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INTRODUCTION

The 2005 Northeast Ohio Regional Omnibus Poll wasdacted by the Center for Policy
Studies, a division of the Institute for Health &acial Policy at The University of Akron.
Local government, social service agencies and mdihprganizations were invited to take part
in the poll by purchasing questions to be includeethe survey. Six organizations participated,
including the Northeast Ohio Research ConsortiutB@QRC). Each organization received a
separate report tailored to their specific reseguatstions. The Center for Policy Studies was
able to provide this research at an affordable woptrticipants due to funding support from

the Northeast Ohio Research Consortium, a progfahedJrban University Program (UUP).

The Northeast Ohio Regional Omnibus Poll is a regméative sample of 1,297 households
across thirteen Northeast Ohio counties. The cesnsurveyed included Ashtabula,

Columbiana, Cuyahoga, Geauga, Lake, Lorain, Maliprvfedina, Portage, Stark, Summit,

Trumbull, and Wayne Counties. The number of respatglsurveyed for each county varied
according to the overall population of each couBgmples were drawn using random digit
dialing methodology. Interviews were conductedtel@aphone by trained interviewers during
March and April, 2005. A more in-depth explanatajrthe research methodology is given in

Appendix B of this report.

The general questions underwritten by NEORC ongg®nal omnibus poll focused on quality
of life and economic issues in the Northeast Olkigian. These questions are outlined in
Section |l of this report and the results reporitedSection Ill. In addition to these core
guestions, results are provided for the generalodgaphic questions that were asked as part
of the omnibus poll. The basic response frequenmighe core NEORC and demographic

guestions are contained in Appendix A of this répor
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SECTION|
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Northeast Ohio Research Consortium

The results of the 2005 Northeast Ohio Regional ibomPoll indicate that respondents were
generally satisfied with the region as a placév® IRespondents rating the regional quality of
life asgood orexcellent amounted to 61.7% of those surveyed across thieghicounty region,
while another 28.4% rated the regionfais (see Table 1.1). Less than 10% of respondents
asserted the regional quality of life wpgor or very poor. Respondents rating the region
unfavorably as a place to live generally cited eypplent and economic considerations. In
addition, when asked to state the most importantilpm facing the Northeast Ohio region, over
half of all respondents cited employment and ecanaoncerns, such as the loss or lack of
jobs, businesses leaving the region, an unstabl@oor economy, lack of economic

development, and shortage of good paying jobs.

Respondents tended to rate their local communigy, eity or township, more favorably as a
place to live compared to the Northeast Ohio regitust over three-quarters, 76%, of
respondents rated their local community aexad |ent or good place to live, while 18.4% rated
their community afair. Only 5.6% of respondents rated their local comitywas apoor orvery
poor place to live. When asked to state the most imporproblem facing their local
community, employment and economic concerns coatiria be the dominant concern, but to

a lesser degree compared to the regional level.

Although respondents were generally content wighgtnality of life in the region, they were less
optimistic regarding the Northeast Ohio economyeQliree-quarters, 76.6%, of respondents
asserted the regional economy was headed in thewlicection. Furthermore, nearly one-third,
32.2% of all respondents, reported their housewalsiworse off financially from a few years
ago, while 38.1% indicated their household was aimel same financially. Only 29.7% of

respondents indicated their household was betténahcially from a few years ago.
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When asked to rate the quality of job opportunjtiegieneral, in Northeast Ohio, only 13.7%
of respondents felt such opportunities weaod or excellent, while 40.2% rated such
opportunities agair. Nearly half, 46.2%, of respondents rated the ityuaf regional job
opportunities apoor orvery poor. Respondents rated the quality of job opportusiitie young

people slightly more favorably.

Table1.1
Summary Findings: Regional Economy and Quality of Life
Proportion of Sample

Issue Response Respondents Population

Regional Excellent/Good 61.9%

Quality of Life _
Fair 28.4% (n=1295)
Poor/Very Poor 9.7%

Community Excellent/Good 76.0%

Quality of Life _
Fair 18.4% (n=1296)
Poor/Very Poor 5.6%

Regional On Right Track 23.4%

Economy (n=1237)
On Wrong Track 76.6%

Household Better Off Financially 29.7%

Finances
About the Same 38.1% (n=1278)
Worse Off Financially 32.2%

Regional Excellent/Good 13.7%

Job Opportunities _ . _

in General Fair 40.2% (n=1267)
Poor/Very Poor 46.2%

Regional Excellent/Good 19.0%

Job Opportunities for _ . _

Young People Fair 38.4% (n=1239)
Poor/Very Poor 42.5%

W Proportion of valid responses.

@ Number of valid responses.
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Northeast Ohio Poll respondents were generallysfgadi with the quality of colleges and
universities in the region, but were not conterthwie cost of higher education. For instance,
87.4% of respondents rated the quality of colley&s universities in the region gsod or
excellent (see Table 1.2), while 10.9% rated regional higluercation aair. Less than 2% of
all respondents rated the quality of colleges amdausities in the region g®or orvery poor.
Respondents with generally more educational attamnwere more likely to rate the quality of
higher education in the region favorably. In tewhshe affordability of higher education in
Northeast Ohio, respondents were less enthusiagties regard than they had been in rating
the quality of higher education in the region. Omee-quarter, 26.5%, of respondents rated the
affordability of regional colleges and universiti@spoor or very poor, and over one-third,
37.6%, rated the cost of higher educationfais. Only 36% of respondents rated the
affordability of colleges and universities in tlegion aggood or excellent. Respondents who
rated the quality of higher education unfavorabéyeumore like to rate the affordability of such

education as poor or very poor.

Similarly, respondents were generally satisfiechwifite availability of quality health care in
Northeast Ohio, but were less content with the ocbsibtaining quality health care. With
respect to the quality of regional health carey twe-thirds, 68.8%, of respondents rated the
availability of such care apod orexcellent. On the other hand, 17.6% of respondents rated the
regional availability of quality health carefas’, while 13.7% rated regional health carpes

or very poor. Respondents who were more likely to have healhriance, such as full-time
employees and retirees, were more likely to ragathailability of health care favorably. With
respect to the cost of quality health care in tbgian, the plurality, 36.4%, rated the
affordability agpoor or very poor, while another 35.6% rated affordabilityfasg. Only 27.9%

of respondents rated the affordability of qualigalth care in the region geod or excellent.
Respondents from households that were worse affi@irally from the previous year, or that had
relatively less annual income, were more likelyréde the affordability of health care

unfavorably.
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Table1.2
Summary Findings: Regional Secondary Education and Health Care
Proportion of Sample

Issue Response Respondents Population

Quality of Excellent/Good 87.4%

Colleges & Universities , . _

In Region Fair 10.9% (n=1220)
Poor/Very Poor 1.7%

Affordability of Excellent/Good 36.0%

Colleges & Universities , . _

In Region Fair 37.6% (n=1198)
Poor/Very Poor 26.5%

Availability of Quality Excellent/Good 68.8%

Health Care In Region ,
Fair 17.6% (n=1280)
Poor/Very Poor 13.7%

Affordability of Quality | Excellent/Good 27.9%

Health Care In Region ,
Fair 35.6% (n=1260)
Poor/Very Poor 36.4%

W Proportion of valid responses.

@ Number of valid responses.

Respondents of the Northeast Ohio poll appear tedmewhat mobile in terms of their
residence. When asked if they were likely to chahge residence during the next five years,
nearly half, 45.2%, indicated they wesey likely or somewhat likely to move (see Table 1.3).
The remaining proportion of respondents eitherestdihey were not at all likely to change
residence or had not thought about moving. Respaadeho indicated they would likely
change their residence within the next five yeagsanasked whether or not they would remain
in the Northeast Ohio region. Nearly half, 48.6%the respondents who said they will change
residence indicated they would likely leave theiageg This amounted to 21.8% of all
respondents. The most frequently cited reasonstending to leave the region were related

to employment opportunities.
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Table 1.3

Summary Findings: Likelihood of Changing Residence/lL eaving the Region

(1) (2)
lssue Response Proportion of Sample
P Respondents Population
Likelihood of Changing | Very/Somewhat Likely 45.2%
Residence During Next _ . _
Five Years Not At All Likely 42.7% (n=1292)
Have Not Considered It 12.1%
Moving: Will Remain No - Will Leave Region 48.6%
in Northeast Ohio ] - ]
Yes - Will Stay in Region 43.3% (n=580)
Not Sure 8.1%

W Proportion of valid responses.
@ Number of valid responses.
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SECTION 11
SURVEY QUESTIONS

Northeast Ohio Research Consortium

General

The 2005 Northeast Ohio Regional Omnibus Poll daethmodules of questions from five
different organizations as well as selected denpdgcaquestions and core questions sponsored
by the Northeast Ohio Research Consortium (NEOR)e demographic questions of the
Northeast Ohio Regional Omnibus Poll, and assatiegsults, are contained in Appendix A
of this report. Within the NEORC module, the quassi were posed to respondents in the

following sequence:

Question #1

“What would you say is the most important problemcing the region right now?”
The respondent was given the opportunity to naneeopen-ended response.

Question #2a
“Overall, how would you rate Northeast Ohio as aagpk to live, would you say excellent,
good, fair, poor, or very poor?”

Question #2blf Question #2a was answerngabr or very poor, then the respondent was
asked*Why is that?”

Question #3

“When you think about the Northeast Ohio economyg gou feel things are generally going
in the right direction, or do you feel things haweriously gotten off on the wrong track?”

Question #4a

“How likely are you to move from your current resthce within the next five years, would
you say very likely, somewhat likely, not at akeily, or have you not thought about this?”

