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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
THE 2005 ARMY LEISURE NEEDS SURVEY

The Army Leisure Needs Survey (LNS)johtassesses patron need for and satisfactior
Morale, Welfare, and Recreation (MWR) programs, heen conducted triennially Army-wide since
1992. The main product of the 2005 Leisure Needsey (LNS) is a comprehensive installation
report of survey results. The report is a standadjiautomated, electronic document that provides
information on each installation’s responses tolitisure Needs Survey.

Questions in the LNS cover individuatldamily background, facility use and perceived
quality of MWR programs and facilities, leisureiaity preferences and participation, and
perceptions of the impact and importance of MWRnhancing the quality of Army life. Installation
Points of Contact (IPOCs) assisted with the tailpiof the survey instrument to accommodate
installation specific issues.

CONDUCT OF THE SURVEY

The 2005 Leisure Needs Survey was cctediby Caliber, an ICF Consulting Company, at
92 Army installations: 61 CONUS and 31 OCONUS uHkey patron groups were surveyed at
each installation: active duty military, spouséadative duty military, civiian employees, andiret
military.* All respondents had a choice of compigtthe 16 page optically scannable paper version
of the LNS, or for the first time, completing th&l§ on the World Wide Web.

SURVEY RESULTS

Key survey results have been seleaethis summary to present patrons' needs for and
satisfaction with MWR facilities and their percepts of the quality of the MWR facilities at your
installation. Results in this summary are preseateftbllows:

e  MWR programs and services

Leisure activities

Feeling that the Army cares about its people a&saltrof MWR
° MWR during deployment

Career intentions.

The 2005 Leisure Needs Survey was astenmed from April through July 2005. The ove
response rate for Fort Knox was 26.45%.

* Retirees and spouses were not surveyed at OCQORNB#&lations.

Executive Summary i 2005 Fort Knox LNS Report
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All data aggregated across patron gsqupsented in this report have been weighted by
patron group (active duty, spouses of active dtitlians and retirees) to adjust the relative
contribution of each patron group’s responses éadlal group of respondents. This weighting
corrects for response bias by adjusting the disach of the four samples to what they woul
if each patron group was exactly in the same priigpoas exists in your installation population.
When looking at the Total Cases column in the repwinibits, please remember that active duty,
spouses of active duty, Department of Army cimgiaand Department of Army retirees are
included in the Total Cases percentages in the paomortion as they exist in the population at

your installation.

Where appropriate, comparisons are rbatlgeen installation specific data and Army
baseline data. The Army baseline data are an gggrdérom all respondents who completed the
Leisure Needs Survey in 2005 for a total of 92altestions and 50,651 respondents.

MWR PROGRAMS AND SERVICES

Respondents were asked to indicate dipanion on which seven of 25 standard Ar
MWR facilities are most important to have on an jinstallation. The table below presents the
seven “most important” facilities for all respontieand for each of the four patron groups at

your installation.

MOST IMPORTANT MWR PROGRAM S AND SERVICES

Active Duty:

1) Fitness Center/Gym
2) Army Lodging

3) Library

4) Athletic Fields

5) Child Development Ctr.

6) Swimming Pool
7) Youth Center

Civilians:

1) Fitness Center/Gym
2) Library

3) Army Lodging

4) Child Development Ctr.

5) Youth Center
6) ITR Office
7) Swimming Pool

All Respondents:

1) Army Lodging

2) Fitness Center/Gym
3) Library

4) Child Development Ctr.

5) Youth Center
6) Swimming Pool
7) School Age Services

Spouses:

1) Library

2) Army Lodging

3) Child Development Ctr.

4) Fitness Center/Gym
5) Youth Cente

6) Swimming Pool

7) School Age Services

Retirees:

1) Army Lodging

2) Library
3) Fitness Center/Gym
4) Youth Center
5) Child Development Ctr.
6) Swimming Pool
7) Bowling Center

Executive Summary
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Respondents were asked to indicatalices through which they hear about MWR
events and activities offered at your installatibhe exhibit below presents the percentage of
respondents in each patron group who chose eacbes@s well as the total percentage of
respondents who chose each source (presentedaoltiran marked “Total Cases”). Columns will
not sum to 100% since respondents could mark neukpurces. The sources are listed in the
order they appear in the Leisure Needs Survey.

SOURCES OF MWR INFORMATION

Active Duty  Spouse Civilians Retiree Total Cases
(n=515) (n=213) (n=187) (n =266) (n=1181)
% % % % %

Internet 19% 15% 26% 11% 17%
E-mail 35% 16% 63% 16% 30%
Friends and Neighbors 28% 43% 20% 31% 31%
Family Readiness Groups (FRGSs) 9% 14% 3% 2% 7%
Bulletin boards on post 31% 21% 30% 23% 27%
Post newspaper 37% 64% 60% 65% 55%
MWR publications 18% 17% 32% 15% 19%
Radio 6% 3% 10% 11% 7%
Television 7% 3% 5% 9% 6%
My child(ren) let(s) me know 6% 7% 1% 1% 4%
Other unit members or co-workers 27% 12% 26% 11% 19%
Unit or post commander or supervisor 18% 7% 8% 2% 9%
Marquees/billboards 12% 19% 18% 16% 16%
Flyers 29% 26% 36% 27% 29%
Other 8% 8% 5% 6% 7%
I never hear anything 12% 8% 4% 13% 10%

Executive Summary il 2005 Fort Knox LNS Report
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Respondents were asked to indicate thegeus§ overall satisfaction with, and perceived
quality of up to 25 standard MWR facilities and grams at your installation. In the exhibit
below, the usage rates for each of the facilitres @rograms are presented, along with the rating
of overall satisfaction with a facility/program,cathe average rating of the facility's quality.
Satisfaction ratings were based on a 5-point seittel representing very low satisfaction and 5
representing very high satisfaction. Quality rasimgere based on a 5-point scale with 1
representing very poor quality and 5 representery good quality. The quality ratings are the
average of a respondent's quality rating for eaclitf/'s building, equipment, and personnel.

The satisfaction and quality ratings reflect thecpptions only of those respondents who
indicated that they used the facility. The fa@bktiare presented in descending rank order of

percent usage.

QUALITY RATINGS

INSTALLATION FACILITY USAGE RATES, SATISFACTION RATINGS, AND

Usage Satisfaction Quality
Facility Rates Ratings Ratings
Library 40% 4.26 4.06
Fitness Center/Gym 38% 4.08 3.88
Bowling Center 30% 4.22 4.12
Swimming Pool 26% 4.02 3.82
Bowling Food & Beverage 26% 4.20 4.13
ITR - Commercial Travel Agency 25% 4.27 4.03
Post Picnic Area 21% 3.94 3.70
Athletic Fields 18% 3.92 3.78
Army Lodging 16% 4.15 4.03
Golf Course Food & Beverage 16% 4.17 4.21
Golf Course 15% 4.29 4.26
Automotive Skills 15% 4.19 3.91
Outdoor Recreation Center 12% 3.90 3.78
Golf Course Pro Shop 12% 4.17 4.27
Cabins & Campgrounds 10% 3.98 3.85
Recreation/Community Activity Center 10% 3.83 3.77
Arts & Crafts Center 9% 4.07 3.77
Multipurpose Sports/Tennis Courts 8% 3.69 3.51
Child Development Center 8% 4.32 4.25
Youth Center 7% 3.83 3.82
Bowling Pro Shop 7% 3.87 3.87
School Age Services 5% 3.83 3.74
BOSS 4% 4.19 3.87
*Facilities ordered from high to low by Usage Re
Executive Summary iv 2005 Fort Knox LNS Report
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Respondents were given a comprehetisivaf 91 leisure activities from which to indieathe
extent of their participation. These data are t@ary measurement of the community's leisure
preferences. The table below presents the topdewities for all respondents at your installation

regardless of where they participated: on pos$padt, or at home.

TOPTEN LEISURE ACTIVITIES

Total Respondents

Overall Participation

Activity n %

Watching TV/DVDs 413 60%
Entertaining at home 493 54%
Internet applications 461 49%
Movie theaters 290 45%
Walking 249 38%
Reading 336 35%
Special family events 320 34%
Gardening 298 34%
Auto detailing/washing 288 30%
Cardio equipment 210 29%

Executive Summary v 2005 Fort Knox LNS Report
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The 91 leisure activities have been categorized into distinct areas that correspond to MWR
functions. The table below presents the top five leisure activities for all respondents at your installation
for each of six categories. Also shown in thistable are the percentages of respondents participating on
post and off post. The activitiesin each category are ranked by the percentage of on-post participation.

TOP LEISURE ACTIVITIES BY CATEGORY

Team Sports Activities

Sports and Fitness Activities

On Post Off Post On Post Off Post

n % n % n % n %
Basketball 81 7% 31 3% Bowling 145 20% 35 5%
Soccer 48 5% 23 2% Cardio equipment 147 19% 63 10%
Softball 51 1% 37 4% Walking 125 18% 124 20%
Touch/flag football 51 4% 7 1% Running/jogging 139 17% 41 6%
Volleyball 30 2% 14 1% Weight training 127 16% 45 7%

Outdoor Recreation Activities Entertainment Activiti es

On Post Off Post On Post Off Post

n % n % n % n %
Fishing 95 10% 141 15% Watching TV/DVDs 168 22% 245 37%
Picnicking 78 8% 127 14% Sports events 33 5% 116 19%
Bicycleriding 46 4% 94 10% Movie theaters 33 5% 257 40%
Hunting 36 4% 62 6% Festivalg/events 30 5% 124 21%
Beaches/lakes 34 3% 178 19% Game room 34 5% 47 7%

Social Activities Special Interest/Arts & Crafts Activities

On Post Off Post On Post Off Post

n % n % n % n %
Entertaining at home 191 20% 302 34% Auto repair 73 7% 95 10%
Night clubs/lounges 75 8% 142 14% Auto detailing/washing 75 7% 82 8%
Happy hour 67 7% 98 10% Internet applications 57 6% 33 3%
Special family events 64 7% 256 27% Gardening 15 2% 31 3%
Dancing 63 6% 145 15% Computer games 17 1% 20 2%
Executive Summary Vi 2005 Fort Knox LNS Report
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FEELING THAT THE ARMY CARES ABOUT ITS PEOPLE AS AR ESULT OF MWR

In four survey questions, respondents were asked about the extent to which they feel that
Army Child and Y outh Services (ACY S), Better Opportunities for Single Soldiers (BOSS), Army
Community Service (ACS) and MWR programs and services demonstrate that the Army cares about
its people. Responses for active duty and spouses of active duty at your installation are shown

below.

MWR PROGRAM/SERVICE...

...GENERATES A POSITIVE* FEELING THAT ARMY
CARES ABOUT ITS PEOPLE.

SPOUSES OF ACTIVE

ACTIVE DUTY DUTY
Army Child and Y outh Services 81% 85%
Better Opportunities for Single Soldiers 48% N/A
Army Community Service 49% 49%
MWR Program and Services 71% 80%

* Positive = moderate, great or very great extent

MWR DURING DEPLOYMENT

Active duty and spouses of active duty who experienced a deployment during the 12-month
period prior to taking the LNS were asked about the importance of accessto MWR programs and
services during deployment. These data are presented below.

IMPORTANCE OF ACCESS TO MWR DURING DEPLOYMENT

100% -

80% -

60% -

40% -

20% -

13%

7%

.

41%

20% 18%

9%

36%

13%
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0%

Active Duty

Spouses

O Not Important E4 Slightly Important O Moderately Important B Important B Very Important
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CAREER INTENTIONS

Active duty were asked about their intentions to make the military a career. Spouses of active
duty were asked about their desire for their sponsor to make the military a career. The exhibits below
present these data for your installation.

Current Plans About Making the Military Your Career ACTIVE DUTY
Definitely will make military a career 38%
Probably will make military a career 18%
Undecided 20%
Probably will not make military a career 8%
Definitely will not make military a career 16%

SPOUSES OF ACTIVE

Do You Want Your Spouseto Makethe Military HissHer Career? DUTY
No 9%
Not Sure 12%
Yes 79%

CONCLUSIONS

Through its MWR programs and services, the Army strives to meet the recreation and leisure
needs of each of the patron groups identified in this report. Because of the diversity of patron groups,
installations and available resources, this task can be extremely challenging. The information presented
in this summary is a starting point for identifying potential recreation and |eisure opportunities and
priorities at your installation. The remainder of the information contained in this report should be
reviewed and studied in detail to formulate MWR business plans, to identify specific leisure and
recreation needs and issues, and to enhance delivery of MWR services at your installation.

Executive Summary viii 2005 Fort Knox LNS Report
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SECTION ONE
INTRODUCTION

THE 2005 ARMY LEISURE NEEDS SURVEY

The main product of the 2005 Leisure Needs SurkB\5] is this comprehensive
installation report of survey results. The repst istandardized, automated, electronic document
that provides information on your installation’spenses to the Leisure Needs Survey.

Questions in the Leisure Needs Survey cover indafidind family background,
facilities use and perceived quality of MWR progsaamd facilities, leisure activity preferences
and participation, and perceptions of the impadtiamportance of MWR in enhancing the
quality of Army life. Each Installation Point of @tact (IPOC) assisted with the tailoring of the
survey instrument to accommodate installation sjpeissues.

The 2005 Leisure Needs Survey was conducted bp&akn ICF Consulting Company,
at 92 Army installations: 61 CONUS and 31 OCONWB®respondents had a choice of
completing the 16 page optically scanable papesiaeiof the LNS, or for the first time,
completing the LNS on the World Wide Web.

SURVEY SAMPLING AND ADMINISTRATION

Surveys were sent to four key patron groups at eesthllation: active duty military,
spouses of active duty military, civilian employeasd retired military* Population
information collected by the Army Community and FgrSupport Center (CFSC) from each
installation was sent to Caliber from which to dnamdom samples for each of the four
patron groups.

To determine the total number of surveys that winadlistributed for each patron group,
the size of each patron group sample was adjustaddount for the historical average response
rate of 30% for the Leisure Needs Survey. If tHewdated number of surveys to be distributed
was larger than the installation population of tggagroup, then the entire patron population
was surveyed. If the calculated number of surveysetdistributed was less than the installation
population, then Caliber selected a random sanapleh&it patron group. Random selection
increases the likelihood that a sample is represigatof a patron population at the installation.

