
important 

Don't 
know/ 

no 
opinion Refused Total 

Protecting the 
environment, including 
air, water and land 2% 3% 11% 21% 63% <1% <1% 100% 
Preparing for disasters 5% 7% 18% 26% 42% 2% <1% 100% 
Affordable housing 
development 4% 5% 18% 24% 48% 1% <1% 100% 
Revitalizing Downtown 5% 9% 27% 29% 28% 2% <1% 100% 
Revitalizing 
Neighborhoods 2% 5% 18% 35% 39% 1% <1% 100% 
Repairing streets and 
alleys 2% 4% 23% 36% 34% 1% <1% 100% 
Keeping streets clean 2% 6% 26% 35% 31% <1% <1% 100% 
Cleaning up graffiti 9% 12% 27% 25% 26% 2% <1% 100% 
Dealing with problem 
businesses and 
unkempt properties 3% 9% 25% 31% 29% 2% <1% 100% 
Garbage collection and 
recycling programs 1% 2% 14% 32% 50% <1% <1% 100% 



Minneapolis Resident Survey 
March 2006 

Report of Results 
Page 98 

  ©
 2

00
6 

N
at

io
na

l R
es

ea
rc

h 
C

en
te

r, 
In

c.
 

Question 19a to 19r  
Minneapolis is facing 
increasing financial 

challenges in 
providing City 

services. Please rate 
the importance of the 
following services on 
a 5-point scale, with 5 

being "extremely 
important" and 1 
being "not at all 

important."  
Not at all 
important 2 3 4 

Extremely 
important 

Don't 
know/ 

no 
opinion Refused Total 

Animal control services 6% 14% 33% 25% 20% 3% <1% 100% 
Police services 3% 2% 7% 20% 68% 1% <1% 100% 
Fire protection and 
emergency medical 
response 1% 1% 4% 18% 76% 1% <1% 100% 
Providing quality 
drinking water 2% 1% 7% 22% 68% <1% <1% 100% 
Providing sewer 
services 2% 3% 13% 30% 50% 2% <1% 100% 
Protecting health and 
well-being of residents 2% 3% 10% 20% 64% 1% <1% 100% 
Providing park and 
recreation services 2% 4% 18% 36% 40% <1% <1% 100% 
Providing library 
services 3% 3% 19% 32% 43% 1% <1% 100% 

 
 

Question 20  
To what extent do you agree or disagree that 
property taxes or fees should be increased to 

maintain or improve City services? Would you say 
you…? Percent of Respondents 

Strongly agree 10% 
Agree 44% 
Disagree 27% 
Strongly disagree 16% 
Don't know/no opinion 3% 
Refused <1% 
Total 100% 
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Question 21a to 21f  

How likely or 
unlikely are you to 

use each of the 
following 

approaches to try to 
influence a City 
decision on an 
issue you care 
about? What 

about…? 
Very 
likely 

Somewhat 
likely 

Somewhat 
unlikely 

Very 
unlikely 

Don't 
know/no 
opinion Refused Total 

Contacting my 
elected official 31% 38% 19% 10% 2% <1% 100% 
Joining a City 
advisory group 11% 26% 35% 26% 2% <1% 100% 
Contacting my 
neighborhood group 27% 39% 20% 11% 2% <1% 100% 
Attending a 
community meeting 26% 43% 20% 10% 1% <1% 100% 
Contacting City staff 26% 41% 21% 9% 2% <1% 100% 
Working with a group 
not affiliated with the 
City 14% 39% 29% 15% 3% <1% 100% 

 
 

Question 22**  
What are some reasons you are less likely to 

participate in City Government decisions? 
Percent of Respondents* 

(N=541) 
No interest 12% 
No time 40% 
Not aware of options/don't know how 10% 
Wouldn't change the result 11% 
Other 27% 
Don't know/no opinion 7% 
Refused <1% 

*Total may exceed 100% as respondents were able to choose more than one response.  
**Asked only of respondents who said they were "somewhat" or "very" unlikely to use three or more approaches in 
Question 21.  
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Question 23a to 23f  

