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Q. JT.l Is distance traYeled towards religious centres contingent upon distance wltk respect to location! 
MOUNT CBD E-END CELL OBSRVD EIPCT'D (0-E)•2 (0-E).2/E 

LESS THAN 3 MI. 12 11 5 I 28 1 1%.00 10.35 %. 73 0.26 
MORE THAN 3 MI. 5 6 7 18 2 11.00 10.35 0.43 0.04 
-or don't taow -------------------- 3 5.00 7.30 5.31 0.73 

17 17 12 I 46 4 5.00 6.SS 2.Tl 0.41 
5 c.oo 5.65 0.43 0.06 

d.t : (2-1)(3-1) ' 7.00 4.70 5.31 1.13 
= 2 CHI SQUARED (1"2)= %.64 

Critical Yalae (t•e probabllltf that the relationship Is due to cbance) Is p < 0.05 
with d.t = 2) s 5.991 . 

SINCE CHI SQUARE] Is LESS THAN THE CRITICAL VALUE . 
NO relationship exists between 3 locations and tle 

distance traveled to religious centres 
USE OF RELIGIOUS FACILITIES is tlerefore not contingent upon (percieYed) distance to facilities used 

Q. JT.T Is perceived accesslbllltJ to Religious tacllltles contingent upon residential location! 
MOUNT CBD E -END 

ACCESSIBLE 24 21 16 I 61 
NOT ACCESSIBLE 1 3 2 12 

--------------------
31 24 18 I 73 

d.f = (2-1)(3-1) 
: 2 

CELL OBSRYD EIPCT'D (0-E)•2 (0-E)•2iE 
1 24.00 25.U 3.63 0. 4 
2 21.00 20.05 o.ss 0. 4 
3 16.00 15.04 0.92 0.06 
4 7.00 5.10 3.63 0.71 
5 3,00 3.H 0.89 0.23 
6 2.00 2.96 0.92 0.31 

CHI SQUARED (1.2)= 1.4! 

Critical Yalae !the probabllltf tkat tle relationship Is due to clance) Is p < 0.05 . 
with d.t = 2) s 5.991 

SINCE CHI SQUAR D Is LESS BAN THE CRITICAL VALUE 
· NO relatlonsUp nlsts between He 3 tocatloas and He 

percelYed accessibilitJ to religious facilities 
PERCEIV[D ACCESSIBILITY to religious Is not contingent upon location 

Q. 18.3 Is distance traveled te recreational centres contingent upon distance with respect to location! 

LESS THAN 3 
u MOUN

6
T CBD

0 
E-END 

3 
CELL OBSRVD EXPCT'D (0-E)•2 (0-!).

2
2/E 

.1. z u 1 9 1 c.oo 1o.s4 zt.5o .oz 
MORE THAN 3 MI. S 4 3 16 2 20.00 17.02 8.8S 0. 5% 
-or don't taow -------------------- 3 13.00 11.35 2.14 0.24 

IS 24 U I 55 4 9.00 4.3C 21.50 4. 93 
5 4.00 &.98 s.u 1.27 

d.t = (2-1)(3-1) G 3.00 4.65 %.74 0.59 
= 2 CHI SQUARED (1.2)= !.57 

Critical Valae probabllltf that the relationship Is d1e to chance) Is p < 0.05 
with d.t = %) s 5.991 

SINCE CHI SQUAR D is GREATER THAN THE CRITICAL VALUE 
A relationship exists between the 3 locations and tle 

distance traveled to centres . 
USE OF RECREATIONAL FACILITI[S Is tleretore contingent tpon (percieved) distance to facilities ased 

Q. J8.7 Is perceived accesslblliiJ to Recreational tacllltles contingent apon residential location! 
MOUNT CBD E-END 

ACCESSIBLE 22 33 16 I 71 
NOT ACCESSIBLE 3 I I 5 

--------------------
%5 34 17 I 7C 

d.t : (%-1)(3-1) 
: % 

CELL OBSRVD EXPCT'D (0-[)•2 (0-E)A%/E 
I 22.00 23.3& 1.84 0.08 
% 33.00 31.76 1.53 0.05 
3 16.00 15.88 0.01 0.00 
4 3.00 1.64 1.84 1.12 
5 1.00 2.24 1.53 0.68 c 1.00 1.12 0.01 0.01 

CHI SQUARED (1.2)= 1.94 

Critical Value !tke probabilitf tlat the relationship Is dte to Is p < 0.05 
with d.f = 2) s 5.99t 