Recommended survey distribution methods for ea¢cheofour patron groups were
outlined by Caliber in the Survey Implementationideusent to the 92 Army installations in
February of 2005. Hard copy surveys were digtet to active duty and civilians at the

! Retirees and spouses were not surveyed at OCOhtSlations.

Introduction 1-2 2005 Fort Knox LNS Report
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workplace by the IPOCs; retirees and spouses ofeagdtity members received hard copy
surveys by direct mail to their home addressesveysrwere distributed in April of 2005.
Completed paper surveys from active duty and eindiwere collected by each IPOC and
returned to Caliber for optical scanning. Papeveys from spouses and retirees were returned
directly to Caliber through Business Reply Mailr&ys completed via the Web were captured
and stored at Caliber through electronic submission

ACTIVE DUTY AND DA CIVILIAN SAMPLING: UNIQUE CONSIDERATIONS

Early in the 2005 LNS sample selection procedsatame apparent that random
sampling of active duty members and DA civiliansudonot be practical for many installations.
Among the reasons were:

e A number of population mailing lists that Caliberceived from individual
installations were not useable due to incompletkess information,
preventing the selection of a random sample frogsdlpopulations.

e Several installations had units deployed in conoaatith Operation Iraqi
Freedom (OIF), resulting in the active duty popolad at these installations
being significantly reduced.

As a result of these situations, Caliber develogegtnate sampling plans for active duty
and DA civilians that attempted to maintain theresentativeness of these samples for each
installation, while addressing the issues preseabede. The sampling solutions for these two
patron groups comprised the following components:

1. For installations with useable mailing lists, ahdttwanted to use those lists, Caliber
drew random samples of respondents for active uhatybers and civilians from
those lists. Using this process, Caliber randoraipled active duty Soldiers from
thirty-six installations, and randomly sampled Di#ilians from eighteen
installations. These installations are identifiedxhibit 1-1 below by the phrase
“By-Name Random” under the “Active Duty” and “Ciiah” headers.

2. For installations whose mailing lists were not le®r in instances where IPOCs
requested unaddressed survey packets, the follosvstigbution methods were
employed for active duty members, and/or DA civifia

a. Active Duty. The surveys intended for active duty members weneed into
four groups: Junior Enlisted, Senior Enlisted, du®fficer, and Senior Officer.
The number selected for each group was proportionde number in the
population of that group at the installation. IPQ@se instructed to distribute
the surveys labeled “Junior Enlisted”, “Senior Btdd”, “Junior Officer”, and
“Senior Officer” to anyone in that rank group aonddip this as randomly as
possible. These installations are identified iniBitli-1 by the phrase “Rank
Group” under the “Active Duty” header.

Introduction 1-3 2005 Fort Knox LNS Report
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b. DA Civilians. The requisite number of Survey Packets desigrfatecivilians
was prepared with a label of “Civilian” and thetadtation name. IPOCs were
asked to distribute these survey packets amongilikaos as randomly as
possible. These installations are identified iniBkH-1 by the phrase
“Unlabeled” under the “Civilian” header.

It is assumed that the IPOCs distributed the suwasyinstructed for these two patron
groups in these unique situations.

Exhibit 1-1 shows the LNS sampling method usedetorh patron group at each installation.

Exhibit 1-1: 2005 L eisure Needs Survey I nstallation Sampling/Administration by Region*

Region Installation Active Duty Civilians Spouses Retirees

Europe
100th ASG-Grafenwoehr Rank Group Unlabeled N/A N/A
221st BSB-Wiesbaden Rank Group Unlabeled N/A N/A
222nd BSB-Baumholder By-Name Random Unlabeled N/A N/A
233rd BSB-Darmstadt Rank Group Unlabeled N/A N/A
235th BSB-Ansbach Rank Group Unlabeled N/A N/A
254th BSB-Schinnen Rank Group By-Name Random N/A N/A
279th BSB Bamberg Rank Group Unlabeled N/A N/A
280th BSB Schweinfurt Rank Group By-Name Random N/A N/A
282nd BSB-Hohenfels Rank Group Unlabeled N/A N/A
284th BSB-Giessen Rank Group Unlabeled N/A N/A
293rd BSB-Mannheim By-Name Random Unlabeled N/A AN/
409th BSB-Vilseck Rank Group Unlabeled N/A N/A
411th BSB-Heidelberg Rank Group Unlabeled N/A N/A
414th BSB-Hanau Rank Group Unlabeled N/A N/A
415th BSB-Kaiserslautern Rank Group Unlabeled N/A /AN
417th BSB-Kitzingen Rank Group Unlabeled N/A N/A
80th ASG-SHAPE Rank Group Unlabeled N/A N/A
Livorno Rank Group Unlabeled N/A N/A
Stuttgart Rank Group Unlabeled N/A N/A
Vicenza Rank Group Unlabeled N/A N/A

Introduction 1-4 2005 Fort Knox LNS Report
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Exhibit 1-1: 2005 L eisure Needs Survey I nstallation Sampling/Administration by Region*

Region

Installation

Korea

Busan
Colbern
Daegu
Dongducheor
Humphreys
Uijongbu Eas
Uijongbu Wes!
Waegwar

Yongsan

Pacific

10th ASC--Torii Station
Camp Zam:

Fort Richardsor

Fort Shafter/Schofield Barrac
Fort Wainwright

Northeast

Abderdeen Proving Grou
Carlisle Barrack:
Fort A P Hill

Fort Belvoil

Fort Detrick

Fort Dix

Fort Drum

Fort Eustis

Fort George G Meal
Fort Hamiltor

Fort Lee

Fort Monmoutf

Fort Monroe

Fort Story

Forts Myer/McNair

(Northeast Region continued on next page)

Active Duty

By-Name Randol
By-Name Randol
By-Name Randol
By-Name Randol
By-Name Randol
By-Name Randol
By-Name Randol
By-Name Randol
By-Name Randol

By-Name Randol
By-Name Randol
Rank Grouj
Rank Grouj
Rank Grou;

Rank Grouj
By-Name Randol
By-Name Randol

Rank Grou;

Rank Grou,

Rank Grou,
By-Name Randol
By-Name Randol

Rank Grou;

Rank Grouj
By-Name Rndorr
By-Name Randol
By-Name Randol
By-Name Randol

Rank Grouj

Civilians

Unlabele:
Unlabelet
Unlabelet
Unlabelet
Unlabelet
Unlabelet
Unlabelet
Unlabelet

Unlabelet

Unlabelet
Unlabelet
By-Name
Unlabelet

By-Name

Unlabelet
By-Name
Unlabelet
Unlabelet
By-Name
Unlabelet
Unlabelet
Unlabelet
Unlabelet
Unlabelet
Unlabelet
Unlabelet
By-Name
Unlabelet

By-Name

Spouses

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A
By-Name
By-Name
By-Name

By-Name
By-Name
By-Name
By-Name
By-Name
By-Name
By-Narmre
By-Name
By-Name
By-Name
By-Name
By-Name
By-Name
By-Name
By-Name

Retirees

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A

N/A
By-Name Randol
By-Name Randol
By-Name Randol

By-Name Randol
By-Name Randol
By-Name Randol
By-Name Randol
By-Name Randol
By-Name Randol
By-Name Randol
By-Name Randol
By-Name Randol
By-Name Randol
By-Name Randol
By-Name Randol
By-Name Randol
By-Name Rndorr
By-Name Randol

Introduction
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Exhibit 1-1: 2005 L eisure Needs Survey I nstallation Sampling/Administration by Region*

Region Installation Active Duty Civilians Spouses Retirees
(Northeast Region continued)
Natick R&D Centel By-Name Randol Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol
Picatinny Arsen: Rank Grou, Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol
Tobyhanna Army Dep RankGroug Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol
Walter Reed Army Medical Cen Rank Grouj Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol
Watervliet Arsenc Rank Grou; Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol
West Point Military Academ By-Name Randol By-Name By-Name By-Name Randol
Nor thwest
Dugway Proving Groun Rank Grou; By-Name By-Name By-Name Randol
Fort Carsor By-Name Randol Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol
Fort Leavenwort Rank Grou; Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol
Fort Leonard Woot By-Name Randol Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol
Fort Lewis Rank Grouj Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol
Fort McCoy Rank Grouj Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol
Fort Riley By-Name Randol Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol
Rock Island Arsene By-Name Randol Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol
Tooele Army Depc Rank Grouj Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol
USAG Selfridgt Rank Grou; Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol
Southeast
Anniston Army Depo By-Name Randol Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol
Fort Benniny Rank Grou; Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol
Fort Bragg By-Name Randol Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol
Fort Buchana Rank Grou, Generit By-Name By-Name Randol
Fort Campbel Rank Grou; By-Name By-Name By-Name Randol
Fort Gordoil Rank Grouj Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol
Fort Jacksc Rank Grou; Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol
Fort Knox Rank Grouj By-Name By-Name By-Name Randol
Fort McPhersa Rank Grou; Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol
Fort Rucker Rank Grouj By-Name By-Name By-Name Randol
Hunter Army Airfielc Rank Grou, Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol
Redstone Arsen Rank Grou; Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol

Introduction
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Exhibit 1-1: 2005 L eisure Needs Survey I nstallation Sampling/Administration by Region*

Region Installation Active Duty Civilians Spouses Retirees

Southwest
Fort Bliss By-Name Randol By-Name By-Name By-Name Randol
Fort Irwin By-Name Randol Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol
Fort Poll Rank Grouj Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol
Fort Sam Housto By-Name Randol Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol
Fort Sill Rank Grou; By-Name By-Name By-Name Randol
McAlester AAF Rank Grouj Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol
Pine Bluff Arsena By-Name Randol Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol
Presidioaf Montere! Rank Grou; Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol
Red River Army Depa By-Name Randol Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol
Sierra Army Depo By-Name Randol Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol
White Sands Missile Ran¢ By-Name Radorr By-Name By-Name By-Name Randol
Yuma Proving Grour Rank Grou; Unlabelet By-Name By-Name Randol

* By-Name Random denotes surveys with labels addressing them tifgpiadividuals randomly sampled from
mailing lists provided by the IPOCs or the DefeMampower Data Center (DMDCIRank Group denotes labels
for one of four rank groups: Junior Enlisted, Seiiinlisted, Junior Officer, and Senior Officeémlabeled denotes
surveys with only the word “Civilian” on the label.

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN RANDOM AND SELF-SELECTED SAMPLES

Toward the end of the original data collection pdyi31 March 2005 through 31 May
2005, LNS response rates had not reached the deangets. CFSC extended the administration
period to 17 June 2005 to allow IPOCs more timeaditect the surveys at their installations.

With the LNS responses remaining low at many ifetiahs on 17 June 2005, CFSC
once again extended the administration perioddol\32005. During this extension, the LNS
was made available via the Web to all members o ethe patron populations at the 92
installations. An additional 3,311 respondents-selécted to complete the LNS during this
extension.

By making the Web survey available to all membérsazh of the patron groups, none
of the patron group samples is the result of panelom selection. Of concern is whether the
self-selected respondents differ in any substant@gis from those who did not self-select (i.e.,
those randomly selected). To determine any difl@eenthe participants who took the survey on
the web were partitioned into two groups: those a#ib-selected during the extension periods
and those who were randomly selected for the Irsienple. The two groups were examined for
any sizable differences in the following demographi
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Gender

Age

Education level
Racial/ethnic background
Marital status
Rank/grade.

The results of the comparisons showed no differebe¢ween the two groups in gender,
education level, marital status, or racial/ethrackground. The groups did differ in the
following two areas: age and status. The selfeseterespondents tend to be slightly younger:
39 years of age versus 42 years for randomly ssleeispondents, and as a result, also tend to be
in lower ranks/grades than the randomly selectsplomdents.

The self-selected respondents have higher propsrobactive duty and civilian than the
randomly selected samples as shown in Exhibit &iGvia

Exhibit 1-2: Randomly Selected Ver sus Self-Selected L NS Samples
Selection Type Status
Active Duty Civilian Spouse Retiree
By-Name Randomly Selected 28.9% 32.7% 18.7% 19.7%
Self-Selected 43.4% 36.6% 9.8% 9.4%

This status difference likely reflects the emphassed by the IPOCs on getting more
active duty and civilians to take the LNS on thebMeéhen the survey was opened to all
members of each patron group.

The 3,311 self-selecting LNS respondents constapmoximately 6% of the total
number of hardcopy and Web survey respondents.uBeddis is such a small percentage of the
total respondents, even with differences in agesaaidis, it was concluded that the self-selected
sample is not different enough to impact the pagaup samples for the 2005 LNS.
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RESPONSE RATES

The number of surveys distributed, response rat@sanfidence intervals for each of the
patron groups surveyed at your installation arsgmeed below in Exhibit 1-3.

Exhibit 1-3: Fort Knox L NS Response Rates and Confidence I ntervals

Patron Installation Desired Surveys Surveys Response Confidence

Group Population Sample Distributed Returned Rate Interval
Active Duty 5674 361 1203 540 44.89% 4.01%
Spouses 3732 442 1472 222 15.08% 6.38%
Civilians 3264 266 885 197 22.26% 6.77%
Retirees 5588 351 1169 292 24.98% 5.589
Total 18258 1419 4729 1251 26.45% 2.67%

The first column in the exhibit lists the patromgps surveyed at your installation. The
second column presents the population count atipstallation for each of these patron groups.
The active duty and civilian population counts werevided by the IPOCs at the beginning of
the 2005 LNS. The spouse and retiree populationtsouere derived from information provided
by the Defense Manpower Data Center. The thirdroojiDesired Sample, lists the number of
completed surveys needed to achieve the desiredt88#confidence interval for each patron
group. The fourth columrgurveys Distributed, lists the number of surveys that were
distributed in order to achieve the desired saniie. number oSurveys Distributed takes
into account the historical average LNS responseaf30%. Distributing about three times as
many surveys as the desired sample facilitate®aiciy the desired final sample for each patron
group.

