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CCS Releases Results of Two Surveys: North Country & NYS

The Center for Community Studies (Center) at Jefferson Community College has completed
its 26t Annual North Country Survey of the Community. Additionally, for the first time in
their more than quarter-century of public opinion research in Northern New York, the Center
completed a statewide sample including all 62 counties, using their longitudinal annual
omnibus survey instrument, providing a much deeper understanding and perspective surrounding
North Country results.

The North Country survey is an annual inventory of the attitudes and opinions of a
representative sample of North Country adult residents and has been completed by the Center
each year in Jefferson County since 2000. The survey expanded to include Lewis County
annually in 2007, further expanded to include St. Lawrence County in 2015, and in 2025 has
now added Oswego County as a fourth studied “North Country” county. The primary goal of the
survey 1is to collect data regarding quality-of-life issues of importance to local citizens,
and as a result this study provides an annual “snapshot” of life in the North Country.
Additionally, analysis of the 26 Annual Survey data provides an information-rich “motion-
picture” of changes in the lives of residents over the past two and a half decades when
trends are investigated by examining the results from all twenty-six years of surveying. The
longitudinal trended data included in this study summarizes results of over 25,000 interviews
that have been completed in a total of 57 county-specific surveys of the community in the
four counties since 2000. Additionally, with the use of the same quality-of-life survey
instrument from the North Country to interview residents in all 62 of the New York State
counties, the Center now has statewide quality-of-life survey data against which the North
Country data may be compared.

Between October 21-25, 2025, a mixed-mode sampling method of contact was employed in
the North Country study to complete a total of 2,109 interviews of adult residents of the
four-county region, with 593 Jefferson County residents, 515 Lewis County residents, 472
Oswego County residents, and 529 St. Lawrence County residents. Working under the supervision
of the Center for Community Studies research staff in both a physical call center in
Watertown and a virtual remote call center, statistics students enrolled at the College
completed 505 live interviews via telephone on both landline and cellular phones of North
Country adult residents. An additional 1,511 surveys were completed online, with 629 via
random email invitation and 882 via random MMS text message push-to-web invitations.
Finally, 93 intercept surveys were completed at Fort Drum to assist in attaining accurate
representation of the military-affiliated subpopulation in the sample collected in this
study. The resulting margin of error for this sampling of 2,109 North Country residents is
+2.4% after weighting sample survey results toward North Country population characteristics.

Between November 5-8, 2025, a mixed-mode sampling method of contact was employed in a
statewide New York study to complete a total of 1,117 interviews of adult residents of the
state. All surveys were completed online, using a random multimedia messaging service (MMS)
text message push-to-web invitation, followed by an short message service (SMS-text only)
reminder invitation. The sample was distributed throughout the entire state with 281 New
York City residents, 297 residents of Long Island and other NYC suburb counties, and the
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remaining 539 participants residing in Upstate counties. This New York State sample of 1,117
residents produces an approximate margin of error of *3.5% after weighting sample survey
results toward New York State population characteristics.

Highlighted Findings from the 2025 Study:

1. North Country community characteristics in 2025 - where residents
are currently most/least satisfied.

An effective method to assess which community characteristics, or indicators, are
currently perceived as the most positive and most negative characteristics among North
Country residents in October 2025 1is to compare the rates of responding positively

(“Excellent” or “Good”) or negatively (“Poor”) for each studied indicator. The graphs on
the following page illustrate these comparisons of rates for each indicator, separated by
county. The most noteworthy observations from this wvisualization are that in 2025,

satisfaction with the local environment and outdoors, local education systems, and the
overall quality of life continue to be perceived most positively among local residents.
Alternatively, it is affordability and cost of living characteristics, along with desired
government services, that clearly are perceived most negatively, including childcare, real
estate taxes, the cost of energy, housing, and the overall state of the local economy that
are of most concern to residents. To summarize:

The most positive attributes rated for the four-county North Country region in 2025
include:

e Quality of the environment (at least 67% rate as “Excellent” or “Good” in each of
the four studied counties)

e Public outdoor recreational opportunities (at least 61% rate as “Excellent” or
“Good” in each of the four studied counties)

e Quality of K-12 education (at least 45% rate as “Excellent” or “Good” in each of
the four studied counties)

e Access to higher education (at least 39% rate as “Excellent” or “Good” in each of
the four studied counties)

e Overall quality of life in the area (at least 37% rate as “Excellent” or “Good” in
each of the four studied counties)

The most negative attributes rated for the region in 2025 include:

e Cost of energy (at least 48% rate as “Poor” in each of the four studied counties)

e Real estate taxes (at least 33% rate as “Poor” in each of the four studied counties)

e Availability of good jobs (at least 33% rate as “Poor” in each of the four studied
counties)

e Availability of childcare (at least 31% rate as “Poor” in each of the four studied
counties)

e Availability of housing (at least 30% rate as “Poor” in each of the four studied
counties)

e The overall state of the local economy (at least 28% rate as “Poor” in each of the
four studied counties)

e Availability of care for the elderly (at least 27% rate as “Poor” in each of the
four studied counties)
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North Country community characteristics in 2025 - largest differences
between the four studied counties.

After more than a quarter-century of studying public opinion in North Country counties
and communities, it is apparent that there are attitude differences among the populations
of adults in the four counties regarding satisfaction with various characteristics of their
communities and the largest issues that local residents are currently facing. Among the
tens of thousands of statistics that have been calculated and reported in this study for

residents in the counties, the following differences stand out in 2025 that appear to show

variation between residents who reside in different geographic North Country subregions

(counties) .

Jefferson County residents:

The highest rate, or are tied with another county for the highest rate of responding
“Excellent or Good” for 7 of the 20 studied community indicators, and for only 1
indicator is the rate of “Poor” the greatest found (Quality of the Environment)
Most positively evaluate Shopping Opportunities (42% rate Ex. or Good, next highest
county is only 27%, one county as low as 85%)

Most positively evaluate Availability of Behavioral Health Services (25% rate Ex.
or Good, next highest county is only 19%)

Much more commonly cite “Homelessness” and “Drugs” as the largest issues currently
facing residents of their county than was found in other three studied counties

Lewis County Residents:

By far report the most satisfaction with local quality-of-life

The highest rate, or are tied with another county for the highest rate of responding
“Excellent or Good” for 15 of the 20 studied community indicators, and for only 1
indicator is the rate of “Poor” the greatest found (Access to Higher Education)
Most positively evaluate Quality of the Environment (83% rate Ex. or Good, next
highest county is only 69%)

Most positively evaluate Quality of K-12 Education (66% rate Ex. or Good, next
highest county is only 52%)

Most positively evaluate the Overall Quality of Life in the Area (63% rate Ex. or
Good, next highest county is only 44%)

Most positively evaluate Policing and Crime Control (59% rate Ex. or Good, next
highest county is only 44%)

Most positively evaluate City, Town, Village Government (43% rate Ex. or Good, next
highest county is only 33%)
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e Least positively evaluate Access to Higher Education (only 39% rate Ex. or Good,
while all other counties are 60%+)

e Commonly cite “Inflation/Cost of Living/Lack of Good Jobs”” as the largest issues
currently facing residents of their county, while very wuncommonly citing
“Homelessness” or “Drugs”

Oswego County Residents:

e Are right in the middle of the four counties, regarding community characteristic
satisfaction, with the highest rate of responding “Excellent or Good” for 0 of the
20 studied community indicators, and the highest rate of responding “Poor” also for
only 2 of the 20 indicators

e Most negatively evaluate Availability of Housing (38% rate Poor, higher than other
three counties)

e Most negatively evaluate Quality of K-12 Education (13% rate Poor, higher than
other three counties)

e Most commonly cite “Inflation/Cost of Living” as the largest issue currently facing
residents of their county (20%, while other counties as 1low as 13%), while
uncommonly citing “Lack of Jobs”

St. Lawrence County residents:

e By far report the least satisfaction with local quality-of-life

e The highest rate, or are tied with another county for the highest rate of responding
“Excellent or Good” for only 2 of the 20 studied community indicators (Access to
Higher Education, and Cost of Energy)

e Most positively evaluate Access to Higher Education (73% rate Ex. or Good, next
highest county is only 61%)

e The highest rate, or are tied with another county for the highest rate of responding
“Poor” for 16 of the 20 studied community indicators

e Most negatively evaluate Shopping Opportunities (68% rate Poor, all other counties
Poor 35% or lower)

e Most negatively evaluate the Availability of Good Jobs (60% rate Poor, all other
counties Poor 41% or lower)

e Most negatively evaluate Availability of Care for the Elderly (52% rate Poor, all
other counties Poor 31% or lower)

e Most negatively evaluate the Overall State of the Local Economy (50% rate Poor, all
other counties Poor 39% or lower)

e Most negatively evaluate Availability of Childcare (45% rate Poor, all other
counties Poor 38% or lower)

e Most negatively evaluate Healthcare Access (36% rate Poor, all other counties Poor
21% or lower)

e Most negatively evaluate Cultural and Entertainment Opportunities (34% rate Poor,
all other counties Poor 25% or lower)

e Most negatively evaluate Healthcare Quality (30% rate Poor, all other counties Poor
20% or lower)

e Most negatively evaluate the Overall Quality of Life in the Area (21% rate Poor,
two counties are less than 10%)

e More commonly cite than residents of neighboring counties “Lack of Good Jobs”” as
the largest issues currently facing residents of their county, and similarly
commonly cite “Healthcare”

3. North Country community characteristics - where results differ the
most from the past - changes and/or trends.

An effective method to assess which community characteristics, or indicators, are showing
the most change in the current data relative to past typical results is to compare the 2025

result to the long-term average (LTA) result for each indicator. The following graph
illustrates these comparisons of rates of responding “Excellent” or “Good” over time for
each indicator, separated by county. Trends are not observable in Oswego County due to
2025 Dbeing the first year of surveying those adult residents. The most noteworthy

observation from the visualization on the next page is that in 2025, satisfaction with a
very large majority of the 21 community indicators is well below the long-term average rate
of satisfaction. In other words, North Country residents in 2025 appear to be much more
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disappointed and dissatisfied with attributes of local communities than has been the average
rate - residents express a much larger frustration with quality-of-1life in the North Country
than in the past. The results for each of the following indicators in 2025 are furthest
below long-term averages:

e Availability of housing (at least 17% below LTA in each county)

e Availability of care for the elderly (at least 13% below LTA in each county)

e Availability of childcare (at least 12% below LTA in each county)

e Healthcare quality (at least 11% below LTA in each county)
The overall quality of life in the area (at least 10% below LTA in each county)

e Policing and crime control (at least 9% below LTA in each county)
e Healthcare access (at least 8% below LTA in each county)

In summary, by these metrics, availability of housing is the community characteristic
that shows the greatest decrease in satisfaction among North Country residents over the

past quarter-century among the studied indicators.

Trends in Community Indicators
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An alternative effective method to assess which community characteristics, or indicators,
are experiencing the most change right now, is to compare the 2025 result to the 2024 result
for each indicator. The next included graph illustrates these comparisons of rates of
responding “Excellent” or “Good” (the “delta’s”) for each indicator, separated by county.
The bars shown are the difference (or, subtraction) of 2025 result minus 2024 result. For
example, a result of -9% for a bar would indicate that the rate of responding “Excellent”
or “Good” in that county has decreased by 9% between 2024 and 2025. A most noteworthy
observation from this visualization for the three counties combined, is that overall, in
2025 residents express less satisfaction with community characteristics than was measured
in 2024, illustrated by a majority having (-) recent changes, however, these changes are
most commonly less than a 5% change, and only for one indicator (Quality of K-12 Education)
in one county (St. Lawrence) was the change as large as a 10% decrease in responding
“Excellent” or “Good”.

By county, the following short-term changes or trends may be seen in the following
graph:

. In St. Lawrence County, the rate of responding “Excellent” or “Good” decreased for
16 of the 20 measured indicators between 2024 and 2025, most notably decreasing
by at least 7% for each of quality of K-12 education (-10%), healthcare access (-
9%), city, village, town, government (-7%), availability of care for the elderly
(-=7%), and healthcare quality (-7%).

. Similarly, in Jefferson County, the rate of responding “Excellent” or “Good” has
decreased or stayed the same for all 21 of the 21 measured indicators between 2024
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and 2025, most notably decreasing by at least 7% for each of the Downtown of

Watertown (-9%), and the overall state of the local economy (-7%).

. In contrast, in Lewis County, the rate of responding “Excellent” or “Good”
increased for 11 of the 20 measured indicators between 2024 and 2025, most notably
increasing by 6% for each of cultural/entertainment opportunities (+6%), and the

overall state of the local economy (+6%).

Trends in Community Indicators
% Responding "Excellent or Good" (2025 compared to 2024 results)
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One final method to summarize the more-negative-than-usual sentiment among North Country
residents when evaluating local quality-of-life community characteristics is to identify
the “lowest-ever” rates of responding “Excellent” or “Good”.

. In St. Lawrence County, the rate of responding “Excellent” or “Good” has been
measured at the lowest ever rate for 14 of the 20 measured indicators.

. Similarly, in Jefferson County, the rate of responding “Excellent” or “Good” has
been measured at the lowest ever rate for 9 of the 21 measured indicators.

. In Lewis County, the rate of responding “Excellent” or “Good” has been measured
at the lowest ever rate for only 4 of the 20 measured indicators.

To summarize the meaning of the 2025 community indicator data, while viewing from a
trending perspective comparing to themselves over time - in 2025 North Country residents
have very high levels of discontent.

North Country community characteristics perceptions compared to New
York Statewide results.

For the first time, in 2025, data is available to frame, or better understand, the North
Country community characteristics by comparing to statewide average results. The following
graph illustrates these comparisons of rates of responding “Excellent” or “Good” for each
indicator, comparing the North Country four-county regional average rate to the New York
statewide results. It becomes clear from this visualization that there are three distinct
groups of community characteristics: (1) attributes where North Country residents are
significantly more satisfied than statewide results, (2) attributes where North Country
residents are significantly less satisfied than statewide results, and (3) attributes where
North Country residents are not significantly different from the statewide average results
for satisfaction.

e North Country residents are much more satisfied with the outdoor environment and
the education systems than has been found on a statewide basis in 2025. A most
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noteworthy example is that among North Country participants 69% rate the quality
of the environment as “Excellent” or “Good”, a rate that decreases by 17% to only
52% among the statewide participants.

e North Country residents are much less satisfied with virtually every community
indicator that relates to opportunities and/or government services than has been
found on a statewide basis in 2025. Two noteworthy examples are that among North
Country participants only 10% rate the availability of childcare as “Excellent”
or “Good”, a rate that doubles to 20% among the statewide participants, and among
North Country participants only 29% rate cultural and entertainment opportunities
as “Excellent” or “Good”, a rate that almost doubles to 55% among the statewide
participants.

e North Country residents similarly express low levels of satisfaction with the
availability of housing, the cost of energy, and the cost of real estate taxes as
have been found on a statewide basis in 2025. A most noteworthy example is that
among North Country participants only 21% rate the availability of housing as
“Excellent” or “Good”, a rate that is identical to the 21% found among the statewide
participants.
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The NY Statewide data in this study has been subdivided (or, cross-tabulated) by
geography in two separate ways throughout the study. The NY State sample has been separated
into three regions (Upstate Counties, NYC, and Long Island and NYC Suburbs), as well as
subdivided into the common ten NY State regions used by the Regional Economic Development
Councils. Results for every question included in this survey have been presented for all
of these statewide subgroups in the full report, and citizens are strongly encouraged to
investigate the location-in-state differences.

As one example, the following graphs presents results for Availability of Childcare.
In the preceding graph one may see that North Country attitudes about childcare availability
are less positive than statewide attitudes (10% “Excellent or Good” versus 20%), and in
the figure one may see the statewide sample subdivided further by geography. The data
suggests that “Upstate” has the least satisfaction with childcare availability (a 24% rate
of responding “Poor”, highest among the three NYS regions).



CCS - 26" North Country Survey and 15 NYS Survey

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

Availability of

Childcare

NYS Statewide and by Region 2025 Results (n=1,117)

1%
39% 38%

Excellent or Good

W Upstate Counties

0% 2o%h

Fair

B Long Island & NYC Suburbs

Poor
O New York City

ENYS Statewide

Don't Know

Further,
Tier”

the following cross-tabulation graph.

when NY State is subdivided into ten regions,
clearly have the least satisfaction with childcare availability,

“North Country”

and “Southern
as illustrated in

All New York State Participants
Upstate Counties

NYC Suburbs & LI

New York City

Western NY

Finger Lakes

Southern Tier

Central NY

North Country

Capital Region
Mid-Hudson

Long Island

Men

Women

Age 18-39

Age 40-59

Age 60-69

Age 70+

No College

Some College

4+ Year Degree

Under $50,000 HH Income
450,000-$100,000 HH Income
Over $100,000 HH Income
White

BIPOC

Conservative

Neither Cons. nor Lib.
Liberal

Republican

Democrat

Neither Rep. nor Dem.

Mohawk Valley 7

Availability of Childcare (NYS Statewide, n=1,117)
0% 10% 20% 30% A% 50% BO% B0% 0% 100%
!
4% 15% 2% 19% 38% |
4% 14% 26% 24% 33%
]
6% 18% 26% [ 11% 39% |
]
4% 14% 21% [ 20% 41%
|
8% 14% 31% | 16% 32% |
3% 13% 31% | 33% | 20% !
b 6% 34% [ 32% 27% I
3% 21% 19% [ 19% [ 39%
|
13% 31% [ 32% 24%
|
hoe 5% 17% a0% 37% [
4% 19% 17% | 15% | 46% |
3% 19% 25% [ 11% 42%
|
8% 17% 27% [ 1% 37%
|
4% 18% 2a% | 17% | 38%
|
5% 12% 24% | 22% | 37% |
3% 15% 3% [ 28% 31% |
6% 15% 27% [ 16% [ 36% ‘
4% 15% 26% [ 15% [ 39% f
3% 15% 18% 12% | 52% L
9 20% 50% 1% | 18% ‘
7% 13% 23% [ 22% 35%
|
3% 15% 19% 19% 41% i
2% 16% 30% [ 18% 34%
]
o 14% 28% [ 23% 35% |
|
6% 15% 19% 19% [ 40% |
4% 15% 23% [ 17% 0% |
5% 14% 7% I 22% 33% |
|
5% 20% 24% [ 14% | 37%
|
7% 14% 26% [ 21% 32%
|
% 13% 2% 2% | 42% |
5% 11% 30% 17% [ 37% ‘
2% 13% 23% [ 23% I 38%
]
4% 19% 19% [ 14% [ 3%
1
HExcellent EMGood MFair MPoor ~1Don'tknow

The
is only 8%,
40%,

“Excellent” or “Good” rate in the North Country is only 6%,
while the statewide average is 20%.
while the “Poor” rate statewide is only 19%.

and in the Southern Tier

The “Poor” rate in the North Country is



CCS - 26" North Country Survey and 15 NYS Survey

5. Resident Opinions about The Direction that Things are Going -

Nationally, Statewide, and Locally

Since 2022 the direction that things are perceived to be going has been measured among
North Country residents, results are illustrated in the following three graphs.
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Clearly, consistent with that which has been identified previously, North Country
residents do not commonly feel that things are headed in the right direction. Similar to
that which was found locally in 2022, residents continue to be more likely to feel that
things are headed in the wrong direction rather than the right direction, in all three of:
(1) the nation, (2) New York State, and (3) one’s own county of residence. However, the
one notable change between 2022 and 2025 in the North Country is that likelihood to feel
that things are heading in the right direction in the nation more than doubled in those
three years (from 14% to 33%). When statewide attitudes are measured regarding the direction
that things are heading, it similarly holds to be true that attitudes about the direction
that things are going among NY State residents are more negative than positive, however,
the intensities of dissatisfaction are quite different in the North Country versus statewide
results when evaluating state and national directions. A slight majority of North Country
participants in 2025 (53%) feel that the nation is heading in the wrong direction, while
among statewide participants this rate increases significantly to 67%. More than two-
thirds of North Country participants in 2025 (68%) feel that NY State is heading in the
wrong direction, while among statewide participants this rate decreases significantly to
only 51%. North Country and statewide residents have very similar attitudes regarding the
direction that things are heading in their own county of residence. Finally, the three
preceding graphs summarizing “direction things are heading” clearly illustrate the partisan
and political ideology divide, a divide that very similarly exists in the Norh Country as
it does on a statewide basis. As an example, among North Country participants the rate of
right direction versus wrong direction of things heading in the country among Republicans
was 57% right and only 37% wrong, and almost completely reversed among North Country
Democrats to only 14% right and a very large 80% respond wrong. This same political link
was found in the statewide sample, as among NY State participants the rate of right direction
versus wrong direction of things heading in the country among NY Republicans was 48% right
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and only 43% wrong, and among New York Democrats only 14% respond right and a very large
80% respond wrong.

Political Dissonance in the North Country - Residents Tend to
Register and Vote Red, while Agreeing with Many Social Attitudes
that are Typically Associated with Blue

In the 2024 Presidential Election, Donald Trump easily won all four North Country
counties that are included in this annual survey (Trump results in each: 62% in Jefferson,
72% in Lewils, 62% in Oswego, 59% in St. Lawrence), and in the 2022 NYS Governor’s Election
Republican candidate Lee Zelden even more easily defeated Democrat incumbent Kathy Hochul
(Zelden results in each: 71% in Jefferson, 82% in Lewis, 68% in Oswego, 66% in St. Lawrence)
- clearly, North Country residents tend to vote Red (Republican). However, there are three
social issue attitude questions that have been periodically included in this omnibus survey
since 2018 that suggest that North Country residents very strongly support the attitude
that is typically associated with the Blue (Democrat) ideology rather than the Red view,
hence, political dissonance. Interestingly, on a statewide basis, of course New York is
considered very Blue (Trump only received 44% of statewide votes in 2024), however, the
rates of agreement for the three studied social issues are very consistent when comparing
North Country results to NY statewide results. By more than a three-to-one ratio (65% to
20%) North Country residents agree rather than disagree that "Choosing abortion is a woman's
right, and society should protect that right", and the rates similarly on a statewide basis
are 72% agree while only 12% disagree. By more than a four-to-one ratio (57% to 14%) North
Country residents disagree rather than agree that all “It 1is wrong for adults to be
romantically involved with other adults of the same sex", and the rates similarly on a
statewide basis are 63% disagree while only 14% agree. Thirdly, by more than a two-to-
one ratio (57% to 27%) North Country residents agree rather than disagree that "Systemic
racism and social injustice are major problems in our country that need to be addressed",
and the rates similarly on a statewide basis are 69% agree while only 22% disagree. The
fourth and final social issue survey question, relating to immigration and deportation, is
one where a difference between North Country residents and residents of the state as a whole
becomes more apparent. When posed the statement “Recent government actions to detain and
deport undocumented immigrants in our communities, regardless of whether or not they have
committed crimes, is an important positive action taken by our government” among North
Country residents 43% agree while 42% disagree, a result that is rather Purple. In the
statewide sample, however, attitudes remain the expected Blue, with only 37% agreeing while
53% disagree. In short, treatment of undocumented immigrants is one social issue studied
where Red North Country residents tend to hold a Purple, rather than Blue, attitude. The
presence of this political dissonance in the North Country is not entirely unexpected when
one considers participants’ self-reported political beliefs/ideology. It continues to be
true in 2025, as has been for every preceding year of study, that the most commonly reported
political ideology among North Country adults is not Conservative, nor is it Liberal, but
rather, it is most common to self-report as “Middle of the Road” (moderate).
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7. Affordability - regardless of how one investigates or defines things
— North Country and Statewide residents in 2025 are very challenged
by affordability

When asked, “When considering your family’s personal financial situation- has it gotten
better, stayed about the same, or gotten worse in the past 12 months?”, North Country
residents are more than twice as likely to respond “Worse” (40%) as they are to respond
“Better” (only 15%). When the sample reflects the entire state, this concern with personal
financial situation becomes even more negative, with statewide residents almost five times
more likely to respond “Worse” (53%) as they are to respond “Better” (only 11%).
Specifically addressing recent price increases, participants were posed the following
statement about affordability: "Recent inflation in the prices of the things I regularly
buy has made it more difficult for me and my family financially", and overwhelmingly North
Country residents agree more than disagree with this statement (79% to 7%, respectively),
and the intensity of agreement increases even further when considering the statewide sample
(where 82% agree, and only 6% disagree). Finally, when posed the question “What do you
think is the single largest issue that 1is facing residents of your county right now?”,
inflation/cost of living was the most common response, provided by 17% of North Country
participants, and an incredibly high 32% among the statewide sample. If the following five
affordability-related, financial and money-dependent, responses are combined as a type of
definition of affordability (inflation, Jjobs, affordable housing, real estate taxes, and
the economy) then 50% of North Country residents express that affordability is the single
largest issue that is facing residents of their county right now, and even more distressingly
on a statewide basis, 63% among the statewide sample cite affordability as residents’
largest issue.

Affordability — Residents express cost-of-living and inflation frustration in many ways
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The sponsors of these annual surveys of the North Country completed each year in October
are Jefferson Community College, CarFreshner Inc., the Northern New York Community Foundation,
the Development Authority of the North Country, and the Lewis County Board of Legislature, who
all provide financial support to assist in the funding of these projects. The statewide study
completed in November 2025 has been funded as a community service exclusively by Jefferson
Community College.

The entire final report of study findings, including the detailed statistical analysis of
trends and cross-tabulations, and discussion of study results is available to the public for
free at https://sunyjefferson.edu/community/community-studies/.
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The Twenty-sixth Annual North Country
Survey of the Community

Based on 2,109 interviews of adult North Country residents conducted October 21 — October 25, 2025, and 1,117
interviews of adult New York State residents conducted November 6 — November 8, 2025.
Data has been analyzed in the overall context of over 25,000 interviews completed between 2000 and 2025.

Section 1 - Introduction

The Center for Community Studies at Jefferson Community College (SUNY) in Watertown, New York was
established in October 1999, to engage in a variety of community-building and community-based research activities and to
promote the productive discussion of ideas and issues of significance to the Northern New York State region. In collaboration
with community partners, the Center conducts research that will benefit the local population, and engages in activities that
reflect its commitment to enhancing the quality of life of the area.

The annual Survey of the Community is one specific activity conducted each year by the Center to gauge the
attitudes and opinions of a representative sample of adult citizens. This activity results in a yearly updated inventory of the
attitudes and opinions of adult citizens of the region. The first year of this community survey was 2000, when the survey
was completed exclusively in Jefferson County in April. For the following six years this Jefferson County community survey
continued to be completed each year in April (2001-2006). Due to community support and interest for this type of community
survey that extended beyond Jefferson County, the Advisory Board of the Center and Administration of the College
determined in 2007 that it would be a meaningful service to the region if the survey was also completed using a similar
survey instrument annually in neighboring Lewis County. Hence, starting in October 2007 a survey in Lewis County has
been completed in October of each of the nineteen years, 2007 through 2025, while the Jefferson County survey continued
to be completed annually, as well. Similarly, starting in 2015 a survey in nearby St. Lawrence County has been completed
each of the eleven years, 2015 through 2025. Finally, in 2025 Oswego County has been added to the sampling for this
longitudinal omnibus survey. In summary (from Table 4), this combined overall longitudinal study includes 57 county-
specific sub-studies which accumulate to include over 25,000 adult interviews (overall county-specific sample sizes since
2000 are: Jefferson n=11,541; Lewis n=8,189; Oswego n=472; and St. Lawrence n=5,283; averaging a county-specific
annual sample size of n=447 per county).

This 26t Annual four-county Northern New York State, or “North Country”, quality-of life longitudinal omnibus survey
was fielded in late October 2025. Additionally, in early November 2025 for the first time ever, to provide a more rich
perspective surrounding the past and current North Country longitudinal omnibus community quality-of-life surveying, the
same survey instrument was fielded throughout the entirety of New York State. Over 2,100 North Country participants from
Jefferson, Lewis, Oswego, and St. Lawrence Counties completed the local survey in October, and over 1,100 participants,
representing every one of the 62 NY State counties completed the survey in November.

This document is a summary of the results of the October 2025 North Country Annual Survey of the Community in
all of Jefferson, Lewis, Oswego, and St. Lawrence Counties, as well as a summary of the November 2025 New York State
survey using the same instrument. This report includes trend analysis comparisons with the results of community surveys
from the preceding twenty-five years when possible. The result is that this document is a summary of 57 separate county-
specific community surveys completed in Northern New York since 2000. In addition, the key community demographic
characteristics of Gender, Age, Education Level, Household Income Level, Military Affiliation, Race/Ethnicity, Geography,
Political Affiliation (Party) and Political Beliefs (Ideology) are investigated as potential explanatory variables that may be
associated with or linked to quality-of-life indicators for the region, using the current 2025 survey results. Similarly, these
correlational cross-tabulations have been analyzed and reported for the 2025 statewide data. It is standard methodology
with professional surveys to provide this more detailed information to the reader — information that may assist in explaining
the overall findings — by reporting the results for all subgroups within these key socio-demographic variables.

The results of this annual study provide important information about contemporary thinking of citizens; and, over
time, will continue to provide important baseline and comparative information as well.
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Section 1.1 — Methodology — How These Data Were Collected

The original survey instrument used in the annual survey of the community was constructed in Spring 2000 by a
team of Jefferson Community College faculty. There have been slight modifications to the survey instrument throughout the
25 subsequent years since its first version in 2000, however, the goal of this annual survey is to longitudinally track
community indicators, and as a result, every effort has been made to maintain consistency in the survey instrument. The
instrument includes 21 tracked community quality-of-life indicators, as well as approximately 10-15 other tracked community
and adult resident characteristics. At times, the instrument is modified to accomplish objectives that are not longitudinally
tracked in nature, such as investigating election-related items in election years, or key current time-sensitive community
issue items that are of interest to local leaders, hence, this annual study is both longitudinal and omnibus in nature. The
total survey length each year is approximately 30-40 questions, with an additional set of approximately 10 demographic
questions.

The primary goal of the North Country Annual Survey of the Community is to collect data regarding quality-of-life
issues of importance to the local citizens. A secondary goal is to provide a very real, research-based learning experience
for undergraduate students enrolled at Jefferson Community College. In accomplishing this second goal, students are
involved in all aspects of the research, from question formation to data collection (interviewing), to data entry and cleansing,
to data analysis. The students analyze the data collected in this study annually as assignments and projects in statistics
classes. However, all final responsibility for question-phrasing, question-inclusion versus omission, final data analysis, and
final reporting of findings (this document) lies exclusively with the professional staff of the Center. The decision to include
any question as a legitimate and meaningful part of an annual survey is made exclusively by the Center. Similarly, data
analysis of the information collected through the annual survey will transpire with faculty and students in the classrooms at
Jefferson Community College; however, any statistical analyses reported in this document have been completed by the
professional staff of the Center. Copies of the introductory script and survey instrument used in this study are attached as
Appendix IV.

In accordance with the American Association of Public Opinion Research (AAPOR) Transparency Initiative pledge,
the following details and disclosure for the two separate studies/samples employed in these studies and included in this
report, including the following characteristics and facts, should be considered by any reader.

The North Country Four-County Study Methodologqgy:
1. (T) Dates of Data Collection: October 21 — October 25, 2025.

2, (R) Recruitment:
Telephone: All telephone participants were recruited to participate via random selection from a list of all
available valid active residential and cellular telephone lines in Jefferson, Lewis, Oswego, and
St. Lawrence Counties, New York, USA.
Intercept: All face-to-face participants were recruited as they entered or exited the PX and the Commissary
on post at Fort Drum, Jefferson County, New York, USA.
Online (email): Participants were recruited to participate via an email invitation to a nonprobability panel with
a link to the survey embedded.
Online (MMS): Participants were recruited to participate via an MMS text message invitation with a link to
the survey embedded.

3. (A) Population Under Study: All adult residents of Jefferson, Lewis, Oswego, and St. Lawrence Counties, New
York, USA. There are approximately 365,000 residents in the region. Approximately
285,000 of the 365,000 residents are adults, it is these adults who are the population
of interest in this study.

4, (N) List Source: Telephone: Electronic Voice Services, Inc., www.voice-boards.com, L2
Intercept: No list utilized
Online (email):  Bulk Email Superstore, Aristotle, L2, and DataAxle.
Online (MMS):  Electronic Voice Services, Inc., www.voice-boards.com, L2, and Aristotle.

5. (S) Sampling Design:

Telephone: The entire phone list described in #2 was randomized, and approximately 20,000 valid
residential and cellular phone numbers were selected to contact to invite to participate in the
survey.

Intercept: Every adult who attended either the PX or Commissary the afternoon of October 23, 2025 was
invited to participate.

Online (email): The entire email address list described in #4 was randomized, and approximately 70,000 email
addresses of adult residents of Jefferson, Lewis, Oswego, and St. Lawrence Counties, NY
were selected to contact to invite to participate in the survey.

Online (MMS): The entire cellular phone number list described in #4 was randomized, and approximately
50,000 cellular phones of adult residents of Jefferson, Lewis, Oswego, and St. Lawrence
Counties, NY were selected to contact via MMS to invite to participate in the survey.

Page 5 of 95



http://www.voice-boards.com/
http://www.voice-boards.com/

6. (P) Population Sampling Frame:

Telephone: As described in #2, the sampling frame includes all available residential listed phone numbers,
for adults in Jefferson, Lewis, Oswego, and St. Lawrence Counties, NY, both landlines and
cellular phones included.

Intercept: All military-affiliated adult residents of Jefferson, Lewis, Oswego, and St. Lawrence Counties,
New York, USA.

Online (email): As described in #5, the sampling frame includes all available nonprobability panel email

addresses of adult residents of Jefferson, Lewis, Oswego, and St. Lawrence Counties, NY.

Online (MMS): As described in #5, the sampling frame includes all available cellular phone numbers of adult

residents of Jefferson, Lewis, Oswego, and St. Lawrence Counties, NY.

7. (A) Administration:
Telephone: Survey administered via telephone from a call center on the SUNY Jefferson campus, and from
a virtual call center supervised by Center for Community Studies professional staff, only in
English, using Momentive as the CATI system. No incentives or rewards were offered to
participants.
Intercept: Survey administered face-to-face on post at Fort Drum, Jefferson County, New York, USA, only
in English. No incentives or rewards were offered to participants.
Online (email): Survey administered online via an email invitation to a nonprobability panel, only in English,
using Momentive. No incentives or rewards were offered to participants.
Online (MMS): Survey administered online via an MMS invitation, only in English, using Momentive. No
incentives or rewards were offered to participants.

8. (R) Researchers: The study is an annual survey completed by the Center for Community Studies at Jefferson
Community College, with funding provided by the College and four community sponsors:
CarFreshner, Corp.; the Board of Legislature of Lewis County, New York; the Northern New York
Community Foundation, Inc.; and the Development Authority of the North Country, Inc., Watertown,
New York, USA

9. (E) Exact Wording of Survey: The survey instrument is attached as Appendix IV.

10. (N) Sample Sizes: As is discussed in much greater detail for this study later in this report: n=2,109 overall for the study,
with an overall average margin of error of +2.4%, including the design effect due to weighting.
County-specific sample sizes and margins of error are: in Jefferson County n=593 and the average
margin of error is +4.5%; in Lewis County n=515 and the average margin of error is +4.9%; in
Oswego County n=472 and the average margin of error is +5.1%; and in St. Lawrence County
n=529 and the average margin of error is +4.8%. By sampling modality employed in this study, the
raw sample sizes are: 505 live interviews on telephones; 882 online surveys via MMS push-to-web;
629 online surveys via email invitations to a nonprobability panel; and 93 intercept surveys on post
at Fort Drum (explained in more detail later in Table 1 of this report).

1. (C) Calculation of Weights: As is discussed in much greater detail for this study later in this report, community-
attribute survey results are weighted by gender, age, educational attainment, military
affiliation, geography, and racial background, and calibrated for sampling modality (the
design effect in this study is approximately 2.00). Target weighting parameters for
demographic characteristics are obtained from the 2024 U.S. Census for gender, age,
racial background, county population size, and educational attainment, and the Fort
Drum Regional Liaison Organization for military affiliation.

12. (Y) Contact Information: Mr. Joel LaLone, Director, Center for Community Studies, contact information on page 3.

To be eligible to complete the survey, the resident was required to be at least 18 years old. All telephone calls were
made between 4:00 and 9:00 p.m. on the evenings of October 21 — October 23, 2025 using both a physical call center, and
a virtual remote call center that was supervised synchronously online, each from Watertown, New York. The intercept
interviews on Fort Drum were completed on October 23, 2025 at the entrance of the PX and Commissary, with prior approval
obtained from the Fort Drum Office of the Garrison Commander. The Jefferson Community College students who completed
both the telephone and face-to-face interviews had completed training in both human subject research methodology and
effective interviewing techniques. Professional staff from the Center supervised all interviewing at all times. The online
sampling was supervised by the professional staff at the Center, with reminder follow-up emails sent to any non-responders
over the five-day sampling time spanning October 21 — October 25, 2025. All MMS text message invitations to complete
the survey online were sent on the morning of October 22, 2025. No rewards, neither pre-incentives nor post-incentives,
were used in any of the four sampling modalities to encourage participation.

When each of the telephone numbers in the random telephone sampling portion of this study was attempted, one
of four results occurred: Completion of an interview; a Decline to be interviewed; No Answer/Busy; or an Invalid Number
(including both disconnected numbers, as well as numbers for individuals who do not currently reside in any of the three
sampled counties). Voluntary informed consent was obtained from each resident before the interview was completed,
during all four sampling modalities. This sampling protocol included informing each resident that it was his or her right to
decline to answer any and all individual questions within the interview. To be categorized as a completed interview at least
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one-half of the questions on the survey had to be completed. A resident’s refusal to answer more than one-half of the
questions was considered a decline to be interviewed. The typical length of a completed survey was approximately 10
minutes. Telephone declines to be interviewed (refusals) were not called back in an attempt to convince the resident to
reconsider the interview. If no contact was made at a telephone number (No Answer/Busy), a maximum of two call-backs
were made to the number. Telephone numbers that were not successfully contacted were ultimately categorized as No
Answer/Busy. No messages were left on answering machines at homes or voicemail with cellular numbers when no person
answered the telephone. The introductory script of the online version of the survey acquired informed consent and validation
of adult age and within-region residence.

The New York Statewide Study Methodology:

1.
2,

9.

(T) Dates of Data Collection: November 5 — November 8, 2025.

(R) Recruitment:
Online (MMS):  All participants were recruited to participate via an MMS text message invitation with a link
to the survey embedded.

(A) Population Under Study:  All adult residents of New York State, USA.

(N) List Source: Online (MMS): Aristotle, with 200,000 total adult residents, 150,000 from the voter file, and 50,000
from the consumer file.
(S) Sampling Design:
Online (MMS): The entire cellular phone number list described in #4 was contacted via MMS to invite to
participate in the survey.
(P) Population Sampling Frame:
Online (MMS): As described in #5, the sampling frame includes all available cellular phone numbers of adult
residents of New York State.
(A) Administration:
Online (MMS): Survey administered online via an MMS invitation, only in English, using Momentive. No
incentives or rewards were offered to participants.
(R) Researchers: The study was completed by the Center for Community Studies at Jefferson Community College,
with all funding provided by the College.

(E) Exact Wording of Survey: The survey instrument is attached as Appendix IV.

10. (N) Sample Sizes: As is discussed in much greater detail for this study later in this report: n=1,117 overall for this

statewide study, with an overall average margin of error of £3.5%, including the design effect due
to weighting.

1. (C) Calculation of Weights: As is discussed in much greater detail for this study later in this report, community-

attribute survey results are weighted by gender, age, educational attainment,
geography, and racial background (the design effect in this study is approximately
2.24). Target weighting parameters for demographic characteristics are obtained from
the 2024 U.S. Census for gender, age, racial background, county population size, and
educational attainment.

12. (Y) Contact Information: Mr. Joel Lalone, Director, Center for Community Studies, contact information on page 3.

To be eligible to complete the survey, the NY State resident was required to be at least 18 years old. All MMS text
message invitations to complete the survey online were sent on the morning of November 5, 2025, with reminder SMS
messages sent on November 6, 2025. No rewards, neither pre-incentives nor post-incentives, were used in the sampling
to encourage participation.

The participation rate results for the North Country and New York Statewide studies are summarized in Table 1.
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Table 1 — Participation Rates for the 26" Annual Survey of the Community

Number of

Number of

% of Total
Surveys Surveys Sample
Methodology Utilized Completed | Completed il
(unweighted (weighted contribution to the
contribution to the contribution to the sample)
sample) sample)

North Country Survey (October 2025)

Live Telephone interviews on Landlines and Cells 505 430 20%
Online surveys (MMS text, push-to-web) 882 821 39%
Online surveys (nonprobability panel, via email) 629 724 34%
Intercept surveys — face-to-face at Fort Drum 93 135 6%

Totals 2,109 2,109 100%

New York Statewide Survey (November 2025)

Online surveys (MMS text, push-to-web) 1,117 1,117 100%
Totals 1,117 1,117 100%

The response rates for the different sampling modalities in the 2025 North Country study are approximately: 8% of
all valid phone numbers attempted via live-interviewer telephone modality; 2% of all valid email invitations sent to a
nonprobability opt-in panel to complete the online modality; 4% of all MMS messages sent to a cellular phone number
inviting to complete the online modality, and over 95% of all individuals approached at Fort Drum via the intercept modality.
Within the fields of social science and public opinion research, all four of these response rates are considered very
successful. The response rate for the MMS messages sent to cellular phone numbers in the statewide survey is
approximately 1%. The methodology employed in this annual survey continues to meet public opinion research industry
standards. The completion rates among participants who started the survey by mode, respectively, in this study were:
Telephone (95%), Online (92%), and Intercept (95%).

Section 1.2 — Demographics of the Sample — Who was Interviewed?

This section of the report includes a description of the results for the demographic variables included in the survey
sample. The demographic characteristics of the sampled adult residents can be used to attain three separate objectives.

1. Initially, this information adds to the knowledge and awareness about the true characteristics of the population of
adult residents in a sampled county (e.g. What is the typical household composition, educational profile, and
household income level in a county?).

2. Secondly, this demographic information facilitates the ability for the data to be sorted or partitioned to investigate
for significant relationships — relationships between demographic characteristics of residents and their attitudes and
behaviors regarding the quality of life in one’s region. Identification of significant relationships allows citizens to use
the data more effectively, to better understand the factors that are correlated with various aspects of life in a region
and communities.

3. Finally, the demographic information also serves an important purpose when compared to established facts about
the adult populations that are sampled, to analyze the representativeness of the sample that was randomly selected
in the study, and to determine the post-stratification weighting schematic to be applied to the data.

The results for the demographic questions in the survey are summarized on the following page in Table 2.
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Table 2 — Demographics of the 2025 Samples — The Nature of these Samples

(%'’s weighted by Gender, Age, Education Level, Racial Background, Military Affiliation, Geography, and Sampling Modality)

. TR . St. NYS
Der_nog raophlc C_har_acterlstlcs. Jggfs‘rslc;n SLaer:”Te gimegl,: Lo SR
(weighted % contribution to each sample) p p P Sample Sample

Gender
Men 52% 50% 50% 49% 49%
Women 48% 50% 49% 50% 50%
Non-binary 0% 0% 1% 1% 1%
Age
18-39 years of age 47% 32% 36% 36% 36%
40-59 years of age 28% 33% 31% 33% 33%
60-69 years of age 13% 19% 17% 15% 16%
70 years of age or older 12% 17% 16% 16% 15%
Education Level
Not a college graduate 75% 75% 75% 74% 54%
Bachelor’s degree or higher 25% 25% 25% 26% 46%
Annual Household Income
Less than $50,000 32% 27% 26% 30% 25%
$50,001-$100,000 36% 36% 37% 38% 33%
More than $100,000 32% 36% 37% 33% 42%
Occupation
Retired 23% 27% 27% 28% 22%
Military employed 21% 0% 0% 1% 0%
Employed, non-military, but not self-employed 38% 56% 57% 55% 53%
Self-employed 7% 8% 8% 6% 8%
Disabled 3% 2% 2% 2% 5%
Homemaker 1% 4% 3% 1% 3%
Student 4% 1% 1% 3% 5%
Unemployed 3% 2% 2% 4% 4%
Military Affiliation
Active military reside in the household 25% 1% 2% 1% -
No active military in household 75% 98% 98% 99% -
Not sure 0% 1% 0% 0% -
Reside in North Country Due to Employment Associated with Fort Drum
Yes 28% 9% 2% 3% -
No 72% 91% 98% 97% —
Racial Background
Black/African American 5% 1% 2% 1% 16%
White/Caucasian 83% 95% 94% 92% 61%
Hispanic 7% 1% 3% 2% 13%
Asian/Pacific Islander 2% 1% 0% 0% 6%
Native American 1% 1% 1% 2% 1%
Multiracial 3% 1% 1% 3% 4%
Household Composition — Any children under age 18 in the home?
Yes 30% 38% 34% 29% 26%
No 70% 62% 66% 71% 74%
Political Beliefs (Ideology)
Very Conservative 5% 5% 4% 3% 5%
Conservative 25% 37% 31% 20% 19%
Middle of the Road 42% 39% 43% 48% 34%
Liberal 11% 11% 11% 15% 22%
Very Liberal 3% 2% 5% 7% 14%
Not Sure 15% 7% 6% 6% 6%
Raw (unweighted) Sample Sizes n=593 n=515 n=472 n=529 n=1,117
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Table 2 — Continued — Demographics of the 2025 Samples — The Nature of

these Sampfes [%'s weight=d by Gender, Age. Education Level, Racial Background. Military Affiliation, Geography. and Sampling Modality)

. ... _ St. .
Demographic Characteristics: Jefferson Lewis Oswego | | urence NYS Statewide
(weighted % contribution to each sample) Sample Sample Sample Sample Sample

Political Affiliation (Party)
Not registered to vote T% 4% 3% 3% 4%
Republican 31% 52% 44% 32% 22%
Democrat 22% 21% 22% 30% 50%
Different party, or No party 32% 19% 25% 28% 20%
Registered, but not sure which party 3% 1% 5% 5% 3%
Not sure whether registered 4% 2% 2% 2% 2%
Past Voting Record — 2024 Presidential Election
Voted for Donald Trump 40% 54% 50% 41% -
Voted for Kamala Harris 30% 24% 29% 39% -
Not sure/Other candidate/Didn’t vote 3M1% 22% 21% 20% -
Geographic Distribution — Residence Regions of Statewide Participants
3 NYS Regions:
Upstate Counties - - - - 30%
Long Island & NYC Suburbs - - - - 27%
New York City - - - - 43%
10 NYS Regions:
Western NY - - - - T%
Finger Lakes - - - - 6%
Southern Tier - - - - 3%
Central NY - - - - 4%
Mohawk Valley - - - - 2%
North Country - - - - 2%
Capital Region - - - - 6%
Mid-Hudson - - - - 12%
New York City - - - - 43%
Long Island — — — — 15%
Raw (unweighted) Sample Sizes n=593 n=515 n=472 n=529 n=1,117

The distributions of cities, villages, or towns of residence of the participating respondents in the Twenty-sixth Annual
North Country (and statewide) Survey of the Community after application of post-stratification weights for Gender, Age,
Education, Military Affiliation, Racial Background, Geography, and Sampling Modality closely parallel that which is true for
the distribution of all North Country adults (and statewide adults) — the entire counties were proportionally represented very
accurately in the North Country study (and all regions of NY State were accurately represented in the statewide study).

In general, Table 2 demonstrates that after weighting the data collected in this study for Gender, Age, Education,
Military Affiliation, Racial Background, Geography, and Sampling Modality, the responses to the demographic questions for
the residents who are included in the survey (those who actually answered the telephone and completed the survey, those
who completed intercept surveys at Fort Drum, and those who completed the survey online) appear to closely parallel that
which is true for the entire adult populations of the four counties. This same success is realized in the statewide sample,
as well. The targets for demographic characteristics were drawn from the 2024 U.S. Census updates for the counties. The
targets for military affiliation were generated with the assistance of the Fort Drum Regional Liaison Organization. Gender,
Age, Education, Military Affiliation, Geography, and Racial Background were selected as the factors by which to weight the
survey data, since the data collected in this Annual North Country Survey of the Community is susceptible to the typical
types of sampling error that are inherent in survey research methodology: women were more likely than men to agree to a
survey; older residents are more likely to participate in the survey than younger adult residents; those individuals with higher
formal education levels are more likely to agree to the interviews; and persons of color are less likely to participate than
those who self-identify as White/Caucasian. Standard survey research methodology has shown that regardless of the
subject of the survey, these are expected sources of sampling error (nonresponse bias). To compensate for this
overrepresentation of females, older residents, white residents, those who are not affiliated with the military, and the highly
educated in the sample collected in this study, post-stratification weights for Gender, Age, Education Level, Military
Affiliation, Racial Background, Geography, and Sampling Modality have been applied in any further analysis of the data
analyzed in this report.

When using the sample statistics presented in this report to estimate that which would be expected for the entire
North Country adult population, the exact margin of error for this survey is question-specific. The margin of error depends
upon the sample size for each specific question, the resulting sample percentage for each question, the confidence level
utilized, and the sampling design effect. Sample sizes tend to vary for each question on the survey, since some questions
are only appropriate for certain subgroups, and/or as a result of persons refusing to answer questions. In general, the
results of this survey for any questions that were answered by the entire sample of 2,109 North Country adult residents may
be generalized to the population of all adults at least 18 years of age residing in the North Country with a 95% confidence
level to within a margin of error of approximately +2.4 percentage points. For questions that were posed only to certain
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specific subgroups the resulting smaller sample sizes allow generalization to the specific subpopulation of all adults at least
18 years of age in that subgroup (e.g. generalization of some specific characteristics of sampled Lewis County males to all
males in Lewis County) with a 95% confidence level to within a margin of error of larger than +2.4 percentage points. In
general, the results of the statewide survey for any questions that were answered by the entire sample of 1,117 statewide
participants may be generalized to the population of all adults at least 18 years of age residing in New York State with a
95% confidence level to within a margin of error of approximately +3.5 percentage points. Similarly, if statewide subgroups
are analyzed the margin of error for this smaller statewide subsample will be greater than +3.5 percentage points. Table 3
is provided as a guide for the appropriate margin of error to use when analyzing subgroups of the entire group of 2,109
interviewed North Country adults, or a subgroup of the entire group of 1,117 interviewed NY State adults. Note that the
approximate margins of error provided in Table 3 are average margins of error, averaging across all possible sample
proportions that might result between 0% and 100%, and please note that all are using a 95% confidence level, and all
include the design effect for this study. For more specific detail regarding the margin of error for this survey, please refer to
Appendix Il (Technical Comments) of this report and/or contact the professional staff at the Center for Community Studies.

