Population Growth in Vermont: Perceptions and Perspectives

Prepared for:

Vermonters for a Sustainable Population

Prepared by:

Dr. Vince Bolduc
Dr. Herbert Kessel
Saint Michael 6s Col |l ege
Center for Social Science Research
Summer o2009



The Social Science Research Center at Saint Michael's College was established in 1987 to provide
opportunities for faculty and students to engage cooperatively indistgplinary research within

the social sciences. Research services are dftergovernment agencies, businesses, and

nonprofit communitybased institutions.

We would |Iike to thank the following Saint Micha
Methods class for helping us complete intervievith wver 400 VermontersErika E. Ahbel,

Kelsey A. Ayres, Moriah F. Baribeau, Tyler E. Bilton, Meaghan H. Chemelski, Catherine A. Cook,

Benjamin G. Daigle, Stephanie M. Daudelin, Caitlin J. Delaney, Valerie J. Dillner, Alana J.

Driscoll, Lauren M. Ferestian, Justine M. Fletcher, Rachel M. Gallien, Ellen L. Gauvin, Erin J.

Gilmartin, Meghan A. Jaird, William J. Jandl, Mary Elizabeth Jenssen, Lauren M. Jones, Michelle

O. Langmaid, Nicole A. Marshall, Julie C. O'Riordan, Dylan M. Rounds, Kathryn A. Saunders

Stephen L. Schimoler, Molly B. Smith, Maia C. Titcomb, Sydney R. Yantioaddition,Valerie

Dillner should be recognized for teaburb job she did keeping track of the interviewer schedules

and hel ping us to or gani heappitovided bg duiadnyinissativd at ab a s e .
assistants Leslie Turner (who entered the data in SPSS) and Lisa McCormick (who did a final edit

of the report) was very much appreciated.



Table of Contents

Talde Of CONLENIS.........ooiiiie ettt jii
INEFOTUCTION. ..ottt s em e et 1
The Broader CONEXL...........cooviiiiii ettt 1
RecentT ends i n Ver mo.nt.d.s...Popul.at..on....2
Survey Methodology........c.covoiiiiiiieeeece e e 6
SUINVEY RESUILS.......oviiiieee et 8
(DT g o =1 o] a1 (ol I =] = VoYU 8
U] o] T = T 111 10
Perceptions about Population Size and Growth.................icceiviiieeiicen, 13
Social and EnViroNMeENtal ISSUES..........uuueuiiiiiiii e e e e e e eeeens e e e e e eae s 16
CONCIUSION......oiiiiicc ettt enemt e ar s 22
APPENAIX ...ttt ettt enet ettt 24



Introduction

In 2008, Vermonters for a Sustainable Population (VSP) contracted with the Social

Science Research Center (SSRC) of Saint Mich
population growth in Vermont and its impact in the Green Mountain Staterefius

summarizes the results of this study, which in part was based on a telephone survey of

415 randomly selected Vermonters. This study is a felipvto a similar one completed

in 1998 for the Vermont Population Alliance, the predecessor of VSP. gitwatithe

report, comparisons are made to the earlier benchmark study.

This report begins with an overview of recent trends in the Vermont populaftis.is
followed by a discussion of the data collection process, the survey results and
conclusions. Té report ends with a detailed statistical appendix.

The Broader Context

Population growth is one of the most frequently underestimated forces of change in

society. Births and deaths pass daily as private events of great joy or great loss, but their
cunulative effects on all of d@s as well as the natural environméntan be profound. In

the U.S. alone, a country with notably slow population growth compared to most, 2006

saw almost 12,000 new births daily. While about half of these births are offset by deat
(6,647 daily), there is nonetheless a daily
resources. In the context of the world, the daily gain in 2009 in population has been

estimated at 227,030 or 83 million new people per year.

Somenotethatth r ate of increase in the worldébés pop
decades, but since the actual increase in numbers is a function of geometric change, the

sheer numbers of added population is unprecedented. For example, it took all of human
historytoadd he first billion people to the eartho
1930) to add the second billion, and we are now approaching the seventh billion

(expected by 2013), a feat that will have been achieved in a mere 14 years. The historic
significance of such a milestone is unlikely to be noticed by many or covered by the

popular media.

By comparison, the role of Vermont in population growth is small indeed. With
approximately 6,500 deaths and 5,000 births yearly, the added population seems
negligible. As will be seen below, Vermonters are not particularly concerned about
population issuds either with the sheer numbers added to the state, or the influence on
the environmental resources or the attending social changes that often accompany
population growth such as increased traffic, pollution or crime. In fact, the data will

reveal that Vermonters were somewhat less concerned with population problems in 2008
than they were in the prior survey a decade earlier.

! Some of these trends had been previously and in more detail highlightechiont in Transition: A
Summary of Social, Economic and Environmemtahdsprepared by the SSRC for the Council on the
Future of Vermont.
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Recent Trends i n Vermontds Popul ati on

Vermont has one of the smallest populations of the 50 states with only 624,000 residents

(Census estimate for 2006). Since we also have a relatively small land area (Vermont

ranks 4%"), our 68 persons per square mile gives us a density quite simifeat tof the

national average of 85, and well ahead of almost 20 more populous states (see Appendix,

chart 1). Vermont has the lowest proportion of residents who live in urban areas of 2,500

or more (38.2%), thus justilfoyionfg tchuer 5c0l asitnatt

In spite of how it may sometimes appear, our rate of population growth has been
relatively low for most of the past century, and this has not changed markedly in recent
decades. In 1900, our population was 342,815; by 1950 it hadjaviyn to 377,000, a
growth rate t ha Demodraphicdemds iuthe28enturgtellsius s

was the sl owest of any state in the country.
quite represent a doubling of the population since 1900. @adfo most states (indeed,
compared to most countries), this is a slow rate of growth. It is worth noting that our
1900 population was larger than a long list of states, including Florida and most of the
western states. Had Vermont rate of growth kegtpwith our neighboring state of New
Hampshire for the past 106 years, our population would now stand at 1.1 million, almost
double our present size.

Vermont experienced two decades (1910 and 1930) in which the decade ended with a net

loss of populationbut the average annual rate of growth over the past 106 years has been
aboutonechal f of one percent. The only decades it
growth outstripped the nation were from 1960
difference gynificant, with Vermont adding 15% to its population compared to 11.5% for

the nation as a whole (itds easier to have |
it is in Vermont). From 1980 to 1990, Vermont added about 10% to its population, while

the decade of the 19906s saw a growth rate of
and 2006, Vermont added another 2.5%.

Total Population in Vermont
1980 to 2006

650,000 623,968

600,000
550,000

500,000 515,050

450,000
400,000
350,000

300,000

1981 1983 1985 1987 1989 1991 1993 1995 1997 1999 2001 2003 2005

Source: Department of Public Health, Division of Health Surveillance,
Michael NylandFunke: Public Health Analyst
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region and subject to dynamics well beyond its borders. In general, the Northeast has
experienced lower growth rates than testof the nation. Census estimates for 2007 put
the 2000 to 2007 growth rate for the U.S. at 7.2%, but only 2% for the entire Northeast,

Vermont included.

Percent Change in Population

Various Eastern States

198032006
198031990 19932000 20002006
United States 9.8% 13.1% 6.4%
Connecticut 5.8 3.6 2.9
Maine 9.2 3.8 3.7
Massachusetts 4.9 55 1.4
New Hampshire 20.5 11.4 6.4
New Jersey 5.2 8.6 3.7
New York 2.5 55 1.7
Pennsylvania 0.2 3.4 1.3
Rhode Island 5.9 4.5 1.8
Vermont 10.0 8.2 2.5

Source: Bireau of the Censu2008 Statistical Abstracts of the United States

Population can only grow in two ways: more babies are born than people die (called

Ainatur al

i ncreaseo)

or mor e

peopl e

move i

nt o

the case of natal increase, Vermont has historically had lower than average birth rates
as well as lower than average death rates. Working with data from the Vermont
Department of Vital Statistics, the Census reports that between 2000 and 2007, 47,131

babies were borin n

Ver mont ,

and

36,

718

peopl e

di ed,

10,413. To estimate the total population growth, demographers then add their best
estimate of the number of people who move into the state (either from other states or
other countries) anthen subtract their estimate of the number of people who move out.

However, unlike the mandatory registration of all birth and death data, people migrate
into and out of a state without any formal notification system, so the data for net
migration is mprecise. The largest recent waves effiigration took place in the 1970s
(when only 43% of the population increase came from births), but the balance quickly
shifted in the 1980s when the bulk of growth was from more babies being born than
people dyingRecent estimates by the Population Division of the Census suggest that
about thregquarters of the growth in Vermont between 2000 and 2007 has been the result
of more births than deaths rather than net migration. In other years the situation is

reversed. 8ing population estimates from the Vital Statistics office of the Vermont

Department of Health, it appears that for they2ar period between 1982 and 2004,



exactly 11 years saw more growth from net migration, and 11 years saw more growth
from natural inceasé

Yearly Population Growth, Natural Increase and Net Migration
Vermont
1982 to 2004
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Source: Vermont Department of Health publication AVit
by subtracting known natural increase (births minestials) from the revised population estimates for each
year.

The state has a comparatively | ow grraattd onfo po
and -fmfbgtati ono t hat ar Ehetatg @f immigrationchdsbdér w En gl a
increasing somewhaver prior years and the influx of refugees from-Mdestern

countries has made the recent refugees more conspicuous than prior European waves,

especially if you reside in Chittenden County, the home of many of these new arrivals.

However, the total an@mlinumber of new immigrants to Vermont has rarely exceeded

1,100.

2U.S. Census BureaStatistical Abstracts of the United Statearious yearsvVermont Department of
PublicHealthVermont Vital Statisticsvarious years; and unpublished estimatafie components of
population change for states, U.S. Census Bureau).
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Number of Refugees Resettled in Vermont
1989 to 2008

Source: Vermont Refugee Resettlement Program, 2008.

There are number of di st i nguthasaneidiscgssalsipect s o
some detail i'vermont in Transition: A Summary of Social, Economic and

Environmental Trendéhttp://www.futureofvermont.org/node/528) prepared by the SSRC

for the Council on the Future of Vermont. Three of the most prominent cerasied

included:

* Vermont 6s population is one of the most
67% of Americans are white, ndtispanic vs. 96% in Vermorit.

