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Introduction

The United Way of Tompkins County (UWTC) and the Human Services Coalition of Tompkins County (HSC)
conducted a county-wide community asset and needs assessment, COMPASS II, in 2003. At that time, UWTC
made a commitment to conduct similar assessments on a regular basis. As a result, a second round of the
needs and assets assessment, COMPASS 11-2.0, has been initiated and this report provides an interim
summary of information collected to date.

The report is structured around 10 major topic areas: Employment/Jobs, Education, Environment, Health Care,
Housing, Quality of Life, Crime, Social Issues, Discrimination, & Transportation. Within each of these topic
areas, you will find three tabs: COMPASS 11-2.0 Survey Data, Indicator Information, and Questions to Answer.

COMPASS 11-2.0 Survey Data

As with the 2003 assessment, a major component of COMPASS 1I-2.0 is a survey of households in Tompkins
County. Residents were surveyed in three modalities: a random sample telephone interview, an on-line web
survey, and targeted in-person interviews. Respondents were asked to provide their perception of how big a
problem a list of issues were in their community. They were also asked how big of a problem a comparable list
of issues was within their own household. A total of 989 surveys were completed.

In addition, 105 key informants were surveyed and asked their perception of the same list of community issues.

Tables with data tabulated by mode and by income category are provided for the household survey as well as
various cross-tabulations of note. Key informant data is also provided in chart form for each topic area.

Notes: For Community Issues and Household Issues questions, the percentage of respondents indicating a
critical problem for a question is reflective of the number of respondents selecting 3 or 4 on the scale: 1=Not a
problem and 4=A major problem

Income categories Low, Moderate, & High were developed utilizing respondents’ self-reported household
income. These categories are defined on pages 56-57..

Indicator Information

It is vital to have sufficient indicator information from various local, state and national data figures to provide a
wider context. Where possible we have found relevant indicators for each of the topic areas that compares the
time periods of the first assessment and now. Oftentimes, indicators are not gathered at regular intervals and
years may not always correspond exactly.

Questions to Answer

As we move forward with the COMPASS [I-2.0 project, we will be looking to pull together qualitative
information to help us understand the quantitative data gathered to date. Questions in each topic area were
developed through an examination of survey results and indicator information by members of the COMPASS
[1-2.0 Community Partnership Committee and the project consultant. We will be conducting focus groups and
stakeholder interviews over the next few months to address these (and other) questions that have been raised
through the process to date.

In addition to the qualitative data, we will be gathering and reporting on community assets and progress in the
COMPASS 11-2.0 final report.

All information provided in this report is believed to be accurate, but is not guaranteed.



EMPLOYMENT /JOBS

COMPASS ll-2.0 Survey Data

Household Survey

Percent of respondents indicating critical problem

Targeted

Telephone Web In-Person All Modes
Community Issues
Unemployment 43.8% 60.2% 65.9% 54.3%
Underemployment 50.9% 77.7% 61.0% 63.7%
Lack of Jobs 46.7% 73.1% 70.7% 61.7%
Household Issue
“Not being able to find work” 20.6% 27.9% 56.7% 29.6%
Not belng abIe”to find a job equal to level of education 27.6% 40.3% 59.2% 38.1%
and experience

Household Survey

Percent of respondents indicating critical problem

COMPASS Il (2003)

COMPASS [1-2.0 (2009)

Community Issues

Unemployment *
Low Income 40.4% 68.5%
Moderate Income 35.0% 52.8%
High Income 34.8% 42.1%
Unknown Income 32.6% 49.4%
Underemployment *
Low Income 40.4% 67.5%
Moderate Income 35.0% 67.0%
High Income 34.8% 64.0%
Unknown Income 32.6% 50.0%
Lack of Jobs
Low Income 46.2% 73.0%
Moderate Income 41.4% 61.2%
High Income 27.8% 52.8%
Unknown Income 44.2% 55.1%
Household Issue
“Not being able to find work”
Low Income 28.9% 48.8%
Moderate Income 11.3% 21.7%
High Income 1.7% 15.9%
Unknown Income 18.6% 30.4%
“Not being able to find a job equal to level of
education and experience” ]
Low Income - 55.7%
Moderate Income - 33.7%
High Income - 23.2%
Unknown Income - 36.7%

*In 2003, the category was “Unemployment/Underemployment”




Key Informant Survey

83.3%

Percent responding critical
issue

Unemployment

Underemployment

Community Issue

O 2003 O 2009

83.3% 81.0%

Lack of Jobs

Employment status

Laid
off/Unemployed,
4.00%

Homemakers,
3.70%

Retired, 16.60%

Disabled, 4.50%

Students, 0.60%

Working for pay,
69.40%

Household Survey Unemployment Rate:

Of the respondents who were currently not
working for pay, 54 said they were looking
for work. When comparing that to the total
workers (649) in the sample, we have a

rough estimate of a 7.6%
unemployment rate within the
survey sample. 29.6% of household
survey respondents indicated that “Not

being able to find work” wasa
critical problem for someone in their
household.

Percent Agreeing:
My current job is equal to my level of (education/experience)

90.0%-

80.0%-
70.0%-
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40.0%1
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0.0%-

Percent

Income

Low Income Moderate High Income Unknow n All

Income  respondents

@ Education level
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Educational Level Doesn’t Predict
Respondent Perception of
Underemployment.....

Correlation to

education
Can't find a job equal to level of educ/exper .16
Current job not equal to level of training/ed .05
Current job not equal to level of experience .05

.... But Income Does
Correlation to

Income
Can't find a job equal to level of educ/exper .30
Current job not equal to level of training/ed .15
Current job not equal to level of experience 12

Correlation is the relationship between two random variables ang

Currently Employed Respondents Who
Would Like a Better Job

Yes, 44.50%

No, 55.50%

always between -1 and 1. The extent of the relationship is determiret

by the distance from 0, the weaker the relationship the closer the

correlation is to 0. A positive correlation coefficient indicates a higher

variable tends to correspond to a higher value for the other.

Indicator Information

Total Employment

Total employment in Tompkins County has decreased by 1,485 jobs between 2003 and 2008.

Source: New York State Department of Labor

County Underemployment Data

Underemployed:
Medium Skill Workers 15.8%
High Skill Workers 7. 7%
Labor Shortage:
Basic Skill Workers 23.4%

Source: Tompkins County Labor Market Region Study conducted by
Chmura Economics & Analytics (2008)

Predicted Employment Growth Rate

Employment Changes by Occupations

The Tompkins County Labor Market has seen a
greater number of residents employed in lower
income positions than in higher income positions.

Average percent employment change 2001-
2006

Occupations with Avg.

Annual Income Above 0.46%
200% Poverty Level
Family of 2=$29,140/year
Occupations with Avg.
Annual Income Below 6.25%

Source: Tompkins County Labor Market Region Study conducted by
Chmura Economics & Analytics (2008)

Tompkins County is expected to see an annual growth rate of 558 new jobs per year until

2016 and a total annual replacement rate of 8,390 with the majority of those positions being in the
Accommodation & Food Services, Education, and Retail sectors. The analysis indicates that for the next
ten years, for the top 20 occupations alone, labor demand exceeds supply by 279 per year. The majority of

positions are basic-skill jobs.

Source: Tompkins County Labor Market Region Study conducted by Chmura Economics & Analytics (2008)



County Unemployment Rate

Generally speaking, Tompkins County has enjoyed a fairly low unemployment rate over the years,
especially as compared to New York State and the United States as a whole. However, in recent months
the unemployment rate has been significantly increasing and has more than doubled since the last
COMPASS Il assessment.

July 2003

2.1% 5.4%

July 2009

Source: New York State Department of Labor

Questions to Answer

X How do the perception of lack of jobs by respondents and the perceived lack of quality workers in the area
correspond? What can be done to reduce these gaps?

X In 2003, 31.7% of COMPASS |l survey respondents aged 60 or older indicated they were working for pay; in
2008, the percentage increased to nearly 40%. Census data confirms this trend. What is the impact of the aging
population on Ithaca’s labor force? Will we see more older workers in the labor force and what will their needs
be? Or will there be a significant reduction in the labor pool overall? Or both? How best can Tompkins County
plan for these issues?

X In the 2003 survey, only 1.5% of respondents aged 60 or older said they were looking for a job while over 11% of
2008 respondents said they were. How has the economy impacted on whether people are retiring or not, coming
out of retirement, supplementing retirement?

X The Chmura report offers information on how alternative occupations may be effectively used to deal with
shortages and surpluses within the labor market. How can Tompkins County optimize on these types of
strategies?

X Why do survey respondents perceive a lack of jobs? s it because the jobs available do not provide sufficient
income?

X When low-income, low-education survey respondents indicate experiencing underemployment, is it a perception
of not being able to get jobs that pay them enough to get by? This same group reported significantly higher
incidence of changing jobs in the past year (~35%). What are the issues tied to the increased turnover with this
group and how can they best be addressed?

X From Carl Haynes, TC3 President: “The percent of respondents indicating unemployment or underemployment
among the low and moderate income is significant. It is probably safe to assume that this is correlated to
education level. Is there a way that we can learn more about the people in these income categories to help us
more effectively reach them with educational opportunities? For example, at TC3 we currently partner with the
area Workforce Investment Boards with our new Learning Advocacy Program (LEAP). Also, our PACE Program,
our new Pathways Program, as well as other funding available for recently laid off BorgWarner employees, are
examples of other initiatives to reach those unemployed or underemployed in our community. In spite of the
success of these and other initiatives, it is my feeling that we are still only scratching the surface of reaching
young and older adults in our community who could benefit from additional training and educational opportunities
that we offer at the College. It is a challenge to find effective means of reaching people to make them aware of
how they could succeed. Does the data offer any insight in this regard?”

X Would retention/re-training strategies help employers retain workers more effectively?

X The Chmura report indicates that employers anticipated increased hiring in the next 5 years and labor gaps, how
has the economic downturn affected these projections?
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EDuUCATION

COMPASS ll-2.0 Survey Data

Household Survey

Percent of respondents indicating critical problem

Telephone Web ITargeted All Modes
n-Person

Community Issues

llliteracy 18.6% 37.4% 39.0% 29.8%
Unsafe School Environment 22.8% 31.6% 33.5% 28.2%
School’s Providing Poor Preparation for Work 29.1% 42.0% 40.9% 36.4%
School’s Providing Poor Preparation for College 21.6% 29.6% 37.8% 27.6%
Household Issue

“Difficulty in reading well enough to get along” 5.1% 1.9% 31.1% 8.1%
“Children being unsafe at school” 7.0% 5.3% 29.9% 10.1%

Household Survey

Percent of respondents indicating critical problem

COMPASS 1l (2003) COMPASS 11-2.0 (2009)
Community Issues
llliteracy
Low Income 26.3% 37.0%
Moderate Income 18.8% 24.0%
High Income 13.9% 31.3%
Unknown Income 9.3% 26.0%
Unsafe School Environment
Low Income 21.2% 33.9%
Moderate Income 12.9% 27.2%
High Income 11.3% 23.6%
Unknown Income 11.6% 26.6%
School’s Providing Poor Preparation for
Work* (work and college)
Low Income 29.5% 39.1%
Moderate Income 23.1% 34.3%
High Income 16.5% 33.1%
Unknown Income 23.3% 40.5%
School’s Providing Poor Preparation for
College (work and college)
Low Income 29.5% 35.0%
Moderate Income 23.1% 24.6%
High Income 16.5% 20.6%
Unknown Income 23.3% 30.4%
Household Issue
“Difficulty in reading well enough to get
along”
Low Income 8.3% 20.1%
Moderate Income 2.2% 1.9%
High Income 1.7% 2.6%
Unknown Income 7.0% 6.3%
“Children being unsafe at school”
Low Income 4.5% 20.4%
Moderate Income 3.8% 5.5%
High Income 1.7% 3.4%
Unknown Income 3.4% 10.1%