Table 3 — Margins of Error for Varying Sample Sizes

Approximate Approximate
Margin of Error | Margin of Error
Sample Size | — North Country | — New York State
(n=...) October 2025 November 2025
Sample, with Sample, with
total n=2,109 total n=1,117
(Design Effect = 2.00) (Design Effect = 2.24)

30 %20.2% +21.4%

50 *15.7% *+16.6%

100 #11.1% #11.7%

150 +9.0% 19.6%

200 +7.8% +8.3%

250 +7.0% 17.4%

300 +6.4% 16.8%

350 5.9% +6.3%

400 +5.5% 15.9%

472 +5.1% 15.4%

500 +5.0% +5.2%

515 +4.9% 15.2%

529 +4.8% 5.1%

593 *4.5% +4.8%

700 +4.2% +4.4%

800 +3.9% *4.1%
1,000 *3.5% *3.7%
1,117 +3.3% 13.5%
2,109 +2.4% NA

Finally, the margin of error is a measurement of random error, error due to simply the random chance of sampling
such as when randomly flipping fair coins. However, in survey research, it is not coins that are being flipped; it is humans
who are being interviewed. When surveying humans there are other potential sources of error, sources of error in addition
to random error (which is the only error encompassed by the margin of error). Response error, nonresponse error, process
error, bias in sample selection, bias in question-phrasing, lack of clarity in question-phrasing, social desirability bias,
acquiescence bias, satisficing, and undercoverage are common sources of other-than-random error. Methods that should
be, and have been in these North Country and statewide studies, employed to minimize these other sources of error are:
maximum effort to select the sample randomly, piloting and testing of utilized survey questions, extensive training of all data
collectors (interviewers), thorough cleansing of data, calibration of data, and application of post-stratification algorithms to
the resulting sampled data. Hence, when using this study data to make estimates to the entire North Country adult
populations (and/or entire NY State adult population), as is the case in standard survey research practices, the margin of
error will be the only error measurement cited and interpreted.

In order to maximize comparability among the twenty-six years of North Country annual surveys (57 county-specific
studies) that have been completed by the Center for Community Studies between 2000 and 2025, the procedures used to
collect information and the core questions asked have remained virtually identical. The total number of interviews completed
in any one county in a year has ranged from 328 to 832, averaging approximately 450 participants in each of the 57 studies.
All interviewers have been similarly and extensively trained preceding data collection each year. Data management,
cleansing, and transformation techniques used have remained similar throughout. The survey methodology and weighting
techniques used to complete the Twenty-sixth Annual North Country Survey of the Community are comparable to that used
in the previous twenty-five years. This maintenance of consistent methodology from year to year allows for valid
comparisons for trends over the twenty-six-year period that will be illustrated later in this report.

When comparing results across time, the sample sizes collected each year should be considered. The sample
sizes for each of the years of this Annual Survey of the Community are summarized in the following Table 4.
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Table 4 — County-specific Sample Sizes for Each Year of the North Country
Annual Surveys of the Community

C o u n ty 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 Total

Jefferson 340 342 413 34 348 355 354 382 421 382 414 406 380 400 422 400 416 441 575 581 587 503 563 433 749 593 11541
Lewis 409 393 404 400 409 421 381 328 396 398 447 426 539 474 550 465 349 485 515 8189
Oswego 472 472
St. Lawrence 442 354 374 466 832 435 476 430 389 556 529 5283

Finally, throughout this report, key community socio-demographic characteristics of Gender, Age, Education Level,
Political Beliefs (Ideology), Political Affiliation (Party), Military Affiliation, Racial Background, Household Income Level, and
Geographic Subregion are investigated as potential explanatory variables that may be associated with quality-of-life
indicators and other community behavior and opinion variables. It is standard methodology with professional surveys to
provide this further rich information to the reader — information that may assist in explaining the overall findings — by reporting
the cross-tabulated results for all subgroups within key socio-demographic variables. The results provide important
information about contemporary thinking of citizens and over time will continue to provide important baseline and
comparative information as well. Again, for more specific details regarding tests of statistical significance completed within
this study, please refer to the appendices of this report and/or contact the professional staff at the Center for Community
Studies.

All data compilation and statistical analyses within this study have been completed using SPSS, Release 28.
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Section 2 — Topline Summary of Findings

1. North Country community characteristics in 2025 — where residents are currently most/least

satisfied.
An effective method to assess which community characteristics, or indicators, are currently perceived as the most positive and
most negative characteristics among North Country residents in October 2025 is to compare the rates of responding positively
(“Excellent” or “Good”) or negatively (“‘Poor”) for each studied indicator. The graphs on the following page illustrate these
comparisons of rates for each indicator, separated by county. The most noteworthy observations from this visualization are that in
2025, satisfaction with the local environment and outdoors, local education systems, and the overall quality of life continue to be
perceived most positively among local residents. Alternatively, it is affordability and cost of living characteristics, along with desired
government services, that clearly are perceived most negatively, including childcare, real estate taxes, the cost of energy, housing,
and the overall state of the local economy that are of most concern to residents. To summarize:
The most positive attributes rated for the four-county North Country region in 2025 include:
Quality of the environment (at least 67% rate as “Excellent” or “Good” in each of the four studied counties)
e Public outdoor recreational opportunities (at least 61% rate as “Excellent” or “Good” in each of the four studied
counties)
Quality of K-12 education (at least 45% rate as “Excellent” or “Good” in each of the four studied counties)
Access to higher education (at least 39% rate as “Excellent” or “Good” in each of the four studied counties)
e Overall quality of life in the area (at least 37% rate as “Excellent” or “Good” in each of the four studied counties)
The most negative attributes rated for the region in 2025 include:
Cost of energy (at least 48% rate as “Poor” in each of the four studied counties)
Real estate taxes (at least 33% rate as “Poor” in each of the four studied counties)
Availability of good jobs (at least 33% rate as “Poor” in each of the four studied counties)
Availability of childcare (at least 31% rate as “Poor” in each of the four studied counties)
Availability of housing (at least 30% rate as “Poor” in each of the four studied counties)
The overall state of the local economy (at least 28% rate as “Poor” in each of the four studied counties)
* Auvailability of care for the elderly (at least 27% rate as “Poor” in each of the four studied counties)
Much more detail regarding trends and demographic subgroup cross-tabulations for these 21 community indicators is included in
Section 3, and the appendices of this report. (Tables 5-6, and Tables 10-30)

Community Indicators in 2025 Community Indicators in 2025
Relative Standing Responding "Excellent or Good” Relative Standing Responding "Poor™
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2. North Country community characteristics in 2025 — largest differences between the four

studied counties.
After more than a quarter-century of studying public opinion in North Country counties and communities, it is apparent that there are
attitude differences among the populations of adults in the four counties regarding satisfaction with various characteristics of their
communities and the largest issues that local residents are currently facing. Among the tens of thousands of statistics that have been
calculated and reported in this study for residents in the counties, the following differences stand out in 2025 that appear to show
variation between residents who reside in different geographic North Country subregions (counties). (Tables 5-6, Tables 10-30, and
Table 36)
Jefferson County residents:
e Have, or are tied with another county for, the highest rate of responding “Excellent or Good” for 7 of the 20 studied
community indicators, and for only 1 indicator is the rate of “Poor” the greatest found (Quality of the Environment)
o Most positively evaluate Shopping Opportunities (42% rate Ex. or Good, next highest county is only 27%, one county as
low as 8%)
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e Most positively evaluate Availability of Behavioral Health Services (25% rate Ex. or Good, next highest county is only
19%)

e Much more commonly cite “Homelessness” and “Drugs” as the largest issues currently facing residents of their county
than was found in other three studied counties

Lewis County residents:

o By far report the most satisfaction with local quality-of-life

e Have, or are tied with another county for, the highest rate of responding “Excellent or Good” for 15 of the 20 studied
community indicators, and for only 1 indicator is the rate of “Poor” the greatest found (Access to Higher Education)
Most positively evaluate Quality of the Environment (83% rate Ex. or Good, next highest county is only 69%)
Most positively evaluate Quality of K-12 Education (66% rate Ex. or Good, next highest county is only 52%)
Most positively evaluate the Overall Quality of Life in the Area (63% rate Ex. or Good, next highest county is only 44%)
Most positively evaluate Policing and Crime Control (59% rate Ex. or Good, next highest county is only 44%)
Most positively evaluate City, Town, Village Government (43% rate Ex. or Good, next highest county is only 33%)
Least positively evaluate Access to Higher Education (only 39% rate Ex. or Good, while all other counties are 60%+)
Commonly cite “Inflation/Cost of Living/Lack of Good Jobs™ as the largest issues currently facing residents of their county,
while very uncommonly citing “Homelessness” or “Drugs”
Oswego County residents:

e Are right in the middle of the four counties, regarding community characteristic satisfaction, with the highest rate of
responding “Excellent or Good” for 0 of the 20 studied community indicators, and the highest rate of responding “Poor”
also for only 2 of the 20 indicators

o Most negatively evaluate Availability of Housing (38% rate Poor, higher than other three counties)

Most negatively evaluate Quality of K-12 Education (13% rate Poor, higher than other three counties)
Most commonly cite “Inflation/Cost of Living” as the largest issue currently facing residents of their county (20%, while
other counties as low as 13%), while uncommonly citing “Lack of Jobs”
St. Lawrence County residents:
e By far report the least satisfaction with local quality-of-life
e Have, or are tied with another county for, the highest rate of responding “Excellent or Good” for only 2 of the 20 studied
community indicators (Access to Higher Education, and Cost of Energy)
Most positively evaluate Access to Higher Education (73% rate Ex. or Good, next highest county is only 61%)
Have, or are tied with another county for, the highest rate of responding “Poor” for 16 of the 20 studied community
indicators
Most negatively evaluate Shopping Opportunities (68% rate Poor, all other counties Poor<35%)
Most negatively evaluate the Availability of Good Jobs (60% rate Poor, all other counties Poor<41%)
Most negatively evaluate Availability of Care for the Elderly (52% rate Poor, all other counties Poor<31%)
Most negatively evaluate the Overall State of the Local Economy (50% rate Poor, all other counties Poor<39%)
Most negatively evaluate Availability of Childcare (45% rate Poor, all other counties Poor<38%)
Most negatively evaluate Healthcare Access (36% rate Poor, all other counties Poor<21%)
Most negatively evaluate Cultural and Entertainment Opportunities (34% rate Poor, all other counties Poor<25%)
Most negatively evaluate Healthcare Quality (30% rate Poor, all other counties Poor<20%)
Most negatively evaluate the Overall Quality of Life in the Area (21% rate Poor, two counties are only in single digits)
More commonly cite than residents of neighboring counties “Lack of Good Jobs™ as the largest issues currently facing
residents of their county, and similarly commonly cite “Healthcare”

3. North Country community characteristics — where results differ the most from the past —

changes and/or trends.

An effective method to assess which community characteristics, or indicators, are showing the most change in the current data
relative to past typical results is to compare the 2025 result to the long-term average (LTA) result for each indicator. The graph
below illustrates these comparisons of rates of responding “Excellent” or “Good” over time for each indicator, separated by county.
Trends are not observable in Oswego County due to 2025 being the first year of surveying those adult residents. The most
noteworthy observation from the visualization below is that in 2025 satisfaction with a very large majority of the 21 community
indicators is well below the long-term average rate of satisfaction. In other words, North Country residents in 2025 appear to be much
more disappointed and dissatisfied with attributes of local communities than has been the average rate — residents express a much
larger frustration with quality-of-life in the North Country than in the past. The results for each of the following indicators are furthest
below long-term averages:

Availability of housing (at least 17% below LTA in each county)

Availability of care for the elderly (at least 13% below LTA in each county)

Availability of childcare (at least 12% below LTA in each county)

Healthcare quality (at least 11% below LTA in each county)

The overall quality of life in the area (at least 10% below LTA in each county)

Policing and crime control (at least 9% below LTA in each county)

Healthcare access (at least 8% below LTA in each county)

In summary, by these metrics, availability of housing is the community characteristic that shows the greatest decrease in satisfaction
among North Country residents over the past quarter-century among the studied indicators. (Tables 7-30, Appendix I)
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An alternative effective method to assess which community characteristics, or indicators, are experiencing the most change right
now, is to compare the 2025 result to the 2024 result for each indicator. The graph below illustrates these comparisons of rates
of responding “Excellent” or “Good” (the “delta’s”) for each indicator, separated by county. The bars shown are the difference (or,
subtraction) of 2025 result minus 2024 result. For example, a result of -9% for a bar would indicate that the rate of responding
“Excellent” or “Good” in that county has decreased by 9% between 2024 and 2025. A most noteworthy observation from this
visualization is that overall, in 2025 residents express less satisfaction with community characteristics than was measured in 2024,
illustrated by a majority having (-) recent changes, however, these changes are most commonly less than a 5% change, and only for
one indicator (Quality of K-12 Education) in one county (St. Lawrence) was the change as large as a 10% decrease in responding

Trends in Community Indicators
% Responding "Excellent or Good" (2025 compared to long-term averages)
Which community indicators in 2025 have increased/decreased satisfaction?

Public outdoor recreational opportunities
Quality of the environment

Availability of good jobs

Access to higher education

The overall state of the local economy
County government
Culturallentertainment oppartunities
Real estate taxes

City, village, or Town government

Cost of energy

Shopping opportunities

Availability of behavioral health services
Quality of K-12 education

Availability of childcare

Healthcare quality

The overall quality of life in the area
Health care access

Policing and crime control

Availability of care for the elderly

Availability of housing

The Downtown of Watertown

m Jefferson
o Lewis

W St. Lawrence

“Excellent” or “Good”. (Tables 7-30, Appendix I)
By county, the following short-term changes or trends may be seen in the following graph:

In St. Lawrence County, the rate of responding “Excellent” or “Good” decreased for 16 of the 20 measured indicators
between 2024 and 2025, most notably decreasing by at least 7% for each of quality of K-12 education (-10%), healthcare
access (-9%), city, village, town, government (-7%), availability of care for the elderly (-7%), and healthcare quality (-

Similarly, in Jefferson County, the rate of responding “Excellent” or “Good” has decreased or stayed the same for all
21 of the 21 measured indicators between 2024 and 2025, most notably decreasing by at least 7% for each of the
Downtown of Watertown (-9%), and the overall state of the local economy (-7%).
In contrast, in Lewis County, the rate of responding “Excellent” or “Good” increased for 11 of the 20 measured
indicators between 2024 and 2025, most notably increasing by 6% for each of cultural/entertainment opportunities
(+6%), and the overall state of the local economy (+6%).

Trends in Community Indicators
% Responding "Excellent or Good" (2025 compared to 2024 results)
Which community indicators in 2025 have recent increased/decreased
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Culturalientertainment oppertunities
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One final method to summarize the more-negative-than-usual sentiment among North Country residents when evaluating local
quality-of-life community characteristics is to identify the “lowest-ever” rates of responding “Excellent” or “Good”. These rates may
be found in Tables 7-9, in both Section 3 and Appendix | of this report.
e In St. Lawrence County, the rate of responding “Excellent” or “Good” has been measured at the lowest ever rate for
14 of the 20 measured indicators.
e Similarly, in Jefferson County, the rate of responding “Excellent” or “Good” has been measured at the lowest ever rate
for 9 of the 21 measured indicators.
e In Lewis County, the rate of responding “Excellent” or “Good” has been measured at the lowest ever rate for only 4
of the 20 measured indicators.
To summarize the meaning of the 2025 community indicator data, while viewing from a trending perspective comparing to themselves
over time — in 2025 North Country residents have very high levels of discontent.

North Country community characteristics perceptions compared to New York Statewide

results.

For the first time, in 2025 data is available to frame, or better understand, the North Country community characteristics by comparing
to statewide average results. The following graph illustrates these comparisons of rates of responding “Excellent” or “Good” for each
indicator, comparing the North Country four-county regional average rate to the New York statewide results. It becomes clear from
this visualization that there are three distinct groups of community characteristics: (1) attributes where North Country residents are
significantly more satisfied than statewide results, (2) attributes where North Country residents are significantly less satisfied than
statewide results, and (3) attributes where North Country residents are not significantly different from the statewide average results
for satisfaction. (Tables 5-6, and Tables 10-30, Appendix I)

e North Country residents are much more satisfied with the outdoor environment, and the education systems than has
been found on a statewide basis in 2025. A most noteworthy example is that among North Country participants 69%
rate the quality of the environment as “Excellent” or “Good”, a rate that decreases by 17% to only 52% among the
statewide participants.

o North Country residents are much less satisfied with virtually every community indicator that relates to opportunities
and/or government services than has been found on a statewide basis in 2025. Two noteworthy examples are that
among North Country participants only 10% rate the availability of childcare as “Excellent” or “Good”, a rate that doubles
to 20% among the statewide participants, and among North Country participants only 29% rate cultural and
entertainment opportunities as “Excellent” or “Good”, a rate that almost doubles to 55% among the statewide
participants.

o North Country residents similarly express low levels of satisfaction with the availability of housing, the cost of energy,
and the cost of real estate taxes as has been found on a statewide basis in 2025. A most noteworthy example is that
among North Country participants only 21% rate the availability of housing as “Excellent” or “Good”, a rate that is identical
to the 21% found among the statewide participants.

The following graph illustrates these comparisons of rates of responding “Excellent” or “Good” for each indicator.

Community Indicators in 2025
% Responding "Excellent or Good"
For which community characteristics do NNY residents differ from Statewide
results the most/least?
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NOTE: The NY Statewide data has been subdivided (or, cross-tabulated) by geography in two separate ways throughout
this study. The NY State sample has been separated into three regions (Upstate Counties, NYC, and Long Island and NYC
Suburbs), as well as subdivided into the common ten NY State regions used by the Regional Economic Development
Councils. Results for every question included in this survey have been presented for all of these statewide subgroups in
both Section 3 and Appendix Il, and readers are strongly encouraged to investigate the location-in-state differences.

As one example, the following graphs are included later in Table 27 in Section 3, presenting results for Availability of Childcare. In
the graph on the preceding page one may see that North Country attitudes about childcare availability are more negative than
statewide attitudes, and in the graph below one may see the statewide sample subdivided further by geography. The data suggests
that “Upstate” has the least satisfaction with childcare availability (a 24% rate of responding “Poor”, highest among the three NYS

regions).
Availability of Childcare
NYS Statewide and by Region 2025 Results (n=1,117)
41%
39%

20% =i
30% 76% I%
20%
10%

0%

Excellent or Good Fair Poor Don't Know
W Upstate Counties  mLong Island & NYC Suburbs O New York City B NYS Statewide

Further, when NY State is subdivided into ten regions, “North Country” and “Southern Tier” clearly have the least satisfaction with

childcare availability, as illustrated in the following graph excerpted again from Section 3, Table 27.

Availability of Childcare (NYS Statewide, n=1,117)
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The “Excellent” or “Good” rate in the North Country is only 6%, and in the Southern Tier is only 8%, while the statewide average is

20%. The “Poor” rate in the North Country is 40%, while the “Poor” rate statewide is only 19%.
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5.

Resident Opinions about The Direction that Things are Going — Nationally, Statewide, and
Locally

Since 2022 the direction that things are perceived to be going has been measured among North Country residents.

What direction are things heading in this country? What direction are things heading in New York State?
- 80% 80% 100% R
87 Lir
90%
70% B8% 67% —
o 64% o
60% | 57%
5% 0% 68% 68% %
L A, = 6% ‘
‘ 51% 50% 49%
40% 0% —
P = 43%
1% 0% ] = arg 7%
30% W 30¢
22% 23% 22 30%
0% e i
4% 149 4% 18%
14% 1 1 20% o 17 o
i B [l I i I = 1 & |
0% 0% - -
2022 North 2025 North 2025 NY Amnnq North  Among North Amanq North Amnng NY nmnnq NY lmcnu NY 2022 North 2025 North 2025NY | AmongMNorth AmongMorth AmongNorth | Amang NY AmongNY  Among NY
Country Study Country Study Statewide Stus untry Country Country Staf Sta dents. Country Study Country Study | Statewide Country Country Country State State State Hesldents
Rtp\!hll:inl Demuclalt Residents who Repuhllclnl D'muclall who are Hewlher Study Republicans Democrats  Residents who| Republicans Democrats  who are Neithe
are Neither Rep, Rep. nor Dem. are Neither Rep, Rep. nor Dem.
nor Dem. nor Dem
Hi‘ ﬂmuqe changed in the Nonncaunrw Attitudes Ill the North Country in ZUD linked to Attitudes lhm\ aneu( NY 5l“lln ND Nnked to Has attitude changed in the | North Country mludesm Ihe North Cnunlry in 2025 - linked toAttitudes |I|muqhnu! NY State in 2025 - linked to
ith Counlry between 2022 pared Lo Political Affiliation/dealog) North Country between 2022 | compared to cal Affiliation/deciogy? al Affiliation/ideology?
nd 0257 N SSl tewide and 20257 NYS Statewide
in 20257 in 20257
®Right Direction  11Wrong Direction =Right Direction  ©Wrong Direction

What direction are things heading in your county?
53%

42%

a1 a1

i ) a0% 0% 39%,40%
33%

0% |

20%

10% |

%

2022 North 2025 N, NY | AmongNorth AmongNorth Among North AmongNY  Am:
Country Study Country Emﬂy smmde Stu coumw Counhy Country sme Slale Ela!e Nesments
Democrats  Residents who | Republic:
are Neither Rep. Re D em.
nor Dem.
Has attitude changed in the  North Country |Attitudes in the North Country in 2025 - linked tolAttitudes throughout NY State in 2025 - linked to
North Country between 2022 | compared to Political Affiliafion/idealogy? Political Affiliation/Ideology?

NYS Statewide
in 20257

®Right Direction  ©Wrong Direction

Clearly, consistent with that which has been identified earlier in this Topline Summary — North Country residents do not commonly
feel that things are headed in the right direction. Similar to that which was found locally in 2022, residents continue to be more likely
to feel that things are headed in the wrong direction rather than the right direction, in all three of: (1) the nation, (2) New York State,
and (3) one’s own county of residence. However, the one notable change between 2022 and 2025 in the North Country is that
likelihood to feel that things are heading in the right direction in the nation more than doubled in those three years (from 14% to 33%).
When statewide attitudes are measured regarding the direction that things are heading, it similarly holds to be true that attitudes
about the direction that things are going among NY State residents are more negative than positive, however, the intensities of
dissatisfaction are quite different in the North Country versus statewide results when evaluating state and national directions. A slight
majority of North Country participants in 2025 (53%) feel that the nation is heading in the wrong direction, while among statewide
participants this rate increases significantly to 67%. More than two-thirds of North Country participants in 2025 (68%) feel that NY
State is heading in the wrong direction, while among statewide participants this rate decreases significantly to only 51%. North
Country and statewide residents have very similar attitudes regarding the direction that things are heading in their own county of
residence. Finally, the three preceding graphs summarizing “direction things are heading” clearly illustrate the partisan and political
ideology divide, a divide that very similarly exists in the Norh Country as it does on a statewide basis. As an example, among North
Country participants the rate of right direction versus wrong direction of things heading in the country among Republicans was 57%
right and only 37% wrong, and almost completely reversed among North Country Democrats to only 14% right and a very large 80%
respond wrong. This same political link was found in the statewide sample, as among NY State participants the rate of right direction
versus wrong direction of things heading in the country among NY Republicans was 48% right and only 43% wrong, and among New
York Democrats only 14% respond right and a very large 80% respond wrong. (Tables 31-33)

Political Dissonance in the North Country — Residents Tend to Register and Vote Red, while
Agreeing with Many Social Attitudes that are Typically Associated with Blue

In the 2024 Presidential Election, Donald Trump easily won all four North Country counties that are included in this annual survey
(Trump results in each: 62% in Jefferson, 72% in Lewis, 62% in Oswego, 59% in St. Lawrence), and in the 2022 NYS Governor's
Election Republican candidate Lee Zelden even more easily defeated Democrat incumbent Kathy Hochul (Zelden results in each:
71% in Jefferson, 82% in Lewis, 68% in Oswego, 66% in St. Lawrence) - clearly, North Country residents tend to vote Red
(Republican). However, there are three social issue attitude questions that have been periodically included in this omnibus survey
since 2018 that suggest that North Country residents very strongly support the attitude that is typically associated with the Blue
(Democrat) ideology rather than the Red view, hence, political dissonance. Interestingly, on a statewide basis, of course New York
is considered very Blue (Trump only received 44% of statewide votes in 2024), however, the rates of agreement for the three studied
social issues are very consistent when comparing North Country results to NY statewide results. By more than a three-to-one ratio
(65% to 20%) North Country residents agree rather than disagree that "Choosing abortion is a woman's right, and society should
protect that right", and the rates similarly on a statewide basis are 72% agree while only 12% disagree. By more than a four-to-one
ratio (57% to 14%) North Country residents disagree rather than agree that all “It is wrong for adults to be romantically involved with
other adults of the same sex", and the rates similarly on a statewide basis are 63% disagree while only 14% agree. Thirdly, by more
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than a two-to-one ratio (57% to 27%) North Country residents agree rather than disagree that "Systemic racism and social injustice
are major problems in our country that need to be addressed", and the rates similarly on a statewide basis are 69% agree while only
22% disagree. The fourth and final social issue survey question, relating to immigration and deportation, is one where a difference
between North Country residents and residents of the state as a whole becomes more apparent. When posed the statement “Recent
government actions to detain and deport undocumented immigrants in our communities, regardless of whether or not they have
committed crimes, is an important positive action taken by our government” among North Country residents 43% agree while 42%
disagree, aresult that is rather Purple. In the statewide sample, however, attitudes remain the expected Blue, with only 37% agreeing
while 53% disagree. In short, treatment of undocumented immigrants is one social issue studied where Red North Country residents
tend to hold a Purple, rather than Blue, attitude. The presence of this political dissonance in the North Country is not entirely
unexpected when one considers participants’ self-reported political beliefs/ideology. It continues to be true in 2025, as has been for
every preceding year of study, that the most commonly reported political ideology among North Country adults is not Conservative,
nor is it Liberal, but rather, it is most common to self-report as “Middle of the Road” (moderate). (Tables 38, 41-44)

Political Dissonance in the North Country — Residents tend to vote Red while
agreeing with many social attitudes that are Elue
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Affordability — regardless of how one investigates or defines things — North Country and
Statewide residents in 2025 are very challenged by affordability

When asked “When considering your family’s personal financial situation- has it gotten better, stayed about the same, or gotten
worse in the past 12 months?”, North Country residents are more than twice as likely to respond “Worse” (40%) as they are to
respond “Better” (only 15%). When the sample reflects the entire state, this concern with personal financial situation becomes even
more negative, with statewide residents almost five times more likely to respond “Worse” (53%) as they are to respond “Better” (only
11%). Specifically addressing recent price increases, participants were posed the following statement about affordability: "Recent
inflation in the prices of the things | regularly buy has made it more difficult for me and my family financially”, and overwhelmingly
North Country residents agree more than disagree with this statement (79% to 7%, respectively), and the intensity of agreement
increases even further when considering the statewide sample (where 82% agree, and only 6% disagree). Finally, when posed the
question “What do you think is the single largest issue that is facing residents of your county right now?”, inflation/cost of living was
the most common response, provided by 17% of North Country participants, and an incredibly high 32% among the statewide sample.
If the following five affordability-related, financial and money-dependent, responses are combined as a type of definition of
affordability (inflation, jobs, affordable housing, real estate taxes, and the economy) then 50% of North Country residents express
that affordability is the single largest issue that is facing residents of their county right now, and even more distressingly on a statewide
basis, 63% among the statewide sample cite affordability as residents’ largest issue. As with every survey question item included in
this large study, readers will find that to complete a deeper investigation of this greatest-issue phenomena, this report has very
thorough cross-tabulations included in Section 3 and Appendix Il of this report. (Tables 34, 45, 35, 36)
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REMINDER: Cross-tabulations — the statistical tool to probe deeper and better understand survey data — Readers
are reminded that later in this report every survey question is cross-tabbed (partitioned) by levels of many socio-
demographic variables including, but not limited to: County, Region, Gender, Age, Education Level, Annual Income, and
Political Ideology. Statistics are reported for every subgroup within each of these demographic factors, both on a North
Country Sample and a Statewide Sample basis. As a result, the report includes hundreds of cross-tabulation tables (in

Appendix 1) that report thousands of sample statistics. It is these cross-tabulation tables that readers may best use to

attempt to identify significant explanatory variables that may be correlated with survey outcomes.
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Section 3 - Detailed Statistical Results

Section 3.1 — Community Quality-of-Life Indicators

Section 3.1.1 — Relative Standing of Community Quality-of-Life Indicators in
2025

The following two tables (Tables 5 and 6) highlight all twenty-one studied quality-of-life indicators in 2025, providing
the ability for one to observe the most positively and most negatively perceived community aspects — to take a current
snapshot of opinions/satisfactions. The community indicators are sorted from top to bottom of Table 5, from the most to
the least positively perceived by residents of the four-county North Country region in 2025, defined as the largest rate of
responding “Excellent or Good” to the community indicator. To add perspective to local quality-of-life results, the November
2025 statewide percentages are also included in the blue column. For quick reference, considering the sample sizes
collected in each county in the 2025 North Country Annual Survey of the Community, a difference of 5% or larger between
any two counties be considered a statistically significant difference, and a difference of 4% or larger between the four-county
North Country regional rate and the statewide rate (the A‘s shown below) may be considered a statistically significant

difference (For more detail regarding statistical significance, please refer to Appendix Il of this report: “Technical Comments — Assistance in
Interpretation of the Statistical Results.”)

Table 5 — SUMMARY of “Relative Standing” — Year 2025 — All 21 Quality-of-life
Indicators Compared Across North Country Counties and Compared
to Statewide Result — Rate of Responding “Excellent or Good”

: : _ st 4-County % New E Delta (4)
Community Indicator: Jefferson Lewis Oswego |, 0 o Cﬁ:;tgy ? ;c;rtlé %z.; (m;)—
2 2
Quality of the environment 67% | 83% | 69% 69% 69% 1 52% | 7 +17%
Public outdoor recreational opportunities 66% | 71% | 65% 61% 65% 2 57% | 3 +8%
Access to higher education 61% 39% 60% 73% 63% 3 60% | 1 +2%
Quality of K-12 education 52% | 66% | 45% 45% 49% 4 44% | 10 +5%
The overall quality of life in the area 44% | 63% | 43% 37% 43% 5 56% | 4 -13%
Policing and crime control 44% | 59% | 44% 37% 43% | 6 49% | 9 -6%
Health care quality 38% | 52% | 44% | 29% | 38% | 7 50% | 8 -12%
Health care access 40% | 47% | 37% 23% 35% 8 53% | 6 -18%
City, town, and village government 33% | 43% 31% 27% 31% 9 42% | 11 -11%
County government 33% | 37% | 30% | 27% | 31% | 10 35% | 12 -5%
Cultural and entertainment opportunities 33% 32% 31% 23% 29% | 11 55% | 5 -26%
The downtown of Watertown 27% = = = 27% - -
Shopping opportunities 42% | 27% 23% 8% 24% | 12 60% | 2 -36%
Availability of housing 26% | 27% 19% 16% 21% | 13 21% | 17 1%
Availability of behavioral health services 25% | 19% 18% 13% 19% | 14 29% | 14 “11%
Availability of care for the elderly 22% | 29% | 18% 8% 17% | 15 28% | 15 -11%
Availability of good jobs 20% | 20% 18% 9% 16% | 16 27% | 16 -11%
The overall state of the local economy 21% | 29% 1% 10% 15% | 17 30% | 13 -15%
Cost of Energy 14% | 10% 9% 14% 12% | 18 11% | 20 +1%
Real estate taxes 14% | 14% 9% 8% 1% | 19 12% | 19 -1%
Availability of childcare 15% | 15% 7% 8% 10% | 20 20% | 18 -10%
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The 2025 community indicators are next sorted by the rate of responding “Poor” in Table 6. To add perspective to
local quality-of-life results, the November 2025 statewide percentages are also included in the blue column. For quick
reference, considering the sample sizes collected in each county in the 2025 North Country Annual Survey of the
Community, a difference of 5% or larger between any two counties be considered a statistically significant difference, and
a difference of 4% or larger between the four-county North Country regional rate and the statewide rate (the A's shown

below) may be considered a statistically significant difference (For more detail regarding statistical significance, please refer to Appendix
11| of this report: “Technical Comments — Assistance in Interpretation of the Statistical Results.”)

Table 6 — SUMMARY of “Relative Standing” — Year 2025 — All 21 Quality-of-life
Indicators Compared Across North Country Counties and Compared
to Statewide Result — Rate of Responding “Poor”

. . . st. 4-County % New E Delta (4)

Community Indicator: Jefferson |  Lewis Oswego | | ce Cﬁz;tgy g;? ;/t:rtl; ? (’XI%)_

= =
Quality of the environment 7% 2% 4% 6% 5% 20 15% | 18 -10%
Access to higher education 7% 22% 9% 4% 8% 19 11% | 20 -3%
Public outdoor recreational opportunities 8% 7% 11% 12% 10% 18 16% | 15 -6%
Quality of K-12 education 12% 7% 13% | 11% 1% | 17 14% | 19 2%
The overall quality of life in the area 16% 8% 9% 21% 15% 16 15% | 17 0%
Policing and crime control 16% 9% 20% 26% 20% 15 18% | 11 +2%
Health care quality 19% 13% 13% 30% 20% | 14 16% | 14 +4%
City, town, and village government 15% 18% 22% 27% 21% 13 23% | 9 -2%
County government 15% 22% 23% 26% 21% 12 24% | 7 -2%
Cultural and entertainment opportunities 21% 25% 18% 34% 24% 11 15% | 16 +9%
Health care access 19% 20% 21% 36% 25% | 10 17% | 12 +8%
The downtown of Watertown 27% - - - - - -
Availability of behavioral health services 28% 30% 35% | 40% | 34% | 9 24% | 6 +10%
Availability of housing 30% 33% 38% 37% 35% | 8 40% | 3 -5%
Availability of care for the elderly 28% 27% 31% 52% 36% 7 23% | 8 +14%
Availability of childcare 31% 38% 38% | 45% | 38% | 6 19% | 10 +19%
The overall state of the local economy 28% 32% 39% 50% 39% 5 31% | 4 +7%
Shopping opportunities 22% 28% 35% 68% 41% 4 16% | 13 +24%
Availability of good jobs 33% 40% 41% | 60% | 44% | 3 30% | 5 +14%
Real estate taxes 33% 42% 50% 53% 45% 2 43% | 2 +2%
Cost of Energy 49% | 48% | 56% | 58% | 54% | 1 54% | 1 0%
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Section 3.1.2 — Trends for Community Quality-of-Life Indicators

Next, each of these studied indicators is presented as a motion picture — illustrating how attitudes may or may not
have changed over time in the North Country in each county. The dark-gray-shaded cell in each row of Tables 7-9 is the
largest percentage responding “Excellent or Good” found throughout the studied years for each survey question in the
county summarized in that table. The red number with pink cell result in each row of Tables 7-9 is the smallest percentage
responding “Excellent or Good” found throughout the studied years for each survey question in the county summarized in
that table. For quick reference, considering the sample sizes collected each year in the North Country Annual Survey of the
Community, a difference of 5% or larger between any two years (between any two numbers located in the same row) may

be considered a statistically significant trend, or change over time in that county. (For more detail regarding statistical significance,
please refer to Appendix Il of this report: “Technical Comments — Assistance in Interpretation of the Statistical Results.”)

Table 7 — SUMMARY of “Trends” in Jefferson County — Years 2000-2025 — All
21 Quality-of-life Indicators Compared Across Time and to the Long-
term Average — Rate of Responding “Excellent or Good”

Indicator S| 8|8|8|8|8|8 |8 |8 |8 |88 %
Access to higher education 68 63 64 63 63 61 60 63 65 61 63 59 61
Public outdoor recreational opportunities 65 61 61 63 61 62 62 63 64 61 56 60 62
Policing and crime control 66 66 64 65 64 58 64 61 65 64 63 61 64
The overall quality of life in the area 64 50 56 56 53 57 60 65 62 54 58 55 58
Quality of K-12 education 63 58 61 55 58 58 56 59 63 60 57 55 54
Quality of the environment 53 52 53 50 56 53 50 50 49 49 51 48 53
Shopping opportunities 56 51 46 | 48 52 57 | 69 | 71 4l 57 59 62 | 64
Healthcare quality 49 | 45 | 51 49 50 50 51 50 51 44 | 47 | 47 | 48
Availability of housing - - - - - 37 39 46 50 55 57 51 48
Health care access 51 44 47 47 45 47 48 49 49 4 43 43 46
Cultural/entertainment opportunities 40 36 40 38 39 39 38 43 44 38 39 38 43

City, village, or Town government - = = = = - - - - - - - -
County government - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Availability of care for the elderly - - - - 34 36 41 36 38 32 31 36 43
The Downtown of Watertown 30 26 24 27 23 26 27 26 28 43 43 42 40
Availability of behavioral health services - - - = = = = - - - - - -
Availability of childcare - - - - - - - - - - - - -

The overall state of the local economy 28 16 18 18 20 24 29 31 24 15 19 19 23
Availability of good jobs 17 7 9 10 11 15 20 25 | 20 9 14 11 15
Cost of energy 8 7 9 7 9 8 7 8 8 9 9 8 9
Real estate taxes 15 11 10 9 11 12 10 8 10 10 10 12 1
Indicator |23 |5|8|8|8|E|R|R|B|R|E|Z
Access to higher education 60 | 65 | 58 | 67 | 71 | 75 | 67 - 69 | 60 | 57 | 64 | 61 | 64
Public outdoor recreational opportunities 60 | 64 | 69 | 64 | 68 | 68 - - 59 [ 60 | 60 | 66 | 66 | 63
Policing and crime control 59 | 63 | 61 72 | 59 | 67 - 69 - 49 | 46 | 47 | 44 | 61
The overall quality of life in the area 60 | 54 | 63 | 66 | 67 | 66 | 62 | 66 | 60 | 50 [ 49 | 49 | 44 | 58
Quality of K-12 education 52 | 55 | 49 | 66 | 67 | 65 | 61 | 59 - 52 | 50 | 52 | 52 | 57
Quality of the environment 52 | 51 | 52 | 73 | 68 | 67 | 65 | 71 - 65 | 65 | 72 | 67 | 57
Shopping opportunities 64 | 63 | 67 | 64 | 62 | 62 - - 50 | 45 | 46 | 45 | 42 | 57
Healthcare quality 49 | 46 | 47 | 52 | 56 | 59 | 52 | 58 - 43 | 42 | 44 | 38 | 49
Availability of housing 56 | 64 | 63 | 66 | 58 | 58 | 51 - - 27 | 26 | 29 | 26 | 48
Health care access 47 | 44 | 49 | 54 | 56 | 59 - - 67 | 44 | 44 | 41 | 40 | 48
Cultural/entertainment opportunities 40 | 41 | 47 | 32 | 50 | 49 | 35 - - 34 | 36 | 35 | 33 | 39
City, village, or Town government - - - 48 | 46 | 45 - - - 34 | 31 36 ( 33 ] 39
County government - - - 45 | 41 41 35 - 36 ( 30 (| 32 | 34 | 33 ] 36
Availability of care for the elderly 46 | 45 | 42 | 43 | 39 | 39 - - 33 | 22 | 23| 24 | 22 ] 35
The Downtown of Watertown 35 | 39 | 47 | 25 | 36 | 40 | 35 - - 34 | 34 | 36 | 27 | 33
Availability of behavioral health services - - - 38 | 42 | 35 - - 33 | 24 | 30 | 27 | 25 | 32
Availability of childcare - - - 44 | 41 | 39 - - 27 (15 | 16 | 15 | 15 | 27
The overall state of the local economy 23 | 23 [ 32 | 23 | 36 | 36 | 32 ( 35 | 28 | 24 | 20 | 28 | 21 | 25
Availability of good jobs 15 | 13 [ 18 [ 17 | 23 | 28 [ 25 | 32 | 30 | 32 | 32 | 26 | 20 | 19
Cost of energy 12 7 21 | 27 | 35 | 30 - - - 1 | 23 [ 18 | 14 | 13
Real estate taxes 12 9 1 | 11 | 20 | 23 | 17 - 20 (15 | 15 | 16 | 14 | 13
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Table 8 —- SUMMARY of “Trends” in Lewis County — Years 2007-2025 — All 20
Quality-of-life Indicators Compared Across Time and to the Long-
term Average — Rate of Responding “Excellent or Good”

Indicator SIE|8|E|8|8 |2 |2 |8 |5 |8|8|8|B|B|R|B|B |8
Quality of the environment 83 (89|90 (90 | 86 |91 | 84 | 86 (90 | 83 (85 |88 | — (86 |79 (78 | 84 |80 | 83| 85
Quality of K-12 education 82 (84 (85|84 |80 |87 | 75|73 |83 |85(80|79| — (78|76 |65 |76 (66 | 66 ] 78
Public outdoor recreational opportunities | 78 ( 80 | 78 | 70 ( 74 | 83 | 73 (75 |72 |72 (74| - |70 [ — | 66 | 69 [ 77 | 67 | 71 73
The overall quality of life in the area 74 | 82 (73 | 78 |73 |77 | 71 |75 |77 | 81 |77 |79 |74 (78 (66 | 54 | 68 [ 59 | 63 | 73
Policing and crime control 70 | 77 | 69 | 78 | 74 (75 | 68 | 73 [ 66 | 72 (64 | — |74 | 76 [ 62 | 56 [ 62 | 55 | 59 | 68
Healthcare quality 74 (75 |71 | 70 [ 64 | 79 | 68 | 71 | 69 | 63 | 70 | 61 | — [ 65 | 55| 51 | 52 ( 48 | 52 | 64
Health care access 63 | 64 | 63 |66 |61 | 72|58 |55 |66 |61 72| — [68 | — (53 (43 (47 (49 |47 ] 59
Availability of care for the elderly 55 |64 | 62 (65 (61|70 ( 54 |65 |57 |57 (54| — |46 | — | 39 (26 |33 |25 |29 ] 51
City, village, or Town government 48 | 53 |45 | 44 | 51 | 52 | 42 |43 |45 | 54 |49 | — |55 | — (39 |42 | 45 | 41 | 43| 47
Access to higher education - — | 38 (42 (36 | 46 | 41 | 37 | 45 | 49 (47 | 46 | 56 | — | 42 | 53 [ 54 | 46 | 39 | 45
Availability of housing - - - - - - - - | 63 | 60 | 61| 54 | - - | 42 | 25 [ 36 | 28 | 27 | 44
County government 43 | 46 | 33 | 32 |41 | 39 | 35|40 | 45 | 44 (45 | 44 | - - [ 3938 |35]|34|37] 39
Shopping opportunities 3540 | 35 (33 |28 |38 |31|36 (34|36 (39| — (34| - |28 (283929 |27] 34
Cultural/entertainment opportunities 27 | 34 | 26 | 29 | 31| 35|29 |30 | 27 | 29 | 41 | 31 - - [ 27 | 26 | 36 | 26 | 32 30
Availability of behavioral health services - - - - - - - - |35 |37 (41| - |35 - |27 |25(31|22|19] 30
The overall state of the local economy 35 (21 (21|23 (19|30 |19 |24 | 31|30 (36|45 |35 (37 (29|20 |29 (23|29 ] 28
Availability of childcare - - - - - - - - |43 |42 (42| - | 27| - |21 |18 |19 |14 | 15 ] 27
Cost of energy 22 (22 | 26 (22 |31 |30 (30|26 (31|38 (43| — (35| — |21 (14|19 (17 | 10| 26
Availability of good jobs 17 |13 (11|13 (10|13 |16 (16 |15 (16 | 24 | 26 | 25 | 25 [ 36 | 36 ( 35 | 29 | 20 | 21
Real estate taxes 25 (22118 (19|20 (27 |22 |16 (21 |21 [ 28 | 24 | — [ — |18 (17 | 13 |18 | 14| 20

Table 9 — SUMMARY of “Trends” in St. Lawrence County — Years 2015-2025 —
All 20 Quality-of-life Indicators Compared Across Time and to the
Long-term Average — Rate of Responding “Excellent or Good”

Indicator 2015 | 2016 | 2017 | 2018 | 2019 | 2020 | 2021 | 2022 | 2023 | 2024 | 2025 | Avg.
Access to higher education 77 72 71 75 80 - 71 75 70 70 73 73
Quality of the environment 73 67 70 71 76 71 - 73 63 64 69 70
Quality of K-12 education 65 67 72 69 72 60 - 49 57 55 45 61
Public outdoor recreational opportunities 66 60 67 66 - - 58 59 54 54 61 61
The overall quality of life in the area 61 59 60 64 69 55 55 51 42 41 37 54
Policing and crime control 66 54 64 65 - 60 - 45 44 37 37 52
Healthcare quality 59 57 49 50 54 44 - 42 33 36 29 45
Health care access 53 52 50 50 - - 56 42 36 32 23 44
Availability of housing 55 48 47 44 51 - - 30 24 19 16 37
City, village, or Town government - 39 38 39 - - - 38 39 34 27 36
County government 35 26 30 32 34 - 34 29 35 31 27 31
Cultural/entertainment opportunities 27 31 35 36 36 - - 27 27 20 23 29
Availability of care for the elderly 45 38 41 36 - - 21 20 23 15 8 27
Availability of behavioral health services 34 30 36 37 - - 27 24 23 19 13 27
Cost of energy 34 32 30 28 - - 30 12 22 15 14 24
Availability of childcare 35 34 40 31 - - 21 16 13 12 8 23
Shopping opportunities 21 20 18 12 - - 28 21 17 11 8 17
The overall state of the local economy 18 19 21 16 22 16 25 10 18 10 10 17
Availability of good jobs 10 12 15 15 16 13 25 28 16 12 9 16
Real estate taxes 22 18 19 19 15 - 12 13 16 13 8 16
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Section 3.1.3 — 2025 Detailed Results for Community Quality-of-Life
Indicators

This section of the study provides a detailed presentation of the results for each of the questions in the survey.
Tables 10-30, shown on the following pages, provide the greatest level of detail in results in 2025 for the twenty-one
investigated quality-of-life indicators. In these twenty-one tables (each is truly two pages of tables and graphs), the result
for each of the quality-of-life indicators is shown both by county and regionally, including all possible responses to each
survey question in 2025. A trend analysis is also completed for each of the quality-of-life indicators, with comparisons to
results from earlier years of study in each county. Cross-tabulations by the key socio-demographic factors (Gender, Age,
Education, Political Beliefs (Ideology), Political Affiliation (Party), Military Affiliation, Racial Background, and Annual
Household Income) have been completed using the 2025 combined regional data for each survey question and displayed
graphically. Inspection of the results after cross-tabbing by any of these socio-demographic factors allows the reader to
better understand factors that may be significantly associated with perceptions of quality-of-life characteristics of the region.
Due to the first-ever statewide survey using these same community indicators, 2025 statewide results, state subregion
results, and statewide socio-demographic cross-tabulations are also presented. A similar reporting design, or approach,
will be utilized throughout the remainder of this report for every individual survey question included in the survey instrument.
The results for each survey question are presented in this section of the report with the following organizational structure:

(1) The current 2025 North Country Regional result, as well as county-specific results for
each of Jefferson, Lewis, Oswego, and St. Lawrence County results for all sampled
residents are combined and summarized in a frequency distribution fable that shows the
weighted sample proportion for each possible survey response and unweighted sample size
collected for the survey question (recall, the within-county weighted results are weighted for
Gender, Age, Education Level, Racial Background, Military Affiliation, and Sampling Modality).
Statistically significant differences between counties may be identified by using the descriptions
and examples shown in Appendix Il of this report.

(2) A current 2025 Northern New York county-level regional comparison analysis is
completed and shown in a bar graph for each survey question that was measured in more than
one of the four counties of Jefferson, Lewis, Oswego, and/or St. Lawrence in the year 2025.
County-specific and regional aggregate results are illustrated graphically with this bar graph.
Statistically significant differences between counties may be identified by using the descriptions
and examples shown in Appendix Il of this report.

(3) A trend analysis is completed and shown for the North Country study in a county-separated
line graph for each survey question that was measured in at least two of the twenty-six years
2000-2025. Statistically significant trends may be identified by using the descriptions and
examples shown in Appendix Il of this report.

(4) The current 2025 NY Statewide result, as well as state region specific results for all
sampled residents are combined and summarized in a frequency distribution table that shows
the weighted sample proportion for each possible survey response and unweighted sample
size collected for the survey question. Statistically significant differences between NYS
subregions may be identified by using the descriptions and examples shown in Appendix Il of
this report.

(5) A current 2025 NYS Statewide regional comparison analysis is completed and shown in a
bar graph for each survey question. Region-specific and regional aggregate results are
illustrated graphically with this bar graph. Statistically significant differences between regions
may be identified by using the descriptions and examples shown in Appendix Il of this report.

(6) A comparison of North Country Regional results to Statewide results is completed and
shown in a bar graph for each survey question. Statistically significant differences between the
North Country and the entire Statewide result may be identified by using the descriptions and
examples shown in Appendix Il of this report.

(7) The 2025 North Country combined four-county regional results for each survey question
have been cross-tabulated by each of the socio-demographic factors of County, Gender,
Age, Education Level, Political Beliefs (ldeology), Political Affiliation (Party), Racial
Background, Military Affiliation, and Household Income Level and illustrated in stacked bar
graphs. Statistically significant relationships between variables, or differences between
subgroup distributions, may be identified by using the descriptions and examples shown in
Appendix Il of this report, and inspection of the detailed cross-tabulation tables included in
Appendix 1.
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(8) The 2025 NY Statewide combined results for each survey question have been cross-
tabulated by each of the socio-demographic factors of Region, Gender, Age, Education Level,
Political Beliefs (Ideology), Political Affiliation (Party), Racial Background, and Household
Income Level and illustrated in stacked bar graphs. Statistically significant relationships
between variables, or differences between subgroup distributions, may be identified by using
the descriptions and examples shown in Appendix Il of this report, and inspection of the
detailed cross-tabulation tables included in Appendix II.

