Executive Summary of Results from Survey of Pelham Residents

Research Context

The public survey conducted in the Town of Pelham began on March 4th as part of a larger research design, involving interviews and online surveys of planners, as well as a focus group of Pelham residents.

These methods were chosen based on their ability to capture the opinions and perceptions of the planner and the public – the key players in the endeavour to improve consultation as part of the planning process.

We expected the public survey to quantify the value of past consultation experiences and the capacity for public involvement. The questionnaire design also permitted the relationship between particular resident characteristics and behaviours to be better understood.

Survey Sample Size

We estimated that 135 completed surveys would be needed to lend statistical validity to the results of certain questions. Assuming a response rate of 30%, this meant approaching a minimum of 450 households.

Pelham is a community of 15,272 citizens and the average household size in the Region of Niagara is 2.7 people. Hence, the number of households in Pelham can be estimated at 5,656. If one in every twelve households is selected, the sample size reaches 471.

Taking every twelfth entry in the Town of Pelham phonebook yielded 494 potential survey respondents. This number was whittled down to the final sample size of 455 in the following ways:

· 17 addresses proved inaccessible;

· 11 mailed surveys returned marked return to sender;

· 6 addresses were unknown or repeated;

· 3 addresses fell outside of Pelham’s boundaries;

· 1 survey reached a deceased resident, and;

· 1 survey was truncated for safety reasons.

Survey Response Rate

Visiting potential respondents between 3:00pm and 7:00pm during weekdays, 154 people provided a yes or no answer for completing the survey during my visit. The completion versus refusal rate for this group is 87.7% (or 135 out of 154). The remaining 301 homes were provided with a postage paid envelope containing a blank survey. We received 68 completed surveys by return post (22.6%). The combined response rate was an encouraging 44.6% (203 out of 455).

We broke the potential survey respondents into twelve zones of urban (yellow), rural (green) and mixed (blue) character, ranging in size from 11 to 56 households.

The number of completions (and corresponding completion/refusal rates) for each zone can be identified in Table 1 (including four mailed responses of known origin):

Table 1: Completion and Refusal Rates Corresponding to Zone Character

	-- Zone --
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	Total

	Households
	35
	35
	40
	41
	43
	51
	56
	52
	52
	44
	31
	11
	455

	Completions
	11
	21
	5
	14
	12
	8
	25
	12
	8
	14
	7
	2
	139

	Refusals
	3
	3
	2
	0
	3
	1
	1
	3
	0
	0
	3
	0
	19

	Rate (%)
	78.6
	87.5
	71.4
	100
	80.0
	88.9
	96.2
	80.0
	100
	100
	70.0
	100
	87.7


The rate of completion versus refusal remains high in all areas (90.67% in urban areas, 88.89% in rural areas, and 81.58% in mixed zones); though slightly less so in mixed zones. Since the parameters of this survey protect anonymity, it is impossible to know the zone of origin for the majority (64 of 68) of the returned surveys and produce the overall response rate for each zone.

Survey Data and Observations

The first question asked residents to place the number of years that they had lived in the Town of Pelham into one of six categories (see Table 2 below). All 203 answered this question, providing a median response in the 11-20 year category, and nearly half (90 of 203, 44.3%) of those surveyed have lived in Pelham for twenty or more years.

Table 2: Length of Residency in Pelham for Survey Respondents

	Residency Breakdown

	Category 1:
	< 1 year
	11

	Category 2:
	1 – 5 years
	23

	Category 3:
	6 – 10 years
	32

	Category 4:
	11 – 20 years
	47

	Category 5:
	21 – 30 years
	41

	Category 6:
	> 30 years
	49


The second question inquired as to whether or not the respondent had previously attended a public meeting for a planning proposal. Since the Town of Pelham has not officially updated its municipal plan since 1970, these terms were left necessarily broad and open to each respondent’s interpretation.

All but one of the 203 respondents (99.5%) completed this question, with a total of 57 indicating that they had previously attended a public meeting.

Breaking this number down by the surveys completed at the door versus those returned by mail, one can see that there is a slightly greater chance of a resident having attended a public meeting if they sent in their reply via post. This may mean that prior involvement with a planning issue proved one of the incentives for completing the survey.

Table 3: Percentage of Residents with Previous Experience at Public Meetings

	Response/Venue
	Door to Door
	Mailed Returns
	Combined Response

	Attended
	35
	22
	57

	Not Attended
	99
	46
	145

	Percentage (%)
	26.2
	32.4
	28.2


However, perhaps more interesting still is the correlation that exists between the length of residency and the likelihood of attending a public meeting. In general, as Table 4 shows, there is a positive correlation between the length of residency and the attendance rate. If a resident has lived in Pelham less than a year, it is highly unlikely (0%) that they will have attended a meeting. That said, by the time that citizens have lived in town thirty-one or more years, more than two in five (40.82%) have done so.

Table 4: Correlation Between Length of Residency and Attendance at Public Meetings

	Residency
	Number of Attendees
	Total Respondents
	Attendance Rate (%)

	< 1 year
	0
	11
	0.00

	1 – 5 years
	3
	23
	13.04

	6 – 10 years
	10
	32
	31.25

	11 – 20 years
	13
	47
	27.66

	21 – 30 years
	10
	40
	25.00

	> 30 years
	20
	49
	40.82

	Totals:
	56
	202
	27.72


It is important to note that this is not a profiling measure. It is entirely possible, perhaps even probable, that the reason for the high attendance rate from the residency category of 31+ is simply a greater number of opportunities. However, it can also be an indicator of how quickly residents become assimilated to perceived public duties and responsibilities.

As a follow-up to the second question, those respondents who attended a public meeting evaluated their experience on a scale between 1 and 10, with one being the lowest and ten being the highest. This provided some of the survey’s most intriguing data, especially when combined with data from the concurrent online survey to practicing planners.

The fifty-six respondents gave their meeting experiences a mean score of 5.19. The average score from the door-to-door respondents was 5.12, while the mailed responses assigned an average score of 5.30. The median and the mode were 5.00 in all cases.