Now I'd like your opinion on how 
you feel the City governs. How 

would you rate Minneapolis City 
Government on… 

Very 
good Good

Only 
fair Poor

Don't 
know Refused Total 

Informing residents on major issues in 
the City of Minneapolis 11% 42% 30% 13% 3% <1% 100% 
Representing and providing for the 
needs of all its citizens 8% 40% 35% 14% 3% <1% 100% 
Effectively planning for the future 8% 41% 32% 11% 7% <1% 100% 
Providing value for your tax dollars 9% 43% 31% 13% 3% <1% 100% 
Providing meaningful opportunities for 
citizens to give input on important 
issues 10% 42% 32% 11% 5% <1% 100% 
The overall direction that the City is 
taking 9% 51% 26% 9% 5% <1% 100% 

 
 

Question 24  
During the past 12 months, have you, yourself 

experienced any type of discrimination in 
Minneapolis? 

Percent of Respondents 
(N=234) 

Yes 18% 
No 80% 
Don't know 1% 
Refused <1% 
Total 100% 

 
 

Question 24a  
In what type of situation did you experience the 

discrimination? Percent of Respondents* 
Getting a job, or at work 18% 
Getting housing 3% 
Getting service in a restaurant or store 12% 
In dealing with the City 12% 
In my neighborhood 16% 
General public statements 10% 
On public transportation (bus) 3% 
Other 34% 
Don't know 1% 
Refused 2% 

*Total may exceed 100% as respondents were able to choose more than one response. 
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Question 24b  

For what reason or reasons do you feel you were 
discriminated against? 

Percent of Respondents* 
(N=35) 

Gender 17% 
Age 3% 
Economic status 23% 
Marital status <1% 
Social status 10% 
Race or color 21% 
Affectional preference <1% 
Disability 3% 
Ethnic background or country of origin 17% 
Language or accent 7% 
Religion <1% 
Other 24% 
Don't know 9% 
Refused 4% 

*Total may exceed 100% as respondents were able to choose more than one response.  
 

Question 24c  
Do you recall which City department was 

involved?** 
Percent of Respondents* 

(N=26) 
City attorney <1% 
Fire <1% 
Human resources 20% 
Inspections/licensing 3% 
Police 48% 
Public works 4% 
Community planning and economic development 
(CPED) 22% 
Other 7% 
Don't know 20% 
Refused <1% 

*Total may exceed 100% as respondents were able to choose more than one response.  
**Asked only of respondents who said they experienced discrimination "in dealing with the City". 
 

Question 25  
Do you currently own or rent your current 

residence? Percent of Respondents 
Own 53% 
Rent 45% 
Don't know <1% 
Refused 1% 
Total 100% 
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Question 26a to 26b  
Please tell me if each of the following statements is 

true of your household/members of your household? 
What about…? Yes No 

Don't 
know Refused Total 

There are children under the age of 18 35% 64% <1% 1% 100% 
There are adults age 70 or older 14% 85% <1% 1% 100% 

 
 

Question 27  
What is your primary mode of transportation? Percent of Respondents 

Bus 16% 
Bike 2% 
Car 74% 
Taxi 1% 
Walk 2% 
Train/Lightrail 2% 
Other 1% 
Don't know <1% 
Refused 1% 
Total 100% 

 
 

Question 28  
Is English the primary language spoken in the 

house? Percent of Respondents 
Yes 88% 
No 12% 
Don't know <1% 
Refused 1% 
Total 100% 

 
 

Question 29  
Please stop me when I reach the category that 

includes your age. Percent of Respondents 
18-24 years 12% 
25-34 years 30% 
35-44 years 19% 
45-54 years 17% 
55-64 years 11% 
65 years and over 8% 
Refused 2% 
Total 100% 
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Question 30  

Please stop me when I reach the category that 
includes your household's annual income? Percent of Respondents 

Less than $10,000 6% 
$10,000 to less than $15,000 7% 
$15,000 to less than $25,000 11% 
$25,000 to less than $35,000 11% 
$35,000 to less than $50,000 15% 
$50,000 to less than $75,000 17% 
$75,000 to less than $100,000 10% 
$100,000 to less than $150,000 5% 
$150,000 to less than $200,000 3% 
$200,000 or more 2% 
Don't know 4% 
Refused 9% 
Total 100% 