For further explanation of the statistical concepts of “Margin of Error” and “Statistical Significance,” to assist the
reader in best interpreting and utilizing the presented information, please refer to Appendix Il of this report — “Technical
Comments — Assistance in Interpretation of the Statistical Results.”

“Framing” a Statistic — Providing Perspective to Better Understand,
Interpret, and Use this Survey Data

The rationale behind providing so many analyses (statistics) for every survey question included in this study is that
one never fully understands the information contained in a reported statistic without “framing” that statistic. Framing involves
adding a richer perspective to the value of some reported statistic. For example, consider if Lewis County residents were
asked the survey question: “When considering you or your family's personal financial situation has it gotten better,
stayed about the same, or gotten worse in the past 12 months?”, and the result is that 39.2% of the Lewis County
participants responded with gotten worse. (Table 34) So .... what does this 39.2% really mean? Often-times community-
based researchers will describe the process of “framing” a statistic as completing as many as possible of the eight following
comparisons (frames) to better understand a reported statistic from a sample:

=  Within Response Distribution
(Is it a majority? 4:1 ratio? “Three times more likely to respond with “better” .... than “worse”?)

=  Short-term Trends

(Has it recently increased? Decreased?)

= Longitudinal Long-term Trends

(Has it increased over time? Decreased? How does the current result compare to the longterm average?)

= Compare to Target/Benchmark

(Compare to an agency or community’s goal or target?)

= Compare to A Regional Average Result
(Compare to some current regional average or similar counties?)

= Ranking Among Similar Variables

(Among many different similar locations, characteristics, options, or attributes, that all use the same response scale, is this specific item ranked first? last?)

= Cross-tabulations by Potential Explanatory Variables

(Different political ideological people differ in opinion or behavior? Age-dependent? Gender-dependent? Education-dependent? Income-dependent?)

= Extrapolations

(Application of a % for an item to calculate how many individuals in the population hold that view?)

The design of this final study report of findings includes all of the various types of tables that are necessary to allow
community leaders to best “frame the statistics” included in this report, best understand the statistics included, and make
best decisions in the future regarding how to use the statistics. As has been mentioned several times previously, if one has
further questions about “framing a statistic” please contact the professional staff at the Center for Community Studies.
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Table 10 — Cultural/Entertainment Opportunities

2025 North Country County Comparison and Local Regional Average:

Oswego Cultural/Entertainment Opportunities
2025 North Country Results (n=2,109)

Excellent 6.8%, 2.4%, | 35%pc | 42%
Good 26.7%, |27.0%,,| 28.3%, | 19.7%, | 25.1%
Fair 43.2%,p |41.1%, | 49.3%, | 415%, | 44.6%

Cultural and
entertainment
opportunities

Poor 21.5%, 18.0%, | 34.1%, 24.3%
Not sure 1.8%, 2.1%, 1.2%, 1.8%
Total 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0%
Unweighted n 528

2% 2% 2% 19 2%

Excellentor Good Fair Poor Don't Know
B Jefferson MLlewis OOswego MBSt Lawrence [E4-County North Country

North Country Trend Analysis — Rate of “Excellent or Good” — By North Country Counties (2000-2025):

Cultural/Entertainment Opportunities (% "Excellent or Good")

50%

45%

35%
Jefferson, 33%

Lewis, 32%
30% Oswego, 31%

25%
St. Lawrence, 23%
20%
15%
10%

5%

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025

2025 New York State Regions and NY Statewide Average:

Upstate LI& NYC New York NYS
Counties Suburbs City Statewide

Excellent 15.1%, | 15.8%, | 35.2%, | 23.9%
Good 31.4%, | 40.5%, | 25.6%, 31.4%
Fair 28.6%,p, | 31.5%, | 21.7%, | 26.5%

Cultural/Entertainment Opportunities
NYS Statewide and by Region 2025 Results (n=1,117)

Cultural and
entertainment
opportunities

Poor 22.6%, | 8.6%, 13.8%,, 15.1%
Not sure 2.2%, 3.4%, 3.7%, 3.2%

Total 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0%
Unweighted n

Excellent or Good Fair Poor Don't Know

B Upstate Counties E Long Island & NYC Suburbs O New York City =~ B NYS Statewide

2025 North Country vs. New York State Comparison:

Cultural/Entertainment Opportunities
2025 Results: North Country (n=2,109) Compared to NY Statewide (n=1,117)
55%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

Excellentor Good Fair Poor Don't Know

[@4-County North Country B NYS Statewide
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2025 Regional Four-county North Country Combined Cross-tabulations and NY Statewide Cross-tabulations:

Cultural/Entertainment Opportunities (North Country 4-County Region, n=2,109)
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
All North Country Participants [JFE3 25% 45% [ 24% \ZE_Gi
Jefferson County [ 21% 2%
Lewis County 5% 27% 41% | 25% [2%)
Oswego County I 18% [2%
St. Lawrence County 2% I 34% 1%
Men 40% 27% [2%
women [EE3 25% 49% [ 22% 2%
Age 18-39 48% I 26% i
Age 40-59 41% 31% 2%
Age 60-69 [ 19% 1%
Age 70+ 41% [ 13% [ 4%
No College 6% 19% 44% | 27% [3%
Some College [EE3 25% 46% I 24% 2%
4+ Year Degree 4% 29% [ 24% i
Under $50,000 HH Income 42% [ 25% [2%]
$50,000-5100,000 HH Income 45% [ 25% 2%
Over $100,000 HH Income |3 25% 46% [ 24% 2
Active Military in HH 34% 15% [ 4%
No AM in Household 46% | 26% k%
White 4% | 25% 2%
BIPOC 47% [ 26% 1%
Conservative 19% [3%
Neither Cons. nor Lib. 44% 30% I
Liberal 47% [ 17% 1
Republican [IEEA 28% 44% [ 23% [2%
Democrat 47% [ 20% 1%
Neither Rep. nor Dem. 44% 27% [2%]
M Excellent EGood O Fair OPoor [ Don't know
Cultural/Entertainment Opportunities (NYS Statewide, n=1,117)
0% 10% 20% 30% A40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
All New York State Participants 24% 31% 26% | 15% [ 3%
Upstate Counties 15% 31% 29% | 23% 2%
NYC Suburbs & LI 16% 41% 32% [ 9% [ 3%
New York City 35% 26% 22% I 14% [ 4%
Western NY 24% 35% 26% [ 13% [2%
Finger Lakes 19% 37% 16% | 24% [3%
Southern Tier [EIJ 15% 42% [ 39% 1%
Central NY 9% 41% 30% [ 17% [ 3%
Mohawk Valley P17 19% 46% [ 33% 0%
North Country 5% 13% 40% 37% [ 6%
Capital Region 19% 34% 26% [ 20% 1
Mid-Hudson 15% 35% 38% [ 10% [3%
Long Island 17% 45% 26% I 8% [ 4%
Men 27% 30% 27% [ 14% [2%
Women 20% 32% 27% I 18% [3%
Age 1839 28% 29% 22% I 21% 0%
Age 40-59 20% 32% 28% [ 17% [3%
Age 60-69 20% 30% 38% I 8% [ 4%
Age 70+ 26% 37% 22% I 11% [ 5%
No College 9% 51% 19% [ 14% [ 7%
Some College 15% 29% 34% 21% 1%
4+ Year Degree 36% 29% 21% | 12% [2%
Under $50,000 HH Income 20% 35% 21% I 18% 5%
$50,000-$100,000 HH Income 17% 25% 34% [ 21% [3%
Over $100,000 HH Income 29% 35% 24% [ 12% 1%
White 26% 34% 26% [ 12% [2%
BIPOC 21% 28% 27% [ 22% [3%
Conservative 16% 34% 31% I 14% [ 4%
Neither Cans. nor Lib. 18% 34% 30% | 16% A
Liberal 35% 26% 19% [ 17% [2%
Republican 13% 29% 37% 18% [ a%%
Democrat 31% 27% 24% [ 16% 2%
Neither Rep. nor Dem. 20% 40% 23% [ 14% [2%
H Excellent EGood OFair OPoor [Don'tknow
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Table 11 — Cost of Energy

2025 North Country County Comparison and Local Regional Average:

Oswego

Excellent
Good

Fair

Poor

Not sure
Total
Unweighted n

Cost of energy

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

Cost of Energy
2025 North Country Results (n=2,109)

Excellent or Good

Fair Poor Don't Know

M Jefferson  Mlewis @Oswego WSt Lawrence [@4-County North Country

North Country Trend Analysis — Rate of “Poor” — By North Country Counties (2000-2025):

70%

60%

50%

30%

20%

10%

0%

Cost of Energy (% "Poor")

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025

st. Lawrence, 58%
® Oswego, 56%

Jefferson, 49%
- Lewis, 48%

2025 New York State Regions and NY Statewide Average:

NYS Statewide and by Region 2025 Results (n=1,117)

59%

53% 54%

9%

Fair Poor Don't Know
M Long Island & NYC Suburbs OO New York City ~ mNYS Statewide

Upstate LI& NYC New York NYS Cost of E
Counties Suburbs City Statewide OSLOLENEIEY
Excellent
60%
Good
50%
Fair
Cost of energy 0%
Poor
5% 28% 28% 20% 28%
Not sure 0
%
Total o8 9% pe 11% 11%
Unweighted n 10%
0%
Excellent or Good
W Upstate Counties
2025 North Country vs. New York State Comparison:
Cost of Energy

50%

2025 Results: North Country (n=2,109) Compared to NY Statewide (n=1,117)

54% 54%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

Excellent or Good Fair

E 4-County North Country

Poor

B NYS Statewide

Don't Know
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2025 Regional Four-county North Country Combined Cross-tabulations and NY Statewide Cross-tabulations:

Cost of Energy (North Country 4-County Region, n=2,109)

0% 10% 70% 80% 90% 100%
All North Country Participants 30% I 54% [ 4%
Jefferson County 32% I 49% [ 6%
Lewis County 40% I 48% [3%
Oswego County 72NN 32% [ 56% [3%
St. Lawrence County 24% I 58% [a%
Men 32% [ 51% [ 2%
Women 28% I 58% [ 4%
Age 18-39 28% | 50% [ 7%
Age 40-59 TR 25% [ 66% 2y
Age 60-69 [ 10% 37% 52% 1%
Age 70+ EA 18% 39% 39% [3%
No College 29% I 54% [ 5%
Some College 27% [ 60% [ 4%
4+ Year Degree 38% 2% [ a%
Under $50,000 HH Income 28% | 53% [ 5%
$50,000-$100,000 HH Income 28% [ 55% [ a%
Over $100,000 HH Income  7Ej 9% 33% [ 55% P
Active Military in HH 14% 19% 33% [ 21% 12%
No AM in Household 9% 29% I 57% 3%
White 73 10% 30% [ 55% [ a%
BIPOC 6% 13% 30% 45% [ 6%
Conservative TN 28% [ 61% [3%
Neither Cons. nor Lib. 27% 55% [ 4%
Liberal 0% 39% [ 5%
Republican 24% [ 62% [2%
Democrat 724 11% 38% [ 44% [ 8%
Neither Rep. nor Dem. [JEE3 10% 30% I 53% [ 4%
M Excellent EGood O Fair OPoor [ Don't know
Cost of Energy (NYS Statewide, n=1,117)
0% 10% 20% 30% A40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
All New York State Participants 28% [ 54% [ 7%
Upstate Counties 28% [ 59% [ 4%
NYC Suburbs & LI 28% [ 49% | 9%
New York City 29% [ 53% [ 7%
Western NY 31% [ 54% [ 6%
Finger Lakes 30% [ 62% [2%
Southern Tier 84% E%
Central NY 27% [ 56% [ 10% }
Mohawk Valley | 71% 2%
North Country 29% [ 56% [3%
Capital Region 33% 47% [2%
Mid-Hudson 26% [ 52% [ 10%
Long Island 30% [ 46% 8%
Men 25% [ 56% [ %
Women 32% [ 50% [ 8%
Age 18-39 25% [ 51% 13%
Age 40-59 26% I 60% [ 4%
Age 60-69 29% I 60% [3%
Age 70+ 38% 42% [ 6%
No College 25% [ 46% 14%
Some College 28% [ 64% [3%
4+ Year Degree 32% [ 47% [ 9%
Under $50,000 HH Income 25% [ 52% [ 7%
$50,000-$100,000 HH Income 33% I 55% [ 4%
Over $100,000 HH Income 27% [ 55% | 10%
White 33% [ 54% [ 5%
BIPOC 21% [ 56% I 10%
Conservative 30% I 55% [2%
Neither Cans. nor Lib. 24% [ 57% 9%
Liberal 30% I 50% [ 9%
Republican 25% [ 63% [3%
Democrat 32% [ 50% 9%
Neither Rep. nor Dem. I:Iu 00820461 0.298158223 [ 0.578426606 0]0561034;7
H Excellent EGood OFair OPoor [Don'tknow
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Table 12 — Healthcare Access

2025 North Country County Comparison and Local Regional Average:

Oswego Healthcare Access
Excellent 9.5%, 4.4%, |  3.5%, 6.1% 2025 North Country Results (n=2,105)
Good 30.9%, 331%, | 19.9%, | 28.7%
Health care Fair 37.3%, 39.4%, | 402%, | 38.5%

39% 40% 5q0,

access Poor 19.5%, 20.6%, | 35.8% 24.8%
Not sure 2.9%, 2.5%, 0.6%, 1.9%
Total 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0%
Unweighted n 587 526

Excellent or Good Fair Poor Don't Know
M Jefferson MlLewis MOswego WSt Lawrence M4-County North Country

North Country Trend Analysis — Rate of “Excellent or Good” — By North Country Counties (2000-2025):

Healthcare Access (% "Excellent or Good")

70%
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50%

Lewis, 47%

20% Jefferson, 40%
* Oswego, 37%

30%

St. Lawrence, 23%

20%

10%

0%
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2025 New York State Regions and NY Statewide Average:

Upstate LI& NYC New York NYS
Counties Suburbs City Statewide

Healthcare Access

NYS Statewide and by Region 2025 Results (n=1,117)
Excellent 12.9%, 65%

Good 36.1%, 60%
Health care Fair 31.4%, 50%
access Poor 17.2%,,, a0%
Not sure 2.4%, 30%
Total 100.0% 20%

Unweighted n 10%

21%
17% 17%

3% 1% 2% 2%

0%

Excellent or Good Fair Poor Don't Know
B Upstate Counties @ Long Island & NYC Suburbs O New York City ~ BINYS Statewide

2025 North Country vs. New York State Comparison:

Healthcare Access
2025 Results: North Country (n=2,109) Compared to NY Statewide (n=1,117)
53%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

Excellent or Good Fair Poor Don't Know

E4-County North Country B NYS Statewide
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2025 Regional Four-county North Country Combined Cross-tabulations and NY Statewide Cross-tabulations:

Healthcare Access (North Country 4-C

ounty Region, n=2,109)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 80% 920% 100%
All North Country Participants 6% 29% I 25% [2%|
Jefferson County 9% 31% 37% [ 19% [3%
Lewis County 32% [ 20% 19
Oswego County R 33% 39% [ 21% [3%
St. Lawrence County 40% [ 36% ﬂ%ﬂ
Men 38% I 20% 2%
Women 39% I 29% \zﬂ
Age 18-39 6% 26% 35% [ 29% [3%
Agea0-59 EA 25% 1% I 28% 1%
Age 60-69 38% \ 20% 1]%6
Age 70+ 39% [ 13% mle
No College 40% [ 17% 2%
Some College 5% 28% I 27% [2%
4+ Year Degree [ 27% i
Under $50,000 HH Income I 26% [2%
$50,000-$100,000 HH Income 2% [ 21% i
Over $100,000 HH Income X3 29% [ 28% [2%
Active Military in HH 23% 30% 28% [ 14% [ 5%
No AM in Household 4% 29% [ 26% 73
White [ 26% \216|
BIPOC 35% [ 22% [2%]
Conservative 38% I 21% lla
Neither Cons. nor Lib. 3 29% [ 26% [2%4]
Liberal 41% | 29% [2%)
Republican 8% 31% 37% [ 23% 73
Democrat | 26% [3%
Neither Rep. nor Dem. [ 26% %
M Excellent EGood O Fair OPoor [ Don't know
Healthcare Access (NYS Statewide, n=1,117)
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
All New York State Participants 15% 38% 28% 17% [2%
Upstate Counties 14% 34% 28% [ 21% [3%
NYC Suburbs & LI 19% 46% 21% [ 13% 1%
New York City 13% 36% 31% I 17% [2%
Western NY 17% 36% 31% [ 13% \29%
Finger Lakes 13% 25% 37% [ 25% 0%
Southern Tier EJ 24% 26% 39% | 10%
Central NY 14% 39% 26% [ 19% [3%
Mohawk Valley I3 43% 40% [ 13% 0%
North Country [T 28% 28% I 38% %
Capital Region 23% 43% 15% [ 15% [ 4%
Mid-Hudson 14% 45% 27% I 12% [2%
Long Island 24% 46% 16% [ 14%
Men 18% 38% 28% I 15% 2%
Women 12% 39% 29% [ 18%
Age 1839 9% 34% 7% [ 29% B%
Age 40-59 15% 35% 33% [ 14% 3%
Age 60-69 19% 43% 27% [ 10% 1%
Age 70+ 24% 45% 20% [ 9% 1%
No College 10% 40% 23% [ 23% [ 2%
Some College 14% 32% 32% [ 21% 1
4+ Year Degree 17% 42% 26% [ 13% [2%
Under $50,000 HH Income 10% 40% 27% | 23% 1%
$50,000-$100,000 HH Income 12% 30% 32% I 20% [3%
Over $100,000 HH Income 18% 43% 27% [ 11% 1%
White 18% 37% 29% [ 14% 1
BIPOC 9% 38% 28% I 24% 2%
Conservative 19% 43% 2% [ 13% [ a%
Neither Cans. nor Lib. 17% 34% 31% [ 18% T
Liberal 10% 33% 29% I 21% 1%
Republican 18% 33% 32% [ 14% [2%
Democrat 12% 38% 28% [ 21% 1%
Neither Rep. nor Dem. 16% 39% 29% [ 13% [3%
M Excellent W Good DFair OPoor [IDon'tknow
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Table 13 — Healthcare Quality
2025 North Country County Comparison and Local Regional Average:

Oswego Healthcare Quality
Excellent 9.8%, | 12.0%, | 53%, | 3.4%, | 6.4% 2025 Northi Countey Results [n=2,109)
Good 28.0%, | 40.0%, | 38.2%, | 25.7%, 31.6% 525
Health care Fair 30.4%, | 34.2%, | 39.4%, | 40.8%, | 39.4% o e
quality Poor 19.4%, |13.2%,5 13.4%, | 29.6%, | 20.0% a0% o -
Not sure 34%, | 06%,p| 37%, | 0.8%, | 2.5% -

Total 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0%
Unweighted n 588 529

20%

10%

0%

Excellent or Good Fair Poor Don't Know

M Jefferson MLewis EOswego MBSt Lawrence [E4-County North Country

North Country Trend Analysis — Rate of “Excellent or Good” — By North Country Counties (2000-2025):

Healthcare Quality (% "Excellent or Good")
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60%

Lewis, 52%
50%

© Oswego, 4%
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30% St. Lawrence, 29%

20%

10%

0%
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025

2025 New York State Regions and NY Statewide Average:

Upstate LI & NYC New York NYS
Counties Suburbs City Statewide

Healthcare Quality
NYS Statewide and by Region 2025 Results (n=1,117)
Excellent 13.7%,

Good 35.4%;,,
Health care Fair 30.3%,
quality Poor 16.9%

Not sure 3.8%;,

Total 100.0% 20

Unweighted n 10%

59%
60%

50%

50%

a0%

30%

% 3% 0 A%

0%

Excellent or Good Fair Poor Don't Know
M Upstate Counties @ Long Island & NYC Suburbs O New York City ~ B NYS Statewide

2025 North Country vs. New York State Comparison:

Healthcare Quality

2025 Results: North Country (n=2,109) Compared to NY Statewide (n=1,117)

50%
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2025 Regional Four-county North Country Combined Cross-tabulations and NY Statewide Cross-tabulations:

Healthcare Quality (North Country 4-County Region, h=2,109}
0% 10% 20% 30% a40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
All North Country Participants 6% 32% 20% [3%
Jeffersan County 10% 28% 19% | 3%
Lewis County 12% 40% I
Oswego County [IIEES 38% L 1w [
St. Lawrence County [JERS 26% 30%
Men 9% 33% 17% 3%
Wamen 31% 23% 2%
age 1839 IED 24% 25% [ a%
Aged059 B 29% 25% [2%|
Age 60-69 7% 40% [ 2% kb
Age 70+ 8% [ o iw
No College 33% [ wew Py
Some College 3 30% 22% [3%
4+ Year Degree 5% 34% 20% [2%
Under $50,000 HH Income 7% 30% 19% 3%
$50,000-$100,000 HH Income 7% 35% 19% 2%
Over $100,000 HH Income  [JIED 29% 22% [3%
Active Military in HH 21% 31% [ 9% | 7%
No AM in Household 5% 31% 22% 2%
White 6% 32% 21% [2%
BIPOC 11% 32% [ 3e% %
Conservative 9% 33% 20% [2%
Neither Cons. nar Lib. 5% 31% 20% [2%
Liberal 31% 21% [3%
Republican 9% 32% 19% 2%
pemocrat [JEB 35% 15% [3%
Neither Rep. nor Dem. 5% 29% 22% [2%
mExcellent mGood MFair =Poor [1Don't know
Healthcare Quality (NYS Statewide, n=1,117)
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
All New York State Participants 16% 34% 16% 4%
Upstate Counties 14% 35% 17% 4%
NYC Suburbs &LI 20% 40% 3%
New York City 15% 30% 19% 5%
Western NY 20% 37% 16% 2%
Finger Lakes 14% 39% l%
Southern Tier P73 14% 49% [ 11%
Central NY 12% 2% | aa% |
Mohawk Valley 3 23% 25% 13%
North Country |EZ3 32% T ET
Capital Region 20% 41% [ 1% [
Mid-Hudson 12% 46% T
Leng Island 26% 34% 11% 0
Men 16% 38% %
‘Women 15% 30% 18% 5%
Age 18-39 11% 29% 21% [ %
Age 40-59 15% 31% 17% 3%
Age 60-69 17% 43% 9% 9
Age 70+ 26% 39% [ 9% 2%
No College 11% 23% 19% o
Some College 14% 30% 20% [ &%
4+ Year Degree 19% 40% 1% 4%
Under $50,000 HH Income 11% 27% 16% 4%
$50,000-5100,000 HH Income 13% 29% 25% [2%
Over $100,000 HH Income 18% 42% 10% 6%
White 18% 38% [ 1% | 5%
BIPOC 1% 27% 25% [2%
Conservative 16% 35% [ 15w %
Neither Cons. nor Lib. 17% 30% 17% 4%
Liberal 14% 36% 17% [ &%
Republican 18% 33% 12% 3%
Democrat 14% 36% 22% 4%
Neither Rep. nor Dem. 17% 35% [ 1% | 8%
M Excellent W Good ©Fair [IPoor [|Don'tknow
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Table 14 — Access to Higher Education

2025 North Country County Comparison and Local Regional Average:

Access to Higher Education

Excellent 18.4%, 7.2%, 27.4%, 2025 North Country Results (n=2,109)

Good 42.3%,, | 32.0%, 45.9%,,
Access to higher Fair 28.3%,, | 34.9%, 20.6%,

73%
70%

60%

education Poor 7.0%,.c | 21.9%, 4.0%,
Not sure 3.9%ap | 41%ap 2.1%, e
Total 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0%
Unweighted n 590

50%

30%
20%

10%

0%

Excellent or Good Fair Poor Don't Know
M Jefferson  MLewis EOswego MBSt Lawrence E4-County North Country

North Country Trend Analysis — Rate of “Excellent or Good” — By North Country Counties (2000-2025):

Access to Higher Education (% "Excellent or Good")

80%

St. Lawrence, 73%
70%

60% Jefferson, 61%
Oswiego, 60%

50%

40% Lewis, 39%

30%

10%

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2000 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025

2025 New York State Regions and NY Statewide Average:

Upstate LI & NYC New York NYS
Counties Suburbs City Statewide

Access to Higher Education
NYS Statewide and by Region 2025 Results (n=1,117)
Excellent 63% 63%

Good 60%

Access to higher Fair 50%
education Poor 0%

60%

Not sure 30%
Total 20%

Unweighted n 10%

22% 22% 1% 22%

0%

Excellent or Good Fair Poor Don't Know
W Upstate Counties ~ @ Long Island & NYCSuburbs  ONew York City ~ BINYS Statewide

2025 North Country vs. New York State Comparison:

Access to Higher Education
2025 Results: North Country (n=2,109) Compared to NY Statewide (n=1,117)
63%  coo
60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

Excellent or Good Fair Poor Don't Know

E4-County North Country B NYS Statewide
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2025 Regional Four-county North Country Combined Cross-tabulations and NY Statewide Cross-tabulations:

Access to Higher Education (North Country 4-County Region, n=2,109)

% 10% 20% 30% a0%. 50% 0% T0% 80% 80% 100%.
Al North Country Participants 19% 44% 25% 8% 4%
Jeffersan County 18% 42% 28% [ 7% | a%
Lewis County 7% 32% 35% [ 2% [ a%
Oswego County 14% 46% 24% [ 9% [ 7%
St. Lawrence County 27% 46% 21% [ 4% J2%|
Men 19% 44% 26% [ 7% T 5%
Women 19% 43% 25% [ 9% [ a%
Age 18-39 17% 37% 30% | 12% | a%
Age 40-59 17% 44% 26% [ 9% [ 3%
Age 60-69 21% 49% 21% [3% | %
Age 70+ 24% 54% [ s 2% 5%
No College 16% 40% 31% [ 4% | 10%
Some College 16% 46% 26% [ 9% 3%
4+ Year Degree 27% 41% 19% 8% | 4%
Under $50,000 HH Income 18% 40%. 29% [ 8% [ &%
$50,000-$100,000 HH Income 18% 48% 24% 7% 1 a%
Over $100,000 HH Income 20% 43% 24% [ 9% [ 4%
Active Military in HH 24% 31% 24% [ 10% [ 11%
No AM in Household 18% 45% 25% [ 8% %
White 19% 44% 24% [ 8% [ 4%
BIPOC 18% 36% 3% [ 7% [ s%
Conservative 18% 52% 20% [ 6% 5%
Neither Cons. nar Lib. 7% 40% 29% [ 10% [ a%
Liberal 25% 40% 24% 8% 4%
Republican 18% 50% 22% | &% 4%
Democrat 26% 37% 26% | 8% [3%
Neither Rep. nor Dem. 15% 42% 28% | 10% | s%
HExcellent mGood MFair T=Poor [1Don't know
Access to Higher Education (NYS Statewide, n=1,117)
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
All New York State Participants 24% 37% 22% [ 1% [ 7%
Upstate Counties 22% 42% 22% [ 11% [ 4%
NYC Suburbs &LI 28% 35% 22% [ 7% [ %
New York City 23% 34% 21% | 13% | 9%
Western NY 25% 52% 11% 9% 3%
Finger Lakes 28% 22% 36% | 13% [T
Southern Tier 9% 44% 11% 26% I 10%
Central NY 22% 53% 20% [3% 3%
Mohawk Valley 12% 52% 28% [ 7% 1
North Country 16% 26% 33% [ 16% | 9%
Capital Region 23% 44% 21% [ 7% ] s%
Mid-Hudson 26% 39% 16% [ 8% [ 11%
Long Island 29% 32% 27% [ 7% [ a%
Men 22% 40% 22% | s | 8%
Women 24% 36% 20% [ 14% [ e%
Age 18-39 18% 36% 27% [ 15% [ a%
Age 40-59 24% 36% 23% | 11% [ ™
Age 60-69 26% 36% 21% | 10% [ 8%
Age 70+ 31% 2% 10% | 5% | 12%
No College 10% 26% 46% [ 10% [ 7%
Some College 17% 39% 21% [ 13% 9%
4+ Year Degree 31% 38% 16% [ 9% [ 5%
Under $50,000 HH Income 15% 28% 28% | 19% | 8%
$50,000-$100,000 HH Income 18% 38% 6% ] 12% [ &%
Over $100,000 HH Income 29% 42% 15% 6% | 7%
White 27% 42% 17% [ 8% | %
BIPOC 16% 30% 30% | 17% |
Conservative 23% 36% 23% [ 9% [ 9%
Neither Cons. nor Lib. 24% 32% 21% | 14% [ 7%
Liberal 21% 43% 22% [ 9% [ 5%
Republican 26% 37% 20% | 1% | 7%
Democrat 22% 40% 20% [ 13% [ 6%
Neither Rep. nor Dem. 24% 37% 22% [ 7% | 10%
W Excellent W Good = Fair [IPoor ||Don'tknow
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Table 15 — Public Outdoor Recreational Opportunities

2025 North Country County Comparison and Local Regional Average:

Oswego Public Outdoor Recreational Opportunities
Excellent 21.5%, 26.2%. | 21.5%, | 25.5% 2025 North Country Results (n=2,105)
Good 44.0%, |40.4%,, 39.3%, | 33.5%, | 39.1%
Fair 24.5%, 21.3%, 26.2%, 23.7%

70%

Public outdoor
recreational
opportunities

60%

Poor 8.4%, 10.7%, | 11.6%, 10.0%
Not sure 1.6%, 2.4%, 1.1%, 1.7%
Total 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0%
Unweighted n 591 528

50%

40%

30%

20%

11% 12%
7% 10%

10% % 1% 2% 1% 2%

0%

Excellent or Good Fair Poor Don't Know

mJefferson  Mlewis @EOswego WSt Lawrence [E4-County North Country

North Country Trend Analysis — Rate of “Excellent or Good” — By North Country Counties (2000-2025):

Public Outdoor Recreation Opportunities (% "Excellent or Good")
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2025 New York State Regions and NY Statewide Average:

Upstate LI& NYC New York NYS
Counties Suburbs City Statewide

Public Outdoor Recreational Opportunities
NYS Statewide and by Region 2025 Results (n=1,117)
Excellent

Good

Fair

70%

60%

Public outdoor
recreational
opportunities

50%

Poor 40%

Not sure 30%
Total 20%

Unweighted n 10%

1% % 1% 2%

0%
Excellent or Good Fair Poor Don't Know

B Upstate Counties  ELong Island & NYC Suburbs O New York City ~ ENYS Statewide

2025 North Country vs. New York State Comparison:

Public Outdoor Recreational Opportunities
2025 Results: North Country (n=2,109) Compared to NY Statewide (n=1,117)
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2025 Regional Four-county North Country Combined Cross-tabulations and NY Statewide Cross-tabulations:

Public Outdoor Recreational Opportunities (North Country 4-County Region, n=2,109)
o% 0% 20% 30% a0% 0% 60% 70% 0% 0% 100%
All North Country Participants 26% 39% 28% | 10% Eﬁ.}
Jefferson County 22% 44% 25% 1 8% ko
Lewis County L 7% 1%
Oswego County 21% | 11% 2%
st. Lawrence County 26% \ 12% 1%
Men 20% L% 1%
Women T % [2%
Age 18:38 I 1a% b
Age 40-59 26% 36% [ 9% %
Age 60-69 3% [ 7% 14
Age 70+ 3%
No College 23% 13% [ a%
Some College 23% 38% 26% [ 11% 1%
4+ Year Degree 35% 40% 19% 1 5% 1%
Under $50,000 HH Income 20% 36% 28% [ 13% 3%
$50,000-5100,000 HH Income 28% 7% |2%
Over $100,000 HH Income 21% % o
Active Military in HH 28% 39% 26% | 2% [2%
No AM in Household 2a% 11% 23
White 26% 39% 23% [ 10% 2%
BIPOC 31% T aw
Conservative | T S — 2% I 7% axn
Neither Cons. nor Lib. 5% | 12% 2%
Liberal 26% 39% 26% [ 7% %
Republican 27% 40% 2% [ 10% 1%
Democrat 26% [ % ow
Neither Rep. nor Dem. 24% 39% 25% | 10% 2%|
M Excellent W Good ®Fair FPoor I Don't know
Public Outdoor Recreational Opportunities (NYS Statewide, n=1,117)
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 80% T0% 80% o90% 100%
/All New York State Participants 23% 34% 25% 16% 56‘
Upstate Counties 21% 37% 25% | 16% 1%
NYC Suburhs & LI 27% 42% 2% [ 7% 3% I
New York City 22% 27% 28% | 22% i l
Western NY 22% 48% 19% [ 1% 0%
Finger Lakes 22% 32% 28% | 18% 1%
Southern Tier 7% 19% 52% 22% 0%
Central NY 23% 34% 19% [ 19% [ a%
Mohawk Valley 753 39% 36% 23% DL‘
North Country 20% 44% 24% [ 9% 3% I
Capital Region 31% 38% 15% 15% kz%l
Mid-Hudson 28% 44% 20% 1% %
Long Island 26% 40% 23% [ % 4% I
Men 28% 35% 25% [ 11% %
Women 19% 31% 28% [ 22% i%l(.
Age 1839 19% 29% 28% 23% 19L
Age 40-59 23% 33% 30% | 15% 0%
Age 60-69 22% 41% 24% [ 13% 19'@
Age 70+ 32% 39% 18% [ &% \z%l
No College 11% 33% 37% | 18% 15|s
Some College 19% 32% 28% [ 21% wle
4+ Year Degree 30% 36% 22% 11% z%l
Under $50,000 HH Income 18% 36% 23% | 23% nl%
$50,000-$100,000 HH Income 17% 34% 28% | 18% \1%'
Over $100,000 HH Income 27% 32% 28% | 13% ﬂlﬁ
White 26% 39% 22% [ 12% 1 Ie
BIPOC 18% 26% 33% [ 2% 1%
Conservative 21% 35% 28% [ 13% [3%
Neither Cons. nor Lib. 19% 30% 31% | 20% d;ﬁ
Liberal 29% 36% 20% | 14% u}lf.
Republican 19% 35% 29% | 14% 3% l
Democrat 27% 31% 26% [ 15% oslf.
Neither Rep. nor Dem. 20% 36% 21% 23% !
MExcellent WGood EFair _ Poor _IDon'tknow

Page 37 of 95




Table 16 — Quality of the Environment

2025 North Country County Comparison and Local Regional Average:

Oswego Quality of the Environment
Excellent 19.2%,,, 17.3%, | 17.3%pc | 18.7% - 2025 North Country Results (n=2,109)
Good 47.4%, 51.3%, | 51.5%, | 50.5% e
Qualityofthe  Fair 24.9%, 259%, | 251%, | 24.5% Jot
environment Poor 7.2%, 4.3%, 5.9%, 5.5% 60%
Not sure 1.3%, 1.2%, 0.2%, 0.9% 50%
Total 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 40% —
Unweightedn 592 528 do% 2 e o
20%
10% T G 5% % 1% 1% 0% 1%
0%

Excellent or Good Fair Poor Don't Know
B lefferson  Mlewis @EOswego MBSt Lawrence E4-County North Country

North Country Trend Analysis — Rate of “Excellent or Good” — By North Country Counties (2000-2025):

Quality of the Environment (% "Excellent or Good")
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2025 New York State Regions and NY Statewide Average:

Upstate LI& NYC New York NYS
Counties Suburbs City Statewide

Quality of the Environment
NYS Statewide and by Region 2025 Results (n=1,117)
Excellent

Good

Quality of the Fair 50%
environment Poor

70%

60%

40%

Not sure 30%

Total 20%
Unweighted n 279 10%

0%

1% 1% 0% 1%

Excellent or Good Fair Poor Don't Know

B Upstate Counties B Long Island & NYC Suburbs ~ ONew York City ~ BNYS Statewide

2025 North Country vs. New York State Comparison:

Quality of the Environment
2025 Results: North Country (n=2,109) Compared to NY Statewide (n=1,117)
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2025 Regional Four-county North Country Combined Cross-tabulations and NY Statewide Cross-tabulations:
Quality of the Environment (North Country 4-County Region, n=2,109)

50%

H
&

10% 20% 30% a0% 0% 0%

Gl

All North Country Participants 19%

Jeffersan County 19% a7% [ 7% 1
Lewis County 28% 55% 2o
Oswego County 17% 51% [ 4% |
St. Lawrence County 17% 52% ko
Men 24% 49% [ 4% 1
‘Women 13% 52% [ 7% 1
Age 18-39 15% 45% 8% %
Age 4059 ?ﬁm
Age 60.69 ?M
Age 708 ﬁ
No College W
Some College 16% 49%

4+ Year Degree 26%

Under $50,000 HH Income 48%

=

$50,000-$100,000 HH Income 50%

Over $100,000 HH Income 54%

Active Military in HH 29% 43% 12%] 3% |
-
No AM in Household 18% 51% [6% 1%

White 18% 51% [ 6% 1%

e ... 00|

BIPOC 18% 4% [ 6% [2%]

e ————————————— |

Conservative 21% 56% %05

Neither Cons. nar Lib. 46%

Liberal 19% 55%
Republican 21% 51%
Democrat 19% 51%
Neither Rep. nor Dem. 16% 49% 6% %
HExcellent mGood MFair T=Poor [1Don't know
Quality of the Environment (NYS Statewide, n=1,117)
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
All New York State Participants 14% 38% 32% [ 15% 1
Upstate Counties 16% 42% 30% [ 11% 1
NYC Suburbs &LI 17% 52% 2% [ 8% B
New York City 1% 25% 40% | 23% qq«.
Western NY 8% 43% 33% [ 15% t}'r
Finger Lakes 20% 37% 2% w
Southern Tier 7% 30% 28% 34% UT
Central NY 10% 54% 31% [3%1%
Mohawk Valley 12% 39% 39% [ 11% op
North Country 37% 38% 14% [ 10% 1
Capital Region 25% 46% 20% [ 10%  0f
Mid-Hudson 17% = [ iam 3%
Long Island 16% 42% 28% [ 13% 1
Men 7% 36% 33% | 14% o
‘Women 11% 34% 35% | 19% QT
Age 18-39 15% 29% 35% I 20% 1%
Age 40-59 13% 33% 38% [ 16% (146
Age 60-69 12% 42% 31% [ 14% [2%]
Age 70+ 16% 50% 24% [ 10% of
No College 13% 27% 40% [ 18% J2%]
Some College 13% 35% 35% [ 18% of
4+ Year Degree 16% 39% 31% [ 14% Qf
Under $50,000 HH Income 15% 28% 37% [ 19% 1%
$50,000-$100,000 HH Income 10% 33% 38% | 19% 1
Over $100,000 HH Income 14% 43% 30% | 13%
White 13% 44% 31% [ 11%
BIPOC 15% 22% 39% 23% 1
Conservative 16% 43% 28% [ 12% Q%e
Neither Cons. nor Lib. 13% 32% 37% 17% %
Liberal 14% 34% 30% I 18% 1
Republican 13% 49% 27% | 11% 1
Democrat 12% 30% 38% [ 18% Lvr
Neither Rep. nor Dem. 14% 40% 28% | 17% o
W Excellent W Good = Fair [IPoor ||Don'tknow
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Table 17 — County Government

2025 North Country County Comparison and Local Regional Average:

Oswego County Government
Excellent 6.0%, 3.4%,, 4.0% 2025 North Country Results (n=2,109)
Good 27.1%, 23.6%, | 26.6% 0% 3% 2o%
County Fair 38.0%, 38.7%, 37.2%

30%

government Poor 15.4%, (21.5%, | 22.9%;, | 25.7%c | 21.4%
Not sure 13.5%, 8.5%p,c 10.9%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Unweighted n 589 527

20%

10%

0%

Excellent or Good Fair Poor Don't Know
B lefferson  EMlewis @Oswego M St Lawrence [ 4-County North Country

North Country Trend Analysis — Rate of “Excellent or Good” — By North Country Counties (2000-2025):

County Government (% "Excellent or Good")

50%

Lewis, 37%
35%
Jefferson, 33%

30% * Oswego, 30%

St. Lawrence, 27%
25%
20%

15%

10%

0%
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025

2025 New York State Regions and NY Statewide Average:

Upstate LI& NYC New York NYS
Counties Suburbs City Statewide

Excellent 4.4%,
Good 24.7%,
County Fair 39.7%,

County Government
NYS Statewide and by Region 2025 Results (n=1,117)

50%

40%

government Poor 21.7%,5 0%
Not sure 9.6%,,1
Total 100.0%
Unweighted n

20%

10%

0%
Excellent or Good Fair Poor Don't Know
W Upstate Counties  mLong Island & NYCSuburbs  ONew York City ~ BINYS Statewide

2025 North Country vs. New York State Comparison:

County Government
2025 Results: North Country (n=2,109) Compared to NY Statewide (n=1,117)

27%
40% 5%

30%

20%

10%

0%

Excellent or Good Fair Poor Don't Know

@4-County North Country B NYS Statewide
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2025 Regional Four-county North Country Combined Cross-tabulations and NY Statewide Cross-tabulations:

County Government (North Country 4-County Region, h=2,109)
% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
All North Country Participants 27% 21% [ 11%
Jefferson County 6% 27% 15% [ 13%
Lewis County 32% 22% | a%
Oswego County [FE3 28% 23% | 12%
st. Lawrence County [IEE3 24% 26% [ 9%
ven [E3 26% 24% [ 10%
women [IE 27% 18% [ 13%
Age 18-39 6% 17% 21% [ 20%
Age 4059 I3 27% 26% 6%
Age60-69 | 32% 21% | a%
Age 70+ JEVH 42% 14% 6%
No College % 18% 24% [ 15%
Some College J:FS 26% 22% 10%
4+ Year Degree 33% 18% | 10%
Under $50,000 HH Income 5% 21% 26% | 12%
$50,000-$100,000 HH Income  [EE3 28% 19% 1 12%
Over $100,000 HH Income  [IEE3 30% 21% | 7%
Active Military in HH 15% 19% 9% 25%
No AM in Household [EE3 27% 23% 10%
White [JE3 27% 21% 11%
BIPOC 6% 19% 28% 15%
Conservative 4% 34% 16% 7%
Neither Cons. nor Lib. 23% 25% 12%
Liberal 23% 21% 14%
Republican 5% 31% 17% [ 8%
Democrat  EL3 26% 26% [ 12%
Neither Rep. nor Dem. I3 22% 23% [ 14%
M Excellent ®WGood ®Fair FPoor I Don't know
County Government (NYS Statewide, n=1,117)
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 0% T0% 20% 20% 100%
/All New York State Participants 7% 28% 24% | 11%
Upstate Counties 4% 25% 22% \ 10%
NYC Suburhs & LI 14% 35% 20% 6%
New York City 28% 15%
Western NY 6% 23% 21% [ s%
Finger Lakes I3 20% 14% | 16%
Southern Tier 3 15% a7% | 13%
Central NY 28% 23% 11%
Mohawk Valley 5% 21% 35% 19%
North Country 4 36% 11% 9%
Capital Region 31% 15% 4%
Mid-Hudson 39% 15% 7%
Long Island 19% 33% 24% | &%
Men 11% 2a% 31% [ 7%
Women 31% 20% [ 16%
Age 1839 9% 22% 28% [ 19%
Age 40-59 25% 28% . 8%
Age 60-69 I 38% 18% 6%
Age 70+ 10% 36% 19% [ %
No College 20% 25% 23% | s%
Some College 8% 23% 28% [ 12%
4+ Year Degree JEVS 33% 23% \ 12%
Under $50,000 HH Income 13% 24% 26% [ 1%
$50,000-$100,000 HH Income [T 30% 27% | 12%
Over $100,000 HH Income A% 28% 24% 10%
White 29% 20% [ 11%
BIPOC 9% 4% 3% | 1%
Conservative % 25% 31% [ 9%
Neither Cons. nor Lib. 6% 24% 29% 12%
Liberal 8% 32% 17% 12%
Republican 7% 27% 26% | A%
Democrat 5% 33% 24% 11%
Neither Rep. nor Dem. 5% 23% 27% 17%
MExcellent WGood EFair _ Poor _IDon'tknow
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Table 18 — City, Town, and Village Town Government

2025 North Country County Comparison and Local Regional Average:

Oswego City, Town, Village Government
Excellent 6.2%, 3.4%, 4.2%, 4.7% 2025 North Country Results (n=2,109)
Good 26.7%,.5 276%, .| 22.7%, | 26.5%
Fair 36.4%, 36.0%, | 41.3%, | 37.6% A%
Poor 15.3%, 21.8%, | 26.6%,. | 21.0%
Not sure 15.4%, 11.2%, 1, 5.2%, 10.2%
Total 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 20%
Unweighted n 586 528

City, Town, and

Village
government

30%

10%

0%

Excellent or Good Fair Poor Don't Know
mlefferson  mlewis @Oswego M5t Lawrence @4-County North Country

North Country Trend Analysis — Rate of “Excellent or Good” — By North Country Counties (2000-2025):

City, Village, or Town Government (% "Excellent or Good")

60%

50%

Lewis, 43%
a0%
Jefferson, 33%
30% ® Oswego, 31%
St. Lawrence, 27%

20%
10%

0%
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025

2025 New York State Regions and NY Statewide Average:

Upstate LI & NYC New York NYS

: . ; City, Town, Village Government
Counties Suburbs City Statewide

NYS Statewide and by Region 2025 Results (n=1,117)

Excellent

Good
C_lty, town, and Fair
village 40%
government Poor

60%

50%

30%

Not sure
Total 20%

Unweighted n 10%

0%
Excellent or Good Fair Poor Don't Know
W Upstate Counties mLong Island & NYCSuburbs O New York City ~ m NYS Statewide

2025 North Country vs. New York State Comparison:

City, Town, Village Government
2025 Results: North Country (n=2,109) Compared to NY Statewide (n=1,117)

2%

30%

20%

10%

0%

Excellent or Good Fair Poor Don't Know

m4-County North Country  mNYS Statewide
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2025 Regional Four-county North Country Combined Cross-tabulations and NY Statewide Cross-tabulations:

City, Village, Town Government (North Country 4-County Region, n=2,109)

0%

20% 0%

a0% 50% 60% T0% 80% 90% 100%
All North Country Participants [JIE 27% 21% | 10%
lefferson County 6% 27% 15% [ 15%
Lewis County 6% 37% 18% 5%
Oswego County [JE 28% 22% | 1%
st. Lawrence County [JEE: 23% 27% | 5%
Men 5 27% 23% | 10%
Women 4% 26% 18% 11%
Age 1839 6% 18% 19% 17%
Aged0-50 B3 30% 26% | 5%
Age 60-69 27% 23% 7%
Age 70+ 41% 14% [ 7%
No College 24% 19% 17%
Some College B 23% 23% | 9%
4+ Year Degree |13 35% 17% [ 8%
Under $50,000 HH Income 23% 23% [ 13%
$50,000-5100,000 HH Income 24% 19% | 11%
Over $100,000 HH Income  [JIEX3 31% 20% 7%
Active Military in HH 11% 21% 26%
No AM in Household 26% 22% 9%
White 27% 20% [ 9% |
BIPOC 6% 17% 26% [ 20%
conservative B3 34%. 18% | 8%
Neither Cons. nor Lib. 22% 23% [ 11%
Liberal 25% 19% [ 14%
Republican 5% 31% 20% 8%
Democrat BB 26% 22% 12%
Neither Rep. nor Dem. 5% 22% 22% | 12%
M Excellent ®WGood ®Fair FPoor I Don't know
City, Village, Town Government (NYS Statewide, n=1,117)
o% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 0% 90% 100%
/All New York State Participants 10% 32% 23% ] 9%
Upstate Counties 6% 33% 26% 7%
NYC Suburbs & LI 20% 38% 1A% | a%
New York City 27% 26% 14%
Western NY 7% 33% 25% [3%
Finger Lakes [JEE3 28% 35% | 13%
Southern Tier 3 8% a47% 13%
Central NY 6% 42% 12% 12%
Mohawk Valley T3 25% 39% | 13%
North Country (B3 56% 15% 1%
Capital Region 12% 39% 15% 1%
Mid-Hudson 17% 43% [ 13% | a%
Long Island 22% 33% “ 3%
Men 14% 28% 29% 8%
Women 7% 32% 17% [ 12%
Age 1839 10% 26% 28% [ 16%
Age 40-59 11% 25% 25% | 6%
Age 60-69 9% 37% 20% 6%
Age 70+ 10% 44% 17% [ &%
No College 21% 25% 28% | 6%
Some College 10% 26% 29% [ 10%
4+ Year Degree 7% 35% 19% | 10%
Under $50,000 HH Income 16% 22% 29% 12%
$50,000-$100,000 HH Income 6% 33% 27% | 8%
Over $100,000 HH Income 9% 34% 20% | 10%
White 9% 35% 19% [ 9%
BIPOC 3% 22% 32% [ 9%
Conservative 14% 29% 28% [ &%
Neither Cons. nor Lib. 7% 30% 28% [ 11%
Liberal 11% 32% 17% 9%
Republican 12% 1% 30% | a%
Democrat 8% 32% 21% 10%
Neither Rep. nor Dem. 6% 28% 21% | 17%
MExcellent WGood EFair _ Poor _IDon'tknow
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Table 19 — Real Estate Taxes

2025 North Country County Comparison and Local Regional Average:

Oswego Real Estate Taxes
Excellent 2.4%, 1 09 0.3%, 1.3% 2025 North Country Results (n=2,109)
Good 11.4%, . .39 7.6%, 9.2%
Fair 38.4%, 29.0%;, 34.2%

50%

Real estate taxes

Poor 32.5%, 5%, 79 53.5%, 45.1% 40%
Not sure 15.2%, . . 9.7%, 10.2%
Total 100.0% . 100.0% 100.0%
Unweighted n 591 527

30%

20%

10%

0%

Excellent or Good Fair Poor Don't Know

mJefferson mlewis mOswego mSt lawrence m4-County North Country

North Country Trend Analysis — Rate of “Poor” — By North Country Counties (2000-2025):

Real Estate Taxes (% "Poor")

St. Lawrence, 53%|
50%

* Oswego, 50%

Lewis, 42%

Jefferson, 3%
30%

20%

10%

0%
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025

2025 New York State Regions and NY Statewide Average:

Upstate LI & NYC New York NYS Real Estate Taxes
Counties Suburbs City Statewide i R
NYS Statewide and by Region 2025 Results (n=1,117)
Excellent
60% 58%
Good
50%
Fair
Real estate taxes 0%
Poor
30%
Not sure
Total 20%
Unweighted n 10%
0%
Excellent or Good Fair Poor Don't Know
M Upstate Counties M Long Island & NYC Suburbs ~ OONew York City ~ BNYS Statewide

2025 North Country vs. New York State Comparison:

Real Estate Taxes
2025 Results: North Country (n=2,109) Compared to NY Statewide (n=1,117)

50%
L

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

Excellent or Good Fair Poor Don't Know

E4-County North Country B NYS Statewide
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2025 Regional Four-county North Country Combined Cross-tabulations and NY Statewide Cross-tabulations:

All North Country Participants
Jefferson County

Lewis County

Oswego County

St. Lawrence County

Men

Women

Age18-39

Age 40-59

Age 60-69

Age 70+

No College

Some College

4+ Year Degree

Under $50,000 HH Income
5$50,000-5100,000 HH Income
Over $100,000 HH Income
Active Military in HH

No AM in Household
White

BIPOC

Conservative

Neither Cons. nor Lib.
Liberal

Republican

Democrat

Neither Rep. nor Dem.