However, as Chart 1 shows, residents were almost as likely to evaluate their experience with a 1 or a 10 as they were a more neutral number. The result is a distribution that has three distinct humps, though a 62.5% majority of the respondents offered an evaluation between 1 and 5 as opposed to 6 through 10.

This information compares distinctly with that received from a parallel online survey that we sent to 797 planners practicing in Ontario. From the thirty-seven completed responses (which have been multiplied out to be on par with the public responses), one can see that the planner has a much higher esteem of current public consultation practices.

Chart 1: Relationship of Planner and Public Evaluations of Consultation Methods
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The average score that the planner assigns to his/her own practices is 7.30, with a median and mode of 8.00 respectively.

However, when asked to guess how the public perceives their combination of methods, the planner is much more modest. In general, the planner drops their evaluative score by approximately one point, and the average falls to 5.92 with a mode of 7.00 and a median of 6.00. Chart 1 demonstrates how these trends relate to each other.

The fourth question asked residents to accomplish two things: first, to place a dot on a Town of Pelham map indicating the location of their residence; and second, to highlight areas on the same map for which they considered themselves highly competent to discuss planning issues.

One hundred eighty-five respondents (91.6%) completed the first part of this question, including 129 of 135 (95.6%) at the door and 56 of 68 (82.4%) via mail. The higher rate of completion at the door is almost certainly attributable to the assistance requested from the researcher on site. Six mailed responses indicated difficulty reading the map, likely explaining the lower response rate.

Overall, 157 (or 77.3%) of the respondents completed the second portion of the question. One hundred eighteen (87.4%) of the door to door and 39 (or 57.4%) of the mailed returns had some portion of the map highlighted. Again, the higher response rate at the door is almost certainly attributable to the influence of the interviewing researcher.

The Town of Pelham comprises of an area of 126.42km2, divided into approximately two hundred sixteen square centimetres on the map. This made each square centimetre equal to approximately 0.5853km2.
On average, residents highlighted 20.15cm2 (or 11.79km2). However, the median was 3.65cm2 and the mode a paltry 0.5cm2. Table 5 displays how the data breaks down in terms of responses received at the door and via mail.
Table 5: Analysis of Areas Highlighted by Respondent Groups

	
	Door to Door
	Mailed Returns
	Combined Response

	Number Highlighted
	118
	39
	157

	Percent Highlighted
	87.4%
	57.4%
	77.3%

	Average Highlighted
	21.21
	16.92
	20.15

	Mode Highlighted
	0.50
	8.00
	0.50

	Median Highlighted
	3.43
	4.50
	3.65


While there is a significant difference in the average number of square centimetres (4.29) highlighted between those received at the door versus those received via mail; it seems less likely that it is attributable to interviewer bias, as both the median and mode are higher for the mailed responses.

As evidenced by the combined mode score of 0.5cm2 and Chart 2 below, most residents highlight very small areas – with only a few (17) expressing confidence on planning issues for fifty or more square centimetres. By contrast, over half (85 of 157, 54.1%) identify an area of five or fewer square centimetres (2.93km2) as their area of expertise.

Chart 2: Distribution of Areas of Planning Confidence for Pelham Residents
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Taking the data from the second portion of this question and combining it with data from some of the earlier questions leads to some more interesting results (see Tables 6 and 7).
Tables 6 and 7: Influence of Residency and Meeting Evaluation on Areas of Competence
	Residency
	Average Highlighted
	
	Mtg. Evaluation
	Average Highlighted

	< 1 year
	20.80
	
	1
	8.98

	1 to 5 years
	15.50
	
	2
	6.47

	6 to 10 years
	21.58
	
	3
	0.72

	11 to 20 years
	19.82
	
	4
	0.25

	21 to 30 years
	9.83
	
	5
	16.45

	> 30 years
	29.39
	
	6
	N/A

	
	
	
	7
	12.93

	
	
	
	8
	2.59

	
	
	
	9
	N/A

	
	
	
	10
	27.66


For example, the length of residency in the Town of Pelham does not seem to have a profound impact on the size of area for which the average citizen would consider themselves knowledgeable in planning issues. A person who has lived in town less than one year highlights more area than someone who has called Pelham home for 21-30 years, and almost as much as those with thirty-one or more years of residency.
It may be that those who have lived in Pelham for 21-30 years are part of a cohort (i.e. baby boomers) that is busy with more pressing issues such as child rearing and career. However, in the absence of supporting socio-economic data, this is hard to prove.
As one might expect, those who have lived in town the longest do highlight the greatest area, but there does not appear to be a stable relationship between the length of residency and the area of planning issue competence.

Similarly, there is no stable relationship between previous experience at a public meeting and the amount of area that a citizen will highlight. While it is true that a citizen who had a neutral (5) or highly positive (10) experience will highlight a greater area than a person who had a highly negative (1) encounter, the degree of correlation is rather tenuous.

However, and perhaps most interestingly, a sizeable difference can be observed between the amount of area highlighted when one compares those that have been to a public meeting and those that have not.

Table 8: Relationship Between Simple Attendance and Areas of Planning Competence
	Previous Meeting Attendance
	Combined Average Area

	No
	Yes
	

	23.16
	12.15
	20.15


As Table 8 shows, those residents that have previously attended a public meeting tend to highlight areas of planning competence approximately half the size of those that have never been to a meeting before. This would seem to indicate, as supported by participant comments, that those who have previously been to a public meeting tend to think of planning issues in terms of the site-specific circumstance that caused them to participate.

Residents that have previously attended a public meeting were almost equally likely to include their house in their area of expertise, perhaps indicating that neighbourhood knowledge or some subtle form of NIMBYism is a pervasive trait.

Table 9: Likelihood of Including Residence in Area of Planning Issue Expertise

	Zone Character
	Simple Attendance
	Included House
	Percentage (%)

	Rural
	Yes
	11
	84.6

	
	
	13
	

	
	No
	34
	79.1

	
	
	43
	

	Rural Total
	45
	80.4

	Urban
	Yes
	30
	85.7

	
	
	35
	

	
	No
	77
	81.9

	
	
	94
	

	Urban Total
	107
	82.9

	Previous Public Meeting & Include House
	41
	85.4

	No Public Meeting & Include House
	111
	81.0


The fifth question asked residents to estimate the number of hours that citizens that they knew of would devote to public consultation over a six month period.
The overall average number of hours devoted was 18.36, with a slightly higher average (21.58) coming from the door to door respondents versus that of the mailed returns (10.84). The overall mode and median were 2.00 and 4.00 respectively, numbers echoed from the door to door respondents. The mailed returns had a slightly lower median of 3.00 with the same mode.