 
Question 31  

For statistical purposes only, could you please tell 
me if you are of Latino or Hispanic origin? Percent of Respondents 

Yes 8% 
No 90% 
Don't know <1% 
Refused 1% 
Total 100% 

 
Question 32  

Now, can you tell me what best describes your 
racial origin? Percent of Respondents 

White 69% 
Black, African American or African 14% 
American Indian/Native American or Alaskan Native 1% 
Asian, Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander 4% 
Hmong 1% 
Somalian <1% 
Vietnamese <1% 
Laotian <1% 
Ethiopian <1% 
Hispanic/Spanish/Latino 7% 
Two or more races 1% 
Some other race 2% 
Refused 1% 
Total 100% 
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Question 38  
Gender of respondent Percent of Respondents 

Male 50% 
Female 50% 
Total 100% 
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Appendix IV: Detailed Survey Methodology 
Sample Selection 
Interviewing Service of America, a company specializing in phone survey services which conducted 
the interviewing, purchased a random digit dial sample (RDD) where part of the sample was 
geocoded up-front using reverse directory look-up. Phone numbers of Minneapolis residents were 
randomly selected for interviewing. Once interviews were completed using the RDD list, those that 
had respondent address information were geocoded to determine in which of 11 community 
planning districts a respondent resided. The pre-geocoded list was used at the end of data collection 
to “fill-up” quotas set by community planning district.  

If items were unable to be geocoded, they were manually examined to see if the community planning 
district could be identified from the information in record. Failing obvious identification, a reverse 
phone directory was used to generate address information for numbers with incomplete or 
inaccurate information. 

Quotas 
An overall quota of at least 105 completed interviews was set for each of the eight community 
planning districts within the City of Minneapolis. An additional quota system based on racial groups 
was used to ensure that a representative number of these populations participated in the survey.  

Survey Administration and Response Rate 
The survey was administered by Interviewing Service of America, and the data were recorded 
electronically using a Computer-Assisted Telephone Interviewing system (CATI).12 Phone calls were 
made from November 11, 2005 to January 25, 2006. A majority of the interviews was completed 
during the evening hours, although calls were made on the weekend and during weekdays also13. All 
phone numbers were dialed at least six times before replacing with another number, with at least one 
of the attempts on either a weekend or weekday. Interviewers who spoke Spanish, Vietnamese, 
Somali, Hmong, Laotian and Oromo were available for this survey; 29 surveys were conducted in 
Spanish, four in Hmong, five in Vietnamese, one in Laotian and one in Oromo.  

A total of 36,056 phone numbers were dialed during the survey administration. Some of these 
numbers are considered ineligible for the survey. Of the approximately 5,310 households called,14 
1,327 completed interviews providing a response rate of 25%. However, 50 of the completed 
interviews were ineligible for reporting purposes, as the community planning district in which they 
lived could not be ascertained (either the respondent refused to give an address or the address given 

                                                      
12 CATI is a software program that automatically dials phone numbers, logs dispositions and records responses to completed 
interviews. 
13 The City of Minneapolis noted the following specific conditions that took place at approximately the same time as the survey 
administration: 
--During November, Truth in Taxation Statements were mailed to every property in the City, showing the estimated tax bill for 2006. 
--City Elections took place on November 8, 2006, three days before survey calls began. 
--November to January is a holiday season for many cultures. 
--Various service-specific conditions (e.g., the survey was conducted during winter months, possibly suggesting that the amount of 
snow fall could impact responses to snow emergency related questions). 
14 Disconnected, fax/data line or business phone numbers were not included as eligible households. For 7,342 phone numbers 
where the eligibility status of the household was unknown, 15% were estimated to be eligible. This proportion was assumed to hold 
for those households not contacted, or where the household refused, and therefore prevented knowing the eligibility status, and only 
15% of these numbers were included in the final response rate calculation. 
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was incorrect). The total number of completes used for reporting purposes is 1,277. Approximately 
1,210 households refused the survey. The dispositions of the numbers dialed during the survey are 
listed in the table below.  