The fifth column,Surveys Returned, shows the number of surveys received from each
patron group at your installation. The total numbikesurveys returned may exceed the sum of
the four patron group samples if any responderiedféo indicate their patron group status on
the survey. The sixth columResponse Rate, is based on the number &ifrveys Returned
divided by the number Burveys Distributed. Low response rates, such as those less than 20%,
increase the chances that one or more subgroupsde.active duty rank, a civilian grade) may
be under- or over-represented in the sample. fDatapatron groups with low response rates
should be interpreted with caution. Please noteithiae number of surveys returned from the
patron group was too low to report in the findirfgs., < 15), the patron group was excluded
from the report.

Finally, the seventh columonfidence Interval, presents the interval for a sample
response to an answered question within which wdileely to find the true population response
with a 95% degree of reliability.
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PATRON GROUP SAMPLES AND CONFIDENCE IN THE DATA

Assume you obtained@esired Sample size of 300 survey returns for your active duty
patron group. Of the 300 active duty who respon8@&p said that they used the gym in the last
year. TheConfidence Interval tells us that there is a 95% +5% chance thatdta tproportion
of active duty members at your installation whodugee gym last year is between 47% and 57%
(i.e., 5% below 52% and 5% above 52%). If Hgpulation at your installation were 1,350
active duty, then we can be 95% confident that betw634 and 770 used the gym last year.

For the common uses of these survey data by MWRagas, even samples with large
Confidence Intervals (e.g., £ 15%) are sufficient to detect medium sigkerences in the data.
For example, assume 58% of the active duty sammule28% of the civilian sample stated that
they used the gym. Also assume @anfidence Interval for active duty is £15%, and £10% for
civilians. The trudPopulation usage percentage for active duty would be betw8é&th and 73%,
while for civilians it would be between 19% and 398nce there is a 95% probability that the
active duty percentage is above 43% and a 95% bildipahat the civilian percentage is below
39%, then you can confidently say that a highecgatiage of the active duBppulation than of
the civilianPopulation used the gym last year.

When reviewing your findings, you should take twings into consideration. First, the
confidence intervals for each of your patron groumpgour total sample, which will help you
assess the degree of variability in responsesdaioin group, second, the response rate for each
patron group, which will help you assess the regediveness of your patron group sample
(e.g., in rank distribution, gender distribution).

WEIGHTING METHODOLOGY

In this report, overall findings (i.e., resultstineflect the sum of all patron groups) are
weighted by patron group to make them represemtativach of the patron groups at your
installation. The purpose of weighting data by patgroup is to ensure that each group is
represented in this report in the same proport®m @xists in your installation’s total population
For example, if civilians represent 25% of your plagion but only 10% of your survey
respondents, then the civilian survey responseadusted (weighted) up to 25% to ensure that
their contribution to the Leisure Needs Survey deteurately reflects their proportion of the
population. It is important to note that weightimgpatron group does NOT change the response
percentages presented for each individual patrongrbut it does change the relative
contribution of each patron group to the total grofirespondents (seen in exhibits which
present ‘Total’ columns).

Caution should be used when interpreting dataateatveighted. Weighting does not
adjust the extent to which data obtained from &iqdar patron group actually represent the
individuals in that population. Thus, if the data &ny patron group are not representative of that

Introduction 1-10 2005 Fort Knox LNS Report



SECTION Q«?%
TOC #. .
MAIN | & MW £

TOC % gt

patron group (e.g., in terms of rank, gender, gttoe) total weighted data will not accurately
represent the total population for that group.

Exhibit 1-4 presents the patron group proportiangour installation’s population, the
survey sample proportions at your installation, Hredweighting factor that was applied to each
patron group to adjust the sample proportions ttciméne population proportions.

Exhibit 1-4: Fort Knox Population Proportions, LNS Sample Proportions and Weighting
Factors
Population LNS Sample Weighting
Proportions Proportions Factor
Active Duty 31.08% 43.17% 0.7199
Spouses 20.44% 17.75% 1.1518
Civilians 17.88% 15.75% 1.1352
Retirees 30.61% 23.34% 1.3112

INTERPRETING YOUR DATA

Data presented in this report come from the 2008yAMWR Leisure Needs Survey.
The data have been "cleaned" to minimize erronesgfgnses, such as two responses where
only one is acceptable. Except for minor editsdati presented are complete and represent the
responses contained within the surveys from yastaltation. All results are presented in
exhibits with accompanying text. General guidelif@sunderstanding all exhibits are presented
in this introduction. The following topics will bdiscussed to assist in data interpretation:

. Group presentation
) Missing data

. Zero responses

o Limitations.

Group Presentation. The majority of exhibits in this report presentaltdr each of the
patron groups separately and for the sum of regsoasross groups. This method of
presentation allows comparability across exhibiid provides the most effective means of
targeting the critical segments of your populationsome instances, you will find that the data
are presented for subgroups within a patron gradpraonly one patron group. The reason for
presenting subgroup breakouts is to enhance tHaretpry power of the data. Individual
patron group responses are unweighted; ‘Total Casesveighted to reflect your installation’s
population proportions. ‘Total Cases’ may not alvadd to 100% due to rounding.
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Missing Data. Exhibits provide information on all persons respagdo the question or
guestions presented in the exhibit. For examplenaespondents did not complete the question
on patron group status, we are unable to providie tlata. When respondents did not answer a
particular question (outside of intentionally skeplquestions built into the survey) the data are
considered missing. Thus, overall totals will diflyy question and by exhibit depending on how
many people answered each question.

Zero Responses. A zero value in an exhibit usually means that repoadents chose that
particular option for the question or questionsspreed in the exhibit. For example, there may
be no (zero) respondents who fall into the “<21rgedd” age category. A zero, however, can
also denote that a particular option is invalidisT¥tenario is true, for example, for retirees in
this age category because it is not feasible fimees to be less than 21 years of age.

Limitations. It is important to remember that exhibits providedhis report include only
descriptive statistics. No inferential statistice presented, meaning that claims of statistical
significance cannot be made. However, you haveppertunity to calculate inferential
statistics, if you desire, because you have the sitwith all the data for your installation.

OUTLINE OF INSTALLATION REPORT

This report comprises four sections, including thtsoduction, that provide data useful
to MWR program staff, marketing directors and ifiaten leaders. Following are the
remaining three sections of the report:

o Overview Report
o MWR Facility Analysis
o MWR Activity Analysis.

Brief summaries of each of these sections follow.

Overview Report. The second section of the installation report gtesithe most
comprehensive portrayal of survey results. Theselteare reported according to the LNS
Conceptual Framework, explained in the introductethat section. Included in this section are
demographics and behavioral and attitudinal dathesrelate to leisure activities and MWR
programs and services. The overview presentgpamdent profile, ranking of activity
preferences by patron group and by activity gra@umpin-depth presentation of quality ratings for
MWR programs and services, as well as installasjpeeific question results.

MWR Facility Analysis. This section provides detailed information on elslShR
facility included in the survey. The main comporseot this section include (1) rankings of all
installation facilities by usage rates, qualityings, and satisfaction ratings; (2) a facility
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evaluation worksheet for each facility providingoimnmation on usage, satisfaction, and quality
by patron group; and (3) a customer profile worlkster each facility providing a demographic
overview of those respondents who used the facility

MWR Activity Analysis. This section provides detailed information on gisure
activity preferences and participation rates foagety of patron demographic groups for each
leisure activity included in the survey.

At the front of the report is dBxecutive Summary that provides an abbreviated
presentation of your patrons’ needs for and satisia with MWR facilities and their
perceptions of the quality of the MWR facilitiesyatur installation. The executive summary
details the impact of MWR programs and servicethemuality of Army life. Also included in
this summary is a list of top leisure activitiesnhich respondents at your installation participate
and information on the use of MWR programs andisesvduring deployment.

A SUGGESTED PLAN OF ACTION

The amount of data presented in this report reguirat you devise a plan for
interpreting, integrating, and using the informateffectively. Taking the following steps may
help you in the application of your data to progrmhancements.

1. Review thereport carefully. The Executive Summary and Overview Report,
should be reviewed in depth as they contain keyltand detailed information
on your programs. The third and fourth sectionsctvisontain detailed
information on MWR facilities and activities, wite most beneficial to program
managers.

2. ldentify the significant findings from reviewing the data. Significant findings
are those about facilities and programs that apsitant to you and to the
community at your installation. You should try smlate those findings that you
can affect by incorporating actions into an acpéan. For example, some
changes may be warranted in situations where pnogrelity ratings are below
average or inadequate, or where the users’ sai@fiaeith program staff is less
than expected.

3. Develop ashort list of action items. For each finding that you identify and want
to act on, prepare a “goal statement” that specthe outcome you wish to affect,
specify the target population, state the ratiorahel list any additional
information you may need to inform the action plaar example, you may have:
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A goal statement: Increase the participation in BOSS programs

A target population: Single Soldiers

A rationale: Participation in, and satisfaction with BOSS peogs is low
Any additional information needed: Main barriers to participation

I dentify those aspects of the program that need to be changed. This will help

you focus on the elements of a program or offetntity that you have the

power to influence. Continuing with the BOSS examybu may identify the
following:

Make the BOSS activities more engaging for singleli®rs by offering
a greater variety and number, based on the aeswiingle Soldiers like to
participate in as found in the LNS results.

Integrate corresponding program information with the survey results. The

findings that led you to make a program modificatote addition should be

viewed in conjunction with available MWR progranpirt from comment cards,
customer satisfaction feedback, program evaluatioesis groups, personal
observations, and program history and background.

. Construct an Action Plan. At this point, you have all the information youede

to construct an action plan.

. Execute Your Action Plan. An action plan has no impact unless it is put into

action. This is your chance!

Introduction
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SECTION TWO
LNS OVERVIEW REPORT

INTRODUCTION

The Leisure Needs Survey (LNS) assesses the uwswldfatisfaction with MWR programs,
facilities, and leisure activities for four patrgroups who use those programs and services: i
duty Soldiers, spouses of active duty Soldier&ees, and DA civilians. For the 2005 iteration of
the Survey, a conceptual framework was developeth®LNS Overview Report to meet two
objectives:

o ldentify a set of organizing principles to assisthe presentation of the exhibits in this
section

o Provide a foundation for thinking about future @gons of the Leisure Needs Survey
using programmatic constructs.

The conceptual framework for the 2005 LNS emphasize major program areas: MWR
Programs and Facilities, Army Community ServicdsildCand Youth Services, Better
Opportunities for Single Soldiers, and Leisure ®itiés. For each program area, the LNS asked
the following types of questions:

¢ MWR Programs and Facilities. Questions on the frequency of use of the program
facility, satisfaction with the program or faciljitthe quality of the personnel associated
with the program or facility, the quality of thetegment or furnishings of the program
or facility, the seven most important and the sdeast important MWR programs and
facilities to have on an installation, experienod aatisfaction with golf, bowling, and
leisure travel services, and the overall qualitjoofd and beverage services.

e Army Community Service (ACS). Questions on the awareness of and usage of ACS
programs, the extent to which ACS programs havéipesmpacts on various aspects
the respondent’s life and family, and any conceespondents may have about using
ACS.

¢ Child and Youth Services (CYS) Questions on the types of childcare desired, the
desired programs oriented toward children and yard the extent to which CYS
contributes to positive impacts on the life, camms family of the respondent.

¢ Better Opportunities for Single Soldiers (BOSS)Questions on the degree of program
participation, and the extent to which BOSS posltivmpacts respondents’ lives.

e Leisure Activities: Questions on the level of participation in varideisure activities,
and whether those activities are engaged in anhstallation, off post, or at home.
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The six subsections of the Overview Report include

MWR Programs and Facilities: This section presents quality and satisfactioa fiat
MWR facilities and programs, along with detailededan golf, bowling, leisure travel,
food and beverage, and entertainment. It includfgsmation on MWR programs and
facilities' effects on respondents’ quality of lifespondents' sources of MWR
information, and respondents’ use of MWR progranusfacilities during deployment.

Army Community Service (ACS): This section presents results on the awareness and
perceived benefit of ACS programs, along with aatdhe impact of ACS programs and
respondents' concerns about using ACS programs.

Child and Youth Services (CYS):This section presents a family profile of resporide
and data on respondents' use of and preferencekifdrcare. It also presents data on
positive impacts of Army CYS.

Better Opportunities for Single Soldiers (BOSS)This section presents data on chain
of command support for the BOSS program, infornmatin BOSS patrticipants, and the
impact of BOSS on single Soldiers' lives.

Leisure Activities: This section presents respondents' participatideisure activities
by frequency and location across all patron groups.

Installation Specific Facilities and QuestionsThis section presents quality and
satisfaction data for installation-specific progeaamd facilities and the results of the
questions that were developed specifically for yiastallation.

This section should be used as a starting poirdétermining general issues and trends among
your population; it will also help guide you in ewaing results in the remainder of the report.
Used in conjunction with the MWR Facility Analygf®ound in Section Three) and the MWR
Activity Analysis (found in Section Four), you witle able to gain greater insight into the
successes and needed enhancements in the MWR psogrnal services at your installation.
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MWR PROGRAMS AND FACILITIES
Satisfaction with Post Recreation Programs and Faltiies

Exhibit 2-1 shows the percentage of all resiemts who feel very satisfied, somewhat satisfied,
neither satisfied nor dissatisfied, somewhat disead, and very dissatisfied with each MWR
program/facility available at their post. Only sgorespondents who indicated that they had used
the program/facility provided ratings of satisfacti The programs and facilities are listed in
descending order by their mean score rating. Té@mnscore is based on a 5-point scale where 1 =
very dissatisfied and 5 = very satisfied. Notd tha total users will differ by program/facilitg a
only those respondents who said they had usedrtigegm/facility rated their satisfaction with it.