Naturally, we looked for correlations between the length of residency as well as the evaluative score to the number of hours pledged for consultation. However, this question had a significantly outlying response deserving of special consideration.
One resident pledged an extraordinary 1050 hours over the six month period. While the gesture seemed quite genuine – and certainly worth noting as to the extent of passion that some residents have regarding planning – it is also equivalent to more than forty hours a week, and should be disregarded from the statistical analysis.
After making this adjustment, one can see in Tables 10 and 11 that neither a person’s length of tenure in Pelham, nor his or her experience at a previous public meeting seems to make a significant impact on the number of hours devoted.

Tables 10 and 11: Influence of Residency and Past Public Meetings on Hours Devoted
	Residency
	Avg. Hours
	No Outlier
	
	Meeting Score
	Avg. Hours
	Sum
	No Outlier

	< 1 year
	7.29
	7.29
	
	1
	123.50
	34.72
	13.57

	1 to 5 years
	8.14
	8.14
	
	2
	5.33
	
	

	6 to 10 years
	18.59
	18.59
	
	3
	2.00
	
	

	11 to 20 years
	5.56
	5.56
	
	4
	6.00
	
	

	21 to 30 years
	20.62
	20.62
	
	5
	14.71
	
	

	> 30 years
	36.93
	9.55
	
	6
	N/A
	
	

	Sum of Hours
	3121
	2071
	
	7
	13.92
	
	

	Respondents
	171
	170
	
	8
	18.67
	
	

	Average
	18.3
	12.2
	
	9
	2.50
	
	

	
	
	
	
	10
	8.57
	
	

	
	
	
	
	None
	11.64
	11.64
	11.64

	
	
	
	
	Overall Avg.
	18.25
	18.25
	12.18


In particular, the gap between the number of hours that an attendee and a non-attendee would devote to future consultation is not as great as one might expect. Perhaps it is just a desire to be seen in a favourable light by their peers, but those who have never been to a public meeting show a strong willingness to come out in the future. At the very least, it would seem that those who have come out in the past have not been ‘hooked’ into coming out in the future.
However, there are two notable exceptions to these conclusions. The first is the data from the evaluative scores of 1 and 8. Even after the outlier is removed, the average number of hours remains at a remarkably high 20.56 hours for those who evaluated their experience with the lowest possible score. This would suggest that those who categorized their prior experience as entirely ineffective were among the most likely to devote significant time in the future. One possible explanation for this phenomenon would suggest that this is a cohort of people that would like to see public consultation succeed, and are more concerned by what they see as poor process as opposed to poor results.
The high number of hours pledged by those who assigned their previous experience a score of 8 out of 10 is perhaps a little trickier to understand, but not out of the realm of comprehension. Again, the answer would appear to be found in process, not results.

Comments made by those who gave this result noted that they found the consultation exercises to be informative, and were encouraged by the fact that they could ask questions and genuinely participate. Perhaps unfortunately, there simply are not that many (6) of this like mind.

Final Conclusions
In light of the information gathered from this survey, the following conclusions can be made:

1. The longer a resident has lived in the Town of Pelham, the more likely he/she is to have previously attended a public meeting.
2. Approximately one-quarter of all residents consider themselves veterans of at least one public meeting, but gave their experience an average score of 5.19.
3. Planners perceive their consultation methods to be fairly effective (7.30), but recognize that the public does not necessarily share the same view (5.92).
4. Over half of all citizens (54.1%) consider themselves cognizant of planning issues for an area of 2.93km2 or less (neighbourhood level).
5. The length of residency in town does not seem to greatly influence a citizen’s area of expertise or the number of hours that they would devote to consultation.
6. The quality of experience at a previous planning meeting similarly does not seem to affect a citizen’s area of expertise, nor the number of devoted hours.
7. However, the area of expertise for attendees is smaller than for non-attendees.
� EMBED Excel.Chart.8 \s ���








[image: image3.wmf]1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

0

5

10

15

20

25

Comparison of Public and Planner Consultation 

Evaluations

Public Score

Planner Evaluation

Planner Assumption

_1210456148.xls
Chart6

		11		0		0

		3		0		1.5135135135

		2		0		6.0540540541

		3		1.5135135135		6.0540540541

		16		4.5405405405		7.5675675676

		0		6.0540540541		10.5945945946

		7		15.1351351351		15.1351351351

		6		22.7027027027		4.5405405405

		1		4.5405405405		3.027027027

		7		1.5135135135		1.5135135135



Public Score

Planner Evaluation

Planner Assumption

Comparison of Public and Planner Consultation Evaluations



Data

		1		<1

		2		1-5

		3		6-10

		4		11-20

		5		21-30

		6		31+

		Respondent		Code		Residency		Attendance		Experience		Dot		Urban/Rural		Highlight		Area		Inc. House		Frame		Hours		Comments

		DD1		1		<1		No				Yes		Rural		Yes		39		Yes		Rural		24

		DD2		4		11-20		No				Yes		Rural		Yes		9.5		Yes		Mixed		2

		DD3		1		<1		No				Yes		Rural		Yes		67.5		Yes		Mixed		10		New to area. Not too familiar with the issues or the Town of Fonthill.

		DD4		6		31+		No				Yes		Rural		No										My attitude is "why bother" wasting time at a meeting when "THEY" already have "their" minds made up.

		DD5		6		31+		No				Yes		Rural		Yes		65		Yes		Mixed

		DD6		5		21-30		No				Yes		Rural		No								48		Coming to the homes of residents and discussing the issues would be the best way of encouraging involvement in planning.

		DD7		4		11-20		No				Yes		Rural		Yes		4		Yes		Rural		10

		DD8		6		31+		No				Yes		Rural		Yes		72		Yes		Mixed		5

		DD9		1		<1		No				Yes		Urban		No										Timely and accurate information should be distributed, or at least available to the public about surrounding development. Would like the opportunity to review that in order to make an informed opinion.