Real Estate Taxes (North Country 4-County Region, n=2,109)

20% 0% am% 50%

60%

70%

45%

33%

53%

9%

20%

54%

15%

35%

47%

37%

37%

52%

10%

17%

33%

48%

38%

23%

57%

4%

31%

53%

37%

2%

M Excellent HGood ™ Fair [Poor

I Don't know

|All New York State Participants
Upstate Counties

NYC Suburbs & LI

New York City

Western NY

Finger Lakes

Southern Tier

Central NY

Mohawk Valley

North Country

Capital Region
Mid-Hudson

Long Island

Men

Women

Age 1839

Age 40-59

Age 60-69

Age 70+

No College

Some College

4+ Year Degree

Under 350,000 HH Income
$50,000-$100,000 HH Income
Over $100,000 HH Income
White

BIPOC

Conservative

Neither Cons. nor Lib.
Liberal

Republican

Democrat

Neither Rep. nor Dem.

Real Estate Taxes (NYS Statewide,

20% 30% 40% 50%

n=1,117)

0%

T0%

100%

43%

18%

1%

14%

58%

5%

30%

13%

47%

8%

31%

% 21%

37%

32%

% 22%
55%

21%

13%

35%

[ &%

17%

6%

= 9%

| 3%

12%

[ 15%

43%

21%

12% 3

6%

28%

48%

| 12%

55%

43%

42%

15%

18%

52%

37%

23%

34%

28%

46%

| 16%

45%

[ 17%

43%

19%

58%

4%

51%

16%

8%

59%

9%

8%

35%

48%

22%

| 18%

WExcellent WGood EFair L Poor

_IDon't know
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Table 20 - PoIicing and Crime Control

2025 North Country County Comparison and Local Regional Average:

Oswego Policing and Crime Control

Excellent 9.3%, | 6.6%, | 6.1%, | 6.1%, 7.3% - 2025 North Country Results (n=2,105)

Good 34.8%, | 52.7% | 37.7%, | 30.7%, | 35.8% 60%
Policing and Fair 32.6%, | 30.7%, | 34.5%. | 356%, | 34.0% S

crime control  Poor 16.3%,p | 8.7%, |20.2%,.| 25.8%, | 19.9%
Not sure 7.0%, 1.2%y, | 1.5% 1.1%, 3.0%
Total 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0%
Unweighted n 529 %

10%

a0%

30%

1% 1% 1% 3%
o%

Excellent or Good Fair Poor Don't Know

M lefferson  Elewis @Oswego MSt lawrence [@4-County North Country

North Country Trend Analysis — Rate of “Excellent or Good” — By North Country Counties (2000-2025):

Policing and Crime Control (% "Excellent or Good")

80%

70%

o Lewis, 59%

50%

[~ Jefferson, 44%
Oswego, 24%
St. Lawrence, 37%.

a0%

20%

10%

0%
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025

2025 New York State Regions and NY Statewide Average:

Upstate LI & NYC New York NYS

Counties Suburbs City Statewide Policing and Crime Control

NYS Statewide and by Region 2025 Results (n=1,117)

Excellent
Good

70%

60%

Policing and Fair
crime control Poor

50%

40%
Not sure 20%

Total 20%

Unweighted n 10%

0%
Excellent or Good Fair Poor Don't Know

B Upstate Counties B Long Island & NYC Suburbs O New York City ~ ENYS Statewide

2025 North Country vs. New York State Comparison:

Policing and Crime Control
2025 Results: North Country (n=2,109) Compared to NY Statewide (n=1,117)

49%
50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

Excellent or Good Fair Poor Don't Know

EA4-County North Country B NYS Statewide
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2025 Regional Four-county North Country Combined Cross-tabulations and NY Statewide Cross-tabulations:

Policing and Crime Control (North Country 4-County Region, n=2,109)
% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 70% 80% 90% 100%
All North Country Participants 7% 36% 20% 3%
lefferson County 35% 16% %
Lewis County 53% [ 9% 1%
Oswego County 6% 38% 20% fLes
St. Lawrence County 7% 31% 26% 1%
Men 3 37% 20% 3%
Women 35% 19% [ 3%
Age 18-39 8% 30% 23% [ 6%
Age 40-59 5% 36% 22% 1%
Age 60-69 6% 42% 14% 2%
Age 70+ 44% 13% 2%
No College 7% 32% 21% 6%
Some College |3 35% 23% 3%
4+ Year Degree 12% 42% 11% [2%
Under $50,000 HH Income 32% 21% [ 5%
$50,000-$100,000 HH Income 7% 38% 21% 2%
Over $100,000 HH Income 8% 37% 18% 2%
Active Military in HH 24% 13% | 17% |
No AM in Household 6% 21% ﬁi
White 7% 37% 19% |2%
BIPOC 23% 23% [ 11%
Conservative 7% 38% 21% [2%
Neither Cons. nor Lib. 34% 20% 4%
Liberal 9% 39% [ £ S 13
Republican 38% 20% [2%]
Democrat 9% 32% 16% 2%
Neither Rep. nor Dem. 6% 36% 21% | 5%
HExcellent ®Good ™ Fair [Poor
Policing and Crime Control (NYS Statewide, n=1,117)
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% T0% 20% 20% 100%
/All New York State Participants 13% 36% 18% 3%
Upstate Counties 10% 35% 18% \ 5%
NYC Suburbs & LI 42%. [ 8% |a%
New York City 7% 32% 25% 2%
Western NY 9% 32% 20% [2%
Finger Lakes 21% 32% % 2%
Southern Tier % 32% 31% | 13%
Central NY 5% 39% 14% I 9%
Mohawk Valley 5% 31% 20% | 12%
North Country 5% 38% 32% 4%
Capital Region 13% 41% 17% 13
Mid-Hudson
Long Island 29% 36% m
Men 19% 33% 18% 4%
Women 9% 36% 18% 3%
Age 1839 13% 31% 17% [ a%
Age 40-59 13% 28% 22% | a%
Age 60-69 14% 41% 19% 2
Age 70+ 15% 48% 13% 2%
No College 20% 28% 17% 4%
Some College 15% 30% 21% 4%
4+ Year Degree 10% 40% 16% 2%
Under $50,000 HH Income 21% 27% 21% [3%
$50,000-$100,000 HH Income  [JEE3 35% 24% | a%
Over $100,000 HH Income 15% 37% 13% 3%
White 13% 40% [ 12 [a%
BIPOC 15% 24% 28% [3%
Conservative 18% 32% 20% [2%
Neither Cons. nor Lib. 12% 32% 23% 3%
Liberal 12% 39% | 12% | a%
Republican 16% 36% 20% 3%
Democrat 9% 37% 21% [3%
Neither Rep. nor Dem. 13% 33% 11% 4%

MExcellent WGood EFair L Poor
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Table 21 — Availability of Good Jobs

2025 North Country County Comparison and Local Regional Average:

Oswego Availability of Good Jobs
2025 North Country Results (n=2,109)

Excellent 2.9%, 2.4%,, | 0.6%p 2.0%
Good 16.8%; 16.1%, | 8.7% 14.2% ei%
Fair 38.8%, 36.4%, | 28.7%, | 34.9% 50%

Poor 33.3%, 40.6%, | 59.6%. | 44.1%
Not sure 8.3%, 4.5%, 2.4%,c 4.8%

Total 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0%
Unweighted n 589 529 20%
10%

40%

30%

0%
Excellent or Good Fair Poor Don't Know
m Jefferson  mlewis @mOswego @St Lawrence @4-County North Country

North Country Trend Analysis — Rate of “Excellent or Good” — By North Country Counties (2000-2025):

Availability of Good Jobs (% "Excellent or Good")

35%

0%

Lewis, 20%

2% Jefferson, 20%
* Oswego, 18%

St. Lawrence, 9%

5%

0%
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025

2025 New York State Regions and NY Statewide Average:

Upstate LI & NYC New York NYS Availability of Good Jobs
Counties Suburbs City Statewide NYS Statewide and by Region 2025 Results (n=1,117)
Excellent 3.0%, 9.8%,, 6.8%, i 8%
Good 20.2%, | 24.2%, | 19.4%, 3% 352
30% 0%

Availability of Fair 27.8%,p | 26.3%, 35.0%, 30% — e S T
good jobs Poor 38.5%, | 25.0%, | 26.8%, 22

Not sure 10.6%, | 14.6%, | 12.0%, % o

12
Total 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 0% s
Unweighted n
0%
Excellent or Good Fair Poor Don't Know
W Upstate Counties  ELong Island & NYCSuburbs  ONew York City ~ BINYS Statewide

2025 North Country vs. New York State Comparison:

Availability of Good Jobs
2025 Results: North Country (n=2,109) Compared to NY Statewide (n=1,117)

30%

20%

10%

0%

Excellent or Good Fair Poor Don't Know
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2025 Regional Four-county North Country Combined Cross-tabulations and NY Statewide Cross-tabulations:

Availability of Good Jobs (North Country 4-County Region, n=2,109)

20%

30% 40%

50%

60%

0%

All North Country Participants
lefferson County

Men

Age 18-39

Under $50,000 HH Income

Active Military in HH

White

BIPOC

Neither Cons. nar Lib.

Liberal

Democrat

Neither Rep. nor Dem.

Lewis County ¥
Oswego County i3

St. Lawrence County g

Women

Age 4059 T
Age 60-69 1
Age 70+ |2
No College XS
Some College ¥

4+ Year Degree T

$50,000-$100,000 HH Income B
Over $100,000 HH Income X3

No AM in Household %

Conservative Y

Republican I3

17%

33%

|2%

a1%

42%

45%

45%

43%

a4%

47%

50%

41%

| 3%

26%

21%

46%

47%

50%

44%

M Excellent ®Good M Fair

7 Paor

I Don't know

/All New York State Participants

Upstate Counties

NYC Suburbs & LI

New York City

Western NY

Finger Lakes

Southern Tier

Central NY

Mohawk Valley

North Country

Capital Region
Mid-Hudson

Long Island

Men

Women

Age 1839

Age 40-59

Age 60-69

Age 70+

No College

Some College

4+ Year Degree

Under 350,000 HH Income
$50,000-$100,000 HH Income
Over $100,000 HH Income
White
BIPOC

Conservative
Neither Cons. nor Lib.
Liberal
Republican
Democrat

Neither Rep. nor Dem.

Availability of Good Jobs (NYS Statewide,

50%

20%

30% 40%

n=1,117)

0%

T0%

100%

2%

12%

5%

5%

21%

20%

24%

26%

24%

17%
18%
18%
25%

27%

18%

30%

38%

| 1%

25%

27%

15%

8%

38%

13%

61%

28%

26%

51%

31%

21%

28%

34%

41%

31%

28%

42%

38%

24%

39%

24%

10%
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[ 13%

36%

[ 10%

34%
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32%
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Table 22 — Shopping Opportunities

2025 North Country County Comparison and Local Regional Average:

Oswego Shopping Opportunities
Excellent 6.7%, 2.9%, | 0.6%, 3.4% 2025 North, Cauntry Results (n=2,100]
68%
Good 35.0%, 19.8%, |  7.3% 20.9% 0%
Shopping Fair 33.0%, 40.9%, 23.5%, 33.6% 60%
opportunities Poor 22.3%, 34.6%, | 68.5%; 40.6% 50%
Not sure 3.0%, 1.7%, 0.2%, 1.6% 0%
Total 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 30%
Unweighted n 589 527 20%
10% B 1% 2% gy 2%
0%
Excellent or Good Fair Poor Den't Know

M Jefferson MLewis MEOswego WSt Lawrence E4-County North Country

North Country Trend Analysis — Rate of “Excellent or Good” — By North Country Counties (2000-2025):

Shopping Opportunities (% "Excellent or Good")

70%

60%

50%

Jefferson, 42%

30%
Lewis, 27%

© Oswego, 23%
20%

10%
St. Lawrence, 8%

0%
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2025 New York State Regions and NY Statewide Average:

Upstate LI & NYC New York NYS
Counties Suburbs City Statewide

Shopping Opportunities
NYS Statewide and by Region 2025 Results (n=1,117)
Excellent 26.6%,

70%

Good 36.7%,
60%

Shopping Fair 23.2%,, 50%

opportunities Poor 13.1%, a0%

Not sure 0.3%, 30%
Total 100.0% 20%

Unweighted n 10%

0% 1% 0% 0%

0%
Excellent or Good Fair Poor Don't Know
M Upstate Counties M Long Island &NYC Suburbs  ONew York City ~ B NYS Statewide

2025 North Country vs. New York State Comparison:

Shopping Opportunities
2025 Results: North Country (n=2,109) Compared to NY Statewide (n=1,117)
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60%
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2025 Regional Four-county North Country Combined Cross-tabulations and NY Statewide Cross-tabulations:

Shopping Opportunities (North Country 4-County Region, h=2,109)

0% 10% 20% 30% 50% 60% T0% 80% 90% 100%
All North Country Participants [JEE3 21% a1% %
lefferson County 7% 35% 22% 3% |
Lewis County JEF 24% 28% :!,;
Oswego County |3 20% 35% 2%|
st. Lawrence County AN 68% [
Men 25% 38% [2%
Women 18% 44% 1%
Age18-39 B3 22% 42% [3%
Age 40-59 19% 3% 1%
Age 60-69 21% 36% 1%
Age 70+ 25% 36% [2%
No College [ 23% 36% | 5%
Some College 21% 44% 1&
4+ Year Degree R 21% 36% o
Under $50,000 HH Income 5% 1% 38% 4%
$50,000-5100,000 HH Income X3 23% 0% b
Over $100,000 HH Income | EE 19% 42% 0%
Active Military in HH 8% 32% 21% 9%
No AM in Househald 20% 3% i
White 21% a0% 1%
siroc BN 18% 44% L%
Conservative 5% 26% 33% 1
Neither Cons. nor Lib. |3 20% 45% 12%
Liberal B3 15% 43% !.gr
Republican 24% 38% i’T
Democrat  pi3 15% 46%
Neither Rep. nor Dem. I3 22% 41% [3%
M Excellent M Good ®Fair FPoor I Don't know
Shopping Opportunities (NYS Statewide, n=1,117)
o% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 0% 90% 100%
|All New York State Participants 25% 35% [ 1e%
Upstate Counties 15% 33% R - * T
NYC Suburhs & LI 33% 35% 1% 1
New York City 27% 37% 13% 0
Western NY 18% 38% 17% 0%
Finger Lakes 21% 28% 20% 0
Southern Tier [JEE3 20% 29% 0%
Central NY 10% 38% 21% T
Mohawk Valley [ 23% 37% 0%
North Country 5% 22% 46% 0%
Capital Region 21% 44% - 17% o
Mid-Hudson 28% 32% 12% 2%
Long Island 38% 37% 15% 0!
Men 26% 5% [ 6% dx
Women 24% 34% 18%
Age 18-39 26% 29% 24% 0%
Age 40-59 36% 14%
Age 60-69 37% 12% 0%
Age 70+ 27% 38% 11% 0%
No College 20% 31% 30% 0%
Some College 19% 33% 20% 0%
4+ Year Degree 32% 37% 11%
Under $50,000 HH Income 18% 27% 24% 1%
$50,000-$100,000 HH Income 20% 40% 20% 08
Over $100,000 HH Income 32% 35% 12% 0%
White 28% 36% 14% o
BIPOC 20% 32% 22% 1%
Conservative 22% 33% __ b
Neither Cons. nor Lib. 24% 34% [ 15% o
Liberal 29% 35% 18% 0%
Republican 23% 31% 17% 1%
Democrat 28% 34% 14% 0%
Neither Rep. nor Dem. 18% 43% 18% 0
MExcellent WGood EFair L Poor _IDon'tknow
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Table 23 — Quality of K-12 Education

2025 North Country County Comparison and Local Regional Average:

Oswego Quality of K-12 Education
Bealh 14.1%, 8.1%, 10.1% 2025 North Country Results (n=2,109)
Good 38.3%, 37.0%, | 38.5% 70% p—
Quality of K-12  Fair 23.6%, |22.9%,|32.0%), .| 34.3% 29.5% 60%
education Poor 11.6%, 10.7%, 11.5% 50%
Not sure 12.4%, 9.8%,1, 10.4% 20%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 30%
Unweighted n 589 529 20%

2% 10% 10% 10%

10%

0%

Excellent or Good Fair Poor Don't Know

m Jefferson  MWlewis @EOswego WSt Lawrence [E4-County North Country

North Country Trend Analysis — Rate of “Excellent or Good” — By North Country Counties (2000-2025):

Quality of K-12 Education (% "Excellent or Good")

90%

70%
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0% - Oswego, 45%

30%

20%
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2025 New York State Regions and NY Statewide Average:

Upstate LI & NYC New York NYS

Counties Suburbs City Statewide Buality'ofii-l2Education

NYS Statewide and by Region 2025 Results (n=1,117)

Excellent 11.7%,
Good 32.1%, s
Quality of K-12  Fair 30.3%, o
education Poor 13.2%, 5 o
Not sure 12.8%, 30%
Total 100.0% 20%

Unweighted n 10%

70%

0%
Excellent or Good Fair Poor Don't Know

B Upstate Counties ~ B Long Island & NYC Suburbs ~ ONew York City ~ B NYS Statewide

2025 North Country vs. New York State Comparison:

Quality of K-12 Education
2025 Results: North Country (n=2,109) Compared to NY Statewide (n=1,117)
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50%

44%
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2025 Regional Four-county North Country Combined Cross-tabulations and NY Statewide Cross-tabulations:

Quality of K-12 Education (North Country 4-County Region, n=2,109)
% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
IAll North Country Participants 10% 39% 11% [ 10%
Jeffersan County 38% 12% [ 12%
Lewis County 20% 47% [ 7% | a%
Oswego County 6% 38% 13% [ 10%
St. Lawrence County 8% 37% 11% [ 10%
Men 11% 37% 11% 10%
Women 9% 40% 11% 11%
Age 18-39 9% 37% 13% [ 1%
Age 40-59 10% 38% 1a% 8%
Age 60-69 10% 38% 11% | 10%
Age 70+ 12% 44% 5% 14%
No College 10% 37% 13% 12%
Some College 36% 13% 10%
4+ Year Degree 46% 7% 11%
Under $50,000 HH Income 36% 12% 11%
$50,000-$100,000 HH Income 39% 10% 13%
Over $100,000 HH Income 11% 40% 12% %
Active Military in HH 12% 28% 13% 28%
No AM in Household 10% 9% 11% 9%
White 39% 11% 10%
BIPOC [ 35% 13% [ 13%
Conservative 9% 39% 16% [ 8%
Neither Cons. nor Lib. 10% 38% 9% 11%
Liberal 10% 41% 10% 12%
Republican 5% 40% 13% 9%
Democrat 14% 38% 8% 12%
Neither Rep. nor Dem. 8% 38% 12% 11%
M Excellent W Good WFair FPoor I Don't know
Quality of K-12 Education (NYS Statewide, n=1,117)
o% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 0% 90% 100%
\All New York State Participants 12% 32% 14% [ 20%
Upstate Counties 12% 32% Bt ] 13%
NYC Suburhs & LI 21% 44% [ 0% | 9%
New York City 5% 26% 17% 32%
Western NY 15% 28% 9% [ 16%
Finger Lakes % 27% 16% | 7%
Southern Tier 17% 29% 6% 13%
Central NY % 34% 23% ] 11%
Mohawk Valley [ 28% 36% | 20%
North Country 7% 45% % 12%
Capital Region 19% 39% | 6%  13%
Mid-Hudson 16% 44% 8% 14%
Long Island 26% 44% 11% 5%
Men 11% EEES 15% 16%
Women 28% 14% 22%
Age 18-39 9% 28% 16% 24%
Age 40-59 11% 32% 19% | 14%
Age 60-69 11% 39% 1% 18%
Age 70+ 15% 40% 7% 19%
No College 7% 39% 9% 5%
Some College 11% 31% 23% 15%
4+ Year Degree 12% 33% 10% | 26%
Under $50,000 HH Income 9% 38% 12% 21%
$50,000-$100,000 HH Income 9% 28% 23% | 15%
Over $100,000 HH Income 11% 34% 11% [ 21%
White 12% 36% 14% [ 18%
BIPOC 10% 29% 15% 2%
Conservative 12% 31% 23% | 10%
Neither Cons. nor Lib. 12% 31% 15% 16%
Liberal 9% 36% 9% 28%
Republican 15% 31% 21% 7%
Democrat 10% 33% 12% 23%
Neither Rep. nor Dem. 8% 31% 16% 23%
WExcellent WGood EFair L Poor _IDon'tknow
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Table 24 — Overall State of the Local Economy

2025 North Country County Comparison and Local Regional Average:

Oswego Overall State of the Local Economy
Excellent 3.7%, | 2.3%,p | 0.6%,. | 0.2% 1.5% 2025 North Country Results (n=2,109)
Good 16.8%, | 26.6%, | 10.7%. | 9.7%. | 13.4% i
Fair 2%, |38.3%,p| 47.3%, | 37.7%, | 42.6%

The overall state
of the local
economy

40%

Poor 28.1%, |31.9%,p| 38.8%, | 50.3% 38.5%
Not sure 8.2%, 0.9%y | 2.7% 2.1%, 4.0% 30%
Total 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0%
Unweighted n 527

20%

10%

0%

Excellent or Good Fair Poor Don't Know
W Jefferson  Mlewis EOswego MBSt lawrence E4-County North Country

North Country Trend Analysis — Rate of “Excellent or Good” — By North Country Counties (2000-2025):

Overall State of the Local Economy (% "Excellent or Good")
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30%
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25%
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® Oswego, 11%
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2025 New York State Regions and NY Statewide Average:

Upstate LI & NYC New York NYS
Counties Suburbs City Statewide

Overall State of the Local Economy
NYS Statewide and by Region 2025 Results (n=1,117)
Excellent

39%
Good 0% s 27%

The overall state 33
of the local

economy

Fair

Poor
Not sure
Total

Unweighted n

Excellent or Good Fair Poor Don't Know
M Upstate Counties M Long Island & NYC Suburbs O New York City ~ ENYS Statewide

2025 North Country vs. New York State Comparison:

Overall State of the Local Economy
2025 Results: North Country (n=2,109) Compared to NY Statewide (n=1,117)

43%
39%

40% I5%

30% 31%

30%

20% 15%

10%
a% 39

0%

Excellent or Good Fair Poor Don't Know

@ 4-County North Country B NYS Statewide
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2025 Regional Four-county North Country Combined Cross-tabulations and NY Statewide Cross-tabulations:

Overall State of the Local Economy (North Country 4-County Region, n=2,109)
0% 10% 20% 3% ao% s0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100%
All North Country Participants 73} 13% 39% | a%
lefferson County 23 17% 28% 8%
Lewis County FE3 27% 1
Oswego County E3 11% 39% | 3%
st. Lawrence County 3 0% 50% [2%|
Men 3 15% 34% | 5%
women T 11% 4% [ 3%
Age 1839 B2 12% 40% 7%
Aged0-59 B3 10% 4% Tex|
Age 60-69 15% 36% 1%
Age 70+ 1BQ 21% 28% [ 3%
No College |3 12% 43% [ 5%
Some College Bl 11% 42% 4%
4+ Year Degree Bl 19% 28% | 4%
Under $50,000 HH Income 10% 22% T 6%
$50,000-5100,000 HH Income 13% 40% |3%
Over $100,000 HH Income ] 17% 34% 4%
Active Military in HH 13 16% 13% [ 18%
No AM in Household 3 13% 41% |3%
White T 13% 0% [ 3%
siroc B 10% 27% [ 8%
Conservative B 18% 34% 3%
Meither Cons. nor Lib. 738 11% 2% T 5% |
Liberal 3 12% 38% [3%
Republican 18% 38% [3%
Democrat 12% 37% | &%
Neither Rep. nor Dem. g3 10% 41% 4%
M Excellent W Good WFair FPoor I Don't know
Overall State of the Local Economy (NYS Statewide, n=1,117)
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 0% T0% 20% 20% 100%
|All New York State Participants 6% 24% 31% 3%
Upstate Counties B2 18% 37% 2%
NYC Suburhs & LI 8% 34% 2% [2%
New York City [ 22% 34% | a%
western Ny [T 13% 39% [2%
Finger Lakes [EEQ 18% 30% b
Southern Tier  TIT] 57% 1
Central NY T8 17% 31% [3%
Mohawk Valley 3 25% 57% 0%
North Country 33 20% 33% 1%
Capital Region 6% 30% 29% | s%
Mid-Hudson |3 38% [ 1% 3%
Long Island 13% 31% 26% 1%
Men 2% 26% 35% [2%
women [JE3 22% 32% [3%
Age 1839 9% 21% 36% [2%
Age 40-59 59 19% 38% hos
Age 60-69 I3 32% 26% [3%
Age70+ |E3 30% 3% 5%
No College 10% 23% 28% | 3%
Some College 5% 16% 44% e
4+ Year Degree 5% 31% 24% 4%
Under $50,000 HH Income 8% 14% 35% [ a%
$50,000-$100,000 HH Income [T 23% 39% 2%
Over $100,000 HH Income  [JI23 30% 29% q
white [JIETS 25% 28% [3%
BIPOC 7% 20% 0% qj
Conservative 9% 20% 39% 2%
Neither Cons. nor Lib. 26% 35% [2%
Liberal [T 24% 27% 3%
Republican [T 26% 37% 2%/
pemocrat [IED 23% 32% [ 4%
Neither Rep. nor Dem. [JEE3 23% 32% 1%
MExcellent WGood EFair L Poor _IDon'tknow
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Table 25 — Availability of Care for the Elderly
2025 North Country County Comparison and Local Regional Average:

Oswego Availability of Care for the Elderly

Excellent 2.7%, | 3.3%, | 0.3%, | 1.2%., | 1.5% 2025 North Country Results (n=2,109)
Good 19.5%, | 25.4%, | 17.3%, | 7.1%, 15.5% 52%
Fair 29.2%, | 33.8%, | 29.8%, | 29.0%, | 29.7%
Poor 28.4%, | 26.9%, | 31.2%, | 51.9%, | 36.2%
Not sure 20.2%, | 10.5% | 21.5%, | 10.9%, | 17.1%
Total 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Unweighted n 591 527

Availability of

care for the
elderly

Excellent or Good Fair Poor Don't Know

M Jefferson MLewis MEOswego MSt Lawrence E4-County North Country

North Country Trend Analysis — Rate of “Excellent or Good” — By North Country Counties (2000-2025):

Availability of Care for the Elderly (% "Excellent or Good")

70%
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2025 New York State Regions and NY Statewide Average:

Upstate LI & NYC New York NYS
Counties Suburbs City Statewide

Availability of Care for the Elderly
NYS Statewide and by Region 2025 Results (n=1,117)
Excellent 5%

Good

Fair

ag8 IR%

Availability of
care for the

elderly Poor

Not sure
Total
Unweighted n

Excellent or Good Fair Poor Don't Know
M Upstate Counties W Long Island & NYC Suburbs ~ CONew York City B NYS Statewide

2025 North Country vs. New York State Comparison:

Availability of Care for the Elderly
2025 Results: North Country (n=2,109) Compared to NY Statewide (n=1,117)

40% I5%
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2025 Regional Four-county North Country Combined Cross-tabulations and NY Statewide Cross-tabulations:

Availability of Care for the Elderly (North Country 4-County Region, n=2,109)
0% 10% 20% 30% a0% 50% 60% T0% 80% 90% 100%
All North Country Participants 15% 36% | 17%
lefferson County 19% 28% 20%
Lewis County JE}] 25% 27% 11%
Oswego County 17% 31% 21%
St. Lawrence County CNZL ) 52% [ 11%
Men 19% 27% 20%
Women 12% 45% | 14%
Age18-39 |EE 16% 33% [ 22%
Age 40-59 {7 13% 1% | 17%
Age 60-69 E 13% 37% 13%
Age70+ B 22% 34% [ 9%
No College  F13 16% 31% 16%
Some College 7300 15% 37% | 16%
4+ Year Degree [} 16% 38% 20%
Under $50,000 HH Income 14% 35% 14%
$50,000-5100,000 HH Income 1 16% 37% | 18%
Over $100,000 HH Income 7 15% 39% 18%
Active Military in HH 7% 23% 16% 33%
No AM in Household 3 15% 38% 15%
White T 15% 38% [ 16%
BIPOC 21% 24% 25%
Conservative 3 20% 30% [ 17%
Neither Cons. nor Lib. 23 14% 39% [ 17%
Liberal 3 14% 36% 18%
Republican ] 17% 34% 16%
Democrat B3 16% 38% I 15%
Neither Rep. nor Dem. 14% 37% 19%
M Excellent ®Good ™ Fair I” Don't know
Availability of Care for the Elderly (NYS Statewide, n=1,117)
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 0% T0% 20% 100%
/All New York State Participants [ 22% 23% 25%
Upstate Counties 5% 23% 26% 19%
NYC Suburhs & LI 9% 26% 15% 28%
new York City  [JIE3 20% 26% 28%
Western NY 8% 33% 15% [ 16%
Finger Lakes I3 31% 25% | 16%
Southern Tier  JIIES 52% | 16%
Central NY 6% 19% 15% [ 29%
Mohawk Valley 73 11% 52% | 14%
North Country B3 14% 22% ] 11%
Capital Region 7% 18% 24% | 27%
Mid-Hudson [T 25% 12% [ 34%
Long Island 13% 27% 18% 22%
Men 7% 24% 20% 25%
women [T 17% 27% 27%
Age 18-39 6% 17% 27% 32%
Age 40-59 17% 28% [ 23%
age 60-69 BT 31% 18% 20%
Age 70+ 7% 28% 16% ] 18%
No College 15% 25% 19%
Some College 22% 29% 20%
a+vear Degree  [JIB3 22% 19% | 32%
Under $50,000 HH Income 7% 25% 26% [ 15%
$50,000-$100,000 HH Income [T 19% 29% | 22%
Over $100,000 HH Income 5% 20% 20% 34%
White 21% 21% [ 27%
BIPOC 21% 28% [ 23%
Conservative 8% 24% 25% [ 18%
Neither Cons. nor Lib. 7% 19% 26% 2%
Liberal JEE 21% 21% [ 33%
Republican 6% 26% 19% 20%
Democrat |ELD 22% 25% | 28%
Neither Rep. nor Dem. 6% 15% 25% 32%
MExcellent WGood EFair L Poor _IDon'tknow

Page 57 of 95




Table 26 — Availability of Housing

2025 North Country County Comparison and Local Regional Average:

Excellent
Good

Fair

Poor

Not sure
Total
Unweighted n

Oswego

4.2%, |2.0%,y, | 0.6%,
21.7%, | 24.5%, | 18.1%. ,
33.4%, | 33.1%, | 35.7%.,
30.0%, [32.6%,p 38.2%,
10.7%, | 7.8%, | 7.4%,
100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
591

1.5%;,. | 21%
14.5%, | 18.6%
38.7%, | 35.7%
37.2%,. | 35.1%
8.1%, 8.6%
100.0% | 100.0%
529

Availability of Housing
2025 North Country Results (n=2,109)
39% 38% a0,

30%

20%

10%

0%
Excellent or Good
m Jefferson

35%

Fair Poor Don't Know
Mlewis @EOswego MWSt. Lawrence [@4-County North Country

North Country Trend Analysis — Rate of “Excellent or Good” — By North Country Counties (2000-2025):
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Availability of Housing (% "Excellent or Good")
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2025 New York State Regions and NY Statewide Average:

Excellent
Good
Availability of Fair
housing Poor
Not sure
Total
Unweighted n

Upstate LI & NYC New York NYS
City Statewide

Counties Suburbs

2025 North Country vs. New York State Comparison:

Availability of Housing

NYS Statewide and by Region 2025 Results (n=1,117)
45%

40%
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Fair Poor Don't Know

W Llong Island & NYC Suburbs O New York City ~ BNYS Statewide

40%
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2025 Results: North Country (n=2,109) Compared to NY Statewide (n=1,117)

40%
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2025 Regional Four-county North Country Combined Cross-tabulations and NY Statewide Cross-tabulations:

Availability of Housing (North Country 4-County Region, n=2,109)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 0% 70% 80% 90% 100%
Al North Country Participants 3 19% 35% 9%
Jefferson County 22% 30% | 11%
Lewis County ki3 25% 33% | 8%
Oswego County g7 18% 38% %
St. Lawrence County 750 15% 37% | 8%
men I3 22% 28% | 8%
Women 15% 42% 9%
Age 1839 B3 18% 38% | 9%
Age 4059 T 17% 39% [ 8%
Age 60-69 B 19% 32% 7%
Age 70+ 23% 24% | 10%
No College 15% 30% [ 14%
Some College B 18% 39% [ %
4+ Year Degree  FE3 22% 31% | 8%
Under $50,000 HH Income  |FE3 13% 46% | 9%
$50,000-$100,000 HH Income  E33 18% 35% [ 9%
Over $100,000 HH Income 173 23% 28% [ 7%
Active Military in HH 14% 27% 13% 18%
No AM in Household 18% 37% 8%
White 18% 37% [ 8%
BIPOC 7% 21% 19% 13%
Conservative P 23% 29% ] 9%
Neither Cons. nor Lib. EE3 16% 37% [ 8%
Liberal T 19% 42% [ 9%
Republican PP 22% 32% [ 8%
Democrat (B0 18% 36% [ 9%
Neither Rep. nor Dem. ¥} 16% 38% [ 9%
M Excellent W Good WFair FPoor I Don't know
Availability of Housing (NYS Statewide, n=1,117)
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 0% T0% 20% 20% 100%
/All New York State Participants 5% 17% 40% 8%
Upstate Counties i/ 18% 38% 9%
NYC Suburhs & LI 10% 20% 37% 9%
New York City 3% 45% | &%
western NY B3 15% 19% [ 8%
Finger Lakes [EE] 13% 56% | 11%
Southern Tier RN 53% 7%
Central NY T} 23% 34% [ 6%
Mohawk Valley [JIET3 16% 50% | 13%
North Country  E3 14% 39% ] 14%
Capital Region |EES 30% 31% 6%
Mid-Hudson |EZ3 22% 35% [ 9%
Long Island 16% 19% 39% 9%
Men 8% 16% 21% [ 7%
Women T3 17% 42% 7%
Age 18-39 7% 9% 53% [3%
Age 059 BT 16% 39% [ 10%
Age 60-69 BT 22% 30% [ 7%
Age70+ B3 29% 28% [ 12%
No College 17% 3 34% | 8%
Some College F3 18% 41% [ 9%
4+ vear Degree  [EE3 18% 43% | 6%
Under $50,000 HH Income 9% 11% 6% [ 7%
$50,000-$100,000 HH Income 17% 41% | 7%
Over $100,000 HH Income 5% 19% 39% 8%
White 17% 40% 7%
BIPOC 15% 43% [ 8%
Conservative 26% 31% %
Neither Cons. nor Lib. [JIE] 14% 2% [ 5%
Liberal |IEER 12% 47% [ 10%
Republican [ 22% 36% | &%
Democrat 16% 44% I
Neither Rep. nor Dem. (B3 16% 42% \ 6%
MExcellent WGood EFair L Poor _IDon'tknow
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Table 27 — Availability of Childcare

2025 North Country County Comparison and Local Regional Average:

Oswego Availability of Childcare

Excellent 3.3%, 0.3%, | 0.5%,c | 1.3% 2025 Nort i Co ity Renies [=2:309)

Good 11.7%, 7.0%, | 7.5%. | 91%
Availabilityof  Fair 24.5%, 22.8%, | 204%, | 22.8% A

childcare Poor 30.9%, 38.4%, | 44.8%, 38.1%
Not sure 29.6%, 31.5%, | 26.7%, 28.8%
Total 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 20%
Unweighted n 589 526

25%
BHBH 500 3y
20%

15% 15%

10%

0%

Excellent or Good Fair Poor Don't Know

W Jefferson  Mlewis @EOswego MSt Llawrence [E4-County North Country

North Country Trend Analysis — Rate of “Excellent or Good” — By North Country Counties (2000-2025):

Availability of Childcare (% "Excellent or Good")
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2025 New York State Regions and NY Statewide Average:

Upstate LI & NYC New York NYS
Counties Suburbs City Statewide

Excellent 5.8%,

Availability of Childcare
NYS Statewide and by Region 2025 Results (n=1,117)

a1%

Good 18.1%, o it 38%

Availability of Fair 25.8%,

30%

26% bR

childcare Poor 10.9%,,
Not sure 39.3%,, 20%
Total 100.0%

%
Unweighted n i

0%

Excellent or Good Fair Poor Don't Know
M Upstate Counties ~ M Long Island & NYCSuburbs O New York City ~ BNYS Statewide

2025 North Country vs. New York State Comparison:

Availability of Childcare
2025 Results: North Country (n=2,109) Compared to NY Statewide (n=1,117)
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2025 Regional Four-county North Country Combined Cross-tabulations and NY Statewide Cross-tabulations:

Availability of Childcare (North Country 4-County Region, n=2,109)
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Age 60-69 Ej 8%
Age 70+

No College
Some College B 7%

4+ Year Degree
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38%

29%

31%
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22%
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45%

11%

33%
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29%
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36%
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Availability of Childcare (NYS Statewide, n=1,117)
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Table 28 — Availability of Behavioral Health Services

2025 North Country County Comparison and Local Regional Average:

Excellent 2.3%p,c
Good 11.1%, 0%
114 28.1%,,, |28.5%, 31.3%,
39.8%,c 30%
Not sure 18.6%,,5 (21.9%,,, 15.4%,
Total 100.0% 20k
Unweighted n

Availability of

behavioral health =
services Cols

10%

0%

Availability of Behavioral Health Services
2025 North Country Results (n=2,109)
0%

28% 28%

Excellent or Good Fair Poor Don't Know

M lefferson  Mlewis M@Oswege MBSt Lawrence [E4-County North Country

North Country Trend Analysis — Rate of “Excellent or Good” — By North Country Counties (2000-2025):
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2025 New York State Regions and NY Statewide Average:

Upstate LI & NYC New York NYS
Counties Suburbs City Statewide

Excellent 6.2%, 6.7%,
Good 24.1%, 23.8%,
Fair 24.0%, 17.5%,

Availability of
behavioral health

services Poor 23.0%,5 28.0%,

Not sure 22.7%, 24.0%,
Total 100.0% 100.0%
Unweighted n 280

Availability of Behavioral Health Services
NYS Statewide and by Region 2025 Results (n=1,117)

30% 30% ,q00 31%

Excellent or Good Fair Poor Don't Know
W Upstate Counties mLong Island & NYC Suburbs O New York City ~ mNYS Statewide

2025 North Country vs. New York State Comparison:

30%

Availability of Behavioral Health Services
2025 Results: North Country (n=2,109) Compared to NY Statewide (n=1,117)
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2025 Regional Four-county North Country Combined Cross-tabulations and NY Statewide Cross-tabulations:

Availability of Behavioral Health Services (North Country 4-County Region, n=2,109)
0% 10% 20% 30% a0% 50% 60% T0% 80% 90% 100%
All North Country Participants |3 16% 34% | 20%
lefferson County 20% 28% | 19%
Lewis County 33 17% 30% 22%
Oswego County B 17% 35% 24%
st. Lawrence County |EE 11% 40% | 15%
Men 19% 27% 24%
Women 13% 2% | 15%
Age 18-39 14% 38% [ 16%
Age 4059 P 17% 38% | 18%
Age 60-69 B3 15% 28% 22%
Age70+ B 19% 24% 29%
No College JEES 16% 30% 22%
Some College | 15% 35% | 18%
4+ Year Degree 3 17% 36% 20%
Under $50,000 HH Income |33 15% 33% 16%
$50,000-$100,000 HH Income  F23 17% 32% 22%
Over $100,000 HH Income |23 14% 40% [ 19%
Active Military in HH 14% 24% 17% 21%
No AM in Household 15% 36% [ 19%
White 15% 36% 20%
BIPOC 23% 7% [ 15%
Conservative ¥ 18% 31% 26%
Neither Cons. nor Lib. B3 16% 36% [ 16%
Liberal 11% 37% 21%
Republican 18% 33% 23%
Democrat [ 14% 38% [ 16%
Neither Rep. nor Dem. [JEE 15% 34% [ 19%
M Excellent W Good WFair FPoor I Don't know
Availability of Behavioral Health Services (NYS Statewide, n=1,117)
0% 10% 20% 0% 40% 509 60% T0% 80% 90% 100%
|All New York State Participants 7% 23% 24% 25%
Upstate Counties 6% 24% 23% 23%
NYC Suburbs & LI 8% 19% 20% [ 31%
New York City 7% 24% 28% 24%
Western NY 1% 36% | 15%
Finger Lakes 6% 34% 3a% | 1%
southern Tier 7 42% | 18%
Central NY I3 16% 27% I 37%
Mohawk Valley 7303 ] 14%
North Country G 22% 19% [ 35%
Capital Region 10% 22% 12% | 33%
mid-Hudson [ 20% 23% | 35%
Long Island 10% 18% 17% 27%
Men 7% 25% 18% 27%
Women 7% 20% 29% 24%
Age 18-39 8% 23% 26% 23%
Age 40-59 7% 18% 28% 20%
Age 60-69 24% 24% 25%
Age 70+ 7% 28% 14% 31%
NoCollege [IIEED 26% | 1%
Some College 6% 21% 30% 24%
4+ Year Degree 8% 24% 19% | 30%
Under $50,000 HH Income 6% 25% 29% 17%
$50,000-$100,000 HH Income 13 28% 22%
Over $100,000 HH Income 22% 20% \ 32%
White 7% 22% 19% 29%
BIPOC 7% 21% 33% | 18%
Conservative 22% 16% 33%
Neither Cons. nor Lib. 8% 22% 30% 21%
Liberal 7% 23% 24% 28%
Republican 3 22% 21% | 31%
Democrat 8% 24% 30% \ 20%
Neither Rep. nor Dem. 5% 21% 18% | 36%
MExcellent WGood EFair L Poor _IDon'tknow
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Table 29 — The Downtown of Watertown (only studied in Jefferson County, NY)

2025 North Country County Comparison and Local Regional Average:

Oswego

Excellent 3.8%, 3.8%

The downtown of g ,q 22.9%, 22.9%
Watertown (only Fair

43.0% 43.0%
Jefferson County 2 °a h °°
residents asked ey 26.8%, .8%

this) Not sure 3.4%, 3.4%
Total 100.0% 100.0%
Unweighted n 564

North Country Trend Analysis — Rate of “Excellent or Good” — By North Country Counties (2000-2025):

The Downtown of Watertown (% "Excellent or Good")
50%
45%
40%
35%
30%
Jefferson, 27%
25%
20%
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10%
5%
0%
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2025 New York State Regions and NY Statewide Average:
This survey item was not included in the November 2025 statewide survey instrument.

2025 North Country vs. New York State Comparison:
This survey item was not included in the November 2025 statewide survey instrument.

2025 Regional Four-county North Country Combined Cross-tabulations and NY Statewide Cross-tabulations:

The Downtown of Watertown (Jefferson County Only, n=593)
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 0% 80% 920% 100%
All North Country Participants  [Jfib 23% 27% [ 3%
Jefferson County [JIEE 23% 27% [ 3%
Lewis County
Oswego County
St. Lawrence County
Men [ 23% 27% [ 3%
women FZ3 21% 28% [ a%
age12-39 [IED 15% 29% [ 5%
Age 40-59 T 25% 33% [2%
Age 60-69 (T 29% 22% [ 3%
Age 70+ 8% 38% [ 13% %
No College 7% 15% 27% [ 5%
Some College |53 22% 29% 4%
4+ Year Degree B3 29% 23% [z
Under $50,000 HH Income 5% 22% 19% [ 5%
$50,000-$100,000 HH Income I3 23% 33% [ 5%
Over $100,000 HH Income P23 23% 31% 1%
Active Military in HH 10% 24% 17% [ 7%
No AM in Household |FI3 22% 30% 2%
White |2 23% 29% [3%
BIPOC 9% 18% 20% 7%
Conservative [IEE3 24% 29% 1%
Neither Cons. nor Lib. [JEE3 22% 24% [ 3%
Liberal 6% 20% 34% | 7%
Republican 5% 24% 26% 1
Democrat [JEA 20% 32% [3%
Neither Rep. nor Dem. |EE 22% 26% [ 5%
M Excellent W Good MEFair HPoor L[ Don'tknow
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Table 30 — Overall Quality of Life in the Area

2025 North Country County Comparison and Local Regional Average:

Oswego Overall Quality of Life in the Area
Excellent 5.8% 4.0%, 2025 North Country Results (n=2,109)
%
Good 38.5%, 33.2%, . >
UWDCEE] o 38.9%,., 41.5%,
quality of life in ’ ’ 50%
the area Poor 15.5%,,c 21.2%,
Not sure 1.4%,,, 4%, 0.1%, s
Total 100.0% 100.0% 30%
Unweighted n 591 497 20%
10%
1% 0% 2% oy 1%
0%

Excellent or Good Fair Poor Don't Know
W Jefferson  mlewis mOswego MSt Lawrence [@4-County North Country

North Country Trend Analysis — Rate of “Excellent or Good” — By North Country Counties (2000-2025):

Overall Quality of Life in the Area (% "Excellent or Good")
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2025 New York State Regions and NY Statewide Average:

Upstate LI& NYC New York NYS
Counties Suburbs City Statewide

Overall Quality of Life in the Area
NYS Statewide and by Region 2025 Results (n=1,117)

Excellent 72%
Good 0%
The _overa_ll : Ealt 60%
quality of life in A 50%
oor
the area 0%
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30%
Total it % 4y
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1% 0% 0% 0%
0%

Excellent or Good Fair Poor Don't Know
W Upstate Counties @ Long Island & NYC Suburbs O New York City ~ mNYS Statewide

2025 North Country vs. New York State Comparison:

Overall Quality of Life in the Area
2025 Results: North Country (n=2,109) Compared to NY Statewide (n=1,117)

60% 6%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

1% 0%

0%
Excellent or Good Fair Poor Don't Know

mA4-County North Country  BNYS Statewide

Page 65 of 95




2025 Regional Four-county North Country Combined Cross-tabulations and NY Statewide Cross-tabulations:
Overall Quality of Life in the Area (North Country 4-County Region, n=2,109)

0% 0% 20% 30% a0 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
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$50,000-$100,000 HH Income
Over $100,000 HH Income
Active Military in HH

No AM in Household

White

BIPOC 3 27% 19% 2%
Conservative 6% 45% 14% R%
33% [ R 3

Liberal [ 42% 14% 1%

Neither Cons. nor Lib.
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Overall Quality of Life in the Area (NYS Statewide, n=1,117)
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% 27%

=
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=
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=

Capital Region 21% 42% 10%
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®
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= S

Men 41% 14%
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Age 18-39 18% 34% 18% o
Age 40-59 11% 37% 16% 0
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Some College

39% 19% o
4+ Year Degree 17% 47% 8% 056
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$50,000-5100,000 HH Income

44% 22%

B3

Over $100,000 HH Income 17% 44% 9%

=
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=

BIPOC 15% 29% 18% 1%

Conservative 11% 43% 21%
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Liberal 16% 42% 11% 0%
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Section 3.2 — Additional Tracked Resident Opinions and Characteristics

Table 31 — Generally speaking, would you say things in this country are heading in the right
or wrong direction?

2025 North Country County Comparison and Local Regional Average:

Oswego What direction are things going in the country?

Generally speaking, Right direction [N 28.8%, | 33.0% 2025 North Country Results (n=2,109)
‘t':::::‘l’:: '::‘L?:;try Wrong direction [XEN 61.7%, | 53.4% . 62%
are heading in the  Notsure 18.4%, |11.2%,, 13.4%.,| 9.5%, | 13.5%

2 Total 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0%

Unweighted n

51% g0, 29%

Right Direction Wrong Direction Not Sure
M jefferson  MLlewis @ Oswego MBSt Lawrence [E4-County North Country

North Country Trend Analysis — Rate of “Right Direction” — By North Country Counties (2000-2025):

Generally speaking, would you say things in this country are heading in the
right or wrong direction? (% "Right")
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St. Lawrence, 20%

25%
20%

15%

10%

2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025
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Upstate LI & NYC New York NYS
Counties Suburbs City Statewide

What direction are things going in the country?
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2025 North Country vs. New York State Comparison:

What direction are things going in the country?
2025 Results: North Country (n=2,109) Compared to NY Statewide (n=1,117)
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2025 Regional Four-county North Country Combined Cross-tabulations and NY Statewide Cross-tabulations:

Generally speaking, would you say things in this country are heading in the right or wrong
direction? (North Country 4-County Region, n=2,109)
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Table 32 — Generally speaking, would you say things in New York State are heading in the
right or wrong direction?

2025 North Country County Comparison and Local Regional Average:

Oswego What direction are things going in NY State?
(CCUCVELEE LR U 17.1%, | 10.9%, | 17.4%, 16.5% 2025 North Country Results (n=2,103)
AV R Tl 63.4%, | 80.9%, | 69.8%, 68.1% - b
Not sure 19.5%, | 8.2% | 12.8%, 15.4% 70%

things in NY State
are heading in the
2 Total 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 60%

Unweighted n 50%
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Right Direction ‘Wrong Direction Not Sure

W Jefferson  Mlewis [@Oswego WSt Lawrence [@4-County North Country

North Country Trend Analysis — Rate of “Right Direction” — By North Country Counties (2000-2025):

Generally speaking, would you say things in New York State are heading in the
right or wrong direction? (% "Right")
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2025 North Country vs. New York State Comparison:

What direction are things going in NY State?
2025 Results: North Country (n=2,109) Compared to NY Statewide (n=1,117)
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2025 Regional Four-county North Country Combined Cross-tabulations and NY Statewide Cross-tabulations:
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or wrong direction?