Question #4blf Question #4a was answeredy likely or somewhat likely, then the
respondent was askeif you do move, will you remain in Northeast Ohigd?
Question #4clf Question #4b was answered, then the respondent was ask&dhat
is the main reason you might consider a move ougsaf the region?"This was an
open-ended question.

Northeast Ohio Regional Omnibus Poll 2005
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Question #5a
“Overall, how would you rate the quality of job opptunities for people in Northeast Ohio,
would you say excellent, good, fair, poor, or veryor?”

Question #5bif Question #5a was answerngabr or very poor, then the respondent was
asked*Why is that?”

Question #6a

“Overall, how would you rate the quality of job oppunities for young people in Northeast
Ohio, would you say excellent, good, fair, poor,\a@ry poor?”

Question 6blf Question #6a was answengabr or very poor, then the respondent was
asked*Why is that?”

Question #7
“Would you say that your household is better offifincially, about the same, or worse off
financially than a few years ago?”

Question #8a

“Overall, how would you rate the quality of collegeand universities in Northeast Ohio,
would you say excellent, good, fair, poor, or vgrgor?”

Question 8blf Question #8 was answerpdor or very poor, then the respondent was
asked?Why is that?”

Question #9a

“Overall, how would you rate the affordability ofadleges and universities in Northeast Ohio,
would you say excellent, good, fair, poor, or vggor?”

Question 9blf Question #9a was answerngabr or very poor, then the respondent was
asked*Why is that?”

Question 10

“Now thinking about the community where you livegfexample your city or township. What
would you say is the most important problem faciggur community right now?”The
respondent was given the opportunity to name oee-@mded response.

Northeast Ohio Regional Omnibus Poll 2005
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Question #11a
“Overall, how would you rate your community as aggke to live, would you say excellent,
good, fair, poor, or very poor?”

Question 11blf Question #11a was answerngabr or very poor, then the respondent
was asked'Why is that?”

Question #12a
“Overall, how would you rate the availability of qulity health care in Northeast Ohio, would
you say excellent, good, fair, poor, or very poor?”

Question 12blf Question #12a was answengabr or very poor, then the respondent

was asked'Why is that?”

Question #13a
“Overall, how would you rate the affordability oflity health care in Northeast Ohio,
would you say excellent, good, fair, poor, or veryor?”

Question 13blIf Question #13a was answerngabr or very poor, then the respondent
was asked'Why is that?”

SECTION I11
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SURVEY RESULTS

Northeast Ohio Research Consortium

General

The general results of the 2005 Northeast OhiodediOmnibus Poll indicate that respondents
are generally content with the quality of life iretregion, but are less optimistic regarding the
regional economy and job opportunities. Respondeste also generally satisfied with the
guality of health care and colleges and universitighe region, but were not as satisfied with
the affordability of health care and higher edwwatiRoughly one-fifth of the respondents

indicated they would likely move from the regiorthin the next five years.

Northeast Ohio Quality of Life

Respondents tended to be satisfied with both thétgwof life in their local community as well

as the thirteen-county Northeast Ohio region ashalev Respondents tended to be more

satisfied with the quality of life in their locabmmunity compared to the region..

Regional Quality of Life: Respondents were first asked to rate Northeast @h#place to
live. The majority, 61.9%, of respondents ratedrédggon favorably as a place to live. Nearly
half, 48.8%, of respondents rated the regionga®d place to live, while 13.1% of respondents
rated the region as axcellent place to live (see Table 3.1). Satisfaction with tegional

quality of life varied by county, but not significy.

Respondents from households that were better adibout the same financially from a few
years ago, or that had relatively higher levelsodme, were more likely to rate Northeast Ohio
favorably as a place to live. Other demographicgsahat were more likely to rate the region
favorably included Caucasians, those with progvedsimore education, retirees, relatively
older individuals, married individuals, respondeintsn households with children present in
the home, registered voters, and those with coatieevpolitical views or who identified their

political party affiliation as republican or indemkent. In addition, respondents who felt the

regional economy was headed in the right direcbomho rated the quality of job opportunities

Northeast Ohio Regional Omnibus Poll 2005
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in the region favorably, were more likely to rdte guality of life in the Northeast Ohio region

as good or excellent.

Over one-quarter, 28.4%, of all respondents rétedtiality of life in the Northeast Ohio region
asfair. Examples of groups that were more likely to tthie region as &ir place to live
included relatively younger respondents, individuadt registered to vote, racial minorities, and

respondents with liberal political views.

Those who rated the Northeast Ohio region unfdgras a place to live amounted to

9.7% of all respondents: 6.6% rated the regigooas while 3% rated the region aary poor.
Demographic groups that were more likely to rate dgion unfavorably as a place to live
included people of color, those with relativelydeiucational attainment, full-time students
and the unemployed, those who identified theirtpall party affiliation as democrat, and
respondents from households with relatively lessuahincome or that were worse off
financially from a few years ago. Moreover, thod®vielt the regional economy was headed
in the wrong direction, or who gave unfavorablégs to the quality of job opportunities in the
region, were more likely to rate the quality o&lih the Northeast Ohio region as poor or very

poor.

Northeast Ohio Regional Omnibus Poll 2005
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Table3.1
Rating of Northeast Ohio asa Placeto Live
1) (2) (3) (4) ) (6)

Region/County Excellent Good Fair Poor \Fice)z))r/ Pismgtliin

Northeast - North: 13.9% 46.2% 29.0% 7.4% 3.5% (n=597)
Cuyahoga 13.6% | 43.3%|  31.3% 7.8% 4.19 (n=434)
Lorain 9.5% 54.8% 27.4% 6.0% 2.4% (n=84
Lake 19.7% 52.5% 18.0% 8.2% 1.6% (n=61))
Geauga 22.2% 55.6% 22.2% -- -- (n=18

Northeast - Central: 12.9% 52.0% 27.5% 5.5% 2.1% (n=473)
Summit 12.6% 53.0% 27.3% 6.1% 1.0% (n=198)
Stark 10.9% 51.2% 29.5% 5.4% 3.1% (n=129Y)
Medina 7.7% 59.6% 26.9% 3.8% 1.9% (n=52)
Wayne 26.3% 42.1% 18.4% 5.3% 7.9% (n=38§)
Portage 14.3% | 50.0%|  30.4% 5.4% = (n=58)

Northeast - East: 11.6% 48.9% 28.9% 7.1% 3.6% (n=225)
Mahoning 6.1% 54.9% 29.3% 4.9% 4.9% (n=82)
Trumbull 19.4% 37.3% 34.3% 4.5% 4.5% (n=67
Ashtabula 11.8% 50.0% 29.4% 5.9% 2.99 (n=34)
Columbiana 9.5% 54.8% 19.0% 16.79 - (n=42)

NEO Region 13.1% 48.8% 28.4% 6.6% 3.0% (n=1295)

Question: Overall, how would you rate Northeastdds a place to live, would you say

excellent, good, fair, poor, or very poor?

->Proportion of valid responses.

© Number of valid responses.
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Respondents who indicated Northeast Ohio wasoa or very poor place to live, 9.6% of all
respondents, were asked for clarification of tmegponse. Most of these respondents cited
employment or economic considerations, such ato#seor lack of jobs and the shortage of
jobs that pay well (see Table 3.2). Other reasamengfor rating the region unfavorably
included regional weather, high taxes or the cbktiog, crime and safety concerns, and lack

of political leadership and government communicatio

Table 3.2
Primary Reason for Rating the Region Poorly
(1) (2) (3)
Number of Proportion of Proportion
Reason Reason-Naming| Reason-Naming of All
Respondents Respondents Respondents
Loss/Lack of Jobs 44 35.5% 3.4%
Weather/Flooding 13 10.5% 1.0%
High Taxes/Cost of Living 8 6.5% 0.6%
Unstable/Poor Economy 7 5.6% 0.5%
Crime/Safety 6 4.8% 0.5%
Shortage of Jobs that pay well 5 4.0% 0.4%
Lack of Leadership/Communication 4 3.2% 0.3%
Local Communities Lack Funding 3 2.4% 0.2%
Deterioration of Area/Neighborhoods 3 2.4% 0.2%
Miscellaneous 31 25.0% 2.4%
Totals 124 (n=124) (n=1296)

—

Question: Follow up question of “Why is that?” pdde those respondents rating the quality g
life in the region as poor or very poor.

Northeast Ohio Regional Omnibus Poll 2005
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Regardless of how they rated the Northeast Ohiomegs a place to live, all respondents were
asked to indicate the most important issue or pralfacing the thirteen-county region. This
was an open-ended question, and respondents navaeety of issues. A small proportion of
respondents, less than one-half of 1%, asserte@gfi@n had no problems at the present time
(see Table 3.3). Another 5.9% of all respondentsccoot give a response, indicating they did

not know, when asked to name the most importariileno facing the region.

Of those respondents who named the most impontabtgm facing the Northeast Ohio region,
most were concerned with employment and econorsigess For instance, over one-third,
36.9%, of issue-naming respondents said the lodackrof jobs was the most important
problem for the region (see Column 2, Table 3.8)s Bmounted to 34.7% of all respondents
(see Column 3, Table 3.3). Another 5.8% of issuming respondents stated the lack of good
paying jobs was the most important issue for tlggore Other respondents cited issues that
were somewhat related to employment opportunisiesh as economic issues being the most
important issue. For instance, 3.4% of issue-namaagondents indicated an unstable or poor
economy was the most important problem facing gggon. Similarly, 3% of respondents
indicated that businesses leaving the region wasiibst important problem, while 2.4% said

the lack of economic development, in general.

Of the reasons mentioned other than those direethted to employment and economic
concerns, lack of public school funding was thetmoadely cited problem facing the Northeast
Ohio region, with 10.1% of issue-naming respondertdicating this to be the case. Similarly,
some respondents cited the poor quality of educatithe region as the major problem. Other
problems cited included, in order of importance, ltkgh cost of gasoline, high taxes or cost of
living, crime and safety concerns, the poor condibf roads, drug and alcohol issues, and poor

government leadership or politicians.