		DD10		6		31+		Yes		10		Yes		Urban		Yes		7		Yes		Urban		5		Our portion of the meeting was beneficial, but the rest was a waste of time.

		DD11		5		21-30		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		1.5		Yes		Urban		5.5

		DD12		2		1-5		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		1.5		Yes		Urban		60		The Town should spend monies on projects/items that the residents are prepared to support with municipal taxes.

		DD13		3		6-10		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		0.4		Yes		Urban		0		Sidewalks on Merritt Road. Great town, not many complaints.

		DD14		5		21-30		Yes		5		Yes		Urban		Yes		0.75		No		Urban		2		More consultation needed.

		DD15		6		31+		No				Yes		Rural		Yes		0.75		Yes		Rural		4

		DD16		5		21-30		No				Yes		Rural		Yes		1.5		Yes		Rural		240

		DD17		2		1-5		No				Yes		Rural		No								2

		DD18		6		31+		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		216		Yes		Mixed		25		Results of this particular survey may be biased as I am employed in the planning field.

		DD19		5		21-30		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		8		Yes		Urban		6		Being flexible.

		DD20		5		21-30		No				Yes		Urban		No								2

		DD21		4		11-20		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		5.5		Yes		Urban		5

		DD22		6		31+		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		200		Yes		Mixed		18		Volunteers are available for town improvements, etc., but they must be approached.

		DD23		4		11-20		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		5		Yes		Urban		2		People have a lot more comments than they are willing to take the time to get into a formal process.

		DD24		3		6-10		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		9		Yes		Urban		12

		DD25		4		11-20		Yes		5		Yes		Urban		Yes		1		No		Urban

		DD26		4		11-20		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		29		Yes		Mixed		5		Feel that a decision is made whether there is input or not.

		DD27		5		21-30		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		9		Yes		Urban		1.5		Town reps don't really listen - usually have their own agenda and will pursue it. Venues and times not always conducive to participation - often evenings, daytime works better for some.

		DD28		4		11-20		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		11		Yes		Urban		0

		DD29		4		11-20		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		54		Yes		Mixed		20		More public input in recreation and development.

		DD30		1		<1		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		17.5		Yes		Mixed		6		Full disclosure.

		DD31		4		11-20		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		10.5		Yes		Mixed		2		Would like to see information circulated ahead of time (e.g. agenda, whether lawyers involved, fees paid). Ability to ask questions at a forum - balanced opportunity to speak.

		DD32		2		1-5		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		8		Yes		Urban		30

		DD33		2		1-5		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		0.6		Yes		Urban		1

		DD34		5		21-30		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		2.5		Yes		Urban		1		Don't think that there's very much of it. Well, in Pelham anyway.

		DD35		6		31+		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		3		Yes		Urban		20

		DD36		2		1-5		Yes		1		Yes		Urban		Yes		0.25		Yes		Urban		1		They should be much more efficient and trustful of citizens. Should get much more support from Town reps. We had to fight the change in subdivision plans on our own.

		DD37		5		21-30		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		19.625		Yes		Mixed		60		My opinion is that many people don't bother with the consultation process because they figure the elected officials (local and regional) will do what they want anyway.

		DD38		5		21-30		Yes		2		Yes		Urban		Yes		15.75		Yes		Mixed		12		Make participation easy. Seek opinions through canvasing.

		DD39		5		21-30		Yes		1		Yes		Urban		Yes		1.4		No		Urban		1		My experience was a (packed) town meeting regarding new Sobey's. Every single person was against it. Useless.

		DD40		3		6-10		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		0.86		Yes		Urban		2

		DD41		4		11-20		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		0.6		No		Rural		20		Building a new arena or community center needs more public consultation.

		DD42		2		1-5		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		0.42		Yes		Urban		4		Language needs to be layman's.

		DD43		6		31+		No				Yes		Rural		Yes		122.75		Yes		Rural		0

		DD44		6		31+		Yes		5		Yes		Urban		Yes		6.8		No		Rural		2		When they decide to expand, [it's] already a done deal, your opinion really doesn't matter.

		DD45		5		21-30		Yes		5		Yes		Rural		Yes		0.65		Yes		Rural		2		Any plans to clean up the Welland River or to repave O'Reilly's Bridge.

		DD46		4		11-20		No				Yes		Rural		Yes		4.4		Yes		Rural		10

		DD47		6		31+		Yes		10		Yes		Rural		Yes		24.5		Yes		Rural		15		Definitely want public input for future.

		DD48		6		31+		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		1		Yes		Mixed		0		Residents of all ages (from young adults to senior citizens) should be consulted - also all socio-economic ranges.

		DD49		6		31+		No				Yes		Rural		Yes		67.5		Yes		Mixed

		DD50		6		31+		Yes		5		Yes		Rural		Yes		5.3066		Yes		Mixed		2		Would go to a meeting if relevant to me. Feel that their vote doesn't count, that decisions are already made - can never say: prove it!

		DD51		6		31+		No				Yes		Rural		Yes		45.1		Yes		Mixed		(Many)		debbielindsay57@hotmail.com

		DD52		5		21-30		No				Yes		Rural		Yes		3		Yes		Rural		0		Keeps from doing idiotic things to please the small crowd.

		DD53		2		1-5		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		210		Yes		Mixed		0		Personal invitation, then I'll go. Make proposal for my property.

		DD54		1		<1		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		0.5		No		Urban		10		Public consultation - negative: people cannot agree on simple suggestions.

		DD55		6		31+		No				Yes		Rural		Yes		0.4		No		Rural		2

		DD56		4		11-20		No				Yes		Rural		Yes		1.7		Yes		Rural		5		Public must have confidence that input will be seriously considered.

		DD57		3		6-10		No				Yes		Rural		Yes		10		Yes		Mixed		10		Don't know enough about it to comment.

		DD58		6		31+		No				Yes		Rural		Yes		19.3994		Yes		Mixed				Pelham should not be industrialized; it is residential and people find it highly desirable to live here. Discourage taking over any more agricultural land. Promotion of reforestation in suitable areas (done myself).