* Vermont 6s population is rapidly aging a
Vermontamog t he Aol der states. o In 2007, Ver
compared to the US median of 36.6, which ranked Vernimi@est (behind

Maine at 41.6¥.A series of population pyramids are included in the appendix that
highlight the baby boomersinVerma as t hey age, represente
the charts, steadily moving up and gradually shrinking as diminished by mortality.

* Vermont 6s population is among the best
6™ in the percent of those over 25 with adea college degree (35.5% in

Vermont vs. 28.7% nationally)Like other states, Vermonters born outside the

state (comprising just undene half of all Vermonters) have considerably higher

levels of educational attainment than those born within Verfhont

*Bureau of the Census, fA2006 American Community Surve
‘Bureau of the Census, 2007 Popul ation Estimates of

® Thomas Mortensorinterstate Migation of College Graduates 1989 to 20bstsecondary Education

OPPORTUNITY. August 2008.

®The percentage of Vermonters born outside the state has increased from 33% in 1960 to 47% in 2005.

Bureau of the Census, various decennial censuses and the An@oicenunity Survey
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Survey Methodology

The results from this study are based upon a series of 15 to 20 minute telephone surveys

with 415 Vermonters over the age of 18. Stud
the interviews during the spring of 2008. Surveytipgrants were selected randomly

from a directory of all Vermont households with listed telephone numbers. Prior to each

call, respondents received a postcard from the Center for Social Science Research at Saint

Mi chael 6s Col | ege ¢egudyaandmaskimgfor thdirassiptancep o s e o f
With some slight modifications, the data collection process and the survey instrument

closely resembles the benchmark population survey conducted in 1998 for the Vermont
Population Alliance.

The results from sweys based upon samples from a given population are always subject

to sampling error. Sampling error, in our case of about 5%, arises from the random

variation that is associated with a specific sample selected from the larger population.

This means that vare 95% confident that the statistics given in this report fall

approximately within +/5% points of the numbers that would be found in a 100%

Acensuso of the adult population of the stat
beyond sampling errothe wording of the questions asked and their sequence in the

guestionnaire can introduce bias into surveys. We tried to minimize this latter problem by

maki ng sur e t hafocusma itstsgoresorship woelld Isetappargnticsthe

respondents uihthe end of the interviews.

Beyond the normal sampling error, two forms of bias challenge survey researchers. The
first is that not all
households have listed
phone numbers. There is
some disagreement on the
exact proportion of adults
who have only déphone
coverage in their
households. The Pew
Survey organization
estimated that in 2005 the
percentage was about 8%,
but by the end of 2008 the
CDC estimated that 20.2%
was more accurate. This is
true especially among the
younger members of the
populatbn.” Households

with only cell phones appear
to be less likely to answer calls from unknown callers. It is also feared that the

RESPONSE RATE

_~Completed

Refused

"In 2008, the U.S. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) estimated that one out of six
Americans rely on cell phones only. (see:
http://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/nhis/earlyrelease/wireless200812.htm).
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wi despread use of fAcaller identificationo cu
respondents may have felt that a call from 8ainMi chael 6s Col |l ege was a
fundraising. The second source of bias, (i.e.-response bias), comes from the special
characteristics of those Vermonters who chose to participate in the study. Out of the 959
telephone individuals contacted, 4ih%erviews were conducted and 548 respondents

refused to participate, a completion to rejection ratio of 43% to 57%.

The bias presented by noespondents can be approximated by comparing the
characteristics of the sample to what independent soéircesh as the Census tell us

about the general population. In doing this, we found some similarities between our
sample and the state totals. For example, 22% of respondents were from Chittenden
County in comparison to 24% for the state as a whole. Theralso a number of

notable differences. For example, 59% of our respondents were females, 68% were
married, and 52% were born out of state, all of which are above state norms. Most
importantly, there were sizable differences in the areas of educatitznahant and age.

Our sample had a low proportion of respondents with less than 12 years of education (2%
compared to 10% of those over 25 years of age in Vermont) and a correspondingly high
percentage of wekducated Vermonters (48% with at least an wrdeluate degree in
comparison to 34% in the state as a whole for those over 25 years bRageng our
respondents, 30% were over 65 years of age. The corresponding statistic within

Ver mont 6s gener al popul at i o’National stadie®and or t hos
our own experience reveal that those who refuse to participate in surveys, lack telephone
numbers, or use only cell phones are most often younger, males, and have lower levels of
education.

To compensate for this pattern of A@sponseiba s, al | data were fiadju
Ver mont 6s known educational profile in 2007.
Awei ghtingd and it is used to compensate for
modifications were made in the 1998 study. Ireetif people with less than 12 years of

education were given more Avoteso in the sur
|l evel s received fewer fivotes, o0 although no |

able to interview all members of the Vermont plapion over 18 years of age. The
weighting procedures, while providing better representativeness, do not alter the key
findings from the report. For the most part, responses to various questions change, at
most, by only a few percentage points. For examplthout adjusting the data, 16% of
the respondents in 2008 felt that the population in their towns was growing too quickly.
After adjusting the data, the response rises by 1% to 17%. Some of the demographic
profiles changed by slightly larger percentgeor example, in the umeighted sample,
68% were married, while weighting the data reduced the percent to 65%. Similarly, 52%
of the unweighted sample was born outside the state, dropping to 48% after weighting
the sample by education. This chandes the case with a number of other demographic
groups, moved the resulting profile of the sample closer to state norms.

Throughout the study, the results from the most recent survey are compared to the results
from 1998 study. | nimportahkt to nrglerstandnthe axtent oovinich, 1t 0 s

82005 to 2007 American @amunity Survey.
° See: http://www.municipedia.com/Vermont/



the characteristics of the two samples overlap. In a number of ways, they do (see the
Appendix). For example, 43% and 41% of the respondents in 1998 and 2008 were,
respectively, males. Similarly, 68% of the resgents were married in the 1998 study in
comparison to 65% in 2008. Yet, there are differences that reflect known social and
political changes that have occurred over the decade. Vermonters are more highly
educated now than they were in 1998, and thdtsesiithe most recent statewide

election suggest they may also be more liberal. Both of these changes are reflected in the
comparative characteristics of the 1998 and 2008 samples.

Survey Results
Demographic Literacy

Il n many ar eas owlédgdbast is prettylienived, brel éven when people

are well versed in a subject, recall is always a problem. Snippets of facts from one source
or another are often the only basis on which public opinions are based. There is no reason
to believe that oucollective understanding of demographic phenomena should be any
more accurate than knowledge of the other disciplines that divide up the scope of
common human knowledge. Yet a lack of knowledge or inability to recall essential

Af act so do e sentthe formatibnwfesstyoag apdrertrenched public opinions
about what is thought to be true. Such public opidioight or wron@ has a life of its

own and is very difficult to change. This study sought to identify some of those public
opinions and askedthe e questi ons that addressed the
respondents:

1 Not many people know exactly how many people live either in Vermont or in the
United States. If you had to guess, what would you guess the population of Vermont
is?

Would yu be willing to make a guess about the population of the United States?
Each year the population of Vermont goes up by about 5,000 people. Do you think
most of this increase is due to people moving in from other states, or due to more
babies being born?

= =4

Justoverond i fth of our respondents chose not
2008 (621,270 is the 2008 official estimatepbout 38% of the respondents ventured an
answer somewhere between 500,000 and 700,000incfive estimated that Vermont

(0]

has | ess than 250,000 people, while 8% felt

people. These results parallel those from the 1998 study and suggest that only a minority
of Vermonters have a realistic understanding of how many people live in the state

10 seehttp:/quickfacts.census.gov/gfd/states/50000.fitolr  Ver mont 6s popul ation est.i

http://www.census.gov/main/www/popclock.htfal world population estimates.
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Respondents' Estimates of Vermont Population in 2008
The correct estimate is 621,270
(85 out 387 respondents did not attempt to answer this question

40%o
30%01
20%0+
10%

0%b-

<250,000 250,000 - 500,000 - 700,000 - Over
500,000 700,000 1,000,000 1,000,000

When it comes to estimating the population of the United States, Vermonters were more
uncertain (36% were not willing to estimate
that ventured an estimate, only emaf were ale to provide an estimate within one

hundred million of the actual amount. Like the case with Vermont, these results are quite

similar to the findings in 1998. How one interprets these population statistics (Vermont

and the U.S) is not clear, but it doegjgest that there is some room for more public

education on this issue.

Respondents’' 2008 Estimates of the
United States Population
(United States population is estimated to be 303.8 million)
(148 out of 415 respondents did not answer this questior

48%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

Under 100 Million 100 to 200 Million 200 to 400 Million Over 400 Million




These responses are not surprising. ltds har
interesting misunderstanding emerged when respondents were asked to identify the

causes o0$populatiomgoowth. dust as in 1998, the vast majority of respondents

believe thatirfmi gr ati on from other states is primar:.
growing population; in fact, as noted earlier, about topemrters of the growth between

2000 and 20D has been a result of more births than deaths rather tmaigiation. This

survey, and others such as a series of quality of life surveys conducted for the Vermont
Business Roundtable by the SSRC, have shown
migrant residents (the moni ker dAflatlander so s
divide) who often take the blame for crowding, traffic congestion, crime, high taxes and

political progressiveness. ltis ironic that much of this tension between native vs. non

natives is likely based upon a demographic misconception.

Respondents' Belief About What Causes Population Growth i
Vermont
1998 - 2008

83%

100%

50%

0%*
Births Migration

|El Respondent estimates, 1998 B Actual, 1998 B Respondent estimates, 2008 B Actual, 2008

Public Priorities

To gain some insight into the relative importance that Vermonters attach to reducing
population pressures, we asked respondents to rate the importance of ten domains that
contiibute to their quality of life. The principle factors cited in 2008 were, in order of

i mportance, (1) fApreserving clean air and wa
Ai mproving education, 0 (4) dAmaintaiahi ng f ami
opportunities. o The relative i mportance of

population study as well as in a series of quality of life studies conducted over the last

twenty years by the SSRC for the Vermont Business Roundtabhe iems at the other

end of the spectrum, (10) Alimiting economic
shopping, 0 and (8) Alimiting population gr ow
2008. Is it a paradox that Vermonters feel strongly that thiecemment must be

preserved but, at the same time, are not inclined to support policies that might limit

population and economic growth? Vermonters may believe that the cost of doing so is

simply too high in terms of their economic wbking or that thegimply do not believe

that the type of population pressures experienced in Vermont have important

environmental consequences. There is still another possible explanation, ldowever

" See copies of the Pulse of Vermont: Quality of Life Studies at http://vtroundtable.org/projects/
1C



although Vermonters might understand the potential consequences of pomriattn
they may not supporthat theyseeas the type of restrictive or coercive measures needed
to control the problem. This issue will be addressed more directly below.