Northeast Ohio Regional Omnibus Poll 2005
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Table3.3
Most | mportant Problem Facing the Region
(1) (2) (3)

Number of Proportion of Proportion
Reason Issue-Naming | Issue-Naming of All

Respondents Respondents Respondents
Loss/Lack of Jobs 450 36.9% 34.7%
Lack of School Funding 123 10.1% 9.5%
Lack of Good Paying Jobs 71 5.8% 5.5%
Cost of Gasoline 60 4.9% 4.6%
Unstable/Poor Economy 41 3.4% 3.2%
Businesses/Jobs Leaving Region 36 3.0% 2.8%
High Taxes/Cost of Living 33 2.7% 2.5%
Poverty/Lack of Income 32 2.6% 2.5%
Lack of Economic Development 29 2.4% 3.2%
Crime/Safety 26 2.1% 2.0%
Condition of Roads 21 1.7% 1.6%
Poor Quality of Education 20 1.6% 1.5%
Drug/Alcohol Issues 19 1.6% 1.5%
Poor Leadership/Politicians 19 1.6% 1.5%
Cost of Health Care/Prescriptions 11 0.9% 0.8%
Pollution 10 0.8% 0.8%
Miscellaneous 215 17.6% 16.6%
No Regional Problems 3 0.2% 0.2%

Totals 1,219 (n=1219) (n=1297)

Question: What would you say is the most imporfanblem facing the region right now?

Northeast Ohio Regional Omnibus Poll 2005
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Community Quality of Life: Besides rating the Northeast Ohio region as a pladwe,
respondents were also asked to rate their locahuamty, for instance city or township, as a
place to live. Over three-quarters, 76%, of respoitsirated their local community favorably
as a place to live, either gsod or excellent. Over half, 50.8%, of respondents across the
thirteen-county region rated their local commumisyagood place to live, while just over one-
quarter, 25.2% of respondents rated their commuastginexcellent place to live (see Table
3.4). Respondents tended to rate their local contsnmmore favorably as a place to live

compared to the Northeast Ohio region as a whole.

Respondents who rated the Northeast Ohio regicorddy as a place to live, or who felt the
regional economy was on the right track, were niiedy to rate their local community
favorably as a place to live. In addition, respariddrom households that were better off or
about the same financially from a few years agohat had relatively higher levels of income,
were more likely to rate their local community faably as a place to live. Other demographic
groups that were more likely to rate their commyfatorably included Caucasians, those not
of Hispanic descent, those 35 years of age and,otderied or widowed individuals, retirees
or homemakers, those with moderate or conserviativécal views, those who identified their
political party affiliation as republican, and resgents with relatively more educational
attainment, especially college graduates. Respasderthe central Northeast Ohio region

tended to be slightly more likely to rate their caomity favorably as a place to live.

Respondents who rated their local community &sraplace to live amounted to 18.4% of
respondents. Groups that were more likely to taerégion agair included people of color,
most of Hispanic descent or Latinos, those 18 toé&ars of age, individuals with liberal
political views, those who identified their poliiicparty affiliation as democrat, respondents
from households with progressively less annualnmegcand, in terms of marital status, single

individuals.
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Respondents who rated their community unfavorabbyglace to live amounted to 5.6% of all
respondents: 4.6% rated their communitg@s while about 1% rated their communityasy
poor. Respondents who rated the Northeast Ohio regitavarably as a place to live, or who
indicated the regional economy was headed in tbaegwlirection, were more likely to rate their
local community unfavorably. Moreover, responddnmsn households that were worse off
financially from a few years ago, or that had tigkly less annual income, especially those
households with less than $36,000 in income, weareerikely to rate their local community
unfavorably as a place live. Other demographic jgsailnat were more inclined to rate the
quality of life in their local community unfavoratihcluded people of color, those of Hispanic
descent or Latinos, those 18 to 34 years of afjejre students or the unemployed, single or
divorced individuals, those with liberal politicaéws, those who identified their political party
affiliation as democrat or independent, and indraild with relatively less educational

attainment, especially those without a high scliglbma.
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Table3.4
Rating of Local Community asa Placeto Live
(1) () (3) (4) (5) (6)

Region/County Excellent Good Fair Poor \Fice)z))r/ Pismgtliin

Northeast - North: 25.2% 48.0% 20.3% 5.5% 1.0% (n=596)
Cuyahoga 24.7% 45.9% 23.5% 5.1% 0.9¢9 (n=434)
Lorain 20.5% 54.2% 14.5% 8.4% 2.4% (n=83
Lake 29.5% 54.1% 9.8% 6.6% - (n=61
Geauga 44.4% 50.0% 5.6% -- -- (n=18

Northeast - Central: 28.6% 53.3% 14.3% 3.2% 0.6% (n=475)
Summit 28.8% 51.0% 16.2% 3.5% 0.5% (n=198)
Stark 24.6% 57.7% 13.1% 3.1% 1.5% (n=13p)
Medina 36.5% 55.8% 7.7% -- -- (n=52)
Wayne 39.5% 50.0% 7.9% 2.6% - (n=38
Portage 22.8% 50.9% 21.19% 5.3% - (n=57%)

Northeast - East: 18.2% 52.9% 21.8% 4.9% 2.2% (n=225)
Mahoning 19.5% 50.0% 24.4% 3.7% 2.4% (n=83)
Trumbull 22.4% 49.3% 20.9% 7.5% - (n=67
Ashtabula 2.9% 55.9% 35.3% 2.9% 2.9% (n=34)
Columbiana 21.4% 61.9% 7.1% 4.8% 4.89 (n=42)

NEO Region| 25.2% 50.8% 18.4% 4.6% 1.1% (n=1296)

Question: Overall, how would you rate your locafntounity as a place to live, would you say

excellent, good, fair, poor, or very poor?

-5Proportion of valid responses.

© Number of valid responses.
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Respondents who indicated their local community ayasor or very poor place to live, 5.6%

of all respondents, were subsequently asked why riigng was unfavorable. Employment
concerns, such as the lack or loss of jobs, wadetiding response (see Table 3.5). Other
reasons given for rating the quality of life initHecal community unfavorably included crime
and safety concerns, the deterioration of neightomath or the deterioration of the local area,
drug and alcohol issues, the lack of public fundorgschools or local governments, the lack
of economic development, the poor condition of spahd that local government agencies, or

the associated funding, is mismanaged.

Table3.5
Primary Reason for Rating Local Community Poorly
(1) (2) (3)
Number of Proportion of Proportion
Reason Reason-Naming| Reason-Naming of All
Respondents Respondents Respondents
Loss/Lack of Jobs 12 16.4% 0.9%
Crime/Safety 9 12.3% 0.7%
Deterioration of Area/Neighborhoods 6 8.2% 0.5%
Drug/Alcohol Issues 4 5.5% 0.3%
Lack of Public Funding 4 5.5% 0.3%
Lack of Economic Development 3 4.1% 0.2%
Condition of Roads 3 4.1% 0.2%
Government/Funding Mismanaged 3 4.1% 0.2%
Miscellaneous 29 39.7% 2.2%
Totals 73 (n=73) (n=1296)
Question: Follow up question of “Why is that?” pdde those respondents rating the quality df
life in their local community as poor or very poor.
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Regardless of how they rated their local commuaga place to live, all respondents were
asked to indicate the most important issue fadimay ttommunity. This was an open-ended
guestion, and respondents named a variety of isgussall proportion of respondents, less
than 2%, asserted their local community had nolprob at the present time (see Table 3.6).
Another 10.9% of all respondents could not givesponse, indicating they did not know, when

asked to name the most important problem facinig kbeal community.

Of those respondents who named the most importatigm facing their community, the
plurality continued to be concerned with employnaarmd economic issues. For instance, 14.3%
of issue-naming respondents said the loss or lagbe was the most important problem for
their community (see Column 2, Table 3.6). This anted to 12.7% of all respondents (see
Column 3, Table 3.6). Another 1.6% of issue-nam@sgpondents stated the lack of good paying
jobs was the most important problem. Related toleynpent opportunities, some respondents
cited economic issues as the most important prabkan instance, 2.2% of issue-naming
respondents indicated that an unstable or poorogepwas the most important problem facing
their local community, while 2.3% of issue-namingspondents said lack of economic

development was the most important issue for t@mmunity.

Although a significant proportion of respondentstoaued to indicate employment or economic
concerns were the most important issue for themroanity, as was the case at the regional
level, respondents were more likely to cite addéigproblems as major issues facing their local
community. As such, respondents tended to ideetifiployment and economy concerns as
being regional issues and other problems, suchullscpschool funding and crime, as being

community-oriented problems. Twelve percent of éseaming respondents said funding for
public schools was the most important communityes©Other major problems reported for
their local community included, in order of impaorta, high taxes or a high cost of living,

safety and crime concerns, drug and alcohol issoeer development or unplanned

development, lack of funding for police and otheffiesy services, poor condition of roads, and

lack of funding for local city or township governnis.
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Table 3.6

Most Important Problem Facing the Local Community

(1) (2) (3)
Number of Proportion of Proportion
Reason Issue-Naming | Issue-Naming of All
Respondents Respondents Respondents

Loss/Lack of Jobs 165 14.3% 12.7%
Public Schools Funding 138 12.0% 10.7%
High Taxes/Cost of Living 109 9.5% 8.4%
Safety/Crime 36 3.1% 2.8%
Drug/Alcohol Issues 35 3.0% 2.7%
Over/Unplanned Development 35 3.0% 2.7%
Lack of Safety Personnel/Funding 35 3.0% 2.7%
Poor Condition of Roads 32 2.8% 2.5%
Lack of Town/Community Funding 27 2.3% 2.1%
Lack of Economic Development 26 2.3% 2.0%
Unstable/Poor Economy 25 2.2% 1.9%
Poor Politicians/Leadership 23 2.0% 1.8%
Overpopulation/Population Growth 22 1.9% 1.7%
Poverty/Lack of Income 19 1.6% 1.5%
Lack of Good Paying Jobs 18 1.6% 1.4%
Poor Management of School System 17 1.5% 1.3%
Shrinking Tax Base/Revenue 15 1.3% 1.2%
Miscellaneous 358 31.0% 27.6%
No Problems 18 1.6% 1.4%

Totals 1,153 (n=1153) (n=1295)

Question: What would you say is the most imporfanblem facing your community right now?

