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Q. #9.3 1Is distance traveled for library use contingent upon distance with respect to location?

MOUNT CBD E-END cnu. 0BSRVD mcr o (0-E)*2  (0-E)* 265
LESSTAAN 3 Mi. 5 1 2| 14 5,00 0.11 9
WORE THAN 3 Mi. 1 2 1 1.00 1.oo 0.00 o 00
-or don't know T 3 z.gg 2.33 o.%x 3 gs
s G o op pw
" ou "7 CHI $QUARED (YA 5) 0.32

Critical Value lt%%‘psofabigllf tgassghe relationship is due to chance] is p ¢ 0.05
= $
SINCE CHI fQUAR D is LES% THAN THE CRITICAL VALUE
NO relat onshlr exists between the 3 locations and the
% § avelid to library facilities
USE OF LIBRARY FACILITIES is therefore not contingent upon (percieved) distance to facilities used
Q. #9.7 s perceived accessibility to library tacilities contingent upon residential location?
HOUNT CBD E-END CELL 0BSRYD EIPCT'D 0-E)*2  (0-E)*2/E
AC%ESSIBLE M2 6 5% §1 00 %2 ( )g 09 " {4
NOT ACCESSIBLE 3 0 0 3 2 28,00 26.55 A0 0 08
-------------------- 3 6.00 5.89 0.10 0.02
24 28 6| 98 300 1.4 3.09 2.49
b 000 1.4 2 10 1.45
d.1 = (2-1)(3-1) 6 000 0.3 10 0.31
z CHI SQUARED (X*2): 1.48
Critical Value gthehpaonnbl%it; t%asstne relationship Is. due to chance] is p < 0.05
s
SINCE SHI SQUARED s LES% HAN Tﬂé CRITICAL VALUE
relatlons 5p exists between the 3 locations and the
? cely ccesslbllltf to librar Y facilities
PERCE VED ACCES SIBILITY to Iibrary fac litles ls not contingent uwpon location

Q. #10.3 1Is distance traveled for 'eating out’' contingent wpon distance with respect to location?

IOUNT CB E-END CELL OBSRVD EXP 0-E 0-E)*2
A N TR
B U B T o i 1A
16 15 18] 49 12.00  6.86 26.45 3.86
5 5.00 6.43 2.04 0.32
.t = (2-1)(3-1) 6 400  T.71 13.80 1.19
= CHI SQUARED (X*2)=  10.44
Critical Value gtle p;obab %ltf lgngsghe relationship is due to chance] is p ¢ 0.05
f = s
SINCE CHI_SQUARED is GREITER THAN THE CRITICAL VAkUE
A relntionship exists between the 3 locntlons and the
% ance traveled to ﬁ aces to e
USE OF FACILITIES FOR EAT] G 0UT' ls tlere(ore contingent upon (percieved) distance to facilities used

Q. #10.7 1Is perceived accessibility to 'eating out facilities' contingent upon residential location?

MOUNT CBD E- EKD CELL 0BSRYD EXPCT D (0-E)*2  (0-E)*2/E
ACCESSIBLE 30 28 23 18 30.00 3.9 3.81 g {2
NOT ACCESSIBLE 1 25.00 24.43 0. 32 0 01
-------------------- 3 23.00 21.61 % ? 0.03
4 26 23] 83 § 400 2.0 81 1.36
d.1 = (2:1)(3-1) : 3‘33 3 “3 °§3
= 2 CHI SQUARED (} g) 5 67
Critical Value [the probabllltl that the relationship is due to chance] is p ¢ 0.05
mith d.f = 2% s 5. QSé
SINCE CHI SQUAR D is LESS THAN THE CRITICAL VALUE
0 relatlonship exists between the 3 locations and the
g celved a ccesslbillt; to 'places one can eal ou
PERCEIVED ACCESSIBILITY to "places to eat out' Is not contlngent upon location

CONTINGENCY ANALYSIS
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Q. #11.3 1Is distance traveled for park use contingent upon distance with respect to location?