Most changes in public priorities from 1998 to 2008 were modest, usually clenges

only a few percentage points in terms of relative importance. The most notable changes

were a decline in Asaving small townso and
instances, Vermonters were more concerned about these issues in 1998 then threy were i

2008.

The Priorities of Vermonters 1998 - 200
% Saying "Very Important.”

Limiting Economic Growth
Increased Opportunities for Shopping

Limiting Population Growth

%

Protecting Recreational Opportunities

Maintaining Family Farms M
Preserving Scenic Views M@O%

Saving Small Towns M 306
Improving Education %8&%

Creating More Good Jobs MOG%
Preserving Clean Air and Water %‘%%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

01998 m 2008

For the most part, there is far more commonality than disagreement in the priorities

expressed by different groups within the sample. In looking at the relative importance of

the 10 domains of life examined (the environment, education, familysfaenic

views...) surprisingly few statistically significant differences emerged between the views

of the different groups in the sample. For example, simply looking at broad priorities,
conservatives, liberals, and those in the political middle rageddmains of life in a

similar way?Eightys even percent of the conservatives
to Apreserve clean air and watero compared t
middle. Similarly, 83% md mhre cpocekrjivakhs ¥ ess
i mportanto in comparison to the ratings of t
90% and 86% respectively. Small differences of this sort may reflect little more than

random sampling variation.

“The |l abels for fcofmmieddlad iofe,tohdilri dadadmlwerammdr esponde
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While the commondies in the rankings were strikingly similar, there were nevertheless
a few notable differences. For example, those living outside of Chittenden County were

far more | ikely to feel that HAsaving small t
ChittendenCounty (74% vs. 53%). In another example, 94% of the females in the 2008
sample felt that Acreating more jobs in Vern

only 76% of the males. For a more complete review of the different priorities of selected
segmats of the sample, see the Appendix.

How Important is it to Limit Population Growth

1998 - 2008
50%: g2
40%.
3004 |

20%-/ |
10%-/

0%

Very Important Somewhat Not at all
Important Important

01998 8 2008

No one group rated dAlimiting population gr ow
priority. For the sample as a whole, only 17% of the 2008 respondents thought it was
Avery i mportanto to fhdronenihti rpdopguwllat itchm,to ivwhiw

i mportanto and the remaining members of the
i mportant. o In 1998, a higher percent (27 %)
Ver mont was Avery i mp ohesamnmpld wer sighificarglyymoiggr oup s w
|l i kely than their counterparts to feel that
i mportant. 0 These groups included conservati

respondents without a high school degree (55% vs. 19% foondents with at least a
college degree), those under 29 years of age (27% vs. 20% for those over 65 years).

Strikingly, nearlyonehal f of t he males thought | imiting
i mportanto in comparison to only 30% for fen
While mostver mont ers do not express strong feelin
growth, 0o when asked in another section of th

Ver mont 6s population 10 years from now, 58%
about he same level as it is now, almost the same statistics cited by the 1998

respondents. In many respects, people simply feel more comfortable with continuity than

change.
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Do people who describe themselves ay fAenviro
on limiting population growth Surprisingly, environmentalists, as was the case in

1998, were no more |ikely than others in the
or, for that matter, fAlimiting eabnomic gr ow
priorities of our environmentalists are surprisingly similar to other members of the

sample.

Perceptions about Population Size and Growth

When it comes to questions of U.S. and world population growth, Vermonters are in

agreement: the populationis@ wi ng t oo ¢ ui dolduthinkthatithen asked 7
population of the world is growing too quickly, too slowly, or is it just about ?ight

Seventyone percent of our respondents told us t
guickly, o whihatonhy 1a%ef eft growth was #fj
that the world was growing fAitoo sl owl yo;
guestion about the United States, public opinion is just as clear: 62% feel that our
popul ation iBclhltygpwdDngo6ft oboga fijust righto a

'_\_
e -
L (n

Population: Is It Growing Too Quickly?

100%+
[
71%

80%1 oo 62%

60%-

40%- o o .

0
20%-/
0%
In Your Town In Vermont In the U.S. In the World

01998 B 2008

slowly. o6 The results are almost identical to

While Vermonters expressed concern about population growth in the world and in the

United States, they are far leslkto feel the same way about population pressures in

either their town or the state as a whole. Concerns about overpopulation diminishes the
closer respondents come to Ahome. o0 Only 21%
Atoo quickl ybeandt d@wsf vkt e gr-sixwercegifelit oo qui
that the rate of growth for Vermont was 0 us

13 as part of the background questions, respondents were asked whether they belonged to an environmental

group. If they indicated that they were active or somewhat active @maronmental group, thewere

classified as environmentalist for the purpose of this study. The views of these individuals may not
necessarily reflect the views of those who | ead Ver mc
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their own townds rate of growth. As we have
study closely eflect the findings from the 1998 study.

While many environmentalists look at population growth at the national and international
level as tightly related to undesirable environmental change, the relationship is more
unsettled in the minds of the averagfgzen in Vermont. We can see a clear division in

the minds of Vermonters when we examine the responses to the following question from
an older 1994 Pew Global Stewardship Initiative:

filt is important that we lower birth rates in the United States tp bave the

Y

environment . O

Among our respondent84% agreed with this statement, 52% disagreed, and 15% took

t he-bBt weeno option. On the national l evel , t
split between those who agreed and those who disagreethe/ighatement. It is likely
that i f the Pew respondrattwe ehradd dpeteino i asse nw a

It Is Important That We Lower Birth Rates To Save the Environment?

52%

60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

20Y

15%

AN

Agree In-between Disagree

|2 1908 ® 2008 |

in the present survey, the split would remain, but percentages would have been closer still
to our study.

There were few statisticallygnificant differences on this issue among respondents with

different demographic characteristics. Gender did not appear to be an issue, nor did
education or place of residence. Those who
likely to agree that limiing population growth in the United States would help save the
environment (40%) than were Aconservativesao
of 18 to 29 were the most likely to agree with this statement (49%).

There appears to be inconsistenciethese responses. Are respondents truly reflecting

what they believe are excessive growth rates in the world and the U.S., but not in their

own state? The inconsistency, of course, is that the rate of population growth in Vermont

is virtually identical tathat of the U.S. as a whole. In effect, our respondents believe that

the decadeb6s rate of growth for Vermont i s n
for the nation. As webve noted before, respo
with what isfamiliar. Another possibility is that Americans feel that population growth
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rates at the national levels miss the rise in undocumented workers; a group that may live

lives that are more invisible in the state of Vermont than in other parts of the cfuntry.
Lastly, the growth rate in Vermont may be si
population is so small that the actual numbers of new people added to the population is

not seen as a problem in the state.

There were several statistically sign#mt differences worthy of note. Women were

slightly more inclined to feel that Ver mont
and suburbanites were more |ikely than city
that their town was growing too quicklyhere were also some understandable

differences by region. Fortyvo percent of respondents from Chittenden County felt that

their towns were growing fAtoo quick|lyo compa
Kingdom. Twentyfour percent of the latterffet t hat their towns were
sl owly. o

As Vermonters look at the population growth over the past decade and then ahead to the

next decade, there appears to be little desire for a dramatic change fisiatubejuoln

response to the thirdquesthn o n t he s u MWhatipnpact dosyourthinktleah t : i

Ver mont 6s popul ation growth has made on Vern
it a better place to live, a worse place to live, or do you think that it has not made any

differenc® 0 r estywene drgely divided evenly between the 3 options. Teigiyt

percent said that popul ation growth made Ver
Aworse place, 0 and 27% felt it had made no d
environmental orgamations were slightly less inclined to tell us that population growth

had made Vermont a better place and leaned instead toward the conclusion that growth

had made the state a Aworseo place. Unlike t
statistically sigificant differences in how this question was answered by gender,

education, and political orientation. The better educated and those who are more liberal,

many of them born outside of the state, were the most likely to feel that those who moved

here from ther states or areas have benefited Vermont. Neartalhef conservatives

disagree with this statement.

Y Some have estimated thatemea | f o f Ve r mo n tuddocumentednFomesamples ans  ar e
article in theBurlington Free Pressn February 27, 2008, quotes Senator Patrick Leahy as estimating that
Vermont has 2,000 undocumented Mexicans working on dairy farms.
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What Impact Do You Think Vermont's Population
Growth Has Had On The State Over The Last Tel
Years?

4290

40% 299,
30%
20%
10%
0%

Better Place No Difference Worse Place

|0 1908 ® 2008

Social and Environmental Issues

Population growth may have impacts, both positive and negative, on a number of facets
of life in Vermont. Theguality of our schools, water quality, ease of travel, crime rates,
opportunities for cultural activities, and the viability of our family farms and businesses
may all be impacted by population growth. To increase our understanding of how these
domains ofife are changing from the perspective of Vermonters, each respondent was
asked whether they thought conditions i
gotten worse in the past 10 yearso foll
had any effet on the change.

ASPECTS OF VERMONT LIFE THAT HAVE
IMPROVED OVER LAST 10 YEARS

Family Farms S
Crime 2 1 0%
Ease of Travel 2 31%
Public Schools %%/%)
Water Quality Mﬂ%ﬁ 39%
Vermont's Economy 33% ] 73%
Cultural Activities MJZ%‘-S%
: : : : : : : :

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%

01998 @ 2008
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Two facets of lif@ crime and family farm® were singled out by respondents, as they

were in 1998, as having deteriorated over the past decade. On the other end of the
spectrum, respondents in botforci@8a® 8 and 2008
activitieso had been i mproving. One area whe
optimism displayed in 1998 was in the health of economy. In 1998, 70% of the

respondents felt the economy had improved over the last decade. Indeed, th@decade

the 90060s was associated with unusually | ow u
inflation, and the emergence of budget surpluses. By 2008, the situation was very

different as we were heading into one of the deepest recessions since the Great

Depressia. In the latest survey, only 33% of the respondents felt that the economy had

improved over the last 10 years (most Vermonters felt that it had gotten worse). Few

respondents, however, placed the blame on population pressures for the decline in the

econony. The perceived role played by population growth in these and other areas is

explored in more detail below.