Northeast Ohio Regional Omnibus Poll 2005
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Northeast Ohio Economy

All respondents were asked a series of questiontherregional economy, regional job
opportunities, and the financial status of theiusehold. Responses tended to reflect a

lackluster economy.

Regional Economy: All respondents were asked whether or not theyghbthe Northeast
Ohio economy was headed in the right directiorf drnwas on the wrong track. Over three-
quarters, 76.6%, of respondents asserted the @dgemonomy was headed in the wrong
direction (see Table 3.7). Less than one-quar®#r9, of respondents believe the regional
economy is headed in the right direction. Respotsdesm Cuyahoga and Lorain counties were
more likely to feel the Northeast Ohio economy Wwasded in the wrong direction, while
respondents from Summit, Portage and Lake couniggs more likely to feel the regional

economy was headed in the right direction.

Respondents who rated the quality of local job oppaties as unfavorable were more likely
to indicate the regional economy was headed imvtloag direction. In addition, respondents
who rated the region or their local community umiably as a place to live were more likely
to feel the regional economy was headed in the gudinection. Demographic groups that were
more likely to indicate the regional economy washmwrong track included people of color,
those ages 25 and older, divorced or separatedadiodis, the unemployed, those with liberal
or moderate political ideologies, individuals whiemtified their political party affiliation as
democrat or independent, registered voters, apdneents from households with progressively

less annual income or that were worse off or abmisame financially from a few years ago.

On the other hand, respondents who rated the goéjbb opportunities in the Northeast Ohio
region as favorable were more likely to indicate tbgional economy was headed in the right
direction. In addition, respondents who rated tbetheast Ohio region or their local community
favorably as a place to live were more likely telfthe regional economy was headed in the
right direction. Other demographic groups that waoge likely to feel the regional economy

was headed in the right direction included Caucesithose 18 to 24 years of age, married or
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widowed individuals, full-time students, those withnservative political views, individuals
who identified their political party affiliation agpublican, those not registered to vote, and
respondents from households with progressively mareial income or that reported being

better off financially from a few years ago.

Table 3.7
Rating of the Northeast Ohio Economy
1) (2 3)
Region/County Economy On Economy On Sample
Right Track Wrong Track Population
Northeast - North: 18.5% 81.5% (n=569)
Cuyahoga 16.5% 83.5% (n=417)
Lorain 17.7% 82.3% (n=79)
Lake 35.7% 64.3% (n=56)
Geauga 11.8% 88.2% (n=17)
Northeast - Central: 29.2% 70.8% (n=455)
Summit 31.4% 68.6% (n=185)
Stark 26.2% 73.8% (n=126)
Medina 28.6% 71.4% (n=49)
Wayne 26.3% 73.7% (n=38)
Portage 31.6% 68.4% (n=57)
Northeast - East: 24.4% 75.6% (n=213)
Mahoning 22.7% 77.3% (n=75)
Trumbull 29.2% 70.8% (n=65)
Ashtabula 23.5% 76.5% (n=34)
Columbiana 20.5% 79.5% (n=39)
NEO Region 23.4% 76.6% (n=1237)
Question: When you think about the Northeast Obimmemy, do you feel things are generally going in
the right direction, or do you feel things havei@asly gotten off on the wrong track?
®2proportion of valid responses.
® Number of valid responses.
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Household Financial Status: Respondents were also asked to indicate whethehthesehold
was better off, worse off, or about the same firahcfrom a few years ago. The plurality,
38.1%, of respondents reported their householdast the same financially from a few years
ago, while 29.7% of respondents indicated theiskbold was better off financially (see Table
3.8). At the negative end, nearly one-third, 32.2%all respondents reported their household

was worse off financially from a few years ago.

Respondents with relatively less educational atteim, especially those without a college
degree, were more likely to report their houselad worse off financially. Other demographic
groups that were more likely to report their houddhvas worse off financially included
females, part-time employees or the unemployedyded or separated individuals, individuals
with liberal or moderate political views, those widentified their political party affiliation as
democrat, and respondents from households withr@ssiyely less annual income. In addition,
respondents who felt the regional economy was lieedine wrong direction, who indicated
the quality of regional job opportunities was urdeable, or who rated the regional and
community quality of life as unfavorable, were midkely to report their household was worse

off financially.

On the other hand, respondents with relatively neohgcation, especially college graduates,
were more likely to report their household wasdraiff financially from a few years ago. Other
demographic groups that were more likely to repgueir household was better off financially
included males, full-time employees or full-timednts, married individuals, respondents from
households with children present in the home, thaeconservative political views or that
indicated their political party affiliation as rdgican, and respondents from households with
progressively more annual income. In addition, o@sients who felt the regional economy was
headed in the right direction, who indicated thaldy of regional job opportunities was
favorable, or that rated the regional and commuuiglity of life favorably, were more likely

to report their household was better off finangiall

Groups that were particularly more likely to reptreir household was about the same
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financially from a few years ago included, thosey6&rs of age and over, retirees, widowers,
individuals with relatively less educational attaent, and respondents from households with

relatively less income.

Table3.8
Rating of Household Finances
1) (2) (3) (4)
Region/County Better Off About the Wor se Off Sample
Financially Same Financially Population
Northeast - North: 28.8% 38.9% 32.3% (n=586)
Cuyahoga 27.8% 40.2% 32.0% (n=425)
Lorain 32.5% 32.5% 34.9% (n=83)
Lake 31.7% 40.0% 28.3% (n=60)
Geauga 27.8% 33.3% 38.9% (n=18)
Northeast - Central: 33.5% 33.5% 33.0% (n=469)
Summit 33.5% 35.1% 31.4% (n=194)
Stark 27.7% 34.6% 37.7% (n=130)
Medina 40.0% 32.0% 28.0% (n=50)
Wayne 44.7% 34.2% 21.1% (n=38)
Portage 33.3% 26.3% 40.4% (n=57)
Northeast - East: 24.2% 45.7% 30.0% (n=223)
Mahoning 24.7% 49.4% 25.9% (n=81)
Trumbull 35.8% 40.3% 23.9% (n=67)
Ashtabula 20.6% 38.2% 41.2% (n=34)
Columbiana 7.3% 53.7% 39.0% (n=41)
NEO Region 29.7% 38.1% 32.2% (n=1278
Question: Would you say that your household isdbettf financially, about the same, or
worse off financially than a few years ago?
®-*Proportion of valid responses.
“Number of valid responses.
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Job Opportunitiesin General: Respondents were asked to rate the quality ofpplodunities

in general in the Northeast Ohio region. Only 13.684espondents rated the quality of
employment opportunities as favorable: 12.5% ratiedpportunities agood while 1.1% rated
such opportunities a&xcellent (see Table 3.9). Respondents who felt the reges@iomy was
headed in the right direction were more likely naicate regional job opportunities were
favorable, as were respondents who rated the ralgama community quality of life favorably.
Other demographic groups that were more likelg# the quality of regional job opportunities
was favorable included Caucasians, those with eceagee political views, individuals who
identified their political party affiliation as replican, and respondents from households with

more than $36,000 in annual income.

On the other hand, the plurality, 46.2%, of resontsl rated the quality of job opportunities in
Northeast Ohio unfavorably, either pgor or very poor. Just over one-third, 33.9% rated
regional employment opportunitiesgsor while 12.2% rated such opportunities/asy poor.
Respondents who felt the regional economy was ligadke wrong direction, or that rated the
regional and local quality of life unfavorably werere likely to rate regional job opportunities
unfavorably. Other demographic groups that wereenitely to give unfavorable ratings
regarding the quality of employment included peableolor, homemakers or the unemployed,
those with liberal or moderate political views, iwiduals who identified their political party
affiliation as democrat or independent, respondiais households with less than $36,000 in
annual income, and respondents with relatively ézhscational attainment, especially those

without formal education beyond a high school dimpdo

Respondents who indicated the quality of job opputies in the region wdsair amounted to
40.2% of respondents. Examples of groups that mere likely to give dair rating to regional
employment opportunities included Caucasians,tioie employees, full-time students and
retirees, respondents from households with over,GRIRin annual income, and college

graduates or those with at least some college édaca
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Table3.9
Rating of Regional Job Opportunitiesin General
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Region/County Excellent Good Fair Poor \lész))r/ Pcs)gmgtli?)n

Northeast - North: 0.5% 12.2% 40.2% 33.5% 13.6% (n=582)
Cuyahoga 0.2% 12.5% 38.7% 34.09 14.6% (n=424)
Lorain - 7.4% 44.4% 38.3% 9.9% (n=81
Lake 1.7% 16.9% 42.4% 25.4% 13.69 (n=59)
Geauga 5.6% 11.1% 50.0% 27.89 5.6% (n=18)

Northeast - Central: 1.5% 13.9% 44.8% 30.3% 9.5% (n=462)
Summit - 15.1% 46.9% 29.7% 8.3% (n=192)
Stark — 11.7% 40.6% 32.0% 15.6%  (n=128)
Medina 7.8% 11.8% 54.9% 23.5% 2.0% (n=51)
Wayne 5.4% 16.2% 37.8% 29.7% 10.8% (n=37)
Portage 1.9% 14.8% 42.6% 35.29 5.69 (n=54)

Northeast - East: 1.8% 10.8% 30.5% 42.6% 14.3% (n=223)
Mahoning - 10.0% 31.3% 48.8% 10.09 (n=80
Trumbull 4.5% 7.5% 34.3% 34.3% 19.4% (n=67|
Ashtabula 2.9% 8.8% 29.4% 44.19 14.7% (n=34)
Columbiana -- 19.0% 23.8% 42.9% 14.3% (n=43)

NEO Region| 1.1% 12.5%|  40.2% 33.99 12.2%  (n=1267)

Question: Overall, how would you rate the qualityad opportunities for people in Northeast

Ohio, would you say excellent, good, fair, pooryery poor?