Disposition of all Numbers Called for the Minneapolis 2005 Resident Survey 
Complete 1,327 
Refusal/Partial 1,210 
Number changed  37 
No eligible person 9 
Language problem 239 
Always busy 282 
No answer 2,132 
Technical phone problems 2,925 
Out of sample - other strata than originally coded 994 
Fax/data line 1,183 
Disconnected number 18,602 
Answering machine 1,453 
Business, government office, other organizations 2,207 
Quota filled  
Other 3,456 
Total phone numbers used 36,056 
I=Complete Interviews  1,327 
P=Partial Interviews  0 
R=Refusal and break off  1,210 
NC=Non Contact  1,453 
O=Other  239 
e15=estimated proportion of cases of unknown eligibility that are eligible 15% 
UH=Unknown household  5,339 
UO=Unknown other  2,003 
Response Rate16 25% 

 

                                                      
15 Estimate of e is based on proportion of eligible households among all numbers for which a definitive determination of status was 
obtained (a very conservative estimate). 
16 The response rate was calculated as I/((I+P) + (R+NC+O) + e(UH+UO)). 
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Confidence Intervals 
It is customary to describe the precision of estimates made from surveys by a “level of confidence” 
(or margin of error). The 95 percent confidence level for the survey is generally no greater than plus 
or minus three percentage points around any given percent reported for the entire sample (1,277 
completed interviews). For each community planning district from the survey, the margin of error 
rises to as much as plus or minus 9.6% for a sample size of 105 (in smallest) to plus or minus 8.4% 
for 137 completed surveys (in largest). Where estimates are given for sub-groups, they are less 
precise. Generally the 95% confidence interval is plus or minus five percentage points for samples of 
about 400 to ten percentage points for samples as small 
as 100. 

The relationship between sample size and precision (the 
95 percent confidence interval or margin of error) is 
shown in the table to the side. Though the margin of 
error decreases as sample size increases, higher cost and 
diminishing benefit often prohibit sample sizes larger 
than 1,500 to 2,000, with citizen survey samples most 
commonly in the range of 400 to 1,000. 

Weighting the Data 
The demographic characteristics of the survey sample were compared to those found in the 2000 
Census estimates and other population norms for the City of Minneapolis and were statistically 
adjusted to reflect the larger population when necessary.  

Variables were chosen for weighting because opinions varied by subgroup or because the proportion 
of survey respondents in each category varied from the population norm – or a combination of 
these considerations. The weighting variables chosen were sex, age, ownership status (rent vs. own) 
and community planning district. 

Consequently, sample results were weighted using the population norms to reflect the appropriate 
percent of those residents. Other discrepancies between the whole population and the sample were 
also aided by the weighting due to the intercorrelation of many socioeconomic characteristics, 
although the percentages were not the same in the sample compared to the population norms. The 
results of the weighting scheme are presented in the following table. 

 Sample Size Margin of Error 
 100 10%  
 300 5.5% 
 400 5% 
 800 3.5% 
 1,000 3% 
 1,500 2.5% 
 2,000 2.2% 
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Minneapolis Resident Survey Weighting Table 

Percent in Population 
Characteristic Population Norm17 Unweighted Data Weighted Data 

Sex and Age 
18-34 years of age 45% 25% 43% 
35-54 years of age 36% 45% 37% 
55+ years of age 19% 30% 20% 
Female 50% 53% 50% 
Male 50% 47% 50% 
Females 18-34 22% 12% 20% 
Females 35-54 17% 23% 18% 
Females 55+ 11% 18% 12% 
Males 18-34 23% 13% 23% 
Males 35-54 19% 22% 19% 
Males 55+ 8% 12% 8% 
Race and Ethnicity 
Latino/Hispanic 8% 6% 8% 
Not Latino/Hispanic 92% 94% 92% 
White 68% 74% 70% 
People of Color 32% 26% 30% 
Housing 
Own home 51% 68% 54% 
Rent home 49% 32% 46% 
Household Income18 
Less than $25,000 32% 24% 29% 
$25,000 to $99,999 58% 64% 60% 
$100,000 or more 10% 12% 11% 
Community planning district   
Calhoun Isle 10% 9% 10% 
Camden 7% 9% 7% 
Central 8% 8% 9% 
Longfellow 8% 9% 8% 
Northeast 10% 11% 10% 
Nokomis 10% 9% 10% 
Near North 7% 9% 7% 
Phillips 4% 9% 4% 
Powderhorn 14% 9% 14% 
Southwest 13% 11% 13% 
University 7% 9% 8% 