Even though Vermontds crime rates are consid
the U.S., (for exampl e, &dI3mmenlo0t080 is2much6 r at e
lower than the rate of 474 per 100,000 rate recorded for New England as a whole), people

are still concerned with what they see as a growing crime problem in Vettiont.

reality, over the last few years the rate of violeimherhas risen in Vermont from 97 per

100,000 in 1994, to 137 per 100,000 in 26DBlany people in our sample (68%) felt

that our growing population has contributed to the crime problem in Vermont. This is an
increase from the 60% that felt this way in 199Bis becomes particularly troublesome

in light of the finding that most Vermonters believe that population growth comes largely

from people moving into the state. While we did not ask the question directly, one might

infer that many in Vermont associatéme with what they consider the incursion of

Aout siderso into Vermont. We also know that
respondents agreed (30%) with the statemenptiy@ailation growth increases the sense

of community in small townMost respodents, 59%, felt just the opposite was the case.

These percentages are similar to those recorded in 1998.

Respondents were well aware that Vermont has lost many daily farms over the last 10
years (in 1998, Vermont had 1,815 farms, by 2008, this numbetdwided to just

under 1,100). Only 6% of the respondents felt that the situation facing family farms had
improved, virtually identical to the percentage recorded in 1998. Like the crime rate,
many respondents (42%) f el thashddamnegaiver mont 6 s ¢
effect on family farms, although this percentage is a notable reduction from the 54% that
felt this way in 1998. The linkage between a growing population and the decline in

family farms was not explored in the study. The fundamentag$orapacting the vitality

of family farms in Vermont may have little to do with population growth. Factors such

as technological change, ovaipply, the lower cost of production on larger farms,

changing beverage preferences among consumers, and gonepat@es are more

immediate problems. Perhaps respondents view population increase as raising land values

5 The statistics on violent crime are reported anndalty t h &niférB Crine Report
Vermont 6s recent rise in Violent crime has come at a
regionally.
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and inducing farmers either to sell off their land or making it more difficult for them to
pay rising property taxes on land.

A slight majority(55%) feltthatthegual i ty of Ver mont 6bavd akes, r
deteriorated over the last 10 years, virtually the same percentage recorded in 1998. Many
(51%) feel that Vermontds growing popul ati on
amongthe respondents who felt that water quality in Vermont had deteriorated, 70% felt

that population growth was at least partially responsible for the decline.

Il n recent years, some Vermonterdés have expre
the declinng quality of public education in Vermont (yet the number of school budgets
that are rejected each year is quite limit€di our case, nearly one out of two

Vermonters expressed this view, both in the1998 and 2008 surveys. At the same time,
39% felt thatour schools have improved. Those with lower levels of education were
more likely than others to feel that school quality has declined. They were also more
likely to feel that the growing population (most of who were erroneously thought to be
out-of-states) was responsible for the decline in the quality of the schools. Vermonters in
large measure do not feel that the rising population has had much of an effect on
education (40% claimed it had no effect, 23% felt that it had a positive effect, and 29%
felt that it had hurt the quality of education).

Some Vermonters are concerned about what they see as the detrimental impacts from

population growth. There was one area, howeymgpprtunities for cultural activities

where Vermonters felt, first that conditi® had improved (72% in 2008) and second, that

population growth had a beneficial impact (64% of the respondents in 2008 felt this way).

Only 3% of the respondents felt that the growing population had hurt this domain of life

(the same statistic was repamtin 1998). Interestingly, those with lower levels of

education were less likely than others to feel that cultural opportunities had improved and

were |l ess inclined to believe that Vermont os
impact in this area of K.

Vermonters were evenly divided about whether the ease of travel had improved (25%) or
stayed the same (23%), but most Vermonters felt that it had gotten worse over the last 10
years. Not surprisingly, responses varied largely by region. More thamatfraf those

from Chittenden County (60%) felt that it was now harder to get around than 10 years
ago in comparison to 47% who reside outside of Chittenden County. The question of the
ease of travel differed significantly by gender (females were morg li&deel things

have gotten better), age (younger people, those from 18 to 29 years of age, felt that the
ease of travel was improving), and education (the better educated were more likely to see
travel as easier). The role that population played in gnepeople answered this

guestion was not clear. On the one hand, the majority of respondents (57%) did not feel
that population growth was impacting their ease of travel. Yet, among respondents who
felt that the travel had become difficult, 70% placedifaene squarely on population
pressures.

YWer mont s Current Use Program is designed to reduce
program.

See for example, the series of quality of |life studi
the Vermont Business Roundtable.
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On a related question, Vermonters were evenly split about whether suburban sprawl has

become a problem in Vermont over the last decade. Overall, nearly one half of the

respondents think it has become a problem, 80B6i nk it s not a probl em
are uncertain. Not surprisingly, among those who believe sprawl is a problem, a majority

felt that towns should be able to restrict residential growth. Who are the respondents most
concerned with suburban sprawl!? Tedter educated and people who identify

themselves as liberals. Surprisingly, those who reside in Chittenden County were no more

or less likely to see suburban sprawl as a problem in Vermont than those in other parts of

the state.

Vermonters did not@ress strong concerns about the growth of populations in their local
communities and in the state. But, the responses to a set of different questions reveal
somewhat more uneasiness with population pressures than has been discussed earlier in
the study. Br example, a majority of Vermonters (55%) believe that population growth
makes it more difficult to meet social needs, causes property taxes to be higher (56%),
and reduces the sense of social cohesiveness in local communities (59%). Furthermore, a
majority of Vermonters (56%) do not believe that a larger population is necessary to meet
the needs of businesses for more workers or to maintain a healthy population. These
percentages are hard to interpret since the percentages suggest more of an even divide
within the Vermont community than a public mandate for change.

Population Growth
Social and Environmental Issues
%
Population growth makes meeting social needs |Agree 55%
difficult Neutral 11%
Disagree 35%
Vermont needs population to be growiiog a Agree 43%
healthy economy Neutral 10%
Disagree 47%
Local population growth increases property taxegAgree 56%
Neutral 10%
Disagree 34%
Population growth increases sense of communityAgree 30%
Neutral 10%
Disagree 59%
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Population Growth
Social and Environmental Issues

%
A larger populatia is necessary to meet need for [Agree 37%
more workers Neutral 7%
Disagree 56%

Population regulation, either through programs like family planning or immigration
controls, has always been controversial in America. Some of the ways that we encourage
population growth (e.g., not charging families more money to send additional children to
school or providing tax breaks for dependents) are not particularly controversial nor are
they always understood by the public as having an impact on population gvdevth.

asked respondents to share their opinions on a number of policy issues related to

controlling popul ation growth such as whethe
children as they can properly raifthelav or t o a
wage jobs in Vermont.o The responses to the

guestions break down by political orientation. Respondents who identified themselves as
liberal where much more likely to feel that the government should esgedgamily

planning (66% of liberals agreed versus only 42% among conservatives and 62% for
independents), increase the number of immigrants allowed into the country (36% for
liberals and 14% for conservatives), lower the birth rate to save the enviro@rh@&nfor
liberals and 30% for conservatives) and allow towns to restrict residential growth (67%
for liberals and 56% for conservatives).

Political orientation
Conservativg Liberal Independentg
% % %

Stricter land use regulatigAgree 68% 82% 77%
helps protect au Neutral 5% 4% 8%
environment** :

Disagree 27% 14% 15%
Population growth shouldAgree 52% 50% 46%
not be restricted Neutral 9% 14% 11%

Disagree 40% 37% 42%
United States More efford 42% 66% 62%
encouragement of family|| ass effort 16% 1% 8%

lanning programs* .

planning programs Maintain 41% 33% 30%

effort
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Political orientation

Conservativg Liberal Independentg
% % %
What do you think about |Reduce 39% 21% 34%
amount of legal Increase 14% 36% 10%
L
mmigration Continue 46% 43% 56%
People should be free to [Agree 72% 57% 62%
have as many children agneytral 6% 8% 7%
h ly rais&* [
they can properly ralse® | cagree 22% 35% 31%
Population growth shoulgagree 52% 50% 47%
not be restricted becaus : 5 5 5
may mean giving up som Neutra 9% 14% 11%
of our freedoms Disagree 40% 37% 42%
My town should be more (Agree 19% 2904 20%
strict in erforcin
Joning* g Neutral 12% 21% 9%
Disagree 57% 49% 71%
Towns should be able to |Agree 56% 67% 59%
restrict amount of
residential growth Neutral 9% 5% 5%
Disagree 34% 28% 36%
' tds | mpor t {Agree 31% 40% 23%
birth rates in US to help Neutral 7% 17% 26%
i t* .
sa\e environmen Disagree 63% 42% 51%

* Differences are statistically significant at the .01 level.

** Differences are statistically significant at the .05 level.

*** Differences are statistically significant at th0 level.

Like the responses to the questions above, the way that people answered the question of
whethemeople everywhere should feel free to have as many children as they can
properly raisealso broke down sharply by political orientation. Fégven percent of the
liberals agreed with this statement in comparison to 72% for conservatives. Independents,
as they often do, fall in the middle at 62%. The responses to a parallel, but slightly

different questionpopulation growth should not be restrictedcause it may mean
giving up some of our freedonid not break down by political orientatic@verall,

39% disagreed with the statement, while a much smaller percentage (29%) disagreed
with the former question. The slightly different responses to tinasguestions reinforce
the importance of being sensitive to the wording of questions.
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Selected groups within the sample responded differently to the various questions about
population. Many of these examples have been highlighted earlier in thedesthars

can be seen in the statistical appendix that follows this narrative. At least in the minds of
some members of the public, many of these differences are associated with nativity. In
our sample, nearly oAgalf of our respondents (48%) were boutside of the state.

