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Overview and Research Objectives ?

The City of Belvedere commissioned Godbe Research to conduct a survey of
residents to help inform the Cityods
conducted with the following research objectives:

a) Survey resident satisfaction with the overall quality of life in the city;
b) Assess the importance of local issues;

c) Gather resident feedback on residential and commercial development,
parks and recreation facilities and services, and transportation and
commuting issues; and

d) ldentify differences in opinions due to demographic and/or behavioral
characteristics.

Ge
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Methodology Overview

U Data Collection Mail Survey
U Universe 1,701 Adult Residents in the City
of Belvedere
U Fielding Dates July 17 through August 13, 2009
U Survey Length 27 Questions
U Sample Size 400
U Margin of Error + 4.3%
Vi T G 2 B 15 07 e e T S GS T Sl e B s (S D 20 U, s age ¢

in terms of gender and age.
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Executive Summary l
Local Issues

i

i

Residents have an overwhelmingly positive opinion of the quality of life in Belvedere.

A

A

A

More than 9 out of 10 residents reported |
satisfiedo (13%) with the quality of Iife.
Satisfaction with the quality of life was high across demographic subgroups, with

particularly high satisfaction among residents ages 65 and over.

Godbe Research has asked this question in surveys for a number of California cities in
recent years, and the overall satisfaction level indicted by Belvedere residents is
among the highest to date.

The survey found that a diverse set of issues are important for the future; however, issues
related to growth and development emerged as a priority.

A

In an open-ended question, a number of the responses related to growth and
development, including: maintaining the character of the community (21%), controlling
the size of houses (14%), managing growth and development (8%), and strict
enforcement of building codes and design guidelines (2%).

Additionally, more thanthree-quar t er s of the residents r af
ARextremely I mportanto: preserving Bel vederl
scenic views, preservation of open spaces, and managing growth and development.
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Executive Summary
Residential and Commercial Development

U The survey found that residents have mixed opinions toward development in Belvedere.

A Approximately 3 out of 4 residents indicated that they would support the development
of small shops, restaurants, and services, and single-family homes.

A Residents were roughly split regarding the development of mixed-use buildings and
second units to single-family homes 1 half would support and half would oppose.

A Finally, approximately 3 out of 4 residents would oppose the development of high-
density housing, such as condominiums and apartments.

U  When considering the new homes and additions to existing homes that have been built in
Belvedere within the past 10 years, 46 percent of the residents indicated that these homes
are Atoo | arge, 0 and 53 percent rated these

U  Approximately two-thirds of the residents would support an absolute limit, without exception,
on the maximum house size permitted by the City which would be based on the size of the

property.
A Support for an absolute limit was higher among the women, the older residents, and
the residents who rated recently construct

U  Additionally, two-thirds of the residents support the current zoning ordinance that can be
used to grant a license to property owners to allow private fences along streets and
roadways and on other public land.
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Executive Summary .
Parks and Recreation Facilities and Services

U The results suggest that recreational programs and facilities are moderately important to
residents, in the context of other local issues.

A Approximately 2 out of 5 residents rated providing recreational programs and facilities
as Averyo or Aextremely 1 mportant. o

Ve

A Similarly, 2 out of 5 residents reported that a member of their household had attended
a recreation program, class or event sponsored by Belvedere-Tiburon Recreation in the
past 12 months.

A Attendance of recreation programs was higher among the younger residents and those
with children in their household.

U Residents are highly satisfied with the availability of recreation programs, classes and
events in Belvedere and Tiburon.

Ve

A Roughly 9 out of 10 residents reported beli

satisfiedo (46%) with the availability of
A On average, the residents rated the availability of children, teen, and adult programs as
approxi mately Asomewhat 1 mportant. 0

A Ratings of recreation programs varied according to household demographics. More
specifically, the older residents rated adult programs as more important, and the
younger residents rated programs for children and teens as more important.
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Executive Summary
Transportation and Commuting

U The results suggest that reducing traffic congestion within the City of Belvedere is relatively
less important to residents, in the context of other local issues.

A Approximatelyone-t hi rd of the residents rated redu

Rextremely iIimportant. o

A Just 12 percent of the residents described traffic safety or congestion as the most
important issue for the future of Belvedere.

A Approximately 3 out of 4 residents indicated a positive rating for traffic flow.