		DD59		6		31+		No				Yes		Rural		Yes		0.5		Yes		Rural		0

		DD60		5		21-30						No				No										Consultations are at the surface or understanding of the main plan. Example: builders build homes on lots that are not serviced with water, sewers, underground utilities. Roads are dug up too many times.

		DD61		6		31+		No				Yes		Rural		Yes		1.35		No		Mixed		10		No prior notification of creation of two subdivisions: Timmsdale and Dufferin. Concerned regarding increased traffic from construction of homes, etc. at Dufferin. I don't want a community centre - not needed - a waste of taxpayers' money.

		DD62		6		31+		No				Yes		Rural		Yes		2.55125		Yes		Rural		0

		DD63		6		31+		Yes		8		Yes		Rural		Yes		0.3		Yes		Rural		90

		DD64		6		31+		No				Yes		Rural		Yes		0.0314		No		Urban		20		Flag pole must stay! No round about!

		DD65		4		11-20		Yes		3		Yes		Urban		Yes		0.72		Yes		Urban		2		Seems like they never listen too much. Can't seem to sway them much. Got their minds made up. Told residents to build their own fence around storm water management pond.

		DD66		4		11-20		No				No				No

		DD67		6		31+		Yes		5		Yes		Urban		Yes		0.5		No		Urban		0

		DD68		6		31+		No				Yes		Rural		No								0

		DD69		5		21-30		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		14		Yes		Mixed		10		Needed to get input from citizens.

		DD70		6		31+		Yes		10		Yes		Urban		Yes		70		Yes		Mixed		0

		DD71		4		11-20		No				Yes		Urban		No								0

		DD72		4		11-20		Yes		2		Yes		Urban		Yes		1.6		Yes		Urban		2		If people felt their input was being considered, they would be more likely to take the time.

		DD73		3		6-10		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		1.5		Yes		Urban		2

		DD74		6		31+		Yes		1		Yes		Urban		Yes		1.84		Yes		Urban		4		It is very poor!

		DD75		3		6-10		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		3.84		Yes		Urban		24

		DD76		6		31+		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		2.66		Yes		Urban

		DD77		2		1-5		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		9.61625		Yes		Mixed		0		The only elected official or counsel is Uwe Brand that seems to have any concerns about what's going on.

		DD78		5		21-30		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		0.96		No		Urban		5.5

		DD79		5		21-30		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		8.5		Yes		Mixed		5

		DD80		3		6-10		Yes		8		Yes		Urban		Yes		10.64		Yes		Mixed		2		Important to be consulted with enough lead time for input to be considered. Clarity of presentation is also important.

		DD81		4		11-20		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		1		No		Urban		10		The purchase of the community centre property seems like a good initiative.

		DD82		2		1-5		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		0.7		Yes		Urban		18		We want a playground on Sandra Drive and we are waiting for it!

		DD83		4		11-20		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		0.5		No		Rural		0		Doesn't know much about it.

		DD84		3		6-10		No				Yes		Rural		Yes		18.9		Yes		Rural		2.5		Important if changes proposed were to influence value or use of our residential property.

		DD85		3		6-10		Yes		5		Yes		Urban		Yes		6.21		Yes		Mixed		10		One would need a number of people from different areas (say farmers or orchardists) who really know the area in order to have a good overall picture.

		DD86		2		1-5		No				Yes		Rural		Yes		28.801022		Yes		Mixed		2

		DD87		6		31+		Yes		10		No				No								0

		DD88		5		21-30		No				Yes		Rural		Yes		7.04		Yes		Rural		1

		DD89		6		31+		Yes		1		Yes		Rural		Yes		29.82		Yes		Mixed		1050		There isn't any. People behind desks, haven't got a clue of what farming is. Minds made up already. Light industry operating as "agriculture" in town. Citizens seem to have to fight more than bureaucrats or politicians. These light industries are not payi

		DD90		6		31+		No				Yes		Rural		Yes		1		No		Rural		6

		DD91		6		31+		Yes		5		No				No

		DD92		4		11-20		No				Yes		Rural		Yes		2		No		Mixed		2		Not enough. Information is out after the fact. Developers give no such info.

		DD93		2		1-5		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		1.5		Yes		Urban		24		Insufficient.

		DD94		6		31+		Yes		8		Yes		Urban		Yes		1.2		Yes		Urban		5

		DD95		3		6-10		Yes		5		Yes		Urban		Yes		2.2		Yes		Urban		13.5

		DD96		4		11-20		Yes		1		Yes		Urban		Yes		7.065		Yes		Mixed		0		Listen to the taxpayer's concerns before making up your mind…Remember who pays your salary….

		DD97		5		21-30		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		4		No		Mixed		0		Definitely! Public knows community best. Town planning needs to include quality of life to improve. Interaction among people - European style cities - opposite to Robert Moses. Robert Moses plans suitable for his era - conservation of fruitland and all la

		DD98		5		21-30		No				Yes		Urban		No								0

		DD99		4		11-20		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		39.6		Yes		Mixed		6		I would like more information about public meetings.

		DD100		4		11-20		Yes		2		Yes		Urban		Yes		2.07		Yes		Urban		2		Citizens should be called directly by town officials to ask if they would volunteer.

		DD101		5		21-30		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		4.33		No		Urban		30		Please consider various strategies to notify and educate/inform constituents. Targeting specific age groups.

		DD102		5		21-30		Yes		10		Yes		Urban		Yes		12.32		Yes		Mixed		25		Need some help with their parks. Need a parks board / free gratis. Advise the works department. It's a disgrace.

		DD103		4		11-20		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		1.2		No		Mixed		5

		DD104		5		21-30		Yes		1		Yes		Urban		Yes		1		Yes		Urban		20		The experience can be intimidating. An effort might be made to reduce this among participants.

		DD105		1		<1		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		0.2		Yes		Mixed		0

		DD106		5		21-30		Yes																		It's an important issue, but my interests lie elsewhere. I hope there are some good brains dedicated to it.

		DD107		3		6-10		Yes		7		Yes		Urban		Yes		0.25		Yes		Urban		50

		DD108		5		21-30		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		0.5		Yes		Urban		10

		DD109		4		11-20		Yes		1		Yes		Urban		Yes		0.25		Yes		Urban		24		I would like to see more of it. Where the consultation would involve talking to a live person and not just being directed to a web site.