NOUNT CBD E-END CELL OBSRVD EXPCT D (0-E)*2  (0-E)* 26E
LESS TEAN 3. 3§ 1 1 3.00 0.14 3
MORE THAN 3 Mi. T § 2 1 2 5.00 4 61 0.11 0 02
-or don't kmow —----—------voo-c-e- 3 1,00  1.00 0.00 0.00
10 14 3 27 i 7.00 8.7 0.11 0.02
5 3.00 9.33 0.11 0.01
d.t = (2-1)(3-1) 6 2.00 2,00 0,00 0.00
= CHI SQUARED (X*2)= 0.09
Critical Value lthghpso?ayl%ltistgagsghe relatfonship is due to chance] is p ¢ 0.05
SINCE CHI fQUAR D is LESz THAN THE CRII[CAL VALUE
NO relationsh lr exists between the 3 locations and the
a i ﬁ ; avelﬁd 0 rarks
USE OF PARK FACILITIES is therefore not contingent uwpon (percieved) distance to facilities used

Q. 1.7 1Is perceived accessibility to Park facilities contingent upon residential location?

MOUNT CBD E-END CELL OBSRVD EXPCT'D (0-E)*2  (0-E)* 26E
AC;ESSIBLE 19 2% | §3 % 53 .00 53 q8 0.62 3
NOT ACCESSIBLE § 4 22 5.00 20.43 20.31 0 99
-------------------- 3In00 (.12 13.84 1.08
28 29 18] % i 9.00 4] 0.62 0.08
d.t = (00 BRI 4 N R Hg
" CHI SQUARED (X*2)=  T.M8
Critical Value £t¥%hpr0¥a! %itYStgags%he relationship is due to chance] is p < 0.05
SINCE CHI_SQUARED is GBEITER THAN THE CRITICAL VALUE
A relationshi exlsts between the 3 locations and the
? ceive sslblllti to park facilities
PERCEIVED ACCESSlBlLlTY T0 PARKS Is contingent upon location
Q. #12.3 Is use of the city bus contingent upon residential location?
HOUNT CBD E-END CELL OBSRVD EXPCT D 0-E)*2  (0-E)*2/E
Wlhews 8 0 0L L RU AR AR b
-------------------- R 3233 1.94 04
8 4 6] 13 4 10.00 7.8 4,76 0.61
.00 8. 00 25.00 3.13
d.t = (2-1)(3-1) ¢ 11,00 8,18 1.3 0.31
=2 CHI SQUARED (1*2)= 9.7
Critical Value !tleip o?abl%§t¥ tgagaghe relationship is due to chance] is p < 0.05
= $
SINCE CHI SQUAR is sllg tl! LESS THAN THE CRITICAL VALUE
NO relat onship exists between the 3 locations and the
use of ihe ity bus
USE OF THE CITY US is not contingent upon location

Q. 2.4 s the difticulty of walking to the bus slof nearest ones place of residence, as reported
by seniors, contingent upon residential location?

NOUNT CBD E-END CELL 0BSRVD EXPCT'D (0-E)*2_  (0-E)*2/E
RIFFLCUET [ %6 I 31 . 0 10.3 : 18 18 ( )1 2
OT DIFFICOLT 31 3 26| 3 8 3 8 i. g g
I R T A V1 g 83 8 3315 A
d.t = (2-1)(3-1) 6 26,00 31.31 34,89 1.04
I CHI SQUARED (X*2)= 1.2%
Critical Value [the probablllti that the relationship is due to chance] is p € 0.05
with d.t = 21 s 5.991
SINCE CHI SQUAR D is GREATER THAN THE CRITICAL YALUE
rela onship exists between the 3 locations and the
[¥ sd ditﬁicull& of waék&gg to the nearest bus stop
DIFFICULTY OF WALKING TO THE NEAREST BUS STOP, in relation to one's residence, is contingent upon location