Aln comparison, more than 4 out of 5 resideé¢
i mportanto to encourage | ocal parents to
traffic flow along Tiburon Boulevard.

U The survey revealed the following i nformatic

A By a wide margin, the residents most frequently reported that they drive alone (90%).

A The survey suggests that the average commute time for Belvedere residents continues
to be similar to that of Marin County residents as a whole.

A A majority of the residents reported that their work or school is located in San Francisco

County (33%) or Marin County (32%).

U Close to 2 out of 5 residents reported that they or a member of their household would be
likely to ride a shuttle service from Belvedere to Highway 101.
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Satisfaction with Quality of Life ?

The results indicate that Belvedere residents have an overwhelmingly positive opinion of the quality of life in
the city. More than 9 out of 10 residents reported

whereas just 4 percent indicated that they are dissatisfied. Godbe Research has asked this question in surveys
for a number of California cities in recent years, and the overall satisfaction level indicated by Belvedere
residents is among the highest to date. (n = 378)

Very .
Dissatisfied Very Satisfied
1% 82%

Somewhat
Dissatisfied
e Somewhat
Satisfied
13%
Overall
Satisfaction
95%
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Satisfaction with Quality of Life

Subgroup Differences

The following table shows differences in satisfaction with quality of life between key demographic subgroups
(age). Satisfaction with quality of life in the City of Belvedere was high across demographic subgroups.

Specifically, more than 9 out of 10 residents reported that they are satisfied, regardless of their age group.
However, the residents ages 65 and over were signi
quality of life than their younger counterparts ages 45 to 54.

Age

65 and
over

18to 44 45 to 54 5510 64

Sample size (n) 82

Very Satisfied 71.7%

Somewhat Satisfied 18.9%

Somewhat Dissatisfied 5.7%

Very Dissatisfied 3.8%

Note: Significant differences at the 95% confidence level between subgroups on any given survey item are denoted by colors: a blue mean score or Page 12
percentage figure is statistically higher than a red number between comparative groups, e.g., male vs. female, etc. September 2009



Important Issues for the Future ?

The mail survey included space for the residents to describe the most important issue for the future of the City
of Belvedere. These written responses were grouped into the categories shown in the following chart. Overall,
the residents described a diverse set of issues, and no single issue was mentioned by more than one-quarter

of the respondents. However, a number of the responses related to growth and development issues, including:
maintaining the character of the community (21%), controlling the size of houses (14%), managing growth and
development (8%), and strict enforcement of building codes or design guidelines (2%). (n = 278)

Maintaining the character of the community
Controlling the size of houses

Traffic safety/congestion
Upgrading/Maintaining the infrastructure
Rising sea level

Managing growth/development
Bureaucratic planning department
Reducing deer population

Maintaining public safety

Sound financial management

Improving retail/restaurant options
Climate change

Emergency preparedness
Environmental sustainability

Other [135%
Nothing specific % | |
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%
Not e: |l ssues that were mentioned by | ess than 4 percent difgpargoses.r espondents Ipagyie

Please refer to the Topline report for the detailed list of responses to this question. September 2009



Important Issues for the Future

Subgroup Differences

A higher percentage of residents ages 18 to 44 citing rising sea level as the most important issue for the future.
In contrast, a higher percentage of residents ages 45 to 54 cited upgrading or maintaining the infrastructure,
and controlling the size of houses was mentioned more frequently by residents ages 65 and over. The

residents who do not have children in their household more frequently mentioned the character of the
community, controlling the size of houses, and traffic. Finally, the residents of Belvedere Lagoon were more

likely to cite rising sea level than the residents of Belvedere Island.

Age

Children in the
Household

Area of Residence

Sample size (n)

Maintaining the character of the community

Controlling the size of houses

Traffic safety/congestion

Upgrading/maintaining the infrastructure

Rising sea level

Managing growth/development

Bureaucratic planning department

18 to 44

41
9.1%
4.5%
4.5%
9.1%

22.71%

0%

13.6%

45to 54 | 55to0 64

67
16.3%
4.7%
11.6%

23.3%

4.7%

9.3%
7.0%

65 and
over

99
23.4%
19.2%
14.4%
3.6%

2.4%

7.2%
6.0%

Yes No

87
13.0%
5.7%
3.0%
9.2%
12.1%
3.6%
10.1%

Belvedere
Island

Note: Significant differences at the 95% confidence level between subgroups on any given survey item are denoted by colors: a blue mean score or
percentage figure is statistically higher than a red number between comparative groups, e.g., male vs. female, etc.

