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About the LVMASS

UNLYV sociologists conducted the Laga&eMetropolitan Area Social Survey (LVMASS) to
identify the sociespatial distribution of attitudes and attributes relevant to urbsustainability
in the Las Vegagalley Theprojectgoalisto understandhow Las Vegas residents think about
urban sustaiability issues across three dimensionsnajural environment2)community and
quality of life 3)economy

wEnvironmental values
wEnvironmental knowledge & trust in information
wResponsibility and willingness to pay

wMigration and Residential Mobility

wNeighborhood Social Bonds
wQuality of Life

wEconomic problems
wJob satisfaction
wEmployment profile

During the last decade of the ®@entury, Las Vegasasone of the fastest growingrban areas
in the Urited States Between 1990 and 200the Las Vegas metropolitan area population
increased by 83%Between2000and 2007, the metro area continued this growth, steadily
increasing populatioby nearly 70,000 people per year, or 5,800 people per mdntR007,
Clark County, Nevada had a ptgttion of roughly 1.85 million peopléBeginning in late 2007,
population and economic growth rates were seveiatpactedby the national economic
recession.In 2010, eonomic and population growtktagnaed.

Almost two decades a surging economy ahrapid population growtltreated social
economicand ecological strains. Social services such as haadtland education are stressed,
inequalities are sharpeningpcid cohesion is tenuousyater and eergy supplies are
overextendedand clear planmig for land use angreservation is vital.

Developing workable planning solutions to the challenges facing the Las Vegas metropolitan
areg as wdl as understanding the consequenadsapid urbanization more broadlydemands
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information about the attitug:s and attributes of residents.o@ate, there has beersurprisingly
little systematiadata on how Las Vegans think about their urban environmemMMASS asks
residentswhat theyknow about their social, built, and natural environmeatsd what they
want for their lives in the future.

Bycaptuiing spatial and demographic variation falleyresidenti &titudes and attributes
relevant to urban sustainability, LVMASS offerzeits a picture of themselves, as well as give
Valley leadersyrban researchersand plannersdata to addresssustainabilityissuesn the 21"
century.

Research methods

The LVMASS team used two major research methddsY S+ adzNB [ & +S31 & 1| f f
knowledge attitudes,and aspirations Drawing from aepresentative samplef Las Vegas

neighborhoods, we conducted a surveyexamine spatial and economic differences across the

Las Vegas Valleylo supgement our survey data with robusjualitative descriptions from

Valley residents, we conducted a serie$amfus groupsising a smaller sample tiie

neighborhoodsn our sample

TheLVMASSurvey

The2009Las Vegas Metropolitan Area SociaM8yr(LVMASS) is the fimtrvey of its kind to
exploresocial, economic, and environmentalowledge andittitudes of Valley resid#s at the
neighborhoodevel Neighborhoods were selected frothe 185 census tractsithin the Las
Vegas Valleyincludingthe cities of
LasVegas, North Las Vegas,

B Hendersonand Clark County
g " / P jurisdictions The outlying cities of
: Mesquitg Boulder Cityand
Laughlinare excluded from this
study.

Surveys wer@administeredfrom

June to November 2009 by the
Cannon Survey Center e
University ofNevada, La¥egas

Our sample includes
neighborhoodswith at least 40
households. Because some
neighborhoals are larger than
others, the sample size in each neighborhood ranged from 40 to 125. Our goal was to reach
25% of all households in each neighborho&kspondentsvere sent a recruitment letter and
initially provided with access to a wddased survey otelephone survey. After exhausting the
telephone and wekbased response, we used mailed surveys and field surveys. Our final study
population was 2,401 households in 22 neighborhoods. Our final sample size was 664
householdsfor a32% response rate.

To ensure our sample includes neighborhoods wédie socioeconomic dias, we stratifiedthe
Las Vegas metropolitan census tracts by household income into quattité#sg median
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household income from Census 2000 datar, mcome quartiles include loimcome (less than
35,765), middldow income (35,76€18,026), middlehigh income (48,0260,135) and high
income (60,136 and above)Our sampling strategy is based on a stratified fstage cluster
sample.

¢ Stage 1Random selection of 20 block groupseach income quartile, for a total of 80
block groups.

e Stage 2Random selection of 5 block groupseach income quartilrom the remaining
block groups after geographic mapping confirmed their residential viability for inclusion.
Total sample include20 block groups.

e Stage 3Field researcho identify neighborhood boundaries and divisionrRandom
selection of 1 neighborhood within each of the 5 block grompsach income quartile
Total sample includes 20 neighborhoods.

e Stage 4Random selean of households within each neighborhood.