CONTINGENCY ANALYSIS
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Q. $12.5 [Is perceived ability of Hamilton bus routes (in terms of destination efficiency) is contingent upon
esidential location’ (Do ou feel the Hamilton city bus routes can take you anywhere you want
o go with minimal trouble?
HOUNT CBD E-END CELL OBSRVD EXPCT'D (0-E)*2  (0- E)‘26E
IES 36 40 39 115 136,00 35.76 0.06 0.00
NO 2 1 { 2 40.00 40.59 0.3% 0.01
-------------------- 3 33.00 38.66 0.12 0.00
3T w1 § 100 1.2 0.06 0.0%
5 2,00 1.4 0.3% 0.2%
d.t = (2-1)(3-1) 6 1.00 1,34 0.12 0.09
=2 CHI SQUARED (X*2)= 0.39
Critical Value [the probabllltf tgat the relationship is due to chance] Is p ¢ 0.05
with d.t = g s 9,991
SINCE CHI SQUAR D s LESS THAN THE CRITICAL VALUE
NO rela 1onship exists between the 3 locations and the
? eption of "destination efficient’ bus routes
PERCEIVED 'DESTINATION EFFICIENT" BUS ROUTES are not contingent upon location

Q. #12.7 Is dependence on others for rides or transportation contingent lpon residential location?

NOUNT CBD E-END CELL OBSRYD EXPCT'D (0-E)*2  (0-E)* 24E
Y%S %g io i1 4; 18.00 i .46 & ?
W ot (G A
13 44 4] 13 4 %5:00 28. 31 11.16 0.39
8 34.00  29.00 25.00 0.86
d.t = (2-1)(3-1) 6 28.00 29,66 .75 0.09
£ CHI SQUARED (¥*2)= 3.96
Critical Value gthehpao?abléitf tgagsghe relationship is due to chance] Is p < 0.05
z 8
SINCE CHI SQUAR D is LES% THAN THE CRITICAL VALUE
re at ons hip exists between the 3 locations and the
e ence to relﬁ on others for rldes or transportation
DEPENENCE ON OTHERS FOR TRANSPORTATION is not contingent upon location

CONTINGENCY ANALYSIS
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[THIS IS AN OVERALL MEASURE IN ORDER TO ACCOUNT FOR TRENDS [N THE DATA]

Q. #3140 s gercelved accessibjlity to frocery shopping contingent upon the actual use of the facility?
¥t (Analyzing over entire sample)

USE OF FACILITY

PERCEIVED ACCESSIBLE 11% " 118 CEL% o¥§§vgo E}ggr;g ‘°‘E26233 (0'3)52{%
PERC NOT ACCESSIBLE 5 ) 2800 8.2 10.83 1.7
-;---ié ----- ii" i g.gg g.za 10.83 1.31
i By e O onsthie (Y- 18
.t = (2-1)(2-1) = ;
that the relationship is due to chance] is p < 0.05

Critical Value ltle ?

abi li
wit : 11 s 3.841
SINCE CHI SQUAR D is GREATER THAN THE CBITICAL VALUE
A relat onship exists between the act ua use of this taclllt!
elzg Yaccessm lti llfrocery slorplng facilities
ac

pence Vo0 AechSsTit f16s dsed 15 contingent upon actual use

to grocery

Q. H.TA Is erceived accessibility to the drug store contlngent upon the actual use of the facility?
fAnaly:lng over entire sample)

USE OF FACILITY:
ON!

USE DON'T CELL 0B SRVD E PCT'D (0-E)” 2 (0-E)*2/E
PERCEIVED ACCESSIBLE 108 6] 114 108.00 108§. 0.03
PERC. NOT ACCESSIBLE 1 2 3 f.gg ; 2.{%
109 8| 117 2,00 0,2 13.71
l CHI SQ&ARED (X 17.30
= (2-1)(2-1) = |
Critical Value [the proba bilitf that the relationship is due to chance] is p ¢ 0.05
nith'd.t = IR s 3.841
SINCE CHI SQUARED is GREATER TlAﬂ THE CRITICAL VALUE
A relationship exists between the actual nse ot this tacility
and the perceived accessibility f store facilities
PERCEIVED ACCESSIBILITY to drug slo re facil ties used is contingent upon actual use

Q. #5.74 Is g rcflved accessibjlity to {le bank contingent upon the actual use of the facility?
32 {Analyzing over entire sample)

USE_OF FACILITY:

E DON'T CELL 0B

17 6 ‘ 123 11
I 0 3 2

g \ T'D (0-E)°2 ~ (0-E)*2

RYD EXP
1.00 11
8.
3
0

D
0
0
0
0

[
L
]
o
—
Lad
o>
[T
.
=212
OMO‘NQ

0. 0.
0. 0.
0. 0.
0. 0.
X 0.