Exhibit 2-1
Satisfaction with Post Recreation Programs/Faciligs - All Respondents
(Survey Questions 16 and 17)

Neither

Very Somewhat Satisfied Nor Somewhat Very Total Mean
Satisfied Satisfied Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Diss#&f Users Score

% % % % % n Rating

Child Development Center 56% 28% 10% 3% 3% 91 4.32
Golf Course 52% 33% 10% 3% 2% 167 4.29
ITR - Commercial Travel Agency 48% 36% 13% 4% 0% 249 4.27
Library 49% 34% 12% 3% 2% 415 4.26
Bowling Center 43% 42% 12% 3% 1% 325 4.22
Bowling Food & Beverage 44% 36% 16% 4% 0% 275 4.20
Automotive Skills 44% 37% 15% 2% 2% 165 4.19
BOSS 52% 25% 17% 2% 4% 41 4.19
Golf Course Pro Shop 42% 39% 14% 4% 1% 125 4.17
Golf Course Food & Beverage 41% 41% 14% 3% 2% 167 4.17
Army Lodging 50% 32% 9% 4% 6% 180 4.15
Fitness Center/Gym 35% 46% 14% 4% 2% 456 4.08
Arts & Crafts Center 36% 39% 21% 3% 1% 93 4.07
Swimming Pool 35% 42% 15% 5% 2% 275 4.02
Cabins & Campgrounds 36% 40% 15% 4% 5% 109 3.98
Post Picnic Area 28% 46% 18% 6% 1% 218 3.94
Athletic Fields 32% 38% 22% 5% 2% 210 3.92
Outdoor Recreation Center 28% 43% 22% 6% 2% 132 3.90
Bowling Pro Shop 34% 29% 28% 6% 2% 69 3.87
Youth Center 36% 33% 16% 10% 6% 80 3.83
School Age Services 28% 35% 29% 6% 1% 66 3.83
Recreation/Community Activity Center 25% 45% 22% 5% 4% 104 3.83
Multipurpose Sports/Tennis Courts 22% 41% 24% 9% 4% 93 3.69
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The next series of exhibits provides the iquehtings given by respondents for various
aspects of the installation's recreation prograamgifies. Exhibits 2-2 through 2-4 provide
this information for all respondents and Exhibit§ through 2-7 provide this information for

active duty respondents.

Respondents were asked to rate the overalitgof the building/facility/space of each
MWR recreational program/facility they had usedf{bit 2-2). Only those MWR
programs/facilities that are available at theirt@ggpear in this chart. (Installation-specific
facilities are not included below, as they are @nésd separately at the end of this section.)
The facilities are listed in descending order Bjitimean score rating. The mean score is
based on a 5-point scale where 1 = very poor and@éry good. Only those respondents who
said they had used the facility rated its qualdyctal cases will differ by facility.

Exhibit 2-2
Quiality of Recreation Building/Facility/Space - AllRespondent

(Survey Questions 16 and .

Very Adequate Very Total Mean

Gooc Gooc OK Pool Pool Users Score

% % % % % n Rating

Golf Course Pro Shop 55% 30% 13% 1% 2% 123 4.35
Golf Course 55% 28% 12% 3% 2% 162 4.31
Golf Course Food & Beverage 50% 29% 18% 1% 1% 163 4.26
Child Development Center 48% 31% 16% 4% 1% 88 4.22
Bowling Center 40% 40% 17% 2% 1% 322 4.17
Bowling Food & Beverage 38% 41% 20% 1% 0% 272 4.15
Library 36% 41% 20% 3% 1% 406 4.09
Army Lodging 41% 36% 15% 4% 5% 178 4.03
ITR - Commercial Travel Agency 30% 42% 25% 3% 1% 248 3.97
Bowling Pro Shop 30% 41% 25% 3% 1% 68 3.95
BOSS 37% 27% 32% 2% 2% 39 3.94
Automotive Skills 29% 43% 22% 4% 2% 162 3.92
Cabins & Campgrounds 27% 44% 23% 3% 3% 108 3.88
Youth Center 29% 37% 30% 2% 2% 80 3.87
Fitness Center/Gym 27% 40% 27% 4% 2% 457 3.86
Swimming Pool 27% 39% 27% 6% 2% 274 3.84
Athletic Fields 28% 35% 31% 5% 1% 205 3.82
Outdoor Recreation Center 23% 43% 28% 4% 2% 133 3.82
Arts & Crafts Center 23% 42% 31% 2% 2% 94 3.82
Post Picnic Area 22% 44% 28% 5% 1% 216 3.80
Recreation/Community Activity Center 20% 45% 30% 3% 3% 100 3.76
School Age Services 17% 38% 39% 3% 3% 63 3.64
Multipurpose Sports/Tennis Courts 16% 42% 33% 3% 7% 91 3.56
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MWR PROGRAMS AND FACILITIES
Quality Ratings of Post Recreation Programs and Falities (continued)

Exhibit 2-3 shows respondents' ratings ofghality of the equipment and furnishings at
each MWR facility listed below. MWR facilities aranked by their mean score rating, which
is shown in the last column on the right and iseldasn a 5-point scale. Only those
respondents who used each program/facility ratedjtiality of equipment and furnishings.

Exhibit 2-3
Quality of Recreation Equipment/Furnishings - All Respondents
(Survey Questions 16 and 17)

Very Adequate/ Very Total Mean

Good Good OK Poor Poor  Users Score

% % % % % n Rating

Golf Course 54% 29% 13% 2% 1% 160 4.32
Golf Course Pro Shop 52% 31% 14% 2% 1% 121 4.32
Golf Course Food & Beverage 47% 35% 14% 2% 2% 163 4.24
Child Development Center 44% 35% 20% 0% 1% 87 4.22
Bowling Food & Beverage 39% 38% 22% 2% 0% 272 4.13
Bowling Center 40% 37% 19% 2% 2% 320 4.09
Library 33% 41% 21% 4% 1% 400 4.01
BOSS 38% 26% 32% 4% 0% 38 3.98
Army Lodging 36% 34% 21% 5% 4% 176 3.94
ITR - Commercial Travel Agency 29% 39% 27% 3% 1% 241 3.93
Automotive Skills 24% 45% 26% 3% 1% 156 3.87
Cabins & Campgrounds 27% 38% 28% 3% 4% 104 3.81
Bowling Pro Shop 27% 35% 29% 5% 3% 69 3.78
Fitness Center/Gym 25% 39% 29% 5% 2% 444 3.78
Youth Center 23% 39% 35% 1% 3% 78 3.78
Swimming Pool 23% 41% 29% 7% 1% 273 3.77
Athletic Fields 21% 37% 39% 2% 1% 190 3.75
Arts & Crafts Center 20% 39% 37% 4% 1% 90 3.73
Recreation/Community Activity Center 20% 41% 35% 2% 3% 102 3.73
School Age Services 21% 34% 42% 1% 2% 62 3.69
Outdoor Recreation Center 20% 37% 36% 6% 2% 130 3.67
Post Picnic Area 17% 41% 31% 9% 2% 213 3.63
Multipurpose Sports/Tennis Courts 10% 36% 43% 5% 6% 93 3.39
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MWR PROGRAMS AND FACILITIES
Quality Ratings of Post Recreation Programs and Falities (continued)

Exhibit 2-4 shows respondents’ ratings ofghality of each MWR program/facility
personnel. MWR program/facility personnel are exhky their mean score rating, which is
shown in the last column on the right and is based 5-point scale. Only those respondents
who used each program/facility rated the qualityhef personnel.

Exhibit 2-4
Quality of Recreation Personnel - All Respondents
(Survey Questions 16 and 17)

Very Adequate/ Very Total Mean
Good Good OK Poor Poor  Users Score
% % % % % n Rating

Child Development Center 61% 17% 17% 2% 3% 91 4.30
Golf Course 42% 40% 13% 2% 2% 162 4.18
Golf Course Pro Shop 42% 40% 14% 3% 2% 126 4.17
ITR - Commercial Travel Agency 41% 37% 18% 2% 1% 249 4.16
Golf Course Food & Beverage 41% 37% 18% 3% 1% 166 4.13
Library 42% 33% 21% 3% 1% 405 4.11
Army Lodging 42% 35% 16% 4% 3% 178 4.09
Bowling Food & Beverage 36% 41% 20% 2% 2% 276 4.08
Bowling Center 37% 37% 23% 3% 1% 328 4.07
Fitness Center/Gym 30% 44% 22% 3% 0% 451 4.01
Automotive Skills 34% 38% 23% 3% 3% 161 3.97
Bowling Pro Shop 31% 35% 33% 1% 0% 70 3.96
Cabins & Campgrounds 32% 36% 27% 3% 2% 108 3.93
School Age Services 29% 39% 28% 3% 1% 65 3.90
BOSS 33% 25% 38% 4% 0% 40 3.85
Swimming Pool 24% 43% 28% 4% 1% 272 3.85
Outdoor Recreation Center 25% 39% 34% 2% 1% 133 3.85
Post Picnic Area 19% 44% 34% 2% 0% 175 3.80
Arts & Crafts Center 24% 38% 34% 2% 2% 92 3.80
Recreation/Community Activity Center 20% 41% 37% 2% 0% 101 3.78
Athletic Fields 21% 39% 38% 1% 1% 188 3.78
Youth Center 29% 32% 30% 2% 7% 81 3.75
Multipurpose Sports/Tennis Courts 16% 40% 40% 3% 1% 88 3.67
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MWR PROGRAMS AND FACILITIES
Quality Ratings of Post Recreation Programs and Falities (continued)

Exhibit 2-5 shows the ratings given by activgy respondents for the quality of the
building/facility/space of each MWR program/fagilitThe programs/facilities are displayec
descending order of their mean score rating, wisichisplayed in the last column on the right
and is based on a 5-point scale. Note that owlyelactive duty respondents who used each
program/facility rated the quality of the buildifegility/space.

Exhibit 2-5
Quality of Recreation Building/Facility/Space - Actve Duty
(Survey Questions 16 and 17)

Very Adequate/ Very Total Mean

Good Good OK Poor Poor  Users Score

% % % % % n Rating

Golf Course Food & Beverage 47% 26% 24% 1% 1% 76 417
Golf Course Pro Shop 46% 26% 25% 2% 2% 61 4.13
Bowling Center 34% 38% 25% 3% 0% 149 4.04
Bowling Food & Beverage 33% 33% 33% 0% 1% 123 3.98
Golf Course 41% 30% 21% 1% 7% 76 3.97
BOSS 42% 16% 35% 3% 3% 31 3.90
Library 28% 36% 33% 3% 1% 153 3.88
ITR - Commercial Travel Agency 30% 37% 26% 5% 2% 81 3.86
Army Lodging 30% 40% 20% 5% 5% 96 3.84
Child Development Center 36% 22% 33% 7% 2% 45 3.82
Fitness Center/Gym 23% 39% 33% 4% 2% 275 3.77
Recreation/Community Activity Center 26% 30% 40% 0% 4% 53 3.75
Athletic Fields 25% 32% 37% 5% 1% 137 3.75
Multipurpose Sports/Tennis Courts 19% 44% 32% 3% 2% 59 3.75
Automotive Skills 24% 38% 29% 3% 6% 89 3.71
Post Picnic Area 19% 40% 34% 6% 1% 89 3.71
Swimming Pool 19% 38% 34% 7% 2% 126 3.66
School Age Services 18% 39% 35% 4% 4% 49 3.63
Outdoor Recreation Center 18% 36% 38% 7% 1% 74 3.62
Youth Center 16% 39% 37% 5% 3% 38 3.61
Arts & Crafts Center 19% 30% 45% 4% 2% 47 3.60
Bowling Pro Shop 16% 41% 32% 8% 3% 37 3.59
Cabins & Campgrounds 14% 36% 38% 6% 6% 50 3.46
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MWR PROGRAMS AND FACILITIES

Quality Ratings of Post Recreation Programs and Falities (continued)

Exhibit 2-6 shows active duty respondent#gs of the quality of the equipment and
furnishings at each MWR program/facility listedd®&l MWR programs/facilities are ranked
by their mean score rating, which is displayechim last column on the right and is based on a
5-point scale. Only those active duty respondetis used each program/facility rated the
quality of its equipment and furnishings.

Exhibit 2-6
Quality of Recreation Equipment/Furnishings - Active Duty
(Survey Questions 16 and 17)

Very Adequate/ Very Total Mean
Good Good OK Poor Poor  Users Score
% % % % % n Rating

Golf Course Food & Beverage 48% 29% 21% 0% 3% 77 4.19
Golf Course 45% 28% 25% 0% 1% 75 4.16
Golf Course Pro Shop 40% 32% 27% 2% 0% 60 4.10
Bowling Center 34% 38% 26% 1% 1% 146 4.03
BOSS 42% 19% 39% 0% 0% 31 4.03
Bowling Food & Beverage 34% 31% 32% 2% 1% 122 3.97
Child Development Center 36% 25% 36% 0% 2% 44 3.93
Army Lodging 33% 31% 29% 4% 3% 95 3.85
School Age Services 27% 29% 42% 2% 0% 48 3.81
Library 25% 39% 29% 5% 2% 151 3.81
ITR - Commercial Travel Agency 29% 29% 34% 6% 1% 79 3.78
Athletic Fields 19% 35% 43% 3% 0% 127 3.70
Automotive Skills 19% 42% 31% 5% 4% 84 3.68
Fitness Center/Gym 22% 35% 35% 5% 3% 265 3.66
Recreation/Community Activity Center 24% 29% 40% 4% 4% 55 3.65
Swimming Pool 18% 37% 35% 9% 2% 126 3.61
Youth Center 18% 32% 45% 3% 3% 38 3.61
Bowling Pro Shop 21% 26% 42% 8% 3% 38 3.55
Arts & Crafts Center 16% 29% 51% 2% 2% 45 3.583
Outdoor Recreation Center 13% 36% 43% 7% 1% 72 3.51
Post Picnic Area 13% 37% 40% 8% 2% 87 3.49
Cabins & Campgrounds 15% 30% 43% 4% 7% 46 3.43
Multipurpose Sports/Tennis Courts 8% 40% 42% 7% 3% 60 3.43
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MWR PROGRAMS AND FACILITIES

Quality Ratings of Post Recreation Programs and Falities (continued)

Exhibit 2-7 shows active duty respondent#gs of the quality of personnel at each M
program/facility listed below. MWR programs/fatiis are ranked by their mean score rating,
which is displayed in the last column on the rightl is based on a 5-point scale. Only those
active duty respondents who used each programifa@ted the quality of its personnel.