SINCE CHI SQUAR D is LESS BAN TB CRITICAL VALUE 
NO relationship exists between t e 3 locations aad tle 

perceived accesslbllitJ to recreational facilities 
PERCEIVED ACCESSIBILITY to recreational facilities Is not contingent upon location 

CONTINGENCY ANALYSIS 
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Q. 19.3 Is distance traveled for librarJ use contingent upon distance witk respect to location! 
MOUNT CBD E-END CELL OBSRVD EIPCT'D (0-E)•z (0-E).Z/E 

LESS THAN 3 Mi. 5 7 2 I 14 1 5.00 4.67 0.11 0.02 
lORE THAN 3 Ill. 1 2 1 4 2 7.00 7.00 0.00 0.00 
-or don't how -------------------- 3 %.00 %.33 0.11 0.05 

6 9 3 I 18 4 1.00 l' 33 0.11 0. 08 5 2.00 .00 0.00 0.00 
d.f : (%-1)(3-1) 6 1.00 .67 0.11 0. 17 

= 2 CHI SQUARED (X"2 )= 0. 32 

Critical Value !the probabilitj that the relationship Is due to chance] Is p < 0.05 
wiH d.t = 2) s 5.991 

SINCE CHI SQUAR D Is LESS THAN THE CRITICAL VALUE 
NO relationshif exists between t•e 3 locations and tke 

distance raveled to llbrarJ facilities 
USE OF LIBRARY FACILITIES is t•erefore not contingent apon (percieYed) distance to facilities used 

Q. 19.7 Is perceived accesslblllt1 to llbrar1 facilities contln,ent apoo residential locatloD! 
MOUNT CBD £-END 

ACCESS! BLE 21 28 6 I 55 
NOT ACCESSIBLE 3 0 0 3 

--------------------
24 28 6 I 58 

d.f : (% -1)(3-1) 
: 2 

CELL OBSRVD ElPCT'D (0-£)•2 (0-£).2/£ 
1 21.00 22.76 3.09 0.14 
2 28.00 26 .55 %.10 0.08 
3 6.00 5.59 0.10 0.02 
4 3.00 1.24 3.09 2.49 
5 0.00 1.45 2.10 1.45 
' 0.00 0.31 0.10 0.31 

CHI SQUARED (X.2)= 4.48 

Critical Value !the probability Hat the relationship Is. due to dance] Is p < 0.05 
with d.f = 2l Is 5.991 

SINCE CHI SQUAR D is LESS TBAN THE CRITICAL VALUE 
NO relatlonsbip exists between the 3 locations aDd t•e 

perceived accessibility to library facilities 
PERCEIVED ACCESSIBILITY to Iibrar1 facilities is not contin,ent apoa locatloa 

Q. 110.3 Is dlstaace traveled for 'eating oat' contin,ent apon distance wit• respect to location! 

LESS THAN 3 lli.IIOU~T Cf~ E-~~ol 28 CELL~ oas~~~o EXP~:~i (O-El;!45 (0-E);:,I 
IIORE THAN 3 Ill. 12 5 4 %1 10. 00 8. S 1 %. 0 4 0. H 
-or don't how---- ---------------- 14.00 10 .29 13.80 1.34 

16 15 18 I 49 4 12.00 s.ss 26.45 3.86 
5 5.00 5.43 2.04 0.32 

d.f = (2-1)(3-1) 6 4.00 7.71 13.80 1.T9 
= 2 CHI SQUARED W2)= 10.44 

Critical Valae ~tke probabllltf that tbe relationship Is dae to chance] Is p < 0.05 
with d.f = %) s 5.991 

SINCE CHI SQUAR D Is GREATER THAN THE CRITICAL VALUE 
A relationship exists between the 3 locations aad t•e 

distance traveled to '~laces to eat out' 
USE OF FACILITIES FOR 'EATING OUT' Is t•eretore contingent upon (percieYed) distance to facilities ased 

Q. 110.T Is perceived accesslbllltJ to 'eatinl oat facilities' contingent upon residential location! 

ACCESSIBLE 
NOT ACCESSIBLE 

IIOUNT CBD £-END 
3o 2s 23 I 
4 1 0 

78 
5 

34 U %3 I 83 
d.f = (%-1)(3-1) 

: 2 

CELL OBSRVD ElPCT'D (0-E)•2 (0-E).2/E 
1 30.00 31.95 3.81 0.12 
2 %5.00 24.43 0.32 0.01 
3 23.00 21.61 1.9% o.os 
4 4.00 2.05 3.81 1.86 
5 1.00 1.57 0.32 0.%0 
6 0.00 1.39 1.92 1.39 