Additional NeighborhoodsBased on the
How Respondents Answered census tract age distribution, we

the Survey

randomly selected 2 block groups with an
average population age over 60 years old.
Onsite raters examined these block

M Mail . .
groups to idenify retirement
® Phone neighborhoods. Tweetirement
& Web neighborhoods were randomly selected
_ for inclusion in the sampletHousehold
M Field addresses were randomly selected from

each neighborhood.

Focus groups

In conpnction with aseparateresearch projecexploring he opinions of City of Las Vegas
residents, the research teagonducted five focus groups between Octobef®@09and

November 3, 2009. Four focus groups were conducted in English, and one was conducted in
Spanish.Fourfocus grougwere held in the eveings andone on a Saturdastfternoon,at City

of Las Vegas community centetise Cimarron Rose Community Center, Rafael Rivera
Community Center, and the East Las Vegas Community/Senior CEatdr.focus group lasted
between 8G90 minutes.The focus grops provide robust qualitative data on City of Las Vegas
NBaARSYy(GaQ (K2d#iyafliféisslies.2 LAY A2y A 2V

Thirty-one focus group participants were recruited from seven randomly selected
neighborhoodsacrosssix wards in the iy of Las Vegas.h&sesevenneighborhoods were part

of the LVMAS&ndom sample of 22 neighborhood$he neighborhoods selected for focus
group participation included single and mufdimily housing units. The focus group research
team canvassed each neighborhood, diziting flyers to announce the focus groups andrtgt
participants. Each participant was offered a $30 cash incentive for their involvement. After an
initial screening of each volunteer, we obtained a total sample of 31 focus gantipipants.

LAS VEGAS METROPONTRREA SOCIAL SURVEMO HIGHLIGH



Thefocus group process consisted of a sestnuctured conversation about neighborhood
experiences and quality of life issues. We posed a series of questions to partitipaltg
their thoughts in three maimareas:

1. Sense of pride, belonging and attachmémthe City of Las Vegas and their
neighborhood

2. Neighborhood experiences

3. Sustainability

The combindon of survey and focus grouwata provides a robust profile of how Las Vegas
Valley residents think abolife in Southern Nevada. The following sectidascribe the study
respondents, LVMASS findings and focus gtagplights and offer some policy considerations
based on this data.
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ILVMASS Respondents

SurveyRespondents

The followingpercentages andraphs show the characteristics of the LVMASBardents.
e 58% Female e 71% White
e 56% Married o 5% African American
e 79% Own their home o 15% Hispanic

e 8% Bornin Las Vegas

Age . _
9 Ethnicity i White
 Under 31 5%3%  Hi .
= 3140 ispanic
H 41-50 M African
H51-60 American
H Asian
H61-70
i Over 70 H Other
Education

MH.S. or Less
H Some College
M Bachelor's degree

H Graduate Schoo
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Household Income Political Affiliation

10% i $20,000 and
under

H $20,000-
$40,000

M $40,000-
$80,000

® $80,000 and
above

i Conservative
H Moderate

M Liberal

Years Lived at Current Neighborhood Type

Residence

m Urban Core
M5 years or les:

m Suburban

H 6-15 years m Urban Fringe

m Retirement

M 16 years or
more

Focus Group Respondents

Our final sampleizefor focus group research was 31 responderf@spondents contaetd for
participation were drawn from randomly selected neighborhoods in the LVMASS samnaple
selfselected to be involveth the focus groups. Compared larger survey samplefycus
groupsdraw fromsmaller, less representative samples of individu®rticipants provide
qualitative insights about their thoughts and experienoesssue raised in the survejfocus
group participants included:

e 65% Female e 67% White
e 52% Own their home e 37% Hispanic
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|LVI\/IASS Neighborhoods

The Las Vegas Metropolitan Ar8acial Surveseflects the diversity of neighborhoods,

households, and people who make up the Las Vegas Vidighborhood types are designated

to capture the spatial distribution of neighborhoods across the Valley and differences in the age
of each neigborhood type. The 22 neighborhoods in LVMASS have been separated into four
distinct neighborhood types based on spatial distribution from the Las Vegas urbanFieee.
neighborhoodsare

identified as Urban

S Neighborhoods Core defined as

neighborhoodswithin
North Las Vegas FE

approximately 5 miles
of downtown City of
Las Vegas. ihe
neighborhoods ee
identified as Suburban,
defined as
neighborhoods
approximately 510
miles from the Urban
Core. &
neighborhoods are
identified as Uban
Fringe defined as
neighborhoods more
than 10 miés from the
Urban Core An
additional o
neighborhoodsare
identified as
retirement
communities where |
the average age of
residents is over 55.