Exhibit 2-7
Quality of Recreation Personnel - Active Duty
(Survey Questions 16 and 17)

Very Adequate/ Very Total Mean
Good Good OK Poor Poor  Users Score
% % % % % n Rating
Golf Course Food & Beverage 51% 25% 25% 0% 0% 77 4.26
Child Development Center 58% 17% 19% 2% 4% 48 4.23
Golf Course Pro Shop 48% 27% 21% 5% 0% 63 417
Golf Course 50% 25% 21% 0% 4% 76 4.17
Bowling Center 38% 33% 27% 1% 1% 153 4.07
Bowling Food & Beverage 40% 33% 22% 0% 5% 126 4.03
Army Lodging 36% 37% 19% 6% 2% 97 3.99
ITR - Commercial Travel Agency 37% 30% 28% 2% 2% 82 3.96
Library 32% 36% 27% 3% 2% 154 3.94
School Age Services 36% 28% 32% 2% 2% 50 3.94
Fitness Center/Gym 27% 40% 29% 3% 0% 273 3.92
BOSS 39% 18% 36% 6% 0% 33 3.91
Swimming Pool 26% 40% 30% 3% 1% 124 3.87
Bowling Pro Shop 32% 26% 39% 3% 0% 38 3.87
Youth Center 25% 40% 33% 0% 3% 40 3.85
Recreation/Community Activity Center 25% 35% 38% 2% 0% 55 3.84
Automotive Skills 28% 36% 31% 2% 3% 87 3.82
Multipurpose Sports/Tennis Courts 19% 50% 26% 3% 2% 58 3.81
Athletic Fields 24% 37% 36% 2% 1% 126 3.81
Outdoor Recreation Center 20% 44% 32% 3% 1% 75 3.79
Post Picnic Area 18% 40% 39% 3% 0% 77 3.74
Cabins & Campgrounds 24% 33% 35% 6% 2% 49 3.71
Arts & Crafts Center 13% 39% 43% 2% 2% 46 3.59
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MWR PROGRAMS AND FACILITIES
Quality Ratings of Post Recreation Programs and Falities (continued)

Exhibit 2-8 displays the overall quality regs given for each MWR program/facility by all
survey respondents and active duty respondentsagelya Facilities are listed in descending
order based on the overall quality mean.

Exhibit 2-8
Mean Overall Quality Ratings of Recreation Facilites - All Respondents and Active Duty
(Survey Questions 16 and .

All Respondents Active Duty Respondents
Total Users Overall Quality Total Users Overall Quality
n Mean n Mean
Golf Course Pro Shop 126 4.27 63 411
Golf Course 165 4.26 78 4.07
Child Development Center 92 4.25 48 4.01
Golf Course Food & Beverage 166 4.21 77 4.20
Bowling Food & Beverage 280 413 127 4.00
Bowling Center 330 4.12 153 4.05
Library 416 4.06 160 3.85
Army Lodging 182 4.03 100 3.90
ITR - Commercial Travel Agency 251 4.03 82 3.88
Automotive Skills 165 3.91 90 3.72
Fitness Center/Gym 463 3.88 279 3.78
Bowling Pro Shop 72 3.87 40 3.61
BOSS 42 3.87 34 3.90
Cabins & Campgrounds 111 3.85 52 3.49
Swimming Pool 279 3.82 129 3.71
Youth Center 82 3.82 40 3.70
Outdoor Recreation Center 137 3.78 77 3.65
Athletic Fields 210 3.78 141 3.73
Arts & Crafts Center 96 3.77 49 3.53
Recreation/Community Activity Center 104 3.77 57 3.76
School Age Services 65 3.74 50 3.81
Post Picnic Area 222 3.70 92 3.61
Multipurpose Sports/Tennis Courts 96 3.51 63 3.65
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GOLF

MWR Golf Quality and Satisfaction Information

Exhibit 2-9 displays the mean quality ands$action ratings for the Golf Course, the Golf
Course Pro Shop, and Golf Course Food and Bevé&eaaces for each patron group. The mean
score is based on a 5-point scale where 1 = vasy qnad 5 = very good. Only those respondents
who said they had used the facility rated its qualnd satisfaction.

Exhibit 2-9
Users' Ratings of Quality of and Satisfaction with MWR Golf Facilities
(Survey Question 17)

Active Duty Spouses Civilians Retirees Total Users
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean

Golf Course

Satisfaction 4.18 4.19 4.46 4.38 4.29

Quality of Building/Facility/Space 3.97 4.37 452 4.53 4.31

Quality of Equipment/Furnishings 4.16 4.35 4.52 4.38 4.32

Quality of Personnel 4.17 3.96 4.32 4.26 4.18
Golf Course Pro Shop

Satisfaction 4.11 4.07 4.29 4.22 4.17

Quality of Building/Facility/Space 4.13 453 4.57 4.38 4.35

Quality of Equipment/Furnishings 4.10 4.33 4.52 4.44 4.32

Quality of Personnel 4.17 3.73 4.24 4.33 4.17
Golf Course Food and Beverage

Satisfaction 4.26 4.00 4.03 4.30 4.17

Quality of Building/Facility/Space 4.17 4.14 4.43 4.28 4.26

Quality of Equipment/Furnishings 4.19 4.14 4.24 4.36 4.24

Quality of Personnel 4.26 3.76 4.00 4.33 4.13
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GOLF

Fees, Equipment Purchase, and Satisfaction Informain

Survey respondents were asked to indicaterhaeh they typically spend on green fees when
golfing off post and where they prefer to purchgsk equipment. Exhibit 2-10 shows preferen
for each patron group and for the sum of all pagmups. The last column, "Total Cases,"
provides both the sum of respondents and the petakent of responses across all patron groups.

Exhibit 2-10
Typical Golfing Costs and Purchasing Preferences
(Survey Questions 28 and 29)

Active Duty Spouses Civilians Retirees Total Cases
Off-post green fees: (n =501) (n=214) (n=191) (n=262) (n=1168)
I don't golf 78% 86% 81% 81% 81%
| golf, but don't pay for green fees off post 3% 6% 4% 2% 4%
Less than $20.00 6% 1% 4% 4% 4%
$20.00-$35.99 11% 7% 9% 11% 10%
$36.00-$50.99 1% 0% 1% 2% 1%
$51.00 or more 1% 0% 0% 0% 1%
Golf equipment purchasing preferences:
Most Preferred (n=91) (n=27) (n=33) (n =50) (n=201)
MWR Pro Shop 13% 19% 18% 22% 18%
AAFES 22% 26% 3% 32% 22%
Golf Discount Store 42% 37% 55% 36% 42%
Internet 21% 11% 24% 4% 14%
Other 2% 7% 0% 6% 4%
Least Preferred (n=86) (n=26) (n=33) (n =46) (n=191)
MWR Pro Shop 30% 23% 24% 17% 24%
AAFES 19% 19% 27% 9% 17%
Golf Discount Store 13% 8% 6% 9% 9%
Internet 36% 50% 39% 63% 47%
Other 2% 0% 3% 2% 2%
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BOWLING
MWR Bowling Quality and Satisfaction Information

Exhibit 2-11 displays the mean quality aatisfaction ratings for the Bowling Center, the
Bowling Pro Shop, and the Bowling Center Food amsidBage Services for each patron group.
The mean score is based on a 5-point scale wheneelly poor and 5 = very good. Only those
respondents who said they had used the faciligdras quality and satisfaction.

Exhibit 2-11
Users' Ratings of Quality of and Satisfaction wittMWR Bowling Facilities
(Survey Question 17)

Active Duty Spouses Civilians Retirees Total Users
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean

Bowling Center

Satisfaction 4.22 4.31 4.06 4.18 4.22

Quality of Building/Facility/Space 4.04 4.23 4.06 4.35 417

Quality of Equipment/Furnishings 4.03 4.17 3.97 4.13 4.09

Quality of Personnel 4.07 4.07 4.00 412 4.07
Bowling Pro Shop

Satisfaction 3.64 4.20 4.33 3.73 3.87

Quality of Building/Facility/Space 3.59 4.00 4.25 4.29 3.95

Quality of Equipment/Furnishings 3.55 4.00 4.33 3.69 3.78

Quality of Personnel 3.87 4.00 4.22 3.93 3.96
Bowling Center Food and Beverage

Satisfaction 4.13 4.34 4.09 4.19 4.20

Quality of Building/Facility/Space 3.98 4.22 4.00 4.41 4.15

Quality of Equipment/Furnishings 3.97 4.23 4.03 4.30 413

Quality of Personnel 4.03 4.10 4.00 4.19 4.08
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BOWLING
Fees, Equipment Purchase, and Satisfaction Informain

Survey respondents were asked to indicaterhaeh they typically spend per game when
bowling off post and where they prefer to purchiaeeling equipment. Exhibit 2-12 shows
preferences for each patron group and for the duati patron groups. The last column, "Total
Cases," provides both the sum of respondents antbthl percent of responses across all patron
groups.

Exhibit 2-12
Typical Bowling Costs and Purchasing Preferences
(Survey Questions 30 and 31)

Active Duty Spouses Civilians Retirees Total Cases
Off-post game fees: (n =492) (n=207) (n=184) (n=254) (n=1137)
| don't bowl 53% 40% 61% 68% 56%
| only bowl on post 21% 39% 13% 10% 20%
Under $2.00 6% 3% 5% 6% 5%
$2.00-$3.99 13% 14% 16% 12% 13%
$4.00-$5.99 3% 1% 3% 3% 3%
$6.00 or more 3% 1% 2% 2% 2%
Bowling equipment purchasing preferences:
Most Preferred (n=182) (n=91) (n=61) (n=72) (n=406)
MWR Pro Shop 30% 19% 26% 39% 28%
AAFES 31% 42% 18% 19% 29%
Bowling Discount Store 19% 25% 34% 33% 27%
Internet 14% 5% 18% 6% 11%
Other 6% 9% 3% 3% 6%
Least Preferred (n=171) (n=99) (n=62) (n=73) (n=405)
MWR Pro Shop 16% 16% 19% 18% 17%
AAFES 17% 17% 15% 7% 14%
Bowling Discount Store 14% 10% 10% 8% 11%
Internet 49% 48% 47% 63% 52%
Other 1% 8% 10% 1% 6%
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Exhibit 2-13 presents the results for twesfions on the survey related to leisure airlineer
services use. The first question asks respondeirislicate the method they used the most to r
leisure airline travel reservations during the da@smonths. The second question asks respondents
to indicate the number of times they used on-pastt services for leisure airline travel during th
past 12 months. The results for both questionpiga®gented by patron group and for the total of

the four patron groups.

Exhibit 2-13
Leisure Airline Travel Use
(Survey Questions 32 and 33)

Active Duty Spouses Civilians Retirees Total Cases
Most used service in past 12 months: (n =499) (n=212) (n=189) (n=267) (n=1167)
On post travel services 10% 10% 12% 12% 11%
Off post commercial travel services 6% 1% 7% 9% 6%
The Internet 43% 54% 33% 26% 38%
Other (e.qg., directly through airline) 5% 5% 6% 3% 5%
Does not apply 36% 30% 42% 49% 40%
Use of on-post travel service in past 12 months: (n =503) (n=211) (n =190) (n=268) (n=1172)
0 times 83% 84% 79% 85% 83%
1-2 times 15% 13% 16% 12% 14%
3 or more times 2% 3% 4% 3% 3%
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LEISURE TRAVEL
Armed Forces Recreation Center Use

Exhibit 2-14 presents the results for twosjioms on the survey related to Armed Forces
Recreation Center use. The first question aslmretents to identify which Armed Forces
Recreation Centers they have visited during thé JFasnonths. The column percents for this
guestion will not add to 100% since respondentsdceelect more than one recreation center.
Respondents were also asked to indicate the mastttiey visted an Armed Forces Recreation

Center. The results for both questions are preddny patron group and for the total of the four
patron groups.

Exhibit 2-14
Armed Forces Recreation Center Use
(Survey Questions 34 and 35)

Active Duty Spouses Civilians Retirees Total Cases

Armed Forces Recreation Centers visited in past 1

months: (n=499) (n=211) (n=189) (n=261) (n=1160)
Haven't visited one 83% 93% 94% 93% 90%
Hale Koa Hotel 1% 2% 2% 2% 3%
Shades of Green 5% 3% 4% 5% 4%
Dragon Hill Lodge 9% 2% 0% 0% 3%
Edelweiss Lodge and Resort 3% 1% 1% 1% 1%

Most recent visit to an Armed Forces Recreation

Center: (n=88) (n=17) (n=14) (n=23) (n=142)
Within the past 12 months 49% 47% 50% 52% 50%
1-3 years ago 27% 29% 21% 22% 26%
4-5 years ago 9% 12% 0% 0% 6%
More than 5 years ago 15% 12% 29% 26% 19%
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FOOD AND BEVERAGE

Comparison of On-Post and Off-Post Food and BeveragServices

Survey respondents were asked to ratev@elb quality of food and beverage services on
post and similar facilities off post in the locanemunity. Exhibit 2-15 presents both the mean
score rating and the rating percentages that relgnds gave to on-post facilities (this page) and
to off-post facilities (next page). Totals for ongboff-post residents for all subgroups are
provided at the top of each exhibit. Responsesaegorized within patron group according to
whether respondents live on post or off post. Theparts of the exhibit can be used to
compare perceptions of quality and to evaluateieesvacross military and civilian facilities.