		DD110		3		6-10		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		1.5		Yes		Urban

		DD111		6		31+		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		11.6		Yes		Mixed		60

		DD112		4		11-20		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		5.4		Yes		Urban		4

		DD113		4		11-20		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		216		Yes		Mixed		2

		DD114		4		11-20		Yes		5		Yes		Urban		Yes		55.2		Yes		Mixed		16		Gives mix of opinions/interests. Gives commercial and residential a voice to discuss direction of growth in a town.

		DD115		3		6-10		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		1.5386		Yes		Mixed		2		If they'd listen and heed, it would be good. Everyone's in it for the buck.

		DD116		1		<1		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		0.15		Yes		Urban		0

		DD117		3		6-10		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		1		Yes		Urban		1		The only time I would be concerned about public planning is if it affected me.

		DD118		4		11-20		Yes		7		Yes		Urban		Yes		0.5		Yes		Mixed		4		People in a neighbourhood are happy to be consulted, but I don't believe that it has a lot of impact on council.

		DD119		4		11-20		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		5		Yes		Urban

		DD120		4		11-20		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		3.2		Yes		Urban		6

		DD121		2		1-5		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		1.25		Yes		Mixed		2

		DD122		2		1-5		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		8.22		Yes		Urban		0

		DD123		4		11-20		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		210		Yes		Mixed		7.5		When they've got a meeting, I would like to go. Don't feel that I can get up and say something that they don't like. All over is like that, just educational (only if the meeting is special for you). Lawyers and officials dominate.

		DD124		3		6-10		No				Yes		Rural		No								40		I moved to Fenwick from St. Catharines to stay away from city life. I only hope you can understand how much I love Fenwick the way it is.

		DD125		6		31+		No				Yes		Rural		Yes		0.5		No		Rural		10		Everything looks fine.

		DD126		5		21-30		No				Yes		Rural		Yes		34		Yes		Mixed		2

		DD127		3		6-10		No				Yes		Rural		Yes		193.7		Yes		Mixed		2

		DD128		6		31+		Yes		7		Yes		Rural		Yes		3.65		Yes		Mixed				Should have a referendum on the proposed town community centre. Can't afford it.

		DD129		2		1-5		No				Yes		Rural		Yes		2		Yes		Mixed		12

		DD130		5		21-30		No				Yes		Rural		Yes		2		Yes		Mixed		72		Most of time, discussions are decided by few or even people from Toronto that don't know the community.

		DD131		5		21-30		No				Yes		Urban		No								100

		DD132		6		31+		No				Yes		Rural		Yes		20		Yes		Mixed		0		No problem with it. Tough to give opinion because don't live in Fonthill, but do shop there, etc. Change us to Pelham, fine by me.

		DD133		6		31+		Yes		8		Yes		Rural		Yes		0.24		Yes		Rural		0

		DD134		2		1-5		No				Yes		Rural		No								1

		PI1		4		11-20		Yes		9		No				No								2.5		Should be advertised in an outstanding fashion. Question and answer, not cut and dry. Locate in fire hall (fits 100). Use large visual aids. Avoid tension and stress. Educate and keep well informed. There is an insect problem in Peace Park affecting the F

		MR1		2		1-5		No				Yes		Rural		Yes		8		Yes		Mixed		2

		MR2		6		31+		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		0.4		Yes		Urban				At 83, I'm not active in any public affairs. Can't read your map. My area is on Station Street, near the mall.

		MR3		3		6-10		No				Yes		Urban		No										Not only should the public be consulted but they should be listened to. Too often our members have their own agenda without realizing Pelham's basic tax base are the residents. We do not have any industries of major importance.

		MR4		3		6-10		Yes		5		No				No								120

		MR5		4		11-20		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		25		Yes		Mixed		10		Public consultation should be a meaningful part of the planning process and not just window dressing so council can say they did it. This means the public should be given full information regarding council's proposals, the costs of implementation and ampl

		MR6		4		11-20		Yes		10		Yes		Rural		Yes		24.5		Yes		Rural		10

		MR7		3		6-10		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		216		Yes		Mixed		2

		MR8		3		6-10		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		6		Yes		Mixed		3

		MR9		6		31+		No				No				No										Map too small to read.

		MR10		6		31+		No				No				No

		MR11		5		21-30		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		3		Yes		Mixed		2

		MR12		5		21-30		No				Yes		Urban		No								0

		MR13		3		6-10		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		0.2826		Yes		Urban

		MR14		1		<1		No				No				No										Lived in residence for a short time and unable to provide any valid comments.

		MR15		6		31+		Yes		5		Yes		Rural		No								5

		MR16		1		<1		No				Yes		Urban		No								1		I think the way it is constructed is wrong. The meetings are late at night on weeknights normally and people are unable to attend. With technology today, it should be able to be on the web and comments could be e-mailed.

		MR17		5		21-30		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		8		Yes		Urban		10		If it were a volunteer situation, all participants need to have all the information necessary to make informed decisions and discussions.

		MR18		6		31+		Yes		3		Yes		Urban		No								2

		MR19		5		21-30		No				Yes		Urban		No

		MR20		2		1-5		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		0.25						3		Your map is hard to read. I hope that I figured it out OK. Good luck.

		MR21		6		31+		Yes		5		Yes		Urban		Yes		0.1

		MR22		5		21-30		No				No				No										Public consultation is obviously extremely important - however, there is a big difference between receiving information, giving input that really is wanted and/or feeling that you have been patted on the head, dismissed so that what was always going to ha

		MR23		3		6-10		No				Yes		Urban		No								3.5		Direct notification.

		MR24		5		21-30		Yes		7		Yes		Rural		Yes		71.25		Yes		Mixed		4		Posting data on the Town's website would allow for interested residents to keep informed even though some are unable to attend meetings.

		MR25		3		6-10		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		5		Yes		Urban		2

		MR26		5		21-30		Yes		1		No				No								12

		MR27		2		1-5		Yes		4		Yes		Urban		Yes		0.25		No		Rural				Seems like public planning proposal meetings are a "done deal" by the developers, well ahead of time.