Key Informant Survey
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llliteracy Unsafe School School’s School’s
Environment  Providing Poor Providing Poor
Preparation for Preparation for
Work College
Community Issue
O 2003 O 2009
“Children being unsafe at school”
Township Children Unsafe
unsafe in school
school environment
Caroline 20.0% 23.1%
City of Ithaca 15.0% 34.3% White 11.6%
Danby 11.1% 24.1% respondents :
Dryden 23.3% 29.7%
Enfield 66.7% 37.8%
Groton 0.0% 26.3%
Lansing 7.4% 11.3% Non-white 26.7%
Newfield 21.1% 35.7% respondents ‘ ‘
Town of Ithaca 6.0% 24.2%
Ulysses 5.3% 6.0% w ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
0.0% 5.0% 10.0% 15.0% 20.0% 25.0% 30.0%
Percent of respondents saying a critical problemin household
Schools Providing Poor Preparation for:
Township Poor Preparation Poor Preparation
for Work for School
College 47 3% Caroline 33.3% 25.6%
City of lthaca 39.8% 30.1%
Danby 31.5% 25.9%
Dryden 39.0% 27.1%
Enfield 43.2% 32.4%
Groton 39.5% 42.1%
Lansin 17.9% 16.0%
Work 55.9% o 7 %
Newfield 46.4% 46.4%
\ Town of Ithaca 31.5% 19.1%
Ulysses 48.2% 25.9%
0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% 60.0%
Percent of respondents saying critical problem
O Non-white respondents @ White respondents




Respondent Educational Level

HS or less, 18.2%

Graduate Degree,

Literacy and Educational Level

1 in 5 respondents with an
educational level of High School

or Less say “difficulty
reading well enough to

322% T~
get along "is a critical
problem.
Some
Bachelor's college/Assoc./
Degree, 27.2% Voc., 23.5%
Indicator Information
Student Life Survey, 2005 & 2007
2005 2007
Students feel safe at school most of the time or always 85% 84%
Report witnessing name calling/put downs monthly or more 83% 78%
Experiencing name calling/put downs monthly or more 31% 30%
Experience bullying monthly or more 9% 6%
Experience bullying every day 3% 2%
Student Life Survey, 2008
Middle High
School School
At my school: “In general, | feel safe” 46% 56%
In the last month: “Someone said something hurtful to me at school” 70% 60%
In the last month: “I was physically bullied at school” 12% 9%
In the last month: “Someone embarrassed, insulted, or threatened me by 11% 30%
an internet posting or text message”
Suspensions
District 04-05 05-06 06-07
Dryden 2% 3% 6%
Groton 7% 8% 4%
Ithaca City 5% 5% 3%
Lansing 2% 3% 3%
Newfield 10% 6% 10%
Trumansburg 6% 9% 7%

Source: NYS Report Card



Students "meeting learning standards with distinction" after 4 years
of instruction in English

70%

Students coming from
economically

60%

disadvantaged
households are

50%

significantly less likely
to meet learning

40% -

30% ]

Percent of students

20%

10% -

0%

—

than students who are not

disadvantaged.
Source: NYS Report Card

Dryden Gro

ton lthaca

Lansing

Newfield

O Economically disadvantaged O Not Disadvantaged ‘

Trumansburg

Source: NYS Report Card

Tompkins County Drop -out Rate

The high school drop out rate has

remained fairly steady.

Number
of
Year Dropouts
2003 128
2004 98
2005 112
2006 89
2007 129

High

School Dropout

Enrollment
3,760
3,832
3,881
3,993
3,975

Rate
3.4%
2.6%
2.9%
2.2%
3.2%

Source: Tompkins County Youth Dept., NYS Report Card

standards with distinction

Students "meeting learning standards with distinction" after

70%

4 years of instruction in Math

60%

50% -

40%

30%

Percent of students

20% -

10%

0%

-

Dryden

Groton Ithaca Lansing Newfield T

O Economically disadvantaged O Not Disadvantaged ‘

rumansburg

Source: NYS Report Card

Definitior Meeting Learning Standards with Distinction. Student peemonstrates a thorough understanding of the content exp

subject and grade level.




Educational Attainment - Tompkins County

Graduate HS or less,
0,
Degree, 29.2% 29.5%
Bachelor's Some
Degree, 21.7% college/Assoc./
’ Voc., 19.7%

Source: American Community Survey, 2007

Ratio of Regent Graduates to Graduates by Dist rict and Year

2004 2005 2006 2007

Dryden 0.86 0.81 0.88 0.89
Groton 0.88 0.81 0.86 0.85
ICSD 0.8 0.79 0.91 0.93
Lansing 0.95 0.9 0.97 0.98
Newfield 0.73 0.8 0.88 0.81

Trumansburg 0.89 0.74 0.88 0.81
Source: NYS Report Card

High School Equivalency

44.5% of high school dropouts
achieved their high school
equivalency between 2004 and

2007.
Source: NYS Report Card

Per Student Spending,

2006-2007

United States: $8,983
New York State: $17,330
Dryden: $15,242
Groton: $14,027
Ithaca: $17,132
Lansing: $17,482
Newfield: $14,258
Trumansburg: $15,655

Source: NYS Report Card

English as a Second Language

In 2.8% of households in
Tompkins County all members
age 14 and over have at least
some difficulty with English.

Source: Census 2000

Literacy
The National Assessment of

Adult Literacy estimated that 7%
of Tompkins County residents

lacked basic prose

literacy skills in 1992. In
2003, this estimate increased to

10%.

Source: National Assessment of Adult Literacy

Questions to Answer

X Literacy: Overall we have a highly educated population, but there is a small, persistent subset of individuals who
have difficulty reading — high school dropouts, poor, laid off/disabled, non-white. How can we address this more

effectively?

X Does the increasing immigrant community impact on the perception of literacy problems?

X Disadvantaged students — the difference in disadvantaged students’ scores and the perception of lower-income
families regarding safety in school and preparation for college is significant. Why is this? What can be done?

X Are recent high profile cases contributing to how residents perceive safety in the schools?

X The cost per student in Tompkins County and New York State is nearly twice as high as the national average —

getting what we pay for?

X How does special education factor into our school system? Are we doing a good job?
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ENVIRONMENT

COMPASS ll-2.0 Survey Data

Household Survey Percent of respondents indicating critical problem
Telephone Web ITargeted All Modes
n-Person
Community Issues
Pollution 20.1% 36.4% 41.5% 30.4%
Water Pollution 23.5% 38.4% 38.4% 32.2%
Air Pollution 11.6% 20.6% 37.8% 19.7%
Soil/Ground Pollution 30.3% 47.8% 40.9% 39.3%
Noise Pollution 14.0% 28.4% 36.0% 23.7%
Climate Change/Global Warming 44.6% 59.0% 45.7% 50.8%
Household Issue
“Experiencing air pollution” 9.2% 8.7% 35.4% 13.4%
“Experiencing water pollution” 11.4% 13.1% 36.6% 16.3%
“Experiencing soil/ground pollution” 9.4% 17.0% 34.2% 16.7%
“Experiencing noise pollution” 15.3% 21.1% 37.2% 21.3%
Household Survey Percent of respondents indicating
critical problem
COMPASS Il (2003) COMPASS 11-2.0 (2009)

Community Issues
Pollution* (water or air pollution)

Low Income 30.8% 37.7%

Moderate Income 22.6% 31.1%

High Income 11.3% 21.5%

Unknown Income 20.9% 29.1%
Water Pollution*

Low Income 30.8% 39.8%

Moderate Income 22.6% 33.3%

High Income 11.3% 25.3%

Unknown Income 20.9% 26.0%
Air Pollution*

Low Income 30.8% 31.5%

Moderate Income 22.6% 14.9%

High Income 11.3% 10.3%

Unknown Income 20.9% 21.5%
Soil/Ground Pollution -

Low Income - 40.8%

Moderate Income - 40.1%

High Income - 39.9%

Unknown Income - 34.2%
Noise Pollution -

Low Income - 30.8%

Moderate Income - 20.1%

High Income - 19.3%

Unknown Income - 24.1%
Climate Change/Global Warming -

Low Income - 50.9%

Moderate Income - 53.4%

High Income - 48.5%

Unknown Income - 48.7%
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Household Survey

Percent of respondents indicating

critical problem

COMPASS Il (2003) COMPASS I1-2.0 (2009)
Household Issue
“Experiencing air pollution™ (air or water pollution)
Low Income 22.4% 24.9%
Moderate Income 10.2% 7.8%
High Income 4.4% 6.9%
Unknown Income 16.3% 12.7%
“Experiencing water pollution™ (air or water pollution)
Low Income 22.4% 31.5%
Moderate Income 10.2% 12.6%
High Income 4.4% 6.0%
Unknown Income 16.3% 10.8%
“Experiencing soil/ground pollution” -
Low Income - 25.3%
Moderate Income - 13.9%
High Income - 11.6%
Unknown Income - 13.9%
“Experiencing noise pollution” -
Low Income - 32.5%
Moderate Income - 18.1%
High Income - 13.3%
Unknown Income - 19.0%

Key Informant Survey

60.0% -

50.5%

56.2%

50.0%
5.6%

40.0% 33.3%

33.3%

28 6%

30.0%

19.1%

20.0% -

10.0% -

Percent responding critical issue

0.0% -
Pollution

Air Pollution

Community Issue

@ 2003 O 2009

Noise Pollution

Overall significantly fewer

Groton respondents indicated a

problem with all types of
pollution.

Percent of respondents indicating critical

problem with pollution type in their household

Township Air Water Soil/ Noise
Ground

Caroline 12.8% 18.0% 20.5% 25.6%
City of Ithaca 17.0% 15.7% 22.5% 28.8%
Danby 7.4% 13.0% 11.1% 20.4%
Dryden 13.6% 18.6% 18.6% 25.4%
Enfield 27.0% 18.9% 21.6% 24.3%
Groton 13.2% 15.8% 7.9% 7.9%
Lansing 13.2% 16.0% 13.2% 16.0%
Newfield 12.5% 19.6% 12.5% 21.4%
Town of Ithaca 10.1% 15.7% 12.9% 18.0%
Ulysses 9.3% 16.7% 14.8% 13.0%
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[ Indicater Information

E. Coli and total coliform
bacteria is consistently over
EPA recommendations for

swimming in all tested Tompkins
County streams during base flow and
increases significantly (5-20x) during

storm water conditions.
Source: Community Science Institute

Pesticide Sales Per Capita
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@
o
[9]
Qo
-
2002 2005
Year
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Pesticide Sales Per Square Mile

500

400

300+

200+

Lbs per sq. mile

100+

2002

453.

Year

3729

2005

O Tompkins County O New York

Toxic Releases Per Square Mile

1000+

800+

600+

400

Lbs per sq. mile

200+

2002

Year

2007

O Tompkins County O New York
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Percent of Days when Air Quality was “Good”

2003 92%
2004 89% In 2002, by a factor of four the largest
2005 86% emission’s pollutant was carbon
2006 95% monoxide from highway
and non-highway

The main AQI pollution for all years was vehicles .
PartiCL”ate matter Sma”er Source: Environmental Protection Agency
than 2.5 micrometers.

Source: US Environmental Protection Agency

Of the 15 clean -up sites in Tompkins County,
4 Remediation completed/No significant Threat 3 Significant threat
6 Remedial work underway/Not yet complete 2 No assessment

Source: NYS Department of Environmental Conservation

Questions to Answer

X Why are lower-income respondents reporting higher experience with pollution problems? Are environmental
justice issues more prevalent than thought?

X What accounts for the differences in township perceptions of pollution problems?
X How can we determine the level of noise pollution in the area? And what is acceptable?