Exhibit 2-15
Comparison of Quality of On-Post and Off-Post Foo&nd Beverage Services - On Post
(Survey Question 20)

Very Adequate/ Very Do Not Total Mean
Good Good OK Poor Poor Use Cases Score
% % % % % % n Rating
Total:
Live on post 16% 34% 20% 3% 1% 25% 477 3.83
Live off post 19% 33% 18% 4% 1% 26% 583 3.87
E1-E4:
Live on post 19% 28% 16% 4% 2% 32% 185 3.84
Live off post 0% 38% 38% 25% 0% 0% 8 3.13
E5-E9:
Live on post 14% 39% 17% 3% 0% 27% 103 3.87
Live off post 17% 32% 24% 6% 0% 21% 117 3.76
Officers:
Live on post 23% 37% 30% 7% 0% 3% 30 3.79
Live off post 14% 40% 21% 5% 0% 19% 42 3.79
Spouses:
Live on post 15% 36% 23% 3% 0% 22% 156 3.82
Live off post 11% 34% 14% 5% 2% 34% 56 3.70
Civilians:
Live on post 0% 33% 33% 0% 0% 33% 3 3.50
Live off post 15% 40% 22% 4% 1% 18% 160 3.79
Retirees:
Live on post N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 N/A
Live off post 25% 27% 15% 2% 1% 32% 200 4.07
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FOOD AND BEVERAGE

Comparison of On-Post and Off-Post Food and BeveragServices (continuec

Exhibit 2-15 (continued)
Comparison of Quality of On-Post and Off-Post Foo&nd Beverage Services - Off Post
(Survey Question 20)

Very Adequate/ Very Do Not Total Mean
Good Good OK Poor Poor Use Cases Score
% % % % % % n Rating
Total:
Live on post 24% 27% 17% 1% 0% 31% 458 4.07
Live off post 29% 37% 14% 1% 1% 19% 563 4.12
E1-E4:
Live on post 25% 21% 15% 2% 1% 36% 178 4.04
Live off post 14% 29% 29% 0% 14% 14% 7 3.33
E5-E9:
Live on post 22% 29% 12% 0% 0% 37% 97 4.15
Live off post 29% 35% 16% 1% 0% 19% 113 4.14
Officers:
Live on post 31% 38% 31% 0% 0% 0% 29 4.00
Live off post 31% 38% 12% 2% 0% 17% 42 4.17
Spouses:
Live on post 24% 30% 17% 1% 0% 28% 152 4.08
Live off post 23% 29% 21% 4% 2% 21% 52 3.85
Civilians:
Live on post 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 2 3.00
Live off post 23% 44% 15% 1% 1% 15% 156 4.02
Retirees:
Live on post N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 N/A
Live off post 34% 34% 10% 1% 0% 21% 193 4.27
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FOOD AND BEVERAGE

Dining Preferences

Exhibit 2-16 presents respondents’ answelfsetguestion "How often do you take out, order
in, or dine out for the following meals (on and pést) and how often do you use the following
service options?" The exhibit below displays dataall respondents. The following pages
display data from active duty Soldiers, spouseslians, and retirees, respectively.

Exhibit 2-16
Frequency of Meals Eaten Out, Taken Out or Orderedn
(Survey Questions 22 and :

Less than 1to3 4106 7 or more
once per times per times per times per Total
Never month month month month Cases
% % % % % n
All Respondents:
Meals
On-Post Breakfast 65% 18% 10% 2% 5% 1141
On-Post Lunch 30% 27% 25% 9% 10% 1149
On-Post Dinner 61% 21% 12% 3% 4% 1126
Off-Post Breakfast 40% 29% 19% 6% 6% 1127
Off-Post Lunch 17% 21% 37% 15% 10% 1139
Off-Post Dinner 14% 15% 34% 21% 16% 1147
Service Options
Takeout/Delivery 19% 25% 36% 11% 9% 1139
Fast Food 12% 19% 38% 18% 14% 1148
Buffet Style 23% 33% 32% 8% 4% 1134
Cafeteria Style 51% 26% 12% 5% 5% 1108
Full Service 26% 28% 29% 11% 6% 1127
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Dining Preferences (continued)
Exhibit 2-16 (continued’
Frequency of Meals Eaten Out, Taken Out or Orderedn
(Survey Questions 22 and :
Less than 1to3 4106 7 or more
once per times per times per times per Total
Never month month month month Cases
% % % % % n
Active Duty:
Meals
On-Post Breakfast 52% 18% 12% 5% 13% 497
On-Post Lunch 29% 18% 28% 10% 15% 499
On-Post Dinner 49% 20% 16% 6% 9% 494
Off-Post Breakfast 50% 23% 16% 5% 6% 486
Off-Post Lunch 21% 20% 33% 16% 11% 492
Off-Post Dinner 15% 11% 32% 20% 22% 492
Service Options
Takeout/Delivery 15% 22% 37% 13% 14% 503
Fast Food 11% 18% 35% 18% 18% 504
Buffet Style 22% 32% 32% 7% 6% 494
Cafeteria Style 48% 21% 11% 8% 12% 497
Full Service 34% 20% 27% 11% 9% 495
Spouses:
Meals
On-Post Breakfast 73% 19% 6% 1% 0% 212
On-Post Lunch 28% 32% 30% 8% 2% 213
On-Post Dinner 51% 29% 18% 0% 2% 209
Off-Post Breakfast 42% 37% 16% 3% 2% 207
Off-Post Lunch 9% 22% 50% 13% 5% 211
Off-Post Dinner 5% 15% 52% 22% 6% 213
Service Options
Takeout/Delivery 7% 26% 49% 14% 4% 212
Fast Food 5% 17% 50% 23% 5% 212
Buffet Style 19% 40% 35% 5% 1% 209
Cafeteria Style 68% 24% 6% 1% 1% 210
Full Service 15% 38% 36% 9% 2% 212
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FOOD AND BEVERAGE
Dining Preferences (continued)
Exhibit 2-16 (continued’
Frequency of Meals Eaten Out, Taken Out or Orderedn
(Survey Questions 22 and :
Less than 1to3 4106 7 or more
once per times per times per times per Total
Never month month month month Cases
% % % % % n
Civilians:
Meals
On-Post Breakfast 69% 22% 6% 1% 2% 186
On-Post Lunch 21% 32% 21% 11% 14% 187
On-Post Dinner 71% 23% 3% 2% 1% 184
Off-Post Breakfast 36% 30% 21% 6% 8% 183
Off-Post Lunch 15% 25% 36% 11% 12% 183
Off-Post Dinner 20% 16% 23% 23% 18% 186
Service Options
Takeout/Delivery 15% 33% 37% 7% 8% 179
Fast Food 10% 18% 38% 18% 17% 185
Buffet Style 21% 38% 31% 7% 3% 181
Cafeteria Style 49% 34% 11% 5% 2% 171
Full Service 24% 31% 28% 10% 6% 177
Retirees:
Meals
On-Post Breakfast 71% 16% 11% 1% 1% 246
On-Post Lunch 36% 30% 20% 7% 6% 250
On-Post Dinner 74% 17% 8% 1% 1% 239
Off-Post Breakfast 31% 31% 23% 7% 7% 251
Off-Post Lunch 19% 20% 34% 16% 12% 253
Off-Post Dinner 15% 19% 31% 20% 15% 256
Service Options
Takeout/Delivery 35% 23% 24% 9% 8% 245
Fast Food 19% 21% 31% 16% 14% 247
Buffet Style 27% 26% 30% 13% 3% 250
Cafeteria Style 43% 30% 20% 7% 1% 230
Full Service 27% 26% 27% 15% 5% 243
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Exhibit 2-17 presents the results for resgoiisl answers to how much they typically spend
per person for breakfast, lunch and dinner whein@aff post. The results are presented by
patron group and for the four patron groups conthine

Exhibit 2-17

Typical Off-Post Dining Out Costs
(Survey Question 2

Active Duty Spouses Civilians Retirees Total Users

Typical dining out costs:

Breakfast (n=497) (n = 205) (n=181) (n=244) (n=1127)
Less than $3.00 28% 33% 30% 15% 26%
$3.00-$5.99 46% 53% 51% 50% 50%
$6.00-$8.99 21% 10% 15% 28% 20%
$9.00 or more 5% 4% 3% 7% 5%

Lunch (n =503) (n=213) (n =188) (n=251) (n=1155)
Less than $5.00 21% 29% 28% 17% 23%
$5.00-$8.99 61% 59% 61% 61% 61%
$9.00-$12.99 13% 9% 10% 18% 13%
$13.00 or more 4% 3% 2% 3% 3%

Dinner (n =503) (n=209) (n=187) (n=257) (n=1156)
Less than $10.00 29% 33% 32% 21% 28%
$10.00-$11.99 27% 33% 27% 25% 28%
$12.00-$14.99 25% 24% 26% 30% 27%
$15.00 or more 18% 9% 16% 24% 17%
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FOOD AND BEVERAGE
Comparison of On-Post and Off-Post Catering Servi@

Survey respondents were asked to ratevibialb quality of catering services on post and
similar facilities off post in the local communitigxhibit 2-18 presents both the mean score
rating and the rating percentages that respondentsto on-post facilities (this page) and to
post facilities (next page). Totals for on-postfpdist residents for all subgroups are provided at
the top of each exhibit. Responses are categowibdh patron group according to whether
respondents live on post or off post. The two paithe exhibit can be used to compare
perceptions of quality and to evaluate servicessacmilitary and civilian facilities.

Exhibit 2-18
Comparison of Quality of On-Post and Off-Post Cateing Services - On Post
(Survey Question 21)

Very Adequate/ Very Do Not Total Mean
Good Good OK Poor Poor Use Cases Score
% % % % % % n Rating
Total:
Live on post 5% 10% 11% 2% 2% 71% 476 3.53
Live off post 6% 9% 6% 2% 1% 76% 581 3.74
El1-E4:
Live on post 6% 10% 14% 2% 3% 65% 185 3.38
Live off post 0% 38% 13% 13% 0% 38% 8 3.40
E5-E9:
Live on post 6% 12% 12% 2% 0% 69% 103 3.69
Live off post 3% 12% 6% 3% 2% 74% 116 3.40
Officers:
Live on post 17% 23% 3% 7% 3% 47% 30 3.81
Live off post 10% 7% 14% 7% 0% 62% 42 3.50
Spouses:
Live on post 3% 7% 9% 1% 1% 79% 155 3.52
Live off post 7% 13% 2% 5% 0% 73% 55 3.80
Civilians:
Live on post 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 3 N/A
Live off post 8% 8% 7% 1% 1% 75% 161 3.85
Retirees:
Live on post N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 N/A
Live off post 6% 7% 5% 1% 1% 82% 199 3.83
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FOOD AND BEVERAGE

Comparison of On-Post and Off-Post Catering Service(continued

Exhibit 2-18 (continued’

Comparison of Quality of On-Post and Off-Post Cateng Services - Off Post
(Survey Question 2

Very Adequate/ Very Do Not Total Mean
Good Good OK Poor Poor Use Cases Score
% % % % % % n Rating
Total:
Live on post 7% 10% 8% 0% 1% 74% 458 3.84
Live off post 9% 13% 7% 0% 1% 71% 562 4.00
E1-E4:
Live on post 11% 12% 11% 1% 3% 63% 177 3.74
Live off post 0% 29% 14% 0% 29% 29% 7 2.60
E5-E9:
Live on post 3% 12% 10% 0% 1% 73% 98 3.62
Live off post 5% 12% 9% 0% 1% 73% 113 3.77
Officers:
Live on post 31% 14% 7% 0% 0% 48% 29 4.47
Live off post 12% 19% 7% 0% 0% 62% 42 4.13
Spouses:
Live on post 4% 7% 5% 0% 0% 85% 152 3.96
Live off post 9% 15% 2% 0% 0% 74% 53 4.29
Civilians:
Live on post 0% 0% 50% 0% 0% 50% 2 3.00
Live off post 8% 16% 8% 1% 1% 68% 154 3.90
Retirees:
Live on post N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 N/A
Live off post 10% 10% 6% 0% 0% 74% 193 4.16
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ENTERTAINMENT

Comparison of On-Post and Off-Post Entertainment Swices

Survey respondents were asked to ratev@elb quality of entertainment services on post
and similar facilities off post in the local comnityn Exhibit 2-19 presents both the mean score
rating and the rating percentages that respondentsto on-post facilities (this page) and to
post facilities (next page). Totals for on-postpdist residents for all subgroups are provided at
the top of each exhibit. Responses are categow#edh patron group according to whether
respondents live on post or off post. The two paithie exhibit can be used to compare
perceptions of quality and to evaluate servicessacmilitary and civilian facilities.

Exhibit 2-19
Comparison of Quality of On-Post and Off-Post Entetainment Services - On Post
(Survey Question 26)

Very Adequate/ Very Do Not Total Mean
Good Good OK Poor Poor Use Cases Score
% % % % % % n Rating
Total:
Live on post 11% 23% 17% 7% 4% 37% 474 3.46
Live off post 13% 16% 10% 4% 2% 55% 588 3.77
E1l-E4:
Live on post 10% 25% 13% 3% 5% 43% 182 3.54
Live off post 0% 0% 13% 13% 13% 63% 8 2.00
E5-E9:
Live on post 10% 23% 17% 7% 5% 39% 103 3.43
Live off post 8% 21% 16% 7% 3% 45% 119 3.44
Officers:
Live on post 10% 40% 17% 3% 3% 27% 30 3.68
Live off post 21% 10% 5% 5% 2% 57% 42 4.00
Spouses:
Live on post 12% 19% 22% 11% 3% 33% 156 3.39
Live off post 16% 9% 13% 4% 5% 53% 55 3.58
Civilians:
Live on post 0% 33% 0% 0% 0% 67% 3 4.00
Live off post 10% 21% 12% 4% 1% 53% 163 3.78
Retirees:
Live on post N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 N/A
Live off post 14% 14% 6% 3% 0% 61% 201 3.99
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ENTERTAINMENT
Comparison of On-Post and Off-Post Entertainment Swices (continued)

Exhibit 2-19 (continued)
Comparison of Quality of On-Post and Off-Post Entetainment Services - Off Post
(Survey Question 26)

Very Adequate/ Very Do Not Total Mean
Good Good OK Poor Poor Use Cases Score
% % % % % % n Rating
Total:
Live on post 14% 29% 18% 5% 1% 34% 466 3.76
Live off post 21% 25% 17% 3% 1% 33% 579 3.92
El1-E4:
Live on post 17% 23% 16% 3% 2% 39% 176 3.81
Live off post 13% 13% 0% 13% 13% 50% 8 3.00
E5-E9:
Live on post 12% 25% 20% 4% 2% 38% 102 3.65
Live off post 19% 27% 20% 4% 1% 29% 117 3.83
Officers:
Live on post 17% 40% 13% 7% 0% 23% 30 3.87
Live off post 14% 26% 24% 7% 0% 29% 42 3.67
Spouses:
Live on post 12% 34% 19% 6% 0% 29% 155 3.75
Live off post 12% 27% 27% 8% 2% 25% 52 3.51
Civilians:
Live on post 0% 33% 0% 0% 0% 67% 3 4.00
Live off post 23% 31% 11% 2% 1% 31% 162 4.04
Retirees:
Live on post N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 N/A
Live off post 24% 20% 17% 2% 1% 37% 198 4.02
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ENTERTAINMENT

Entertainment Preference:

Survey respondents were asked to indicateyges of music they prefer. Exhibit 2-
20 shows preferences for each patron group anallfpatron groups combined. Column
percents will not add to 100% since respondent&icgelect two types of music they lik
The last column, "Total Cases," provides both thegnt of responses in each category.