Table 33 — Generally speaking, would you say things in your county are heading in the right

2025 North Country County Comparison and Local Regional Average:

=bEug What direction are things going in your county?
Generally speaking, Right direction [EX] 9%, | 42.9%, 2025 North Country Results (n=2,109)
wouldyousaythat v girection EETTEIRETLN 51%
things in your county . . 50% g
are heading in the Not sure 36.1%, | 24.5%,
2?2 Total 100.0% | 100.0% a0%
Unweighted n 525 30%
20%
10%
0%

Right Direction
M Jefferson

Not Sure
@ 4-County North Country

‘Wrong Direction

Hlewis EOswego MBSt Lawrence

North Country Trend Analysis — Rate of “Right Direction” — By North Country Counties (2000-2025):

Generally speaking, would you say things in your county are heading in the
right or wrong direction? (% "Right")
60%
50%
Lewis, 43%
40%
— Jefferson, 32%
30% “- 0Oswego, 30%
St. Lawrence, 25%
20%
10%
0%
2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025

2025 New York State Regions and NY Statewide Average:

Upstate LI & NYC New York

Generally speaking,
would you say that

Counties Suburbs
40.9%,
39.1%,

Right direction

Wrong direction

City

NYS
Statewide

50%

What direction are things going in your county?
NYS Statewide and by Region 2025 Results (n=1,117)

1%

4% pg0

A6%

1% a42%

things in your county
are heading in the
? Total

Unweighted n

Not sure 20.0%,

100.0%

Right Direction ‘Wrong Direction Not Sure

M Upstate Counties B Long Island & NYC Suburbs ~ ONew York City ~ BNYS Statewide

2025 North Country vs. New York State Comparison:

What direction are things going in your county?
2025 Results: North Country (n=2,109) Compared to NY Statewide (n=1,117)

a42%

% 0%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

Right Direction ‘Wrong Direction Not Sure

@ 4-County North Country  mNYS Statewide
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2025 Regional Four-county North Country Combined Cross-tabulations and NY Statewide Cross-tabulations:

Generally speaking, would you say things in your county are heading in the right or wrong
direction? (North Country 4-County Region, n=2,109)

All North Country Participants
Jefferson County

Lewis County

Oswego County

St. Lawrence County

Men

Women

Age 18-39

Age 40-59

Age 60-69

Age 70+

No College

Some College

4+ Year Degree

Under $50,000 HH Income
$50,000-5100,000 HH Income
Over $100,000 HH Income
Active Military in HH

No AM in Household
White

BIPOC

Conservative

Neither Cons. nor Lib.
Liberal

Republican

Democrat

Neither Rep. nor Dem.

All New York State Participants
Upstate Counties

NYC Suburbs & LI

New York City

Western NY

Finger Lakes

Southern Tier

Central NY

Mohawk Valley

North Country

Capital Region
Mid-Hudson

Long Island

Men

Women

Age 18-39

Age 40-59

Age 60-69

Age 70+

No College

Some College

4+ Year Degree

Under $50,000 HH Income
$50,000-5100,000 HH Income
Over $100,000 HH Income
White

BIPOC

Conservative

Neither Cons. nor Lib.
Liberal

Republican

Democrat

Neither Rep. nor Dem.

10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% TO% 80% 90% 100%
30% 30%
32% 36%
43% 24%
30% 31%
25% 25%
33% 29%
31%
33%
27%
36% 26%
43% [ 32%
32% [ 2%
27% [ 31%
36% 27%
28% 32%
28% | 31%
34% 26%
25% 61%
30% | 27%
31% | 29%
18% 38%
39% | 28%
26% | 32%
27% 26%
35% 27%
28% 26%
26% 35%
M Right Direction @ Wrong Direction [ Don'tknow
Generally speaking, would you say things in in your county are heading in the right or wrong
direction? (NYS Statewide, n=1,117)
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 80% 100%
41% 2% 17%
41% 39% 20%
41% a0% 19%
40% a6% 14%
40% 49% 12%
40% 0% 20%
22% [ 28%
40% 32% 29%
34% 39% 27%
53% 30% [ 17%
52% 30% 18%
44% 45% | 1%
39% 35% 25%
44% 42% [ 14%
39% 42% [ 19%
49% 35% | 16%
32% 55% [ 13%
43% 43% 14%
42% 33% 25%
45% 43% | 12%
37% 4% 19%
45% 40% [ 15%
45% 2% | 12%
40% 45% | 14%
42% 41% [ 17%
a5% 38% [ 18%
38% 49%. | 13%
30% 50% 20%
5% a8% 17%
56% 31% | 13%
34% 53% | 14%
47% 40% 13%
39% 40% 20%
M Right Direction 1 Wrong Direction I Don't know
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Table 34 — When considering your family’s personal financial situation - has it gotten better,
stayed about the same, or gotten worse in the past 12 months?

2025 North Country County Comparison and Local Regional Average:

Has your family's financial situation gotten better, stayed about

When considering you or  Better 13.7%, | 14.4%, | 17.2%, | 15.6%, | 15.5% the same, or gotten worse in the past 12 months?
your family’s personal Same 49.4%, |45.9%,,| 38.8%, | 42.7%,, 43.6% 2025 North Country Results (n=2,109)

financial situation - has it ’ '
gotten better, stayed about

Worse 34.1%, |39.2%,| 43.3%;, | 41.5%; | 39.7%
the same, or gotten worse Don't Know 2.8%, | 0.5%,p | 0.7%, 0.2%;, 1.2%
in the past 12 months? Total 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0%

Unweighted n

0% 1% % 1%

Better Same Worse Not sure
M Jefferson Mlewis MOswego WSt Lawrence @ 4-County North Country

North Country Trend Analysis — Rate of “Gotten Worse” — By North Country Counties (2000-2025):

When considering your family’s personal financial situation- has it gotten better,
stayed about the same, or gotten worse in the past 12 months? (% "Worse")

60%

50%

& Oswego,43%
St. Lawrence, 41%
0% Lewis, 39%

Jefferson, 34%

30%

20%

0%
2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025

2025 New York State Regions and NY Statewide Average:

Upstate LI& NYC New York NYS
Counties Suburbs City Statewide

Has your family's financial situation gotten better, stayed about

o the same, or gotten worse in the past 12 months?
When considering you or Better NYS Statewide and by Region ZOZsagléesults (n=1,117)

your family's personal Same " 53% 53%

financial situation - has it

gotten better, stayed about

the same, or gotten worse in Don't Know
the past 12 months? Total

Unweighted n 514

Worse

12% 12% 400 11%

Better Same Worse Not sure
W Upstate Counties  mLong Island & NYC Suburbs O New York City ~ mNYS Statewide

2025 North Country vs. New York State Comparison:

Has your family's financial situation gotten better, stayed

about the same, or gotten worse in the past 12 months?
2025 Results: North Country (n=2,102) Compared to NYBS{,tatewide (n=1,117)
53

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%
1% 2%

0%
Better Same Worse Not sure

@ 4-County North Country B NYS Statewide
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2025 Regional Four-county North Country Combined Cross-tabulations and NY Statewide Cross-tabulations:

When considering your family’s personal financial situation- has it gotten better, stayed about
the same, or gotten worse in the past 12 months? (North Country 4-County Region, n=2,109)
% 10% 0% 30% a0% 50% 60% 70% 80% 0% 100%
All North Country Participants 15% 44% 40% 1%
Jefferson County 3a% [3%
Lewis County 39% %
Oswego County a3% 1%
St. Lawrence County 16% 43% 41% of
Men 34% 1%
Women 5% 1
Age 18-39 18% 39% 0% 2%
Age 4059 | 18% 39% 43% a%
Age 60-69 40% 0
Age 70+ 31% %
No College Y S N — 38% [3%
Some College 16% 40% a44% 1
4+ Year Degree 32%
Under $50,000 HH Income 52% 2%
$50,000-5100,000 HH Income 12% 46% 1% 1%
Over $100,000 HH Income 27% 45% 29% 0%
Active Military in HH 27% 9%
No AM in Househald a1% g
White 16% 44% 39% 0%
BIPOC 11% E 48% [ 5%
Conservative 29%
Neither Cons. no Lib. 24% lﬁ
Uberal [T 3% 8% o
Republican | 19% 46% 3% 0%
Democrat | 11% 42% A47% 0%
Neither Rep. nor Dem. 14% 42% a1% [2%
M Better MWSame [7"Worse [1Don'tknow
When considering your family’s personal financial situation- has it gotten better, stayed about
the same, or gotten worse in the past 12 months? (NYS Statewide, n=1,117)
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 508 60% T0% 80% 90% 100%
|All New York State Participants 11% 53% %)
Upstate Counties 12% 54% \z;!
NYC Suburbs & LI 12% 50% T’(‘%
New York City 10% 53% 3% I
Western NY 10% 56% tal
Finger Lakes 8% 1% 0%
Southern Tier  [E}73 57% (1}
Central NY 18% 43% lﬂ
Mohawk Valley 11% 69% Iz%!
North Country 27% a1% Ulbi
Capital Region 5% 41% 9% I
Mid-Hudson 12% 55% 19'5
Long Island 13% 46% Dlﬂ
Men 13% 53% 1!Iﬁ
Women 9% 56% [ 4% I
Age 1839 11% 60% 5% I
Age 40-59 13% 58% bil
Age 60-69 12% 3% 1 I
age70+ B 7% il
No College 7% 59% 1%
Some College 8% 60% [3% l
]
4+ Year Degree 15% 48% 2%
Under $50,000 HH Income 4% 66% Cﬂlﬁ
$50,000-5100,000 HH Income 9% 63% [ z%l
Over $100,000 HH Income 17% 44% nl
White 12% 54% ble
BIPOC 9% 58% A% l
Conservative 13% a1% 19}-
Neither Cons. nor Lib. 1% 68% [3% l
Liberal 0% 49% \;‘
Republican 21% 49% Hlf;
Democrat 8% 58% 19;
Neither Rep. nor Dem. 11% 52% |1%!
M Better MSame [IWorse | Don'tknow
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Table 35 — What do you think is the single largest issue that is facing residents of the North
Country (or, “your county”) right now?

2025 North Country County Comparison and Local Regional Average:

Oswego

Immigration 0.5%, | 0.7%, | 0.8%. 1.1%, 0.8%
Protecting democracy 4.0%, 2.9%, | 4.0%, 3.5%, 3.8%
COVID-19 0.0%' | 0.0%' | 0.0%' 0.1%, 0.0%
Abortion 0.1%, | 0.1%, | 0.0%' 0.4%, 0.1%
Inflation/Cost of Living 13.4%, |18.9%,p| 20.4%, | 15.4%, 16.8%
Unemployment 1.2%, 1.6%, | 3.0%, 2.2%, 2.2%
Homelessness 10.7%, | 0.8%, | 1.8%, 0.6%, 3.8%
Climate change 0.1%, 0.0%’ 1.8%, 0.5%, 0.8%
Health care 1.8%, | 3.5%ap | 1.9%a 4.8%, 2.9%
Racial inequality 0.7%, | 0.0%' | 0.0%' 0.0%' 0.2%
Schools 1.0%, 0.4%, | 1.4%, 1.6%, 1.3%
Affordable housing 47%,p | 37%,p | 5.1%, 2.0%, 3.9%
Crime 1.5%, | 0.9%, | 0.6%, 1.1%, 1.0%
Single largest 166 much gun regulation 11%, | 1.6%, | 0.9%, 2.3%, 1.4%
'f:i:‘:g‘:‘:;':ems Not enough gun regulation 04%, | 0.0%' | 04%, | 03%, | 03%
Taxes 7.3%, | 9.5%, | 9.1%, 7.8%, 8.2%
of your county
right now? Drugs 1.1%, | 3.1%, | 6.6%, 9.0%,,p 8.3%
The economy 9.9%, | 11.3%, | 10.6%, | 11.7%, 10.8%
Not enough good jobs 5.6%, [10.5%,p| 5.4%, 12.8%, 8.1%
Mental health 3.2%, | 4.0%, | 2.6%, 2.7%, 2.9%
Government 7.7%, 6.7%, | 4.7%, 6.8%, 6.3%
The 2024 Election 2.2%,y | 2.3%a,p | 3.6%, 1.2%, 2.4%
Childcare 0.5%,p | 1.6%, | 0.0%' 0.1%, 0.3%
Unwillingness to work 4.8%,yp | 6.0%, | 6.0%, 2.5%, 4.6%
Moral decline 4.3%, 5.2%, | 7.0%, 5.0%, 5.5%
Lack of Opportunities (shop, ent.) KIS 4.6%, | 1.8%,, 4.2%, 2.5%
Transportation 0.8%, 0.1%, | 0.3%, 0.3%, 0.4%
Weather 0.7%, | 0.2%, | 0.0%' 0.0%' 0.2%
Too many solar farms 0.0%, 0.0%' | 0.1%, 0.1%, 0.1%
Total 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Unweighted n

2025 New York State Regions and NY Statewide Average:
Upstate LI & NYC New York NYS
Counties Suburbs (413% Statewide
Immigration 0.7%, 4.0%, 1.6%,,p 2.0%
Protecting democracy 3.1%, 0.5%, 1.1%, 1.5%
COVID-19 0.0%" | 0.0%' 0.0%' 0.0%
Abortion 0.0%" | 0.0%' 0.0%" 0.0%
Inflation/Cost of Living 34.7%, | 27.0%, 32.1%, 31.5%
Unemployment 0.1%, | 0.2%, 0.0%' 0.1%
Homelessness 1.5%, | 0.0%' 1.1%, 0.9%
Climate change 0.5%, 0.5%, 0.9%, 0.7%
Health care 4.4%, 1.2%,, 0.6%, 1.9%
Racial inequality 0.2%, 0.0%' 1.3%, 0.6%
Schools 0.2%, | 0.0%' 1.1%, 0.5%
Affordable housing 8.8%, 18.7%, 22.7%,, 17.5%
Crime 5.8%, 3.0%, 7.5%, 5.8%
Too much gun regulation 0.0%' | 0.0%' 0.0%' 0.0%

What do you think is
the single largest

Not enough gun regulation 0.4%, 0.0%' 0.0%" 0.1%
issue that is facing Taxes 11.2%, | 17.0%, 2.7% 9.2%
residents ofyour — pryg¢ 05%, | 01%, | 0.0%' 0.2%
EOMTYIEIGT e 26%, | 34%, | 04%, | 1.8%
Not enough good jobs 5.6%, | 1.9%a 1.7%, 2.9%
Mental health 0.0%' | 22%, 0.0%' 0.6%
Government/Corruption 10.2%, | 10.1%, 13.0%, 11.4%
The 2024 Election 54%, | 1.2%, | 2.3%.p 2.9%
Childcare 0.0%' | 0.4%, 0.0%' 0.1%
Unwillingness to work 0.7%, | 0.0%' 0.0%' 0.2%
Moral decline 0.5%, 2.2%, 2.1%, 1.7%
Lack of Opportunities (shop, ent.) JEUEFN 3.4%,, 2.8%, 2.2%
Transportation 0.3%, 0.7%, 1.8%, 1.1%
Weather 0.1%, | 0.0%' 0.0%" 0.0%
Soalr Farms 0.0%" 0.0%' 0.0%" 0.0%
Infrastructure 2.1%, 2.7%, 3.0%, 2.7%
Total 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Unweighted n 432 249 227 908
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Table 36 — What do you think is the single largest issue that is facing residents of the North
Country (or, “your county”) right now? Summary of Most Commonly Cited Issues

2025 North Country County Comparison and Local Regional Average:

Oswego

[QHEUTL BRI 13.4%, |18.9%,,| 20.4%), | 15.4%,
The economy 9.9%, | 11.3%, | 10.6%, | 11.7%, | 10.8%
g';i':f’,:’g:‘e ptieck 6.9%, |12.0%,p,| 8.4%, | 15.0%, | 10.3%
. Government/Politics 13.9%, | 11.8%, | 12.3%, 11.5%, 12.4%
:r':g:t L MA%, | 34%, | 6.6%, | 9.0%,, | 8.3%
that is facing Taxes 7.3%, | 9.5%, | 91%. | 7.8%, 8.2%
residents of Affordable housing 4.7%, | 3.7%,y | 5.1%., 2.0%, 3.9%
your county Homelessness 10.7%, | 0.8%, | 1.8%, 0.6%,, 3.8%
right now?  joaith care 1.8%, | 3.5%,p | 1.9%, | 4.8%, 2.9%
Crime 15%, | 0.9%, | 06%, | 1.1%, 1.0%
Immigration 05%, | 0.7%, | 08%, | 1.1%, 0.8%
Other 18.3%, | 23.8%, | 22.0%, | 201%, | 20.7%

Total 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%

Unweighted n 519

What do you think is the single largest issue that is facing residents of the North Country right now?
2025 North Country Results (n=2,109)

Inflation/Cost of  Govemment/Politics
Living

TheEconomy  Unemployment/iobs

HJefferson HLewis

O Oswego

1% 1% 1% 1%
1%

Taxes Affordable Housing ~ Homelessness Healthcare Crime Immigration Otherlssues

ESt. Lawrence @ 4-County North Country

North Country Trend Analysis — By North Country Counties (2022-2025)

What do you think is the single largest issue that is facing residents of your

county right now? - Affordability (% “inflation/Cost of Living", "Lack of Good Jobs",
“Taxes", “Affordable Housing", and "The Economy")

70%

50%

Lewis, 56%
Oswego, 53%
50%

Jefferson, 42%
a0%
30%

20%

10%

2022 2023 2024 2025

® New York State, 63%

- st. Lawrence, 52%

What do you think is the single largest issue that is facing residents of your
county right now? - Government Disfunction/Politics
® New York State, 16%
15%
Jefferson, 14%
- Oswego, 12%

Lewis, 12%
- st. Lawrence, 12%

4%

2%

2022 2023 2024 2025
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2025 New York State Regions and NY Statewide Average:

Upstate LI& NYC New York NYS

Counties Suburbs City Statewide
Inflation/Cost of Living 34.7%, | 27.0%, 32.1%, 31.5%
The economy 2.6%, 3.1%, 0.4%,, 1.8%
Unemployment/Lack Good Jobs 5.7%, | 21%.p 1.7%j, 3.0%
Government/Politics 18.7%, | 11.8%, 16.4%, 15.8%
Drugs 0.5%, | 0.1%, 0.0%' 0.2%

e farc Taxes 11.2%, | 17.0%, | 2.7%, 9.2%
::::;Z:f:':fyour Affordable housing 8.8%, | 18.7%, | 227%, | 17.5%
countyright now?  Homelessness 1.5%, | 0.0%' 1.1%, 0.9%

Health care 4.4%, 1.2%,,, 0.6%, 1.9%
Crime 5.8%, 3.0%, 7.5%, 5.8%
Immigration 0.7%, 4.0%, 1.6%,,5, 2.0%
Other 5.4%, | 124%, | 13.1%, 10.5%
Total 100.0%

Single largest issue

Unweighted n

What do you think is the single largest issue that is facing residents of your county right now?

NYS Statewide and by Region 2025 Results (n=1,117)
35%
35%

30%

25%

20%

15%

10%

5%

2% 19
o 1P 1%y 0%0%

0%

Inflation/Cost of ~ Affordable housing Government/Politics Taxes Crime UnemploymentiLack  The economy Health care Immigration Homelessness Drugs Other
Living Good Jobs

W Upstate Counties HLlong Island & NYC Suburbs ~ [JNew York City B NYS Statewide

2025 North Country vs. New York State Comparison:

What do you think is the single largest issue that is facing residents of your county right now?
2025 Results: North Country (n=2,109) Compared to NY Statewide (n=1,117)

30%

25%

20%

15%

10%

0%

Infiation/Cost of GovernmentPoliics The Economy  UnemploymentiJobs Drugs Taxes Affordable Housing  Homelessness Healthcare Crime Immigration Other lssues
Living

@ 4-County North Country  BNYS Statewide

2025 Regional Four-county North Country Combined Cross-tabulations and NY Statewide Cross-tabulations —
Please Refer to Appendix Il
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Table 37 — Employment Status — Current Occupations

2025 North Country County Comparison and Local Regional Average:

Retired 23.9%,
Unemployed 3.5%,
Homemaker 0.9%,
Student 4.6%,
Military 21.3%,
Managerial 6.9%, 1,
Medical 6.9%,
What is your Professional/Technical X3
current Sales 2.4%,
occupation? gierical 1.7%,
Service 0.8%,
Blue-collar 5.0%,
Teacher/Education 5.9%,
Self-employed 6.9%,
Not Sure 0.0%,
Disabled 2.8%,
Total 100.0%

Unweighted n

Oswego

28.6%, | 20.0%, | 30.0%, | 27.7%
24%, | 21%, | 4.0%, 3.1%
3.9%, | 32%, | 1.2%., | 1.9%
0.6%,p | 0.9%, | 2.8%,, | 2.5%
0.0%, | 0.3%, | 0.5%, 6.6%
81%,p | 9.3%, | 5.3%, 7.3%
5.0%,p | 64%, | 11.6%, | 8.0%
8.9%, | 10.4%, | 10.6%, | 9.2%
2.2%, | 4.6%, | 4.2%, 3.6%
3.3%,p | 51%, | 6.3%. | 4.3%
59%, | 0.9%. | 1.0%, 1.3%
11.0%, | 12.0%, |  4.1%, 7.5%
9.7%, | 55%. | 7.7%, 6.6%
8.3%, | 7.7%. | 6.5%, 7.2%
0.2%,p | 0.2%, | 1.6%, 0.6%
19%, | 2.4%, | 2.7%, 2.6%
100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%

2025 North Country Results (n=2,109)

Current Occupation

S7%

60%

%5% 54%

mJefferson W Lewis

Retired Unemployed Homemaker Student Employed for  Self-employed Disabled

Wages
mOswego M5t Lawrence  @4-County North Country

North Country Trend Analysis — Rate of “Retired” — By North Country Counties (2000-2025):

35%

30%

25%

20%

15%

10%

Current Occupation (% "Retired")

St. Lawrence, 30%
Lewis, 29%
- Oswego, 29%

Jefferson, 24%

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025
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2025 New York State Regions and NY Statewide Average:

Upstate LI& NYC New York NYS
Counties Suburbs City Statewide

Retired 23.5%, | 26.9%, 17.7%, 22.0%
Umemployed 2.1%, 2.4%, 5.5%, 3.6%
Homemaker 2.4%, 5.4%, 3.0%, 3.5%
Student 7.8%, | 7.0%, 1.5%, 5.0%
Military 0.1%, | 0.0%" 0.0%' 0.0%
Managerial 7.8%, 13.1%, 10.7%, 10.4%
Medical 71%, | 10.5%, 8.3%, 8.5%
What is your Professional/Technical [ERZ NS I AN 16.4%, 13.1%
current Sales 4.0%, 2.7%, 3.2%, 3.3%
occupation?  cjgrical 51%, | 2.5%, | 4.7%, 4.2%
Service 1.4%, 1.9%, 3.8%, 2.6%
Blue-collar 7.7%, 5.0%, 5.2%, 5.9%
Teacher/Education 5.1%, 3.4%, 4.3%, 4.3%
Self-employed 71%, 7.0%, 8.2%, 7.5%
Not Sure 0.3%, 0.0%' 2.2%, 1.0%
Disabled 4.9%,
Total 100.0%

Unweighted n

Current Occupation
NYS Statewide and by Region 2025 Results (n=1,117)

60% 57%

52% 2%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

Wages

Retired Unemployed Homemaker Student Employed for Self-employed Disabled

M Upstate Counties B Long Island & NYC Suburbs ONew York City  ENYS Statewide

2025 North Country vs. New York State Comparison:

Current Occupation

2025 Results: North Country (n=2,109) Compared to NY Statewide (n=1,117)

Wages
B 4-County North Country B NYS Statewide

O o
50%
40%
20% 28%
[ 22%
20%
I 7% 8%
10% I 3% 4% S % 3% LY ’_. 1% Ly
Retired Unemployed Homemaker Student Employed for Self-employed Disabled
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2025 Regional Four-county North Country Combined Cross-tabulations and NY Statewide Cross-tabulations:

All New York State Participants
Upstate Counties
NYC Suburbs & LI
New York City
Western NY
Finger Lakes
Southern Tier
Central NY
Mohawk Valley
North Country
Capital Region
Mid-Hudson
Long Island
Men
Women
Age 18-39
Age 40-59
Age 60-69
Age 70+
No College
Some College
4+ Year Degree
Under $50,000 HH Income
$50,000-$100,000 HH Income
Over $100,000 HH Income
White
BIPOC
Conservative
Neither Cons. nor Lib.
Liberal
Republican
Democrat

Neither Rep. nor Dem.

Current Occupation - Retired? (North Country 4-County Region, n=2,109)
0% 10% 20% 30% amé 50% 60% 70% 80% 80% 100%.
Al North Country Participants | REREEET 7 72%
leffersan County 24% 76%
Lewis County 29% 1%
Oswego County | T T 1%
St. Lawrence County 70%
ven I 7T 69%
Women 75%
Age18-39 TF 99%
Age 40-59 8% 92%
Age c0-6 | 32%
Age 70+ 92% 8%
No Collee T A 2%
some College ™7 I 2%
4+ Year Degree 73%
Under $50,000 HH Income | EEET 70%
$50,000-$100,000 HH Income 33% 67%
Over $100,000 HH Income 82%
Active Military in HH 96%
No AM in Househald 70%
White 1%
BIPOC 85%
Conservative 36% 64%
Neither Cons. nor Lib. 76%
Liberal 73%
Republican 67%
Democrat 31% 69%
Neither Rep. nor Dem. 79%
M Retired 7 Not Retired
Current Occupation - Retired? (NYS Statewide, n=1,117)
0% 105 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% T0% 80% 90% 100%

78%

76%

73%

M Retired LI Not Retired
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Table 38 — Political Beliefs (Ideology)

2025 North Country County Comparison and Local Regional Average:

Oswego How would you describe your political beliefs?
T Tl 52%, | 44%, 32%, | 42% 2025 N°’ﬂ::;“"t“’ Results (n=2,109)
Conservative 24.6%, . | 37.0%, |30.4%.,| 20.3%. | 26.% s0% e 43 %
(VIEEICRS RN L 41.7%, | 38.9%, 48.4%, | 44.0% - 1% 39
Political Beliefs  Liberal 10.5%, | 10.7%, 14.9%, 121% 35%
Very Liberal 3.0%, | 1.8%,p 7.4% 4.9% e X 50%
Don't Know 14.8%, | 7.1%, 59%,. | 8.6% 4 22%
Total 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% 20% 16% L 7% 15%
. 13%13%
Unweighted n 516 I a%
10% 7% 6% 6%
0%
Conservative Middle of the Road Liberal Don't Know
M Jefferson MLlewis [DOswego MSt Lawrence [@4-County North Country

North Country Trend Analysis — Rate of “Middle of the Road” — By North Country Counties (2000-2025):

Political Beliefs (% "Middle of the Road")

60%

50%
St. Lawrence, 48%.

~ Oswego, 13%
' Jefferson, 42%

Lewis, 39%

30%

20%

10%

0%
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025

2025 New York State Regions and NY Statewide Average:

Upstate LI& NYC New York NYS

. . P
Counties Suburbs City Statewide How would you describe your political beliefs?

NYS Statewide and by Region 2025 Results (n=1,117)
Very Conservative 42%

Conservative

Political Middle of the Road

Beliefs Liberal
(Ideology) vy Liberal
Don’'t Know
Total

Unweighted n

Conservative Middle of the Road Liberal Don't Know
BUpstate Counties  BLong Island & NYC Suburbs O New York City  BNYS Statewide

2025 North Country vs. New York State Comparison:

How would you describe your political beliefs?

2025 Results: North Country (n=2,109) Compared to NY Statewide (n=1,117)
a4%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

Conservative Middle of the Road Liberal Don't Know

E4-County North Country B NYS Statewide
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2025 Regional Four-county North Country Combined Cross-tabulations and NY Statewide Cross-tabulations:

0%

Al North Country Participants
Jefferson County
Lewis County

Oswego County

Political Beliefs (Ideology)? (North Country 4-County Region, n=2,109)

10% 20%

34%

30%

0% 0%

53%

20%

90% 100%.

17%

57%

14%

46%

13%

49%

16%

St. Lawrence County 23% 54% 22%

Men 51% 11%

Women 22% 55% 23%

20% 19%

Age 18-39
Age 40-59

Age 60-69

Age 70+

No College

Some College

4+ Year Degree

Under $50,000 HH Income
$50,000-$100,000 HH Income
Over $100,000 HH Income
Active Military in HH

No AM in Household

White

BIPOC

Conservative

Neither Cons. nor Lib.

Liberal

Republican

34%
39%
41%
34%
32%

24%

61% ]

51%

15%

45%

16%

A42%

18%

il 9%

53%

15%

27%

21%

23%

30%

38%

55%

15%

47%

15%

9%

52%

51%

18%
17%

17%

66%

18%

100%

1%

47%

Neither Rep. nor Dem.

1%

14%

B Conservative

I Neither Cons. nor Lib.

O Liberal

IAll New York State Participants
Upstate Counties

NYC Suburbs & LI

New York City

Western NY

Finger Lakes

Southern Tier

Central NY

Mohawk Valley

North Country

Capital Region
Mid-Hudson

Long Island

Men

Wormen

Age 18-39

Age 40-59

Age 60-69

Age 70+

No College

Some College

4+ Year Degree

Under $50,000 HH Income
$50,000-$100,000 HH Income
Over $100,000 HH Income
White

BIPOC

Conservative

Neither Cons. nor Lib,
Liberal

Republican

Democrat

Neither Rep. nor Dem.

0%

Political Beliefs {Ideology)? (NYS Statewide, n=1,117)

10% 20% 30%

24%

37%
13%
23%
28%
35%

25%

21%

19%

18%

25%

%

2!

G

27%

26%

27%

a0 509

40%

35%
36%

42%
37%

15%

60% 0%

80%

90% 100%

36%

37%

27%

42%

35%

51%

35%

41%

3a%

28%
45%

25%

19%

33%

47%

43%

43%

37%

30%

32%

24%

33%

a5%

39%

44%
41%
35%
35%
45%

31%

41%

25%

31%

27%

36%
42%
38%
38%
36%

45%

41%

36%

36%

37%
36%

H Conservative

m Neither Cons. nor Lib.

i Liberal
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Table 39 — President Donald Trump Favorability Rating

2025 North Country County Comparison and Local Regional Average:

Jefferson Lewis St 4-C0t.mty
Lawrence Region
38.5%, | 53.6% 381%, | 42.4%
44.6%,, | 38.7%, 50.8%, 46.5%
16.9%, | 7.7%p, 1M11%, | 1.4%
100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

North Country Trend Analysis — Rate of “Favorable”

Do you have a favorable opinion or an unfavorable opinion of the job
being done by President Donald Trump?
i 2025 North Country Results (n=2,109)
54
51%
50% 47% 57 5% 6%
2%
e 39% 18% 39%
30%
20% 1%
1% 11%
10% £%
0%
Favorable Unfavorable Don't Know
MW Jefferson  MLewis MOswego WSt Lawrence [@4-County North Country

— By North Country Counties (2000-2025):

Do you have a favorable opinion
by President D

or an unfavorable opinion of the job being done
onald Trump? (% "Favorable")

* Lewis, 54%

April 2025

\

Oswego, 47%

lefferson, 39%
St. Lawrence, 38%

October 2025

2025 New York State Regions and NY Statewide Average:

This survey item was not included in the November 2025 statewide survey instrument.

2025 North Country vs. New York State Comparison:

This survey item was not included in the November 2025 statewide survey instrument.

2025 Regional Four-county North Country Combined Cross-tabulations:

Do you have a favorable opinion or an unfavorable opinion of the job being done by
President Donald Trump? (North Country 4-County Region, n=2,109)
% 10% 0% 0% v s e 05 so% so% 100%
lall North Country participants | 11%
Jefferson County I 17%
Lewis County 54% [ 8%
Oswego County 7%
st. Lawrence County 11%
Men | 11%
women | | 11%
Age 1839 7%
Age 40-59 8% [ 0%
Age 60-50 | T T 5%
Age 70+ 5%
No College 16%
Some College | 11%
4+ Year Degree I ™
Under $50,000 HH Income | A | 12%
$50,000-$100,000 HH Income 14%
Over $100,000 HH Income 7%
Active Military in HH [ 37%
No AM i Household | 7 S 1 %
white | R -
BIPOC 1 25%
Conservative | [ %
Neither Cons. nor Lib. | 16%
Liberal 1EE 2%
Republican 11%
Democrat 12% |3%
Neither Rep. nor Dem. | T A I 17%
W Favorable [ElUnfavorable [1Don't Know/No Opinion
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Table 40 — Governor Kathy Hochul Favorability Rating

2025 North Country County Comparison and Local Regional Average:

Oswego Do you have a favorable opinion or an unfavorable opinion of the job

Favorable 15.7%.,6 21.2%y, | 20.5%p,c 18.6%
Unfavorable 62.7%, 69.1%, | 64.9%, 67.0%

being done by Governor Kathy Hochul?
Governor Kathy 2025 North Country Results (n=2,109)
Hochul

Favorability Don't know 21.6%, 97%; | 14.6%; | 14.4% a0

Total 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Unweighted n

70%

60%

50%

40%

30%

22%
21% 21% 19%

20%

Favorable Unfavorable Don't Know

M Jefferson Mlewis MOswego MSt. Lawrence [E4-County North Country

North Country Trend Analysis — Rate of “Favorable” — By North Country Counties (2000-2025):

bl

£. bl

Do you have a f: pinion or an opinion of the job being done
by Governor Kathy Hochul? (% "Favorable")

25%

Oswego, 21%

20% - St. Lawrence, 21%

Jefferson, 16%
15%
-
10% Lewis, 10%
5%
0%
April 2025 October 2025

2025 New York State Regions and NY Statewide Average:
This survey item was not included in the November 2025 statewide survey instrument.

2025 North Country vs. New York State Comparison:
This survey item was not included in the November 2025 statewide survey instrument.

2025 Regional Four-county North Country Combined Cross-tabulations:

Do you have a favorable opinion or an unfavorable opinion of the job being done by Governor
Kathy Hochul? (North Country 4-County Region, n=2,109)

0% 10% 20% 30% 0% 50% 60% 0% 80% 805 100%
=]
All North Country Participants - ST e
|
Jefferson County 16% 63% 2% {

Lewis County
Oswego County
St. Lawrence County

Men 13% 72% 15%
Women 14%

Age 1839

Age 4059

Age 60-69

Age 70+

No College

Some College

A+ Year Degree

Under $50,000 HH Income
$50,000-$100,000 HH Income
Over $100,000 HH income
Active Military in HH

Na AM in Household

B ———— B T

BIPOC 32%
Conservative _Z_L:
Neither Cons. nor Lib. | SN 19%
Uberal “E_III
Republican [IEE3 50% 5%
Democrat 45% 38% 17%
Neither Rep. nor Dem. 15% 63% 22% I

W Favorable mUnfavorable 1 Don't Know/No Opinion
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Section 3.3 — Attitudes About Social Issues that Impact All Americans

Table 41 - “Choosing_; abortion is a woman's rig_;ht, and society should protect that right."

2025 North Country County Comparison and Local Regional Average:

Oswego "Choosing abortion is a woman's right, and society should protect

Strongly Agree 46.8%, | 37.1%, | 42.2%, that right.
e 17.1% 24.0% 19.6% 2025 North Country Results (n=2,109)
1%, 0%, | 19.6%,

j'choosing'ab?"::“ Neutral 12.7%, | 13.2%, | 16.4%,
'sawoman's right, . gree 11.8%, | 9.6%,p | 10.3%, ,

and society should
protect that right.” Strongly Disagree 9.4%, | 13.9%, | 10.9%,

Not sure 2.2%, | 2.3%,p | 0.6%,
CIE] 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%

Unweighted n 529

Agree Disagree Neither/Not Sure

Mlefferson  Mlewis MOswego MSt Lawrence [E4-County North Country

North Country Trend Analysis — Rate of “Agree” — By North Country Counties (2000-2025):

"Choosing abortion is a woman's right, and society should protect that right."
(%'s are "Agree" among those who have an opinion of either Agree or Disagree)

20% st. Lawrence, 81%
Jefferson, 75%.
Oswego, 74%

- \\’/,’—/’/4 Lihis 7%

2018 2019 2020 2021-2022 not 2023 2024 not 2025
measured measured

2025 New York State Regions and NY Statewide Average:

Upstate LI& NYC New York NYS
Counties Suburbs City Statewide

"Choosing abortion is a woman's right, and society should protect

L = 2 that right."
Strongly Agree 55.3%,,, | 48.9%, 63.1%;, NYS Statewide and by Region 2025 Results (n=1,117)

Agree 13.2%, | 17.7%, | 14.8%, 80% 7%

"Choosing abortion e 45 16.7%, | 151%,, |  9.4%,
is a woman's right,

2%

Disagree 5.8%, 4.0%, 4.1%,
Strongly Disagree 7.6%, 9.4%, 6.3%,
Not sure 1.3%, 4.9%,, 2.2%,),
Total 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Unweighted n

and society should
protect that right."

Agree Disagree Neither/Not Sure

W Upstate Counties  MILong Island & NYC Suburbs O New York City ~ EINYS Statewide

2025 North Country vs. New York State Comparison:

"Choosing abortion is a woman's right, and society should

protect that right."
2025 Results: North Country (n=2,109) Compared to NY Statewide (n=1,117)

Agree Disagree Neither/Not Sure

@4-County North Country @ NYS Statewide

Page 85 of 95




2025 Regional Four-county North Country Combined Cross-tabulations and NY Statewide Cross-tabulations:

"Choosing abortion is a woman's right, and society should protect that right." (North Country

2

All North Country Participants
Jefferson County

Lewis County

Oswego County

St. Lawrence County

Men

Women

Age 18-39

Age 40-59

Age 60-69

Age 70+

No College

Some College

4+ Year Degree

Under $50,000 HH Income
$50,000-5100,000 HH Income
Over $100,000 HH Income
Active Military in HH

No AM in Household
White

BIPOC

Conservative

Neither Cons. nor Lib.

4-County Region, n=2,109)

% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 705 80% 90% 100%
| 15%
[ [ 15%
15%
17%
I 18%
20%

I

@
N

@
2

52%

62%
74%
69%

'
%

67%

67%

32%

73%

11

16%

17%

15%

| 12%

20%

16%

1%

16%

11%

19%

ra
£
E

14%

29%

13%

22%

17%

Uberal
Republican 42% | 22%
Democrat %
Neither Rep. nor Dem. 14%
M Agree [Fl Disagree 1 Neither/Not Sure
"Choosing abortion is a woman's right, and society should protect that right." (NYS
Statewide, n=1,117)
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% T0% 80% 90% 100%
|All New York State Participants 72% 12% [ 16% |
Upstate Counties 69% 13% 18% I
NYC Suburhs & LI 67% 13% | 20% l
New York City 78% 10% [ 12% |
Western NY [ 16% | 15% l
Finger Lakes 68% 8% [ 25% I
Southern Tier 67% 14% | 19% I
Central NY 74% 10% [ 16% I
Mohawk Valley 44% 24% 32% l
North Country 68% 15% 17% l
Capital Region 75% 14% | 11% l
Mid-Hudson 0% 15% 15% I
Long Island 64% 12% 24% I
Men 67% 14% [ 19% I
Women 77% 11% 12% I
Age 18-39 77% 7% 16% I
Age 40-59 70% 14% 16% l
Age 60-69 63% 23% [ 14% l
Age 70+ 75% 11% 15% |
No College 66% 18% | 17% l
Some College 64% 15% 21% I
4+ Year Degree 82% 9% 10% I
Under $50,000 HH Income 79% 12% [ 9% I
$50,000-$100,000 HH Income 69% 15% 17% l
Over $100,000 HH Income 74% 11% 15% l
White 71% 13% [ 16% I
BIPOC 74% 12% | 14% I
Conservative 35% 37% 28% I
Neither Cons. nor Lib. 73% 8% [ 19% I
Liberal 96% 3% I
Republican 41% 30% [ 29%
Democrat | 6% | 7%
Neither Rep. nor Dem. 68% 12% 19% !
B Agree [ Disagree L Neither/Not Sure
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Table 42 — "It is wrong for adults to be romantically involved with other adults of the same
sex."

2025 North Country County Comparison and Local Regional Average:

Oswego "It is wrong for adults to be romantically involved with other

Strongly Agree 5.5%, 6.4%, adults of the same sex."
"It is wrong for Agree 6.8%, 7.0%, 2025 North Cuuntry;;sults (n=2,109)
adults to be

Neutral 29.9% 28.0%, 60%
romantically Di 17 w»a 14, 3"/0
involved with other —'>2d"¢€ 270 270 50%
adults of the same  Strongly Disagree  JET&Z/ NN 43.2%,
sex." Not sure 2.4%, 1.1%,,5, A0%

Total 100.0% 100.0% 10%

Unweighted n 526

20%

14% 13% 14%

10%

0%

Agree Disagree Neither/Not Sure

MJefferson  Mlewis MOswego MSt Lawrence [E4-County North Country

North Country Trend Analysis — Rate of “Disagree” — By North Country Counties (2000-2025):

"It is wrong for adults to be romantically involved with other adults of the same
sex." (%'s are "Disagree" among those who have an opinion of either Agree or
Disagree)

Jefferson, 82%

20% Oswego, 81%
St. Lawrence, 81%

70%

Lewis, 63%
60%

50%

0%

30%

20%

10%

0%
2018 2019 2020 2021-2024 not measured 2025

2025 New York State Regions and NY Statewide Average:

Upstate LI& NYC New York NYS
Counties Suburbs City Statewide

"It is wrong for adults to be romantically involved with other
adults of the same sex."

. Strongly Agree 4.0%, 6.5%, NYS Statewide and by Region 2025 Results (n=1,117)
"It is wrong for Agree 6.5%, 11.7%, 70% — %
ad”"st‘P T Neutral 21.5%, | 23.3%, o s =
romantically : . o
involved with other 2iS29r¢€ 12.7%ap, | 20.0%, 0%
adults of the same  Strongly Disagree [RETR:V NN IET S D/
sex." Not sure 0.9%, | 0.7%, a0
Total 100.0% | 100.0% 2% e % . o
Unweighted n 20% — A% 19%
10%
10%
0%

Agree Disagree Neither/Not Sure

WUpstate Counties @ Long Island & NYC Suburbs O New York City ~ BNYS Statewide

2025 North Country vs. New York State Comparison:

"It is wrong for adults to be romantically involved with other

adults of the same sex."
2025 Results: North Country (n=2,109) Compared to NY Statewide (n=1,117)

63%

Agree Disagree Neither/Not Sure

@ 4-County North Country B NYS Statewide

Page 87 of 95




2025 Regional Four-county North Country Combined Cross-tabulations and NY Statewide Cross-tabulations:

Country 4-County Region, n=2,109)

0% 10% 20% 30%

40% 50%

60%

"It is wrong for adults to be romantically involved with other adults of the same sex." (North

80% 90%

100%

All North Country Participants
Jefferson County

Lewis County

Oswego County

St. Lawrence County

Men

Women

Age 18-39

Age 40-59

Age 60-69

Age 70+

No College

Some College

4+ Year Degree

Under $50,000 HH Income
$50,000-$100,000 HH Income
Over $100,000 HH Income
Active Military in HH

No AM in Household
White

BIPOC

Conservative

Neither Cons. nor Lib.
Liberal

Republican

Democrat

Neither Rep. nor Dem.

29%

32%

31%

26%

29%

35%

23%

23%

32%

35%

32%

36%

30%

21%

29%

26%

30%
37%

28%

28%

31%

29%

36%

16%

29%

W Agree

O Disagree [ Neither/Not Sure

All New York State Participants
Upstate Counties

NYC Suburbs & LI

New York City

Western NY

Finger Lakes

Southern Tier

Central NY

Mohawk Valley

North Country

Capital Region
Mid-Hudson

Long Island

Men

Women

Age 18-39

Age 40-59

Age 60-69

Age 70+

Neo College

Some College

4+ Year Degree

Under $50,000 HH Income
$50,000-$100,000 HH Income
Over $100,000 HH Income
White

BIPOC

Conservative

Neither Cans. nor Lib.
Liberal

Republican

Democrat

Neither Rep. nor Dem.

Statewide, n=1,117)

0% 0% 20% 30%

40% 50%

0%

"It is wrong for adults to be romantically involved with other adults of the same sex." (NYS

100%

[

12%

24%

21%

22%

2%

24%

21%

26%

18%
11%

25%

25%

44%

18%

29%

24%

18%
12%

26%

30%
23%

22%

26%

17%
16%

23%

19%
18%
25%

34%

27%

39%
15%
15%

B Agree

|1 Disagree  _| Neither/Not Sure
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need to be addressed.”

Table 43 — "Systemic racism and social injustice are major problems in our country that

2025 North Country County Comparison and Local Regional Average:

"Systemic racism
and social injustice
are major problems

in our country that
need to be
addressed."

Strongly Agree
Agree

Neutral

Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Not sure

Total

26.9%,,| 24.6%,
27.1%,

20.7%,
10.9%,
3.1%,
100.0%

Oswego

33.4%,
26.9%,
11.0%;
15.6%,
11.7%,
1.4%,
100.0%

60%

58%

country that need to be
2025 North Country Resul!

579

"Systemic racism and social injustice are major problems in our

addressed."?
ts (n=2,109)

Unweighted n 527

Agree Neither/Not Sure

Disagree

W Jefferson Mlewis EOswego MBSt lawrence E4-County North Country

North Country Trend Analysis — Rate of “Agree” — By North Country Counties (2000-2025):

"Systemic racism and social injustice are major problems in our country that need
to be addressed." (%'s are "Agree" among those who have an opinion of either
Agree or Disagree)

\. Jefferson, 72%
‘\X St. Lawrence, 69%

Oswego, 65%
- Lewis, 63%

80%

70%

60%

50%

0%

30%

20%

10%

0%

2020 2021-2024 not m easured 2025

2025 New York State Regions and NY Statewide Average:

Upstate LI& NYC New York NYS
Counties Suburbs City Statewide

"Systemic racism and social injustice are major problems in our
country that need to be addressed."

"Systemic racism
and social injustice
are major problems

in our country that
need to be
addressed."”

Strongly Agree
Agree

Neutral

Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Not sure

Total

Unweighted n

44.2%,
21.8%,
6.8%,
10.0%,
15.7%,
1.5%,
100.0%

47.3%
21.4%
7.9%
9.8%
12.1%
1.5%
100.0%

43.9%,
18.0%,
7.3%,
12.5%,
17.2%,
1.1%,
100.0%

51.8%,

23.1%,
8.9%,
8.0%,
6.4%,
1.8%,

100.0%

NYS Statewide and by Region 2025
75%

69%

Results (n=1,117)

Agree

Disagree

M Upstate Counties M Long Island & NYC Suburbs

Neither/Not Sure

ONew York City W NYS Statewide

2025 North Country vs. New York State Comparison:

"Systemic racism and social injustice are major problems in

our country that need to be addressed."
2025 Results: North Country (n=2,109) Compared to NY Statewide (n=1,117)

69%

Disagree

Agree

E4-County North Country

W NYS Statewide

Neither/Not Sure
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2025 Regional Four-county North Country Combined Cross-tabulations and NY Statewide Cross-tabulations:

"Systemic racism and social injustice are major problems in our country that need to be
addressed." (North Country 4-County Region, n=2,109)
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%.
All North Country Participants 17%
Jefferson County [ 20%
Lewis County I 1%
Oswego County | | 18%
st. Lawrence County |- | 12%
ven I 15%
Women [ 18%
Age 18-39 [ 17%
Age 40-59 18%
Age 60-69 | 14%
age 70+ I T 17%
No College 57% 20%
Some College 18%
4+ vear Degree | [ ux
Under $50,000 HH Income [ 17%
$50,000-5100,000 HH Income | 19%
Over $100,000 HH Income 12%
Active Military in HH 49% 29%
No AM in Househald 58% | 15%
White [ 16%
BIPOC | 16%
conservative | A | 16%
Neither Cons. nor Lib. [ 21%
Liberal
Republican | T A | 16%
pemocrat | | 11%
Neither Rep. nor Dem. 20%
M Agree [Fl Disagree 1 Neither/Not Sure
"Systemic racism and social injustice are major problems in our country that need to be
addressed." (NYS Statewide, n=1,117)
0% 10% 20% 30% 0% 50% 60% T0% 80% 90% 100%
\All New York State Participants 69% 22% | 9% |
Upstate Counties 66% 26% 8% I
NYC Suburbs & LI [ 30% | 8% I
New York City 75% 14% 1% I
Western NY 73% 21% 6% |
Finger Lakes 7% 20% | 13%
Southern Tier 82% | 16w b%
Central NY 61% 29% | 10%
Mohawk Valley 44% 50% [ 7% I
North Country 44% 1% I 15% l
Capital Region 67% 26% [ 7% !
Mid-Hudson 63% 27% | 11% I
Long Island 61% 32% | % l
Men 63% 29% [ 7% I
Women 73% 16% [ 10% I
|
Age 18-39 76% 18% 6%
Age 40-59 63% 26% 1%
Age 60-69 57% 32% [ 11% I
=
Age 70+ 75% 16% 9%
No College 67% 27% [ &% I
]
Some College 59% 27% \ 14%
4+ Year Degree 77% 18% 5% l
Under $50,000 HH Income 81% | 13% | 6% |
$50,000-5100,000 HH Income 70% 24% [ &% l
Over $100,000 HH Income 64% 26% | 10% I
White §3% 29% | 9% l
BIPOC 78% 12% 9% I
Conservative 31% 56% | 13%
Neither Cons. nor Lib. 64% 23% 13% l
Liberal 98% %-x!
Republican 34% 51% 16% l
Democrat 87% 7% 6% l
Neither Rep. nor Dem. [ 33% [ 7% !
B Agree [ Disagree L Neither/Not Sure
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Table 44 — "Recent government actions to detain and deport undocumented immigrants in
our communities, regardless of whether or not they have committed crimes, is an
important positive action taken by our government."