Belvedere
Lagoon
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Relative Importance of Local Issues ?

To understand community priorities, the residents were asked to rate the importance of 18 local issues. Shown

in the chart below are the eight issues that earned the relatively highest importance ratings. Preventing
wildfires, ensuring the City is prepared for an ea
character, and preserving residential scenic views emerged as the most important issues, and approximately 4

out of 5 residents rated these as Averyo or nextre
relatively most important issues in this question, it did not emerge as a priority in the previous question. This

di fference in results most I|ikely reflects that th
the issue does not come to mind as one that needs to be further addressed in the future. (n = 386 to 397)

D2.3
Preparing for earthquakes and disasters UZ-3

(.3
2.3

|
|
|
Preservation of open spaces | DZ.Z
|
|
|

Preventing wildfires

Preserving Belvedere

Preserving residential scenic views

I I (2.2
(o1

Managing growth and development

Maintaining seawalls

Maintaining neighborhood parks _ [po
0.0 1.0 2.0 3.0
Not Somewhat Very Extremely
Important Important Important Important
Note: The above rating questions have been abbreviated for charting purposes; for the exact wording, please see the Topline report. The responses Page 15

were recoded to calculate meanscores:A Ext r e mel y=+ 3npofi YVamy sk2np Do mawmhmgto r &l mnddii Not | mp@r t ant o September 2009



Relative Importance of Local Issues ?

Here is a continuation of the responses on the importance of local issues. Although these 10 issues earned

relatively | ower i mportance scores, the average re

i mportant. o To put these mean scores i n perspectiyv
e

Afextremely I mportanto for providing programs to r
whereas 31 percent of the residents indicated a r
Belvedere-Tiburon Library services and facilities. Taken as a whole, the results of this section of the survey
suggest that issues related to growth and development are a priority to residents. (n = 386 to 397)

a

Programs to reduce energy consumption |l 1.7
Encouraging sustainable building practices | 1.6
Partnerships with neighboring communities | J1.6

Improving walking paths, public lanes, and steps | J15

Improving sidewalks |l J1.4
Maintaining historic homes/landmarks |l : 1.4
|
|

Providing recreational programs/facilities 51-3
1.3

Reducing traffic congestion within the City |l : 1 [1.2
1 1.1

Providing alternatives to driving alone

Improving library services/facilities

0.0 1.0 2.0 3.0

Not Somewhat Very Extremely
Important Important Important Important

Note: The above rating questions have been abbreviated for charting purposes; for the exact wording, please see the Topline report. The responses Page 16
were recoded to calculate meanscores:A Ext r e mel y=+ 3np of Yamy sk2np Do mevhhmgto r * 4 mandd N o t | mp@rtanto September 2009



Relative Importance of Local Issues l
Subgroup Differences

Importance ratings tended to be higher among the women than the men, particularly for preventing wildfires,
preserving Belvedered6és unique character, and prese
factor of age, with the older residents rating several issues as more important than the younger residents. More

specifically, the residents ages 55 and over rated the following as more important than their younger
counterparts: preserving Belvedereds unique charac
development.

Gender Age

65 and

Male Female | 18to 44 | 45to 54 | 55to 64
over

N
(V)
N
~

Preventing wildfires

Ensuring the City is prepared for an earthquake and other disasters

NN
N w
DR
w W
Y NN
o w N

Preserving Belvedereds unigue cha

Preserving residential scenic views

NN
BN

DO
w W
NS
NN

Preservation of open spaces

N
I

Managing growth and development

Maintaining seawalls and infrastructure for storm-related flooding

o
o

Maintaining neighborhood parks

Note: Significant differences at the 95% confidence level between subgroups on any given survey item are denoted by colors: a blue mean score or Page 17
percentage figure is statistically higher than a red number between comparative groups, e.g., male vs. female, etc. September 2009



Relative Importance of Local Issues
Subgroup Differences

The residents with children in their household rat
whereas the residents who do not have children in their household rated preventing wildfires, preserving

Bel vedereds unigue character, and preserving resid
rated as more important by the residents of Belvedere Lagoon: disaster preparedness and maintaining
seawalls and infrastructure for storm-related flooding.