Sproportion of valid responses.

© Number of valid responses.
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Respondents who rated the quality of job opporiemin the Northeast Ohio region asor
orvery poor, 46.2% of all respondents, were subsequently askiedicate the primary reason
why they rated regional employment opportunitiesrpyo This was an open-ended question and
respondents cited a variety of reasons for ratiiety ob opportunities unfavorably (see Table
3.10).

The leading response given for why they rated tradity of job opportunities in the Northeast
Ohio region unfavorably was that there simply weseenough jobs in general, with 21.2% of
respondents giving an unfavorable rating to sugodpnities indicating this was the case (see
Column 2, Table 3.10). This amounted to 9.4% ofeslpondents (see Column 3, Table 3.10).
Other responses related to a lack of jobs incluidextder of importance, too many jobs leaving
the area, businesses closing, a family memberthast job, loss of jobs in general, high
unemployment, jobs going overseas, lack of new gzt businesses, and a high number of

layoffs.

More specifically, 15% of those respondents ragimgployment opportunities unfavorably said
there were not enough good-paying jobs. Some relgmis stated the minimum wage was too
low. Other reasons cited for rating regional jolp@punities unfavorably included a poor
economy in general, there are not enough jobsdbbege graduates, there are not enough
information technology or technology jobs in geheaad that people are unskilled for the

available jobs in the region.
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Table3.10
Primary Reason for Rating Job Opportunities Poorly
(1) (2) (3)

Number of Proportion of Proportion
Reason Reason-Naming| Reason-Naming of All

Respondents Respondents Respondents
Not Enough Jobs In General 122 21.2% 9.4%
Lack of Good-Paying Jobs 86 15.0% 6.7%
Too Many Jobs Leaving the Area 50 8.7% 3.9%
Businesses Closing 35 6.1% 2.7%
Family Member Lost Job 32 5.6% 2.5%
Loss of General/Manufacturing Jobs 29 5.0% 2.2%
High Unemployment 27 4.7% 2.1%
Jobs Going Overseas/Outsourcing 25 4.3% 1.9%
Lack of New Jobs/Businesses 25 4.3% 1.9%
High Number of Layoffs 20 3.5% 1.5%
Not Enough Jobs for College Grads 13 2.3% 1.0%
Poor Economy 9 1.6% 0.7%
Not Enough IT/Tech Jobs 7 1.2% 0.5%
People Unskilled for Available Jobs 7 1.2% 0.5%
Minium Wage Too Low 7 1.2% 0.5%
Poor Government/Politicians 7 1.2% 0.5%
Miscellaneous 73 12.7% 5.6%

Totals 575 (n=575) (n=1293)

Question: Follow up question of “Why is that?” pdde those respondents rating the quality g
regional job opportunities as poor or very poor.
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Job Opportunitiesfor Young People: Besides job opportunities in general, respondeatew
asked to rate the quality of employment opportasitspecifically for young people in the
Northeast Ohio region. Respondents tended to gore fiavorable ratings with respect to job
opportunities for young people, although theseedifiices were not great. Respondents rating
the quality of employment opportunities for youngople favorably amounted to 19% of
respondents: 16.9% rated such opportunitiegas while 2.1% rated such job opportunities

asexcellent (see Table 3.11).

Respondents who gave favorable ratings to regimtabpportunities in general were more
likely to rate job opportunities for young peopde&drably. Moreover, respondents who felt the
regional economy was headed in the right directvene more likely to favorably rate job
opportunities for young people, as were respondehtsrated the regional and community
quality of life as favorable. Also of note, youngaple, i.e., those 18 to 44 years of age, were
more likely to give favorable ratings regarding tneality of employment opportunities for
young people, as were full-time students and pawg-employees. In addition, respondents with
conservative political views or that identified ith@olitical party affiliation as republican, were

more likely to favorably rate employment opportiestfor young people.

Nevertheless, the plurality, 42.5%, of respondstiligated the quality of job opportunities for
young people in Northeast Ohio unfavorably. Neanhe-third, 32%, rated such regional
opportunities for younger workers psor while 10.5% rated such job opportunitiesvesy
poor. Respondents who gave unfavorable ratings to magiemployment opportunities in
general were more likely to rate job opportunif@syoung people unfavorably, as were those
who felt the regional economy was headed in thexgydirection. Other groups more likely to
rate the quality of regional job opportunities fgsung people unfavorably included the
unemployed, those 45 years of age and older, thitkeut a high school diploma, those with
liberal political views, and individuals who ideingd their political party affiliation as being
democrat or independent. Another 38.4% of respasdexted the quality of regional job

opportunities for young people &sr.
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Table3.11
Rating of Regional Job Opportunitiesfor Y oung People
1) (2) (3) (4) ) (6)

Region/County Excellent Good Fair Poor \Fice)z))r/ Pismgtliin

Northeast - North: 1.6% 19.1% 38.8% 29.8% 10.6% (n=564)
Cuyahoga 1.5% 17.8% 40.4% 29.49 10.9% (n=411)
Lorain 1.3% 17.7% 36.7% 31.6% 12.79 (n=79)
Lake 1.8% 28.1% 28.1% 33.3% 8.8% (n=57))
Geauga 5.9% 29.4% 47.1% 17.69 - (n=17)

Northeast - Central: 2.7% 17.7% 40.4% 31.0% 8.2% (n=451)
Summit 1.6% 16.8% 43.8% 30.3% 7.6% (n=18p)
Stark 0.8% 17.3% 31.5% 39.4% 11.0% (n=12[7)
Medina 6.0% 18.0% 50.0% 22.0% 4.0% (n=5Q)
Wayne 8.1% 16.2% 40.5% 27.0% 8.1% (n=37)
Portage 3.8% 23.1% 40.4% 25.09 7.79 (n=52)

Northeast - East: 2.2% 9.8% 33.5% 39.7% 14.7% (n=224)
Mahoning -- 6.1% 35.4% 45.1% 13.4% (n=82
Trumbull 7.6% 10.6% 30.3% 31.8% 19.79 (n=64)
Ashtabula -- 17.6% 38.2% 29.4% 14.7% (n=34)
Columbiana -- 9.5% 31.0% 50.0% 9.5% (n=42)

NEO Region 2.1% 16.9% 38.4% 32.09 10.5% (n=1289)

Question: Overall, how would you rate the qualityad opportunities for young people in

Northeast Ohio, would you say excellent, good, fador, or very poor?

->Proportion of valid responses.

© Number of valid responses.
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Respondents who rated the quality of job opporiesmibr young people in the Northeast Ohio
region as beingpoor or very poor, 42.5% of all respondents, were subsequently atked
indicate the primary reason why they rated suchojortunities unfavorably. This was an
open-ended question and respondents cited a vafiegasons why they rated employment

opportunities for younger workers unfavorably ($able 3.12).

The responses given tended to mirror those offeredating regional job opportunities, in
general, as poor or very poor. For instance, thaig response given by respondents for rating
the quality of job opportunities for young peoplgavorably was that there simply were not
enough jobs in general, with 21.4% of respondentsx@ an unfavorable rating to such
opportunities indicating this was the case (se@@al2, Table 3.12). This amounted to 8.7%
of all respondents (see Column 3, Table 3.12). Badpnts also gave other responses related
to the theme of not enough gobs. These includedrder of importance, not enough jobs
specifically for young people, lack of good payjalys, young people must leave the region to
find employment, college graduates cannot find jidiss and businesses are leaving the region,

a person cannot get a job without a degree, andromimum wage jobs are available.
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Table3.12
Primary Reason for Rating Job Opportunitiesfor Young People Poorly
(1) (2) (3)

Number of Proportion of Proportion
Reason Reason-Naming| Reason-Naming of All

Respondents Respondents Respondents
Loss/Lack of Jobs 118 22.5% 9.1%
Not Enough Jobs for Young People 53 10.1% 4.1%
Lack of Good-Paying Jobs 46 8.8% 3.6%
Young People Must Leave Area 38 7.3% 2.9%
College Graduates Cannot Find Jobg 30 5.7% 2.3%
Jobs/Employers Leaving Area 26 5.0% 2.0%
Cannot Get Job Without Degree 18 3.4% 1.4%
Only Minimum Wage Jobs Available 16 3.1% 1.2%
Most Jobs Require Experience 15 2.9% 1.2%
Businesses Closing/Downsizing 15 2.9% 1.2%
Family Member Lost Job 14 2.7% 1.1%
Jobs Going Overseas/Outsourcing 8 1.5% 0.6%
Not Enough IT/Tech Jobs 8 1.5% 0.6%
Poor Economy 8 1.5% 0.6%
Lack of New Jobs/Businesses 7 1.3% 0.5%
High Unemployment 6 1.1% 0.5%
Lack of Entry Level Jobs 6 1.1% 0.5%
Miscellaneous 92 17.6% 7.1%

Totals 524 (n=524) (n=1294)

Question: Follow up question of “Why is that?” pdde those respondents rating the quality df
regional job opportunities for young people as pmovery poor.