X What is the correlation between media exposure of high profile environmental issues locally and the perception of
problems?

X The environmental issue noted as a problem most frequently in the household survey was Climate Change/Global
Warming — is this concern related to action on a local level?

14



HEALTH

COMPASS ll-2.0 Survey Data

Household Survey

Percent of respondents indicating critical problem

Telephone Web I-rl;?;%?;?)i All Modes
Community Issues
Alcohol and/or Drug Abuse 50.9% 71.4% 57.3% 60.5%
Mental lliness or Emotional Problems 40.2% 66.0% 53.1% 53.1%
Lack of Affordable Primary Health Care 58.1% 76.7% 64.6% 66.9%
Lack of Affordable Specialty Health Care 55.7% 73.3% 62.8% 64.2%
Lack of Affordable Dental Care 56.4% 76.2% 66.5% 66.3%
HIV/AIDS 19.1% 27.4% 29.3% 24.3%
Underinsurance (for health care) 67.8% 81.3% 57.3% 71.7%
Household Issue
“Not having enough money to pay the doctor” 20.1% 29.4% 61.6% 30.8%
“Not'ha\{ing 9nough money to buy prescription 15.5% 23.8% 62.2% 26.7%
medications
“Not having enough money to pay the dentist” 24.2% 35.7% 69.5% 36.5%
“Having a lot of anxiety, stress or depression” 32.2% 50.7% 59.8% 44.5%
“Having an alcohol and/or drug problem” 7.3% 9.2% 29.9% 11.8%
“Children”or teenagers having behavior or emotional 10.9% 17.0% 37.8% 17.9%
problems

Household Survey

Percent of respondents indicating
critical problem

COMPASS Il (2003)

COMPASS 11-2.0 (2009)

Community Issues

Alcohol and/or Drug Abuse

Low Income 41.0% 64.0%
Moderate Income 38.2% 62.5%
High Income 34.8% 57.9%
Unknown Income 39.5% 53.8%
Mental lllness or Emotional Problems
Low Income 28.9% 58.5%
Moderate Income 28.5% 48.5%
High Income 18.3% 52.4%
Unknown Income 18.6% 53.2%
Lack of Affordable Primary Health Care
Low Income 53.9% 69.9%
Moderate Income 60.8% 67.6%
High Income 44.4% 65.7%
Unknown Income 51.2% 62.0%
Lack of Affordable Specialty Health Care
Low Income 51.9% 69.9%
Moderate Income 52.2% 66.3%
High Income 43.5% 60.5%
Unknown Income 51.2% 55.1%
Lack of Affordable Dental Care -
Low Income - 74.4%
Moderate Income - 69.6%
High Income - 57.5%
Unknown Income - 58.2%
HIV/AIDS
Low Income 18.6% 33.2%
Moderate Income 13.4% 25.9%
High Income 9.6% 15.0%
Unknown Income 7.0% 18.4%
Underinsurance (for health care) -
Low Income - 74.1%
Moderate Income - 72.5%
High Income - 73.8%
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Household Survey

Percent of respondents indicating

critical problem

COMPASS Il (2003)

COMPASS 11-2.0 (2009)

Unknown Income - 62.7%
Household Issue
“Not having enough money to pay the (pay doctor or buy prescription
doctor™ meds)
Low Income 37.8% 57.4%
Moderate Income 14.5% 24.0%
High Income 4.4% 12.5%
Unknown Income 18.6% 22.8%
“Not having enough money to buy (pay doctor or buy prescription
prescription medications™* meds)
Low Income 37.8% 54.7%
Moderate Income 14.5% 18.1%
High Income 4.4% 6.4%
Unknown Income 18.6% 22.2%
“Not having enough money to pay the dentist” -
Low Income - 66.4%
Moderate Income - 30.1%
High Income - 15.9%
Unknown Income - 24.7%
“Having a lot of anxiety, stress or depression”
Low Income 41.7% 59.2%
Moderate Income 28.0% 40.8%
High Income 16.5% 35.2%
Unknown Income 18.6% 38.6%
“Having an alcohol and/or drug problem”
Low Income 11.5% 21.1%
Moderate Income 5.9% 8.7%
High Income 3.5% 6.4%
Unknown Income 0.0% 8.9%
“Children or teenagers having behavior or
emotional problems”
Low Income 14.1% 34.3%
Moderate Income 3.2% 9.7%
High Income 4.4% 12.9%
Unknown Income 0.0% 11.4%

Key Informant Survey

90.0% - 81.1%

80.0%

80.0% 74.3%

70.0%
60.0%
50.0%
40.0%
30.0%
20.0%

Percent responding critical issue

10.0%

0_0%,L

Alcohol and/or Mental liness or
Drug Abuse Emotional
Problems

Lack of
Affordable

Lack of
Affordable Affordable Dental

Primary Health Specialty Health

Care Care

Community Issue

@ 2003 O 2009

Lack of

Care

HIV/AIDS

Underinsurance
(for health care)
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Respondents

HH under 18

HH 18-64

HH 64-over

0.

Individuals With No Health Insurance

£ ‘ — \ \
7
]
I ]
/]

|

0% 5.0% 10.0% 15.0% 20.0% 25.0% 30.0% 35.0% 40.0%
Percent

@ High Income 0 Mod Income 0O Low Income @ All incomes

18.0% -
16.0% 1
14.0% -
12.0% -
10.0% 1
8.0%
6.0%
4.0%
2.0%
0.0%+

Percent with No Health Insurance

16.7%

Respondents

age < 18 age 18-65
[ Other HH members

age 65+
|

Between 2003 and 2009, of
other household members
aged 18-64, those without
insurance increased from

10.9%to 16.7%

While overall, the
percentages of household
members under age 18 with
no insurance stayed the

same, low income
households decreased
from 13.3% to 9.4% and
moderate income
households decreased
from 10.7% to 0.6%

Percent of respondents who have health insurance by employment status

Employed | | | | |
m Disabled
2 ‘ S
8 Homemaker | | [ \ |
é Laid offfunemployed | \ \ | | '
>
é Retired | | | \ \
w Student | | | \ \

Other

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% 60.0% 70.0% 80.0% 90.0%100.0%

Percent of respondents




Those without health insurance were much more likely to report problems with having enough money to
access health and dental care.

Percent of households indicating critical problem
Respondent Respondents Anyone in Everyone in
with no Health with Health household household
Insurance Insurance with no insured
insurance
“Not having enough money to pay the doctor” 70.2% 26.2% 58% 25.0%
“Not having enough money to buy prescription medications” 66.4% 22.0% 55.7% 20.4%
“Not having enough money to pay the dentist” 71.2% 32.8% 64.2% 30.5%

Between 2003 and 2009, of other household
members aged 65 and older, those without

insurance increased from 5.8% to 8.8%

17.8% of households surveyed indicated
that at least one person in the
household was uninsured

Indicator Information

- Cayuga Medical Center: Pure Self-Pay Visits
Cayuga Medical Center (Percent of total visits in that venue)
Uncompensated Care
2002 2007 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006
$2,365,782 $3,773,074 . . o o o o o
35% 35% Inpatient Visits 3% 4% 3% 4% 4%
Source: Cayuga Medical Center Annual Reports Emergency Room Visits 13% 12% 12% 12% 11%
Convenient Care (Ithaca) 13% 12% 11% 10% 10%

Source: Health Planning Council of Tompkins County, Tracking the Impact of Health Care Reform ir
Tompkins County, 1997 through 2006

Unduplicated # of children (ages 0-17) with no insurance
receiving care at Cayuga Medical Center

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006
Clinic (incl. OBV) 341 285 195 186 222
Emergency Room 132 124 129 137 149
Referred 194 184 94 81 43
Same Day Surgery 6 7 1 6 6
Inpatient 17 17 9 11 11
Total 676 617 428 421 431

Source: Health Planning Council of Tompkins County, Tracking the Impact of Health Care Reform in Tompkins County, 1997 through 2006
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State Insurance Program Participation Levels

7,000
6,000
5,000 T~
@ 4,000 -
o) /
E
= 3,000
2,000 -
1,000 1 ————
0
2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Year

= CHP A participants
== Total CHP participants

= CHP B participants
= Family Health Plus Participants

Source: NYS Department of Health — CHP A: Child Health Plus=Children’s Medicad; CHP B: Child Health Plus, non-Medicaid.

Average Monthly Medicaid Enrollees

\ \ \
2002 ‘ ‘ ‘ )
2003 ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ J
2004 | | | |
2009 | | | | =
2006 ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ J
2007 ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘I
2008 b
6 2,600 4,600 6,600 8,600 10,600 12,600
ource: NYS Department of Health
Number of physicians 2007 Change
Physicians per 10,000 residents, 2003-2007
2007 Primary Care 86 1
Non-primary care 139 17
Tompkins County ~ 22.4 ob/Gyn 12 3
Southern Tier 23.6 IM Specialties 22 6
33.0 General surgery - -
New York State ' Surgical specialties 25 6
Qniirca: Annnial Nlew Yark \Warkfarce Pro FaCI/It}./ based 25 8
Psychiatry 25 2

*other specialties are not displayed, but are included in the non-primary care total

Source: Annual New York Phys
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Tompkins County’s drug-

related hospital discharge Alcohol Related Motor Vehicle Deaths and Injuries Per 100,000 Population
rate between 2003-2006 |Alcohol Related Motor Vehicle Deaths and Injuries||Population|| |

was less than half of [ 2004 |[ 2005 | 2006 |[ Total | 2005 |Rate]

the rate of upstate NY as | 52 || s || 49 || 159 ] 100,018 |[53.0|

a whole.

Source: NYS DOH Source: 2004-2006 NYS Department of Motor Vehicles Data as of June, 2008

Adult Arrests
Tompkins County: 2003 - 2008

Felonies Misdemeanors

Year AIr‘;t;‘t's Drug | DWI AIgSS Drug | DWI
2003 | 302 32 32 1,363 52 294
2004 | 291 25 43 1,203 50 321
2005 | 348 44 28 1,267 55 303
2006 | 344 46 43 1,239 71 274
2007 || 391 40 58 1,241 68 285
2008 | 405 33 54 1,293 60 311

Source: NYS Division of Criminal Justice Services

Clients Served During A Week By Current Disabilities at Tompkins County Mental Health Clinic

2001 | 2003 2005 2007
<18 | 1864 | 65+ | UNK <18 | 1864 | 65+ | UNK

TOTAL| TOTAL | TOTAL | yps | vrs | YrRs | Aace |TOTAY| yrs | YrRs | YrRs | AcE
TOTAL CLIENTS
SERVED 1007 | 1054 | 1117 | 322 | 750 43 2 1205 | 250 | 989 56 0
Mental lliness 900 | 808 | 874 | 240 | 597 36 1 1081 | 210 | 816 55 0
Disability
Mental Retardation 41* 24 53 7 45 1 0 35 6 28 1 0
Developmental 50 76 41 35 0 0 84 41 43 0 0
Disability
Alcohol Disorder 76 99 | 102 7 95 0 0 86 3 81 2 0
Drug Disorder 62 65 89 21 68 0 0 68 4 64 0 0

Source: NYS Office of Mental Health

Various Health Indicators of Note

2002 2006
First Trimester Prenatal Care (per 100 births) 76.1 83.7
Newborns with low birthweights (per 100 births) 6.5 7.0
Infant mortality (per 1,000 births) 3.6 4.7
Teen Pregnancies (per 1,000 teens) 20.7 18.7
Lung cancer (Male) (per 100,000 pop) 26.5 43.9
Lung cancer (Female) (per 100,000 pop) 41.9 25.9
Breast cancer (Female) (per 100,000 pop) 16.0 25.9
Heart Disease (per 100,000 pop) 159.3 132.5
Suicides (per 100,000 pop) 10.0 5.0
AIDS cases 6 4

Source: NYS DOH
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Questions to Answer

X There has been a large increase in the both the perception of Mental Health issues, the experience of Mental
Health problems within the household, and the number of clients served by the Mental Health clinic. What is
behind this issue?