CHI SQUARED (1.2)= 3.67 

Critical Valte !the probability t•at the relationship Is due to c•ance] Is p < 0.05 
with d.f = 2l Is 5.991 

SINCE CHI SQUAR D Is LESS THAN THE CRITICAL VALUE 
NO relationship exists betweea the 3 locations and t•e 

perceived accessibilllf to 'places one can eat out' 
PERCEIVED ACCESSIBILITY to places to eat out' Is not contln,ent upon location 

CONTINGENCY ANALYSIS 
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Q. 111.3 Is distance traYeled for part ase contingent 1pon distance with respect to location? 
MOUNT CBD E-END CELL OBSRYD EIPCT'D (0-E)•t (0-E).2/E 

LESS THAN 3 Mi. 3 5 1 I 9 ' 1 3.00 3.33 0.11 0.03 
MORE THAN 3 Mi. 7 9 % 18 2 S.OO 4.61 0.11 0.0% 
-or don't know -------------------- 3 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 

10 14 3 I 27 4 7.00 6.S7 0.11 0.02 
5 9.00 S.33 0.11 0.01 

d.f : (2-1)(3-1) 6 2.00 2.00 0.00 0.00 
= 2 CHI SQUARED (1"2)= 0.09 

Critical Yalme !tke probabilitf that the relationship Is dae to chancel Is p < 0.05 
with d.f = 2l s 5.991 

SINCE CHI SQUAR D Is LESS THAN THE CRIIICAL VALUE 
NO relationshif e1ists between tke 3 ocations and the 

distanc~ r&Ye!~d to rarks 
USE OF PARI fACILITIES is keretore not contingent apoa (percieted) tlstance to facilities used 

Q. 111.7 Is perceived accesslbllltJ to Park facilities contingent upon residential location! 
MOUNT CBD E-END 

ACCESS! BLE 19 25 9 I 53 
HOT ACCESSIBLE 9 4 9 %% 

--------------------

d.t = (%-1)(3-1) 
: 2 

%8 29 18 I T5 

CELL OBSRVD EIPCT'D (0-E)•2 (0-E).2/E 
1 19.00 19. u 0.6% 0.03 
2 %5.00 20.49 20.31 0.99 
3 9.00 12.7% 13.84 1.09 
4 9.00 8.21 0.62 0.08 
5 4.00 8.51 20.31 2.39 
6 9.00 s 28 13.84 2.62 

CHI SQUARED (1.2)= 7.1$ 

Critical Value lthe probability tkat the relationship is due to chance) is p < 0.05 
with d.f = 2l Is 5.9S1 

SINCE CHI SQUAB D is GREATER THAN THE CRITICAL YALUE 
A relationship e1lsts betweea tke 3 locations and tbe 

perceltea accesslbillt] to part facilities 
PERCEIVED ACCESSIBILITY TO PARKS Is contingent mpon location 

Q. 112.3 Is use of tle city bas contingent apon residential location? 
MOUNT CBD E-END CELL OBSRVD EXPCT'D (0-E)•2 (0-E).2/E 

USE BUS 33 41 34 I 108 1 33.00 35.18 4.76 0.14 
DON'T USE BUS __ !~----~---!! _____ ~4 i il:~~ Jl:lr 2 ,:~~ ~:~~ 

U 44 45 I 132 4 10.00 7.8% 4.76 O.U s 3.oo a.oo zs.oo 3.13 
d.f : (2-1)(3-1) 6 11.00 8.18 7.94 0.97 

= % CHI SQUARED (1"2)= 5.75 

Critical Valme It•e probability that the relationship Is dae to chance) Is p < 0.05 
witl d.f = 2) Is 5.991 · 