Exhibit 2-20
Music Listening Preference
(Survey Question 2

Active Duty Spouses Civilians Retirees Total Cases
(n =503) (n=213) (n=191) (n=272) (n=1179)
Country 36% 49% 53% 52% 47%
Rock 46% 25% 20% 12% 27%
Pop 9% 19% 7% 6% 10%
Oldies (50s & 60s) 3% 7% 27% 40% 19%
Classic Rock (60s & 70s) 15% 10% 25% 23% 18%
80s & 90s 14% 17% 11% 6% 12%
R&B/Soul 21% 13% 16% 12% 15%
Classical 4% 8% 4% 6% 5%
Big Band/Swing 2% 4% 3% 7% 4%
Jazz/Fusion 5% 4% 8% 9% 6%
Alternative/Progressive 9% 6% 1% 0% 4%
Rap/Hip Hop 24% 14% 1% 1% 11%
Dance 2% 3% 2% 1% 2%
Latin 6% 4% 2% 2% 4%
New Age 1% 0% 1% 0% 0%
Christian 7% 16% 12% 14% 12%
Other 5% 4% 2% 3% 4%
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MWR PROGRAMS AND QUALITY OF LIFE

MWR Program Preferences

Respondents were asked to indicate thenseest important MWR programs/activities
to have on an installation. Exhibit 2-21 showspkecentage of each patron group and the
total percentage across these groups that chosedvBAR program as one of the seven most
important to have on an installation. Programdiated in descending order according to the
ranking by active duty respondents. Programs thatrme chose as most important will show
0%. Percentages may not equal 100% because resgeruld choose more than one
response.

Exhibit 2-21
Most Important MWR Programs and Services
(Survey Question 18A)

Active Duty Spouses Civilians Retirees Total Cases
(n =500) (n =209) (n=183) (n=251) (n=1143)
% % % % %
Army Lodging 69% 73% 67% 73% 71%
Fitness Center/Gymnasium 76% 69% 68% 57% 67%
Library 58% 76% 68% 59% 64%
Child Development Center 48% 73% 64% 42% 55%
Youth Center 43% 62% 56% 53% 52%
Swimming Pool 44% 56% 39% 41% 45%
School Age Services 37% 53% 38% 35% 40%
Athletic Fields 51% 29% 32% 35% 38%
ITR Office 28% 35% 48% 30% 34%
Bowling Center 38% 27% 26% 36% 33%
BOSS 36% 20% 20% 24% 26%
Automotive Skills 34% 16% 23% 27% 26%
Clubs 29% 13% 28% 31% 26%
Post Picnic Area 21% 26% 28% 28% 26%
Car Wash 37% 25% 15% 20% 25%
Golf Course 25% 12% 28% 25% 23%
Outdoor Recreation Center 27% 17% 17% 26% 23%
Recreation/Community Activity Center 22% 19% 22% 21% 21%
Cabins & Campgrounds 23% 11% 21% 22% 20%
Bowling Food & Beverage 20% 17% 14% 16% 17%
Arts & Crafts Center 13% 11% 15% 18% 14%
Tennis Courts/Multi-Purpose Sports Cts. 14% 9% 7% 12% 11%
RV Park 11% 2% 10% 11% 9%
Golf Course Food & Beverage 13% 2% 10% 10% 9%
Golf Course Pro Shop 12% 2% 10% 8% 8%
Bowling Pro Shop 11% 3% 5% 7% 7%
Marina 9% 1% 3% 3% 4%
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MWR PROGRAMS AND QUALITY OF LIFE
MWR Program Preferences (continued

Respondents were asked to indicate thenseast important MWR programs/activit
to have on an installation. Exhibit 2-22 showspkecentage of each patron group and the
total percentage across these groups that choesdBAR program as one of the seven least
important to have on an installation. Programdiated in descending order according to the
ranking by active duty respondents. Programsrtbaine chose as least important will show
0%. Percentages may not equal 100% because respgsrmbuld choose more than one
response. Comparing Exhibits 2-21 and 2-22 withvgleach patron group's most and least
desired MWR programs.

Exhibit 2-22
Least Important MWR Programs and Services
(Survey Question 18B)

Active Duty Spouses Civilians Retirees Total Cases
(n=472) (n =198) (n =169) (n=233) (n=1072)
% % % % %
RV Park 63% 72% 60% 63% 64%
Golf Course Pro Shop 54% 70% 49% 47% 55%
Bowling Pro Shop 48% 68% 53% 48% 53%
Arts & Crafts Center 56% 50% 46% 44% 49%
Marina 44% 46% 40% 50% 45%
Car Wash 29% 43% 58% 51% 44%
Golf Course Food & Beverage 45% 48% 37% 41% 43%
Tennis Courts/Multi-Purpose Sports Cts. 40% 33% 44% 41% 40%
Clubs 45% 54% 29% 25% 38%
Golf Course 41% 44% 30% 34% 38%
Cabins & Campgrounds 36% 36% 32% 36% 35%
Automotive Skills 22% 33% 37% 30% 29%
Bowling Food & Beverage 27% 20% 20% 18% 22%
BOSS 23% 20% 20% 18% 21%
Outdoor Recreation Center 18% 14% 16% 20% 17%
Bowling Center 23% 12% 14% 17% 17%
Post Picnic Area 23% 10% 20% 15% 17%
ITR Office 22% 7% 12% 16% 15%
Athletic Fields 14% 11% 17% 15% 14%
Recreation/Community Activity Center 17% 10% 13% 13% 14%
School Age Services 16% 5% 12% 13% 12%
Youth Center 16% 3% 7% 12% 10%
Child Development Center 14% 3% 5% 14% 10%
Swimming Pool 14% 5% 9% 9% 10%
Army Lodging 13% 3% 9% 9% 9%
Library 12% 2% 4% 6% 7%
Fitness Center/Gymnasium 7% 3% 4% 4% 5%
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MWR PROGRAMS AND QUALITY OF LIFE

Effects of Army Club Elimination on Quality of Life

Exhibit 2-23 presents respondents’ peroaptof how the elimination of Army club
programs would affect their quality of life. Resplents were asked to indicate if the
elimination would cause a great, moderate or sligiatease in their quality of life or would
have no effect. Data are presented separatehatir patron group.

Exhibit 2-23
Effects on Quality of Life if Army Club Programs Were Eliminated

(Survey Question 25A)
Slightly Moderately Greatly

No Effect Decrease Decrease Decrease Total Cases
% % % % n

Active Duty

E1-E4 47% 14% 22% 17% 193

E5-E9 43% 21% 21% 16% 224

Officers 32% 28% 29% 11% 72
Total 43% 19% 22% 16% 489
Spouses:
Total 39% 20% 24% 17% 213
Civilians:
Total 41% 22% 16% 21% 189
Retirees:

Enlisted 49% 17% 19% 15% 166

Officers 53% 16% 16% 16% 32
Total 49% 17% 19% 15% 198
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MWR PROGRAMS AND QUALITY OF LIFE

Effects of Army Recreation Program Elimination on Quality of Life

Exhibit 2-24 presents respondents’ peroaptof how the elimination of Army
recreation programs would affect their qualityitd.|Respondents were asked to indicate if
the elimination would cause a great, moderateightstlecrease in their quality of life or
would have no effect. Data are presented separfatedach patron group.

Exhibit 2-24
Effects on Quality of Life if Army Recreation Programs Were Eliminated

(Survey Question 25B)
Slightly Moderately Greatly

No Effect Decrease Decrease Decrease Total Cases
% % % % n

Active Duty:

E1-E4 31% 16% 24% 29% 195

E5-E9 25% 18% 29% 29% 224

Officers 18% 19% 26% 37% 73
Total 26% 17% 26% 30% 492
Spouses:
Total 15% 23% 29% 33% 213
Civilians:
Total 33% 19% 20% 28% 189
Retirees:

Enlisted 35% 18% 23% 25% 167

Officers 34% 22% 16% 28% 32
Total 35% 19% 22% 25% 199
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SOURCES OF MWR INFORMATION

Sources of MWR Information

Survey respondents were asked to identifgalrces through which they hear about
recreation and club events offered at their instiah (Exhibit 2-25). The publicity sources
are listed in descending rank order based on tb@al'Tases" column, which shows the total
number and percentage of respondents who choseseante. Columns will not sum to
100% since respondents could mark multiple souréé® information presented is intended
to assist in determining where individuals are ntikisty to get MWR information, dependi
upon their status.

Exhibit 2-25
Sources of MWR Program Information
(Survey Question 19)

Active Duty Spouses Civilians Retirees Total Cases
(n =515) (n=213) (n=187) (n=266) (n=1181)

% % % % %
Post newspaper 37% 64% 60% 65% 55%
Friends and neighbors 28% 43% 20% 31% 31%
E-mail 35% 16% 63% 16% 30%
Flyers 29% 26% 36% 27% 29%
Bulletin boards on post 31% 21% 30% 23% 27%
MWR publications 18% 17% 32% 15% 19%
Other unit members or co-workers 27% 12% 26% 11% 19%
Internet 19% 15% 26% 11% 17%
Marquees/billboards 12% 19% 18% 16% 16%
I never hear anything 12% 8% 4% 13% 10%
Unit or post commander or supervisor 18% 7% 8% 2% 9%
Radio 6% 3% 10% 11% 7%
Other 8% 8% 5% 6% 7%
Family Readiness Groups (FRGS) 9% 14% 3% 2% 7%
Television 7% 3% 5% 9% 6%
My child(ren) let(s) me know 6% 7% 1% 1% 4%
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USE OF MWR DURING DEPLOYMENT

Frequency of MWR Use during Deploymer

Active duty Soldiers who deployed during fhast 12 months and spouses of these active duty
Soldiers were asked about the frequency with wthiely used MWR programs in theater or at their
home installation during the active duty Soldideployment. Exhibit 2-26 shows the percentages
for four categories of frequency of use for the weadron groups.

Exhibit 2-26
Frequency of Use of MWR Programs during Deployment
(Survey Question 59)

4 or more 1to3 Less than
times per times per once per Did not Total
month month month use Cases
% % % % n
Active Duty:
E1-E4 30% 32% 2% 36% 50
E5-E9 21% 23% 19% 37% 90
Officers 25% 46% 18% 11% 28
Total 24% 30% 14% 32% 168
Spouses:
Total 21% 20% 20% 39% 70
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Spouses of active duty members who deployethg the past 12 months were asked whether
they used MWR programs and services much more,\wsbatanore, about the same, somewhat
less, or much less during the deployment of th@ansor. Exhibit 2-27 shows the percent
distribution among the responses as well as theeptage of those spouses who did not use any

MWR programs or services during deployment.

Exhibit 2-27

Use of MWR Programs/Services by Spouses during thiéhctive Duty Sponsor's Deployment
Compared to Use during Periods of Non-Deployment

(Survey Question 60)

Used Used About Used
Used Much Somewhat the Same Somewhat Used Much Did)sot
More During  More During During Less During Less During  During Total
Deployment Deployment Deployment Deployment Deployment eplbyment Cases
% % % % % % n
Spouses of:
E1-E4 0% 33% 33% 0% 0% 33% 3
E5-E9 0% 24% 27% 9% 7% 33% 45
Officers 24% 6% 35% 12% 6% 18% 17
Total 6% 20% 29% 9% 6% 29% 65
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ARMY COMMUNITY SERVICE
ACS Program Use

Survey respondents were presented witkt @fiArmy Community Service (ACS)
programs and services and were asked to respdnae tguestions. First, respondents were
asked to indicate if they were aware of the existesf the ACS program at their installation.
Second, if they had used the program, respondestes asked to indicate if they found the
services to be beneficial or not beneficial. Exi#28, spanning the following three pages,
presents the results of these questions for glbregents and for active duty, spouses, civili
and retirees. The percentage of respondents whoaveare of the program is based on the
total number of survey respondents in the patrongrfound next to the patron group name.
Because respondents were asked to mark whethepeagiam was beneficial only if they had
used it, the total number of respondents who arexhviérat question (presented in the column
marked “Total Users”) is likely to be less than thanber of respondents in that patron group.