*  LVYMASS Neighborhoodd

Major Roads

Residential Streets
11 I
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Natural Environment

Environmental Values

Do Valley Residents Value the Environme&nt

Las Vegas Vallegsidentsvalue the natural environmente askedsurveyrespondensto

complete a series of 10 questions designed to assess the degree to which they value a

sustainable natural environment. These questions make up the MeledicalParadigm scale
(NEPusedbyg8 OA I f &aO0OASydGArada G2 YSI adzNB. PbssildERdz | G A 2y
scalescores rangérom 0 to 40 wints. Higher scores on the scale represent stronger

environmental valuesThe minimum respondent score in osmmple is 4 and the maximum

sare in the samplés 36 The mean score for all respondents is 25.20.

All neighborhood types score above the NEP stalanscoreof 20, indicating that people

across all neighborhood types value the natural environméirban Coreneighborhoods score
highest in environmental values, followed by Suburban neighborhoods, Retirement residents,
and those in Urban Fringe neighborhoods.

Environmental Values Score by Neighborhood Ty

28.0
27.0
26.0 -
25.0 -
24.0 -
23.0 -
22.0 -
21.0 -

26.18

25.76 25.34

NEP Scores

Urban Core Suburban Urban Fringe  Retirement

Neighborhood Type
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While Valley residents of all politicarientationsvalue the natural environmenéenvironmental
values scores vary aiss political orientation of survey respondents. Those indigadihiberal
political orientation score abotthree points higher on the NEP scale than Moderates,ranck
thanfive points higher than Conservatives.

Environmental Values Score by
Political Orientation

40

30 28.15%
& 25.50% 22.99%
o
O
0 20 -
o
w
2

10 -

0 |

Liberal Moderate Conservative

Political Orientation

.-

T
» ¥y
1
177
(o
)
l
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Environmental Knowledge &rustin
Environmentalinformation

What do Las Vegas Valley residents know abthg term

sustainability?

Las Vegas Valley

residents ardamiliar

with the term Familiarity with the Term Sustainability
Gadzadl Ayl ol
than 75%said they

were at least
GazyYSgKFi 1
with the term, with

32% indicatinghey

FNE aOSNE 1
with sustainability.
Familiarity with the

term sustainability

grows with increases

in educational attainment.

M Very familiar
B Somewhat familiar
H Not very familiar

H Not at all familiar

Familiarity with the Term Sustainability by
Educational Attainment

60
0
50 46.4%
8 39.5%
T 40
S 30.7%
LL
> 30 21.2%
2 20 -
& 10 -
o
g o
High School orSome College Bachelor's Graduate or
Less Degree Professional
_ Degree
Education
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What do residents know about environmental problems

A large majority bValley Air Pollution Concern
residents are knowledgeable

and concerned about some
of our most pressing
environmental problems.
Seventyfive percent of
NEALRYRSYG |
O2yOSNYySRe¢ 2
O2yOSNYySRe¢ o
pollution in the Valley. Only
23% think that Valley air
quality is mproving, while the majority @60 G KAYy {1 GKF G FANJ ljdz- €t AGe& Aa
GaASGaAY3a 62NESDE I £ NBESNJ YIFI22NAGE O6yy:z0 2F =+
However, 11.9% still do not acknowledge drought conditions iVegss.

M Very concerned

H Somewhat
concerned

Hu_ ® Not too concerned

H Not at all concerned

Air Quality in Las Vegas Valle

M Greatly improving

H Improving a little

M Staying the same

H Getting a little worse

H Getting much worse

Is the Las Vegas Valley in a Drougt

H Yes

H No
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Who doValleyResidentsTrust for Environmental
Information?

Las Vegas Valley residents trust university scientists for their environmental information. We
asked respondents how much they trust each group to provide truthful information about
environmental issues in the Las Vegas Valley. More than 82% of survey respondents strongly
(23.3%) or somewhat trust (59%) university scientists for their environmental knowledge. The
next most trusted source for environmental information is local emvinental groups (64.4%).
More than half also trust their local water provider (61.7%), newspapers, television, and radio
(56.7%) and their city council or commission (50.3%). Valley residents place least trust in their
electric company for environmentaiformation. A large segment of respondents were
somewhat skeptical about the truthfulness of information from most sources. Most people at
least somewhat trusted environmental information from several sources, but percentages that
strongly trusted were @ry low for all but university scientists.