SINCE CHI SQUAR D Is slltbllJ LESS THAN THE CRITICAL VALUE 
NO relationship e1ists Detween tle 3 locations and tle 

mse of \he ~lty bus 
. USE OF THE C TY BUS is not contingent apon location 

Q. 112.4 Is the difficulty of walking to the bms stop nearest ones place of residence, as reported 
by seniors, contingent upon residential location? 
MOUNT CBD E-END 

~~~,~~~~IcoLT 3f 3~ ll I il 
u 4% I 129 

CELL OBSRVD EXPCT'D (0-El•z (0-E)•ZkE 

l ,l:~i 1
1

1:~1
3 

3!:11 t:li 
~ d:U J 1l:tl 1: i 
6 26.00 31.91 34.89 1.0$ 

CHI SQUARED (1.2)= 7.25 
d.f : (2-1)(3-1) 

= % ' 

Critical Valae ~tle probability that the relationship Is dae to chance) Is p < 0.05 
wit• d.f = 2) Is 5.991 

SINCE CHI SQUAR D Is GREATER THAN THE CRITICAL VALUE 
A relationship e1lsts between t•e 3 locations and tle 

reported dlfflcaltJ of walkinl to the nearest bas stop 
DIFFICULTY OF WALKING TO THE NEAR~ST BUS STOP, In relation to oae's residence, Is contingent upon location 

CONTINGENCY ANALYSIS 
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Q. 112.5 Is perceived ability of Haailton bls routes (in teras of destination efficiency) Is contingent upon 
[esldentlal location! (Do yoa feel the Haallton city bas routes can tate yoa anywkere yoa want 
o co witk alniaa trouble!) · 

MOUNT CBD E-END 
YES 36 40 39 I 115 
NO 1 2 1 4 

----------------- ---

d.t : (2-1)(3-1) 
: 2 

37 42 40 I 119 

CELL OBSRVD EXPCT'D (0-E)'% (0-E)'2/E 
1 36.00 35 .76 0.06 0.00 
2 40.00 40 . 59 0.35 0. 01 
3 39.00 38 .66 0.1% 0.00 
4 1.00 1.24 0.06 0.05 
5 2.00 1.41 0.35 0.25 
6 1.00 1.34 0.12 0.09 

CHI SQUARED (1'2)= 0.39 

Critical Valae ~tke probabllltJ that the relationship Is dae to chance] Is p < 0.05 
witl d.f = 2) Is 5.991 

SINCE CHI SQUAR D Is LESS THAN THE CRITICAL VALUE 
NO relationship exists between the 3 locations and the 

perce~tloo of 'destination etflclent' b1s routes 
PERCEJYED DESTINATION EFFICIENT' BUS ROUTES are not contingent upon location 

Q. 11%.7 Is dependence on others for rides or transportation cootincent apoa residential locatioa! 
MOUNT CBD E-END CELL OBSRYD EXPCT'D (0-E~'2 (0-E)'2/E 

YES 18 10 17 I 45 t 18.00 14 . 66 1.16 0.76 
NO 25 34 28 87 10.00 15 .00 5.00 1.67 

--43 ___ 44 ___ 45-i--ii2 4 H:U U:U 1i:U ~:U 
5 34.00 29 .00 %5.00 0.86 

d.f : (2-1)(3-1) 6 28.00 29 .66 2.75 0.09 
= 2 CHI SQUARED (X'2)= 3.96 

Critical Yalue !the probability tkat tle relationship Is due to ckancel Is p < 0.05 
wltb d.f = 2) Is 5.991 · 

SINCE CHI SQUAR D Is LESS THAN THE CRITICAL YALUE 
NO relatlonsllp exists between the 3 locations and the 

de~endence to relJ on ot•ers for rides or transportation 
DEPENENCE ON OTHERS FOR TRANSPORTATION Is not contingent upon location 

CONTINGENCY ANALYSIS 
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ltn_RCI1Y!P_A.C1ESSIBILJTY Ol.U.t~J1!JY CONTI!GI!l UPO~- ACTUAL USllt.l.JAQ]JTT! 
[THIS IS AN OVERALL MEASURE IN ORDER TO ACCOUNT FOR TRENDS IN THE DATA] 

Q. 13.TA Is percelv~d accessibility to frocer1 slopping contingent upon tle actaal use of tle facility! 
zz {Analyzing over entire sa1p e) 

USE OF FACILITY: 
USE DON'T 

PERCEIVED ACCESSIBLE 112 6 I 118 
PERC. NOT ACCESSIBLE 5 4 9 

CELL OBSRVD EIPCT'D (0-El·2 (0-E)•Z{E 
1 112.00 108.71 10.83 0. 0 
2 6.00 9.29 10.83 1.17 
3 5.00 8.29 10.83 1.31 

117 10 I 1%7 4 4
'
0° C&I

0
SUARED U4 H= H:U 

d.f : (2 -1)(%-1) : 
Critical Value !t~e probability tlat the relationship Is due to clance) is p < 0.05 

wltb d.f = 1) Is 3.841 
SINCE CHI SQUAR D Is GREATER THAN THE CRITICAL VALUE 

A relatlonsklp exists betweea the actQal use or this facility 
fnd tle perceived accessibility to frocery skofplng facilities 