Children in the

Household Area of Residence

Belvedere Belvedere
Island Lagoon

Preventing wildfires

Ensuring the City is prepared for an earthquake and other disasters

Preserving Belvederebs unique cha

Preserving residential scenic views

Preservation of open spaces

Managing growth and development

Maintaining seawalls and infrastructure for storm-related flooding

Maintaining neighborhood parks

Note: Significant differences at the 95% confidence level between subgroups on any given survey item are denoted by colors: a blue mean score or Page 18
percentage figure is statistically higher than a red number between comparative groups, e.g., male vs. female, etc. September 2009



Residential and Commercial Development

The survey assessed residentsodé attitudes toward de
scores indicate overall support for that type of development, and negative scores indicate overall opposition.

On average, the residents indicated moderate support for the development of small shops, restaurants, and
services and single-family homes. More specifically, three-quarters of the residents indicated that they would

support such development, whereas one-quarter indicated that they would oppose. The residents were roughly
split regarding the development of mixed-use buildings and second units to single-family homes, with
approximately half in support and half in opposition. Finally, the residents generally opposed the development
of condominiums and apartments. Although approximately one-quarter of the residents would support the
development of high-density housing, three-quarters would oppose such development. (n = 356 to 380)

) 0.7
Development of small shops, restaurants, and services
1 0.7
Development of single-family homes
0.0 m
Development of mixed-use buildings
_ : _ -0.1 @
Development of second units to single-family homes
Development of condominiums
Development of apartments 0.9 | )
-2.0 -1.0 0.0 1.0 2.0
Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly
Oppose Oppose Support Support

Note: The above rating questions have been abbreviated for charting purposes; for the exact wording, please see the Topline report. The responses Page 19
were recoded to calculate mean scores: i St r on gl y=+2uy p picGrotme wh & #1, BSpmpevppto setandii St r ongl y=-0pposeo September 2009



Residential and Commercial Development
Subgroup Differences

The younger residents showed more support for development of mixed-use buildings. Additionally, support for
development of second units to single-family homes was higher among the residents ages 45 to 54, and
support for development of single-family homes was higher among the residents ages 45 to 54 and 65 and

over.

To better understand resident attitudes, support for development of single-family homes was used to segment
support for other types of development. As might be expected, the residents who support the development of
single-family homes also tended to be less opposed to other types of development. At the same time, the
residents were generally opposed to the development of high-density housing, regardless of their attitudes
toward development of single-family homes.

Development of Single-Family

A Homes

65 and Strongly Somewhat
over Support Support

Development of small shops, restaurants, and services

Development of single-family homes

Development of mixed-use buildings with shops or services
on the first floor and condominiums on the upper floors

Development of second units to single-family homes

Development of condominiums

Development of apartments

Note: Significant differences at the 95% confidence level between subgroups on any given survey item are denoted by colors: a blue mean score or Page 20
percentage figure is statistically higher than a red number between comparative groups, e.g., male vs. female, etc. September 2009



Size of Homes Recently Constructed ?

When considering the new homes and additions to existing homes that have been built in Belvedere within the

past 10 years, 46 percent of the residents indicat
the residents thought that these homes are Athe ri

The right size
53%

Too large
46%
Too small
1%
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Size of Homes Recently Constructed
Subgroup Differences

The residents who reported that the homes built wi
be men and ages 18 to 54. Conversely, the resident

likely to be women and ages 55 and over. Interestingly, attitudes toward home size were not influenced by
support for development of single-family homes. This result suggests that attitudes toward development of
single-family homes and attitudes toward the size of homes tend to be independent of one another.

Gender Age Development of Single-Family Homes
Male Female | 18to44 | 45to 54 | 55to 64 GO EII Sl Sl Oppose
over Support Support

Sample size (n) 173 208 81 86 127 105

Too small 1.0% 1.0% .0% 1.8% 1.9% 2.0%

The right size 61.0% 48.2% 77.3% 65.5% 35.0% 52.5%

Too large 38.0% 50.8% 22.7% 32.7% 63.1% 45.5%

Note: Significant differences at the 95% confidence level between subgroups on any given survey item are denoted by colors: a blue mean score or Page 22
percentage figure is statistically higher than a red number between comparative groups, e.g., male vs. female, etc. September 2009