                                                      
17 Source: 2000 Census. 
18 Household income in 1999. 
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Data Analysis 
The results analyzed by National Research Center, Inc. staff using the Statistical Package for the 
Social Sciences (SPSS). For the most part, frequency distributions and mean ratings are presented in 
the body of the report. A complete set of frequencies for each survey question is presented in 
Appendix III: Complete Set of Frequencies.  

Also included are crosstabulations of select survey questions (Appendix II: Crosstabulations of 
Select Survey Questions). Chi-square or ANOVA tests of significance were applied to these 
breakdowns of selected survey questions. A “p-value” of 0.05 or less indicates that there is less than 
a 5% probability that differences observed between groups are due to chance; or in other words, a 
greater than 95% probability that the differences observed in the selected categories of our sample 
represent “real” differences among those populations. Where differences between subgroups are 
statistically significant, they are marked with grey shading in the appendices. 
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Appendix V: Jurisdictions Included in the 
National Database 
 
The following is a list of all jurisdictions (sorted alphabetically within state) included in the National 
Research Center, Inc. National database. 

Homer, AK 
Auburn, AL 
Phoenix City, AL 
Fayetteville, AR 
Fort Smith, AR 
Hot Springs, AR 
Little Rock, AR 
Siloam Springs, AR 
Chandler, AZ 
Gilbert, AZ 
Mesa, AZ 
Phoenix, AZ 
Safford, AZ 
Scottsdale, AZ 
Sedona, AZ 
Tempe, AZ 
Tucson, AZ 
Antioch, CA 
Arcadia, CA 
Bakersfield, CA 
Berkeley, CA 
Claremont, CA 
Concord, CA 
Coronado, CA 
Cypress, CA 
El Cerrito, CA 
Encinitas, CA 
Fremont, CA 
Garden Grove, CA 
Gilroy, CA 
Hercules, CA 
Highland, CA 
La Mesa, CA 
Lakewood, CA 
Livermore, CA 
Lompoc, CA 
Long Beach, CA 
Los Alamitos, CA 
Los Gatos, CA 
Menlo Park, CA 
Monterey, CA 
Mountain View, CA 
Novato, CA 
Oceanside, CA 
Oxnard, CA 
Palm Springs, CA 
Palo Alto, CA 

Pasadena, CA 
Pleasanton, CA 
Pomona, CA 
Poway, CA 
Redding, CA 
Redwood City, CA 
Ridgecrest, CA 
Riverside, CA 
Rosemead, CA 
Sacramento 
County, CA 
San Francisco, CA 
San Jose, CA 
San Luis Obispo 
County, CA 
San Mateo, CA 
San Rafael, CA 
San Ramon, CA 
Santa Clara, CA 
Santa Clarita, CA 
Santa Monica, CA 
Santa Rosa, CA 
Simi Valley, CA 
Solana Beach, CA 
South Gate, CA 
Sunnyvale, CA 
Temecula, CA 
Thousand Oaks, 
CA 
Torrance, CA 
Visalia, CA 
Walnut Creek, CA 
Yuba City, CA 
Arvada, CO 
Boulder, CO 
Boulder County, CO 
Broomfield, CO 
Castle Rock, CO 
Denver (City and 
County), CO 
Douglas County, 
CO 
Englewood, CO 
Fort Collins, CO 
Golden, CO 
Greeley, CO 