Perhaps the most striking difference between those born in and outside of the state is
reflected in educational achievement; 46% of those born outside the state had a college
degree (the same percentage found in census data for \fgrmoomparison to only

23% for Vermonters. This suggests that the differences in perceptions about the impact of
population between native and noative born Vermonters may have more to do with
education than nativity. What we found was that-nativeborn Vermonters were less
concerned about population growth (e.g.,-native born were less likely to feel that
population growth was not (1) making Vermont a worse place to live, (2) more difficult

to meet social goal s, duBlresduicdseyetyattresambr eat t o
time, nonnatives were more willing to have public and private restrictions on population
growth (e.g., nomatives were more willing to allow towns to restrict residential growth,
encourage family planning, or have digicenforcement of zoning). Another factor that

might explain differences in perceptions about population pressures between native and
non-native Vermonters is that the latter group may be more used to living in higher
density areas with more zoning restions and other types of regulations.

Conclusion

This study was designed to improve our understanding of how Vermonters feel about
population growth and its consequences, both within the state and in the country as a
whole. Over 400 randomly selecté¢drmonters volunteered to share their views with our
interviewers during telephone calls that ranged from 15 to 45 minutes. What emerged
during these interviews, as was the case in the 1998 study, was a portrait of Vermonters
who were much more concerndabat population growth in the world and within the

U.S. than they were in their own towns or within the state. Indeed, when asked to
evaluate the importance of a series of priorities for the state, population growth was
identified by only avery smallpegcnt of the respondents as beir
than one of five respondents). The environment, education, and jobs were seen as much
more important priorities. Overall, respondents seemed less concerned with population
pressures in this most re¢&@®08 study than they were in 1998.

While Vermonters feel strongly about preserving the environment, the connection
between the environment and population growth appears rather tenuous in their minds.
Vermonters, especially those born within the staten@ore likely to think about

popul ation growth in terms of fAoutsiderso co
environmental decay. Even those who are members of an environmental group were no
more likely than others to rate population growtlaagry important priority. Those who
expressed the most concern about population growth within the state tended to be those
with less education, politically conservative, male, and often native born. National labor
market statistics suggest that peopleawer levels of education have benefited far less
than the better educated from the economic trends we have experienced over the last
thirty years. Perhaps this is the source of some of the resentment towards the newer
arrivals ( Af |l t&.tButahos aith$ess)edutaiton drenatso less likely to be
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willing to place constraints on population, either through family planning or zoning
restrictions.

As was the case in 1998, most Vermonters feel comfortable with the pace of population
growthin their towns and within the state (they are not so comfortable, however, with the

rate of population growth in the U.S. or in the world). Concerns about overpopulation,

especially outside of Chittenden County, seem to diminish the closer respondents come
Ahome. 0 This probably explains why | imiting
important priority in the state.

When respondents are asked general questions about population pressures in Vermont,
the issue only evokes modest concerns. But when thieysquestions begin to focus

more on specific issues, the perceived impact of population pressures becomes somewhat
heightened. For example, when respondents were asked whether a number of aspects of
life in Vermont had gotten worse or better, three faoélifed crime, the economy and

family farmg were singled out by respondents as having deteriorated the most over the
past decade. The respondents felt that population growth was at least partially responsible
for the rising rate of crime in Vermont artetloss of family farms, although the exact
connections between population growth and the specific issues were not explored. About
one half of the respondents told our interviewers that the quality of the environment had
declined, and those who felt thisw believed overwhelmingly that population growth

played an undesirable role in the process. In context of these types of questions, a number
of Vermonters did identify population growth as a negative force.

At times, the responses to questions aboutifadipn pressures also had a sense of a glass
being half full, half empty. For example, a slight majority of Vermonters (55%) believe
that population growth makes it more difficult to meet social needs, causes property taxes
to be higher (56%), and redudég sense of social cohesiveness in local communities
(59%). How one interprets statistics like these, which parallel the findings from the 1998
study, depends upon oneds perspective.

While some Vermonters were concerned about population growth, fesvemwilling to
support measures to limit population growth or to use the power of government to control
growth (land use planning and zoning restrictions). The responses to these types of
guestions clearly reflected the political orientations of the refgpus, with liberals more
willing to live with restrictions than conservatives, and independents usually showing up
in the middle.

Broadly speaking, the results from this 2008 survey can be interpreted in a number of
different ways. Certain questions dassingled out to demonstrate that Vermonters are
very concerned with population growth, while other questions seem to illustrate the
opposite. While population pressures were not seen as a particularly important problem
for the state, a number of respents still worried about some of its perceived negative
impacts. The analysis reminds us that when we study population growth in Vermont the
results are nuanced and that the wording of questions is particularly important.
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Chart 1-9 Vermont Age-Sex Distribution
Source: Department of Public Health, Division of Health Surveillance,
Michael NylandFunke: Public Health Analyst
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Sample Characteristics

19981 2008

1998 2008
Column N % | Column N %
Gender Male 43% 41%
Female 57% 59%
Subtotal 100% 100%
Age* 18 to 29 7% 14%
30to 44 24% 2304
45 to 64 37% 42%
65 and over 31% 21%
Subtotal 100% 100%
Highest grade Less than HS 19% 7%
in school*
HS 33% 33%
Associate's Degree/Junior 0 0
College 8% s
Started but did not complet 15% 19%
4-yr college
Completed college 17% 21%
Have a graduate degree 8% 13%
Subtotal 100% 100%
Marital Married 68% 65%
Status* .
Single 11% 18%
Divorced 9% 10%
Widowed 12% 7%
Subtotal 100% 100%
Chittenden | Outside of Chittenden 0 0
County* County 2% 9%
Chittenden County 28% 21%
Subtotal 100% 100%

27




Sample Characteristics

19981 2008
1998 2008
Column N % | Column N %
Political Conservative 41% 42%
orientation* .
Liberal 26% 39%
Neither 3204 19%
Subtotal 100% 100%
Where do you City 26% 2204
live
Suburb 10% 14%
Rural area or small town 63% 64%
Subtotal 100% 100%

* Differences are statistically significant at least at the .05 or better level.
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2008 Priorities of Vermonters
Political Orientation and County

Political orientation

Chittenden County

Outside of
Chittender{ Chittender
Conservativg Liberal| Neither | County | County
Colum|Column N Column Nf Column N
Column N % n N % % % %
Saving small town|Very Important 68% 69% 70% 74%* 53%
In Vermont Somewhat 31% 30% | 28% 26% 43%
Important
Not at all 1% 1% 2% 0% 3%
Important
Creating more godVery Important] 83%*** 90% 86% 86% 85%
jobs in Vermont  |somewhat 13% 10% | 14% 12% 15%
Important
Not at all 3% 0% 0% 2% 0%
Important
Improving Very Important 83% 80% 78% 83% 7%
educational Somewhat 15% | 18% | 21% 15% 20%
opportunities Important
Not at all 1% 2% 1% 2% 3%
Important
Limiting Very Important 25%* 8% 9% 17% 15%
population growth|somewhat 34% | 57% | 54% 46% 48%
In Vermont Important
Not at all 40% 35% 36% 36% 37%
Important
Maintaining family |Very Important] 72%*** 68% 78% 75% 65%
farms Somewhat 25% 32% | 22% 24% 34%
Important
Not at all 3% 0% 0% 1% 1%
Important
Preserving scenic|Very Important 64% 66% 58% 65%0*** 58%
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2008 Priorities of Vermonters
Political Orientation and County

Political orientation

Chittenden County

Outside of
Chittender{ Chittender
Conservativg Liberal| Neither | County | County
Colum|Column N Column Nf Column N
Column N % n N % % % %
views Somewhat 31% 30% 37% 30% 41%
Important
Not at all 6% 3% 5% 5% 1%
Important
Limiting economic|Very Important 11% 7% 10% 12% 4%
growth Somewhat 38% 38% | 50% 39% 43%
Important
Not at all 51% 55% 40% 49% 53%
Important
Preserving clean gVery Important 87% 93% 94% 92% 88%
and water Somewhat 12% 7% 6% 8% 12%
Important
Not at all 1% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Important
Protecting outdoorVery Important 72% 69% 72% 71% 68%
recreation Somewhat 27% 29% | 27% 27% 30%
Important
Not at all 1% 3% 1% 2% 2%
Important
Increased Very Important]  15%** 14% 14% 16% 8%
opportunities for - |somewhat 57% 41% | 45% 48% 46%
shopping Important
Not at all 28% 46% 41% 36% 46%
Important

* Differences are statistically significant at the .01 level.
** Differences are statistically significant at the .05 level.
*** Differences are statisticafl significant at the .10 level.
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2008 Priorities of Vermonters

Gender and Age

Gender Age
65 and
Male | Female| 18 to 29| 30 to 44| 45 to 64| over
Column| Column| Column| Column| Column| Column
N% | N% | N% | N% | N% | N%
Saving small — very 68% | 71% | 69% | 67% | 68% | 76%
towns in Vermonimportar
mewh
somewhat | o0 | o706 | 3106 | 30% | 31% | 24%
Important
N I
otata 0% 204 0% 3% 1% 0%
Important
Creating more |Very 76%* | 94% | 87%* | 92% | 88% | 76%
good jobs in Important
Vermont
somewhat {00 | 6o | 13% | 8% | 12% | 17%
Important
N I
otata 3% 0% 0% 0% 0% 7%
Important
Improvin Ver
proving ery 79% | 84% | 88w | 87w | sow | 77%
educational Important
opportunities
°P somewhat {1500 | 1506 | 1206 | 12% | 18% | 21%
Important
N I
otata 206 206 0% 1% 2% 206
Important
Limitin Ver
miting oy 18%* | 16% | 279%* | 15% | 12% | 20%
population Important
growth in Somewhat
0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0
Vermont mportant 37% | 54% | 43% | 46% | 55% | 37%
N I
otata 46% | 30% | 30% | 39% | 34% | 43%
Important
Maintainin V
aintaining ery 67% | 77% | 68% | 77% | 67% | 83%
family farms Important
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2008 Priorities of Vermonters
Gender and Age