Support for Absolute Limit on House Size

Approximately two-thirds of the residents would support an absolute limit, without exception, on the maximum

house size permitted by the City which would be based on the size of the property, whereas one-third of the
residents indicated that they would oppose an absolute limit. (n = 390)

Strongly
Oppose Strongly
21% Support
37%
Somewhat
Support
Somewhat 28%
Oppose
Fiz% Overall

Support
65%
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Support for Absolute Limit on House Size Ifaiine, | |
Subgroup Differences G |

In keeping with attitudes toward the size of recently constructed homes, the respondents who were in support
of an absolute limit, without exception, on the maximum house size permitted by the City were more likely to be

women and older residents. Support for an absolute limit also was higher among the residents who rated
recently constructed homes as Atoo |l arge, 0 and t he

single-family homes in general.

Attitude toward : .
Gender Age Home Size Development of Single-Family Homes
Male Female | 18to 44 | 45to 54 | 55to 64 SOENE R|ght LIS S SEhMETEL Oppose
over Size Large Support Support

Sample size (n) 177 208 82 84 89 130 203 175 108 159 84
Strongly Support 32.5% 42.3% 11.3% 29.6% 44.4% 55.7% 15.9% 63.3% 41.7% 30.3% 42.0%

Somewhat Support 24.2% 30.3% 45.8% 20.4% 24.7% 21.9% 30.5% 25.9% 17.7% 38.4% 25.7%

Somewhat Oppose 18.3% 9.6% 11.3% 20.4% 11.1% 12.3% 19.4% 1.5% 9.0% 14.1% 15.9%

Strongly Oppose 25.1% 17.9% 31.6% 29.6% 19.8% 10.0% 34.2% 3.3% 31.6% 17.1% 16.4%

Note: Significant differences at the 95% confidence level between subgroups on any given survey item are denoted by colors: a blue mean score or Page 24
percentage figure is statistically higher than a red number between comparative groups, e.g., male vs. female, etc. September 2009



Support for Private Fences on Public Land

Approximately two-thirds of the residents support the current zoning ordinance that can be used to grant a

license to property owners to allow private fences along streets and roadways and on other public land. In

comparison, one-third of the residents indicated that they oppose this practice. (n = 368)

Strongly
Oppose
12%

Somewhat
Oppose
21%

Overall
Support
67%

Strongly
Support
28%

Somewhat
Support
39%
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Recreation Program Attendance ?

Just under half of the residents reported that they or a member of their household had attended a recreation

program, class, or event sponsored by Belvedere-Tiburon Recreation in the past 12 months. In comparison, 57
percent of the residents indicated that their household had not attended any programs. (n = 398)

Yes
43%

No
57%
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Recreation Program Attendance
Subgroup Differences

The residents who reported that they or a member of their household had attended a recreation program, class

or event sponsored by Belvedere-Tiburon Recreation within the past 12 months were more likely to be younger
and have children in their household.

Age Children in the
9 Household
18t0 44 | 45t0 54 | 55t0 64 | 828N | yeq No
over

Sample size (n) 84 87 89 110 285
Yes 55.2% 51.8% 32.1% 70.0% 33.8%

\[o] 44.8% 48.2% 67.9% 30.0% 66.2%

Note: Significant differences at the 95% confidence level between subgroups on any given survey item are denoted by colors: a blue mean score or Page 27
percentage figure is statistically higher than a red number between comparative groups, e.g., male vs. female, etc. September 2009



Satisfaction with Availability of Programs ?

Overall, 90 percent of the residents indicated tha
with the availability of recreation programs, classes and events in Belvedere and Tiburon. In comparison, just
10 percent of the residents were dissatisfied with the availability. This finding suggests that the moderate

attendance of recreation programs, classes, and events found in the previous question does not necessarily
reflect a lack of program availability. (n = 364)

very Very Satisfied
Dissatisfied 44%
2%
Somewhat
Dissatisfied Som.evx_/hat
8% Satisfied
46%

Overall
Satisfaction
90%
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Satisfaction with Availability of Programs
Subgroup Differences

The residents who do not have children in their household were just slightly less satisfied with the availability of
recreation programs, classes and events in Belvedere and Tiburon. As might be expected, the residents who

had attended a recreation program were more satisfied with the availability of these programs than the
residents who had not attended.