Trust in Information about Environmental Knowledg:

University Scientists 82.3

Local environmental group: 64.4
Your local water providel 61.7
Newspapers, television and radi 56.7

Your city council or county commissic 50.3

The United States governmer 49.8

Local industry (including casinos and resor 48.3
Nevada state governmen 44.9
Your electric company 42.3

0O 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90

Percent who Trust
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Strong trust in scientists differs significantly by neighborhood type, household income, and

political orientation. Strong trust in university scientists was more common in Urban Core
neighborhoods, in loweincome households, and among political liberals. Most respondents in
Suburban, Urban Fringe, and Retirement neighborhoods, those with middle or higher household
AyO2YSas YR K2 IINB LREAGAOIEEE Y2RSNIGS 2N O
scientsts for environmental information.

Type of Neighborhood and Strong Trust
in University Scientists

v 40

2

2 30.6%

C -

2 30 23.2%

n 21.1% 17.6%

£ 20 -

1%

2

g .

(@]

&

5 0 T T T 1
Urban Core Suburban Urban Fringe Retirement

Neighborhood Type

Income and Strong Trust in
University Scientists

50

35.7%
40

30 4 24.7%

17.7% 20.4%

<20,000 20,001 to 40,00040,001 to 80,000 80,001 or more

o

Strong Trust in Scientists
N
o

Household Income
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Political Orientation and Strong Trust
in University Scientists

40 34.7%
2 30 23.4%
Q
£
» 10 -
=
S 0
[@)) -
c
% Liberal Moderate Conservative

Self Reported Political Attitudes
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Responsibility & Willingness tody

What doValley residentghink they can do about the

environment?

+ffS8 NBAARSY(dQa | yeaehvBdriBedtal issieés cdd2oyedodely | 0 2 dzi
sense that some action needs to be taken to deal witiironmentalproblems. The question is

where shouldhis action come from Almost half (48%) of all survey respondents feel that

Ot AYFGS OKFy3aS Ada SANEENLNKENKGR4) TRNRZNKE 8¢ 2N
rank it as at least a medium priority. A large majority of residents (79%) also indicate that

climate changesia collective responsibility.

Climate Change asw 1op priority R€sponsibility to Deal with

National Priority Climate Change
H High priority

M My
& Medium responsibility
priority H Someon'e_ellse‘:
H Low priority responsibility
i Both
H Nota
priority

Yet, when asked about their actions, more than half ofgsbesey respondents (51%) feel their
individual actions do not have much effect on the environmeBven more respondents (59%)
say that they do not individually go out of

their way to spend more time or money to It is too difficult for someone
do what it right for the environment.

Instead, residents look to government to like me to do much about the

impose strict laws on industries to reduce environment.
their environmental impacts. Forseven
percent of respondents feel this definitely

i Agree
should be a government role, and another
399% think it probably should be a H Neutral
government role Only 14% feel that it M Disagree

probably or definitely shouldat be a
government role.
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| do what is right for the
environment, even when it costs
more money or takes up more
time.

M Agree
H Neutral
M Disagree

Government's Responsibility to
Impose Strict Laws to make Industry
do Less Damage to Environment

i Definitely should be
H Probably should be
H Probably should not be
H Definitely should not be
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Who will pay for protecting the environment?

Valley residents are generally not willing to pay
more right nowto protect the environmentWe

asked Valley residents if they would be willing to
payalong three dimensions: willingness to pay
higher prices, higher taxes, aneduced standaraf
living. Only 37% percent of respondents indicated
they would be very willing (5%) or fairly willing
(32%) to pay higher prices to protect the
environment. Slightly more than 39% of
respondents are not very willing (26.2%) or not at all
willing (12.9%) to pay much more. Almost 24% of
respondents place themselves in between these
two positions as neithewilling nor unwilling to pay
much more to protect the environmentEducation
level affects willingness to pay. More thdn% of
residents with a graduate or professional degree are
willing to pay much higher prices, compared to only
31% of residents wth a high school degree or less.

Willingness to Pay Much Higher Prices ir
Order to Protect the Environment

50
37.0% 39.1%
‘q«:‘)‘ 40
S 30 - 23.9%
Q
20 -
10 -
0 -
Willing Neither willing nor Not Willing
unwilling
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