PERCE VED ACCESSIBILITY to grocer1 Iacll ties used s contingent upon actual ase 

Q. 14 .TA Is perceived accesslblllt1 to t~e drug store contingent upon tle actual use of tle faclllt1! 
zs tAnal1zlng over entire sa1ple) -

USE OF FACILITY: 
USE DON 'T 

PERCEIVED ACCESSIBLE 108 6 I 114 
PERC. NOT ACCESSIBLE 1 2 3 

d.f : (2-1)(2-1) : 
109 

1 

8 I 11 T 

CELL OBSRVD EIPCT'D (0-E)•2 (0-E).2/E 
1 108.00 106.%1 1.2% 0.03 
2 c.oo 1.19 .2% 0.41 
3 1.00 2.79 .22 1.15 
4 %.00 0.21 3.g2 15.71 

CHI SQUARED (X•z)= 17.30 

Critical Value !the probability tlat the relationship Is due to ckaoce] Is p < 0.05 
with d.f = 1l Is 3.841 

SINCE CHI SQUAR D Is GREATER THAN THE CRITICAL VALUE 
A relatlonsblp exists between tbe actual use of this facllltJ 

and tle perceived accesslbllltJ to draf store facilities 
PERCEIVED ACCESSIBILITY to drag store facll ties used is contingent apoa actaal ase 

Q. 15.TA Is perceiYed accesslbilitJ to tke bank contingent apoa t~e actaal ase of tle faclllt1? 
ss lAnalJzlag oYer entire sa1ple) 

USE OF FACILITY: 
USE DON 'T 

PERCEIVED ACCESSIBLE 117 s I 123 
PERC. NOT ACCESSIBLE 3 0 3 

120 s I 126 
d.f : (2-1)(2-1) : 

CELL OBSRVD EXPCT'D (0-E)•2 (0-E).%/E 
1 117.00 117.14 0.0% 0.00 
% 6.00 5.86 0.02 0.00 
3 3.00 2.86 0.02 0.01 
4 0.00 0.14 0.0% 0.14 

CHI SQUARED (1.2)= 0.15 

Critical Value !the probability t~at the relationship is due to chance) is p < 0.05 
wltb d.f = 1l Is 3.841 

SINCE CHI SQUAR D is LESS THAN THE CRITICAL VALUE 
NO relatlonsblp exists between the actual use of tbls facility 

and tke ~erceived accesslbilitl to banting facilities 
PERCEIVED ACCESSIBILITY to banking acilltles used is contingent upon actual use 
1 HOWEVER, t•e relationship world bf slgniflcant

1
1f two non-asers percleved tle facilitJ 

as noa accessible ra •er ban accesslb e 

CONTINGENCY ANALYSIS 
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Q. JS.TA Is perceived accesslbllltJ to doctor offices or clinics coatiagent apoa tle acttal use of t•e facllitJ! 
11 {AnalJzln& over entire sa1pie) 

USE OF FACILITY: 
USE DON'T 

PERCEIVED ACCESSIBLE 121 3 I 124 
PERC. NOT ACCESSIBLE 1 1 3 

123 4 I 127 

CELL OBSRVD EXPCT'D (0-E)A2 (0-E)A2/E 
1 121.00 120. OS 0. 82 0. 01 
i tU i:U ~:li ~:U 
4 1.00 0.09 0.82 8.68 

CHI SQUARED (X"2): 9.18 
d.f : (2-1)(2-1) : 

Critical Valae !the probability t•at the relationship is due to clance] is p < 0.05 
with d.f : 1) Is 3.841 

SINCE CHI SQUAR D is GREATER THAN THE CRITICAL VALUE 
A relationship exists between the actual ase of this facilitJ 

and tle ~ercelved accesslbllltJ to doctor offices aad c !ales facllltles 
PERCEIVED ACC~SSIBILITY to doctors offices and clinics ased is contingea upon actual use 

Q. 11.1A Is perceived accesslbllltJ to religioas ceatres coatingeot upon tle acttal ase of tle facllltJ? 
II {AnalJziag over entire sa1ple) 

USE Of FACILITY: 
USE DON'T 

PERCEIVED ACCESSIBLE 45 16 I 61 
PERC. NOT ACCESSIBLE 3 10 13 

--- -------------

CELL OBSRVD IXPCT'D (0-E)A2 (0-E)A2/E 
1 45.00 39.57 29.51 0.75 
2 16~00 21.43 29.51 1.38 
3 3.00 8.43 29.51 3.50 

48 26 I 74 

d.f : (2-1)(2-1) : 
4 10.00 4.57 29.51 6.46 

CHI SQUARED (1A2): 12.08 

Critical Value 'the probability that the relationship is dae to chance] is p < 0.05 
with d.f : 1) Is 3.841 

SINCE CHI SQUAR D is GREATER THAN THE CRITICAL YALUE 
A relationship exists betweea the actual use of this facllitJ 

and tle perceived accessibllitJ to rellglots facilities 
PERCEIVED ACC~SSIBILITY to reli&ioas centres tsed is contiageat apoa acttal ase 

Q. t8.7A Is perceived accesslbilltJ to social or recreational facilities contingent upon tle 
actaal use of the facilltJ! '' (AnalJzing over entire sa1ple) 

U~~EO~ok•iiLITY: 