Highlands Ranch, 
CO 
Jefferson County, 
CO 
Lafayette, CO 
Lakewood, CO 
Larimer County, CO 
Littleton, CO 
Longmont, CO 
Louisville, CO 
Loveland, CO 
North Jeffco Park 
and Recreation 
District, CO 
Northglenn, CO 
Parker, CO 
Thornton, CO 
Vail, CO 
West Metro Fire 
Protection District, 
CO 
Westminster, CO 
Wheat Ridge, CO 
Hartford, CT 
Manchester, CT 
New London, CT 
Vernon, CT 
West Hartford, CT 
Wethersfield, CT 
Dover, DE 
Newark, DE 
Altamonte Springs, 
FL 
Boca Raton, FL 
Bonita Springs, FL 
Bradenton, FL 
Brevard County, FL 
Broward County, FL 
Cape Coral, FL 
Collier County, FL 
Cooper City, FL 
Coral Springs, FL 
Deerfield Beach, FL 
Delray Beach, FL 
Fort Lauderdale, FL 
Jacksonville, FL 
Kissimmee, FL 

Lee County, FL 
Melbourne, FL 
Miami, FL 
Miami Beach, FL 
Miami-Dade 
County, FL 
Ocoee, FL 
Orange County, FL 
Orlando, FL 
Palm Bay, FL 
Palm Beach 
County, FL 
Palm Coast, FL 
Pinellas County, FL 
Pinellas Park, FL 
Port Orange, FL 
Port St. Lucie, FL 
Sarasota, FL 
St. Petersburg, FL 
Tallahassee, FL 
Titusville, FL 
Walton County, FL 
Atlanta, GA 
Cartersville, GA 
Columbus, GA 
Douglas County, 
GA 
Macon, GA 
Milledgeville, GA 
Savannah, GA 
Adams County, IA 
Ames, IA 
Ankeny, IA 
Cedar Rapids, IA 
Clarke County, IA 
Des Moines 
County, IA 
Fort Dodge, IA 
Fort Madison, IA 
Indianola, IA 
Iowa County, IA 
Louisa County, IA 
Marion, IA 
Newton, IA 
Polk County, IA 
West Des Moines, 
IA 
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Lewiston, ID 
Moscow, ID 
Twin Falls, ID 
Addison Village, IL 
Decatur, IL 
DeKalb, IL 
Downers Grove, IL 
Elmhurst, IL 
Evanston, IL 
Highland Park, IL 
Homewood, IL 
O'Fallon, IL 
Park Ridge, IL 
Peoria, IL 
Skokie, IL 
St. Charles, IL 
Streamwood, IL 
Urbana, IL 
Village of Oak Park, 
IL 
Wilmette, IL 
Fort Wayne, IN 
Gary, IN 
Marion County, IN 
Munster, IN 
Lawrence, KS 
Overland Park, KS 
Shawnee, KS 
Wichita, KS 
Ashland, KY 
Bowling Green, KY 
Lexington, KY 
Jefferson Parish, 
LA 
Orleans Parish, LA 
Andover, MA 
Barnstable, MA 
Boston, MA 
Brookline, MA 
Worcester, MA 
Greenbelt, MD 
Rockville, MD 
Ann Arbor, MI 
Battle Creek, MI 
Delhi Township, MI 
Detroit, MI 
East Lansing, MI 
Grand Rapids, MI 
Kentwood, MI 
Meridian Charter 
Township, MI 
Muskegon, MI 
Novi, MI 
Port Huron, MI 
Rochester Hills, MI 
Troy, MI 

Blaine, MN 
Burnsville, MN 
Carver County, MN 
Chanhassen, MN 
Dakota County, MN 
Duluth, MN 
Eagan, MN 
Golden Valley, MN 
Grand Forks, MN 
Mankato, MN 
Maplewood, MN 
Minneapolis, MN 
Minnetonka, MN 
Plymouth, MN 
Polk County, MN 
Richfield, MN 
Roseville, MN 
Scott County, MN 
St. Clair Shores, 
MN 
St. Cloud, MN 
St. Paul, MN 
Washington 
County, MN 
Ballwin, MO 
Columbia, MO 
Ellisville, MO 
Kansas City, MO 
Kirkwood, MO 
Platte City, MO 
Platte County, MO 
Saint Joseph, MO 
Saint Peters, MO 
Springfield, MO 
Biloxi, MS 
Pascagoula, MS 
Bozeman, MT 
Yellowstone 
County, MT 
Cary, NC 
Charlotte, NC 
Durham, NC 
Greensboro, NC 
Hickory, NC 
Hudson, NC 
Rocky Mount, NC 
Wilmington, NC 
Wilson, NC 
Grand Forks, ND 
Kearney, NE 
Dover, NH 
Merrimack, NH 
Salem, NH 
Hackensack, NJ 
Medford, NJ 

