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Metro Atlanta Speaks -Background

The Metro Atlanta Speaks (MAS) public opinion survey is in its fourth year.

The 2016 MAS was conducted by A.L. Burruss Institute of Public Service and Research at Kennesaw State
University (KSU). The 2016 survey asked 27 questions of 5,416 residents in a 13county area, with

results significant down to the county -level, as well as for the City of Atlanta. The 2015 MAS, also done
by KSU, asked 26 questions of 5,200 residents in a 13county area, with results also significant down to
the county -level. The 2014 MAS was conducted by The Schapiro Group, and asked 25 questions of 4,200
residents in a 10-county area, and was (as well) significant down to the county -level. The first survey fi
2013--- was also conducted by KSU, and asked 21 questions of 2,100 votingage residents. The 2013 MAS
was significant only at the regional (10 -county level).

The goal in all years was gather opinions on how the 10 (or 13) -county Atlanta region rates in terms of
key quality -of-life issues like transportation, education, the economy, the arts and aging in the Atlanta
region. In 2014, the survey added questions on water, job training, starting a business, healthcare, and
parks. In 2015, the survey added questions on civic involvement and engagement. In 2016, questions
were added on financial resiliency, food insecurity, and challenges faced in accessing transportation.

Whil e each year 0s s-indtimeaugdergtanding of dosvsesidentgperceivd the quality -

of-l i fe Iin metro Atl ant a, the true value of the eff
change over time. ARC will seek to, with its community partners, continue this survey annually to build
that ol ongitudinal 6 database.

This summary focus on regional results and topline county data. Regional survey margin of error for the
2016 instrument is +_ 1.3% percentage points (from 1.7% in 2015 and 2.1% in 2014) at the 95 percent
confidence level. County significance ranges from + - 4 to _+-7%. Data to come will detail county -level
results by demographics.

v METRO ATLANTA A p TR
&';‘:;:‘ﬁﬁ regional impact + local relevance S PEA KS kv
iAol e i ‘ ’



METRO ATLANTA

SPEAKS

0 COMPARATI VE
QUESTIONS

(2016, 2015, 2014, 2013)

regional impact + local relevance



Biggest Problem Facing Residents in Metro --MAS Response Comparison
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Biggest Problem for Metro Atlanta: MAS 2016
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Biggest Problem for Metro AtlantMAS 2015
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Biggest Problem by CountilAS 2014
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Importance of Public Transit --MAS Response Comparison
2016/2015/2014/2013
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Importance of Public Transit to the Region: MAS 2016
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Importance of Public Transit to the RegidhAS 2015
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Importance of Public Transit (Buses/ Trains): By CoduiiyAS 2014
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Best Way to Fix Traffic? --MAS Response Comparison
2016/2015/2014/2013
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Best Long Term Solution to Traffic?: MAS 2016
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Best Longlerm Solution to TrafficMAS 2015
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Best Way to Fix Traffic by County: MAS 2014
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Rate Metro Job Opportunities: MAS Response Comparison
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Rate Job Opportunities Metro Atlanta: MAS 2016
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Rate Job Opportunities Metro AtlantstAS 2015
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Rating Job Opportunities in Metro Atlant®1AS 2014
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Rating Neighborhood as a Place to Live: MAS Response
Comparison
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Rate Your Neighborhood as a Place to Live: MAS 2016
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Rate Your Neighborhood as a Place to IM&S 2015
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Rating Your Neighborhood as a Place to Live: By Colvifs 2014
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Rate Metro Atlanta as a Place to Live: MAS 2016
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Rate Metro Atlanta as a Place to LiMAS 2015
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Rating Metro as a Place to Live (County)AS 2014
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If You Could Move, Where Would You Move?: MAS Response
Comparison: 2016/2015/2014/2013
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If You Could, Would Move?, and Where?:MAS 2016

>
Py,
@)
Py,
®
Q
o
=)

Butts
Fayette
Coweta

Cobb

Cherokee
Douglas
Rockdale
Fulton
Paulding
Gwinnett
Henry

City of Atlanta

DeKalb

Clayton
0.0% 20.0% 40.0% 60.0% 80.0% 100.0% 120.0%

m Different Neighborhood in Atlanta m Stay Where They Are  ®Move Away from Metro Atlanta mD

! ! ATLANTA REGIONAL COMMISSION

regional impact + local relevan:

METRO ATLANTA

e A regional impact + local relevance s P E AKS




If You Could, Would Move?, and WherbMAS 2015
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If You Could, Would you Move and If So, Where? By Coliys 2014
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Rate Public Education in District Where You Live:
MAS Response Comparison
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Rate Public Education in District Where You Live: MAS 2016
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Rate Public Education in District Where You IMA&S 2015
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Rate Local Public Education by CountyAS 2014
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Rate Public Education in Metro Area as a Whole: MAS 2016
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Rate Public Education in Metro Area as a WhdlaS 2015
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Rate Public Education in Metro Atlanta as a Whole:
By CountyMAS 2014
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How Involved Are You in Your Community?: MAS 2016/2015/2014
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Self-Assessment of Community Involvement. MAS 2016
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