D
{
b
b
4
UARED (X*

%
.8
X
CHI S&

¥ {2-1)(2-1) =
Critical Value {thf p 0

i
SINCE CHI SQUARED is
NO relati onshlp

and the
PERCEIVED ACC S

* HOWEVER, the rela
as non

he relationship is due to chance] is p < 0.05

CRITICAL VALUE
ac tual use ot thls !aclllly
1!; o banking facilities
ng facilities used is contingent upon actual use

e
e e L

u-p-m.-.-o

lét two non-users percieved the facility

CONTINGENCY ANALYSIS
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Q. #6.70 s perceived accessiblllty to doctor offices or clinics contingent uwpon the actual use of the facility?
L f Analyzing over entire sample)

USE OF FACILITY:

UgE DON'T ' CELL 0 RVD E CT'D (0-E)22  (0-E)*2 6E
PERCEIVED ACCESSIBLE 121 3 l 124 121.00 09 0.82 0.01
PERC. NOT ACCESSIBLE 2 11 3 g 8§ g% 8 % 8 %g
128 4| 127 1.0 .09 0.82 §.68
l CHI SQUARED (X*2)= 3.18

= {23-In-1) = 1

Critical Value gtle probabilitf that the relationship is due to chance] is p ¢ 0.0%
§

ith d.t 841
SINCE CHI SQUARED is GREATER THAH THE CRITICAL VALUE

A relationsi ip exists between the actual nse of this faci !
E cﬁlv g accesslbilltz o doctor offices and clinics faciljties
PERCEIVED ACC SIBILITY to doctors offices and clinics used is contingent upon actual use

Q. 11,74 Is ?ercelved accessibility to religious centres contingent upon the actual use of the facility?
¥t {Analyzing over entire sample)

USE OF FACILITY:
DON'T

USE CELL OBSRYD EXPCT'D (0-E%“2 (0-!)“24!
PERCEIVED ACCESSIBLE 45 16 b1 1 45,00 39.51 3.51 0.1%
PERC. NOT ACCESSIBLE 3 10 13 i 16,00 21.43 29,81 1.38
---------------- 3300 8.4 23.51 3.50
i 261 M £ 10,00 4,57 29,51 §.46
CHI SQUARED (X*2)=  12.08

= (2-1)(2-1) - 1

et

Crltlcal Value tthe pro?abilitf that the relationship Is due to chance] is p < 0.05

ith d. 841
SINCE CHI SQUARED is GREKTE% THAN THE CRITICAL VALUE

A relationghip ex between the actual use of this facility

ists
and the Ee rceived accessibility to religious facilities
PERCEIVED ACCESSIBILITY to religious centres used is contingent upon actual use
Q. #8.70 Is percelved accessibi 1 y to social or recrea tional facilities contingent upon the
actual use of the ll ity? * (Analyzing over entire sample)
E BOE glLlTY CELL OBSRYD EXECT'D (0-E)*2 (O-E)‘Z{E
PERCEIVED ACCESSIBL 1§ 94.00 ; .38 0.14
PEsC. NOT ACEEgslgLE | | % ,13.00 1}.%5 ; 38 0.42
---------------- 3100 .12 1.38 g.ss
W 13 M 4 4,00 1,28 1,38 19
CHI SQUARED (1*2) §.29

d.t = (2-1)(2-1) - {
Critical Value gtle pro?a

bi %ité that %he relationship is due to chance] is p < 0.05
SINCE CHI SQUAR Dis  GR EKT ﬁ THAN THE CRITICAL VALUE
A rel a oni p exists between the actnal use of this facility
e E erceived accessibility to social or recreational facilities
PERCElVED ACCESSIBILITY to social or recreational centres used is contingent upon actual use

CONTINGENCY ANALYSIS
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Q. 1.1 ls erceived accessibility to a library contingent upon the actual use of the facility? -
YAnllyzlng over entire sample)

USE_OF FACILITY:

USE DON'T CELL OBSRVD EXPCT'D (0-E)s2  (0-E)s2(E
PERCEITED ACCRSSILE % s { 18,00 17.01  0.81 0.0
PERC. NOT ACCESSIBLE 0 3 A0 |
---------------- T 00 08 0.
18 40| 58 1300 200 081 042
CHI"SQUARED (£*2): 142

=D = 1

Critical Value [the probablliti that the relationship is due to chance] is p ¢ 0.0%

SINCE {11 samﬂ TR TR CRITICHL VALYE
rela 1 nsh ip exists between t e ac ua use of thls tlclllty
fa erceived accessibili lbrari facilities
PERCEIVED ACCESS!BILITY to llbrarles trequente is contingent upon actual use

* HOWEVER, the relationship would be significant if one non-users rercieved the facility
as non accessible rather than accessible {f and only if three of the seniors nlo use
the facility perceived it as non accessible

For example, If the distribution had been as follows, the relationship would have been statistically significant:
UgggogosgglLITY:
PERCEIVED ACCESSIBLE 15 39 54 -
PERC. NOT ACCESSIBLE 3 11 4 " CHI SQUARED would have been 3.88
18 40| 58

Q. #0712 Is xercelved accessibility to a places to eat out contingent upon the actual use of the facility?
(Analyzing over entire sample)

USEEOF FACILITY:

CEIVED ACCESSIBLE 50 24| 18 CELL OBEYD, EXECTD (O°R) 2y (VEVME
PERC NOT ACCESAIBLE oc}s b 80 gggé 13233 ggg
@ W R toL cmzé%ﬁmn % 1”3
t=(-ne-)= '
Critical Value gt?ghprognbl%it ‘}'§4§le relationship is due to chance] is p ¢ 0.05
SINCE CHI SQUARED is GRERTER THA! THE CRITICAL VALDE
A relationship exists between the actual use of this facility
and the g erceived accessibility to places to eat out
PERCEIVED ACCESSIBILITY to place to"eat out is contingent upon actual use

Q. HLTA Is Kerceived accessibility to a_parks contingent upon the actual use of the facility?
¥t (Analyzing over entire Sample)

USE_OF FA%ILITY
0N

USE D CELL OBSRYD EXPCT'D (0-E)*2  (0-E)*2/E
RCEIVED ACCESSIBLE 28 2§ 83 28.80 .81 !a. 1.4
FERC NOT ACCEESIBLE i 18 22 % 25.00 %%.29 23.85 o.sg
---------------- I 400 9.3 29.82 3.08
&8l L e
t= (D2 = 1 '
Critical Value g;?ghpao?ayi{l Z t%‘%q he relationship is due to chance] is p < 0.05
SINCE CHI SQUAR D is GREX THAE THE CRITICAL VALUE
A rela onship exists between t actua use of ‘this facility
the Eercelved accessibility to f
PERCE!VED ACCESSIBILITY to parks is cont ngent upon actual use

CONTINGENCY ANALYSIS
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FUTURE FOCUS OF ACCESSIBILITY AND RESIDENTIAL LOCATION

Q. #3.1 Would you consider accessibility to services in a future residential relocation?

MOUNT CBD E-END CELL OBSRVD EXPCT'D (0-E)*2  (0-E)* 26E
YES 35 34 39| 108 {1 35.00 34, g 2 .88 3
NO 6 10 § 22 2 34.00 36.%) 52 0 13
-------------------- 3 39.00 37.38 261 0.07
4 44 45 130 4§ 6.00 6.94 0.88 0.13
.t = (2-1)(3 1) 2 1g.38 ;'ég s.gg 3 §§
Us " CHI SQUARED (%‘2)= 1,82
Critical Value éthe probablllti tgagstl relationship is due to chance] is p < 0.05
' s
SINCE _CHI SQUARED is L!S HAN Tﬂé CRI TICAL VALUE
NO relationshi g exists between the 3 locations and the
consideration of accessibilty to services as gart of a residential relocati
CONSIDERATION OF ACCESSIBILITY TO"SERVICES IN A FUTURE RESIDENTIAL RELOC ATION | not contingent upon locatio