~~~~~ 1 liji t~~~~~~~~~ 5! 1i I 'I 

d.f : (2-1)(2-1) : 
55 

1 

191 74 

CELL OBSRYD EJPCT'D (0-E)A2 (0-E)A%/E 
1 54.00 51 .%8 T.38 0.14 
2 .15.00 11.72 1.38 0.42 
3 1.00 3.72 7.38 1.9S 
4 4.00 1.28 7.38 5.75 

CRI SQUARED (XA2): 8.29 

Critical Valte !the probability that the relations~ip Is due to clance] Is p < 0.05 
with d.[ : ll Is 3.841 

SINCE CHI SQUAR D Is GREATER THAN THE CRITICAL VALUE 
A relationship exists between t~e actual use of this faclli[J 

aad tle ~ercelved accessibility to social or recreational facilities 
PERCEIVED ACCESSIBILITY to social or recreational centres used Is contingent apoo actual use 

CONTINGENCY ANALYSIS 
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Q. lt.TA Is ·perceiYed accessibility to a library contingent upon the actual use of the facilitJ! 
1• {Analyzing over entire satple) 

USE OF FACILITY: 
USE DON'T 

PERCEIVED ACCESSIBLE 18 37 I 55 
PERC. NOT ACCESSIBLE 0 3 3 

18 40 I 58 
d.t : (2-1)(2-1) : 

CELL OBSRYD EXPCT'D (0-E)•2 (0-E).2/E 
1 18.00 17 .07 0.8T 0.05 
2 37.00 37 .93 0.87 0.02 
3 0.00 0.93 0.87 0.93 
4 3.00 2.07 0.87 0.42 

CHI SQUARED (1.2)= 1.42 

Critical Yalue [tke proba~ilit1 t•at tke relationship is due to ckance] is p < 0.05 
SINCE CHI SQUAR!~ii~ d.f LE~~ tiA~·,j~ CRITICAL YALUE 

NO relatlonsklp exists between tke actual use of this facility 
and the ~erceived accessibility to Library facilities 

PERCEIVED lCC~SSIBILITY to libraries frequented Is contingent upon actual use 
I HOWEVER, tke relationship would be significant If one non-users rercieved the facilitJ 

as no1 accessible rather than accessible If and only If hree of the seniors who use 
the facility perceived it as non accessible 

For exatple, It the distribution had been as follows, the relationship woald kave been statistically significant: 
USE OF FACILITY: 

USE DON'T 
PERCEIVED ACCESSIBLE 15 39 I 54 -
PERC. NOT ACCESSIBLE 3 1 4 · CHI SQUARED would have been 3.88 

----------------
18 40 I 58 

Q. 110.TA Is perceived accessibility to a places to eat oat contingent upon the actaal ase of the faclllt~! 
tt (Anal~zing over entire satple) 