Northeast Ohio Regional Omnibus Poll 2005
Center for Policy Studies, The University of Akron

32



Northeast Ohio Universities

All survey respondents were asked to rate the wuafi colleges and universities in the
Northeast Ohio region. For the most part, respoisdeere satisfied with these institutions. The
majority, 87.4%, of respondents rated the quafitggional colleges and universities favorably,
either aggood or excellent. Respondents who rated local institutions of higkgucation as
beingexcellent amounted to 29.8% of respondents, while over §al§%, of respondents rated

these institutions agood (see Table 3.13).

Respondents who felt the regional economy was lieadthe right direction, or who rated
regional employment opportunities as favorable,evaore likely to rate the quality of local
colleges and universities gsod or excellent, as were those who were generally satisfied with
the quality of life in the region. Satisfaction itegional colleges and universities tended to be
somewhat consistent across most demographic grblopgever, some groups that were more
likely to rate these regional institutions favosalmcluded Caucasians, registered voters,
married individuals, individuals from householdsitiwere better off or about the same
financially from a few years ago, and college getda compared to those without education

beyond a high school diploma.

Respondents who rated the quality of colleges amdetsities in the region as beirfigir
amounted to 10.9% of respondents. Examples of deapbi groups that were more likely to
rate these institutions dair included people of color, unregistered voters, Hrube from
households that were worse off financially from giievious year, or that had annual income
less than $36,000. Respondents who gave unfavoralilegs to regional employment

opportunities were also more likely to rate theliqypaf secondary education &air.

Only 1.7% of all respondents rated the qualityegional colleges and universities unfavorably,
either aspoor or very poor. Due to the small number of respondents ratingehecal
institutions unfavorably it was difficult to discedemographic groups that were more likely to

have unfavorable ratings. A few groups, howevet tiere more likely to offer unfavorable

Northeast Ohio Regional Omnibus Poll 2005
Center for Policy Studies, The University of Akron 33



rating included respondents from households wittikely less annual income and those who

felt the regional economy was headed in the wraregtion.

Table3.13
Rating of the Quality of Regional Colleges and Universities
(1) (2) (3) (4) ) (6)
Region/County Excellent Good Fair Poor \Ié(?:))r/ Pcs)gmgtli?)n
Northeast - North: 30.9% 55.5% 12.3% 0.9% 0.4% (n=560)
Cuyahoga 31.8% 53.1% 14.29% 0.5% 0.29 (n=4Q9)
Lorain 27.8% 64.6% 6.3% 1.3% - (n=79
Lake 27.3% 63.6% 7.3% 1.8% -- (n=55
Geauga 35.3% 47.1% 11.8% 5.9% - (n=17)
Northeast - Central: 30.7% 57.5% 10.0% 1.6% 0.2% (n=449)
Summit 29.9% 57.8% 11.2% 1.1% - (n=187)
Stark 32.5% 56.1% 8.9% 2.4% -- (n=123)
Medina 21.6% 66.7% 9.8% 2.0% -- (n=51
Wayne 41.7% 52.8% - 2.8% 2.8% (n=36
Portage 30.8% 53.8% 15.4% - - (n=52
Northeast - East: 25.1% 63.0% 9.0% 2.4% 0.5% (n=211)
Mahoning 22.8% 64.6% 8.9% 2.5% 1.3% (n=79)
Trumbull 26.2% 60.0% 10.8% 3.1% - (n=65
Ashtabula 30.3% 54.5% 15.2% - - (n=33
Columbiana 23.5% 73.5% - 2.9% - (n=34
NEO Region| 29.8% 57.5% 10.9% 1.4% 0.3% (n=1220)
Question: Overall, how would you rate the qualitgolleges and universities in Northeast Ohio,
would you say excellent, good, fair, poor, or vpopr?
Sproportion of valid responses.
© Number of valid responses.
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Respondents who rated the quality of colleges anettsities in Northeast Ohio psor orvery
poor, 1.7% of all respondents, were subsequently agk@udicate their primary reason for
rating such institutions unfavorably. This was emended response and respondents were

free to cite the first thing that came to their thin

The leading response given for rating regionahérgducation institutions unfavorably was
that tuition was too high or the cost of living was high, with one-quarter, 25%, of reason-
listing respondents indicating this was the case (Solumn 2, Table 3.14). However, this
amounted to less than one-half of one percentl oéghondents (see Column 3, Table 3.14).
The next leading response given for rating locdlleges and universities poorly was that
students do not learn what they need to know. E¥esrgf other reasons cited included poor
reputations of colleges and universities, lackieésity, students do not care about learning,

too much drinking, and poor quality of teachers.

Table3.14
Primary Reason for Rating Quality of Universities Poorly
(1) (2) (3)
Number of Proportion of Proportion
Reason Reason-Namingl Reason-Naming of All
Respondents Respondents Respondents
High Tuition/Cost of Living 5 25.0% 0.4%
Students Taught the Wrong Subjects 3 15.0% 0.2%
Miscellaneous 12 60.0% 1.1%
Totals 20 (n=20) (n=1220)
Question: Follow up question of “Why is that?” pdde those respondents rating the quality gf
regional colleges and universities as poor or ypeyr.
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All respondents were also asked to rate the affwlidaof colleges and universities in the
Northeast Ohio region. Although respondents tenddx satisfied with the quality of higher
education in the region, they were less enthusiasgarding the cost of attending these
institutions. Whereas 87.4% of respondents ratedtfality of local colleges and universities

favorably, only about one-third rated the affordipof such institutions favorably.

Nevertheless, 36%, of respondents rated the afidityeof regional colleges and universities
favorably. Nearly one-third, 31%, rated the affdnitiey as good, while 5% rated the cost as
excellent (see Table 3.15). College graduates and respandéatrated the quality of colleges
and universities favorably were more likely to rtte cost of attending these institutions as
good or excellent, as were respondents who rated regional qualitifegfeconomy and job
opportunities favorably. Demographic groups thateareore likely to rate the cost of higher
education favorably included males, Caucasiansgthot of Hispanic descent, those married,
and respondents from households that were befténahcially from a few years ago, or that

had annual income in excess of $72,000.

Over one-quarter, 26.5%, of respondents ratedftosdability of colleges and universities in
the region unfavorably, either psor or very poor. Just under one-fifth, 19.9%, rated the cost
of attending these institutions @eor, while 6.5% rated the affordability agry poor.
Respondents who rated the quality of regional gekeand universities unfavorably were more
likely to rate the cost of these institutionspasr or very poor. In addition, respondents with
relatively less education, especially those witlealutcation beyond a high school diploma, were
more likely to rate the affordability of local higheducation unfavorably. Examples of
demographic groups that were more likely to ragecist of attending these institutions poorly
included people of color, those of Hispanic descamd respondents from households that were
worse off financially from a few years ago, or thad relatively less annual income, especially

those with less than $18,000 in yearly income.

The plurality, 37.6%, of respondents rated therdtbility of regional colleges and universities

asfair. Respondents who rated the quality of higher dilutasfair were more likely to rate

Northeast Ohio Regional Omnibus Poll 2005
Center for Policy Studies, The University of Akron 36



the affordability of these institutions fsr. Examples of other groups that were more likely to
rate the cost of attending local colleges and usities asfair included females, full-time

students, and respondents from households withriada excess of $36,000 per year.

Table3.15
Rating of the Affordability of Regional Colleges and Universities
1) (2) (3) (4) ) (6)

Region/County Excellent Good Fair Poor \Fice)z))r/ Pismgtliin

Northeast - North: 4.6% 34.0% 37.5% 16.3% 7.7% (n=547)
Cuyahoga 3.7% 33.0%|  37.7% 15.9% 9.7% (n=4Q3)
Lorain 9.6% 35.6% 38.4% 12.3% 4.1% (n=73
Lake 5.4% 37.5% 37.5% 19.6% -- (n=56
Geauga -- 40.0% 26.7% 33.3% -- (n=15

Northeast - Central: 5.2% 26.1% 38.3% 24.1% 6.3% (n=444)
Summit 5.9% 26.5% 37.3% 21.6% 8.6% (n=18p)
Stark 4.1% 23.8% 42.6% 24.6% 4.9% (n=12p)
Medina 4.1% 36.7% 28.6% 30.6% -- (n=49
Wayne 11.4% 25.7% 40.0% 20.09 2.9% (n=3%)
Portage 1.9% 20.8% 39.6% 28.3% 9.49 (n=53)

Northeast - East: 5.8% 33.3% 36.2% 20.8% 3.9% (n=207)
Mahoning 3.8% 28.2% 42.3% 19.2% 6.4% (n=78)
Trumbull 12.3% 41.5% 35.4% 9.2% 1.5% (n=65
Ashtabula 3.4% 37.9% 24.1% 27.69 6.99 (n=29)
Columbiana -- 25.7% 34.3% 40.0% - (n=35

NEO Region 5.0% 31.0% 37.6% 19.99 6.5% (n=1198)

Question: Overall, how would you rate the affordigbof colleges and universities in Northealst

Ohio, would you say excellent, good, fair, pooryery poor?

->Proportion of valid responses.

© Number of valid responses.
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Northeast Ohio Health Care

Respondents were also asked to rate the avaiediilifuality health care in the Northeast Ohio
region. People were generally content with theituaf regional health care. Over two-thirds,
68.8%, of respondents rated the quality of headtle éavorably, either agood or excellent.
Favorable ratings were basically split betweentteeresponses, with 33.6% of respondents
rating the quality of regional health careegsellent and 35.2% rating the quality of such care
asgood (see Table 3.16).