2025 North Country County Comparison and Local Regional Average:

"Recent government actions to detain and deport undocumented

“"Recent government actions Strongly Agree 19.2%, 23.5%, | 24.5%, immigrants in our communities, regardless of whether or not they
to detain and deport Agree 18.2%,,c |27.2%, | 24.8%, | 14.5%, have committed crimes, is an important positive action taken by
undocumented immigrants in e rq) 17.6%, 10.5%; | 13.9%. our government."

:;'mm'::'::; :::;':::s Disagree 16.1%, 12.9%, | 16.9%, - 2025 North Country Results (n=2,109)

committed crimes, is an Strongly Disagree 26.2%, 26.7%, | 28.3%, - 5%

3% 2% 2%

important positive action Not sure 2.7%, 1.5%, 1.9%,
taken by our government.”  Total 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% 40%

Unweighted n 30%

20%

10%

0%

Agree Disagree Neither/Not Sure

M Jefferson  Mlewis MOswego MSt Lawrence [@4-County North Country

North Country Trend Analysis — Rate of “Agree” — By North Country Counties (2000-2025):
This survey item has not been studied in any past North Country community surveys.

2025 New York State Regions and NY Statewide Average:

Upstate LI & NYC New York NYS

Counties Suburbs City Statewide Recent government actions to detain and deport undocumented

immigrants in our communities, regardless of whether or not they

"Recent government actions Strongly Agree 25.6%, | 26.3%, 14.3%, 21.0% h Fedictl X 8 e N fth
to detain and deport Agree 12%, | 18.4%, | 18.4%, 16.2% ave committed crimes, is an |mportantt"pt15|t|ve action taken by our
undocumented immigrants in government.
our communities, regardless Neutral 7.6%, 9.7%, 6.6%, 7.7% NYS Statewide and Region 2025 Results (n=1,117)

. Disagree 9.2%, 12.6%, 12.5%, 11.5% 50% _— 58%

of whether or not they have
committed crimes, is an BLGO G \ANIEEL G-I 45.6%, | 30.7%, 45.5%, 41.7%

53%

important positive action Not sure 0.9%, 2.3%, 2.6%, 2.0%
taken by our government.”  Total 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0%
Unweighted n

Agree Disagree Neither/Not Sure

M Upstate Counties H Long Island & NYC Suburbs ONew York City ~ ENYS Statewide

2025 North Country vs. New York State Comparison:

"Recent government actions to detain and deport undocumented immigrants in our
communities, regardless of whether or not they have committed crimes, is an

important positive action taken by our government."
2025 Results: North Country vs. NY Statewide

53%

Disagree Neither/Not Sure

@4-County North Country W NYS Statewide
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2025 Regional Four-county North Country Combined Cross-tabulations and NY Statewide Cross-tabulations:

"Recent government actions to detain and deport undocumented immigrants in our
communities, regardless of whether or not they have committed crimes, is an important
positive action taken by our government." (North Country 4-County Region, n=2,109)

10% 20% 30% a0% 509 60% 0% 80% 20% 100%.

2
&

All North Country Participants 43% | 16%

Jeffersan County 37% 20%

Lewis County 12%

Oswego County

w
]
-
Q
®

St. Lawrence County
Men 53% | 13%

Women

Age 18-39 29% 23%

w
B
]

Age 40-59
Age 60-69

Age 70+
No College 45% 24%

14%

=
~
R

wn
b
~
kS

Some College

4+ Year Degree

Under $50,000 HH Income 35% 18%

4$50,000-$100,000 HH Income 42% 14%

Over $100,000 HH Income 50% | 13%

Active Military in HH 31% 30%.

No AM in Household

White 44% | 14%

w

®
&
b

BIPOC 33% 2%

Conservative 11%

Neither Cons. nor Lib.

~
N
®

Liberal

w

uu

R
]
r

Republican 14%

Democrat 16% 7%

Neither Rep. nor Dem. 32% | 21%

W Agree [ Disagree [1Neither/Not Sure

"Recent government actions to detain and deport undocumented immigrants in our
communities, regardless of whether or not they have committed crimes, is an important
positive action taken by our government." (NYS Statewide, n=1,117)

2

10% 20% 0% 0% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

All New York State Participants 37% i 53% | 10%
Upstate Counties 37% 55% | 8%
NYC Suburbs & LI 45% 43% 12%

New York City 33% 58% | 9%

Western NY 31% 60% [ 10%

Finger Lakes 33% 51% 16%

Southern Tier 34% 61% | 5%

Central NY 35% 55% [ 10%

-
Mohawk Valley 56% 20% | a%

]
North Country 67% 29% [ 2% I

Capital Region 33% 64% 3%
|

Mid-Hudson 39% 51% [ 10%

Long Island 49% 37% [ 13%

Mei

s

44% 6% | 10%

Women 32% 60% 8%

Age 18-39 28% 60%. | 12%
Age 40-59 46% 48% 6%

Age 60-69 47% 46% | 7%

Age 70+ 32% 58% [ 10%

No College 51% 34% 14%

Some College 48% 2% 1 10%

4+ Year Degree 24% 69% 7%

Under $50,000 HH Income 35% 49% 16%

$50,000-5100,000 HH Income 36% 58% [ 6%

Over $100,000 HH Income 39% 56% | s%

White 40% 54% 5%

BIPOC 33% 53% [ 14%

Conservative 78% 11% [ 10%

Neither Cons. nor Lib. 42% 3% [ 15%

Republican 75% 1% 14%
Democrat 18% 77% | 5%

|
Liberal G 93% l%i
|
|
Neither Rep. nor Dem. 46% 49% [ 5%

i

B Agree [ Disagree L Neither/Not Sure
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Table 45 — "Recent inflation in the prices of the things | regularly buy has made it more
difficult for me and my family financially."

2025 North Country County Comparison and Local Regional Average:

Oswego "Recent inflation in the prices of the things I regularly buy has

made it more difficult for me and my family financially."
2025 North Country Results (n=2,109)
79%

Strongly Agree 41.7%, 47.3%, 45.6%
"Recent inflationin  Agree 32.8%, 34.5%, 33.7%
helpiiceslofithe) Neutral 16.0%, 1.8%, | 12.9%

82% 1% 82%

things | regularly buy 70%

: Disagree 6.3%, 4.4%, 5.7%

has made it more
difficult for me and my Strongly Disagree 1.6%, 1.3%, 1.2%
family financially." Not sure 1.6%, 0.7%,, 0.8% 50%
Total 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% 40%

Unweighted n 529

60%

20% % 1 TR T

Agree Disagree Neither/Not Sure

mJefferson  Mlewis EOswego MBSt Lawrence [E4-County North Country

North Country Trend Analysis — Rate of “Agree” — By North Country Counties (2000-2025):
This survey item has not been studied in any past North Country community surveys.

2025 New York State Regions and NY Statewide Average:
Upstate LI& NYC New York NYS
Counties Suburbs City Statewide
Strongly Agree 54.0%, | 41.9%, | 46.5%,; 47.6%
"Recentinflationin  Agree 29.8%, | 38.7%, | 35.5%, 34.6%
phelpnicesiciithe Neutral 9.3%, | 11.0%, | 10.5%, | 10.2%
:;IS?:aL?gL::rIZ T e 40%, | 52%, | 4.2%, 4.5%
difficult for me and my Strongly Disagree  [ZAW/N 2.4%, 1.5%, 1.9%
family financially.” Not sure 0.5%, 0.9%, 1.9%, 1.2%
Total 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0%

Unweighted n

"Recent inflation in the prices of the things I regularly buy has

made it more difficult for me and my family financially."
NYS Statewide and by Region 2025 Results (n=1,117)
3% iy 82%  82%

Agree Disagree Neither/Not Sure

W Upstate Counties M Long Island & NYC Suburbs DO New York City B NVS Statewide

2025 North Country vs. New York State Comparison:

"Recent inflation in the prices of the things | regularly buy has
made it more difficult for me and my family financially.”
2025 Results: North Country (n=2,109) Compared to NY Statewide (n=1,117)
82%
79%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
%
0 ki 1%
10% 0%
0%
Disagree Neither/Not Sure
@ 4-County North Country ~ BNYS Statewide
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2025 Regional Four-county North Country Combined Cross-tabulations and NY Statewide Cross-tabulations:

"Recent inflation in the prices of the things | regularly buy has made it more difficult for me
and my family financially." (North Country 4-County Region, n=2,109)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 5% 60% T0% 80% 90% 100%
All North Country Participants | 1a%
lefferson County I 18%
Lewis County | 12%
Oswego County | 11%

&

St. Lawrence County

ven | 7 : | 16%
women | T 2% |
Age 133 I T, 0%
Age 40-59 79% [ 12%
Age 60-69 [ 16%
Age 70+ 19%
No College
Some Collee | 13%
4+ Year Degree I 16%

Under $50,000 HH Income
$50,000-5100,000 HH Income [ T 3%
Over $100,000 HH Income [ 15%
Active Military in HH | 29%
No AM in Househald
white I T 1%
eipoc | 28%
conservative |- 17%
Neither cons. nor it | 13%
Liberal 1%
Republican 15%
Democrat | 10%
Neither Rep. nor Dem. | 15%
M Agree [Fl Disagree 1 Neither/Not Sure
"Recent inflation in the prices of the things | regularly buy has made it more difficult for me
and my family financially." (NYS Statewide, n=1,117)
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 508 60% T0% B80% 90% 100%
Al New York State Participants 82% 11%
Upstate Counties B84% 6% 10%
NYC Suburbs & LI 81% [ 8% | 12%
New York City 82% | 6% | 12%
Western NY 87% 6% 7%
Finger Lakes 89% 4% 7%
Southern Tier 95% [2%] 3%
Central NY 75% 9% 15%
Mohawk Valley 95% %
North Country 70% 3% | 2%
Capital Region 76% 1% [ 13% I
Mid-Hudson 80% 11% 9%
Long Island 81% 5% 14%
Men 81% 8% 11%
Women 83% | 5% | 12%
P—
Age 4059 3% 1%
Age 60-69 74% 12% 14%
Age 70+ 75% 5% | 20% l
No College 90% 3% 7% I
Some College 84% 5% 11%
4+ Year Degree 78% 9% 13%
Under $50,000 HH Income 91% 3% | 5% l
$50,000-$100,000 HH Income 89% 4% 8%
Over $100,000 HH Income 75% 10% 15% I
White
BIPOC 85% 7% 8%
Conservative 74% 1% 15%
Neither Cons. nor Lib. 81% 7% 12% l
-
Republican 75% 9% 16% I
Democrat 86% [ 7% | 8%
Neither Rep. nor Dem. 83% 5% 12%
B Agree [ Disagree L Neither/Not Sure
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Section 4 - Final Comments

This report is a presentation of the information collected from approximately 25,000 interviews of adult residents of
Jefferson, Lewis, Oswego, and St. Lawrence Counties, New York conducted between 2000 and 2025. The Center for
Community Studies exists to engage in a variety of community-based research activities, and to promote the productive
discussion of ideas and issues of significance to our community. As such, the results of this survey are available for use
by any citizen or organization in the community. If you use information from this survey, we simply ask that you acknowledge

the source.

These interviews produced a large volume of data, which can be analyzed and assessed in a number of different
ways. Please contact the Center for Community Studies for specific analyses.

1. Trends in cross-tabulation data. (e.g. Has the difference between males and females in attitudes about women’s
reproductive rights changed over the past 25 years?)

2. Multifactored, or multivariate, models affecting quality-of-life data. (e.g. In the 2025 data, is there an interaction
between gender and education level in their collective, and potentially interactive, association with some quality-of-life

outcome, such as “direction that the country is going”?)

3. Relationships between outcome variables. (e.g. In the 2025 data there have been hundreds of relationships
measured, reported, and tested in the cross-tabulation analyses, however, each of these relationships is between a
socio-demographic explanatory variable and a quality-of-life outcome variable, whereas, one might find great use in a
correlation analyses where both investigated variables are quality-of-life outcome variables, such as investigating for
a relationship between satisfaction with healthcare access and healthcare quality. This process could even be
expanded to the mathematical technique of factor analysis to identify underlying themes, or groups of variables, in the
entire set of outcome variables)

Additionally, we are available to make presentations of these survey findings to community groups and organizations upon
request. Please contact:

The Center for Community Studies
1220 Coffeen Street
Watertown, NY 13601
Telephone: (315) 786-2264

Joel Lalone, Director jlalone@sunyjefferson.edu
www.sunyjefferson.edu/community/community-studies/

The Twenty-seventh Annual North Country Survey of the Communities is tentatively scheduled for October 2026.
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Appendix |
Detailed North Country County-specific 2000-2025 Trends in Tabular Format

Table 7 — SUMMARY of “Trends” in Jefferson County — Years 2000-2025 — All 21 Quality-of-life Indicators
Compared Across Time and to the Long-term Average — Rate (%) Responding “Excellent or Good”

Indicator 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025

Access to h gher educat on
Publ ¢ outdoor recrea ona oppor uni es
Pol ¢ ng and cr me control

The overal qual yo ein hearea
Shopping oppor uni es

Qual yo K12 educaton

Qua yof he env ronment

Ava abi y of hous ng

Heal heare qual y

Heal h care access

C y v age or Town government

Cul ura enter a nment oppor uni es
County government

Avaiab yo carefor heeldery
Avaiab yo behavioral heal h services
The Downtown of Wa er own

Availability o childcare

The overal state o he local economy
Ava abi y of good jobs

Cos of energy

Real estate taxes
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Table 8 - SUMMARY of “Trends” in Lewis County — Years 2007-2025 — All 20 Quality-of-life Indicators
Compared Across Time and to the Long-term Average — Rate (%) Responding “Excellent or Good”

Indicator 2007 2008 2009 2010 201 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 Avg.
Quay of he env ronment 83 89 90 | 90 | 86 ] 91 | 84 | 86 | 90 83 85 88 - 86 79 78 | 84 80 83 | 85
Qual yo K 12educaton 82 84 | 85| 84 180 | 87 | 75| 73] 83 85 80 79 - 78 76 65 | 76 66 66 | 78
Publ  outdoor recrea ona oppor uni es -] 80 78 1 70 | 741 83 | 73 | 75 | 72 72 74 - 70 - 66 69 | 77 67 71|73
The overal qual yo ein hearea 74 82 3178|7377 |71 )75 77 81 77 79 174 | 78 66 54 | 68 59 63 | 73
Pol ¢ ng and cr me control 70 77 69 | 78 | 74 1 75| 68 | 73 | 66 72 64 - 74 | 76 62 56 | 62 55 59 | 68
Heal heare qual y 74 75 | 71| 70 1 64 | 79 | 68 | 71 | 69 63 70 61 - 65 55 51 52 48 52 | 64
Heal h care access 63 64 | 63| 66 ] 61| 72 ] 58 | 55 | 66 61 72 - 68 - 53 43 | 47 49 47 | 59
Avaiab yo care for he eldery 55 64 | 62| 651 61 | 70 | 54 | 65 | 57 57 54 - | 46 - 39 26 | 33 25 29 | 51
Ava abi y of hous ng - - - - - - - - 63 60 61 54 - - 42 25 | 36 28 27 | 44
C y v age or Town government 48 53 45 ) 44 | 51 | 52 | 42 | 43 | 45 54 49 - 55 - 39 42 | 45 41 43 | 47
Accass to h gher educat on - - 38 )42 | 36 ) 46 | 41 | 37 | 45 49 47 | 46 | 56 - 42 53 | 54 46 39 | 45
County government 43 46 | 33 | 32 | 41 ] 39| 35| 40| 45 44 45 | 44 - - 39 38 | 35 34 37 | 39
Shopping oppor uni es 35 40 351 33| 28]38|31] 36| 34 36 39 - 34 - 28 28 | 39 29 27 | 34
Avaiab yo behavioral heal h services = = = = = = = = 35 37 41 - 35 - 27 25 31 22 19 | 30
Culura_enter a nment oppor uni es 27 34 | 26 | 29131 |35] 29| 30] 27 29 41 31 - - 27 26 | 36 26 32 130
Availability o childcare = = - - - - - - 43 42 42 - 27 - 21 18 19 14 15 | 27
The overal state o he local economy 35 21 211 23 | 19130 19 ] 24| 31 30 36 | 45 | 35 | 37 29 20 | 29 23 29 | 28
Cos of energy 22 22 26 ] 22 | 31 ] 30| 30 ] 26 | 31 38 43 - 35 - 21 14 19 17 10 | 26
Realestate taxes 25 22 18 | 191 20 | 27 | 22 | 16 | 21 21 28 24 - - 18 17 13 18 14 | 20
Ava abi y of good jobs 17 13 11 ] 13110 ] 13 ] 16 ] 16 | 15 16 24 26 | 25 | 25 36 36 | 35 29 20 24
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Table - SUMMARY of “Trends” in Oswego County — Years 2025-2025 — All 20 Quality-of-life Indicators
Compared Across Time and to the Long-term Average — Rate (%) Responding “Excellent or Good”

69 | 69
65 | 65
60 | 60
45 | 45
44 | 44
4 | 44
43 | 43
37 | 37
31 | 31
31 31
30 | 30
23 | 23
19 | 19
18 | 18
18 | 18
18 18
1|11
9 9

9

7
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Table 9 — SUMMARY of “Trends” in St. Lawrence County — Years 2015-2025 — All 20 Quality-of-life Indicators
Compared Across Time and to the Long-term Average — Rate of Responding “Excellent or Good”

77 72 | 7117518 | - 71)75] 70 70 73 173
73 67 | 70 | 71 L 76 | 71 - |1 73| 63| 64 69 170
65 67 | 72169 72| 60| - | 49| 57 55 45 |1 61
66 60 | 67 | 66 | — - | 58 ]5 | 54| 54 61 | 61
61 59 | 60 | 64 | 69 | 55| 55| 51 | 42 | 41 37 | 54
66 54 | 641 65| — | 60 — | 45| 44| 37 37 | 52
59 57 | 49| 50| 54| 44| - | 42| 33| 36 29 145
53 52 | 50 | 50 | - - | 56| 42| 36| 32 23 144
55 48 | 47 | 44| 51 - - 13 ] 2] 19 16 | 37

- 39 | 38]39] - - - 13|39 34 27 | 36
45 38 | 41] 36| - - 1212 | 23 15 8 27
35 26 | 30 | 32134 | - |34] 29|35 ] 31 27 | 31
27 31 35|36 | 36| - - 127 |27} 20 23 129
34 30 | 36 | 37 | - - 127 | 24| 23 19 13 | 27
35 34 | 40 | 31 - - 12116 | 13 12 8 23
34 32 | 30| 28] - - 130 | 12| 22 15 14 | 24
21 20 | 1812 ] - - 128 | 21| 17 11 8 17
18 19 | 21|16 | 22| 16 | 25 | 10 | 18 10 10 |17
22 18 | 191 19| 15| - |12 13| 16| 13 8 16
10 12 1 15115 ] 16 | 13 | 25 ] 28 | 16 | 12 9 16
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Table - SUMMARY of “Trends” in NY State Statewide Results — Years 2025-2025 — All 20 Quality-of-life Indicators
Compared Across Time and to the Long-term Average — Rate (%) Responding “Excellent or Good”

Indicator 2025 Avg.
Qua yof he env ronment 52 52

Publ ¢ outdoor recrea ona oppor uni es YA 57

Access to h gher educat on 60 60
Qual yo K 12educaton 44 44
Pol ¢ ng and cr me control 49 49
Heal hcare qual y 50 50
The overal qual yo ein hearea 56 56
Heal h care access 53 53
Cy v age orTown government 42 42
Cul ura enter a nment oppor uni es 55 55
County government 35 35
Shopping oppor uni es 60 60
Ava abi y of hous ng 21 21
Avaiab yo carefor he eldery 28 28

Avaiab yo behavioral heal h services 29 29

Ava abi y of good jobs 27 27
The overal state o he local economy 30 30
cos ofenery 1|1
Realestate tres 12 | 12
Availability o childcare 20 20
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Table 10 — Cultural/Entertainment Opportunities

Trend Analysis — Detailed Results for Jefferson County :

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 = 2007 = 2008 2019 2020 | 2021 2022 2023 = 2024 = 2025 |WAVICTld Maximum Minimum
Excellent 4% | 4% | 4% | 4% | 4% || 4% || 4% | 5% || 5% 8% — | - 5% || 4% | 6% | 7% 5% Excellent 8% 4%

Good 36% || 32% | 36% | 34% || 35% | 35% | 34% || 38% | 39% 27% 29% | 32% | 30% | 27% 35% Good 43% 27%
Ex+Good 40% | 36% | 40% ||38% | 39% | 39% (| 38% || 43% | 44% 35% 34% | 36% | 35% | 34% 40% Ex+Good 50% 32%
Fair 32% || 32% [|32% (| 32% || 34%[| 33% (| 33% (| 31% || 31% 39% 39% | 40% || 43% || 43% 35% Fair 49% 31%
Poor 25% || 30% [|25% [| 27% [| 25% || 23% || 26% || 24% || 22% 24% 22% 1 19% || 19% || 21% 23% Poor 30% 11%
Don’t Know 2% | 2% | 3% | 3% | 3% | 4% || 3% || 2% | 3% 3% 4% | 5% | 3% | 2% 3% Don't know 5% 2%
100%
Trend Analysis — Detailed Results for Lewis County :
Average Maximum Minimum
Excellent 4% Excellent 6% 2%
Good 27% Good 38% 22%
Ex+Good 30% Ex+Good 41% 26%
Fair 42% Fair 46% 36%
Poor 25% Poor 31% 13%
Don’t know 3% Don't know 5% 0%
100%
Trend Analysis — M d Results for Oswego County:

I 2025 Average Maximum Minimum
Excellent 2% 2% Excellent 2% 2%
Good 28% 28% Good 28% 28%
Ex+Good 31% 31% Ex+Good 31% 31%
Fair 49% 49% Fair 49% 49%
Poor 18% 18% Poor 18% 18%
Don’t know 2% 2% Don't know 2% 2%

100%
Trend Analysis — Detailed Results for St. Lawrence Coun
Average Maximum Minimum
5% Excellent 9% 2%
24% Good 29% 16%
29% Ex+Good 36% 20%
40% Fair 45% 31%
29% Poor 34% 22%
2% Don't know 4% 1%
100%
Trend Analysis — Detailed Results for NY State Statewide Sample :
Average Maximum Minimum
Excellent 24% Excellent 24% 24%
Good 31% Good 31% 31%
Ex+Good 55% Ex+Good 55% 55%
Fair 26% Fair 26% 26%
Poor 15% Poor 15% 15%
Don’t know 3% Don't know 3% 3%
100%
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Table 11 — Cost of Energy

Trend Analysis — Detailed Results for Jefferson County :

Excellent
Good
Ex+Good
Fair
Poor

Don’t Know

Excellent

Good
Ex+Good
Fair

Poor

Don’t know

2000 = 2001 = 2002 2003 2004 = 2005 2006 2010 © 2011 = 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 = 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 = 2024 = 2025

1% | 1% [ 1% | 1% | 1% | 1% | 1% 1% | 1% | 1% | 1% | 1% | 3% | 1% | 5% || 6% | - - = 1% | 3% | 3% | 4%

7% | 6% | 8% | 6% | 8% | 7% | 6% 8% | 7% | 8% | 1% || 6% | 18% || 26% || 30% | 24% | -- - == 110%f 20% | 15% || 10%
8% | 7% | 9% || 7% | 9% | 8% | 7% 9% 12% | 7% 27% || 35% [|30% | -- - - | 11% | 23% | 18% || 14%
25% || 22% | 28% (| 24% | 28% | 24% | 21% 26% | 28% 33% || 23% 38% | 39% | 36% || -- - == 130%| 33% | 42% || 32%
62% || 66% [|56% [|61% || 56% || 63% || 69% 61% | 56% 51% || 65% | 39% | 27% | 20% | 26% | -- - - [|49%| 39% | 35% | 49%
5% | 5% || 7% | 8% | 7% || 5% | 4% 3% | 6% 5% | 5% 3% | 9% | 7% | 8% | -- - == 110%| 5% | 6% | 6%

2007

20%
22%
31%
44%
3%

2008

d Results for Oswego County:

Trend Analysis — Detail
2025
Excellent 0%
Good 9%
Ex+Good 9%
Fair 32%
Poor 56%
Don’t know 3%

Excellent
Good
Ex+Good

Fair

Poor

Don’t know

102

Average
2%
11%
13%
29%
52%

6%
100%

Average
3%
23%
26%
36%
36%
3%
100%

Average
0%
9%
9%

32%
56%

3%
100%

Average
4%
20%
24%
36%
37%
3%
100%

Average
3%
8%

11%
28%
54%
7%
100%

Excellent
Good
Ex+Good
Fair
Poor

Don't know

Excellent
Good
Ex+Good
Fair
Poor

Don't know

Excellent
Good
Ex+Good
Fair
Poor

Don't know

Excellent
Good
Ex+Good
Fair
Poor

Don't know

Excellent
Good
Ex+Good
Fair
Poor

Don't know

Maximum Minimum

6% 1%
30% 6%
35% 7%
42% 21%
69% 20%
10% 2%

Maximum Minimum

5% 1%
38% 9%
43% 10%
44% 29%
53% 14%

6% 0%

Maximum Minimum

0% 0%
9% 9%
9% 9%
32% 32%
56% 56%
3% 3%

Maximum Minimum

9% 1%
28% 11%
34% 12%
46% 24%
58% 21%

5% 1%

Maximum Minimum

3% 3%
8% 8%
11% 11%
28% 28%
54% 54%
7% 7%



Table 12 — Healthcare Access

Trend Analysis — Detailed Results for Jefferson County :

Excellent
Good
Ex+Good

Fair

Poor

Don’t Know

Excellent
Good
Ex+Good
Fair

Poor

Don’t know

Trend Analysis — Detail
P—

I—h

2000
8%
43%
51%
29%
17%
3%

d Results for Oswego County:

2025
Excellent 4%
Good 33%
Ex+Good 37%
Fair 39%
Poor 21%
Don’t know 3%

Excellent
Good
Ex+Good

Fair

Poor

Don’t know

Average
9%
39%
48%
30%
18%
4%
100%

Average
13%
46%
60%
28%
12%

1%
100%

Average
4%
33%
37%
39%
21%
3%
100%

Average
8%
36%
44%
33%
23%
1%
100%

Average
15%
38%
53%
28%
17%

2%
100%

Excellent
Good
Ex+Good
Fair
Poor

Don't know

Excellent
Good
Ex+Good
Fair
Poor

Don't know

Excellent
Good
Ex+Good
Fair
Poor

Don't know

Excellent
Good
Ex+Good
Fair
Poor

Don't know

Excellent
Good
Ex+Good
Fair
Poor

Don't know

Maximum Minimum

17%
50%
67%
38%
23%
8%

6%
30%
40%
25%

5%

2%

Maximum Minimum

20%
55%
73%
42%
20%
3%

6%
36%
43%
17%

7%

0%

Maximum Minimum

4%
33%
37%
39%
21%

3%

4%
33%
37%
39%
21%

3%

Maximum Minimum

14%
45%
56%
40%
36%
2%

3%
20%
23%
27%
13%

0%

Maximum Minimum

15%
38%
53%
28%
17%
2%

15%
38%
53%
28%
17%
2%



Table 13 — Healthcare Quality

Trend Analysis — Detailed Results for Jefferson County :
2000 2001 | 2002 2003 2004 = 2005 2006 2007 = 2008 2009 = 2010 = 2011 2012 | 2013 | 2014 @ 2015 2016 2018 2019 | 2020 2021 2022 2023 = 2024 2025 [AAVIGLT Maximum Minimum

Excellent 8% | 7% 8% | 8% | 7% | 7% | 9% 8% 9% | 6% | 7% | 7% | 7% 8% 7% | 8% | 9% 13% | 11% | 15% | - | 8% | 11% || 10% | 10% 9% Excellent 15% 6%
Good 41% | 38% | 43% | 41% | 43% | 43% | 42% | 42% | 42% | 38% | 40% |40% |41% 41% | 39% |39% | 43% 46% | 41%|43% | - |35%| 31% | 34% || 28% 40% Good 46% 28%
Ex+Good 49% | 45% | 51% | 49% | 50% | 50% | 51% | 50% | 51% | 44% | 47% |47% | 48% | 49% | 46% | 47% | 52% 59% | 52% | 58% | -~ |43% | 42% | 44% | 38% 49% Ex+Good 59% 38%
Fair 29% | 32% |32%|30% | 31% | 31% | 30% | 30% | 30% | 32% | 31% | 32%|32% 31%  31% |33% | 27% | 32% | 27% | 31% | 33%| -- |35%| 34% | 31% | 39% 31% Fair 39% 27%
Poor 18% | 21% | 15% | 17% | 13% | 13% | 17% | 16% | 17% | 21% | 18% | 19% | 17% | 18% | 19% |19%  16% | 10% | 10% | 13%| 8% | - |18%( 21% | 23% | 19% 17% Poor 23% 8%
Don’t Know 3% | 3% | 3% | 3% | 6% | 6% | 3% | 3% | 2% | 3% | 5% | 3% 3% 3% | 4% | 1% | 4% | 3% | 4% | 5% | 1% | - | 4% | 4% || 2% | 3% 3% Don't know 6% 1%

100%

Average Maximum Minimum

Excellent 16% Excellent 24% 6%
Good 49% Good 62% 40%
Ex+Good 64% Ex+Good 79% 48%
Fair 24% Fair 36% 15%
Poor 10% Poor 19% 4%
Don’t know 2% Don't know 5% 0%

100%
Trend Analysis — Detailed Results for Oswego County :

I 2025 Average Maximum Minimum
Excellent 5% 5% Excellent 5% 5%
Good 38% 38% Good 38% 38%
Ex+Good 44% 44% Ex+Good 44% 44%
Fair 39% 39% Fair 39% 39%
Poor 13% 13% Poor 13% 13%
Don’t know 4% 4% Don't know 4% 4%

100%
Average Maximum Minimum
7% Excellent 14% 3%
38% Good 46% 26%
45% Ex+Good 59% 29%
34% Fair 41% 29%
19% Poor 30% 11%
1% Don't know 2% 0%
100%
Average Maximum Minimum
Excellent 16% Excellent 16% 16%
Good 34% Good 34% 34%
Ex+Good 50% Ex+Good 50% 50%
Fair 30% Fair 30% 30%
Poor 16% Poor 16% 16%
Don’t know 4% Don't know 4% 4%
100%
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Table 14 — Access to Higher Education

Trend Analysis — Detailed Results for Jefferson County :

2000 = 2001 © 2002 2003 2004 2005 @ 2006 2007 2008 2009 & 2010 = 2011 2012 | 2013 | 2014 = 2015 2016 = 2017 | 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 = 2024 = 2025 QANVII(ole[d Maximum Minimum

Excellent 19% | 17% | 17% | 17% | 16% | 15% | 16% | 17% | 18% | 16% | 17% | 15% | 16% | 16% | 18% |17% | 19% | 23% | 24% | 21%| - |23%16%| 16% | 17%  18% 18% Excellent 24% 15%
Good 49% | 46% | 47% | 46% | 47% | 46% | 44% | 46% | 47% | 45% | 46% | 44% | 45% 44% 47% |41% | 48% | 48% | 51% | 46% | -- |46%|44% || 41% | 47% | 42% 46% Good 51% 41%
Ex+Good 68% | 63% |64% | 63% |63% | 61% | 60% | 63% | 65% | 61% | 63% 61% | 60% | 65% | 58% | 67% | 71% | 75% | 67% 69% | 60% | 57% | 64% || 61% 63% Ex+Good 75% 57%
Fair 22% | 24% | 23% | 23% | 25% | 26% | 24% | 23% | 22% | 25% | 23% 24% | 24% | 22% | 29% | 27% | 21% | 16% | 25% 21% | 24% || 27% | 25% || 28% 24% Fair 29% 16%
Poor 7% | 1% | 9% [ 10% | 9% | 10%  12%  10% 9% | 11% | 11% 10% 1% 9% | 9% | 4% | 6% | 6% | 5% | - | 6% [10%|| 9% | 7% | 7% 9% Poor 13% 4%
Don’t Know 3% | 3% | 4% | 3% | 4% | 4% | 4% | 4% | 4% | 3% | 4% 4% 5% | 4% | 4% | 3% | 3% | 4% | 4% | - | 4% | 6% | 7% || 4% | 4% 4% Don't know 7% 3%
100%
2007 | 2008 | 2009 Average Maximum Minimum

Excellent 9% Excellent 13% 6%
Good 36% Good 46% 29%
Ex+Good 45% Ex+Good 56% 37%
Fair 28% Fair 36% 21%
Poor 24% Poor 37% 15%
Don’t know 3% Don't know 5% 2%

100%
Trend Analysis — M d Results for Oswego County:

I 2025 Average Maximum Minimum
Excellent 14% 14% Excellent 14% 14%
Good 46% 46% Good 46% 46%
Ex+Good 60% 60% Ex+Good 60% 60%
Fair 24% 24% Fair 24% 24%
Poor 9% 9% Poor 9% 9%
Don’t know 7% 7% Don't know 7% 7%

100%
Average Maximum Minimum
30% Excellent 37% 25%
43% Good 47% 35%
73% Ex+Good 80% 70%
18% Fair 21% 14%
7% Poor 9% 4%
2% Don't know 3% 1%
100%
Average Maximum Minimum
Excellent 24% Excellent 24% 24%
Good 37% Good 37% 37%
Ex+Good 60% Ex+Good 60% 60%
Fair 22% Fair 22% 22%
Poor 11% Poor 11% 11%
Don’t know 7% Don't know 7% 7%
100%
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Table 15 — Public Outdoor Recreational Opportunities

Trend Analysis — Detailed Results for Jefferson County :

2000 2001 = 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 = 2010 | 2011 2012 | 2013 | 2014 2015 2016 = 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 = 2024 2025 AAVIGLT Maximum Minimum
15% | 15% | 15% | 13% | 14% | 16% | 16% | 17% | 14% | 14% | 14% | 14% 14%  16% | 16% | 24% | 27% | 27% | -- == 119% | 23% || 20% || 26% {| 22% 18% Excellent 27% 13%
46% | 46% | 48% | 48% | 48% | 46% | 47% | 47% | 47% | 42% | 46% | 48% 46% @ 48% | 53% | 40% | 41% | 41% | -- - 140% | 37% || 41% || 40% || 44% 45% Good 53% 37%
61% | 61% | 63% | 61% | 62% | 62% | 63% | 64% | 61% | 56% |60% | 62% | 60% | 64% | 69% | 64% | 68% | 68% | -- - 159%|60% | 61% | 66% || 66% 63% Ex+Good 69% 56%
24% | 24% | 23% | 25% | 24% | 23% | 22% | 21% | 25% | 24% | 25% | 24% @ 25% | 22% | 21% | 22% | 23% | 24% | -- - 127% | 21% || 26% || 23% || 25% 24% Fair 27% 21%
14% | 14% | 12% | 12% | 11% | 13% | 12% | 12% | 13% | 16% | 14%|12% 14%  11% | 9% | 12% | 8% | 7% | -- = | 9% | 16% | 12% | 9% || 8% 12% Poor 16% 7%
2% | 2% | 1% [ 2% | 2% | 2% | 2% | 2% | 1% | 3% | 2% | 1% | 1% | 3% | 1% | 2% | 1% | 2% | -- - 1 5% | 3% || 1% || 1% || 2% 2% Don't know 5% 1%

Excellent 17%
Good 48%
Ex+Good 65%
Fair 22%
Poor 12%
Don’t Know 1%

100%
2010 Average Maximum Minimum

Excellent 35% Excellent 46% 28%
Good 39% Good 53% 32%
Ex+Good 74% Ex+Good 83% 67%
Fair 17% Fair 24% 9%
Poor 8% Poor 12% 5%
Don’t know 1% Don't know 3% 0%

100%
Trend Analysis — Detailed Results for Oswego County :

I 2025 Average Maximum Minimum
Excellent 26% 26% Excellent 26% 26%
Good 39% 39% Good 39% 39%
Ex+Good 65% 65% Ex+Good 65% 65%
Fair 21% 21% Fair 21% 21%
Poor 1% 11% Poor 11% 11%
Don’t know 2% 2% Don't know 2% 2%

100%
Average Maximum Minimum
24% Excellent 32% 18%
37% Good 46% 32%
61% Ex+Good 67% 54%
26% Fair 33% 20%
13% Poor 16% 11%
1% Don't know 3% 1%
100%
Average Maximum Minimum
Excellent 23% Excellent 23% 23%
Good 34% Good 34% 34%
Ex+Good 57% Ex+Good 57% 57%
Fair 25% Fair 25% 25%
Poor 16% Poor 16% 16%
Don’t know 2% Don't know 2% 2%
100%
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Table 16 — Quality of the Environment

Trend Analysis — Detailed Results for Jefferson County :

2000 | 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 & 2010 @ 2011 2012 | 2013 | 2014 2015 2016 = 2017 = 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 = 2024 2025 [ANVEILTeT Maximum Minimum
Excellent 10% | 9% | 9% | 9% | 10%| 9% | 9% | 9% | 9% | 9% | 9% | 8% | 9% | 9% | 9% |11% | 14% | 18% | 19% | 16% | 24% | -- |21% | 17% | 21% | 19% 13%  Excellent 24% 8%
Good 43% | 43% | 44% | 4% | 46% | 44% | 1% 40% | 42% |40% | 44%  43% | 42% |41% | 59% | 50% | 48% | 49% | 47% | -- |44%| 48% || 51% | 47% 45%  Good 59% 40%

52% | 53% | 50% | 56% | 53% | 50% 49% | 51% | 48% | 53% | 52% | 51% | 52% | 73% | 68% | 67% |65% |71% | -- |65% | 65% | 72% | 67% 57% Ex+Good 73% 48%
34% | 34% | 33% | 33% | 33% | 33% 34% | 32% | 34% | 34% | 33% | 33% |38%  21% | 25% | 25% | 26% | 25% | -- | 26%| 26% | 21% | 25% 30% Fair 38% 21%
13% | 1% | 15% | 8% | 11% | 14% 16% | 14% | 16% | 12% | 12% | 14% | 9% | 5% | 7% | 7% | 6% | 3% | -~ | 6% || 8% | 6% | 7% 11% Poor 16% 3%
1% | 1% | 2% | 3% | 3% | 2% 2% | 3% 2% (2% 2% 2% | 0% | 0% | 1% [ 1% | 3% | 0% | -~ | 2% | 1% | 2% | 1% 2% Don't know 3% 0%

Ex+Good 53%
Fair 33%
Poor 13%
Don’t Know 1%

100%
Average Maximum Minimum

Excellent 33% Excellent 40% 25%
Good 52% Good 61% 46%
Ex+Good 85% Ex+Good 92% 78%
Fair 12% Fair 19% 7%
Poor 2% Poor 4% 1%
Don’t know 1% Don't know 1% 0%

100%
Trend Analysis — Detailed Results for Oswego County :

I 2025 Average Maximum Minimum
Excellent 17% 17% Excellent 17% 17%
Good 51% 51% Good 51% 51%
Ex+Good 69% 69% Ex+Good 69% 69%
Fair 26% 26% Fair 26% 26%
Poor 4% 4% Poor 4% 4%
Don’t know 1% 1% Don't know 1% 1%

100%
Trend Anal
Average Maximum Minimum
21% Excellent 27% 17%
49% Good 56% 45%
70% Ex+Good 76% 63%
23% Fair 31% 15%
7% Poor 11% 3%
0% Don't know 2% 0%
100%
Average Maximum Minimum
Excellent 14% Excellent 14% 14%
Good 37% Good 37% 37%
Ex+Good 52% Ex+Good 52% 52%
Fair 32% Fair 32% 32%
Poor 15% Poor 15% 15%
Don’t know 1% Don't know 1% 1%
100%

107



Table 17 — County Government (preceding 2016, “Local Government” was the survey question)

Trend Analysis — Detailed Results for Jefferson County :
2000 2001 | 2002 2003 2004 = 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 = 2010 @ 2011 2012 | 2013 | 2014 @ 2015 2016 = 2017 2019 2020 2021 | 2022 il Average Maximum Minimum

Excellent - - - - - - - - - - - - 2% | 7% 3% | - | 4% | 4% 6% 5% Excellent 7% 2%
Good - - - -] - - - - - - - - | 43% | 34% 32% 32% | 26% 27% 32% Good 43% 26%
Ex+Good - - - -] - - - - - - - - | 45% | 41% 35% 36% | 30% 33% 36% Ex+Good 45% 30%
Fair - - - -] - - - - - - - - | 33%| 36% | 35% | 36% 35% | 35% | 36% | 34% | 38% 35% Fair 38% 33%
Poor - - - -] - - - - - - - -~ 112% | 12% | 13% | 15% 17%|20% | 19% | 19% | 15% 16% Poor 20% 12%
Don’t Know - - - - - - - - - - - -~ [ 10% | 11% | 11% | 14% | -- |11% | 15%| 13% | 13% || 14% 12% Don't know 15% 10%
100%
Trend Analysis — Detailed Results for Lewis County :
2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016 2021 Average Maximum Minimum
Excellent 4% Excellent 6% 2%
Good 35% Good 42% 31%
Ex+Good 39% Ex+Good 45% 34%
Fair 36% Fair 39% 34%
Poor 18% Poor 23% 11%
Don’t know 7% Don't know 9% 4%
100%
Trend Analysis — Detailed Results for Oswego County:
Average Maximum Minimum
2% Excellent 2% 2%
28% Good 28% 28%
30% Ex+Good 30% 30%
35% Fair 35% 35%
23% Poor 23% 23%
12% Don't know 12% 12%
100%
Average Maximum Minimum
3% Excellent 4% 1%
28% Good 34% 24%
31% Ex+Good 36% 26%
40% Fair 47% 37%
21% Poor 27% 12%
7% Don't know 10% 3%
100%
Average Maximum Minimum
Excellent 7% Excellent 7% 7%
Good 28% Good 28% 28%
Ex+Good 35% Ex+Good 35% 35%
Fair 30% Fair 30% 30%
Poor 24% Poor 24% 24%
Don’t know 11% Don't know 11% 11%
100%
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Table 18 — Your City, Town, or Village Government Government (preceding 2016, “Local Government” was the survey question)

Trend Analysis — Detailed Results for Jefferson County :

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 & 2010 @ 2011 2012 | 2013 | 2014 2015 2016 = 2017 = 2018 <2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 = 2024 2025 ANVEIOLr3 Maximum Minimum
Excellent - - - - - - -- -- -- - - - | 5% | 8% | 8% | - - = | 5% 5% | 5% | 6% 6% Excellent 8% 5%
Good - - - - - - - - - - - - | 43% | 38% | 37% | -- - == 129% 26% | 31% | 27% 33% Good 43% 26%
Ex+Good - - - - - - -- - - - - -~ | 48% | 46% | 45% | -- - - 134% | 31% | 36% | 33% 39% Ex+Good 48% 31%
Fair - - - - - - - - - - - - | 35% | 34% | 32% | -- - == |36%/ 35% | 33% | 36% 35% Fair 36% 32%
Poor - - - - - - - - - - - - 113% | 1% | 14% | -- - == |16%) 21% | 19% | 15% 16% Poor 21% 11%
Don’t Know - - - - - - - - - - - - 6% | 9% | 9% - - - |14% | 13% || 13% | 15% 11% Don't know 15% 6%

100%
Trend Analysis — Detailed Results for Lewis County :
2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016 | 2017 Average Maximum Minimum
Excellent 5% Excellent 7% 3%
Good 41% Good 51% 34%
Ex+Good 46% Ex+Good 55% 39%
Fair 35% Fair 41% 29%
Poor 13% Poor 18% 9%
Don’t know 6% Don't know 9% 5%
100%
Trend Analysis — M d Results for Oswego County:

I 2025 Average Maximum Minimum
Excellent 3% 3% Excellent 3% 3%
Good 28% 28% Good 28% 28%
Ex+Good 31% 31% Ex+Good 31% 31%
Fair 36% 36% Fair 36% 36%
Poor 22% 22% Poor 22% 22%
Don’t know 11% 11% Don't know 11% 11%

100%

Average Maximum Minimum
5% Excellent 8% 2%
32% Good 36% 23%
36% Ex+Good 39% 27%
35% Fair 41% 31%
24% Poor 27% 21%
5% Don't know 8% 2%

100%
Average Maximum Minimum
Excellent 10% Excellent 10% 10%

Good 32% Good 32% 32%
Ex+Good 42% Ex+Good 42% 42%
Fair 26% Fair 26% 26%
Poor 23% Poor 23% 23%
Don’t know 9% Don't know 9% 9%

100%
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Table 19 — Real Estate Taxes

Trend Analysis — Detailed Results for Jefferson County :

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 & 2010 2011 2012 | 2013 | 2014 2015 2016 = 2017 2018 <2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 = 2024 = 2025
Excellent 2% | 1% (1% | 1% | 1% | 1% | 1% | 1% | 1% | 1% | 1% | 2% [ 1% | 1% | 1% | 0% | 0% | 3% | 5% | 3% | -~ | 2% | 3% | 2% | 3% | 2%
Good 13% | 10% | 9% | 8% [10% |11%| 9% | 7% | 9% | 9% | 9% |10%|10% | 11% | 8% |11% | 11% | 17% | 18% | 14%| -- | 18% | 12% | 13% | 13% [ 11%
Ex+Good 15% | 11% | 10% | 9% | 11% | 12% | 10% 10% | 10% |12% |11% | 12% | 9% |11% | 11% | 20% | 23% |17% | -- |20% | 15% | 15% | 16% | 14%
Fair 35% | 32% | 32% | 30% | 32% | 34% | 31% 31% | 31% | 31%|34% | 35% | 31% | 37% | 34% | 33% | 32% | 36% | -- |35% 34%]| 32% | 33% | 38%
Poor 36% | 45% | 42% | 44% | 40% | 35% | 47% 49% | 39% | 49% | 43% | 40% | 50% | 43% | 37% | 30% | 30% | 31%| -- |31% | 35%| 37% | 38% | 33%
Don’t Know 13% | 12% 19% | 12% 10% | 19% | 9% [ 12% 12% 1% | 9% | 17% | 17% | 15% |[17%| -- | 14% | 16% || 16% | 13% | 15%

2007 | 2008

Excellent
Good

Ex+Good
Fair
Poor

Don’t know

Trend Analysis — M d Results for Oswego County:
I 2025
Excellent 1%
Good 8%
Ex+Good 9%
Fair 34%
Poor 50%
Don’t know 7%

Excellent
Good
Ex+Good
Fair

Poor

Don’t know
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Average
2%
11%
13%
33%
40%

14%
100%

Average
2%
18%
20%
36%
37%
7%
100%

Average
1%
8%
9%

34%
50%
7%
100%

Average
2%
14%
15%
35%
42%
8%
100%

Average
3%
9%

12%
27%
43%
18%
100%

Excellent
Good
Ex+Good
Fair
Poor

Don't know

Excellent
Good
Ex+Good
Fair
Poor

Don't know

Excellent
Good
Ex+Good
Fair
Poor

Don't know

Excellent
Good
Ex+Good
Fair
Poor

Don't know

Excellent
Good
Ex+Good
Fair
Poor

Don't know

Maximum Minimum

5% 0%
18% 7%
23% 8%
38% 29%
50% 30%
19% 9%

Maximum Minimum

3% 0%
26% 11%
28% 13%
39% 32%
43% 24%
10% 4%

Maximum Minimum

1% 1%
8% 8%
9% 9%
34% 34%
50% 50%
7% 7%

Maximum Minimum

3% 0%
19% 8%
22% 8%
42% 28%
53% 34%
11% 3%

Maximum Minimum

3% 3%
9% 9%
12% 12%
27% 27%
43% 43%
18% 18%



Table 20 - Policing and Crime Control

Trend Analysis — Detailed Results for Jefferson County :

2000 2001 = 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 = 2010 | 2011 2012 | 2013 | 2014 2015 2016 = 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 = 2024 2025 AAVIGLT Maximum Minimum
17% | 14% | 16% | 14% | 13% | 17% | 16% | 18% | 14% | 16% | 15% | 15% 15% @ 15% | 18% | 14% | 12% | 16% | -- |26%| -- | 9% [ 10% | 9% | 9% 15% Excellent 26% 9%
49% | 50% | 49% | 50% | 45% | 47% | 45% | 47% | 50% | 47% |46% | 49%  44%  48% | 43% | 58% | 47% | 51% | -- |43%| -- |40%| 36% | 37% | 35% 46% Good 58% 35%
66% | 64% | 65% | 64% | 58% | 64% | 61% | 65% | 64% | 63% |61% | 64% | 59% | 63% | 61% | 72% | 59% | 67% | -- |69% | -- |49% | 46% | 47% | 44% 61% Ex+Good 72% 44%
Fair 25% | 24% | 25% | 24% | 25% | 28% | 24% | 26% | 23% | 26% | 25% | 26% | 25% | 27% | 26% | 29% | 21% | 26% | 23% | - |22%| - |36%} 37% || 30% [ 33% 26% Fair 37% 21%
Poor 8% | 8% | 8% | 7% | 7% | 10%| 9% | 10%| 8% | 8% | 9% |10% | 8% | 12% | 9% | 9% | 5% | 10% | 5% | - | 6% | - [10% | 11% | 20% || 16% 9% Poor 20% 5%

Don’t Know 2% | 3% | 3% | 3% | 4% | 4% | 3% | 4% | 3% | 2% | 4% | 3% | 3% | 3% | 3% | 2% | 2% | 4% | 5% | - [ 4% | - | 6% | 6% | 4% | % 4% Don't know 7% 2%
100%

Excellent 16%
Good 50%
Ex+Good 66%

Average Maximum Minimum

Excellent 16% Excellent 23% 7%
Good 53% Good 60% 44%
Ex+Good 68% Ex+Good 78% 55%
Fair 22% Fair 31% 16%
Poor 8% Poor 16% 4%
Don’t know 1% Don't know 4% 0%
100%
Trend Analysis — M d Results for Oswego County:

I 2025 Average Maximum Minimum
Excellent 6% 6% Excellent 6% 6%
Good 38% 38% Good 38% 38%
Ex+Good 44% 44% Ex+Good 44% 44%
Fair 34% 34% Fair 34% 34%
Poor 20% 20% Poor 20% 20%
Don’t know 1% 1% Don't know 1% 1%