USE OF FACILITY: 
USE DON'T 

~~~~~~~~' ~~~~~~~~~~ 5~ 2, I 11 
----------------
54 30 I 84 

d.t : (2-1)(2-1) : 

CELL OBSRYD EXPCT'D (0-El•2 (0-E).2/E 
1 54.00 50 .14 4.88 O.lO 
2 %4.00 27 .86 14.88 0.53 
3 0.00 3.86 14.88 3.86 
4 c.oo 2.14 14.88 6.94 

CHI SQUARED (1.2)= 11.63 

Critical Yalte !the probability that the relationship Is dae to chance] Is p < 0.05 
with d.t = 11 Is 3.841 

SINCE CHI SQUAR D is GRE TER THAN THE CRITICAL YALUE 
A relationship exists between the actual use ot this tac!Il tJ 

and tke perceived accessibiiitJ to places to eat out 
PERCEIVED ACC~SSIBILITY to place to eat out Is contingent upon actual use 

Q. t11.7A Is percelled accessibility to a parks contingent upon t•e actual use of the facility! 
*1 (AnalJzlng over entire satple) 

USE OF FACILITY: 
USE DON'T 

PERCEIVED ACCESSIBLE 28 25 I 53 
PERC. NOT ACCESSIBLE 4 18 22 

32 431 75 
d.t : (2-1)(2-1) : 

CELL OBSRYD EXPCT'D (0-El•2 (0-E).2/E 
1 28.00 22.61 29.02 1.28 
2 25.00 30.39 %9.02 0.95 
3 4.00 9.39 29.02 3.09 
4 18.00 12.61 29.02 2.30 

CHI SQUARED (X.2)= 7.C3 

Critical Yalue !tke probabilit! tkat the relationship Is due to chance] Is p < 0.05 
with d.f = 11 s 3.841 

SINCE CHI SQUAR D Is GRE T R THAN THE CRITICAL YALUE 
A relationship exists between Ue actual ue of ·this hclllt7 

and the ~erceived accessibililJ to paris 
PERCEIVED ACC~SSIBILITY to paris Is contlncent apon actual use 

CONTINGENCY ANALYSIS 
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FUTURE FOCUS OF ACCESSIBILITY AND RESIDENTIAL LOCAT!Jl~ 

Q. 113.1 Woald JOI consider accesslbllltJ to services in a future residential relocatloa! 
MOUNT CBD E-END CELL OBSRVD EIPCT'D (0-E)A2 (0-E)A2'E 

YES 35 34 39 I 108 1 35.00 34.06 0.88 0. 3 
NO 6 10 6 2% 2 34.00 36.55 6.52 0.18 

-------------------- 3 39.00 37.38 2.61 0.07 
41 44 45 I 130 4 6.00 6.94 0.88 0.13 

5 10.00 7.45 6.52 0.88 
d.f = (%-1)(3-1) 6 6.00 T .62 2.61 0.34 

= % CHI SQUARED W2l = 1. 61 

Critical Value !the probabilitl t•at t•e relatlons•tp Is due to c•ance] is p < 0.05 
wltk d.f = %) s 5.991 

SINCE CHI SQUAR D Is LESS BAN THE CRITICAL VALUE . 
NO relatlons•tp exists betweea t•e 3 locations aad t•e 

consideration of accesslbillJ to services as ~art of a residential relocation 
CONSIDERATION OF ACCESSIBILITY TO SERVICES IN A FUTURE RESIDENTIAL RELOCATION is not contlncent apon locatio 

Q. 113.% Bow would JOU perceive JOUr accesslbllitJ to services; llvlnc near/in t•e downtown core of Ha1llton! 

BETTER 
MOUNT CBD E-END 

57 
CELL OBSRVD EXPiT'D (0-E,A% (0-ElA2/E 

4 37 16 I 1 4.oo 1 .s1 1 o.rs 10.11 
woRsE --~!----~---~!-----~ 5 i U:U ls:U 21Hl 1tli 

35 39 38 I 112 4 31.00 17.19 190.79 11.10 
5 2.00 19.15 294.18 15.36 

d.f : (2-1)(3-1) 6 2%.00 l8.66 11.15 0.60 
= 2 CB SQUARED W2)= 53.17 

Critical Yalte !t•e probabllltl t•at t•e relationship Is dte to c•ance] Is p < 0.05 . 
wit• d.l = %) s 5.991 

SINCE CHI SQUAR D is GREATER THAN THE CRITICAL VALUE 
A relations•ip exists between t•e 3 locations and t•e 

~ontlder1tifn of bafin( bett~r/worse acce~slblltJ to services in Ilea of a downtown location 
PERCEJV~D ACCtSS BIL TY TO sERVICES IN A DOWNTOWN location is contingent upon present residential location 