Children in the Attended recreation
Household program
Yes \[¢} Yes \[e}

Sample size (n) 256 172 192

Very Satisfied 41.7% 62.0% 28.5%

Somewhat Satisfied 45.8% 34.4% 56.0%

Somewhat Dissatisfied 10.5% 3.6% 12.5%

Very Dissatisfied 2.0% .0% 2.9%

Note: Significant differences at the 95% confidence level between subgroups on any given survey item are denoted by colors: a blue mean score or Page 29
percentage figure is statistically higher than a red number between comparative groups, e.g., male vs. female, etc. September 2009



Importance of Recreation Programs ?

The survey presented five categories of recreational programs and classes, and asked the residents to rate the
importance of the availability of each to their household. On average, each program category was rated as
approximately Asomewhat 1 mportant, o as iIindicated b

residents rated the availability of adult fithess and wellness programs, such as yoga or tennis, as at least
somewhat important, whereas 54 percent of the residents rated the availability of teen programs as at least
somewhat important. (n = 362 to 381)

A I
i 1.3
Adult fitness and wellness programs _ :
_ | 11
After-school and summer programs for children/teens
| 1.0
Childrenos :
e | 1.0
Adult special interest programs
| 1.0
Teen programs
0.0 1.0 2.0 3.0
Not Somewhat Very Extremely
Important Important Important Important
Note: The above rating questions have been abbreviated for charting purposes; for the exact wording, please see the Topline report. The responses Page 30
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Importance of Recreation Programs e [NE
Subgroup Differences g § '

As shown in the following table, the availability of programs for youth tended to be more important to the men,
the younger residents, and the residents with children in their household. Conversely, the availability of

programs for adults tended to be more important to the women, the older residents, and the residents who do
not have children in their household. Finally, the residents who had attended a recreation program rated the
availability of all five program categories as more important than their counterparts who had not attended.

Children in the Attended recreation
Gender Age
Household program
Male | Female | 18to 44 | 45t0 54 | 55 to 64 GSVa;rd Yes No Yes N

Adult fitness and wellness programs,
such as yoga or tennis

After-school and summer programs
for children and teens

Chil drends progr ams

Adult special interest programs, such
as bridge games or language classes

Teen programs

Note: Significant differences at the 95% confidence level between subgroups on any given survey item are denoted by colors: a blue mean score or

Page 31
percentage figure is statistically higher than a red number between comparative groups, e.g., male vs. female, etc.

September 2009



Traffic Flow within Belvedere °

Approximately 3 out of 4 residents indicated a positive rating for traffic flow within the City of Belvedere. More
specifically, 28 percent rated traffic flow as nfnex
percent of the residents rated traffic flow as nfa

support the findings of earlier questions in the survey i just 12 percent of the residents described traffic safety
or congestion as the most important issue for the future of Belvedere, and 34 percent of the residents rated
reducing traffic congestion within the city as

Good
49%

ExceHenf
28%
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Traffic Flow within Belvedere e [N
Subgroup Differences § r

A higher percentage of the women, the residents ages 18 to 44, and the residents of Belvedere Island rated

traffic flow within Belvedere as fAfairo when compa

Gender Age Area of Residence
Male Female | 18to44 | 45to54 | 55to64 | ©2@nd | Belvedere | Belvedere
over SETe Lagoon
Sample size (n) 215 84 84 89 131 217

Excellent 24.7% 28.7% 37.0% 23.5% 24.0% 22.7%

Good 45.9% 24.3% 50.0% 56.8% 59.3% 46.4%

Fair 27.1% 40.4% 13.0% 18.5% 14.0% 29.2%

Poor 2.2% 6.6% .0% 1.2% 2.7% 1.7%

Note: Significant differences at the 95% confidence level between subgroups on any given survey item are denoted by colors: a blue mean score or Page 33
percentage figure is statistically higher than a red number between comparative groups, e.g., male vs. female, etc. September 2009



Transportation Modes ?