Q. #13.2 How would you perceive your accessibility to services; living near/in the downtown core of Hamilton?

NOUNT CBD E-END muoum Enrn 0 0-E)*2/E
ol O VT A e i
TR R i %"§§ %?'%3 0.1 1?:?0
5 %Zoo 19.45  294.18 15.38
.1 = (2-1)(3-1) § 22.00 {s.ss 11.15 0.60
e _ CHI SQUARED (I*2)=  53.47
Critical Value gt}gipso?abl%it ﬁ %s}he relationship is due to chance] is p ¢ 0.05
SINCE CHI SQUAR GREATER THAN THE CRITICAL YA&
- onship ?xlsts :'ween gie g/loca te ‘nlbt{% o services in lieu of a downtown location
r worse cce
Ptaca?vﬁi el bR RS TR Lo DO R eI St a e ot iagent upon present ‘resigential Tocation

Q. #13.3 How would you perceive your accessibility to services; living near/in the east-end of Hamilton?

MOUNT CBD E-END CELL 0BSRYD EXPCT D (0- Ee (0-E)“2‘E
BETT% 3 43 3.00 5.56 §.31
TORS A 0 2 i 2 3.00 13.81 118.18 8.52
-------------------- 33700 18.03  359.7% 13.95
24 30 ¥ 9 s %%.88 1%.90 lfg.ss g.gs
.t = (2:1)(3-1) R R
= 2 CHI SQUARED (X*2)=  83.%5
Critical Value g;}gipao?ayilltfstgag’%le relationship Is due to chance] is p < 0.05
SINCE CHI_SQUARED is GREKTER THAN THE CRITICAL VALUE
A relationship exists between the 3 locations an the
consideration of having better/worse accessi ilty to services in lieu of an east-end location
PERCEIVED ACCESSIBILITY TO DERVICES IN AN EAST-END location is contingent upon preseat residentlal location
Q. #13.4 How would you perceive your accessibility to services; living on the Hamilton mountain?
MOUNT CBD E-END CELL OBSRVD EXPCT' D 0- 0-E
BETTER 37 18 | 48 % 37.00 1% g : 5%4 02 ( 11 65
WORSE i 3 8 10.00 13, 12.2 0.91
-------------------- I 1.00 15.50 210.2% 13.56
21 M| 86 ¢ 1.00 19.00  324.00 17.05
5 17.00 13.50 12,29 0.4
d.1 = (2-1)(3-1) 6 30,00 15,50  210.25 13.56
= 1 CHI SQUARED (X*2)=  63.05
Critical Value g;}ghpa?gxgl%it{stgagsgle relationship Is due to chance] is p ¢ 0.05
SINCE CHI SQUAR D is GREATER THAN THE CRITICAL VALUE
vt e RO BN, 1 vt of e
avin Norse access o services in lieu of a mountain location
PERCEY YED ACCESSIBILITY TO §ERVICES IN A NOUNTAIN locgllon is contingent upon present residential location

CONTINGENCY ANALYSIS
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Q. #3.5 Given the opportunity, where in Hamilton would you choose to live; CBD, East-End or Nountaia location?
PRESENT LOCATION

PREFERENCE NOUNT CBD E-END CELL OBSRYD EXPCT'D (0-E)*2 (0-21“24
CBD 1 3 2 39 . 8 3.1 6. 83 0.
E-END 1t 3 40 44 36, 0 3.0 40.6
L U Mo ey

@ o W 00 gis §.11 §.2
HRTERER N IR
0 188 Rl B
2.00 15,69 1.41 1.9
d.t = (3-1)(3-1) CHI SQUARED (X*2)= 124.31
Critical Value Lthfhpﬁo?abilit{ tgaisgle relationship is due to chance] is p < 0.05
A §

SINCE CHI SQUARED is GREATER THAN THE CBlTlCAL VALUE

A relati onshlp exlsts be ueen the 3 locations and the
E where one would prefer to 1ive within the ¢ itg of Hal

PREFE ENCE OR SPEC[FlC RESIDENTIAL LOCATIONALS IN HAMILTON FOR SENIORS Is contlngent
upon their present location

CONTINGENT:  -liable but not certain to happen
-possible
-occaring by chance; accidental

CONTINGENCY: -1 certainty of occu{lnce
condit on of b? ?g subject to chance or accident

-unforseen occurance
-soletilng lncls i

CONTINGENCY ANALISIS
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