		MR28		1		<1		No				Yes		Urban		No										Town of Pelham would benefit with more amenities (shopping, restaurants, Chapters…) and less congested traffic (406, Hwy 20…)

		MR29		2		1-5		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		5.25		Yes		Mixed		10		It needs to be user-friendly and those who conduct the consultation must show clearly how the process affects the decision. Too often, it feels like the consultation has little impact on policy as practice.

		MR30		4		11-20		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		2.1		No		Mixed		2		We need a recreation centre. Adding another ice surface to the existing one would be the most practical solution.

		MR31		4		11-20		No				Yes		Urban		No

		MR32		2		1-5		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		7.25		Yes		Mixed		2

		MR33		4		11-20		No				Yes		Urban		No

		MR34		2		1-5		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		0.6		Yes		Urban		5		It's effective when done properly. Allows for a voice - informs the public with more specifics - permits individuals to choose how they will contribute.

		MR35		4		11-20		No				Yes		Rural		No										The purchase of the Sport Complex lands without a referendum clearly shows the council's interest in public consultation - None!

		MR36		4		11-20		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		12.15		Yes		Mixed		11		Currently very weak - general lack of interest in participating as feeling it doesn't make a difference. Lack of trust of process to the point of unwillingness to participate - me included!! Expected a more detailed questionnaire.

		MR37		3		6-10		Yes		5		Yes		Urban		No										Citizens who will be personally affected by a "decision" - should also be personally consulted and their opinions noted.

		MR38		3		6-10		No				No				No								1		Most people believe that these matters will have no input from the public.

		MR39		3		6-10		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		6.75		Yes		Mixed		48

		MR40		3		6-10		No				No				No										Due to age and a handicap, I am not able to participate further.

		MR41		4		11-20		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		1		No		Rural		0

		MR42		3		6-10		Yes		1		Yes		Rural		Yes		0.21		Yes		Rural		3

		MR43		4		11-20		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		0.1256		Yes		Urban		2

		MR44		6		31+		Yes		7		Yes		Urban										3		Developer pays for traffic, land-use etc., studies which give biased reports. Average citizens and environmental groups cannot pay for reports or lawyers.

		MR45		5		21-30		Yes		7		Yes		Urban		Yes		0.6		No		Rural		20		Strikingly, it is not the town or regional governments that give direction. OMB has strict stipulation where planning should happen.

		MR46		4		11-20		Yes		8		Yes		Urban		Yes		1.2		Yes		Urban		3

		MR47		4		11-20		No				Yes		Urban		No								2		Process tends to be pre-determined.

		MR48		2		1-5		Yes		4		Yes		Urban		No								0

		MR49		6		31+		Yes		5		Yes		Rural		Yes		102.25						4

		MR50		5		21-30		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		1.44		Yes		Urban		1.5		It is important for the Town to consult its citizens for the process. It is a complicated issue from my standpoint, I would need it to be explained further.

		MR51		4		11-20		Yes		5		No				No								0		Did anyone not notice the quality of the copy of the map provided?

		MR52		6		31+		No				Yes		Rural		Yes		20.9		Yes		Mixed		1.5

		MR53		2		1-5		No				Yes		Urban		No								0		Recently sold my home of 41 years in Welland and now enjoy a senior apartment in Fonthill. Your map is very tiny. I have done many surveys for Statistics Canada, so I realize these studies are necessary.

		MR54		4		11-20		Yes		1		Yes		Urban		Yes		18		Yes		Mixed

		MR55		5		21-30		Yes		4		No				No								12		Not impressed with the actions of public officials. None of the suggestions from the public meeting were incorporated into the plan. Outsiders like hired consultation teams are listened to more than residents, and these consultations cost money and come u

		MR56		3		6-10		Yes		8		Yes		Urban		Yes		1.95		No		Mixed		12		1. Make sure that there is plenty of opportunity for questions and answers. 2. Identify how residents' comments will influence the Official Plan. 3. Show the whole process of how the Town/Province intends to address the growth targets for Pelham and what

		MR57		4		11-20		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		1.1304		Yes		Urban		2		Public consultation meetings held in open, non-confrontational ways, should answer questions and provide feedback to politicians and officials. Negative reactions usually result from lack of information/facts.

		MR58		6		31+		No				Yes		Rural		Yes		14						20

		MR59		5		21-30		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		0.5		Yes		Urban		12

		MR60		3		6-10		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		10.5		Yes		Urban		12		Make it well known in advance.

		MR61		6		31+		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		4.5		No		Rural		10		Depends upon the degree of interest, self-interest and concern for public good…Tough to call (I attended about 3 meetings over time regarding Centennial Park development because I was interested as a matter of public good and also to represent the interes

		MR62		5		21-30		No				Yes		Rural		No								4

		MR63		3		6-10		Yes		7		Yes		Urban		Yes		1.35		Yes		Mixed		2.5		Very important, provided individual agendas don't take precedence over the need of the majority.

		MR64		4		11-20		No				Yes		Urban		Yes		0.2826		Yes		Urban		4.5		Too many opinions by too many individuals unwilling to listen to the other side for any effective discussions. This might sound awfully negative, but that is the case more often than not.

		MR65		6		31+		Yes		10		No				No								5		Should be done without question.

		MR66		5		21-30		No				No				Yes		48						24		I believe that it is extremely important to have public representation on what happens in our town.