X Tompkins County has seen a marked decrease in the number of uninsured children in low income and moderate
income families. What is the reason for this decrease and how can the success be translated to the other
households?

X Dental care is widely seen as a problem in the county — is this because care is not available for free (very few with
dental insurance)? Or is there a lack of dentists taking patients, insurance, and/or Medicare?

X Substance abuse is seen as a community problem, but rarely reported as a household problem. How can we
better assess this issue?

X With the current national health care debate, how can Tompkins County move forward effectively to address the
issues around access to health care?

X What are the most appropriate health indicators for examination and how well is Tompkins County doing?

X How is the increased perception of mental health issues and alcohol/substance abuse related to the recent
economic downturn?

X How have the new initiatives at Cayuga Medical Center impacted on health care in the county?

X Are the numbers of physicians sufficient for the needs in the county?
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HOUSING

COMPASS ll-2.0 Survey Data

Household Survey

Percent of respondents indicating critical problem

Telephone Web I-r:?ége?;?)i All Modes
Community Issues
Shortage of Affordable Housing 59.6% 77.4% 69.5% 68.7%
Substandard Housing 39.2% 64.3% 56.1% 52.5%
Overcrowded Housing 18.2% 32.8% 48.8% 29.3%
Household Energy Costs 69.0% 75.7% 67.1% 71.5%
Household Issue
“Living in housing that needs major repairs” 14.5% 24.5% 47.0% 24.1%
_Not h_avmg enough money to pa‘)’/ for housing costs 17.9% 29.4% 52.4% 28.4%
including rent, mortgage or taxes
Not having engu.gr?’ money to pay for utilities including 16.5% 27 4% 58.5% 28.0%
heat and electricity
“Having your life disrupted by frequent moves” 3.6% 6.6% 32.3% 9.6%
“Not being able to afford to move to a new place to
live, for ex. Not being able to obtain a mortgage, or pay 11.1% 18.0% 45.7% 19.7%
for security deposits, first and last months rent, etc.”
“Not being able to find a new place to live” 9.4% 13.8% 41.5% 16.6%

Household Survey

Percent of respondents indicating

critical problem
COMPASS 1l (2003) COMPASS 11-2.0 (2009)
Community Issues
Shortage of Affordable Housing
Low Income 55.8% 73.4%
Moderate Income 52.7% 70.9%
High Income 45.2% 66.1%
Unknown Income 44.2% 59.5%
Substandard Housing
Low Income 41.0% 57.1%
Moderate Income 36.0% 50.8%
High Income 27.0% 51.1%
Unknown Income 25.6% 49.4%
Overcrowded Housing
Low Income 25.0% 40.8%
Moderate Income 14.0% 25.9%
High Income 7.8% 21.9%
Unknown Income 11.6% 26.0%
Household Energy Costs -
Low Income - 73.7%
Moderate Income - 73.5%
High Income - 72.5%
Unknown Income - 62.0%
Household Issue
“Living in housing that needs major repairs”
Low Income 26.9% 41.2%
Moderate Income 7.5% 22.7%
High Income 1.7% 9.0%
Unknown Income 11.6% 17.7%
_Not h_avmg enough money to pa,)’/ for housing costs (included utilities)
including rent, mortgage or taxes
Low Income 32.1% 50.5%
Moderate Income 8.6% 23.6%
High Income 2.6% 9.4%
Unknown Income 11.6% 25.3%
“Not having enough money to pay for utilities including
heat and electricity” ]
Low Income - 56.1%
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Household Survey

Percent of respondents indicating

critical problem
COMPASS 11 (2003) COMPASS 11-2.0 (2009)
Moderate Income - 18.8%
High Income - 9.4%
Unknown Income - 22.2%
“Having your life disrupted by frequent moves”
Low Income 6.4% 22.2%
Moderate Income 3.2% 4.5%
High Income 1.7% 0.9%
Unknown Income 2.3% 9.5%
“Not being able to afford to move to a new place to live,
for ex. Not being able to obtain a mortgage, or pay for
security deposits, first and last months rent, etc. “
Low Income 27.6% 39.5%
Moderate Income 12.9% 14.2%
High Income 5.2% 4.7%
Unknown Income 14.0% 16.5%
“Not being able to find a new place to live” -
Low Income - 36.0%
Moderate Income - 10.0%
High Income - 3.4%
Unknown Income - 13.3%

Key Informant Survey

100.0% +

79.1%

90.0% -

80.0% -

70.0% -

60.0% -
50.0% -
40.0% -
30.0%
20.0% -
10.0% -

0.0% -

issue

Percent responding critical

Shortage of
Affordable
Housing

Substandard
Housing

Overcrowded Ho
Housing

usehold Energy
Costs

Community Issue

@ 2003 O 2009

Respondent Housing Status - 2003

Rent home,
32.1%

Ow n home,
67.9%

Respondent Housing Status - 2009

Currently no

Rent home, home, 2.2%

22.7%

Ow n home,
75.1%




Percent of households spending more than half of income on housing

Housing status has a
significant impact on whether
respondents reported having

their lives disrupted by

29.70%
2009 frequent moves asa
problem:
Owners 2.9%
2003 Renters 26.7%
No home 60.0%
0.0% 5.0% 10.0% 15.0% 25.0% 30.0%
Percent
Indicator Information
Key Indicators 2000 2007
Number of Housing Units 38,625 40,602
Median Value $101,600 $159,600
Vacancy Rates
Homeowners 1.6% 1.1%
Renters 4.6% 1.9%
Housing Cost More than 30% of Income:
Homeowners 22.0% 26.6%
Renters 49.8% 49.7%
Median Monthly Housing Costs
Homeowners $1,094 $1,495
(with mortgage)
Renters $611 $786

Source: 2007 American Community Survey

Tompkins County Fair Market
Rents FY 2007
Efficiency $642
One-Bedroom $660
Two-Bedroom $773
Three-Bedroom $935
Four-Bedroom $970

SourceU.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development.

Percent of Rental Units Available by

Gross Rent
Gross Rent Percent
Less than $200 0.7%
$200 to $299 2.6%
$300 to $499 5.9%
$500 to $749 34.6%
$750 to $999 27.9%
$1,000 to $1,499 17.8%
\$1 ,500 or more 8.6%

Source: 2007 American Community Survey
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Tompkins County House Sales (in 2007 dollars)

$200,000
$180,000
$160,000
$140,000
$120,000
$100,000
$80,000
$60,000
$40,000
$20,000
$0

Sales

Sale Price
Number of Closed

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007

Year

mmm Median Selling Price in 2007 Dollars —e— Number of Closed Sales

Source: Ithaca Board of REALTORS

Of the 22,218 total houses in the Housing Status - 2000 Census,
county: Not including students

1.1% are in Poor Condition
6.1% are in Fair Condition
Source: Tompkins County Assessment Dept.

Rent Home,
35.9%

Own home,
64.1%

Source: Census 2000, Special Tabulation for Tompkins County Planning Department
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Questions to Answer

X Nearly a quarter of respondents indicated that they live in housing in need of major repair, and yet the
assessment department indicates that only 7.2% of houses in the county are classified as Fair or Poor. What is
behind this discrepancy?

X Why is there still such a high perception of need for affordable housing? Is the current housing development
sufficient? Are the current available affordable housing options filled (i.e. Overlook,, Linderman Creek)? What
are the barriers?

X The housing issues seem to cross all income categories: Is this a sign of housing costs being too high or families
buying/renting beyond their means?

X High numbers on frequency of moves disrupting lives — how can this be addressed/ameliorated?

X Developing housing for lower-income households is frequently met with resistance in areas where the housing is
planned. How can we educate people better to the needs and realities of the development?
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QUALITY OF LIFE

COMPASS ll-2.0 Survey Data

Household Survey

Percent of respondents indicating critical problem

Telephone Web VEEr All Modes
In-Person

Community issues
Shortage of Recreational Activities/Facilities (C26) 23.5% 35.7% 54.9% 33.8%
Lack of Cultural Activities (C27) 15.3% 13.8% 43.3% 19.3%
Access to Technology (C51) 17.0% 26.7% 39.6% 24.8%
Household Issue
“Not being able to afford recreational activities” (H25) 16.2% 25.2% 48.2% 25.3%
“th .b_eir"n’g able to afford cultural/entertainment 16.0% 29.6% 49.4% 27 2%
activities” (H26)
Has access to internet 85.4% - 72.5% 86.5%
Percept of requndents regularly doing volunteer work 55.0% 66.6% 29.5% 55.2%
in their community (E7)

Household Survey

Percent of respondents indicating

critical problem
COMPASS Il (2003) COMPASS 11-2.0 (2009)
Community issues
Shortage of Recreational Activities/Facilities Cc17 C26
Low Income 37.2% 48.1%
Moderate Income 31.2% 30.7%
High Income 13.9% 20.6%
Unknown Income 30.2% 32.9%
Lack of Cultural Activities C18 Cc27
Low Income 32.1% 35.3%
Moderate Income 21.5% 13.9%
High Income 14.8% 7.3%
Unknown Income 18.6% 18.4%
Access to Technology - C51
Low Income - 30.2%
Moderate Income - 22.0%
High Income - 21.0%
Unknown Income - 20.3%
Household Issue
“Not being able to afford recreational activities” D19 H25
Low Income 32.1% 48.8%
Moderate Income 6.5% 20.1%
High Income 5.2% 7.3%
Unknown Income 18.6% 19.0%
th _b_elrlg able to afford cultural/entertainment D20 H26
activities
Low Income 28.9% 50.9%
Moderate Income 5.4% 21.4%
High Income 3.5% 10.3%
Unknown Income 16.3% 20.3%
Has access to internet
Low Income - 69.1%
Moderate Income - 93.0%
High Income - 95.2%
Unknown Income - 73.0%
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Percent responding critical

issue

Key Informant Survey

29.5%

Shortage of Lack of Cultural Access to Technology
Recreational Activities
Activities/Facilities

Community Issue

@ 2003 O 2009

Where Respondents Have Internet Access

Home School Library Work Other

75.1% 17.9% of respondents
do not have
internet access in
their home.

<30

30-59

Internet Access by Age

88.09

> 60

73.4% '

0.0%

20.0% 40.0% 60.0% 80.0% 100.0%

Percent with Internet Access
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Respondents with No Home Internet Access
Ulysses 5.6%
Town of thaca ‘ J 11.2%
New field ‘ 1128.6%
Lansing ‘ 15.1%
'-% Groton ‘ ‘ P 15.8%
% Enfield ‘ ‘ ‘ J21.6%
'_
Dryden ‘ J 21.2%
Danby ‘ ‘ J 16.7%
City of Ithaca J 18.6%
Caroline 5.1%
0.0% 5.0% 10.0% 15.0% 20.0% 25.0% 30.0%
Community Issue Household Issue
Township Shortage of Lack of Cultural Access to Can't afford Can't afford Has Internet
Recreational Activities Technology recreational cultural/ Access
Activities/ activities entertainment
Facilities activities
Caroline 38.5% 18.0% 30.8% 33.3% 35.9% 97.4%
City of Ithaca 30.9% 17.0% 19.5% 26.3% 28.0% 91.7%
Danby 35.2% 14.8% 38.9% 20.4% 20.4% 92.3%
Dryden 44.1% 29.7% 28.8% 24.6% 29.7% 83.0%
Enfield 46.0% 29.7% 46.0% 37.8% 29.7% 80.0%
Groton 42.1% 42.1% 42.1% 36.8% 34.2% 89.2%
Lansing 18.9% 18.9% 20.8% 21.7% 24.5% 88.0%
Newfield 37.5% 26.8% 30.4% 28.6% 30.4% 74.1%
Town of Ithaca 24.2% 8.4% 15.2% 19.1% 21.4% 93.0%
Ulysses 46.3% 13.0% 29.6% 27.8% 27.8% 94.4%
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Indicator Information

Cultural Activities
Museums & Galleries 17
Music Groups/Ensembles/Venues 12
Theatres/Dance 6
Recreational Activities
Bowling 2
Golf courses 8
Movies 21 screens (at 3 venues)
State/City/Town Parks/Natural areas 82
Swimming (Indoor and Outdoor) 6
Other (skating, mini-golf, go-karts) 9

Sources: Visitlthaca.com; Tompkins County Planning Dept, “Ecological Resources”; Diversity Consortium’s “Welcome to Tompkins County”

The public libraries in Newfield, Groton,
Dryden, Ithaca, Lansing, and Trumansburg all

offer free internet access

Questions to Answer

X How does cost of activities impact on perception of availability of activities?
X How does class issues correspond to preferences for cultural/recreation activities?
X How does transportation affect access to cultural/recreational activities?