Willingboro 
Township, NJ 
Albuquerque, NM 
Los Alamos County, 
NM 
Rio Rancho, NM 
Taos, NM 
Henderson, NV 
North Las Vegas, 
NV 
Reno, NV 
Sparks, NV 
Washoe County, 
NV 
Genesee County, 
NY 
New York City, NY 
Ontario County, NY 
Rochester, NY 
Rye, NY 
Watertown, NY 
Akron, OH 
Cincinnati, OH 
Columbus, OH 
Dayton, OH 
Dublin, OH 
Fairborn, OH 
Huber Heights, OH 
Hudson, OH 
Kettering, OH 
Sandusky, OH 
Shaker Heights, OH 
Springfield, OH 
Westerville, OH 
Oklahoma City, OK 
Albany, OR 
Ashland, OR 
Corvallis, OR 
Eugene, OR 
Gresham, OR 
Jackson County, 
OR 
Lake Oswego, OR 
Multnomah County, 
OR 
Portland, OR 
Springfield, OR 
Tigard, OR 
Lower Merion 
Township, PA 
Manheim, PA 
Philadelphia, PA 
State College, PA 
Upper Merion 
Township, PA 
Newport, RI 

Columbia, SC 
Mauldin, SC 
Myrtle Beach, SC 
Pickens County, SC 
Rock Hill, SC 
York County, SC 
Aberdeen, SD 
Cookeville, TN 
Franklin, TN 
Knoxville, TN 
Memphis, TN 
Oak Ridge, TN 
Arlington, TX 
Austin, TX 
Bedford, TX 
Carrollton, TX 
College Station, TX 
Corpus Christi, TX 
Dallas, TX 
Denton, TX 
DeSoto, TX 
Fort Worth, TX 
Garland, TX 
Grand Prairie, TX 
Irving, TX 
Lewisville, TX 
Lubbock, TX 
Lufkin, TX 
McAllen, TX 
McKinney, TX 
Missouri City, TX 
Mount Pleasant, TX 
Nacogdoches, TX 
Pasadena, TX 
Plano, TX 
Round Rock, TX 
Sugar Land, TX 
Temple, TX 
Victoria, TX 
Bountiful, UT 
Ogden, UT 
West Valley City, 
UT 
Albemarle County, 
VA 
Bedford County, VA 
Blacksburg, VA 
Botetourt County, 
VA 
Chesapeake, VA 
Chesterfield 
County, VA 
Hampton, VA 
Hanover County, 
VA 
Hopewell, VA 
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James City County, 
VA 
Lynchburg, VA 
Norfolk, VA 
Northampton 
County, VA 
Prince William 
County, VA 
Richmond, VA 
Roanoke County, 
VA 
Stafford County, VA 

Virginia Beach, VA 
Williamsburg, VA 
Bellevue, WA 
Bothell, WA 
Kent, WA 
Kitsap County, WA 
Lynnwood, WA 
Marysville, WA 
Ocean Shores, WA 
Olympia, WA 
Pasco, WA 
Redmond, WA 

Renton, WA 
Richland, WA 
Seattle, WA 
University Place, 
WA 
Vancouver, WA 
Walla Walla, WA 
Appleton, WI 
Eau Claire, WI 
Janesville, WI 
Kenosha, WI 
Madison, WI 

Marquette County, 
WI 
Milton, WI 
Superior, WI 
Village of Brown 
Deer, WI 
Wausau, WI 
Whitewater, WI 
Winnebago County, 
WI 
Laramie, WY
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Appendix VI: Survey Instrument 
 
The following pages contain the survey instrument. 