100%
Average Maximum Minimum
12% Excellent 19% 7%
41% Good 50% 30%
52% Ex+Good 66% 37%
31% Fair 36% 22%
16% Poor 29% 6%
1% Don't know 2% 0%
100%
Average Maximum Minimum
Excellent 13% Excellent 13% 13%
Good 36% Good 36% 36%
Ex+Good 49% Ex+Good 49% 49%
Fair 30% Fair 30% 30%
Poor 18% Poor 18% 18%
Don’t know 3% Don't know 3% 3%
100%
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Table 21 - Availability of Good Jobs

Trend Analysis — Detailed Results for Jefferson County :
2000 2001 | 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 = 2008 2009 = 2010 = 2011 2012 | 2013 | 2014 @ 2015 2016 2019 2020 | 2021 2022 | 2023 @ 2024 @ 2025 [T

Maximum Minimum

Excellent 1% | 0% [ 0% | 0% | 0% | 1% | 1% [ 1% [ 1% | 0% | 1% [ 0% | 1% 1% 1% | 1% | 4% 5% | 9% | 3% | 8% | 7% | 4% || 3% 2% Excellent 9% 0%
Good 16% | 7% | 9% | 10% | 11% | 14% | 19% | 24% | 19% | 9% | 13% | 11%|14%  14% | 12% |17% | 13% 20% | 23% | 27% | 24% | 25% || 22% | 17% 17% Good 27% 7%
Ex+Good 17% | 7% | 9% | 10% | 11% | 15% | 20% | 25% | 20% | 9% | 14% 15% | 15% | 13% | 18% | 17% 25% | 32% | 30% | 32% | 32% | 26% | 20% 19% Ex+Good 32% 7%
Fair 30% | 25% |27% | 27% | 28% | 31% | 31% | 32% | 30% | 27% | 28% 29% 30% 28% | 35% | 38% | 38% | 35% | 36% | 35% | 34% | 33%  32% || 36% | 39% 32% Fair 39% 25%
Poor 51% | 66% | 60% | 60% | 57% | 52% | 45% | 39% | 47% | 61% | 54% 51% 52%  55% | 43% | 43% | 32% | 29% | 32% | 28% | 29% | 27%| 27% | 29% | 33% 45% Poor 66% 27%
Don’t Know 3% | 2% | 3% | 3% | 3% | 3% | 4% 4% 3% | 3% | 4% 4% 3% 4% | 4% | 3% | 6% | 8% | 8% | 5% | 7% | 8% | 9% | 10% || 8% 5% Don't know 10% 2%
100%
2012 Average Maximum Minimum
Excellent 3% Excellent 10% 0%
Good 18% Good 30% 9%
Ex+Good 21% Ex+Good 36% 10%
Fair 36% Fair 44% 28%
Poor 41% Poor 57% 25%
Don’t know 2% Don't know 4% 1%
Hith
Trend Analysis — M d Results for Oswego County:

I 2025 Average Maximum Minimum
Excellent 2% 2% Excellent 2% 2%
Good 16% 16% Good 16% 16%
Ex+Good 18% 18% Ex+Good 18% 18%
Fair 36% 36% Fair 36% 36%
Poor 1% 41% Poor 41% 41%
Don’t know 4% 4% Don't know 4% 4%

100%
Average Maximum Minimum
3% Excellent 7% 1%
13% Good 22% 8%
16% Ex+Good 28% 9%
32% Fair 41% 26%
51% Poor 62% 41%
2% Don't know 2% 1%
100%
Average Maximum Minimum

Excellent 6% Excellent 6% 6%
Good 21% Good 21% 21%
Ex+Good 27% Ex+Good 27% 27%
Fair 30% Fair 30% 30%
Poor 30% Poor 30% 30%
Don’t know 12% Don't know 12% 12%

100%
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Table 22 — Shopping Opportunities

Trend Analysis — Detailed Results for Jefferson County :
2000 2001 = 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 = 2010 | 2011 2012 | 2013 | 2014 2015 2016 = 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 = 2024 2025 AAVIGLT Maximum Minimum

Excellent 15% | 13% | 10% | 12% | 12% | 14% | 22% | 23% | 23% | 15% | 17% | 17% | 18% | 19% | 19% |25% | 16% | 19% | 15% 13%10% | 11% [ 10% | 7% 16% Excellent 25% 7%
Good 41% | 38% | 36%  36% | 40%  43%  47% 48% | 42% | 42% | 45% | 46% | 45% @ 44% | 42% | 48% | 43% | 47% 37% | 35%| 35% | 35% | 35% 42% Good 48% 35%

Ex+Good 56% | 51% | 46%  48% | 52% | 57% | 69% 71% | 57% | 59% 64% | 64% | 63% | 67% | 64% | 62% | 62% 50% | 45% | 46% | 45% | 42% 57% Ex+Good 71% 42%
Fair 28% | 30% | 32% | 30% | 29% | 28% | 22% 21% | 28% | 26% 26% | 24%  24% | 21% | 29% | 29% | 26% | -- | -- |31%|34%| 36% | 36% || 33% 28% Fair 36% 21%
Poor 14% | 18% |21% | 21% | 15% | 12% | 7% 6% | 14% | 13% 9% 9% | 10% [10%| 6% | 8% |11%| - | - |16%|17%| 16% | 18% | 22% 13% Poor 22% 6%
Don’t Know 1% | 1% | 2% | 1% | 4% | 3% | 1% | 2% | 1% | 1% | 2% | 1% | 1% | 2% @ 3% | 2% | 1% | 2% | 2% | - | ~ |13% | 4% | 2% | 1% | 3% 2% Don't know 4% 1%

100%
2007 | 2008 Average Maximum Minimum
Excellent 6% Excellent 12% 3%
Good 28% Good 34% 22%
Ex+Good 34% Ex+Good 40% 27%
Fair 40% Fair 46% 33%
Poor 26% Poor 32% 21%
Don’t know 1% Don't know 2% 0%
100%
Trend Analysis — M d Results for Oswego County:

I 2025 Average Maximum Minimum
Excellent 3% 3% Excellent 3% 3%
Good 20% 20% Good 20% 20%
Ex+Good 23% 23% Ex+Good 23% 23%
Fair 1% 41% Fair 41% 41%
Poor 35% 35% Poor 35% 35%
Don’t know 2% 2% Don't know 2% 2%

100%
Average Maximum Minimum
4% Excellent 11% 0%
13% Good 17% 7%
17% Ex+Good 28% 8%
31% Fair 37% 24%
52% Poor 68% 40%
1% Don't know 1% 0%
100%
Average Maximum Minimum
Excellent 25% Excellent 25% 25%
Good 35% Good 35% 35%
Ex+Good 60% Ex+Good 60% 60%
Fair 23% Fair 23% 23%
Poor 16% Poor 16% 16%
Don’t know 0% Don't know 0% 0%
100%
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Table 23 — Quality of K-12 Education

Trend Analysis — Detailed Results for Jefferson County :

2000 2001 = 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 = 2010 | 2011 2012 | 2013 | 2014 2015 2016 = 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 = 2024 2025 AAVIGLT Maximum Minimum
15% | 15% | 15% | 14% | 14% | 15% | 16% | 17% | 14% | 15% | 13% | 14% 13% 15% | 11% | 15% | 20% | 18% | 17% | 18% | -- |10%| 13% | 13% | 14% 15% Excellent 20% 10%
43% | 46% | 40% | 44% | 44% | 41% | 43% | 46% | 46% | 42% |42% | 40%  39% @ 40% | 38% | 51% | 47% | 47% | 44% | 41% | -- | 42% | 37% | 39% | 38% 43% Good 51% 37%
58% | 61% | 55% | 58% | 58% | 56% | 59% | 63% | 60% | 57% |55% | 54% | 52% | 55% | 49% | 66% | 67% | 65% | 61% |59% | -- |52% | 50% | 52% | 52% 57% Ex+Good 67% 49%
24% | 22% | 22% | 20% | 21% | 21% | 21% | 21% | 25% | 25% | 27% | 26%  26% | 27% |31% | 22% | 15% | 18% | 20% | 21% | -- |23%| 25% | 26% | 24% 23% Fair 31% 15%
7% | 5% | 7% | 4% | 5% | 6% | 5% | 5% | 6% | 7% | 8% | 8% 8% | 9% |11%| 5% | 5% | 4% | 6% | 9% | -~ |11%| 7% | 8% | 12% 7% Poor 12% 4%

Excellent 18%
Good 45%
Ex+Good 63%
Fair 20%
Poor 5%

Don’t Know 16% 1 15% | 11%| 9% | 11% 1 10% |12% | 13% | 9% [10% | 7% | 13% | 13% |13% | 12%| - |14%} 17% | 14% || 12% 13% Don't know 18% 7%
100%
Average Maximum Minimum
Excellent 28% Excellent 39% 16%
Good 50% Good 63% 45%
Ex+Good 78% Ex+Good 87% 65%
Fair 13% Fair 25% 6%
Poor 4% Poor 9% 1%
Don’t know 5% Don't know 7% 2%
100%
Trend Analysis — M d Results for Oswego County:

I 2025 Average Maximum Minimum
Excellent 6% 6% Excellent 6% 6%
Good 38% 38% Good 38% 38%
Ex+Good 45% 45% Ex+Good 45% 45%
Fair 32% 32% Fair 32% 32%
Poor 13% 13% Poor 13% 13%
Don’t know 10% 10% Don't know 10% 10%

100%
Average Maximum Minimum
13% Excellent 20% 6%
48% Good 59% 37%
61% Ex+Good 72% 45%
25% Fair 34% 17%
8% Poor 13% 4%
6% Don't know 10% 2%
100%
Average Maximum Minimum
Excellent 12% Excellent 12% 12%
Good 33% Good 33% 33%
Ex+Good 44% Ex+Good 44% 44%
Fair 22% Fair 22% 22%
Poor 14% Poor 14% 14%
Don’t know 20% Don't know 20% 20%
100%
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Table 24 — Overall State of the Local Economy

Trend Analysis — Detailed Results for Jefferson County :

2000 = 2001 = 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 @ 2008 2009 = 2010 @ 2011 2012 | 2013 | 2014 = 2015 2016 2018 2019 | 2020 2021 2022 2023 = 2024 = 2025 QANVIIdeleld Maximum Minimum

Excellent 3% | 2% (2% | 2% | 2% | 2% | 4% | 4% (3% | 2% | 2% | 2% | 2% 3% 3% | 3% | 3% 4% | 3% | 6% | 3% | 2% | 2% || 4% | 4% 3% Excellent 6% 2%
Good 25% | 14% | 16% | 16% | 18% | 22% | 25% | 27% | 21% | 13% | 17% | 17% |21%  20% & 20% | 29% | 20% 32% | 29% | 29% | 25% | 22% | 18% || 23% | 17% 22% Good 32% 13%
Ex+Good 28% | 16% | 18% | 18% | 20% | 24% | 29% | 31% | 24% | 15% | 19% |19% | 23% | 23% | 23% |32% | 23% 36% | 32% | 35% | 28% | 24% | 20% | 28% | 21% 25% Ex+Good 36% 15%
Fair 40% | 36% | 37% | 37% | 39% | 41% | 40% | 41% | 38% | 36% | 38% |38% |39% 39% @ 39% |45% | 54% | 41% | 40% | 39% | 43% | 45% | 39% || 44% | 38% | 43% 40% Fair 54% 36%
Poor 30% | 47% | 43% | 43% | 38% | 32% | 30% | 26% | 35% | 48% | 40% | 42% | 36% 37%  37% | 21% | 21% | 17% | 17% | 21%  18%  19%  33%| 30% | 30% | 28% 31% Poor 48% 17%
Don’t Know 2% | 1% | 2% | 2% | 3% | 3% | 2% | 2% | 2% | 1% | 2% [ 2% | 1% | 2% | 2% | 1% | 3% | 6% | 7% | 7% | 5% | 8% | 5% | 6% | 5% | 8% 3% Don't know 8% 1%
100%
2007 | 2008 Average Maximum Minimum
Excellent 2% Excellent 5% 0%
Good 26% Good 43% 15%
Ex+Good 28% Ex+Good 45% 19%
Fair 41% Fair 51% 34%
Poor 29% Poor 44% 15%
Don’t know 2% Don't know 4% 1%
100%
Trend Analysis — Detailed Results for Oswego County :
I 2025 Average Maximum Minimum
Excellent 1% 1% Excellent 1% 1%
Good 1% 11% Good 11% 11%
Ex+Good 11% 11% Ex+Good 11% 11%
Fair 47% 47% Fair 47% 47%
Poor 39% 39% Poor 39% 39%
Don’t know 3% 3% Don't know 3% 3%
100%
Average Maximum Minimum
2% Excellent 4% 0%
15% Good 21% 8%
17% Ex+Good 25% 10%
39% Fair 43% 34%
42% Poor 52% 33%
2% Don't know 4% 0%
100%
Average Maximum Minimum
Excellent 6% Excellent 6% 6%
Good 24% Good 24% 24%
Ex+Good 30% Ex+Good 30% 30%
Fair 36% Fair 36% 36%
Poor 31% Poor 31% 31%
Don’t know 3% Don't know 3% 3%
100%
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Table 25 — Availability of Care for the Elderly

Trend Analysis — Detailed Results for Jefferson County :

2000 | 2001 2002 2003 | 2004 = 2005 2006 2007 = 2008 2010 2011 2012 | 2013 | 2014 = 2015 2016 2017 = 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 = 2025 [LNVILTT Maximum Minimum
4% | 4% | 6% | 4% | 5% 3% | 4% | 6% 7% 7% | 8% | 7% | 6% |10%| - | - | 4% | 3% | 3% | 5% | 3% 5% Excellent 10% 3%
Good - - - | - |30%|32% | 35% | 32% | 33% | 29% | 28% |32% |37% | 39% | 38% | 34% | 36% | 33% | 29% | - | - |29%19%| 20% | 19% | 19% 30%  Good 39% 19%
Ex+Good 34% | 36% | 41% | 36% | 38% | 32% | 31% |36% |43% | 46% | 45% | 42% | 43% | 39% |39% | - | - |33% | 22% | 23% | 24% | 22% 35%  Ex+Good 46% 22%
Fair 24% | 26% | 25% | 26% | 25% | 29% | 28% | 30% | 28%  26% @ 27% |26% | 26% | 27% | 31% | - | - |28%|29%| 31% | 29% | 29% 27%  Fair 31% 24%
Poor 13% | 14% | 14% | 16% | 15% | 20% | 20% | 19% | 15% | 13% | 17% | 15% | 17% | 17% | 13% | - | - [17%| 24%| 27% | 24% | 28% 18%  Poor 28% 13%
Don’t Know 20% | 22% | 22% | 19% | 21% | 14% | 14% | 15% | 12% | 17% | 15% | 17% | 17% | -- | -- |23%| 25% ) 18% | 23% | 20% 19%  Don't know 28% 12%

Excellent - - - -

100%
Average Maximum Minimum
Excellent 10% Excellent 18% 3%
Good 41% Good 52% 21%
Ex+Good 51% Ex+Good 70% 25%
Fair 28% Fair 40% 17%
Poor 14% Poor 29% 6%
Don’t know 8% Don't know 14% 2%
100%
Trend Analysis — Detailed Results for Oswego County :

I 2025 Average Maximum Minimum
Excellent 0% 0% Excellent 0% 0%
Good 17% 17% Good 17% 17%
Ex+Good 18% 18% Ex+Good 18% 18%
Fair 30% 30% Fair 30% 30%
Poor 31% 31% Poor 31% 31%
Don’t know 21% 21% Don't know 21% 21%

100%
Average Maximum Minimum
4% Excellent 10% 0%
24% Good 39% 7%
27% Ex+Good 45% 8%
32% Fair 36% 29%
32% Poor 52% 17%
8% Don't know 11% 4%
100%
Average Maximum Minimum
Excellent 6% Excellent 6% 6%

Good 22% Good 22% 22%
Ex+Good 28% Ex+Good 28% 28%
Fair 24% Fair 24% 24%
Poor 23% Poor 23% 23%
Don’t know 25% Don't know 25% 25%

100%
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Table 26 — Availability of Housing

Trend Analysis — Detailed Results for Jefferson County :

2000 | 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 & 2010 @ 2011 2012 | 2013 | 2014 2015 2016 = 2017 = 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 = 2024 2025 [ANVEILTeT Maximum Minimum
Excellent 11% | 13% | 15% | 16% | 16% | 17% | 15% | 14% | 16% | 19% | 19% | 15% | 15% | 15% | 11%| - | -~ | 5% | 4% | 8% || 4% 13%  Excellent 19% 4%

Good 26% | 26% | 31% | 34% | 39% | 40% | 36% | 34% 40% 45% | 44% | 51% | 43% | 43% 40% K -- = 122%( 21% | 21% | 22% 35% Good 51% 21%

Ex+Good 37% | 39% | 46% | 50% | 55% | 57% |51% |48% | 56% | 64% |63% | 66% | 58% | 58% | 51% | -- - |27% | 25% | 29% || 26% 48% Ex+Good 66% 25%

Fair 19% | 15% | 15% | 15% | 18% | 18% | 19% | 18% | 18% | 17% |17% | 22% | 24% | 24% | 25% | -- - | 34%| 34% | 35% || 33% 22% Fair 35% 15%

Poor 40% | 41% | 34% | 31% | 23% | 20% | 24% | 29% | 20% | 14% [ 13% | 9% | 11% | 9% |13%| -- == |26%| 30% | 30% || 30% 24% Poor 41% 9%

Don’t Know 5% | 5% | 4% | 4% | 5% | 5% | 6% | 5% 5% 4% | 7% | 4% | 8% | 9% |11%| -- = 112%[10% | 7% | 11% 7% Don't know 12% 4%
100%

Trend Analysis — Detailed Results for Lewis County :

2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 Average Maximum Minimum

Excellent 6% Excellent 12% 1%
Good 38% Good 53% 22%
Ex+Good 44% Ex+Good 63% 26%
Fair 30% Fair 40% 20%
Poor 19% Poor 33% 7%
Don’t know 7% Don't know 10% 4%
100%
Trend Analysis — Detailed Results for Oswego County :

I 2025 Average Maximum Minimum
Excellent 1% 1% Excellent 1% 1%
Good 18% 18% Good 18% 18%
Ex+Good 19% 19% Ex+Good 19% 19%
Fair 36% 36% Fair 36% 36%
Poor 38% 38% Poor 38% 38%
Don’t know 7% 7% Don't know 7% 7%

100%
Average Maximum Minimum
5% Excellent 9% 1%
32% Good 46% 14%
37% Ex+Good 55% 16%
34% Fair 39% 30%
23% Poor 39% 9%
5% Don't know 8% 3%
100%
Average Maximum Minimum
Excellent 5% Excellent 5% 5%
Good 17% Good 17% 17%
Ex+Good 21% Ex+Good 21% 21%
Fair 30% Fair 30% 30%
Poor 40% Poor 40% 40%
Don’t know 8% Don't know 8% 8%
100%
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Table 27 — Availability of Childcare

Trend Analysis — Detailed Results for Jefferson County :
2000 2001 = 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 = 2010 | 2011 2012 | 2013 | 2014 2015 2016 = 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 = 2024 2025 AAVIGLT Maximum Minimum

Excellent - - - - - - - - - - - - | 5% | 8% | 8% | - =~ 1 6% | 4% || 3% | 4% | 3% 5% Excellent 8% 3%
Good - - - - - - - - - - - - 139%| 33% | 31%| - = 121% | 1% 13% | 11% | 12% 21% Good 39% 11%
Ex+Good - - - - - - - - - - - - | 44% | 41% | 39% | -- - 127%|15% | 16% | 15% || 15% 27% Ex+Good 44% 15%
Fair - - - - - - - - - - - - 1 23% | 30%  21%| - -~ 126%23%| 22% | 28% | 25% 25% Fair 30% 21%
Poor - - - - - - - - - - - - 9% | 8% | 1M1%| - -~ 118%27%( 29% | 27% | 31% 20% Poor 31% 8%
Don’t Know - - - - - - - - - - - - 1 24% | 21% | 29% | -- - 129%|36%| 33% || 30% || 30% 29% Don't know 36% 21%
100%
Trend Analysis — Detailed Results for Lewis County :
2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 Average Maximum Minimum
Excellent 3% Excellent 5% 1%
Good 24% Good 39% 13%
Ex+Good 27% Ex+Good 44% 14%
Fair 26% Fair 30% 22%
Poor 24% Poor 38% 8%
Don’t know 22% Don't know 29% 15%
100%
Trend Analysis — Detailed Results for Oswego County:
Average Maximum Minimum
0% Excellent 0% 0%
7% Good 7% 7%
7% Ex+Good 7% 7%
23% Fair 23% 23%
38% Poor 38% 38%
32% Don't know 32% 32%
100%
Average Maximum Minimum
2% Excellent 5% 0%
21% Good 37% 8%
23% Ex+Good 40% 8%
29% Fair 34% 20%
27% Poor 45% 15%
21% Don't know 27% 18%
100%
Average Maximum Minimum
Excellent 4% Excellent 4% 4%
Good 15% Good 15% 15%
Ex+Good 20% Ex+Good 20% 20%
Fair 24% Fair 24% 24%
Poor 19% Poor 19% 19%
Don’t know 38% Don't know 38% 38%
100%
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Table 28 — Availability of Behavioral Health Services

Trend Analysis — Detailed Results for Jefferson County :
2000 2001 | 2002 2003 2004 = 2005 2006 2007 @ 2008 2009 = 2010 = 2011 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 2016 = 2017 = 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 = 2023 il Average Maximum Minimum

Excellent - - - - - - -- -- - - - - 4% | 8% | 7% | - - | 6% | 4% || 8% 6% 6% Excellent 8% 4%
Good - - - -] - - - - - - - - | 34% | 34% | 28% 27% | 20% || 22% | 20% {| 20% 26% Good 34% 20%
Ex+Good - - - -] - - - - - - - - | 38% | 42% | 35% | - | - |33%|24% | 30% | 27% | 25% 32% Ex+Good 42% 24%
Fair - - - -] - - - - - - - -~ 1 28% | 26% | 27% | - | - |22%|28%| 29% || 31% | 28% 27% Fair 31% 22%
Poor - - - -] - - - - - - - —- 1 17% | 18% | 19% | - | = |21%|27%| 24% || 23% | 28% 22% Poor 28% 17%
Don’t Know - - - - - - - - - - - -~ | 17% | 14% | 18% | -- - 123%|21%} 17% | 18% || 19% 18% Don't know 23% 14%
100%
Trend Analysis — Detailed Results for Lewis County :
2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 Average Maximum Minimum
Excellent 4% Excellent 8% 2%
Good 26% Good 35% 17%
Ex+Good 30% Ex+Good 42% 19%
Fair 29% Fair 32% 26%
Poor 23% Poor 30% 16%
Don’t know 18% Don't know 22% 14%
100%
Trend Analysis — Detailed Results for Oswego County:
Average Maximum Minimum
1% Excellent 1% 1%
17% Good 17% 17%
18% Ex+Good 18% 18%
23% Fair 23% 23%
35% Poor 35% 35%
24% Don't know 24% 24%
100%
Average Maximum Minimum
4% Excellent 7% 1%
23% Good 32% 11%
27% Ex+Good 37% 13%
31% Fair 35% 29%
26% Poor 40% 20%
16% Don't know 19% 12%
100%
Average Maximum Minimum
Excellent 7% Excellent 7% 7%
Good 23% Good 23% 23%
Ex+Good 29% Ex+Good 29% 29%
Fair 21% Fair 21% 21%
Poor 24% Poor 24% 24%
Don’t know 25% Don't know 25% 25%
100%
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Table 29 — The Downtown of Watertown

Trend Analysis — Detailed Results for Jefferson County :
2000 2001 = 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 = 2010 | 2011 2012 | 2013 | 2014 2015 2016 = 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 = 2024 2025 AAVIGLT

Maximum Minimum

Excellent 4% Excellent 8% 2%
Good 29% Good 40% 21%
Ex+Good 33% Ex+Good 47% 23%
Fair 36% Fair 43% 32%
Poor 27% Poor 39% 15%
Don’t Know 4% Don't know 8% 2%

100%
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Table 30 — Overall Quality of Life in the Area

Trend Analysis — Detailed Results for Jefferson County :
2000 2001 | 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 = 2008 2009 = 2010 = 2011 2012 | 2013 | 2014 @ 2015 2016 2018 2019 | 2020 2021 2022 2023 = 2024 2025 [AAVIQLT Maximum Minimum

Excellent 9% | 6% | 7% | 7% | 6% | 7% | 8% |10%| 9% | 7% | 8% | 7% | 7% | 8% | 7% | 7% | 8% 13% | 11%  18%  13% | 6% | 9% | 9% | 6% 9% Excellent 18% 6%
Good 55% | 44% | 49% | 49% | 47% | 50% | 52% | 55% | 53% | 47% | 50% | 48% | 51%  52% @ 47% | 56% | 58% 53% | 51% | 48% | 47% | 44% | 40% | 40% | 38% 49% Good 58% 38%
Ex+Good 64% | 50% | 56% | 56% | 53% | 57% | 60%  65%  62% | 54% | 58% | 55% 58% | 60% | 54% | 63% | 66% 66% | 62% | 66% | 60% | 50% | 49% | 49% | 44% 58% Ex+Good 67% 44%
Fair 28% | 33% | 32% | 32% | 34% | 32% | 29% | 26% | 27% | 32% | 31% [ 32%31% 31% 31% | 27% | 28% | 22% | 26% | 27% | 24%  30%  34% | 37% | 40% [ 39% 31% Fair 40% 22%
Poor 7% | 15% (10% 1% 11% | 9% | 9% | 7% | 8% | 12% | 10% (12% | 9% 9% 12% | 9% | 5% | 8% | 7% | 9% | 9% | 8% | 13% 12% | 10% | 16% 10% Poor 16% 5%
Don’t Know 1% | 2% | 2% | 2% [ 2% | 2% | 1% [ 2% [ 2% | 2% | 2% (1% [ 1% 1% 2% [ 1% | 0% | 2% | 1% | 2% | 1% | 3% | 3% | 1% | 1% | 1% 2% Don't know 3% 0%

100%
2010 Average Maximum Minimum
Excellent 17% Excellent 23% 8%
Good 55% Good 64% 42%
Ex+Good 73% Ex+Good 82% 54%
Fair 22% Fair 37% 13%
Poor 5% Poor 8% 2%
Don’t know 0% Don't know 1% 0%
100%
Trend Analysis — M d Results for Oswego County:

I 2025 Average Maximum Minimum
Excellent 3% 3% Excellent 3% 3%
Good 40% 40% Good 40% 40%
Ex+Good 43% 43% Ex+Good 43% 43%
Fair 46% 46% Fair 46% 46%
Poor 9% 9% Poor 9% 9%
Don’t know 2% 2% Don't know 2% 2%

100%
Average Maximum Minimum
10% Excellent 16% 4%
44% Good 57% 33%
54% Ex+Good 69% 37%
33% Fair 43% 22%
12% Poor 21% 7%
1% Don't know 3% 0%
100%
Average Maximum Minimum
Excellent 14% Excellent 14% 14%
Good 42% Good 42% 42%
Ex+Good 56% Ex+Good 56% 56%
Fair 28% Fair 28% 28%
Poor 15% Poor 15% 15%
Don’t know 0% Don't know 0% 0%
100%
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Section 3.2 — Additional Tracked Resident Opinions and Characteristics

Table 31 — Would you say things in this country are heading in the right or wrong direction?

Trend Analysis — Detailed Results for Jefferson County :

2021 | 2022 | 2023 2024 2025 Average Maximum Minimum
Right 23% Right 33% 15%
Wrong 57% Wrong 68% 50%
Don’t Know 20% Don’t Know 25% 17%

Average Maximum Minimum
Right direction 23% Right 42% 11%
Wrong direction 65% Wrong 80% 43%
Don’t Know 12% Don’t Know 19% 9%
Trend Analysis — Detailed Results for Oswego County:
Average Maximum Minimum
37% Right 37% 37%
49% Wrong 49% 49%
13% Don’t Know 13% 13%
Average Maximum Minimum
24% Right 39% 12%
62% Wrong 76% 48%
14% Don’t Know 20% 9%
Trend Analysis — Detailed Results for NY State Statewide Sample :
Average Maximum Minimum
Right 22% Right 22% 22%
Wrong 67% Wrong 67% 67%
Don’t know 12% Don’t Know 12% 12%
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Table 32 — Would you say things in New York State are heading in the right or wrong direction?

2021 2022 2023 2024 2025

Wrong

Don’t Know

Right direction
Wrong direction

Don’t Know

Trend Analysis — Detailed Results for Oswego County:

Trend Analysis — Detailed Results for St. Lawrence County:

Wrong

Don’t know
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Average
20%
61%
20%

Average
14%
78%

9%

Average
17%
70%
13%

Average
21%
66%
13%

Average
34%
51%
15%

Right
Wrong

Don’t Know

Right
Wrong
Don’t Know

Right
Wrong

Don’t Know

Right
Wrong
Don’t Know

Right
Wrong

Don’t Know

Maximum
22%
64%
23%

Maximum
16%
81%
10%

Maximum
17%
70%
13%

Maximum
34%
71%
16%

Maximum
34%
51%
15%

Minimum
17%
55%
15%

Minimum
11%
75%

8%

Minimum
17%
70%
13%

Minimum
16%
50%
11%

Minimum
34%
51%
15%



Table 33 — Would you say things in your county are heading in the right or wrong direction?

2022 2023 2024 2025

Wrong

Don’t Know

Trend Analysis — Detailed Results for Lewis County :
2020 | 2021 | 2022 || 2023 | 2024 | 2025

Right direction

Wrong direction

Don’t Know

Trend Analysis — Detailed Results for Oswego County:

Trend Analysis — Detailed Results for St. Lawrence County:

Wrong

Don’t know
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Average
37%
30%
33%

Average
43%
33%
24%

Average
30%
39%
31%

Average
31%
45%
24%

Average
41%
42%
17%

Right
Wrong

Don’t Know

Right direction
Wrong direction

Don’t Know

Right
Wrong

Don’t know

Right
Wrong
Don’t know

Right
Wrong

Don’t know

Maximum
43%
36%
36%

Maximum
61%
41%
34%

Maximum
30%
39%
31%

Maximum
39%
52%
30%

Maximum
41%
42%
17%

Minimum
31%
23%
28%

Minimum
35%
18%
21%

Minimum
30%
39%
31%

Minimum
25%
34%
19%

Minimum
41%
42%
17%



Table 34 — When considering your family’s personal financial situation- has it gotten better,
stayed about the same, or gotten worse in the past 12 months?

Trend Analysis — Detailed Results for Jefferson County :

2010 | 2011 2012 2013 | 2014 | 2015 2016 = 2017 2019 2020 2021 = 2022 2023 2024 = 2025 Average Maximum Minimum
Better 22% Better 33% 10%
Same 52% Same 66% 41%
Worse 25% Worse 42% 13%
Don’t Know 2% Don’t Know 6% 0%

Trend Analysis — Detailed Results for Lewis County :

2010 | 2011 | 2012 2013 | 2014 Average Maximum Minimum
Better 15% Better 31% 10%
Same 55% Same 69% 36%
Worse 29% Worse 52% 9%
Don’t Know 1% Don’t Know 3% 0%

Trend Analysis — Detailed Results for Oswego County:

Average Maximum Minimum
17% Better 17% 17%
39% Same 39% 39%
43% Worse 43% 43%
1% Don’t know 1% 1%
Trend Analysis — Detailed Results for St. Lawrence County :
Average Maximum Minimum
17% Better 29% 8%
52% Same 66% 28%
30% Worse 60% 11%
1% Don’t Know 4% 0%
Trend Analysis — Detailed Results for NY State Statewide Sample :
Average Maximum Minimum
Better 11% Better 11% 11%
Same 34% Same 34% 34%
Worse 53% Worse 53% 53%
Don’t know 2% Don’t Know 2% 2%
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Tables 35-36 — What do you think is the single largest issue that is facing residents of the North Country right now?

2022

Inflation/Cost of Living Y575
Unemployment/Jobs 5%
Affordable Housing 10%
Homelessness 5%
Drugs 4%
Crime 4%
Healthcare 6%
Immigration 1%
Taxes 4%
The Economy 3%
Government/Politics 10%

Other Issues 14%

2023
24%

2024
23%

Trend Analysis — Detailed Results for Jefferson County :

13%

"Affordability" 56%

Inflation/Cost of Living 55%

10% | 4% | 7%
10% [ 10% | 5%
12% [ 10% | 1%
5% || 9% | 11%
5% | 1% | 2%
5% || 4% | 2%
4% | 2% | 1%
2% | 6% | 7%
2% ([ 17% 10%
8% || 9% [|14%
13% || 4% | 18%
48% 60% 42%

38%

28%

Trend Analysis — Detailed Results for Lewis County :

19%

d Results for Oswego County:

Unemployment/Jobs 8% 7% | 3% [ 12%
Affordable Housing 5% 5% | 8% | 4%
Homelessness 2% | 2% | 2% | 1%
Drugs 2% 5% 5% | 3%
Crime 3% | 1% | 0% | 1%
Healthcare 3% 4% 2% | 4%
Immigration 0% | 2% | 4% 1%
Taxes 1% 2% 6% | 10%
The Economy 2% 1% [ 27% 11%
Government/Politics 6% | 13% | 8%  12%
Other Issues 13% | 20% | 7% | 24%
"Affordability" 71% 53% 72% 56%
Trend Analxsis — Detaile

2025

Inflation/Cost of Living 20%
| Unemployment/Jobs 8%

Affordable Housing 5%

Homelessness 2%

Drugs 7%

Crime 1%

Healthcare 2%

Immigration 1%

axes 9%

he Economy 11%

Government/Politics 12%
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Average
24%
6%
9%
9%
7%
3%
4%
2%
5%
8%
10%
12%

Average
35%
8%
6%
2%
4%
1%
3%
2%
5%
10%
10%
16%

Average
20%
8%

5%
2%
7%
1%
2%
1%
9%
11%

12%

Inflation/Cost of Living
Unemployment/Jobs
Affordable Housing
Homelessness

Drugs

Crime

Healthcare
Immigration

Taxes

The Economy
Government/Politics
Other Issues
"Affordability"

Inflation/Cost of Living
Unemployment/Jobs
Affordable Housing
Homelessness

Drugs

Crime

Healthcare
Immigration

Taxes

The Economy
Government/Politics

Other Issues

Inflation/Cost of Living
Unemployment/Jobs
Affordable Housing
Homelessness

Drugs

Crime

Healthcare
Immigration

Taxes

The Economy

The Economy

Maximum Minimum

34% 13%
10% 4%
10% 5%
12% 5%
11% 4%
5% 1%
6% 2%
4% 1%
7% 2%
17% 2%
14% 8%
18% 4%

Maximum Minimum

55% 19%
12% 3%
8% 4%
2% 1%
5% 2%
3% 0%
4% 2%
4% 0%
10% 1%
27% 1%
13% 6%
24% 7%

Maximum Minimum

20% 20%
8% 8%
5% 5%
2% 2%
7% 7%
1% 1%
2% 2%
1% 1%
9% 9%

11% 11%

12% 12%



22% 22% Other Issues 22% 22%
"Affordability" 53%
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"Affordability"

Inflation/Cost of
Living
Unemployment/Jobs

Affordable Housing

Homelessness
Drugs
Crime

Healthcare

Immigration

Taxes

The Economy
Government/Politics

Other Issues

"Affordability"

15%
2%
1%
9%
1%
5%
1%
8%

12%

12%

20%

62%
Trend Analysis — Detailed Results for NY State Statewide Sample :

15% | 8%
8% | 3%
4% | 1%
8% | 9%
9% | 4%
8% | 5%
1% | 9%
0% | 4%
4% | 25%
7% | 6%

57% 62%

63%

52%
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Average
28%
12%

5%
2%
7%
5%
6%
3%
3%
11%
9%
12%

Average
31%
3%

18%
1%
0%
6%
2%
2%
9%
2%

16%
10%

Inflation/Cost of Living
Unemployment/Jobs
Affordable Housing
Homelessness

Drugs

Crime

Healthcare
Immigration

Taxes

The Economy
Government/Politics

Other Issues

Inflation/Cost of Living
Unemployment/Jobs

Affordable Housing

Homelessness
Drugs

Crime
Healthcare
Immigration
Taxes

The Economy
Government/Politics

Other Issues

Maximum Minimum

43% 15%
15% 8%
8% 2%
4% 1%
9% 1%
9% 1%
8% 5%
9% 0%
8% 0%
25% 4%
12% 6%
20% 4%

Maximum Minimum

31% 31%
3% 3%
18% 18%
1% 1%
0% 0%
6% 6%
2% 2%
2% 2%
9% 9%
2% 2%
16% 16%
10% 10%



Table 37 - Employment Status — Current Occupation

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 Average Maximum Minimum
Retired 18% | 19% | 17% | 21% | 17% | 17% | 17% | 22% | 19% | 18% | 25% | 23% | 21% | 22% || 21% || 24% 20% Retired 25% 17%
Unemployed 12%| 8% | 4% | 8% | 4% | 2% | 4% | 1% | 4% | 3% | 6% | 4% | 2% | 1% | 2% | 4% 5% Unemployed 12% 1%
Homemaker 8% | 6% | 6% | 5% | 7% | 6% | 5% | 4% | 3% | 4% | 4% | 6% | 7% | 5% | 3% | 1% 5% Homemaker 8% 1%
Student 5% | 10% | 5% | 6% [ 15% | 7% | 7% | 3% | 3% | 3% | 9% | 2% | 3% [ 1% | 1% | 5% 5% Student 15% 1%
Military 12% | 3% | 9% | 5% | 2% | 16%| 9% | 20% | 20% | 18% | 7% | 19% | 20% | 20% || 22% || 21% 13% Military 22% 2%
Managerial 2% | 4% | 4% | 3% | 4% | 5% | 7% | 5% | 5% | 5% | 4% | 2% | 6% | 4% | 8% | 7% 5% Managerial 8% 2%
Medical 6% | 5% | 3% | 6% | 9% | 7% | 5% | 6% | 6% | 6% | 6% | 6% | 7% [ 3% | 7% | % 6% Medical 9% 3%
Professional/Technical 9% | 9% | 6% [11% | 6% | 4% | 10%| 4% 5% | 4% | 5% | 7% 5% | 7% | 8% 7% 7% Professional/Technical 11% 4%
Sales 4% | 4% |[10%| 9% | 5% | 4% | 7% | 7% | 5% | 4% | 4% | 3% | 3% | 2% | 4% | 2% 5% Sales 10% 2%
Clerical 2% | 4% | 4% | 2% | 2% | 3% | 1% | 3% | 3% | 4% | 3% | 6% | 5% | 5% | 4% | 2% 3% Clerical 6% 1%
Service 9% | 7% [10% | 11% | 9% | 9% [11%| 9% | 5% | 8% | 3% | 4% | 5% | 4% | 3% | 1% 7% Service 11% 1%
Blue Collar/Production 8% | 12% | 13% | 6% | 15% | 15% | 5% | 6% | 11% |10% | 7% | 5% | 5% | 5% | 4% | 5% 8% Blue Collar/Production 15% 4%
Teacher/Education 3% | 5% | 4% | 6% | 3% | 4% | 8% | 6% | 6% | 6% | 6% | 4% | 4% | 6% | 5% | 6% 5% Teacher/Education 8% 3%
Self employed 1% | 1% | 1% | 2% | 2% | 2% | 2% | 2% | 4% | 4% | 6% | 4% | 5% [ 7% | 5% | % 3% Self-employed 7% 1%
Disabled = 13% 2% | 1% | 2% | 0% | 2% | 2% | 2% | 3% | 4% | 5% | 3% | 7% || 3% | 3% 3% Disabled 7% 0%
Not sure 1% | 1% | 1% [ 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 1% | 0% | 1% | 3% | 2% | 1% [ 0% | 0% | 0% 1% Not sure 3% 0%

Trend Analysis — Detailed Results for Lewis County :
2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016 | 2017 | 2018 | 2019 | 2020 | 2021 | 2022 || 2023 | 2024 | 2025 Average Maximum Minimum

Retired 21% | 21% | 22% | 21% | 23% | 24% | 23% | 25% | 24% | 24% | 33% | 29% | 27% | 27% | 28% | 29%  31%  29% 26% Retired 33% 21%
Not employed 7% | 5% 6% 7% 3% 8% 6% 2% 3% 9% 8% 3% 6% 2% 3% 0% | 1% 2% 5% Not employed 9% 0%
Homemaker 8% | 6% | 6% 4% | 8% | 7% | 3% | 5% | 4% 4% | 3% | 3% | 3% | 5% | 5% | 3% 6% | 4% 5% Homemaker 8% 3%
Student 1% | 2% 1% (1% [ 2% 2% 3% 5% 7% 4% | 3% 5% 3% 1% 3% | 6% 1% | 1% 3% Student 7% 1%
Military 1% | 1% | 2% | 5% | 1% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 3% | 2% | 0% | 1% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 2% | 0% | 0% 1% Military 5% 0%
Managerial 4% | 5% | 5% [ 6% | 3% | 4% | 1% | 4% | 3% | 2% | 3% | 4% | 3% | 6% | 4% 2% 6% 8% 4% Managerial 8% 1%
Medical 5% | 7% | 7% | 9% | 4% | 5% | 6% | 7% | 8% | 6% | 8% | 5% | 7% | 5% | 6% | 6% | 6% | 5% 6% Medical 9% 4%
OEESENENTEN 6% @ 9% (7% 6% 8% 4% 4% 2% 4% 3% 3% 5% 5% 5% 6% | 9% | 5% @ 9% 6% Professional/Technical 9% 2%
Sales 4% | 3% | 6% | 3% | 2% | 2% | 4% | 8% 3% | 3% | 3% | 6% 2% | 4% | 5% | 6% | 2% | 2% 4% Sales 8% 2%
Clerical 3% | 3% [ 6% 6% | 6% | 3% 2% | 3% | 2% 2% | 5% | 3% 3% | 3% | 6% | 2% 5% | 3% 4% Clerical 6% 2%
Service 6% | 6% | 3% | 4% | 6% | 4% | 2% | 6% | 3% | 5% | 4% | 3% | 4% | 5% | 2% | 5% | 4% | 6% 4% Service 6% 2%
Blue Collar 14% | 13% | 11% | 21% | 17% | 20% | 25% | 19% | 19% | 17% | 8% |13%  15% | 11% | 12% [ 13% | 12% | 11% 15% Blue Collar 25% 8%
Teacher/Education 7% | 5% 5% 5% 4% 4% 8% 5% 6% 6% 8% 6% 6% 7% 3% (6% | 6%  10% 6% Teacher/Education 10% 3%
Self employed 12% | 14% | 11% | 2% [11% | 9% | 7% | 5% | 7% | 8% 4% [10%  10% | 13% | 9% |10% 14% | 8% 9% Self-employed 14% 2%
Not sure 2% 1% 1% | 1% | 0% | 3% | 1% | 1% | 0% | 2% 1% | 0% | 0% | 0% 1% | 0% | 0% 0% 1% Not sure 3% 0%
Disabled 0% | 0% | 2% | 1% | 3% | 2% | 3% | 3% | 5% | 4% | 5% | 3% | 5% | 5% | 8% | 1% | 1% | 2% 3% Disabled 8% 0%
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Trend Analysis — Detailed Results for St. Lawrence County :
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Average
29%
2%
3%
1%
0%
9%
6%

10%
5%
5%
1%

12%
6%
8%
0%
2%

Average
29%
4%
3%
4%
1%
5%
7%
7%
5%
5%
5%
11%
7%
5%
4%
1%

Retired

Not employed
Homemaker
Student
Military
Managerial
Medical

Professional/Technical

Sales

Clerical

Service

Blue Collar
Teacher/Education
Self-employed

Not sure

Disabled

Retired

Unemployed
Homemaker

Student

Military

Managerial

Medical
Professional/Technical
Sales

Clerical

Service

Blue Collar/Production
Teacher/Education
Self-employed
Disabled

Not sure

Maximum Minimum

29% 29%
2% 2%
3% 3%
1% 1%
0% 0%
9% 9%
6% 6%

10% 10%
5% 5%
5% 5%
1% 1%

12% 12%
6% 6%
8% 8%
0% 0%
2% 2%

Maximum Minimum

34% 23%
8% 1%
4% 1%
6% 0%
3% 0%
6% 3%

12% 5%

11% 4%
8% 2%
7% 3%

11% 1%

17% 4%

10% 6%
7% 3%
6% 2%
4% 0%



Trend Analysis — Detailed Results for NY State Statewide Sample :

Average Maximum Minimum
Retired 22% Retired 22% 22%
Unemployed 4% Unemployed 4% 4%
Homemaker 4% Homemaker 4% 4%
Student 5% Student 5% 5%
Military 0% Military 0% 0%
Managerial 10% Managerial 10% 10%
Medical 9% Medical 9% 9%
:Ir oesschalechulc 13% Professional/Technical 13% 13%
Sales 3% Sales 3% 3%
Clerical 4% Clerical 4% 4%
Service 3% Service 3% 3%
(B::)L:IearlPro duction 6% Blue Collar/Production 6% 6%
Teacher/Education 4% Teacher/Education 4% 4%
Self employed 8% Self-employed 8% 8%
Disabled 5% Disabled 5% 5%
Not sure 1% Not sure 1% 1%
Table 38 — Political Beliefs
Trend Analysis — Detailed Results for Jefferson County :
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2024 Average Maximum Minimum
Very Conservative 6% Very Conservative 9% 2%
Conservative 26% Conservative 32% 18%
Middle of the Road 42% Middle of the Road 52% 31%
Liberal 12% Liberal 18% 7%
Very Liberal 3% Very Liberal 7% 1%
Don’t Know 12% Don’t Know 24% 0%
Trend Analysis — Detailed Results for Lewis County :
Average Maximum Minimum
Very Conservative 8% | 6% | 9% | 7% | 7% | 6% | 7% 7% Very Conservative 9% 4%
Conservative 29% | 30% | 27% | 28% | 26% | 27%  28% | 24% | 29% | 33% | 33% | 31% | 27% | 28% | 27% | 33%  34% || 37% 30% Conservative 37% 24%
Middle of the Road 42% | 39%  41%  45%  53%  44%  36% 55%  37% 39% | 42% AT% 44%  43%  45% | 37% 42% | 39% 43% Middle of the Road 55% 36%
Liberal 1% | 10% | 9% [ 10% | 6% | 11% | 8% | 9% |12% 8% | 7% | 9% | 9% | 8% | 8% [12% 10%  11% 9% Liberal 12% 6%
Very Liberal 0% | 3% 3% 2% 2% 1% 1% 1% 3% 1% 1% 1% 3% 2% 1% (3% | 1% 2% 2% Very Liberal 3% 0%
Don’t Know 9% | 1% (12% | 8% | 5% | 12% | 20% | 8% | 12% | 10% | 12% | 6% | 9% | 10% | 13% | 8% | 5% | % 10% Don’t Know 20% 5%
Trend Analysis — Detailed Results for Oswego County:
2025 Average Maximum Minimum
Very Conservative 4% 4% Very Conservative 4% 4%
Conservative 30% 30% Conservative 30% 30%
| Middle of the Road 43% 43% Middle of the Road 43% 43%
Liberal 11% 11% Liberal 11% 11%
Very Liberal 5% 5% Very Liberal 5% 5%
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Trend Analysis — Detailed Results for St. Lawrence County:

Very Conservative

Conservative
Middle of the Road
Liberal

Very Liberal

Don’t Know
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6%

Average
6%
24%
41%
14%
4%
11%

Average
5%
19%
34%
22%
14%
6%

Don’t Know

Very Conservative
Conservative
Middle of the Road
Liberal

Very Liberal

Don’t Know

Very Conservative
Conservative
Middle of the Road
Liberal

Very Liberal

Don’t Know

6%

6%

Maximum Minimum

9%
27%
48%
18%

7%
18%

3%
20%
32%
10%

1%

6%

Maximum Minimum

5%
19%
34%
22%
14%

6%

5%
19%
34%
22%
14%

6%



Appendix Il

Detailed Socio-Demographic Cross-tabulations in Tabular Format —

Percentages included in each cross-tabulation table in Appendix Il are weighted estimates.
Sample Sizes included in each cross-tabulation table in Appendix Il are raw/unweighted , reporting the appropriate sample sizes to utilize when generating confidence intervals.
Statistical Significance Interpretation: Subgroups in a row in any cross-tabulation table that share a subscript letter are not statistically significantly different.
Subgroups in a row in any cross-tabulation table that do not share a subscript letter are statistically significantly different.
Any statistics with a superscript of "1" do not have a comparison subgroup to test against.