X How does geography/class/income/ethnicity/age affect the definition of “cultural activity” or “recreational activity”?
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CRIME

COMPASS ll-2.0 Survey Data

Household Survey

Percent of respondents indicating critical problem

Telephone Web ITargeted All Modes
n-Person

Community Issues

Violent Crime 19.6% 26.0% 42.1% 26.0%
Non-Violent Crime 26.6% 41.8% 37.2% 34.7%
Gangs/Juvenile Delinquency 21.1% 37.6% 37.8% 30.7%
Family Violence (Abuse of Children or Adults) 28.8% 47.6% 42.7% 38.9%
Household Issue

“Being a victim of violent crime” 2.2% 1.9% 18.9% 4.9%
“Being a victim of non-violent crime” 6.8% 8.0% 18.3% 9.2%
“Not feeling safe at night in your neighborhood” 4.1% 8.7% 23.8% 9.3%
“Experiencing domestic violence in the household” 3.4% 3.9% 17.7% 6.0%

Household Survey

Percent of respondents indicating
critical problem

COMPASS Il (2003)

COMPASS 11-2.0 (2009)

Community Issues
Violent Crime
Low Income 29.5% 37.0%
Moderate Income 17.2% 19.1%
High Income 8.7% 18.5%
Unknown Income 14.0% 30.4%
Non-Violent Crime
Low Income 36.5% 39.1%
Moderate Income 29.6% 29.5%
High Income 25.2% 34.8%
Unknown Income 11.6% 36.7%
Gangs/Juvenile Delinquency
Low Income 25.0% 35.6%
Moderate Income 13.4% 33.0%
High Income 9.6% 23.6%
Unknown Income 7.0% 27.9%
Family Violence (Abuse of Children or Adults)
Low Income 34.6% 42.9%
Moderate Income 28.0% 40.1%
High Income 23.5% 35.2%
Unknown Income 20.9% 34.8%
Household Issue
“Being a victim of violent crime”
Low Income 7.7% 11.8%
Moderate Income 2.2% 2.6%
High Income 1.7% 1.3%
Unknown Income 4.7% 1.9%
“Being a victim of non-violent crime”
Low Income 10.9% 17.0%
Moderate Income 4.8% 6.2%
High Income 5.2% 6.0%
Unknown Income 4.7% 5.7%
“Not feeling safe at night in your
neighborhood”
Low Income 8.3% 18.3%
Moderate Income 3.2% 6.2%
High Income 0.9% 3.4%
Unknown Income 4.7% 7.6%
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Household Survey

Percent of respondents indicating

70.0%

60.0%

50.0%

40.0%

30.0%

20.0%

10.0%

Percent responding critical issue

0.0% -

critical problem
COMPASS Il (2003) COMPASS 11-2.0 (2009)

“Experiencing domestic violence in the
household”

Low Income 5.1% 11.1%

Moderate Income 0.5% 5.2%

High Income 0.0% 4.4%

Unknown Income 0.0% 1.7%

Key Informant Survey
63.3%

Violent Crime

Non-Violent Crime

Community Issue

02003 O 2009

Gangs/Juvenile Family Violence
Deliquency (Abuse of Children or
Adults)

Respondents aged 60 + were much less

likely to perceive Domestic Violence
as a community problem than other age

groups.

Respondents under 30 were much more
likely to experience Non-violent,
Violent crime and Domestic

Violence in their household.
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Percent Reporting Household
Experience

Township Violent Crime | Non-Violent
Crime
Caroline 7.7% 12.8%
City of Ithaca 5.1% 9.8%
Danby 5.6% 13.0%
Dryden 3.4% 8.5%
Enfield 10.8% 21.6%
Groton 5.3% 5.3%
Lansing 4.7% 5.7%
Newfield 3.6% 7.1%
Town of Ithaca 2.8% 5.6%
Ulysses 1.9% 9.3%




Experience with crime by race

Domestic Violence

_ . 17.2%
Not safe in neighborhood

Non-violent crime

14.0%

0.0% 2.0% 4.0% 6.0% 8.0% 10.0% 12.0% 14.0% 16.0% 18.0%

Percent of respondents reporting problem

@ White respondents m Respondents of color

Indicator Information

Crimes Reported in Tompkins County
3000
2500 // ——
2000 -
1500 -
1000
500
0
2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Year
e \/jOleNt Crime e====== Property Crime

Source: NYS Division of Criminal Justice Services
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Index Crimes per 10,000 residents
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100

2004

2005

2006

Year

2007

O United States @ New York State O Tompkins County

Source: NYS Division of Criminal Justice Services

87.6% of the

youth admitted

to Tompkins

County jail in
2000-2005 were

male.

Source: Tompkins County Jail

Juvenile Arrests per 1,000 Children

60.0
50.0 + /
40.0 + 1
30.0 +
20.0 +
10.0 +
0.0 1 1 1 1
2000 2001 2002 2004 2005 2006
— Tompkins County e====New York
Source: Federal Bureau of Investigation
Child Abuse Reports in Tompkins County
2000 2007
Number Rate per 1,000 Number Rate per 1,000 NYS
children/youth children/youth current
aged 0-17 yrs aged 0-17 yrs rate
Children/Youth in Indicated 316 17.3 276 16.8 16.2
Reports of Abuse/Maltreatment
Indicated Reports of Child 244 32.8 154 19.6 324
Abuse/Maltreatment
Source: OCFS Data Warehouse
Tompkins County Sheriff's Department Calls for Service
2004 2005 2006 2007
Domestic Violence Calls 809 902 833 758
Percent of Total Calls 6.9% 7.4% 7.2% 6.6%

Source: Tompkins County Sheriff's Department Annual Reporst,2004, 2005, 2006 & 2007
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Advocacy Center - Adult & Youth Clients

1350

1300

1250

1200

1150

1100+

1050

1000+
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

Notes: 2001-2002 includes Domestic Violence & Child Abuse Clients; 2003-2008 also includes Sexual Assault Clients; 2006 began a ch
definition prompted a change in record keeping and lower annual numbers — but the similar units of service.
Source: Advocacy Center

Questions to Answer

X The majority of respondents indicated they feel safe in their community (88%), but there seems to be an
increasing sense of fear about local crime. Is this based on reality (an increased crime rate), or enhanced media
exposure of recent crimes?

X The household survey shows an increase in household experience with domestic violence. Reports of child
abuse have gone down between 2000 and 2007. Is the increase in domestic violence reported in the survey
being reflected in an increased caseload at the Advocacy Center and increased crime reports? What is the cause
of the increase?

X There is a distinct demographic pattern to survey respondents who report being victims of crime — low-income,
persons of color, under 30. What is the critical factor? Is it income related to housing?

X The perception of Gangs/Juvenile Delinquency as a problem has increased across all income levels — has there
been an increase in the years since 2006 (when data was last available)? How can we best address these
issues?
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SOCIAL |SSUES

COMPASS ll-2.0 Survey Data

Household Survey

Percent of respondents indicating critical problem

Telephone Web VEEr All Modes
In-Person

Community Issues
Poverty 47.2% 78.2% 69.5% 63.8%
Teen Pregnancy 271% 41.8% 50.6% 37.1%
Hunger 38.0% 58.0% 63.4% 50.8%
Lack of Affordable Child Care 53.0% 71.8% 53.1% 60.9%
Lack of Affordable Elder Care 54.7% 65.3% 50.6% 58.4%
Taxes 74.3% 83.5% 69.5% 77.4%
Services are difficult to find when needed 16.2% 24.8% 47.6% 25.0%
Household Issue
“Not having enough money for food” 10.2% 19.2% 62.2% 22.6%
;l;igtezfving enough money to buy needed clothing or 9.7% 17.5% 64.0% 21.9%
“Not having enough money to pay bills” 17.7% 31.1% 69.5% 31.9%
“Not being able to afford legal help” 15.0% 21.6% 43.3% 22.5%
“Not t?ging able. to find care for a perso”n with a 17.2% 2229, 43.5% 23.4%
disability or serious iliness, or an elder
“Not t.x.eing able' to afford care for a per”son with a 20.6% 25 7% 44.4% 26.5%
disability or serious illness, or an elder’
“Not being able to find child care” 21.1% 31.6% 52.6% 34.2%
“Not being able to afford child care” 23.1% 41.6% 56.1% 40.4%
“Difficulty finding local services” 7.3% 8.5% 28.7% 11.3%
Percent of households receiving public assistance 8.0% 6.0% 42.2% 13.2%

Household Survey

Percent of respondents indicating
critical problem

COMPASS Il (2003)

COMPASS 11-2.0 (2009)

Community Issues

Poverty
Low Income 41.0% 68.9%
Moderate Income 41.4% 61.5%
High Income 33.0% 60.1%
Unknown Income 41.9% 64.6%
Teen Pregnancy
Low Income 35.9% 47.8%
Moderate Income 26.9% 30.7%
High Income 18.3% 34.3%
Unknown Income 25.6% 34.2%
Hunger
Low Income - 58.5%
Moderate Income - 46.0%
High Income - 47.6%
Unknown Income - 50.6%
Lack of Affordable Child Care
Low Income 43.0% 60.9%
Moderate Income 52.7% 64.4%
High Income 46.1% 62.2%
Unknown Income 39.5% 51.9%
Lack of Affordable Elder Care - C45
Low Income - 56.1%
Moderate Income - 60.5%
High Income - 61.8%
Unknown Income - 53.8%
Taxes - C50
Low Income - 71.3%
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Household Survey

Percent of respondents indicating
critical problem

COMPASS Il (2003) COMPASS I1-2.0 (2009)
Moderate Income - 80.3%
High Income - 85.4%
Unknown Income - 70.9%
Services are difficult to find when needed - C52
Low Income - 36.0%
Moderate Income - 19.7%
High Income - 17.2%
Unknown Income - 26.6%
Household Issue
“Not having enough money for food”
Low Income 25.0% 51.6%
Moderate Income 3.8% 12.0%
High Income 0.0% 3.9%
Unknown Income 7.0% 17.7%
“Not having enough money to buy needed
clothing or shoes”
Low Income 30.8% 52.6%
Moderate Income 4.8% 11.3%
High Income 0.0% 2.6%
Unknown Income 7.0% 15.2%
“Not having enough money to pay bills”
Low Income - 63.3%
Moderate Income - 21.0%
High Income - 11.6%
Unknown Income - 25.3%
“Not being able to afford legal help”
Low Income 28.9% 42.6%
Moderate Income 12.4% 18.5%
High Income 2.6% 5.6%
Unknown Income 9.3% 18.4%
th be!pg able tq flnd. care for a person’ywth (find and afford)
a disability or serious illness, or an elder™*
Low Income 16.0% 27.0%
Moderate Income 9.7% 11.3%
High Income 1.7% 9.4%
Unknown Income 9.3% 13.9%
“Not being able to afford care for a person
with a disability or serious illness, or an (find and afford)
elder"
Low Income 16.0% 29.1%
Moderate Income 9.7% 14.2%
High Income 1.7% 9.4%
Unknown Income 9.3% 14.6%
“Not being able to find child care”
Low Income 20.4% 51.2%
Moderate Income 10.0% 30.1%
High Income 14.0% 9.3%
Unknown Income 0.0% 30.0%
“Not being able to afford child care”
Low Income 29.6% 57.7%
Moderate Income 14.3% 36.1%
High Income 11.6% 9.8%
Unknown Income 11.1% 30.0%
“Difficulty finding local services”
Low Income - 21.5%
Moderate Income - 6.5%
High Income - 4.7%
Unknown Income - 12.0%
Percent of households receiving public
assistance
Low Income 20.4% 32.6%
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Household Survey