Respondents who had favorable attitudes towardetfienal quality of life, economy and job
opportunities were more likely to rate the avaliigpof quality health care agood orexcellent.
More over, respondents from households with praywely more annual income, or that were
better off or about the same financially from a fg@ars ago, were more likely to rate the quality
of health care favorably. Other demographic grabpswere more likely to rate the quality of
regional health care favorably included Caucasiatatively older individuals, retirees or full-
time employees, registered voters, those maresgandents from households without children
presentinthe home, those with conservative palitiiews or republicans, and individuals with

relatively more educational attainment, especiedijege graduates.

On the other hand, 17.6% of respondents ratedvihdahility of quality health care in the
region agair, while 13.7% rated the quality unfavorably. Reggents who rated regional health
care agpoor amounted to 8.8% of respondents, while 4.9% rdeduality of such care aery
poor. Examples of demographic groups that were moedlito rate the quality of regional
health care unfavorably included people of colorpcted or single individuals, households
with children present in the home, the unemploydse with liberal political views or
democrats and independents, those with relatiesb/flormal education, and respondents from
households with progressively less annual incontieadiwere worse off financially from a few
years ago. Examples of groups that were more likalgte the availability of quality health care
in the region agair included people of color, those 18 to 34 yearag#, individuals not

registered to vote, and those with relatively kedscation.
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Table 3.16
Rating of the Availability of Quality Health Care
1) (2) (3) (4) ) (6)

Region/County Excellent Good Fair Poor \Fice)z))r/ Pismgtliin

Northeast - North: 36.9% 34.2% 16.3% 8.0% 4.6% (n=588)
Cuyahoga 36.3% 33.0% 16.9% 8.9% 4.9% (n=427)
Lorain 33.7% 37.3% 18.1% 6.0% 4.8% (n=83
Lake 41.7% 38.3% 11.7% 5.0% 3.3% (n=61))
Geauga 50.0% 33.3% 11.1% 5.6% -- (n=19)

Northeast - Central: 34.7% 35.2% 15.7% 9.7% 4.7% (n=472)
Summit 35.5% 33.0% 15.7% 13.7% 2.0% (n=19[7)
Stark 33.1% 35.4% 15.4% 8.5% 7.7% (n=13p)
Medina 44.0% 32.0% 14.0% 8.0% 2.0% (n=5Q)
Wayne 34.2% 36.8% 21.1% 2.6% 5.3% (n=38)
Portage 28.1% 43.9% 14.0% 5.3% 8.89 (n=57)

Northeast - East: 22.3% 37.7% 25.0% 8.6% 6.4% (n=220)
Mahoning 22.0% 32.9% 30.5% 8.5% 6.1% (n=83)
Trumbull 23.1% 40.0% 21.5% 7.7% 7.7% (n=65
Ashtabula 32.4% 38.2% 14.7% 11.8% 2.99 (n=34)
Columbiana 12.8% 43.6% 28.2% 7.7% 7.79 (n=39)

NEO Region 33.6% 35.2% 17.6% 8.8% 4.9% (n=1280)

Question: Overall, how would you rate the avail&pibf quality health care in Northeast Ohio

would you say excellent, good, fair, poor, or vpopr?

>Proportion of valid responses.

© Number of valid responses.
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Respondents who rated the availability of healtie @@ Northeast Ohio gsoor or very poor,
13.7% of all respondents, were subsequently asketdlicate their primary reason for rating

the quality of health care unfavorably.

The leading response given for rating the quafitggional health care unfavorably was simply
that the cost of health care was too high in génétaarly one-third, 31.5%, of those
respondents rating the quality of health care paadicated this was the case (see Column 2,
Table 3.17). This amounted to 4.4% of all respotsi¢see Column 3, Table 3.17). Other
examples of responses related to the high-costeaftth care included the high cost of
prescription drugs, malpractice lawsuits drive agtof doctors, the high cost of premiums for

health insurance, and out-of-pocket costs relatabtaining health care.

Another major reason given for rating the qualityegional health care unfavorably was that
there is a high number, or growing number, of umied people, followed closely by the
assertion that many jobs do not offer health aasarance, it is difficult to obtain health care
if the employer does not offer health care coveraget is difficult to get coverage when
unemployed. Examples of other similar responsdsded that health care insurance covers less
and less services or that insurance does not calVeservices and prescriptions. Some
respondents specifically mentioned that healthranste and prescription coverage is lacking

for the elderly, while other specifically referedasuts in Medicaid.

A less often cited reason for rating the qualityegfional health care poorly was related directly
to quality. For instance, some respondents statedt quality health care was unavailable or
difficult to obtain. Some respondents specificaltyd the quality of health care in hospitals and
nursing homes was poor. Others indicated that there not enough doctors and specialists or

that such professions were unavailable or leaviegarea.
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Table3.17
Primary Reason for Rating Availability of Quality Health Care Poorly

(1) (2) (3)

Number of Proportion of Proportion
Reason Naming Reason-Naming of All

Respondenty Respondents | Respondents
High Cost of Health Care 56 31.5% 4.4%
High/Growing Number of Uninsured 16 9.0% 1.3%
HC Difficult to Obtain, If Not Job Provided 15 8.4% 2%
Difficult to Obtain Quality Health Care 14 7.9% 1.1%
Insurance Does Not Cover Everything 6 3.3% 0.5%
Elderly Do Not Have Good HC Coverage 5 2.8% 0.4%
Medicaid Being Down-Sized 3 1.7% 0.2%
Fewer Doctors/Doctors Leaving the Area 3 1.7% 0.2%
Malpractice Lawsuits Drive Up HC Costs 3 1.7% 0.2%
Loss of HC Coverage From Unemploymept 3 1.7% 0.2%
Insurance Coverage Changes 3 1.7% 0.2%
Miscellaneous 51 28.7% 13.9%

Totals 178 (n=178) (n=1280)

Question: Follow up question of “Why is that?” pdde those respondents rating the availabil
of quality health care in the region as poor oy\gsor.

—

y

Regardless of how they rated the availability cdlgy health care, all respondents were asked
to rate the affordability of quality health caretie Northeast Ohio region. Similar to higher
education, while respondents were generally satisfith the availability of quality health care,
they were less enthusiastic regarding the costesid services. Whereas over two-thirds of the
respondents rated the quality of regional healtk &vorably, less than half of this number

rated the cost of health care favorably.

Northeast Ohio Regional Omnibus Poll 2005
Center for Policy Studies, The University of Akron 41



Respondents who rated the affordability of headtte én the Northeast Ohio region favorably,
either agxcellent orgood, amounted to 27.9% of all respondents (see Tab&).3AImost one-
quarter, 23.7%, of respondents rated the affortabil such care agood while another 4.2%
rated the cost of health caresasellent. Respondents from households with progressivelgmo
annual income, or that were better off or aboustmae financially from a few years ago, were
more likely to rate the affordability of health edavorably, as were respondents who felt the
regional economy was headed in the right direct@ther demographic groups that were more
likely to rate the cost of health care favorabblided Caucasians, relatively older individuals,
especially those over 55 years of age, retirekgleime employees, those married, households
with no children present in the home, registereens those with conservative political views
or republicans, and those with relatively more fareducation, especially those with a college

degree.

The plurality, 36.5%, of respondents rated the rdtbility of health care in the region
unfavorably, eithepoor or very poor. Just over one-quarter, 25.3%, of respondentd tate
affordability of regional health care asor, while 11.1% rated it agery poor. Respondents
who rated the quality of regional health care ppadre more likely to give unfavorable ratings
to the affordability of these services. Moreovegpondents from households that were worse
off financially from a few years ago, or with relegly less annual income, especially those with
less than $18,000 in yearly income, were moreyit@late the cost of health care unfavorably.
Other demographic groups that were more likelhate the affordability of regional health care
poorly included people of color, the unemployedpdted or separated individuals, those with
liberal political views, and those who indicateditipolitical party affiliation as being democrat
or independent. In addition, respondents who gafeorable ratings to the regional economy,
job opportunities and quality of life, were morkelly to rate the affordability of health care

unfavorably.

Over one-third, 35.6%, of respondents rated therddibility of health care in Northeast Ohio
as beindair. Examples of groups that were more likely to iatkair ratings included females,

those 18 to 24 years of age, full-time studentd,raspondents with moderate political views.
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In addition, respondents who rated the qualityesitih care afir were more likely to rate the

affordability of such care dair.

Table3.18
Rating of the Affordability of Quality Health Care
1) (2) (3) (4) ) (6)

Region/County Excellent Good Fair Poor \Fice)z))r/ Pismgtliin

Northeast - North: 4.2% 25.0% 35.6% 23.8% 11.5% (n=576)
Cuyahoga 4.5% 24.3% 36.0% 23.1% 12.1% (n=420)
Lorain 4.9% 26.8% 30.5% 29.3% 8.5% (n=82
Lake -- 26.8% 39.3% 19.6% 14.3% (n=56
Geauga 5.6% 27.8% 38.9% 27.8% -- (=18

Northeast - Central: 4.3% 22.8% 35.9% 26.0% 11.0% (n=465)
Summit 5.7% 24.4% 34.7% 23.8% 11.4% (n=19B)
Stark 3.1% 19.4% 38.0% 31.0% 8.5% (n=129Y)
Medina -- 24.0% 38.0% 28.0% 10.0% (n=50
Wayne 8.1% 24.3% 29.7% 24.3% 13.5% (n=37)
Portage 3.6% 23.2% 37.5% 21.4% 14.3% (n=56)

Northeast - East: 4.1% 22.4% 35.2% 27.9% 10.5% (n=219)
Mahoning 6.2% 13.6% 38.3% 32.1% 9.9% (n=81)
Trumbull 4.5% 36.4% 31.8% 18.2% 9.1% (n=66
Ashtabula 3.0% 27.3% 36.4% 24.29 9.19 (n=33)
Columbiana -- 12.8% 33.3% 38.5% 15.4% (n=39)

NEO Region 4.2% 23.7% 35.6% 25.39 11.1% (n=1260)

Question: Overall, how would you rate the affordighof quality health care in Northeast Ohip,

would you say excellent, good, fair, poor, or vpopr?