Gender Age
65 and
Male Female| 18 to 29| 30 to 44| 45 to 64| over
Column| Column| Column| Column| Column| Column
N % N % N % N % N % N %
Somewhat
31% 22% 32% 21% 32% 17%
Important
Not at all
2% 1% 0% 2% 1% 1%
Important
Preseving scenidVer
. g y 54%* | 69% | 69% | 58% | 64% | 62%
views Important
Somewhat
39% 28% 29% 32% 32% 35%
Important
Not at all
6% 3% 2% 10% 3% 2%
Important
Limitin Ver
9 y 120+ | 9% | 14% | 8w 7% | 18%
economic growthimportant
Somewhat
31% 47% 41% 41% 39% 43%
Important
Not at all
57% 45% 45% 51% 54% 39%
Important
Preserving cleanfVVer
. g y 89% | 93% | 89% | 89% | 920 | 93%
air and water Important
Somewhat
10% 7% 11% 10% 8% 7%
Important
Not at all
1% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0%
Important
Protectin Ver
g y 66% | 73% | 76% | 73% | 67% | 67%
outdoor Important
recreation Somewhat
31% 26% 24% 23% 31% 33%
Important
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2008 Priorities of Vermonters
Gender and Age

Gender Age
65 and
Male Female| 18 to 29| 30 to 44| 45 to 64| over
Column| Column| Column| Column| Column| Column
N % N % N % N % N % N %
Not at all
otata 2% 1% 0% 4% 20 0%
Important
I d V
nereased ery 15% | 14% | 10%* | 120 | 16% | 16%
opportunities for|lmportant
shopping Somewhat
44% 50% 56% 50% 38% 59%
Important
Not at all
otata 40% | 36% | 34% | 39% | 45% | 25%
Important

* Differences are statistically significant at the .01 level.
** Differences are statistically significant at the .05 level.
*** Differences are statistically significant at the .10 level.
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2008 Priorities of Vermonters
Education and Environmental Member

Member of
environmental

Education organization
Less thal High | 13to 15|16 yrs or
12 yrs | School | vyears more Yes No
Column | Column| Column| Column| Column | Column
N % N % N % N % N % N %
Saving small [Ver
9 y 81%* | 71% | 77% | 72% | 70% | 69%
towns In Important
Vermont
Somewhat
14% 27% 22% 28% 28% 30%
Important
N Il
otata 5% 2% 0% 1% 2% 1%
Important
reating more [Ver
Creating more |Very 76%* | 88% | 85% | 81% | 82% | 87%
good jobs in Important
Vermont mewh
somewhat | o0 1 1000 | 13% | 18% | 18% | 11%
Important
N Il
otata 10% | 0% 1% 0% 0% 20
Important
Improvin Ver
proving ery 70%* | 85% | 82% | 77% | 88% | 80%
educational Important
opportunities mewh
somewhat | oq0 | 1300 | 1706 | 20% | 11% | 18%
Important
N Il
otata 10% | 2% 1% 3% 1% 20
Important
Limitin Ver
Imiting ery 550%% | 23% | 19% | 19% | 14% | 16%
population Important
growth in Somewhat
Vermont important 10% 45% 59% 45% 46% 47%
N Il
otata 35% | 33% | 22% | 36% | 40% | 37%
Important
Maintainin V
aintaining ery 81%* | 75% | 77% | 62% | 69% | 73%
family farms Important
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2008 Priorities of Vermonters
Education and Environmental Member

Member of
environmental

Education organization
Less thal High | 13to 15|16 yrs or
12 yrs | School| vyears more Yes No
Column | Column| Column| Column | Column | Column
N % N % N % N % N % N %
Somewhat 19% 2304 23% 36% 28% 27%
Important
Not at all 0% 204 1% 204 3% 1%
Important
Pres_erV| _ng Very 67% 64% 70% 66% 61% 65%
scenic views  |Important
Somewhat 29% 31% 26% 31% 32% 31%
Important
Not at all 50 506 4% 3% 7% 4%
Important
Limiting Very
_ 37%* 15% 10% 10% 10% 11%
economic Important
growth
somewhat |- o0, | 4206 | 53% | 33% | 36% | 40%
Important
Not at all 37% | 43% | 37% | 57% | 54% | 49%
Important
P.reservmg clealVery 95% 88% 91% 8994 93% 90%
air and water  |Important
Somewhat 5 12% 9% 11% 7% 9%
Important
Not at all 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0%
Important
Protecting Very 67% 68% 70% 69% 71% 71%
outdoor Important
recreation
Somewhat 29% 28% 28% 30% 27% 28%
Important
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2008 Priorities of Vermonters
Education and Environmental Member

Member of
environmental

Education organization
Less thal High | 13to 15|16 yrs or
12 yrs | School | vyears more Yes No
Column | Column| Column| Column| Column | Column
N % N % N % N % N % N %
Not at all 5% 4% 20 2% 2% 20
Important
Increased — \Very 10% | 25% | 16% | 10% | 13% | 15%
opportunities foflmportant
shopping
Somewhat | o0 | 3g00 | 4206 | 3206 | 52% | 46%
Important
Not at all 38% | 37% | 42% | 59% | 35% | 39%
Important

* Differences are statistically significant at the .01 level.
** Differences are statistically significant at the .05 level.
*** Differences are statistically significant at the .10 level.
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Gender

Political orientaibn

Conservati
Male Female ve Liberal Neither
Column N| Column N| Column N| Column N{ Column N
% % % % %
Population of T
opulation ofyour 700 13.4% | 195% | 17.6% | 14.4% | 16.3%
town quickly
Too
15.4% | 14.6% | 16.9% | 13.6% | 14.1%
slowly
Justright] 70.1% | 63.8% | 63.9% | 70.6% | 66.6%
No
- 1.2% 2.1% 1.7% 1.4% 2.9%
Oplnlon
Population of Too 23.7% | 19.8% | 29.5%* | 11.6% | 20.8%
Vermont quickly
Too 13.0% | 12.2% | 16.0% | 12.1% | 9.0%
slowly
Justright| 59.0% | 56.6% | 51.3% | 67.2% | 54.3%
N
o 4.4% | 11.4% | 3.3% 91% | 15.9%
opinion
Population of UnitedT
opulation of UnitedToo 62.4% | 60.4% | 60.1% | 60.0% | 63.0%
Staes quickly
T
00 1.2% 1.2% 1.6% 1.4% 0%
slowly
Justright| 26.0% | 26.3% | 28.7% | 25.3% | 25.5%
No 105% | 12.1% | 96% | 13.3% | 11.5%
opinion
Population of World Too 72.3% | 70.3% | 66.3%* | 82.7% | 55.7%
quickly
Too 0% 3% 4% 0% 0%
slowly
Justright] 12.7% | 16.2% | 18.7% | 11.0% | 15.1%
No 15.0% | 13.2% | 14.6% | 6.3% | 29.2%
Oplnlon

* Differences are statistically significant at the .01 level.
** Differences are statistically significant at the .05 level.
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Important to lower birth ratds US to he|p|
save environment

Agree Neutral Disagree

Row N % Row N % Row N %
Gender Male 35% 14% 51%
Female 32% 15% 52%
Chittenden Count ngjsr:?; of Chittenden 34% 15% 5004
Chittenden County 33% 14% 52%
Political Conservative 31%* 7% 63%
orientation Liberal 40% 17% 42%
Neither 23% 26% 51%
Education Less than 12 yrs 40%* 20% 40%
High School 33% 16% 50%
;‘;ﬁ ;'gg;es‘;rzoo' butlel 339 11% 56%
16 yrs or more 33% 15% 52%
Age 18 to 29 49%* 14% 37%
30to 44 26% 19% 56%
45to 64 36% 10% 54%
65 and over 27% 20% 52%

** Differences are statistically significant at the .01 level.
** Differences are statistically significant at the .05 level.
** Differences are statistically significant at the .10 level
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Chittenden County

Education

Post high
Outside o school bu
Chittende| Chittende| Less thary High | less than| 16 yrs or
n County| n County| 12yrs | School | 16 years| more
Column NfJColumn N\Column N Column |Column N Column N
% % % N % % %
Population of  |Too
: 14.4%* 27.2% 20.0% 20.8% 15.0% 13.6%
your town quickly
Too
17.5% 5.4% .0% 17.9% 13.1% 16.6%
slowly
Just
right 66.2% 66.5% 80.0% 60.4% 68.6% 68.3%
No
.. 1.9% .8% .0% .9% 3.3% 1.5%
opinion
P lati f T
opulation o 00 1 226%% | 155% | 40.0%* | 28.3% | 18.2% | 12.9%
Vermont quickly
Too
12.2% 13.2% .0% 17.0% 10.5% 12.4%
slowly
Just
right 55.2% 69.0% 40.0% 44 .3% 65.4% 68.2%
N
0. . 10.0% 2.3% 20.0% 10.4% 5.9% 6.5%
opinion
P lati f T
opulation o 00 64.5%* | 47.7% | 20.0%* | 64.2% | 71.8% | 57.3%
United States  |quickly
T
00 9% 2.3% 0% 9% | 1.3% | 1.5%
slowly
Just
right 22.6% 40.2% 40.0% 25.5% 17.7% 31.7%
No
.. 12.1% 9.7% 40.0% 9.4% 9.2% 9.5%
opinion
P lati f T
opulation o 00 70.1% | 74.3% | 40.0%* | 67.9% | 71.2% | 80.1%
World quickly
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Chittenden County Education
Post high
Outside o] school bu
Chittende| Chittende] Less thay High | less than| 16 yrs or
n County| n County| 12yrs | School | 16 years| more
Column N Column NNColumn N Column |Column N Column N
% % % N % % %
Too 2% 0% 0% | 0% | 7% 0%
slowly
Just
right 14.9% 16.1% | 20.0% | 17.0% | 16.4% 10.4%
N
o. . 14.9% 9.7% 40.0% | 15.1% | 11.8% 9.5%
opinion

* Differences are statistically significant at the .01 level.
** Differences are statistically significant at the .05 level.
*** Differences are statistically significant at the .10 level
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People who've moved here in past 10 ye
made VT better place