Q. 113.3 How woald JOI perceive JOUr accesslbllltJ to services; living near/in t•e east-end of Ha1ilton? 
MOUNT CBD E-END CELL OBSRYD EXPCT'D (0-E)A2 (0-E)A2/E 

BETTER 3 3 37 I 43 1 3. 0 0 11.1 0 6 5 • 5 c 5. 91 
WORSE 21 %7 % 50 2 3.00 13.87 118.18 8.52 

-------------------- 3 37.00 18.03 359.78 19.95 
%4 30 39 1 93 1 p.oo u.9o 65.56 5.08 

d.f = (2-1)(3-1) s I:~~ ~~:~f lll:~l 1t:fi 
= Z CHI SQUARED (r2)= 63.95 

Critical Value !tbe probabilltJ t•at the relationship Is dte to c•ance] Is p < 0.05 
wltb d.f = 2) Is 5.991 

SINCE CBI SQUAR D is GREATER THAN THE CRITICAL VALUE 
A relationship exists betweea tke 3 locations and tke 

consideration of bavin( better/worse accessiblltJ to services In lieu of an east-end location 
PERCEIVED ACCESSIBILITY TO SERVICES IN AN EAST-END location is contingent upon present residential location 

Q. 113.4 Bow would JOU perceive JOUr accesslbllitJ to services ; living oa t•e Ba1ilton 1ountaln! 

BETTER 
MOUNT CBD E-END 

48 
CELL OBSRVD EXPCT'D (0-ElA2 (0-ElA2/E 

37 10 1 I 1 37 .oo u.oo 324.oo 11 .o5 
WORSE 1 11 3 0 48 2 1 0 . 0 0 13. 50 12 . 2 5 0. 91 

-------------------- 3 1.00 15.50 %10.25 13.56 
38 %1 31 I 96 4 1.00 19.00 324.00 17.05 

5 17.00 13.50 12.25 0.91 
d.f : (2-1)(3-1) 6 30.00 15.50 210.25 13.56 

= 2 CHI SQUARED W2)= 63.05 

Critical Valae lt•e probabilltl tbat the relatlonsblp is dae to cbance) Is p < 0.05 
wit• d.f = 2) s 5.991 

SINCE CHI SQUAR D Is GREATER THAN THE CRITICAL VALUE 
A relationship exists between the 3 locations and the 

consideration or havin( better/worse accessiblltJ to services In lieu of a 1ountaln location 
PERCEIVED ACCESSIBILITY TO sERVICES IN A MOUNTAIN location Is contlncent upon present residential location 

CONTINGENCY ANALYSIS 
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PREFERENCE 
CBD 
£-END 
IOU NT 

111 

Gino th opporhoitJ, where iD Builton wou.ld JOI choose to live; CBD, East-Eod or Moutaia locatioa! 
PRESENT LOCATION 
MOUNT CBD E-END 

1 36 2 I 39 1 3 40 44 
40 4 2 46 

--- -----------------
4% 43 H I 129 

CELL OBSRYD EXPCT 'D (0-El•2 (0-El.%/E 
1 1.00 12 .70 136.84 10.78 
2 36.00 13.00 529.00 40.69 
3 2.00 13.30 127.74 9.60 
4 1.00 14 .33 177 .57 12.40 
5 3.00 14.CT 136.11 9.%8 
6 40.00 15.01 S24.61 41.62 
1 40.00 14.98 626.16 41.81 
8 4.00 15.33 128.44 8.38 
9 2.00 15.69 187 . 41 11.94 

CHI SQUARED (1.2)= 124.37 d.f = (3-1)(3-1 ) 
= 4 

Critical Yalae Ithe probability t~at the relationship is due to c~ance] is p < 0.05 
with d.f = 4l is 9.488 

SINCE CHI SQUAR D is GREATER THAN THE CRITICAL VALUE 
A relationship exists betweeo the 3 locations and the 

preference of where one would prefer to live within t~e citi of Ba1ilton 
PREFERENCE FOR SPECIFIC RESIDENTIAL LOCATIONALS IN BAIILTON FOR SENIORS ls contingent 

apon t~eir present location 

-liable bat not certain to happen 
-possible 
-occarinc bJ cbaace; accidental 

CONTINGENT : 

CONTINGENCY: -apcertaintl of occarance 
-t•e coadit oa of bela& subJect to chance or accident 
-aaforJeen at ~osslble occurance 
-soaet~iac inciaental 

CONTINGENCY ANALYSIS 
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