Percent of respondents indicating
critical problem

COMPASS Il (2003)

COMPASS 11-2.0 (2009)

Moderate Income 3.8% 3.6%
High Income 2.6% 2.6%
Unknown Income 14.3% 11.1%

Key Informant Survey

90.0%

17.8% 77.1%

81.0%

80.0% 69.5%

72.2% 70.5%

68.6%

70.0%
60.0%
50.0%
40.0%
30.0%
20.0%
10.0%

0_0%,‘—

Poverty

Percent responding critical issue

Lack of
Affordable

Teen
Pregnancy

Hunger

Community Issue

O 2003 O 2009

Child Care Elder Care

Lack of
Affordable

Services are
difficult to
find when

needed

Taxes

Taxes - Critical Community Problem
Percent of respondents
indicating difficulty finding
80.0% - 81.2% local services
80.0% Caroline 12.8%
70.0%. City of Ithaca 10.2%
8 Danby 9.3%
g 60.0%1 Dryden 14.4%
8 50.0% Enfield 16.2%
[0
= Groton 23.7%
40.0% | .
‘% Lansing 11.3%
£ 30.0% Newfield 16.1%
“ 200% | Town of Ithaca 2.8%
Ulysses 14.8%
10.0%
0.0%
Own Rent Homeless
Housing status
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In 1999, 9.0% of Tompkins
County households (excluding
students) had incomes below

the poverty line
Source: Tompkins County Planning Dept. Special
Tabulations 2000 Census

Indicator Information

In a report by the Economic Policy Institute, the
authors found that families whose incomes fall

below 200% of poverty experience
relatively high and critical

hardships and food insufficiency is the most

common hardship.
Source: Hardships in America: The Real Story of Working Families,
2001, Economic Policy Institute

Pregnancies - Age 10-14
Rate per 1,000 women

; I ; I ; ; (o -

2003

2004 2005

2006

@ Tompkins Co. ==¢=NYS

2007

70

60 | ———— —— ¢

50 +

20 -
10 -

0+

Pregnancies - Age 14-19
Rate per 1,000 women

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007

@ Tompkins Co. ==¢==NYS

Source: New York State Department of Health

Source: New York State Department of Health

Percent of students eligible for free and reduced lunch by district

Dryden Groton Ithaca Lansing Newfield Trumansburg
0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0,
2001-2002 Free 19.2% 17.2% 18.2% 6.3% 29.8% 14.7%
Reduced 5.5% 9.1% 8.9% 3.8% 12.2% 8.2%
F 20.49 19.29 21.19 49 4.59 13.79
2002-2003 ree 0.4% 9.2% %o 8.4% 34.5% 3.7%
Reduced 5.5% 10.2% 6.3% 2.9% 13.3% 8.3%
0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0,
2003-2004 Free 20.4% 21.8% 23.0% 9.0% 28.0% 14.9%
Reduced 7.6% 11.5% 6.6% 3.3% 10.5% 7.2%
2004-2005 Free 16% 23% 21% 14% 38% 23%
Reduced 5% 12% 6% 8% 13% 10%
2005-2006 Free 24% 22% 21% 10% 34% 18%
Reduced 6% 13% 6% 4% 9% 7%
2006-2007 Free 24% 23% 28% 12% 34% 19%
Reduced 9% 14% 8% 5% 10% 8%

Source: New York State District Report Card
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Unmet Child Care Need and
. ) Minimum Child Care Weekly Fees
Percent Increase in Tompkins County
Pantry Usage
2003 to 2008
1800 $160
[0}
c 1600 + >l + $140 ©
£ 1400 + $120 >
g 12007 1 $100 8
© 1000 | =
People served 1.7% “6 800 | ,/J 4 $80 ;
2 600/ ] [ se0 €
E =}
5 400 + . o T$40 E
Z 200 | +$20 £
Households 30.0% | =
Served 0 } $0
2000/2001 2007/2008
0.6% 10.‘0% 20.‘0% 30.0%
== Under 5 —15-11 years old
=== Child care center == Family care
Source: Food Bank of the Southern Tier == School age
Tax rates per $1,000 assessed value
Combined (including county, town, fire light, ambulance, water & sewer)
City/Town/County
Tax Levy
20 - \\
% change 18 -
2004-2009
Caroline 24.0% 16 Caroline
Danby 25.4% Danby
Dryden 19.4% 14 D
Enfield 17.5% = Dryden
Groton 18.4% 12 - Enfield
Town of Ithaca 29.0% 10 — Groton
Lansin 19.8% ! —

. o] . _/—-\ == TOWN Of Ithaca
Newfield 12.9% 8 Lansi
Ulysses 27.9% ansing
City of Ithaca 39.6% 6 Newfield
County 28.6% e | lyS S ES
Source: Tompkins County Assessment 4 1 City of Ithaca
Department 5

0

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

> 80% of elder care is provided by family members.
X the annual turnover rate for certified nurse’s assistants  is 71%
X 91% of nursing homes do not have adequate staff to provide basic care.

X 40% to 60% of home health aides leave after less than 1 year on the job
and 80% to 90% leave within the first 2 years .

X staff turnover in assisted living settings  ranges from 21% to 135% with an average of
42%.

Source: “Retooling for an Aging America: Building the Health Care Workforce”, Institute of Medicine (2008); Study by Paraprofessional H
Institute (PHI) (2005)
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Information & Referral/2-1-1 Information & Referral/2-1-1 Calls
Calls by Location (2008)
Caroline 2.5% 4,500 4,086
City of Ithaca 41.2% 4,000
Danby 1.8% 3500
Dryden 7.1% i
Enfield 2.0% 3,000 | 2,534 2,535 2368 2653
Groton 3.3%

. 2,500
Lansing 3.8% 1
Newfield 4.1% 2,000+
Town of Ithaca 11.1% 1500171
Ulysses 4.2% ' !
Other 18.9% 1,000 |

500
Source: Human Services Coalition, Information & Re 0.
2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

Source: Human Services Coalition, Information & Referral

Questions to Answer

X Are services difficult to find or is it a lack of capacity within the services or difficulty utilizing the services? There
seems to be a relationship between the geographic areas of people indicating difficulty finding services and the
calls made to 2-1-1. How can we better get information on services to those geographic areas?

X According to the Day Care Council, the drop in child care supply is primarily in home based child care providers.
Regulations make it more difficult for providers to open and maintain a home based child care. How can we best
address this situation? Will more supports for the providers be sufficient? Are the regulations necessary burdens
or can they be reformed to be more effective and efficient?

X Teen pregnancies in Tompkins County are substantially below the NYS averages. Are these statistics skewed by
the presence of the college students or is Tompkins County really doing that much better? How to account for the
success and can it be replicated elsewhere?

X With significant projected population increases in elders in the community, are we adequately preparing for the
increased need for elder care?

X Is the current system for food assistance more stable now than it was in 2005 (the COMPASS Il Hunger & Food
Insecurity Report)? Have we established more effective long-term solutions?
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DISCRIMINATION

COMPASS ll-2.0 Survey Data

Household Survey Percent of respondents indicating critical problem
Telephone Web ITargeted All Modes
n-Person
Community Issues
Discrimination (Overall) 30.8% 58.0% 50.6% 45.4%
Age 17.4% 32.8% 30.5% 26.0%
Gender 16.5% 29.1% 36.0% 25.0%
Race or Color 36.1% 57.8% 48.8% 47.2%
National Origin 22.3% 39.8% 39.6% 32.5%
Religion 8.5% 17.2% 32.9% 16.2%
Disability 18.4% 35.2% 38.4% 28.7%
Sexual Orientation 17.9% 27.2% 34.8% 24.6%
Household Issue
“Anyone in your household been discriminated against
based on any of the following in the past year”
Age 9.2% 15.0% 18.9% 13.2%
Gender 6.1% 7.3% 7.3% 6.8%
Race or Color 3.9% 7.3% 17.7% 7.6%
National Origin 2.7% 1.0% 4.9% 2.3%
Religion 2.7% 3.9% 6.1% 3.7%
Disability 5.3% 8.7% 12.8% 8.0%
Sexual Orientation 1.0% 4.6% 4.3% 3.0%

Household Survey

Percent of respondents indicating
critical problem

COMPASS Il (2003)

COMPASS 11-2.0 (2009)

Community Issues

Discrimination*

(Racial or ethnic discrimination)

Low Income 34.0% 50.5%
Moderate Income 28.0% 46.3%
High Income 26.1% 43.8%
Unknown Income 16.3% 36.7%
Age -
Low Income - 35.6%
Moderate Income - 27.8%
High Income - 15.9%
Unknown Income - 19.6%
Gender -
Low Income - 37.7%
Moderate Income - 19.7%
High Income - 18.5%
Unknown Income - 21.5%
Race or Color
Low Income 34.0% 48.4%
Moderate Income 28.0% 47.3%
High Income 26.1% 49.4%
Unknown Income 16.3% 41.8%
National Origin
Low Income 34.0% 35.6%
Moderate Income 28.0% 33.3%
High Income 26.1% 29.6%
Unknown Income 16.3% 29.1%
Religion -
Low Income - 26.0%
Moderate Income - 13.9%
High Income - 8.2%
Unknown Income - 14.6%
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Household Survey

Percent of respondents indicating

critical problem

COMPASS Il (2003)

COMPASS 11-2.0 (2009)

Disability -
Low Income - 38.8%
Moderate Income - 27.2%
High Income - 21.9%
Unknown Income - 23.4%
Sexual Orientation -
Low Income - 33.6%
Moderate Income - 24.0%
High Income - 16.7%
Unknown Income - 20.9%
Household Issue
“Anyone in your household been
discriminated against based on any of the
following in the past year”
Age
Low Income 12.8% 19.4%
Moderate Income 13.4% 11.7%
High Income 7.0% 9.4%
Unknown Income 23.3% 10.8%
Gender
Low Income 7.7% 9.3%
Moderate Income 11.8% 9.4%
High Income 8.8% 4.7%
Unknown Income 14.0% 5.7%
Race or Color
Low Income 10.3% 14.9%
Moderate Income 5.4% 3.2%
High Income 2.6% 6.9%
Unknown Income 0.0% 3.8%
National Origin
Low Income 3.9% 4.8%
Moderate Income 4.3% 1.3%
High Income 1.7% 1.3%
Unknown Income 4.7% 1.3%
Religion
Low Income 2.6% 5.9%
Moderate Income 2.7% 3.2%
High Income 4.4% 21%
Unknown Income 4.7% 3.2%
Disability
Low Income 4.5% 12.8%
Moderate Income 2.7% 4.2%
High Income 2.6% 6.9%
Unknown Income 11.6% 8.2%
Sexual Orientation
Low Income 1.9% 6.2%
Moderate Income 2.2% 2.3%
High Income 1.7% 0.8%
Unknown Income 0.0% 1.9%
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Key Informant Survey
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Discrimination Age Gender Race or Color  National Religion Disability Sexual
Origin Orientation

Community Issue

@ 2003 O 2009

Age of Respondents Indicating
Age Discrimination in Household

70+, 5.6%

<30, 19.1%

50-69, 52.4%

30-49, 23.0%

Of respondents reporting experiencing discrimination,
38.5% reported more than one type of

discrimination
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47.1% of respondents who indicated
someone in their household had been

discriminated against based
on race or color were white.