By a wide margin, the residents most frequently reported that they drive alone to commute to work, school, or

other places they visit most frequently. In a second tier of responses, 39 percent of the residents reported that
they walk and 30 percent indicated that they take the ferry. (n = 391)

90%

Drive alone

9%

Walk

|30%

Ferry

Carpool/Ride with others 20%

1%

Bicycle

6%

Bus

Other 3%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
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Transportation Modes %20
Subgroup Differences ol &

Across key demographic subgroups, the most frequen
However, a higher percentage of the women than the men reported that they walk or carpool. Younger

residents were more likely to indicate the ferry, bicycle, and bus than their older counterparts. Finally, the
residents who rated traffic flow positively were more likely to report taking the ferry, whereas the residents who
rated traffic flow negatively were more likely to report riding the bus or that they drive alone.

Gender Age Traffic Flow Ratings
Male Female 18 to 44 45 to 54 55 to 64 6§Va;rd Excellent Good Fair/Poor

Sample size (n) 212 84 86 87 193 90

Drive alone 92.5% 95.6% 89.1% 86.1% 86.1% 96.7%
Walk 43.3% 35.0% 32.7% 45.6% 38.0% 39.0%
Ferry 25.1% 30.9% 45.5% 26.6% 31.1% 16.8%
Carpool/Ride with others 24.7% 23.9% 23.6% 20.3% 19.6% 23.2%
Bicycle 16.4% 19.5% 29.1% 12.7% 13.9% 19.5%

Bus 7.8% 17.3% 3.6% 2.5% 3.9% 12.1%

Other 3.7% 2.2% 3.6% 1.3% 5.0% 1.3%

Note: Significant differences at the 95% confidence level between subgroups on any given survey item are denoted by colors: a blue mean score or Page 35
percentage figure is statistically higher than a red number between comparative groups, e.g., male vs. female, etc. September 2009



Commute Distance i

Approximately 22 percent of the residents reported a one-way commute from home to work or school of less
than 10 miles. Another 29 percent indicated a one-way commute of 10 to less than 20 miles, and 21 percent of

the residents indicated a one-way commute of 20 miles or more. Finally, 29 percent of the respondents
indicated that the question was not applicable to them. (n = 367)

Less than 10 miles |22%

9%

D)

10 to less than 20 miles

20 to less than 30 miles

| 4%

30 to less than 40 miles

‘2%

40 to less than 50 miles

| 6%

50 to less than 60 miles

60 miles or more ﬁl%

Not applicable 29%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40%
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Commute Time

Overall, 34 percent of the residents reported that their one-way commute from home to work or school takes
less than 30 minutes. Approximately 23 percent reported a commute of 30 to less than 45 minutes, and 15
percent indicated a commute of 45 minutes or more. The survey suggests that the average commute time for

Belvedere residents continues to be similar to that of Marin County residents as a whole. The 2005-2007
American Community Survey conducted by the U.S. Census Bureau estimates that the average commute time

for Marin County residents is just over 28 minutes.

Less than 15 minutes

15 to less than 30 minutes

30 to less than 45 minutes

45 to less than 60 minutes

60 to less than 90 minutes

Not applicable

‘17%

’17%

2%

‘13%

‘23%

’2801’0

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%
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Commute Distance and Time e
Subgroup Differences Rl |

Traffic Flow Ratings The residents who rated traffic flow within Belvedere
Excellent Good Fair/Poor negatively were more likely to indicate a one-way

commute of 50 to less than 60 miles. Similarly, these

Sample size (n) 86

residents also were more likely to report a one-way

Less than 10 miles 15.4%

commute time of 30 to less than 60 minutes. To the

10 to less than 20 miles 27.8% . . .
extent that commute distance and time influences

20 to less than 30 miles 8.8% . . . .
° driver fatigue and attitudes, their longer commute

301o less than 40 miles S.4% from home to work or school may partially account for

401o less than 50 miles 1.3% their negative ratings of traffic flow within Belvedere.

50 to less than 60 miles 21.8%

60 miles or more .0%

Not applicable 21.4%

Traffic Flow Ratings

Excellent Good Fair/Poor

Sample size (n) 101 175 84

Less than 15 minutes 27.7% 14.8% 10.1%

15 to less than 30 minutes 18.4% 21.5% 5.8%

30 to less than 45 minutes 30.0% 14.5% 32.9%

45 to less than 60 minutes 4.3% 9.8% 28.1%

60 to less than 90 minutes 1.5% 2.2% 1.3%

Not applicable 18.1% 37.2% 21.8%

Note: Significant differences at the 95% confidence level between subgroups on any given survey item are denoted by colors: a blue mean score or Page 38
percentage figure is statistically higher than a red number between comparative groups, e.g., male vs. female, etc. September 2009