Agree Neutral Disagree
Row N % Row N % Row N %
Gender Male 37%** 21% 42%
Female 38% 31% 30%
Chittenden County Outside of Chittenden 35% 28% 37%
County
Chiitenden County 46% 26% 28%
Pditical orientation Conservative 38%* 16% 47%
Liberal 46% 35% 19%
Neither 25% 31% 44%
Education Less than 12 yrs 60%* 0% 40%
High School 31% 24% 45%
;‘;t ng;esacr:m' butle 5794 34% 39%
16 yrs or more 47% 30% 22%
Age 18 to 29 46% 27% 27%
30to 44 37% 24% 39%
45 to 64 33% 32% 35%
65 and over 41% 21% 38%
Where do you live City 45% 19% 35%
Suburb 39% 29% 33%
Rural area or small tov 35% 29% 36%
A growing population |Benefit 45%* 26% 29%
and jobs It'd be harder 15% 25% 60%
No effect 34% 35% 31%
Not sure 64% 27% 9%
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People who've moved here in past 10 ye
made VT better place

Agree Neutral Disagree
Row N % Row N % Row N %
Gender Male 37%** 21% 42%
Female 38% 31% 30%
Chittenden County Outside of Chittenden 35% 28% 37%
County
Chiitenden County 46% 26% 28%
Pditical orientation Conservative 38%* 16% 47%
Liberal 46% 35% 19%
Neither 25% 31% 44%
Education Less than 12 yrs 60%* 0% 40%
High School 31% 24% 45%
;c;snt '11259;;;:‘30' butlel o794 34% 39%
16 yrs or more 47% 30% 22%
Age 18to 29 46% 27% 27%
30to 44 37% 24% 39%
45 to 64 33% 32% 35%
65 and over 41% 21% 38%
Where do you live City 45% 19% 35%
Suburb 39% 29% 33%
Rural area or small tov 35% 29% 36%
A growing population |Benefit 45%* 26% 29%
and jobs Itd be harder 15% 25% 60%
No effect 34% 35% 31%
Not sure 64% 27% 9%
Not employed 33% 21% 46%

42




Study
1998 2008
Column N %4Column N %

Has Vermont economyimproved 70% 33%
improved? Worse 21% 55%
Stayed same 10% 9%

Don't know 0% 3%

Has population growth|Helped 40% 30%
helped Hurt 17% 27%
No Effect 31% 35%

Don't know 12% 8%

Has quality of lakes |Improved 39% 30%
improved? Worse 51% 55%
Stayed same 10% 9%

Don't know 0% 5%

Has population growth|Helped 9% 6%
helped? Hurt 48% 51%
No Effect 35% 38%

Don't know 9% 5%

Has situation of family |Improved 7% 6%
farms improved? Worse 90% 90%
Stayed same 3% 3%

Don't know 0% 2%

Has population growth|Helped 2% 6%
helped? Hurt 54% 42%
No Effect 37% 41%

Don't know 7% 10%

Have opportunities for |Improved 78% 72%
cultural activities Worse 12% 10%
improved? Stayed same 11% 13%
Don't know 0% 5%
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Study
1998 2008
Column N %4 Column N %4
Has population growth|Helped 48% 64%
helped? Hurt 3% 3%
No Effect 32% 25%
Don't know 17% 7%
Has ease of travel withimproved 32% 25%
region improved? Worse 40% 50%
Stayed same 28% 23%
Don't know 0% 2%
Has population growth|Helped 15% 18%
helped? Hurt 42% 41%
No Effect 39% 39%
Don't know 3% 2%
Has quality of schools |Improved 38% 39%
improved? Worse 49% 45%
Stayed same 13% 9%
Dont know 0% 7%
Has population growth|Helped 15% 23%
helped? Hurt 36% 29%
No Effect 39% 40%
Don't know 10% 8%
Has crime in Vermont |Decreased 10% 4%
increased? Increased 78% 83%
Stayed same 13% 10%
Don't know 0% 3%
Has population growth|Made crime go 13% 1%
helped? down
Made crime go up 60% 68%
No effect 25% 26%
Don't know 2% 4%
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Nativity

In Vermont |Outside of Vermont
Column N % Column N %
Saving small towns in Very Important 71% 69%
Vermont Somewhat Important 29% 30%
Not at all Important 1% 1%
Creating more good jobs in  |Very Important 93% 79%
Vermont* Somewhat Important 7% 19%
Not at all Important 0% 3%
Improving educational Very Important 85% 79%
opportunities Somewhat Important 14% 19%
Not at all Important 1% 2%
Limiting population growth in |Very Important 18% 14%
Vermont Somewhat Important 46% 48%
Not at all Important 36% 37%
Maintaining family farms Very Important 74% 71%
Somewhat Important 25% 28%
Not at all Important 2% 1%
Preserving scenic views Very Important 60% 66%
Somewhat Important 35% 29%
Not at all Important 4% 4%
Limiting economic growth Very Important 9% 11%
Somewhat Important 40% 41%
Not at all Important 51% 48%
Preserving clean air and Very Important 90% 92%
water Somewhat Important 10% 7%
Not at all Important 0% 1%
Protecting outdoor recreation |Very Important 73% 66%
Somewhat Important 25% 32%
Not at all Important 1% 2%
Increased opportunities for  |Very Important 17% 11%
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Nativity
In Vermont |Outside of Vermont
Column N % Column N %
shopping Somewhat Important 47% 48%
Not at all Important 35% 41%
Impact of population growth |Better place 18% 21%
in Vermont™ Worse place 36% 24%
No difference 36% 46%
Don't know 10% 10%
Population of your town Too quickly 19% 15%
Too slowly 16% 14%
Just right 64% 69%
No opinion 2% 2%
Population of Vermont Too quickly 25% 17%
Too slowly 13% 12%
Just right 55% 61%
No opinion 8% 9%
Population of United States |Too quickly 62% 60%
Too slowly 0% 2%
Just right 28% 25%
No opinion 10% 13%
Population of World Too quickly 71% 71%
Too slowly 0% 0%
Just right 14% 16%
No opinion 14% 14%
Increase in population of People moving in 75% 79%
Vermont More babies 16% 13%
Not sure 9% 7%
Has Vermont economy Improved 31% 36%
improved?*+ Worse 59% 51%
Stayed same 6% 12%
Don't know 5% 2%
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Nativity

In Vermont |Outside of Vermont
Column N % Column N %
Has population growth helped|Helped 28% 33%
Hurt 28% 27%
No Effect 34% 36%
Don't know 10% 5%
Has quality of lakes Improved 31% 29%
improved?*** Worse 59% 52%
Stayed same 8% 11%
Don't know 2% 8%
Has population growth Helped 7% 4%
helped? Hurt 52% 50%
No Effect 35% 42%
Don't know 6% 4%
Has situation of family farms |Improved 8% 3%
improved 2+ Worse 89% 91%
Stayed same 1% 4%
Don't know 1% 2%
Has population growth Helped 8% 4%
helped? Hurt 39% 46%
No Effect 42% 41%
Don't know 11% 9%
Have opportunities for Improved 70% 73%
cultural activities Worse 14% 6%
improved?***
Stayed same 12% 15%
Don't know 4% 5%
Has population growth Helped 60% 69%
helped?*** Hurt 4% 3%
No Effect 26% 25%
Don't know 10% 4%
Has ease of travel within Improved 26% 23%
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Nativity
In Vermont |Outside of Vermont
Column N % Column N %
region improved?*** Worse 50% 50%
Stayed same 20% 27%
Don't know 3% 0%
Has population growth Helped 21% 15%
helped? Hurt 40% 43%
No Effect 38% 40%
Don't know 2% 3%
Has quality of schools Improved 38% 41%
improved? Worse 49% 41%
Stayed same 7% 12%
Don't know 6% 7%
Has population growth Helped 24% 21%
helped? Hurt 32% 24%
No Effect 35% 47%
Don't know 9% 7%
Has crime in Vermont Decreased 5% 4%
increased? Increased 87% 79%
Stayed same 6% 14%
Don't know 3% 3%
Has population growth Made crime go down 2% 0%
helped? Made crime go up 70% 67%
No effect 24% 29%
Don't know 4% 4%
Population growth makes Agree 60% 48%
social needs difficult*** Neutral 11% 10%
Disagree 29% 42%
VT Population has to be Agree 46% 40%
growing for healthy economy |neutral 8% 13%
Disagree 47% 47%

48




Nativity

In Vermont | Outside of Vermont
Column N % Column N %

Local population growth Agree 60% 51%
increases property taxes Neutral 9% 11%

Disagree 31% 38%
Population growth increases |Agree 37% 24%
sense of community* Neutral 8% 13%

Disagree 56% 63%
Larger population is Agree 39% 36%
necessary to meet need for [y eutral 7% 6%
more workers

Disagree 54% 59%
Stricter land use regulation  |Agree 74% 76%
helps protect our environment Neutral 4% 7%

Disagree 21% 17%
People should be free to Agree 64% 64%
have as many children as Neutral 6% 9%
they can raise

Y Disagree 31% 28%

Suburban sprawl is not yet a |Agree 41% 38%
problem in Vermont Neutral 13% 12%

Disagree 46% 49%
Important to lower birth rates |Agree 33% 34%
in US to help save Neutral 14% 15%
environment

Disagree 52% 51%
People who've moved here in |Agree 33% 43%
past 10 years made VT better [y eutral 249% 31%
place* )

Disagree 43% 27%
Towns should be able to Agree 56% 67%
restrict amount of residential |y eutral 6% 8%
growth* )

Disagree 39% 25%
Population growth should not |Agree 51% 46%
be restricted Neutral 10% 15%
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Nativity

In Vermont |Outside of Vermont
Column N % Column N %
Disagree 38% 39%
Population of Vermont ten Same size 59% 57%
years from now Fewer people 11% 9%
More people 30% 34%
United States encouragement|More effort 54% 58%
of family planning programs |, o< effort 7% 10%
Maintain effort 39% 32%
What do you think about Reduce 35% 28%
amount of legal immigration |- oo 20% 24%
Continue 45% 48%
Job and growing population |Benefit 39% 42%
It'd be harder 11% 10%
No effect 28% 26%
Not sure 5% 2%
Not employed 17% 19%
Gender Male 38% 45%
Female 62% 55%
Has the amount of wildlife Improved 42% 42%
improved or gotten worse in - |\\/orse 31% 33%
Vermont?
Stayed Same 27% 25%
What impact has population [Helped 6% 4%
growth had on the amount of |, 37% 39%
wildlife?
No Effect 49% 47%
Don't Know 9% 10%
Current pace of population in |Agree 44% 33%
VT is threat to national Neutral 14% 13%
resources** )
Disagree 40% 55%
New housing should be Strongly Agree 26% 19%
channeled into selected Agree 250 21%
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Nativity