28.6% of respondents who did not
work due to a disability indicated
someone in their household had been

discriminated against based
on disability.

71.1% of respondents indicated NO

incidence of discrimination in
their household.




Tompkins County Housing Discrimination Cases

Indicator Information

Complaints and selected reasons by year: 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006
Total cases 4 2 3 5 6
Disability 3 2 2 4 3
Race, all 1 1 0 0 1
National Origin, all 0 1 0 0 1
Family status 1 0 1 0 3
Religion 0 1 0 1 0
Sex 0 0 0 0 0

A single complaint may cite multiple reasons. Most involve, race, disability and/or national origin.
Others reasons include family status, gender and religious affiliation. Years listed are federal fiscal years, which run from October through Septen
SourceU.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development.

Hate Crimes Reported in Tompkins County 2002-2006 Average Discrimination
Year Cornell Tompkins Total Complaint Rate per 100,000 housing
2007 1 (Ethnicity) 0 1 units:_
2006 1 (Religion) 0 1
2005 1 (Race) 0 1 :
2004 5 (1 Race, 2 Sexual 0 5 Tompkins County 10
Orientation, 2 Ethnicity) All U.S. Counties 4.5
Source: FBI SourceU.S. Department of Housing and Urban Developmel

Questions to Answer

X With the relatively low representation of persons of color in the survey, the experience of discrimination may be
underrepresented in the results. This may be reflected in the higher perception of discrimination than actual
experience of discrimination in the results. How can we best determine the level/extent of discrimination in our
community? ls it important to have those benchmarks in order to evaluate progress?

X Is the age discrimination indicated primarily in employment or in other areas?
X How are people being discriminated against? And by whom?

X How is class “tied up” in all of the different types of discrimination? How best to identify and address
discrimination based on class?
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TRANSPORTATION

COMPASS ll-2.0 Survey Data

Household Survey Percent of respondents indicating critical problem
Telephone Web ITargeted All Modes
n-Person
Community Issues
Inadequate Public Transportation 33.2% 55.1% 42.1% 43.8%
Poor Road and/or Traffic Conditions 44.3% 59.0% 56.7% 52.5%
Transportation Energy Costs 49.4% 55.8% 58.5% 53.6%
Household Issue
Lack of adequate transportation for self or others in 8.0% 14.6% 34.8% 15.2%
household.
Household Survey Percent of respondents indicating
critical problem
COMPASS Il (2003) COMPASS I1-2.0 (2009)
Community Issues
Inadequate Public Transportation
Low Income 26.3% 46.4%
Moderate Income 31.2% 46.3%
High Income 23.5% 42.5%
Unknown Income 27.9% 36.1%
Poor Road and/or Traffic Conditions
Low Income 44.9% 58.8%
Moderate Income 40.9% 51.8%
High Income 40.0% 48.5%
Unknown Income 51.2% 48.1%
Transportation Energy Costs -
Low Income - 61.6%
Moderate Income - 53.7%
High Income - 48.9%
Unknown Income - 45.6%
Household Issue
Lack of adequate transportation for self or
others in household
Low Income 18.6% 31.5%
Moderate Income 6.5% 9.4%
High Income 2.6% 5.2%
Unknown Income 7.0% 11.4%
Key Informant Survey
44.8% ar.6%
50.0% -
o 40.0°% 345% 36.2%
= . 0
T o
2@ 30.0%
o L Y707
O —
~ @
£ L 20.0%
O ‘=
8 (8]
e 10.0% -
0.0% -

Inadequate Public
Transportation

Poor Road and/or Transportation Energy
Traffic Conditions Costs

Community Issue

@ 2003 O 2009
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Percent of respondents indicating critical problem

Community Issues Household Issue

Township Inadequate Public Poor Road and/or Transportation Energy Lack of Adequate
Transportation Traffic Conditions Costs Transportation for Self
or Others in HH

Caroline 35.9% 46.2% 61.5% 12.8%
City of Ithaca 44.5% 57.2% 47.5% 19.5%
Danby 51.9% 55.6% 53.7% 25.9%
Dryden 49.2% 50.9% 60.2% 14.4%
Enfield 32.4% 67.6% 62.2% 13.5%
Groton 47.4% 42.1% 55.3% 10.5%
Lansing 47.2% 42.5% 56.6% 9.4%
Newfield 50.0% 58.9% 64.3% 14.3%
Town of Ithaca 35.4% 37.0% 46.1% 11.8%
Ulysses 48.2% 37.0% 55.6% 20.4%

14.6% of employed

respondents indicated a critical
problem with a lack of
adequate transportation
for self or others in
household .

Lack of Adequate Transportation in HH by Age

0,
30 and under 32.3%
0,
30-59 15.4%
0,
60 and over 11.2%

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0%

Percent of respondents saying critical problem

Indicator Information

Number of Drivers Licenses in Tompkins County

Tompins County Vehicle Registrations

51,500

51,000 1 //'
50,500

Year Male Female Total
2002 30,010 30,469 60,479
2003 31,584 31,945 63,529 50,000 /
2004 31,122 31,409 62,531
2005 30,436 30,982 61,418 49,500 -
2006 30,533 30,949 61,482 49000 |
2007 31,170 31,638 62,808 '
2008 30,663 31,619 62,282 48,500
Source: NYS Department of Motor Vehicles
48,000 -
47,500 -
47,000 ‘ ‘ ; ‘ ‘ ‘

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
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Average Retail Gasoline Costs — Syracuse, NY

72 Month Average Retail Price Chart

Regular Gas Regular Gas
Price (US $/G) e Price (U5 $/G)
423 423
504 304
366 366
3.38 338
310 310
2.2 2.
253 243
225 225
197 1.487
168 1.68
1.40 1.40
R R EEREEEEEEEEEEEEN EE:
I = = = E P = [ E = % -l o g 5 O B @
2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Date {Month/Day)
TCAT Ridership Gadabout Ridership

3,500,000 64,000+

3,000,000 62,000

2,500,000+ 60,0001

2,000,000
58,000
1,500,000+

1,000,000 ] 56,0001

500,000+ 54,000

0- 52,000-

TCAT ridership increased by
24.0% between 2002 and 2008.

Gadabout ridership increased
by 9.0% between 2002 and 2008.

Source: Tompkins County Transportation, Department of Social Services
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Journey to Work

160.00% -

140.00% -

120.00% -

100.00% -

80.00%

60.00% -

40.00% -

20.00% -

0.00% ‘ ‘

20,00 A

% change 2000-2007 % of total workers in 2007

‘D Drive alone O Carpool O Public transportation @ Walked @ Bicycle 0 Worked at home ‘

Source: Ithaca-Tompkins County Transportation Council, Census

Between 2000 and 2007, the

largest INncrease in ways
Tompkins County workers

journey to work was by public
transportation and
bicycle , with decreases in
driving alone and
carpooling . However,
driving alone still remains
the largest portion of

total workers

Source: Ithaca-Tompkins County Transportation
CounciCensu

The number of households with

no vehicles increased 31%
between 2000 and 2007.

Source: Ithaca-Tompkins County Transportation
Council, Census

Questions to Answer

X Transportation issues are not necessary dictated by income issues, for example, age, disability, geography, etc.
have a distinct impact. How is Tompkins County addressing all of these issues? Have these efforts been

effective?

X Transportation is directly tied to our environment and public transportation is often put forth as an answer to the
environmental question. But is public transportation the complete answer for a county with a large rural

component?

X How do the ancillary costs of private transportation i.e. insurance, gasoline, maintenance, make it difficult for low-
income people to maintain employment? How can we best address these issues?

X How does the lack of transportation affect the ability of Tompkins County residents to access needed services?

How can we best address these issues?
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DEMOGRAPHICS BY

M ODE

Township Tompkins County|  Telephone Web Targeted In-Person All Modes
N % N % N % N % N %
Caroline town 2910 3.02 17 412 11 3.14 11 7.19 39 4.26%
Danby town 3007 3.12 20 4.84 22 6.29 12 7.84 54 | 5.90%
Dryden town 13532 14.02 57 13.8 37 1057 24 15.69| 118 |12.889
Enfield town 3369 3.49 13 3.15 13 3.71 11 7.19 37 | 4.04%
Groton town 5794 6.00 20 4.84 14 4.00 4 2.61 38 | 4.15%
Ithaca city 29287 30.35 82 19.85| 102 | 29.14| 52 33.99| 236 |25.769
Ithaca town 18198 18.86 99 23.97| 67 19.14| 12 7.84 | 178 |19.439
Lansing town 10521 10.90 49 11.86| 39 11.14| 18 11.76| 106 |11.579
Newfield town 5108 5.29 32 7.75 16 4.57 8 5.23 56 6.11%
Ulysses town 4775 4.95 24 5.81 29 8.29 1 0.65 54 | 5.90%
Gender Tompkins County Telephone Web Targeted In-Person  All Modes
N % N % N % N % N %
Male 38,132 | 48.76 137 33.91 94 26.11 57 36.77 | 631 | 31.34%
Female 40,073 | 51.24 267 66.09 | 266 73.89 98 63.23 | 288 | 68.66%
Age Tompkins County Telephone Web Targeted In-Person All Modes
N % N % N % N % N %
18-21 18607 | 23.79 0 0 0 28 17.07 30 3.03%
22-24 6447 8.24 3 0.73 6 1.65 13 7.93 20 2.02%
25-29 6851 8.76 7 1.69 24 6.61 15 9.15 46 4.65%
30-34 6064 7.75 11 2.66 30 8.26 7 4.27 48 4.85%
35-39 6079 7.77 26 6.30 34 9.37 15 9.15 75 7.58%
40-44 6256 8.00 24 5.81 38 10.47 9 5.49 69 6.98%
45-49 6382 8.16 47 11.38 57 15.70 10 6.10 114 11.53%
50-54 5646 7.22 44 10.65 49 13.50 17 10.37 110 11.12%
55-59 3906 4.99 64 15.50 59 16.25 8 4.88 130 13.14%
60-64 2710 3.47 55 13.32 39 10.74 18 10.98 112 11.32%
65-69 2408 3.08 39 9.44 16 441 9 5.49 70 7.08%
70-74 2229 2.85 29 7.02 8 2.20 3 1.83 40 4.04%
75-79 1963 2.51 23 5.57 3 0.83 3 1.83 29 2.93%
80-84 1405 1.80 17 4.12 0 0.00 2 1.22 19 1.92%
85+ 1252 1.60 8 1.94 0 0.00 0 0 8 0.81%
Unknown 16 3.87 7 4.27 69 6.98%
Total 78205 [100.00 363 989 100%
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Race Tompkins County Telephone Web Targeted In-Pergson All Modes
Population 18 years and Over N % N % N % N % N %
One race 76,770 | 98.17 388 | 93.94| 342 | 96.4 | 141 | 85.98| g73 | 9593%
One race; White 67054 | 87.34 | 372 | 95.87| 329 | 96.2 | 115 | 8156 g17 |93.59%
One race; Black or African Ameri¢an2505 3.26 6 1.54 6 1.75 | 19 | 18.47| 31 | 355%
(,\?Qteivreace; American Indian and A aSkfll 0.27 2 0.26 3 0.87 2 1.42 5 0.57%
One race; Asian 6162 8.03 1 0.26 1 0.29 0 0 2 0.23%
One_ race; Native Hawaiian and Other35 0.05 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Pacific Islander
One race; Some other race 803 1.05 7 1.80 7 2.05 5 355 | 18 | 2.06%
Two or more races 1435 1.83 12 290 | 13 366 | 14 | 854 37 | 4.07%
Refused to answer 0 0 13 335 | 57 14.0 9 549 | 79
glrsigi?]mc Tompkins County Telephone Web Targeted In-Person All Modes