Work or School Location ®

Approximately one-third of the residents reported that their work or school is located in San Francisco County,

and another one-third indicated Marin County. (n = 361)

San Francisco County |j 33%

Marin County |:| 32%

Solano County 5%
Alameda County 3%
San Mateo County 1%
Napa County 1%
Contra Costa County 1%

Sonoma County <1%

Other <1%

Not Applicable |j25%

0% 20% 40%
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Work or School Location
Subgroup Differences

A higher percentage of the residents who rated traffic flow within Belvedere positively reported that their work
or school iIs | ocated in San Francisco County, or t

In contrast, a higher percentage of the residents who rated traffic flow within Belvedere negatively reported that
their work or school is located in Solano County.

Traffic Flow Ratings

Excellent Good Fair/Poor

Sample size (n)

San Francisco County

Marin County

Solano County

Alameda County

San Mateo County

Napa County

Contra Costa County

Sonoma County

Other

Not Applicable

Note: Significant differences at the 95% confidence level between subgroups on any given survey item are denoted by colors: a blue mean score or Page 40
percentage figure is statistically higher than a red number between comparative groups, e.g., male vs. female, etc. September 2009



Likely Use of Shuttle Service ?

Close to 2 out of 5 residents reported that they or a member of their household would be likely to ride a shuttle
service if one were available from Belvedere to park-and-ride lots and bus stops along Highway 101. After
di scounting the fisomewhat | ikelyo responses to pro

one-quarter of Belvedere households would be likely to ride a shuttle service. Additional steps should be taken
to verify that this rate of household use would sustain the shuttle service. (n = 387)

Somewhat
Somewhat Unlikely
Likely 15%

22% s

Very Unlikely

Very Likely 470
(0]

16%
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Likely Use of Shuttle Service

Subgroup Differences

A higher percentage of the women reported that their household would be likely to use a shuttle service than
the men. Proportionately more of the residents who rated traffic flow within Belvedere negatively reported that
they would be fivery |likelyd to use a shuttle servi

residents indicated that their household would be
percentage of the Belvedere Lagoon residents indigc
use the service.

Gender Traffic Flow Ratings Area of Residence
Male Female Excellent Good Fair/Poor Sl ISl
Island Lagoon
Sample size (n) 211

Very Likely 23.3%

Somewhat Likely 20.1%

Somewhat Unlikely 17.0%

Very Unlikely 39.7%

Note: Significant differences at the 95% confidence level between subgroups on any given survey item are denoted by colors: a blue mean score or Page 42
percentage figure is statistically higher than a red number between comparative groups, e.g., male vs. female, etc. September 2009



Tiburon Boulevard Traffic Flow ®

More than 9 out of 10 residents considered it important to encourage local parents to carpool or use school bus
service to improve traffic flow along Tiburon Boulevard during the school year. Further, more than half of the

residents indicated a rating of fAextremely |1 mport g
important than reducing traffic congestion within the City of Belvedere, as measured earlier in the survey
(18% Anextremely i mportanto and 16% Avery i mportant

Extremely
Important

59% /

-

Very Important
24%

Not Important Somewhat
%) Important
12%
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Tiburon Boulevard Traffic Flow

Subgroup Differences

In response to encouraging local parents to carpool or use school bus service to improve traffic flow along
Tiburon Boulevard, the men tended to rate the issue as just slightly less important than the women. More

specifically, a

hi gher

percentage of

t he

me n r

ated

also was slightly less important to the younger residents than their older counterparts, and the residents with
children in their household. Finally, importance ratings were lower among the Belvedere Island residents than

the Belvedere Lagoon residents.

Gender

Age

Children in the
Household

Area of Residence

Male | Female

Sample size (n)

Extremely Important

Very Important

Somewhat Important

Not Important

18to 44

45to 54 | 55to 64

65 and

over

Yes No

110
59.1%
18.8%
11.0%

11.1%

Belvedere

Island
218
52.1%
25.5%
15.6%
6.9%

Belvedere
Lagoon

139
67.9%
21.8%
5.6%
4.8%

Note: Significant differences at the 95% confidence level between subgroups on any given survey item are denoted by colors: a blue mean score or
percentage figure is statistically higher than a red number between comparative groups, e.g., male vs. female, etc.
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