->Proportion of valid responses.

© Number of valid responses.
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Potential for Changing Residence

All respondents were asked how likely they werehtange their residence during the next five
years. This was a closed-ended question with Sorese categories of very likely, somewhat
likely, not at all likely, or have not thought alionoving. Respondents who stated they were
not at all likelyto move amounted to 42.7% of respondents, whilé@nd 2.1% of respondents
said theyhave not thought about it (see Table 3.19).

Respondents who gave favorable ratings to thetgudliife in their local community, or to the
region as a whole, were more likely to indicateythad not thought about moving or would not
likely change their residence during the next frears, as were those who rated the regional
economy favorably. Demographic groups that wereemiely to have not thought about
moving, or who indicated they were not likely to vepincluded Caucasians, progressively
older individuals, registered voters, married adawed individuals, households with no
children present in the home, those with no edmeabeyond a high school diploma,
respondents from households that reported beingriagt or about the same financially from
a few years ago or that had annual income of hess $18,000, and, in terms of employment

status, retirees, homemakers and those employed.

Respondents who indicated they were likely to cleahgir residence during the next five years
amounted to nearly half, 45.2%, of all responde@iger one-quarter, 26.5%, of respondents
said they wereery likely to move, while another 18.7% of respondents \semewhat likely

to move. Not surprisingly, respondents who ratedghality of life in their local community,
or the region as a whole unfavorably, were morayiko indicate they would move during the
next five years, as were those who felt the redi@anomy was on the wrong track.
Demographic groups that were more likely to indedéiey will change their residence during
the next five years included people of color, pesgively younger individuals, those not
registered to vote, the unemployed or full-timedstuts, those with at least some college
education, households with children, responderas fhouseholds that were worse off
financially from a few years ago or that had reklty higher levels of income, and, in terms of

marital status, single, divorced or separated iddas.
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Table 3.19
Likelihood of Changing Residence During the Next Five Years
(1) (2) (3) (4) ()
Region/County Very Somewhat Not At All Have Not Sample
Likely Likely Likely Considered Population
Northeast - North: 26.5% 19.3% 41.2% 13.1% (n=597)
Cuyahoga 27.6% 19.6% 38.5% 14.3% (n=434)
Lorain 25.0% 19.0% 47.6% 8.3% (n=84)
Lake 26.2% 18.0% 49.2% 6.6% (n=61)
Geauga 5.6% 16.7% 50.0% 27.8% (n=18
Northeast - Central: 26.3% 19.5% 42.0% 12.1% (n=471)
Summit 28.9% 18.3% 41.1% 11.7% (n=197
Stark 24.4% 19.7% 44.1% 11.8% (n=127
Medina 21.2% 21.2% 51.9% 5.8% (n=52)
Wayne 26.3% 15.8% 39.5% 18.4% (n=38)
Portage 26.3% 24.6% 33.3% 15.8% (n=57
Northeast - East: 26.8% 15.6% 48.2% 9.4% (n=224)
Mahoning 24.7% 18.5% 48.1% 8.6% (n=81)
Trumbull 29.9% 13.4% 46.3% 10.4% (n=67)
Ashtabula 29.4% 17.6% 44.1% 8.8% (n=34
Columbiana 23.8% 11.9% 54.8% 9.5% (n=42
NEO Region 26.5% 18.7% 42.7% 12.1% (n=1292)
Question: How likely are you to move from your @nt residence within the next five years,
would you say very likely, somewhat likely, notaditlikely, or have you not thought about thisp
@-4Proportion of valid responses.
® Number of valid responses.
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Respondents who indicated they were likely to ckahgir residence during the next five years,
45.2% of respondents, were subsequently asked whethnot they would remain in the
Northeast Ohio region. Of these respondents, 4313%d they would remain in the region,

while 8.1% indicated they were unsure (see Tal#6)3.

Respondents who rated the quality of life in th&tal community favorably, or for the region
as a whole, were more likely to say they would renva the region. Moreover, respondents
who felt the regional economy was on the rightKrac rated the quality of regional job
opportunities favorably, were more likely to indieathey would stay in the region.
Demographic groups that were more likely to stajperegion included Caucasians, those not
of Hispanic descent, those 65 years of age andr,ofdarried or widowed individuals,
households without children, individuals with retaty less education, those with conservative
political views, respondents from households thetteetter off or about the same financially
from a few years ago or that had annual incomelhess$72,000, and, in terms of employment

status, retirees, homemakers, and those employaduhtime basis.

On the other hand, nearly half, 48.6%, of respotsdedicating they would likely change their
residence during the next five years assertedvitoeyd leave the Northeast Ohio region. This
amounted to about one out of five, 21.8%, of apndents. Not surprisingly, respondents who
felt the regional economy was headed in the wraoregtion, or that gave unfavorable ratings
to the quality of regional job opportunities andhlifty of life, were more likely to indicate they
would leave the region. In addition, demographaugs that were more likely to indicate they
would leave included people of color, those of ldisip descent or Latinos, those 18 to 34 years
of age, especially those 18 to 24 years old, haldshwith children, those with liberal or
moderate political views, individuals with relatiyenore educational attainment, especially
college graduates, respondents from householdwénatworse off financially from a few years
ago or that had annual income in excess of $72&@d, in terms of employment status, the

unemployed, full-time students, and those emplayed part-time basis.
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Table 3.20
Likelihood of Remaining in Northeast Ohio
1) (2) (3) 5)
Region/County Will Leave Will Remain Not Sample
Region In Region Sure Population
Northeast - North: 46.1% 43.9% 10.0% (n=271)
Cuyahoga 44.4% 45.4% 10.2% (n=205)
Lorain 50.0% 44.4% 5.6% (n=36)
Lake 51.9% 33.3% 14.8% (n=27)
Geauga 66.7% 33.3% - (n=3)
Northeast - Central: 49.5% 43.5% 7.0% (n=214)
Summit 48.9% 42.4% 8.7% (n=92)
Stark 50.9% 40.0% 9.1% (n=55)
Medina 63.6% 36.4% - (n=22)
Wayne 50.0% 50.0% - (n=16)
Portage 37.9% 55.2% 6.9% (n=29)
Northeast - East: 53.7% 41.1% 5.3% (n=95)
Mahoning 51.4% 40.0% 8.6% (n=35)
Trumbull 51.7% 44.8% 3.4% (n=29)
Ashtabula 56.3% 37.5% 6.3% (n=16)
Columbiana 60.0% 40.0% - (n=15)
Proportion of
Likely Movers 48.6% 43.3% 8.1% (n=580)
Proportion of
All Respondents 21.8% (n=1292)
Question : If you do move, will you remain in Nogtist Ohio? (This question was only asked |of
those respondents who indicated they were veriylilesomewhat likely to change their
residence during the next five years.)
®-3Proportion of valid responses.
“Number of valid responses.
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Lastly, respondents who indicated they were likelieave the Northeast Ohio region during
the next five years or who were unsure about lepthe region, roughly one-quarter of all

respondents, were subsequently asked to statartapreason for possibly leaving the region.

The leading response cited for moving outside thetliéast Ohio region involved employment
reasons, with over one-third, 37.5%, of potentmligrants stating this was the case (see
Column 2, Table 3.21). This amounted to 9.5%, a out of ten, of all respondents (see
Column 3, Table 3.21). Respondents who rated thaétguf job opportunities in the region
unfavorably were more likely to state they werevieg the region due to employment reasons.
Examples of demographic groups that were moreyfikeindicate they were leaving the region
due to employment reasons included males, singgeppndents from households that were
better off financially from the previous year orathhad children present in the home,
progressively younger individuals, full-time stuteeand part-time employees, and those with

relatively more educational attainment, especifibse with post-graduate education.

The next most widely cited reason for possibly ieg¥he Northeast Ohio region was for better
weather or climate, with 18% of likely emigrantslicating this was the case. This amounted
to less than 5% of all respondents. Other reasees {pr potential leaving the region included,
in order of importance, to be closer to family mens) retirement, for a better economy or
quality of life, for better schools, property taxae too high in this region, taxes and the cost
of living are lower in other areas, and movingrfoscellaneous reasons related to family, such
as marriage, divorce, death of a family membebemause of an empty nest, i.e., children have

left home and the respondent wants to move somevéise.
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Table3.21
Primary Reason for Leaving the Region
(1) (2) (3)
Number of Proportion of Proportion of
Reason Reason-Naming| Reason-Naming All
Respondents Respondents Respondents

Employment Reasons 123 37.5% 9.5%
For Better Climate/Weather 59 18.0% 4.6%
To Be Closer to Family 24 7.3% 1.9%
Retirement 16 4.9% 1.2%
For Better Economy/Quality of Life 16 4.9% 1.2%
For Better Schools 12 3.7% 0.9%
Property Taxes Too High 11 3.4% 0.8%
Lower Taxes/Cost of Living 8 2.4% 0.6%
Death/Marriage/Divorce/Empty Nest 8 2.4% 0.6%
Upgrade Housing 6 1.8% 0.5%
Move From Urban Area 5 1.5% 0.4%
For Better Government/Politicians 4 1.2% 0.3%
Miscellaneous 36 11.0% 2.8%

Totals 328 (n=328) (n=1296)
Question: What is the main reason you might comsidaove outside of the region? (This
guestion was asked of those respondents who iedithey would leave the region during the
next five years).
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