Exhibit 2-28
Awareness, Use of, and Perceived Benefit of ACS Byrams
(Survey Question 49)

Program Awareness Program Use and Benefit
Total Percent Not
Aware Aware |Total Users Beneficial Beneficial
n % n % %
All Respondents: (n=1,220)

Information and referral 697 56% 246 81% 19%
Outreach programs 656 53% 160 69% 31%
Family Readiness Groups, deployment/reunion bigsfin 767 61% 253 71% 29%
Relocation Readiness Program 766 62% 301 81% 19%
Family Advocacy Program 756 60% 208 68% 32%
Crisis intervention 633 50% 154 67% 33%
Money management classes, budgeting assistance 720 57% 182 72% 28%
Financial counseling, including tax assistance 758 60% 221 7% 23%
Consumer information 495 38% 133 64% 36%
Employment Readiness Program 659 53% 203 72% 28%
Foster child care 409 31% 103 51% 49%
Exceptional Family Member Program 728 58% 221 71% 29%
Army Family Team Building 644 50% 182 68% 32%
Army Family Action Plan 571 44% 154 66% 34%

Overview Report 2-37 2005 Fort Knox LNS Report



SECTION ‘&«
TOC L
MAIN | 3R
TOC M et
ARMY COMMUNITY SERVICE
ACS Program Use (continued)
Exhibit 2-28 (continued)
Awareness, Use of, and Perceived Benefit of ACS Brams
(Survey Question 49)
Program Awareness Program Use and Benefit
Total Percent Not
Aware Aware |Total Users Beneficial Beneficial
n % n % %
Active Duty: (n=525)
Information and referral 326 62% 132 70% 30%
Outreach programs 305 58% 96 54% 46%
Family Readiness Groups, deployment/reunion bigefin 361 69% 142 64% 36%
Relocation Readiness Program 355 68% 158 74% 26%
Family Advocacy Program 359 68% 124 59% 41%
Crisis intervention 309 59% 101 57% 43%
Money management classes, budgeting assistance 356 68% 120 64% 36%
Financial counseling, including tax assistance 367 70% 140 67% 33%
Consumer information 269 51% 91 55% 45%
Employment Readiness Program 301 57% 105 60% 40%
Foster child care 234 45% 76 43% 57%
Exceptional Family Member Program 349 66% 117 61% 39%
Army Family Team Building 330 63% 113 60% 40%
Army Family Action Plan 301 57% 100 58% 42%
Spouses: (n=21¢
Information and referral 128 58% 36 94% 6%
QOutreach programs 122 56% 22 86% 14%
Family Readiness Groups, deployment/reunion bgsfin 167 76% 62 79% 21%
Relocation Readiness Program 158 72% 79 92% 8%
Family Advocacy Program 151 69% 35 86% 14%
Crisis intervention 117 53% 15 80% 20%
Money management classes, budgeting assistance 135 62% 23 87% 13%
Financial counseling, including tax assistance 140 64% 34 91% 9%
Consumer information 76 35% 10 70% 30%
Employment Readiness Program 141 64% 41 80% 20%
Foster child care 57 26% 5 100% 0%
Exceptional Family Member Program 143 65% 50 84% 16%
Army Family Team Building 128 58% 33 94% 6%
Army Family Action Plan 105 48% 21 90% 10%
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ARMY COMMUNITY SERVICE
ACS Program Use (continued)
Exhibit 2-28 (continued)
Awareness, Use of, and Perceived Benefit of ACS Brams
(Survey Question 49)
Program Awareness Program Use and Benefit
Total Percent | Total Users Not
Aware Aware Beneficial Beneficial
n % n % %
Civilians: (n=196)
Information and referral 94 48% 30 87% 13%
Outreach programs 98 50% 21 71% 29%
Family Readiness Groups, deployment/reunion bigsfin 103 53% 18 61% 39%
Relocation Readiness Program 107 55% 26 7% 23%
Family Advocacy Program 114 58% 27 67% 33%
Crisis intervention 96 49% 21 67% 33%
Money management classes, budgeting assistance 104 53% 23 70% 30%
Financial counseling, including tax assistance 117 60% 24 75% 25%
Consumer information 65 33% 18 72% 28%
Employment Readiness Program 102 52% 28 79% 21%
Foster child care 54 28% 11 55% 45%
Exceptional Family Member Program 111 57% 28 75% 25%
Army Family Team Building 92 47% 21 62% 38%
Army Family Action Plan 77 39% 18 61% 39%
Retirees: (n=280)
Information and referral 149 53% 48 88% 13%
Outreach programs 131 47% 21 86% 14%
Family Readiness Groups, deployment/reunion bigefin 136 49% 31 81% 19%
Relocation Readiness Program 146 52% 38 79% 21%
Family Advocacy Program 132 47% 22 73% 27%
Crisis intervention 111 40% 17 88% 12%
Money management classes, budgeting assistance 125 45% 16 88% 13%
Financial counseling, including tax assistance 134 48% 23 91% 9%
Consumer information 85 30% 14 86% 14%
Employment Readiness Program 115 41% 29 79% 21%
Foster child care 64 23% 11 55% 45%
Exceptional Family Member Program 125 45% 26 73% 27%
Army Family Team Building 94 34% 15 60% 40%
Army Family Action Plan 88 31% 15 73% 27%
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ARMY COMMUNITY SERVICE
ACS Program Impact

Respondents were asked to what extent AG@g@ms at their installation positively impact
different aspects of their lives. Exhibit 2-29 gegats these data for all respondents and for active
duty, spouses, civilians, and retirees. The nurabpeople within a patron group who responded
to any item is presented in the column marked “TO&ses.”

Exhibit 2-29
Impact of ACS Programs
(Survey Question 50)

Very Does

Great Great Moderate Slight No Not Total

Extent Extent Extent Extent Extent Apply Cases

% % % % % % n
All Respondents:
Satisfaction with your job 5% 4% 9% 5% 14% 62% 1046
Personal job performance/readiness 4% 5% 9% 5% 16% 61% 1033
Unit cohesion and teamwork 4% 5% 9% 6% 16% 61% 1022
Unit readiness 5% 5% 9% 5% 15% 61% 1025
Relationship with your spouse 5% 3% 7% 6% 19% 60% 1021
Relationship with your children 5% 4% 7% 5% 17% 62% 1024
Your family’s adjustment to Army life 5% 6% 9% 4% 14% 62% 1018
Family preparedness for deployments 5% 6% 8% 6% 13% 63% 1027
Ability to manage your finances 4% 4% 5% 4% 18% 64% 1024
Feeling like part of the military community 6% 8% 9% 8% 17% 52% 1030
Feeling that Army cares about its people 8% 10% 10% 9% 16% 47% 1032
Active Duty:

Satisfaction with your job 10% 6% 13% 9% 19% 43% 473
Personal job performance/readiness 8% 6% 14% 11% 19% 42% 472
Unit cohesion and teamwork 8% 6% 14% 9% 20% 44% 469
Unit readiness 8% 7% 14% 11% 19% 41% 471
Relationship with your spouse 9% 4% 10% 10% 20% 48% 469
Relationship with your children 9% 4% 10% 8% 19% 50% 470
Your family’s adjustment to Army life 8% 5% 13% 7% 19% 48% 468
Family preparedness for deployments 9% 6% 13% 10% 16% 46% 472
Ability to manage your finances 9% 5% 10% 8% 22% 47% 473
Feeling like part of the military community 8% 5% 13% 11% 20% 43% 471
Feeling that Army cares about its people 10% 6% 14% 12% 19% 38% 473
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ARMY COMMUNITY SERVICE
ACS Program Impact (continued)
Exhibit 2-29 (continued;
Impact of ACS Programs
(Survey Question 5
Very Does
Great Great Moderate  Slight No Not  Total
Extent Extent Extent Extent Extent Apply Cases
% % % % % % n
Spouses:
Satisfaction with your job 3% 3% 5% 2% 17% 71% 194
Personal job performance/readiness 2% 3% 5% 4% 19% 67% 192
Unit cohesion and teamwork 2% 6% 7% 4% 18% 64% 192
Unit readiness 3% 5% 10% 5% 17% 60% 191
Relationship with your spouse 3% 4% 8% 6% 29% 49% 190
Relationship with your children 4% 6% 9% 4% 24% 53% 191
Your family’s adjustment to Army life 7% 15% 13% 6% 18% 40% 191
Family preparedness for deployments 7% 9% 10% 9% 17% 48% 193
Ability to manage your finances 2% 3% 4% 4% 27% 61% 190
Feeling like part of the military community 8% 12% 9% 10% 24% 36% 193
Feeling that Army cares about its people 8% 15% 9% 10% 24% 34% 191
Civilians:
Satisfaction with your job 5% 7% 10% 4% 15% 59% 165
Personal job performance/readiness 4% 9% 7% 6% 15% 60% 163
Unit cohesion and teamwork 2% 7% 6% 10% 14% 61% 160
Unit readiness 3% 7% 4% 3% 16% 67% 158
Relationship with your spouse 4% 3% 3% 3% 17% 71% 157
Relationship with your children 4% 4% 3% 3% 16% 70% 160
Your family’s adjustment to Army life 3% 2% 3% 1% 13% 79% 158
Family preparedness for deployments 2% 5% 3% 1% 11% 78% 157
Ability to manage your finances 3% 4% 2% 3% 18% 70% 158
Feeling like part of the military community 3% 6% 8% 8% 12% 63% 158
Feeling that Army cares about its people 6% 8% 12% 9% 13% 53% 159
Retirees:
Satisfaction with your job 2% 1% 6% 2% 7% 81% 214
Personal job performance/readiness 2% 2% 6% 0% 8% 82% 206
Unit cohesion and teamwork 2% 1% 5% 0% 9% 82% 201
Unit readiness 4% 1% 4% 0% 9% 82% 205
Relationship with your spouse 1% 2% 5% 3% 9% 78% 205
Relationship with your children 2% 2% 4% 4% 8% 80% 203
Your family’s adjustment to Army life 1% 1% 3% 0% 7% 87% 201
Family preparedness for deployments 1% 3% 2% 0% 6% 87% 205
Ability to manage your finances 1% 2% 3% 2% 8% 84% 203
Feeling like part of the military community 5% 8% 6% 4% 9% 68% 208
Feeling that Army cares about its people 9% 11% 6% 5% 7% 63% 209
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ARMY COMMUNITY SERVICE
ACS Program Concerns

Survey respondents were asked to indibateoncerns they have about using ACS
programs at their installation, regardless of whethey had used any of the services. Exhil
30 presents this information for each patron gragb for all patron groups combined. Column
percents will not add to 100% since respondenticgrlect more than one reason.

Exhibit 2-30
Concerns About Using ACS Programs
(Survey Question 51)

Active Duty Spouses Civilians Retirees Total Cases

(n = 440) (n =204) (n=171) (n=232) (n=1047)

No concerns with ACS 69% 53% 71% 71% 66%
Programs don't meet my needs 8% 10% 9% 6% 8%
Not interested in programs or services 9% 12% 6% 7% 9%
Information does not remain confidential 3% 6% 3% 3% 4%
Not aware of programs or services 7% 18% 9% 7% 10%
Lack of transportation 2% 4% 2% 1% 2%
Facility not accessible for the disabled 2% 0% 1% 1% 1%
Unit leaders do not support ACS 2% 3% 4% 1% 2%
Lack of ACS program information in the 8% 15% 4% 1% 7%
Prefer to use off-post services 7% 4% 9% 8% 7%
Other 3% 3% 3% 2% 2%
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CHILD AND YOUTH SERVICES

Family Profile

Exhibit 2-31 provides information about thenfly composition of survey respondents.
First, the distribution of respondents with andhwiit children is provided. Second, for
respondents with children, an age distributioniveig across all patron groups and overall.
Since families can have children in several agegspthe column totals may exceed 10(

Exhibit 2-31
Family Profile of Respondents
(Survey Questions 38 and 39)

Active Duty  Spouses Civilians Retirees  Total Cases

% % % % n %
Family composition:
Respondents without children 51% 19% 63% 74% 600 53%
Respondents with children 49% 81% 37% 26% 554 47%
Ages of children:
Under 12 months 20% 13% 12% 3% 79 13%
12 to 24 months 16% 17% 6% 5% 74 13%
25 to 35 months 13% 10% 1% 2% 51 9%
3 to 5 years 29% 33% 24% 13% 150 27%
6 to 10 years 43% 48% 21% 30% 218 40%
11 to 12 years 15% 19% 16% 20% 91 17%
13 to 15 years 21% 23% 44% 38% 144 28%
16 to 18 years 17% 21% 41% 38% 128 25%
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CHILD AND YOUTH SERVICES
Child Care Use and Preferences

Exhibit 2-32 presents the percentage of redgots who need or expect to use child care
and/or youth services for their children. Alsowhaare the respondents' child care location
preferences, and the times and days respondentstisesgularly scheduled and hourly child
care and youth programs. Active duty Soldier gmalise information is presented below.
Exhibit 2-32 is continued on the following page gumdsents civilian and retiree data, along
with a "Total Cases" column, which provides thalgercentages for all patron groups
combined.

Exhibit 2-32
Child Care Use and Preferences
(Survey Questions 40, 41, 42, and 43)

Active Duty Spouses
Married Parent: Married Parent:
Civilian Spouse Active Duty Spouse  Single Parerjt NakiParent
Need or use child care/
youth programs: (n=151) (n =16) (n =40) (n=172)
Yes 45% 75% 45% 51%
No 55% 25% 55% 49%
Preferred child carelocation: (n =65) (n=12) (n=16) (n =84)
Home 71% 42% 38% 86%
Workplace 29% 58% 63% 14%
Regularly scheduled child care/
youth program times: (n=62) (n=12) (n=17) (n=74)
Weekdays (Before 0700) 37% 42% 41% 12%
Weekdays (Between 0700-1800) 61% 83% 71% 82%
Weekdays (After 1800) 23% 25% 24% 30%
Weekends (Daytime) 31% 25% 18% 26%
Weekends (Evenings) 21% 25% 18% 24%
Hourly child care/
youth program times: (n=52) (n=9) (n=12) (n=69)
Weekdays (Before 0700) 23% 44% 33% 10%
Weekdays (Between 0700-1800) 56% 67% 42% 84%
Weekdays (After 1800) 35% 56% 33% 30%
Weekends (Daytime) 42% 56% 42% 22%
Weekends (Evenings) 29% 33% 33% 23%
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CHILD AND YOUTH SERVICES
Child Care Use and Preferences (continued)
Exhibit 2-32 (continued)
Child Care Use and Preferences
(Survey Questions 40, 41, 42, and 43)
Civilians Retirees Total
Married Parent Single Parent Cases
Need or use child care/
youth programs: (n=58) (n=9) (n=64) (n=510)
Yes 12% 44% 11% 38%
No 88% 56% 89% 62%
Preferred child care location: (n=9) (n=23) (n=7) (n=196)
Home 44% 67% 100% 75%
Workplace 56% 33% 0% 25%
Regularly scheduled child care/
youth program times: (n=9) (n=4) (n=5) (n=183)
Weekdays (Before 0700) 11% 25% 40% 24%
Weekdays (Between 0700-1800) 89% 50% 40% 74%
Weekdays (After 1800) 0% 25% 0% 24%
Weekends (Daytime) 22% 50% 0% 26%
Weekends (Evenings) 11% 50% 20% 23%
Hourly child care/
youth program times: (n=6) (n=23) (n=3) (n =154)
Weekdays (Before 0700) 17% 33% 33% 18%
Weekdays (Between 0700-1800) 83% 33% 33% 71%
Weekdays (After 1800) 0% 33% 0% 31%
Weekends (Daytime) 50% 33% 0% 31%
Weekends (Evenings) 33% 33% 33% 27%
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Exhibit 2-33 shows both the child care aadtit programs currently used by respondents and
the child care and youth programs respondents warelitr to use. Data are presented separately
for each patron group and for the total of all mrggents, shown in th