N % N % N % N % N %

2,309 2.95 5 1.25% 15 4.19 12 7.35 32 2.88
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Tompkins County - INCOME IN 1999

36,464 100
Less than $10,000 4,534 12.4
$10,000 to $14,999 2,921 8
$15,000 to $24,999 5,307 14.6
$25,000 to $34,999 4,423 12.1
$35,000 to $49,999 5,689 15.6
$50,000 to $74,999 6,762 18.5
$75,000 to $99,999 2,908 8
$100,000 to $149,999 2,559 7
$150,000 to $199,999 609 1.7
$200,000 or more 752 2.1

Telephone Web Targeted In-Person All Modes
N % N % N % N %
Less than $5,000 8 2.27 1 0.29 40 28.78 49 5.90
$5,000 -$9,999 9 2.56 7 2.06 17 12.23 33 3.97
$10,000-$14,999 13 3.69 10 2.94 24 17.27 47 5.66
$15,000-$24,999 39 11.08 22 6.47 22 15.83 83 9.99
$25,000-$34,999 33 9.38 31 9.12 12 8.63 76 9.15
$35,000-$44,999 30 8.52 31 9.12 8 5.76 69 8.30
$45,000-$54,999 40 11.36 27 7.94 5 3.60 72 8.66
$55,000-$64,999 35 9.94 32 9.41 2 1.44 69 8.30
$65,000-74,999 25 7.10 25 7.35 3 2.16 53 6.38
$75,000-$84,999 13 3.69 24 7.06 1 0.72 38 457
$85,000-$94,999 20 5.68 39 11.47 3 2.16 62 7.46
$95,000-$104,999 22 6.25 24 7.06 0 0 46 5.54
$105,000-$149,999 35 9.94 39 11.47 0 0 74 8.90
$150,000-$199,999 21 5.97 13 3.82 1 0.72 35 4.21
$200,000 or more 9 2.56 15 4.41 1 0.72 25 3.01
Mode of Telephone Web Targeted All Modes
Response In-Person
N % N % % N %
413 41.8% 412 41.7% 164 16.6% 989 100.0
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DEMOGRAPHICS BY SURVEY YEAR

Township Tompkins Co. 2003 2009
N % N % N %
Caroline town 2910 3.02 12 2.40 39 | 4.26%
Danby town 3007 3.12 21 4.20 54 | 5.90%
Dryden town 13532 14.02 76 15.20| 118 |12.889
Enfield town 3369 3.49 14 2.80 37 | 4.04%
Groton town 5794 6.00 41 8.20 38 | 4.15%
Ithaca city 29287 30.35 115 23.00| 236 |25.769
Ithaca town 18198 18.86 89 17.80| 178 |19.439
Lansing town 10521 10.90 60 12.00| 106 |11.579
Newfield town 5108 5.29 42 8.40 56 6.11%
Ulysses town 4775 4.95 27 5.40 54 | 5.90%
Unknown - - 3 .60 73
Total 96501 100.00 500 100
Gender Tompkins Co. 2003 2009
N % N % N %
Male 38,132 | 48.76 191 38.28 631 [31.34%
Female 40,073 51.24 308 61.72 288 68.66%
Age Tompkins Co. 2003 2009
N % N % N %
18-21 18607 23.79 19 3.89 30 3.03%
22-24 6447 8.24 17 3.48 20 2.02%
25-29 6851 8.76 38 7.79 46 4.65%
30-34 6064 7.75 41 8.40 48 4.85%
35-39 6079 7.77 39 7.99 75 7.58%
40-44 6256 8.00 56 11.48 69 6.98%
45-49 6382 8.16 70 14.34 114 11.53%
50-54 5646 7.22 49 10.04 110 11.12%
55-59 3906 4,99 64 13.11 130 13.14%
60-64 2710 3.47 24 4,92 112 11.32%
65-69 2408 3.08 18 3.69 70 7.08%
70-74 2229 2.85 21 4.30 40 4.04%
75-79 1963 2.51 14 2.87 29 2.93%
80-84 1405 1.80 10 2.05 19 1.92%
85+ 1252 1.60 8 1.64 8 0.81%
Unknown 69 6.98%
Total 78205 [100.00 488 100.00 989 100%
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Race Tompkins Co. 2003 2009
Population 18 years and Over N % N %
One race 76,770 98.17 481 96.2 873 95.93%
One race; White 67054 87.34 424 88.15 817 93.59%
One race; Black or African American 2505 3.26 14 2.91 31 3.55%
One race; American Indian and Alaska Nail/é 0.27 2 42 0.57%
One race; Asian 6162 8.03 14 2.91 0.23%
One race; Native Hawaiian and Other Pac@g 0.05 1 21 0 0.0%
Islander
One race; Some other race 803 1.05 0 0 18 2.06%
TwWO or more races 1435 1.83 19 3.80 37 4.07%
Refused to answer 0 0 26 5.20 79
Hispanic| 1o kins co. 2003 2009
Origin
N % N % N %
2,309 2.95 9 2.02 32 2.88




Tompkins County - INCOME IN 1999

36,464 100
Less than $10,000 4,534 12.4
$10,000 to $14,999 2,921 8
$15,000 to $24,999 5,307 14.6
$25,000 to $34,999 4,423 12.1
$35,000 to $49,999 5,689 15.6
$50,000 to $74,999 6,762 18.5
$75,000 to $99,999 2,908 8
$100,000 to $149,999 2,559 7
$150,000 to $199,999 609 1.7
$200,000 or more 752 2.1

Household Income 2003 2009
N % N %
Less than $5,000 19 4.16 49 5.90
$5,000 -$9,999 36 7.88 33 3.97
$10,000-$14,999 21 4.60 47 5.66
$15,000-$24,999 47 10.28 83 9.99
$25,000-$34,999 65 14.22 76 9.15
$35,000-$44,999 52 11.38 69 8.30
$45,000-$54,999 46 10.07 72 8.66
$55,000-$64,999 36 7.88 69 8.30
$65,000-74,999 26 5.69 53 6.38
$75,000-$84,999 23 5.03 38 457
$85,000-$94,999 11 2.41 62 7.46
$95,000-$104,999 23 5.03 46 5.54
$105,000 or more 74 8.90
($149,999) 52 11.38
$150,000-$199,999 - - 35 421
$200,000 or more - - 25 3.01
No answer 43 - 158
Income Categories
2003 2009
N % N %

Low 156 31.20 289 29.22
Moderate 186 37.20 309 31.24
High 115 23.00 233 23.56
Unknown 43 8.60 158 15.98
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INCOME CATEGORY CHARTS

2009 Data
Median Income = $71,300

Low Moderate High
Household (60% of median and below) (60%-130% of median) (130% of median and up)
Size $42,780 family of 4 $42,780-$92,690 family of 4 $92,690+ family of 4
1 Less than $5,000 $25,000-$34,999 $55,000-$64,999
$5,000-$9,999 $35,000-$44,999 $65,000-$74,999
$10,000-$14,999 $45,000-$54,999 $75,000-$84,999
$15,000-$24,999 $55,000-$64,999 $85,000-$94,999
$95,000-$104,999
$105,000 - $149,999
$150,000-199,999
$200,000 or more
2 Less than $5,000 $35,000-$44,999 $75,000-$84,999
$5,000-$9,999 $45,000-$54,999 $85,000-$94,999
$10,000-$14,999 $55,000-$64,999 $95,000-$104,999
$15,000-$24,999 $65,000-$74,999 $105,000 - $149,999
$25,000-$34,999 $150,000-199,999
$200,000 or more
3 Less than $5,000 $45,000-$54,999 $95,000-$104,999
$5,000-$9,999 $55,000-$64,999 $105,000 - $149,999
$10,000-$14,999 $65,000-$74,999 $150,000-199,999
$15,000-$24,999 $75,000-$84,999 $200,000 or more
$25,000-$34,999 $85,000-$94,999
$35,000-$44,999
4 Less than $5,000 $45,000-$54,999 $95,000-$104,999
$5,000-$9,999 $55,000-$64,999 $105,000 - $149,999
$10,000-$14,999 $65,000-$74,999 $150,000-199,999
$15,000-$24,999 $75,000-$84,999 $200,000 or more
$25,000-$34,999 $85,000-$94,999
$35,000-$44,999
5 Less than $5,000 $45,000-$54,999 $95,000-$104,999
$5,000-$9,999 $55,000-$64,999 $105,000 - $149,999
$10,000-$14,999 $65,000-$74,999 $150,000-199,999
$15,000-$24,999 $75,000-$84,999 $200,000 or more
$25,000-$34,999 $85,000-$94,999
$35,000-$44,999
6+ Less than $5,000 $55,000-$64,999 $105,000 - $149,999

$5,000-$9,999
$10,000-$14,999
$15,000-$24,999
$25,000-$34,999
$35,000-$44,999
$45,000-$54,999

$65,000-$74,999
$75,000-$84,999
$85,000-$94,999
$95,000-$104,999

$150,000-199,999
$200,000 or more
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2003 Data
Median Income = $57,200

Low Moderate High
Household | (60% of median and below) (60%-130% of median) (130% of median and up)
Size $34,320 family of 4 $34,320-$74,360 family of 4 $74,360+ family of 4
1 (1)Less than $5,000 (5)$25,000-$34,999 (8) $55,000-$64,999
(2) $5,000-$9,999 (6)$35,000-$44,999 (9)$65,000-$74,999
(3) $10,000-$14,999 (7) $45,000-$54,999 (10)$75,000-$84,999
(4) $15,000-$24,999 (11)$85,000-$94,999
(12)$95,000-$104,999
(13)$105,000 or more
2 Less than $5,000 $25,000-$34,999 $65,000-$74,999
$5,000-$9,999 $35,000-$44,999 $75,000-$84,999
$10,000-$14,999 $45,000-$54,999 $85,000-$94,999
$15,000-$24,999 $55,000-$64,999 $95,000-$104,999
(1-4) (5-8) $105,000 or more
(9-13)
3 Less than $5,000 $35,000-$44,999 $75,000-$84,999
$5,000-$9,999 $45,000-$54,999 $85,000-$94,999
$10,000-$14,999 $55,000-$64,999 $95,000-$104,999
$15,000-$24,999 $65,000-$74,999 $105,000 or more
$25,000-$34,999
(1-5) (6-9) (10-13)
4 Less than $5,000 $35,000-$44,999 $75,000-$84,999
$5,000-$9,999 $45,000-$54,999 $85,000-$94,999
$10,000-$14,999 $55,000-$64,999 $95,000-$104,999
$15,000-$24,999 $65,000-$74,999 $105,000 or more
$25,000-$34,999
(1-5) (6-9) (10-13)
5 Less than $5,000 $45,000-$54,999 $85,000-$94,999
$5,000-$9,999 $55,000-$64,999 $95,000-$104,999
$10,000-$14,999 $65,000-$74,999 $105,000 or more
$15,000-$24,999 $75,000-$84,999
$25,000-$34,999
$35,000-$44,999
(1-6) (7-10) (11-13)
6+ Less than $5,000 $45,000-$54,999 $85,000-$94,999
$5,000-$9,999 $55,000-$64,999 $95,000-$104,999
$10,000-$14,999 $65,000-$74,999 $105,000 or more
$15,000-$24,999 $75,000-$84,999
$25,000-$34,999
$35,000-$44,999
(1-6) (7-10) (11-13)
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