In Vermont |Outside of Vermont
Column N % Column N %
areas.** In Between 21% 21%
Disagree 9% 20%
Strongly Disagree 18% 16%
Don't Know 1% 2%
New businesses should be  |Strongly Agree 40% 34%
channeled into selected into Agree 21% 28%
selected areas.
In Between 15% 14%
Disagree 8% 13%
Strongly Disagree 15% 10%
Don't Know 2% 0%
Member of environmental Yes 19% 20%
organization? No 81% 80%
Political orientation*** Conservative 46% 38%
Liberal 34% 45%
Neither 20% 17%
Education* Less than 12 yrs 8% 6%
High School 42% 23%
Post high school but less
than 16 years 21 26%
16 yrs or more 23% 46%

* Differences are statistically significant at the .01 level
** Differences are statistically significant at the .05 level
*** D ifferences are statistically significant at the .10 level
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Gender

Male Female
Column N % Column N %
Saving small towns in Very Important 68% 71%
Vermont Somewhat Important 32% 27%
Not at all Important 0% 2%
Creating more good jobs in  |Very Important 76% 94%
Vermont* Somewhat Important 21% 6%
Not at all Important 3% 0%
Improving educational Very Important 79% 84%
opportunities Somewhat Important 19% 15%
Not at all Important 2% 2%
Limiting population growth in [Very Important 18% 16%
Vermont* Somewhat Important 37% 54%
Not at all Important 46% 30%
Maintaining family farms* Very Important 67% 7%
Somewhat Important 31% 22%
Not at all Important 2% 1%
Preserving scenic views* Very Important 54% 69%
Somewhat Important 39% 28%
Not at all Important 6% 3%
Limiting economic growth* Very Important 12% 9%
Somewhat Important 31% 47%
Not at all Important 57% 45%
Preserving clean air and Very Important 89% 93%
water Somewhat Important 10% 7%
Not at all Important 1% 0%
Protecting outdoor recreation |Very Important 66% 73%
Somewhat Important 31% 26%
Not at all Important 2% 1%
Increased opportunities for  |Very Important 15% 14%
shopping Somewhat Important 44% 50%
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Gender

Male Female
Column N % Column N %
Not at all Important 40% 36%
Impact of population growth  |Better place 18% 20%
in Vermont Worse place 33% 28%
No difference 44% 38%
Don't know 5% 13%
Population of your town Too quickly 13% 20%
Too slowly 15% 15%
Just right 70% 64%
No opinion 1% 2%
Population of Vermont Too quickly 24% 20%
Too slowly 13% 12%
Just right 59% 57%
No opinion 4% 11%
Population of United States |Too quickly 62% 60%
Too slowly 1% 1%
Just right 26% 26%
No opinion 11% 12%
Population of World Too quickly 72% 70%
Too slowly 0% 0%
Just right 13% 16%
No opinion 15% 13%
Increase in population of People moving in 73% 81%
Vermont More babies 16% 13%
Not sure 11% 6%
Has Vermont economy Improved 40% 28%
improved?* Worse 44% 63%
Stayed same 12% 7%
Don't know 5% 2%
Has population growth helped|Helped 36% 26%
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Gender

Male Female
Column N % Column N %
Hurt 23% 31%
No Effect 33% 36%
Don't know 7% 7%
Has quality of lakes Improved 37% 25%
improved?* Worse 53% 57%
Stayed same 8% 10%
Don't know 2% 7%
Has population growth Helped 6% 6%
helped? Hurt 50% 51%
No Effect 39% 39%
Don't know 5% 5%
Has situation of family farms |Improved 7% 5%
improved? Worse 86% 93%
Stayed same 5% 1%
Don't know 2% 1%
Has population growth Helped 6% 6%
helped? Hurt 47% 38%
No Effect 36% 45%
Don't know 10% 11%
Have opportunities for Improved 73% 71%
cultural activities improved? Worse 7% 13%
Stayed same 15% 12%
Don't know 5% 4%
Has population growth Helped 65% 64%
helped? Hurt 2% 5%
No Effect 28% 24%
Don't know 5% 8%
Has ease of travel within Improved 23% 26%
region improved? Worse 55% 46%
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Gender

Male Female
Column N % Column N %
Stayed same 22% 25%
Don't know 0% 3%
Has population growth Helped 17% 19%
helped? Hurt 40% 42%
No Effect 40% 37%
Don't know 2% 2%
Has quality of schools Improved 37% 41%
improved? Worse 47% 43%
Stayed same 11% 8%
Don't know 6% 7%
Has population growth Helped 20% 25%
helped? Hurt 30% 28%
No Effect 43% 38%
Don't know 6% 9%
Has crime in Vermont Decreased 3% 5%
increased?* Increased 82% 84%
Stayed same 9% 11%
Don't know 6% 0%
Has population growth Made crime go down 2% 1%
helped? Made crime go up 70% 67%
No effect 23% 29%
Don't know 5% 3%
Population growth makes Agree 55% 55%
social needs difficult Neutral 11% 10%
Disagree 34% 35%
VT Population has to be Agree 39% 45%
growing for healthy economy Neutral 10% 11%
Disagree 51% 44%
Local population growth Agree 62% 51%
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Gender

Male Female
Column N % Column N %

increases property taxes Neutral 9% 11%

Disagree 29% 38%
Population growth increases |Agree 25% 34%
sense of community Neutral 12% 9%

Disagree 63% 57%
Larger population is Agree 37% 37%
necessary to meet need for Neutral 6% 7%
more workers

Disagree 57% 56%
Stricter land use regulation  |Agree 71% 78%
helps protect our environment|y;atral 50 6%

Disagree 25% 16%
People should be free to Agree 60% 66%
have as many children as Neutral 4% 10%
they can raise* )

Disagree 36% 24%
Suburban sprawl is not yet a |Agree 37% 42%
problem in Vermont Neutral 12% 13%

Disagree 52% 45%
Important to lower birth rates |Agree 35% 32%
in US to help save Neutral 14% 15%
environment

Disagree 51% 52%
People who've moved here in |Agree 37% 38%
past 10 years made VT better |\a tral 21% 31%
place* )

Disagree 42% 30%
Towns should be able to Agree 53% 67%
restrict amount of residential |\aytral 9% 506
growth* )

Disagree 39% 28%
Population growth should not |Agree 51% 48%
be restricted Neutral 10% 14%

Disagree 38% 39%
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Gender

Male Female
Column N % Column N %
Population of Vermont ten Same size 54% 61%
years from now Fewer people 14% 7%
More people 32% 32%
United States encouragement|More effort 54% 58%
of family planning programs Less effort 8% 8%
Maintain effort 38% 34%
What do you think about Reduce 26% 36%
amount of legal immigration |, .o-co 25% 20%
Continue 49% 44%

57




Age Classification
18 to 29 30to 44 45 to 64 65 and over
ColumnN% | ColumnN% | ColumnN% | Column N %
Saving small towns in Very Important 69% 67% 68% 76%
Vermont Somewhat Important 31% 30% 31% 24%
Not at all Important 0% 3% 1% 0%
Creating more good jobs in  [Very Important 87% 92% 88% 76%
Vermont* Somewhat Important 13% 8% 12% 17%
Not at all Important 0% 0% 0% 7%
Improving educational Very Important 88% 87% 80% 7%
opportunities Somewhat Important 12% 12% 18% 21%
Not at all Important 0% 1% 2% 2%
Limiting population growth in [Very Important 27% 15% 12% 20%
Vermont* Somewhat Important 43% 46% 55% 37%
Not at all Important 30% 39% 34% 43%
Maintaining family farms Very Important 68% 77% 67% 83%
Somewhat Important 32% 21% 32% 17%
Not at all Important 0% 2% 1% 1%
Preserving scenic views Very Important 69% 58% 64% 62%
Somewhat Important 29% 32% 32% 35%
Not at all Important 2% 10% 3% 2%
Limiting economic growth Very Important 14% 8% 7% 18%
Somewhat Important 41% 41% 39% 43%
Not at all Important 45% 51% 54% 39%
Preserving clean air and Very Important 89% 89% 92% 93%
water Somewhat Important 11% 10% 8% 7%
Not at all Important 0% 1% 0% 0%
Protecting outdoor recreation [Very Important 76% 73% 67% 67%
Somewhat Important 24% 23% 31% 33%
Not at all Important 0% 4% 2% 0%
Increased opportunities for  [Very Important 10% 12% 16% 16%
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Age Classification

18to 29 30 to 44 45 to 64 65 and over
Column N % Column N % Column N % Column N %
shopping* Somewhat Important 56% 50% 38% 59%
Not at all Important 34% 39% 45% 25%
Impact of population growth |Better place 34% 16% 17% 16%
in Vermont* Worse place 27% 37% 31% 24%
No difference 35% 36% 40% 51%
Don't know 4% 11% 12% 10%
Population of your town Too quickly 22% 15% 14% 20%
Too slowly 7% 18% 17% 14%
Just right 70% 63% 67% 65%
No opinion 1% 4% 1% 0%
Population of Vermont Too quickly 22% 22% 20% 23%
Too slowly 14% 12% 14% 10%
Just right 49% 60% 59% 57%
No opinion 15% 6% 7% 10%
Population of United States |Too quickly 56% 56% 66% 59%
Too slowly 0% 3% 1% 0%
Just right 28% 27% 24% 30%
No opinion 16% 14% 9% 11%
Population of World* Too quickly 85% 70% 76% 56%
Too slowly 0% 0% 0% 0%
Just right 12% 20% 12% 18%
No opinion 3% 11% 12% 27%
Increase in population of People moving in 71% 70% 81% 82%
Vermont More babies 17% 22% 14% 5%
Not sure 12% 8% 5% 13%
Has Vermont economy Improved 45% 29% 27% 39%
improved?* Worse 46% 62% 62% 41%
Stayed same 7% 6% 10% 10%
Don't know 2% 3% 1% 9%
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