		MR67		1		<1		No				Yes		Urban		No

		MR68		3		6-10		Yes		1		Yes		Rural		Yes		30		Yes		Rural		120

		Door to Door Respondents										Returned Mail Respondents								Combined Responses

		Attend						34				Attend				23				Attend				57

		Not Attend						99				Not Attend				46				Not Attend				145

																						0.2821782178		202

		Gave Meeting Score						33				Gave Meeting Score				23				Gave Meeting Score				56

		Percentage Attend						0.2556390977				Percentage Attend				0.3333333333				Percentage Attend				0.2772277228

		Average Score						5.1212121212				Average Score				5.3043478261				Average Score				5.1964285714

		Meeting Mode						5				Meeting Mode				5				Meeting Mode				5

		Meeting Median						5				Meeting Median				5				Meeting Median				5

		Placed Dot						129				Placed Dot				56				Placed Dot				185

		No Dot						4				No Dot				13				No Dot				17		0.9158415842

		Number Highlighted						118				Number Highlighted				39				Number Highlighted				157

		Percent Highlighted						0.8872180451				Percent Highlighted				0.5652173913				Percent Highlighted				0.7772277228

		Average Highlighted						21.2146145932				Average Highlighted				16.9249025641				Average Highlighted				20.1490173376

		Mode Highlighted						0.5				Mode Highlighted				8				Mode Highlighted				0.5

		Median Highlighted						3.425				Median Highlighted				4.5				Median Highlighted				3.65

		Average Hours						21.5798319328				Average Hours				10.8431372549				Average Hours				18.3588235294

		Mode Hours						2				Mode Hours				2				Mode Hours				2

		Median Hours						4				Median Hours				3				Median Hours				4

		Respondent Breakdown										Residency Breakdown								Public Mtg Score Breakdown

		Door-to-Door						134		0.8758169935				<1		11				1		11		35

		Mail/Phone Returns						69		0.2292358804				1-5		23				2		3

		Total Responses						203		0.4471365639				6-10		32				3		2

		Total Delivered						454						11-20		47				4		3

														21-30		41				5		16

														31+		49				6		0		21

				0.9950738916												203				7		7

																0.4433497537				8		6

																				9		1

																				10		7

		Highlighted Area Breakdown										Devoted Hours Breakdown								Planner Evaluation Scores

				<5				85						<1		28		110		1		0		0

				5 to 10				25						1 to 5		40				2		0		0

				10 to 20				16						5 to 10		42				3		0		0

				20 to 30				13						10 to 20		30		53		4		1		4

				50+				17						20 to 50		13				5		3		15

				Total				156						50 to 100		6				6		4		24

														100+		4				7		10		70

		Planner Eval. Avg						7.2972972973						Total		163				8		15		120

		Planner Assum. Avg						5.9189189189												9		3		27

																				10		1		10

		Score		Public Score		Planner Evaluation		Planner Assumption												Planner Assumption Scores

		1		11		0		0												1		0		0

		2		3		0		1.5135135135												2		1		2

		3		2		0		6.0540540541												3		4		12

		4		3		1.5135135135		6.0540540541												4		4		16

		5		16		4.5405405405		7.5675675676												5		5		25

		6		0		6.0540540541		10.5945945946												6		7		42

		7		7		15.1351351351		15.1351351351												7		10		70

		8		6		22.7027027027		4.5405405405												8		3		24

		9		1		4.5405405405		3.027027027												9		2		18

		10		7		1.5135135135		1.5135135135												10		1		10

				scatter plot taking the length of residency against the evaluation of meetings

				also, length of residency for area highlighted
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Planner Evaluation
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Comparison of Public and Planner Consultation Evaluations



		

				Data

		Residency		Count of Experience		Count of Attendance		%

		1				11		0

		2		3		23		0.1304347826

		3		10		32		0.3125

		4		13		47		0.2765957447

		5		10		40		0.25

		6		20		49		0.4081632653

		Grand Total		56		202		0.2772277228

		Residency		Data		Total		Avg		No Outlier

		1		Sum of Hours		51		4.6363636364		4.6363636364

				Count of Respondent		11

		2		Sum of Hours		179		7.7826086957		7.7826086957

				Count of Respondent		23

		3		Sum of Hours		502		15.6875		15.6875

				Count of Respondent		32

		4		Sum of Hours		222.5		4.7340425532		4.7340425532				<1		0

				Count of Respondent		47								1 to 5		13.04

		5		Sum of Hours		763		18.6097560976		18.6097560976				6 to 10		31.25

				Count of Respondent		41								11 to 20		27.66

		6		Sum of Hours		1403.5		28.6428571429		7.3645833333				21 to 30		25

				Count of Respondent		49								> 31		40.82

		Total Sum of Hours				3121		15.3743842365		10.25

		Total Count of Respondent				203

		Experience		Data		Total		Avg		Overall Avg		No Outlier

		1		Sum of Hours		1235		112.2727272727		30.3839285714		11.8454545455

				Count of Respondent		11

		2		Sum of Hours		16		5.3333333333

				Count of Respondent		3

		3		Sum of Hours		4		2

				Count of Respondent		2

		4		Sum of Hours		12		4

				Count of Respondent		3

		5		Sum of Hours		176.5		11.03125

				Count of Respondent		16

		7		Sum of Hours		83.5		11.9285714286

				Count of Respondent		7

		8		Sum of Hours		112		18.6666666667

				Count of Respondent		6

		9		Sum of Hours		2.5		2.5

				Count of Respondent		1

		10		Sum of Hours		60		8.5714285714

				Count of Respondent		7

		(blank)		Sum of Hours		1419.5		9.656462585		9.656462585		9.656462585

				Count of Respondent		147

		Total Sum of Hours				3121		15.3743842365		15.3743842365		10.25

		Total Count of Respondent				203

		Average of Area

		Experience		Total

		1		8.9835

		2		6.4733333333

		3		0.72

		4		0.25

		5		16.4515090909

		7		12.9333333333

		8		2.5883333333

		9

		10		27.664

		(blank)		23.1645098421

		Grand Total		20.1490173376

		Average of Area

		Residency		Total

		1		20.8083333333

		2		15.4977511579

		3		21.583248

		4		19.8203487179

		5		9.8315517241

		6		29.3948371795

		Grand Total		20.1490173376

		Average of Area		Attendance

				No		Yes		Grand Total

		Total		23.1645098421		12.154455814		20.1490173376

		Urban/Rural		Attendance		Data		Total

		Rural		No		Count of Dot		43

						Count of Inc. House		34

				Yes		Count of Dot		13

						Count of Inc. House		11

		Rural Count of Dot						56

		Rural Count of Inc. House						45

		Urban		No		Count of Dot		94

						Count of Inc. House		77

				Yes		Count of Dot		35

						Count of Inc. House		30

		Urban Count of Dot						129

		Urban Count of Inc. House						107				41		111

		Total Count of Dot						185				48		137

		Total Count of Inc. House						152				0.8541666667		0.8102189781
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