All tests of statistical significance have been completed at the 5% significance level. (p<0.05)

and NYS Study (n=1,117)

Table 10.NCXTAB — Co::1:‘v°§:-‘.dv In which county do you reside? Gender Age Groups Education Level Income Level Military Affiliation Racial Background Political Beliefs (Ideology) Political Affiliation (Party)
North Country Cross-tabs Participarts "] sefterson | Lowis | oswego | St | waie Female 18.39 4059 6069 70+ HSG Cst:I'::e 4+YD ;i:’;:o :fg&"g;‘; ‘12;2"‘0 ves, ain| Nown | wnite 81Poc | conservative | Neither | Liberal JRepublican | pemocrat | NIt Rep-
Cultural and Excellent 4.2% 6.8%, 4.8%,, 2.4%, 3.5%5,c 5.5% 2.8%; 5.7% 2.2%, 2.5%,, 5.9%, 6.1%, 3.3%; 4.3%,, 5.3%, 3.8%, 2.8%, 18.9%, 2.8%; 3.3%, 10.4%, 3.5%, 4.6%, 3.0%, 3.6%, 3.7%, 4.6%,
:’::;‘::":‘"‘Z': Good 25.1% 267% | 2M0%; | 283% | 197% | 249%, | 250% | 204% | 235%. | 204%. 356%. | 194%, | 250% | 288%, | 256%, | 24.4%, | 254%, | 2ra%, | 243%, | 258%, | 155%, 200%, | 200% | 325% | 275%, | 244%, | 224%
Fair 44.6% | 432%. | 411%. | 493%, | 415%, | 404%, | 4s6%, | 475%, 40.6%, 49.0%, a4, | 438%, | 462%, | a1.7%, | 421%, | 455%, | 463%, | 342%, | 457%, | 443%, | a74%, 45.4%, 436%, | 41.0% | a4o%, | a73%, | 438%,
Poor 24.3% 20.5%, | 254%,, | 18.0% | 341%, | 274%, | 224%, | 256%, | 31.4%, 18.6%; 134% | 272%, | 238% | 24.2%, | 209%, | 248%, | 238%, | 154%, | 256%, | 267% | 263%, 19.3%, 304%, | 166%, | 228%, | 23.9% | 27.2%,
Don't Know 1.8% 1.8%, 20%, | 24% 1.2%, 24% 1.5%, 114%, 24%, 0.5%, 37%, 34%, | V6% | 09%, | 24%. | t6% | 17% | 44% | 1% | 19% 0.7% 2.9% 14%, | 08%, 21%, 0.7% 2.0%,
Total 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 1000% | 1000% | 1000% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Unweighted n 2102 592 513 469 528 912 1123 294 659 610 490 332 880 839 490 738 706 124 1899 1896 108 685 574 367 834 545 636
Table 10.NYXTAB AF‘,‘;‘“VCS‘:;::Y NY State Larger Regions NY State Smaller Regions (Excluding NYC) Gender Age Groups. Education Level Income Level Racial Background Political Beliefs (Ideology) Political Affiliation (Party)
Statewide Cross tabs Il A i il el e il e e A e e e e e S A I FA A R e St Rl e s g
Cultural and Excellent 23.9% 154%, | 15.8%, | 35.2% | 23.9%. | 19.4% 3.0%, 9.0% 1.9%, 4.5% 18.6%, | 149% | 16.6% | 26.6%, | 205% | 27.8%. | 199%, | 20.0% | 25.7%. | 8.6% 14.9%, 35.7%, 200%, | 17.2%, | 292%, | 256% | 20.6%, 1610%, | 7.8% | 35.1%, | 129%, | 31.1%, |  20.2%
2;‘:::::,',':3: Good 31.4% 4%, | 405%, | 25.6%. | 353%. | 372w | 145%. | 407%w | 19.2%w | 127% | 336% | 347%. | 454% | 30.5% | 319%, | 209%, | 322%, | 208%, | 367%, | 512% | 287%, 29.0%, 352%, | 248%, | 351% | 342%, | 27.7% 2%, | 344%, | 265% | 28.5%. | 269%, 40.0%,
Fair 26.5% | 28.6%. | 5% | 207%, | 264%, | 164%, | 424%, | 30.2%, 45.8%, 40.4%, 262%, | 38.0% | 263% | 27.0% | 267% | 221%, | 28.0%. | 382%, | 20.5% | 192%, | 343%, 21.4%, 205%, | 345%, | 236% | 260% | 266%, 3%, | 30.2%, | 194% | 367% | 240%, | 229%,
Poor 15.1% 226%, | 86%, | 13.8%, | 127%ucq | 240%uc | 393%, | 168%upca | 330%uc | 36.7%w | 20.3%wcq | 98%cq | TT% | 136% | 18.2%, | 207%, | 16.5%, | 84%, | 10.7%., | 142%,, | 20.6%, 18%, | 183%. | 205% | 11.5%, | 122% | 223% 1410%, | 160%, | 16.8% | 17.6% | 16.2%, 14.5%,
Don't Know 3.2% 2.2%, 34%, | 3T% 21%, 3.0% 0.7%, 3.3% 0.0% 56%, 1.4%, 27% | 40% | 23% | 28% | oot | 34% | 36% | 54w, | es% 1.5%, 2.0%, 50% | 3.0% 06%, | 20% 2.9%, 4.4%, 6%, | 22% | 43% | 1.8% 2.5%,
Total 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 1000% | 1000% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Unweighted n 1110 537 293 280 108 84 46 91 37 72 99 138 155 443 473 95 315 242 283 67 262 602 167 288 431 747 170 249 347 338 258 435 216
Table 11.NCXTAB — o In which county do you reside? Gender Age Groups Education Level Income Level Military Affiliation | Racial Background Political Beliefs (Ideology) Political Affiliation (Party)
North Country Cross-tabs Pﬂg‘j}’;ﬁ | sefferson | Lewis | Oswego | St | wate Femate | 1830 4059 6069 700 wse | Some | gyp | Urte | $s000 | over [ves AMin|NoMMin | s | mipoc |consenvative| Neither | Liberal JRepublican | Democrat [Neter Rep-
[Cost of energy Excellent 2.2% 4.0% 3%, | 0.0% 3.0%, 2.7% 1.8%, 4.6% 0.6%, 0.4%, 1A%, 22%, | 22%s | 22% | 34%. | 18% | 1.6% | 135% | 12% | 1.6% 6.2%; 2%, 2.3%, | 3.0% 2%, | 1% | 33%,
Good 9.9% 9.9%, 86%, | 94% | 108%, | 10.9%, 9.2%, 9.6% 6.6% 10.4%,, 176%, | 101%., | 84%, | 141%, | 104%, | 108% | 91%, | t195%, | 1%, | 6% 12.6%, 7.7% 07%,, | 125% | 97% | 108% 9.9%,
Fair 30.3% 319%, | 305%, | 323% | 243%, | 31.9% | 27.6% [ 28.1%, 24.7%, 36.8%, 386%, | 28.7% | 266%, | 38.2%, | 283%, | 28.4%, | 325%, | 335%, | 204%, | 209%, | 302%, 27.7%, 275%, | 40.3%, | 204%, | 381%, | 206%,
Poor 53.7% 48.5%, | 479%,, | 557%., | 58.0%, | 50.6%, | 57.5% 50.3%, 66.4%, 51.8%, 39.4% | 537%, | 59.6%, | 41.6%, | 529%, | 54.8%, | 55.0% | 213%, | s7.1%, | 554%, | 453%, 60.6%, 55.5%, | 38.8%, | 625%, | 439%, | 529%
Don't Know 4.0% 57%, | 26%, | 26% | 40%, | 4.0%, 4.0%, 7.4%, 1.7%, 0.7%, 3.3%, 53%, | 35% | 39% | 50% | 43% | 17% | 123% | 32% | 37% 5.7%, 27% 40%, | 54%, 2.3%, 5.6%, 4.3%,
Total 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% [ 100.0% | 100.0% | 1000% | 1000% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Unweighted n 2101 591 512 470 528 912 1123 293 659 612 489 331 881 839 490 739 704 123 1900 1897 108 685 975 366 835 544 636
Table 11.NYXTAB A""a’;‘ﬂvcs‘;‘:‘“sy NY State Larger Regions NY State Smaller Regions (E Gender Age Groups Education Level Income Level Racial Background tical Beliefs (Ideology) ion (Party)
Statewide Cross tabs " | S, | e | Mo [ e | Ty | oo [omgmier| i | oy | oo | bt | o | oo [ wonan | e | oo | wom | e | oweo | Sme | evo [t | oo | Som | we | owoc oot omer | un [ oumoc | Mot
[Cost of energy Excellent 2.8% 5%, 18%, | 44%, 2.0%, 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.8%, 3.9% 0.5%, | 28%, | 34% | 26%, | 24% | 50% | 00% | 29% | 34%un 4.4% 1.5% 20%, | 27% 1.5%, 1.5%, 4.8%, 2.4% 35%, | 2% | 29% | 21% 1.9%,
Good 8.4% T6%u | 120% | 66%, | 7.7%, 5.2%, 0.5%, 8.1% 5.4%, 10.0%, 132%, | 11.6% | 123% | 88% | 74% | 83% | 53% | 85% | 11.7% | 125% 4.5%, 9.7% 138%, | 6.0%, 62%, | 7.5% 8.2%, 103%, | 67% | 75% | 66% | 74% 4.8%,
Fair 28.3% 2814%, | 282%, | 28.5% | 30.8%, | 30.0% 139%, | 26.7%, 21.8%, 28.9%, 330%, | 258% | 30.1%, | 24.6%, | 320% | 25.2%, | 258%. | 28.6%. | 37.7% | 24.9%. | 261%, 32.3%, 24.9%, | 327% | 27.4%, | 320% | 208%, 302%, | 242%, | 302% | 207%. | 31.7%, 29.8%,
Poor 53.7% 58.7%, | 488%, | 534%. | 535%. | 621% | 84.0%. | 555%w | 71.2%um | 564% |  4T4%, | 518%c | 46.3%ma | 564%. | 502%, | 50.8%. | 60.3%, | 60.4%, | 41.9%, | 456%, | 63.6%, 47.2%, 5214%, | 551%, | 55.5%. | 538% | 56.2%, 554%, | 569%, | 50.1%. | 627%, | 50.0%, | 57.8%.,
Don't Know 6.7% 41%, 93%, | T0%n | 59%, 2.3% 1.6% 9.6% 16%, 2.9% 2.4%, 102%, | 85% | 68% | 84% | 13.4% | 36%, | 26% | 58%, | 136% 3.3%, 9.3% 7.2%u | 3.5% 9.8%, 53%, 9.9%, 1.9%, 86%, | 94% | 32% | 87% 5.6%5
Total 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 1000% | 1000% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Unweighted n 1109 537 293 280 108 84 46 91 37 72 99 138 155 443 473 95 315 241 284 67 262 602 167 289 431 746 171 248 347 339 258 436 215
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Table 12.NCXTAB — Co:::i:‘vo;‘:ndv In which county do you reside? Gender Age Groups Education Level Income Level Military Affiliation Racial Background Political Beliefs (Ideology) n (Party)
North Country Cross-tabs Participarts "] sefterson | Lowis | oswego | St | waie Female 18.39 4059 6069 70+ HSG ci‘il'::e 4+YD é’ o :fg‘;"g;‘; o 1‘;;2’” ves, ain| No e | wnie 81Poc | conservative | Neither | Liberal JRepublican | pemocrat | NIt Rep-
Health care access Excellent 6.1% 9.5%, | 10.9%, | 44%, | 3.5%, 8.5%, 3.4%, 6.3%, 4.5%, 5.5%, 8.1%, 85%, | 53%, | 53% | 58%n | 80% | 36%, | 234% | 43% | 54% 9.9%, 6.9%, 56%, | 42%, 8.3%, 4.2%, 4.4%,
Good 28.7% 30.9%, | 358% | 334% | 19.9%, | 31.5% | 269%, [ 257%, 24.9%, 35.3%, 39.5%, | 323% | 27.6%, | 205%, | 28.6%. | 280%, | 203%, | 30.0% | 286%, | 286% | 303% 9%, | 28.9%. | 242%, | 309% | 263%, | 28.7%
Fair 38.5% 373%, | 325%. | 39.4%, | 402%, | 380%. | 38.8%, [ 35.4%, 41.5%, 38.4%, 386%, | 399% | 380% | 37.3%, | 372%, | 40.7% | 37.0% | 275w, | 39.9%, | 385%, | 352%, 38.3%, 37.8%, | 408%, | 366% | 40.4%, | 39.0%,
Poor 24.8% 19.5%, | 19.9%, | 206%, | 358% | 204%, | 204%, | 293%, | 27.7%., | 20.3% 132%, | 17.5%, | 268%, | 268%, | 26.0%. | 214%, | 27.9%, | 13.7%, | 264%, | 256%, | 224%, 203%, | 259%, | 288%, | 226%, | 263%, | 26.4%,
Don't Know 1.9% 29%, | 09%n | 25% 0.6%, 1.9%, 1.9%, 3.4%, 1.4%, 0.5%, 0.5%, 18%, | 23% | 10% | 24%, | 13% | 22% | 53% | 16% | 1.8%, 2.4%, 1.7%, 18%, | 20% 1.6%, 2.8%, 1.6%,
Total 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 1000% | 1000% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Unweighted n 2096 587 513 470 526 908 1122 294 658 609 487 328 878 840 489 736 703 124 1894 1892 107 684 973 364 834 541 635
Table 12.NYXTAB “""a’;“rcs‘;‘:‘“sy NY State Larger Regions NY State Smaller Regions (E Gender Age Groups Education Level Income Level Racial Background ical Beliefs (Ideology) n (Party)
Statewide Cross tabs inNovember | Upstate | W& Nve "‘zi"y""‘ Western | finger | Southern | Central Now| Mv";:f;" C.::::y s:g"f“’r: | oms, Man | Woman | 1839 | a40s9 | 6060 70+ HsG cs;:::e 4+YD sg‘; o | S 31‘;;;'“0 White BIPOC o Neithor | Liberal | RPUPNC? | pomocrat [ Nelthor Rep-
Health care access Excellent 14.8% | 136%., | 194%, | 129%, | 17.0%, | 127%, 1.4%, 13.9%, 3.8%, 4.4%, 230%, | 143%, | 238%, | 17.7%, | 123%, | 87% | 15.2%., | 189%, | 20.0%. | 10.0%, | 14.2%, 16.7%, 99%, | 1%, | 183% | 18.3%, 9.0%, 187%, | 166%, | 10.3%, | 18.4%, | 124%, 16.2%,
Good 38.0% 34.3%, | 45.6%, | 364%, | 364%, | 247%, | 244%, 38.6%, 43.4%, 28.3%, 426%, | 488%, | 463%, | 37.7%, | 385%, | 34.2%, | 349%, | 428%, | 45.0%, | 40.3%,, | 315%, 424%, | 396%., | 20.7%, | 427% | 36.9%, | 37.8% a27%, | 336%, | 384%, | 333% | s7.e%, 39.0%,
Fair 27.8% | 283%. | 201%, | 314%, | 33%. | 37.0%, | 257%, | 259%, | 396%. | 27.8%. | 154%. | 272%. | 158%, | 27.5%, | 203%, | 27.0%., | 33.4%, | 27.2%., | 202% | 23.4%, | 320%, 26.1%, 26.5%, | 318%, | 27.2%, | 289%, | 27.7%, 21%, | 308%, | 202%, | 318%, | 27.7%, 29.4%,
Poor 17.3% 200%, | 129%, | 172% | 134%, | 254%, | 38.9%, | 189%, | 13.4%., | 383%.. | 145%, | 11.5%, | 141%. | 152%, | 182%, | 28.5%, | 137%, | 104%, | 94%, | 226%, | 21.4%, 12.8%, 27%, | 235% | 109%, | 14.4%, | 23.7%, 129%, | 17.6%, | 203%, | 14.1%., | 21.1%, 12.7%,
Don't Know 2.1% 2.7%, 10%, | 24% 1.8%, 0.0% 9.9%, 2.6% 0.0% 1.5%, 4.4%, 2%, | 00% | 19% | 17% | 15% | 28% | 07% | 14%, | a1%, 0.9%, 24%, 13%, | 3.0% 0.9%, 1.4%, 1.8%, 3.6%, 5%, | 08% | 24%, | 11% 2.6%,
Total 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Unweighted n 1108 537 292 280 108 84 46 91 37 72 99 139 153 441 473 94 314 241 284 66 261 602 166 288 430 746 169 249 346 337 257 435 216
Table 13.NCXTAB — Co:::i:‘vo;‘:ndv In which county do you reside? Gender Age Groups Education Level Income Level Military Affiliation Racial Background Political Beliefs (Ideology) Political Affiliation (Party)
North Country Cross-tabs Participarts "] sefterson | Lewis | oswego Laws’:"ce Male Female 18.39 4059 6069 70+ HSG ci‘il'::e 4+YD é’ o :fg‘;"g;‘; . 1‘;;2’” ves, ain| No e | wnite 81Poc | conservative | Neither | Liberal JRepublican | pemocrat | NIt Rep-
Health care quality Excellent 6.4% 9.8%, | 12.0%, | 53%, | 3% 9.5%, 3.5%, 5.6% 4.7%, 7.8%,, 1.2%, 68%, | 69%, | 52% | 74% | 68% | 4.6% | 209% | 52% | 5% 10.9%, 8.7% 51%, | 58%. | 8.6% 4.6%, 5.2%,
Good 31.6% 28.0%, | 40.0%, | 382%, | 257% | 33.0% | 307% [ 241% 28.6%, 40.1%, 482%, | 327% | 303%, | 338% | 304%, [ 355% | 287% | 31.2% | 315% | 315w | 319% 32.6% 4%, | 305% | 321% | 354% | 20.4%,
Fair 39.4% 39.4%, | 342%, | 394% | 408%, | 372%, | a08%, | 41.4%, 40.3%, 3B6%us | 307%, | 425% | 37.9%, | 387% | M4%, | 362% | 420% | 320% | 397% | 39.2%, | 37.3%, 36.4%, 409%, | 395% | 37.8% | 383% | 409%,
Poor 20.0% 19.4%, | 132%., | 134%, | 206% | 17.4%, | 229% [ 250%, 24.6%, 12.2%, 8.7%, 16.1%, | 223%, | 19.9%, | 19.2%, | 193%, | 21.9%, | 9.2%, | 21.6%, | 21.0% | 163%, 19.9%, 204%, | 212%, | 19.2%, | 19.0%, | 223%,
Don't Know 2.5% 34%, | 08%w | 37% 0.8%, 2.9% 2.0%, 3.8%, 1.8%, 1.7%, 1.2%, 19%, | 27% | 25% | 26% | 22% | 27% | 67% | 20% | 24%, 3.6%, 2.4%, 22%, | 3.0% 2.3%, 3.0%, 2.3%,
Total 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 1000% | 1000% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Unweighted n 2099 588 512 470 529 908 1124 292 658 609 491 328 879 841 488 736 706 122 1898 1896 107 685 972 366 835 544 633
Table 13.NYXTAB “""a’;“rcs‘;‘:‘“sy NY State Larger Regions NY State Smaller Regions (Excluding NYC) Gender Age Groups Education Level Income Level Racial Background Political Beliefs (Ideology) Political Affiliation (Party)
Statewide Cross tabs e Er e e e el e Bl el e e e e ) e R e e S A I A P e e vt el e e g
Health care quality Excellent 15.9% 137%, | 19.6%, | 15.1% | 202%, | 13.8%, 3.7%, 11.9%, 0.0% 2.6% 203%, | 118%, | 260%, | 16.3%, | 154%, | 11.0%, | 154%, | 16.7%., | 26.4%, | 10.7%, | 13.8%, 18.8%, 3%, | 133%, | 18.0%, | 183%, | 111%, 164%, | 165%, | 14.4%, | 18.4%, | 13.9%, 16.5%,
Good 34.2% | 354%., | 395%, | 301%, | 37.4%. | 994%, | 136%, | 417%, | 231%., | 308%. | 41.2%. | 458%, | 34.3%,, | 380% | 304%, | 202%, | 31.0%, | 432%, | 30.4%, | 23.3%, | 30.2%, 39.7%, 27.3%, | 288%, | 420%, | 385%, | 268%, 353%, | 303%, | 359%, | 327%, | 359%, 34.9%,
Fair 29.6% 30.3%, | 264%, | 31.0% | 267%, | 37.5%, | 227%, 30.8%, 38.7%, 48.4%, 24.3%, | 235%, | 287% | 286%, | 31.0% | 309%, | 327%, | 304%, | 23.1%, | 47.0%, | 20.6%, 26.2%, 4.0%, | 303%, | 244%, | 269%, | 345%, 312%, | 326%, | 27.0% | 343%, | 248%, | 30.5%,
Poor 16.3% | 169%., | 113%, | 189%, | 15.6%, | 7.7%, 48.7%, 1BT%, | 251%, | 14.2%, M9%, | 124%, | 107%, | 13.3%, | 183%, | 21.4%, | 17.4%, | 88%, | 9.4%,. | 19.0%., | 203%, 1.4%, 162%, | 252%, | 98%, | 11.0% | 252%, 146%, | 169%, | 167%, | 17%, | 21.7%, 9.9%,
Don't Know 4.1% 3.8%, 32%, | 49%, | 21%., | 19%, | 11.3%, 19%, 13.0%, 29%,5 2.3%,5 68% | 02% | 38% | 50%, | 74% | 35%, | 12% | 20%. | oo% 6.1%, 3.9%, a2%, | 24% 5.8%, 5.4%, 2.5%, 2.5%, 37% | 62% | 29%, | 37% 8.2%,
Total 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% [ 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Unweighted n 1106 536 292 279 108 84 46 90 37 72 99 138 154 441 473 95 315 240 283 67 261 601 167 287 430 744 171 248 347 337 257 434 216
Table 14.NCXTAB — Co:::i:‘vo;‘:ndv In which county do you reside? Gender Age Groups Education Level Income Level Military Affiliation Racial Background Political Beliefs (Ideology) cal Affiliation (Party)
North Country Cross-tabs Participarts "] sefterson oswego | St | wae Female 1839 4059 60-69 70+ Hse | ome | 4svD é’ o | Svonons | sionmo || N | white | sipoc ] conservative| either | Liberat Democrat | NoINer Rep-
[Access to higher Excellent 18.8% 18.4%, 139%,, | 274%, | 18.8%, 19.0%, 17.3%, 7%, 200%,, | 244%, | 16.1%, | 162%, | 269%, | 18.4%, | 17.9%, | 19.8%, | 242%, | 18.2%, | 18.8%, | 18.4%, 7.7%, 3%, | 24.6%, | 17.6% | 264%, | 154%,
education Good 437% | 42.3%., 456%, | 459%. | 438%, | a20%, | se7%, 4410%, | 405%,. | 542% | 308% | 459%, | a1.5% | 397%, | are%, | 42.9%. | 30.7% | 446%, | a42%, | 358%, 519%, | 402%, | 39.8%, | 49.8%, | 366%, | 420%,
Fair 251% | 283%., 242%,c | 206% | 256%, | 250% | 302%, | 263%. | 205%. 143% | 308%, | 256% | 19.5%, | 288%, | 23.6% | 240% | 200% | 253%, | 265% | 337%, 20.2%, 28.8%, | 23.6%.p | 223%, | 256% | 27.6%,
Poor 8.0% 7.0%, 9.5%, 4.0%, 7.3%, 9.0%, 11.5%, 9.4% 3.3%, 24%, 7% | 9% | 84% | 7.6% | 67% | 95% | 97w | sow, | s3% 6.9% 56%, 7%, | 8A%u | 63%. | 84%., | 10.0%,
Don't Know 4.3% 3.9%. 6.7%, 2.1%; 4.5%, 4.1%, 4.3%, 3.4%, 5.8%, 5.0%, 9.7%, 2.8%, 3.7%s 5.6%, 4.0%, 3.8%, 11.5%, 3.7%p 4.2%, 5.2%, 4.7%, 4.1%, 3.8%, 4.1%, 3.0%, 5.4%,
Total 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Unweighted n 2101 590 470 528 911 1123 292 657 612 491 331 881 838 490 738 704 123 1899 1896 107 687 971 367 835 545 634
Table 14.NYXTAB “""a’;“rcs‘;‘:‘“sy NY State Larger Regions NY State Smaller Regions (Excluding NYC) Gender Age Groups Education Level Income Level Racial Background Political Beliefs (Ideology) Political Affiliation (Party)
Statewide Cross tabs inNovember | Upstate | W& Nve "'zi"y""‘ Western | finger | Southern | Central Now| Mv";:f;" C.::::y s:g"“"r: | oms, Man | Woman | 1839 | a40s9 | 6060 70+ HsG cs;:::e 4+YD sg‘; o :fgé"g;‘; 31‘;;;'“0 White BIPOC o Neithor | Liberal | R%PUPNC? | pomocrat | Nelthor Rep-
[Access to higher Excellent 23.7% 20.6%, | 20.7% | 228% | 245%, | 28.0%, 9.2%, 21.5%, 1.6%, 15.8%, 234%, | 256%, | 29.3%, | 22.0%, | 237%, | 17.6%, | 23.6%. | 25.6%. | 30.5%, | 102%, | 17.4%, 31.2%, 154%, | 17.8%, | 294%, | 26.7%, | 162%, 23.2%, | 24.3%, | 209%, | 25.5%, | 21.7%, 24.2%,
ducation Good 36.7% 49%, | 353%,, | 336%, | 519%, | 221%, | 44.0%, | 525%, | 519% | 258% | 441%., | 388%., | 324%, | 40.0% | 36.0%, | seaw, | 362%, | 363% | 41.7%, | 26.4%, | 39.3%, 384%,, | 28.4%, | 383%, | 424%, | 418%, | 305% | 364%, | 325%, | 427%, | 36.6%, | 39.7%, 36.6%,
Fair 21.8% 208%, | 224%, | 20.4%, | 1.0%, | 355%, | 107%, | 200% | 282%. | 334% | 20.2%. | 165%., | 27.3%, | 218% | 205%, | 27.0% | 226%, | 208%., | 10.1%, | 464%, | 209%, 16.4%, 28.4%, | 259%, | 152%, | 168%, | 29.9%, 228%, | 21.5%, | 218%, | 202%, | 19.6%, 224%,
Poor 10.6% 108%, | 75% | 127% | 93%, | 132%.. | 263%, | 27%, 7.3%, 164%,, | T0% | 83%. | 68%, | 7.9% | 138%, | 146%, | 106%, | 06%, | 52%, | 104%, | 131%, 8.9%, 195%, | 124%, | 5% | 7.7%, 16.6%, 86%, | 143%, | 91% | 108%, | 127%, 6.7%,
Don't Know 7.2% 0%, | A%, | 95%, | 3.3%, 1.2%, 9.9%, 3.2%, 0.9%, 8.6%, 4.5%, 108%, | 4%, | 83% | 60% | 44% | 7%, | 7.8%, | 125% | 7.0%, 9.3%, 51%, 83%, | 55%, 7.3%, 7.4% 6.8%, 8.9%, 75%, | s4%, | 68%, | 63% 10.3%,
Total 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Unweighted n 1110 537 295 280 107 85 46 91 37 72 99 139 156 442 473 95 312 243 284 67 260 603 167 289 429 746 170 249 345 339 257 435 216
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Table 15.NCXTAB — < “"‘"";‘:‘d In which county do you reside? Gender Age Groups Education Level Income Level Military Affiliation Racial Background Political Beliefs (Ideology) n (Party)
b ountry Study
u Participants in N ¥ ) . Some Upto | $50,001- | Over |Yes, AMin| No AMin N N N - N Neither Rep.
North Country Cross-tabs ! Jefferson | Lewis | Oswego | _=- | wale Female 18-39 40-59 60-69 70+ HSG Colloge | 4*YD s50000 | $100.000 | 100000 L o White BIPOC | Conservative | Neither | Liberal JRepublican | Democrat | N 0" ™
Public outdoor Excellent 25.5% 21.5%, 30.6%, 26.2%, 27.5%, 29.8%, 21.4%, 24.7%, 25.6%, 25.2%, 27.2%, 19.5%, | 232%, | 347%, | 19.6%, | 227%, | 321%, | 28.3%, | 24.9%, | 259%, 18.3%, 25.3%, 24.8%, 25.9%, 27.1%, 24.9%, 23.6%,
;‘:;;‘:“:‘" 'Es Good 39.1% 44.0%, | 404%,, | 39.3%., | 33.5%, | 41.2%, 36.7%, 37.3%, 35.6%, 43.0%, 46.4%, 6%, | 37.9%, | 40.2%, | 36.4%, | 43.6%, | 37.2%, | 39.2%, | 389%, | 39.1%, 39.0%, 441%, 36.5%, | 38.8%., | 39.6%, | 37.9%, 39.1%,
Fair 23.7% 20.5%, | 214%, | 213%, | 262%, | 19.9%, 22.7%, | 22.8%, 28.4%, 23.5%, 18.0%, | 228%., | 265%, | 192%, | 27.8%, | 24.3%., | 21.0% | 260%, | 26.0%, | 23.3%, | 309%, 22.0%, 24.7%, | 259%, | 223%, | 257%, | 250%,
Poor 10.0% 8.4%, 68%, | 107% | 16% | 7.8% 12.2%, 13.9%, 8.8%, 7.3%, 5.3%, 134%, | 1.0%, | 54% | 134% | 7.5%, | 95%. | 45% | 106% | 10.2%, 9.3%, 7.3%, 125%, | 4% | 104%, | 3%, 10.4%,
Don't Know 1.7% 1.6%, 14%, 2.4%, 14%, 1.3%, 24%, 1.3%, 1.7%, 1.0%, 3.2%, 3% | 15%, | 05% | 28% | 20% | 03% | 20% | 16%, | 16%, 2.4%, 1.2%, 16%, | 20% 1.0%, 2.2%, 1.9%,
Total 100.0% | 1000% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 1000% | 1000% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 1000% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Unweighted n 2102 591 512 471 528 911 1124 292 659 612 490 328 881 842 489 737 707 123 1900 1898 106 688 973 366 838 543 634
Table 15.NYXTAB “"" N‘VS 5‘”‘“ NY State Larger Regions NY State Smaller Regions (E Gender Age Groups Education Level Income Level Racial Background ical Beliefs (Ideology) n (Party)
articipants
i in November | Upstate | LI&NYC | New York Finger | Southern |Central New| Mohawk North Capital Mid- Long y ) Some Upto | $50,001- [ Over § § | Republica Neither Rep.
Statewide Cross tabs pood e | Suburbs | oty | Western | (oo e o ey | Coutry | Region | Hudeon | 1ot | M | Woman | 1839 | aoso | eose 70+ HSe | e wvo | b 0 | siovaoo | White | mieoc " Neither | Liberal 42152 | Democrat | NoMer Re
Public outdoor Excellent 23.0% 208%, | 268%, | 224%, | 21.8%, | 21.5%, 6.6%, 23.4%, 1.6%, 20.2%, 31.1%, 27.6%, | 264%, | 20.7%, | 18.6%, | 19.4%, | 225%, | 21.8%, | 323%, | 11.5%, | 185%, 30.0%, 18.0%, | 17.4%, | 27.4%, | 259%, | 17.5%, | 20.8%, | 18.6%, | 28.7%, | 18.8%, | 26.9%, 19.6%,
recreational LS
opportunities Good 34.1% 0%, | 7% | 27.2%, | 476%, | 31.7%, 19.2%, 34.5%, 38.8%, 43.6%, 37.8%, 43.6%, | 402%, | 353%, | 308%, | 290.0%, | 327%, | 406%, | 39.2%, | s27%, | 318%, 35.5%, 36.0%, | 339%, | 31.9%, | 39.4%, | 25.5%, 35.1%, | 30.2%, | 364%, | 353%, | 31.2%, 36.2%,
Fair 25.4% 20.9%, | 20.7%, | 28.0% | 192%, | 28.1%,, | 518%, | 19.4%, | 365%, | 24.5%, 14.8%, 19.6%, | 234%, | 25.3%, | 27.9%, | 27.6%, | 20.8%, | 238%, | 18.5%, | 37.0%, | 28.4%, 21.9%, 23.4%, | 284%, | 27.5%, | 21.9%, | 33.4%, | 28.5%, | 30.6%, | 203%, | 285%, | 26.2%, 20.7%,
Poor .9% 16.1%, | 69%, | 217% | 113%, | 17.6%, 22.4%, 19.3%, 23.4%, 8.8%, 14.8%, TA%, | 7%, | 107% | 21.9%, | 234%, | 146%, | 134%, | 77% | 183%,, | 21.1%, 11.0%, 22.6%, | 18.3%, | 12.6% | 122%, | 22.1%, 131%, | 203%, | 142%, | 14.4%,, | 153%, 23.4%,
15.9% y
Don't Know 1.6% 1.3%, 3.0%, 1.0%, 0.0% 1.0%, 0.0% 41%, 0.0% 2.9%, 1.5%, 24%, | 37% | 10% | 08% | 09% | 04%, | 06% | 23% | 06%, 0.2%, 1.6%, 0%, | 20% 0.5%, 0.6%, 1.4%, 2.6%, 03%, | 4%, | 29% | 04%, 0.0%?
Total 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% ] 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Unweighted n 1111 537 294 281 108 84 46 91 37 72 99 137 157 443 474 95 315 242 284 67 262 603 167 289 431 747 171 249 347 339 258 436 216
"All North . or " e y ” .
Table 16.NCXTAB — ot stndy In which county do you reside? Gender Age Groups Education Level Income Level Wilitary Affiliation Racial Background Political Beliefs (deology) Political Affiliation (Party)
u Participants in . st. g y Some Upto | $50,001- | Over |Yes AMin| No AMin , ; y p N Neither Rep.
North Country Cross-tabs oct 2025 ] Jeferson | Lewis | Oswego | Cv | wale Female 18-39 40-59 60-69 70+ HSG Colloge | 4*YD s50000 | $100.000 | 100000 i o White BIPOC | Conservative | Neither | Liberal JRepublican | Democrat | "% 17 *
Quality of the Excellent 18.7% 19.2%,p | 28.0%, 17.3%, | 17.3%c | 24.2%, 13.4%, 15.0%, 21.0% 19.3%, 22.9%, 16.8%, 15.9%, | 26.3%, | 147%, | 16.4%, | 24.4%, | 28.8%, | 17.8%, [ 18.5%, 18.4%, 21.2%, 16.8%, 19.3%, 21.0%, | 19.2%,, 16.0%,
environment Good 50.5% 4T4%, | 549%, | 51.3%, | 515%, | 49.4% 51.7%, 45.3%, 50.2%,1 55.5%; 57.9%,. | 48.7%, | 48.7%, | 54.9%, | 47.8%, | 50.2%, | 544%, | 43.2%, | 50.8%, | 51.3%, 43.5%, 55.5%, 46.0%, | 55.0%, | 514%, | 50.8%, 49.2%,
Fair 24.5% 20.9%, | 141%, | 259%, | 254%, | 220%, 26.6%, 31.0%, 22.2%, 21.0%, 156%, | 26.0%, | 283%, | 146%, | 28.9%, | 25.4%, | 182%, | 225%, | 267%, | 238%, | 30.0%, 19.9%, 283%, | 211%, | 220%, | 236%., | 27.8%,
Poor 5.5% 7.2%, 1.8%, 4.3%, 5.9%, 4.0% 7.0%, 7.6% 6.0% 3.3%u 24%, 68% | 63% | 33% | 7.6% | 7.0% | 30% | 22% | eow | s7% 5.8%, 34% TT% | 39%, 5.6% 56%, 5.8%,
Don't Know 0.9% 1.3%, 1.2% 1.2%, 0.2%, 0.5%, 1.3%, 11%, 0.6%, 0.8%, 1.5%, 7% | 07% | 08% | 10% | 14% | 03% | 33% | 07% | 07%, 2.3%, 0.3% 13%, | 08%, 0.4%, 0.8% 1.2%,
Total 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% [ 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% [ 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Unweighted n 2098 592 512 466 528 910 1121 295 657 609 488 332 878 837 489 737 705 124 1896 1893 107 685 972 365 833 543 635
Table 16.NYXTAB “"" N‘VS 5‘”‘“ NY State Larger Regions NY State Smaller Regions (Excluding NYC) Gender Age Groups Education Level Income Level Racial Background Political Beliefs (Ideology) Political Affiliation (Party)
articipants
i in November | Upstate | LI&NYC | New York Finger | Southern |Central New| Mohawk North Capital Mid- Long y ) Some Upto | $50,001- [ Over § § | Republica Neither Rep.
Statewide Cross tabs Counties | Suburbs | city | WS | Lakes Tier York Valley Country | Region | Hudson | Istand Man | Woman | 1830 | 4059 | 606 o Hse College o 550,000 | $100.000 | s100.000 | White Bipoc e Neither | Liberal n__ | Pemeerat] ot pem.
Quality of the Excellent 14.1% 16.1%, | 16.7%, | 114%, | 8.3%, | 19.7%,, | 6.6%, 1.6%, 36.8%, 20.8%,y | 1T4%p | 1640%, | 16.7%, | 114%, | 15.0%, | 13.0%, | 11.7%, | 157%, | 129%, | 12.7%, 15.6%, 14.9%, | 100%, | 14.4%, | 129%, | 14.8%, 16.0%, | 13.0%, | 13.6%, | 12.9%, | 123%, 14.4%,
environment
Good 37.5% 42.0%, | 524%, | 250% | 433%,0, | 37.3%,. | 20.9%, 38.6%a40 | IT.%ae | 458%.00 | 65.0% | 416%,c. | 36.3%, | 336%, | 200%, | 327%,, | 40.7%, | s04% | 27.0% | 34.6%, 38.6%, 27.8%, | 326%, | 427% | 44.1%, | 22.5%, 43.4%, | 31.9%, | 33.9%, | 48.6%, | 304%, 40.2%,
Fair 3% 30.5%, | 20.7%, | 402% | 327%, | 416%, | 28.3%, | 31.4%, | 389%, | 13.9%, | 19.9%, | 139%, | 281%,, | 327%, | 353%, | 353%., | 38.1%, | 305%,, | 238%, | 40.2%, | 34.5%, 31.0%, 36.9%, | 377%, | 30.0% | 31.0% | 39.1%, 27.6%, | 374%, | 341%, | 268%, | 382%, 27.9%,
32.3% y y y
Poor 15.4% 109%, | 84%, | 232% | 149%.co| 14%pc | 340% | 28%q0r | 108%.cae | 10.2%uca0 | 95%ucae | 26% | 13A%.co| 144%, | 18.6%, | 204%, | 157%, | 142%, | 104%, | 17.9%, | 18.2%, 13.9%, 19.2%, | 187%, | 127% | 11.5%, | 22.6%, 125%, | 17.3%, | 17.6%, | 11.0%, | 18.2%, 17.3%,
Don't Know 0.7% 0.5%, 1.1%, 0.5%, 0.7%, 0.0%? 1.2%, 11%, 0.0%? 1.4%, 0.0%? 11%, 1.1%, 0.2%, 14%, 0.6%, 0.4%, 1.9%, 0.0%* 21%, 0.0%? 0.9%, 1.2%, 1.0%, 0.1%, 0.5%, 1.0%, 0.5%, 0.7%, 0.7%, 0.7%, 1.0%, 0.1%,
Total 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% ] 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Unweighted n 1109 537 294 279 108 84 46 90 37 73 99 138 156 442 471 95 314 241 282 67 262 599 165 288 430 745 170 249 345 337 258 433 215
"All North . or " y .
Table 17.NCXTAB — Comntn stady In which county do you reside? Gender Age Groups Education Level Income Level Wilitary Affiliation Racial Background Political Beliefs (deology) cal Affiliation (Party)
u Participants in t ) . Some Upto | $50,001- | Over |Yes, AMin| No AMin " R § p Neither Rep.
North Country Cross-tabs oct 2025 | ] Jefrerson Oswego | = o] Male Female 1839 4059 6069 70+ M6 | Covege | " | ssv000 | sto0.000 | st00000 | e o White BIPOC | Conservative | Neither | Liberal Democrat | ¢ 10" e
[County government  Excellent 4.0% 6.0%, 22%, | 34%., | 55% 2.2%, 5.7%, 2.3%, 2.8%,, 37%.0 46%, | 36% | 3.9%, | 45% | 32%, | 4A%, | 15.3%, | 28%, | 3.4% 6.3%, 3.6%, 4%, 3.0%, 2.4%, 3.6%.
Good 26.6% 27.4%, 27.6%, | 23.6%, | 25.7%, 27.2%, 17.2%, 27.4%, 32.4%, 42.3%, 18.0%, | 263%, | 33.2% | 214%, | 27.5%, | 30.0%, | 192%, | 267%, | 27.5%, | 18.7%, 34.3%, 229%, | 226%, | 30.7%, | 260%., | 221%,
Fair 37.2% 38.0%, 35.2%, | 38.7% | 34.8%, 39.4%, 36.2%, 38.8%, 39.9%, 34.0%, 38.6%, | 37.6% | 352%, | 36.6% | 37.8% | 37.5% | 31.0% | 37.8%, | srew, | s21%, 39.1%, 35.9%, | 386%, | 393% | 343%, | 37.2%,
Poor 21.4% 15.4%, 229%, | 257%.c | 24.4%, 18.4%, | 20.9%,, 25.8%, 21.0%, 142%, | 235%, | 223%, | 17.9%, | 25.6%, | 19.0% | 209%, | 9.4%, | 228%, | 200%, | 28.4%, 16.0%, 208%, | 212%, | 174%, | 260%, | 23.2%,
Don't Know 10.9% 13.5%, 124%, | 85%, | 9.5%, 12.8%, 20.1%, 5.8%, 4.3%, 5.8%, 15.2%, | 102%, | 98% | 124% | 124%, | 75%, | 251%, | 99% | 106%, | 145%, 7.0%, 122%, | 144%, | 7.6% | 11.6%, | 14.0%,
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% [ 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% [ 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Unweighted n 2098 589 470 527 911 1120 293 657 610 489 329 879 839 490 737 704 122 1897 1894 107 685 972 366 835 543 634
Table 177.NYXTAB “"" N‘VS 5‘”‘“ NY State Larger Regions NY State Smaller Regions (Excluding NYC) Gender Age Groups Education Level Income Level Racial Background Political Beliefs (Ideology) Political Affiliation (Party)
- articipants
i in November | Upstate | LI&NYC | New York Finger | Southern |Central New| Mohawk North Capital Mid- Long y ) Some Upto | $50,001- [ Over § § | Republica Neither Rep.
Statewide Cross tabs pood Subrbs | oty ] Western | Ly e o ahey Country Fegion | Hatison | lotnt Man | Woman | 18:39 40-59 6069 70+ HSG cotese 4+YD o000 | Srono0n | sionaoo | White BIPOC " Neither | Liberal " Democrat | MoINer R
[County government  Excellent 71% 44%, | 140%, | 46%, | 6A%, | 22% 0.5%,, 3.6%, 5.4%, 1.3% T6% | 8.2% | 187%, | 11.0%, | 40%, | 8.7% | 7.0%, | 22% | 10.3%, | 205%, 8.0%, 3.3% 13.4%, | 3.8%, 4.4%, 6.3%, 9.1%, 9.0%, 5.9%, | 79% | 67% | 46%, 4.5%,
Good 28.4% 24.7%, | 35.5%, | 265% | 283%, | 200%, 14.9%, 27.5%, 21.2%, 35.6%, 31.4%, 38.8%, | 327%, | 24.2%, | 30A%, | 216%, | 267%,c | 38.3%, | 355% | 249%,, | 227%, 32.7%, 23.6%, | 303%, | 20.7%, | 205%, | 24.5%, 25.0% | 245% | 323%, | 27.4%,, | 328%, 23.2%,
Fair 29.7% 307%, | 24.1%, | 260% | 445%, | 48.1%, | 20.0%, | 348%, | 19.3%, | 434%, 424%, | 30.6%, | 18.8%, | 27.2%, | 20.6%, | 228%, | 31.9%, | 35.9%, | 27.4%, | 27.0%, | 20.3%, 28.5%, 2.7%, | A%, | 34.0% | 333%, | 20.7% 257%, | 283% | 30.8%, | 353%, | 27.0% 27.8%,
Poor 23.8% 7%, | 200%, | 27.9%, [214%.co0| 139%.0 | 4T4%c | 226%.c00 | 35.0%ice0 | 11.5%icar | 152%na | 153%e | 28.9%.cac| 30.9%, | 19.5%, | 282%, | 28.4%, | 17.9%, | 187%, | 229%, | 27.8%, 23.0%, 25.8%, | 272%, | 240% | 19.8%, | 34.1%, 35%, | 20.0%, | 168%, | 264%, | 24.2%, 27.2%,
Don't Know 11.1% 9.6%, | 64%, | 150%, | 48%, | 158%, 13.1%, 11.4%, 19.2%, 8.5%, 3.5%, TA%, | 59%, | 68%, | 158%, | 187%, | 8.0% | 57% | 8.0% | 47% | 121%, 12.5%, US%, | 7% | 99% | 112% | 10.6%, 8.8%, 124%, | 122% | 45%, | 11.4%, 17.2%,
Total 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% ] 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Unweighted n 1110 537 295 279 108 83 46 91 37 73 99 138 157 442 474 95 314 242 284 67 262 602 167 289 430 747 170 248 347 339 257 436 216
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"All North . or " . "
Table 18.NCXTAB — Comntn stndy In which county do you reside? Gender Age Groups Education Level Income Level Wilitary Affiliation Racial Background Political Beliefs (Ideology) n (Party)
u Participants in . st. g y Some Upto | $50,001- | Over |Yes, AMin| No AMin , ; y p N Neither Rep.

North Country Cross-tabs oct 2025 ] Jeferson | Lewis | Oswego | Cv | wale Female 18-39 40-59 60-69 70+ HSG Colloge | 4*YD s50000 | $100.000 | 100000 L o White BIPOC | Conservative | Neither | Liberal JRepublican | Democrat | N 0" ™
City, Town, and Village Excellent 4.7% 6.2%, 6.1%, 3.4%, 4.2%, 5.0%, 4.4%, 5.6% 3.8%, 4.6%, 4%, 50%, | 50%, | 38% | 52%, | 43% | 45%, | 10.8%, | 40%, | 4.4%, 5.5%, 32%, 60%, | 22% 5.1%, 34%, 4.7%,
[Town Government Good 26.5% 26.7%, | 368%, | 27.6%. | 227% | 26.9%, 26.0%, 17.8%, 29.5%, 26.7%, 40.5%, 23.6%, | 233%, | 345%, | 234%, | 239%, | 311%, | 212%, | 262%, | 27.4%, | 168%, 33.7%, 220%, | 252%, | 30.6% | 258%. | 21.7%,

Fair 37.6% 364%, | 345% | 36.0% | 413%, | 356% | 401% [ 405%, 36.0%, 38.4%, 346%, | 353% | 395%, | 36.4% | 354%, | 41.9%, | 37.0%., | 328% | 387% | 389% | 31.1%, 37.3%, 385%, | 39.0% | 37.0% | 368% | 40.4%,

Poor 21.0% 15.3%, | 175%. | 21.8%, | 266%. | 228%, | 18.4%, | 185%. | 26.4%, 22.9%, 136%, | 194%., | 23.0%, | 17.3%, | 229%, | 10.0%, | 205%, | 87%, | 221%, | 203%, | 264%, 18.2%, 228%, | 195%, | 19.5% | 223%, | 21.6%,

Don't Know 10.2% 15.4%, | 5A%c | M2%. | 52% 9.8%, 1.1%, 17.5%, 4.6%, 7.3%, 7A%, 17.0%, | 91%, | 83% | 135% | 109%, | 7.0% | 264%, | 0.0% | e2%, 20.2%, 7.5%, 07% | 141%, | 7.8% | 17%., | 11.9%,

Total 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 1000% | 1000% | 1000% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%

Unweighted n 2095 586 511 470 528 910 1118 292 656 608 490 328 877 839 488 736 704 121 1895 1893 106 685 570 365 833 542 634

All NYS Study NY State Larger Regions NY State Smaller Regions (E Gender Age Groups Education Level Income Level Racial Background ical Beliefs (Ideolog n (Pai

Table 18NYXTAB (RN s wors e G B tatoon e

i in November | Upstate | LI&NYC | New York Finger | Southern |Central New| Mohawk North Capital Mid- Long y ) Some Upto | $50,001- | Over § i p Republica Neither Rep.
Statewide Cross tabs pood e | Suburbs | oty | Western | (oo e o ey | Coutry | Region | Hudeon | 1ot | M | Woman | 1839 | aoso | eose 70+ HSe | e wvo | b 0 | siovaoo | White | mieoc " Neither | Liberal 42152 | Democrat | NoMer Re
City, Town, and Village  Excellent 10.1% 5.8%, 19.8%, 7.2%, 7-2%u 3.6% 1.0%, 5.6%, 1.8%, 1.5%a 124%,, | 16.6%., | 224%, | 14.2%, 6.8%; 10.5%, 10.8%, 8.5%, 10.4%, | 20.8%, 10.4%, 7.4%, 15.8%, 5.5%; 8.8%, 8.7%, 13.2% 13.9%, 73%, | MA%, | 11.6%, 7.7%, 5.8%,
Town Government

Good 31.7% | 384%. | 37.8%, | 266%, | 33.2%,, | 28.3%, | 8.4% 422%, | 254%, | 562%c | 393%. | 43.3%, | 33.4%, | 28.2%, | 322%, | 259%, | 25.1%, | 36.8%, | 44.5%, | 253%,, | 262%, 35.5%, 207%, | 327%, | 341%, | 352%, | 224%, 203%, | 206%, | 316%, | 3a1%, | 3t7%, 28.0%,
Fair 26.4% 27.9%, | 248%, | 263% | 319%, | 197%, 3.3%, | 28.0%, 20.8%, 26.2%, 32.6%, | 227%, | 265%, | 208%, | 31.5%, | 194%, | 333%, | 288%, | 20.7%, | 200%, | 24.4%, 28.7%, 7%, | 275%, | 27.2%, | 275% | 234%, 207%, | 200%,, | 31.0% | 205%, | 20.5%, | 27.6%,,
Poor 22.5% 25.9%, | 141%, | 256%, | 250%.0| 354%. | 467%, | 124%u | 305%.e | 147%ua | 146%ucs | 130% | 150% | 203%, | 17.3%, | 283%, | 240%, | 19.6%, | 17.4%, | 282%, | 28.5%, 18.5%, 28.9%, | 26.6%, | 20.0% | 19.3%, | 32.3%, 28.3%, | 20.7%, | 174% | 200%, | 215%, 21.3%,
Don't Know 9.3% 7.3%, 35%, | 143%, | 26% | 13.0%, 12.7%, 12.1%, 12.9%, 1.5%, 11%, aa%, | 28% | 7.5% | 122%, | 162%, | 59% | 62%, | 63% | 57% 10.4%, 10.0%, 1%, | 7.8%, 9.9%, 9.2%, 9.1%, 78% | 13% | 92%, | 39% | 96% 17.3%,
Total 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Unweighted n 1106 535 296 277 108 83 46 91 37 72 98 139 157 442 472 94 314 241 283 67 260 601 167 286 430 746 168 249 347 335 258 434 214
"All North . or " e . - "
Table 19.NCXTAB — ot stndy In which county do you reside? Gender Age Groups Education Level Income Level Wilitary Affiliation Racial Background Political Beliefs (Ideology) Political Affiliation (Party)
u Participants in . st. g y Some Upto | $50,001- | Over |Yes AMin| No AMin , ; y p N Neither Rep.
North Country Cross-tabs oct 2025 ] Jeferson | Lewis | Oswego | Cv | wale Female 18-39 40-59 60-69 70+ HSG Colloge | 4*YD s50000 | $100.000 | 100000 i o White BIPOC | Conservative | Neither | Liberal JRepublican | Democrat | "% 17 *
Real estate taxes Excellent 1.3% 2.4%, 2.6%, | 1.0%. | 03% 2.0%, 0.7%, 8% 0.3%, 1.0%p 2.8%, 32%, | 0%, | 1A%y | 15%. | 19% | 04%, | 7.3% | 08%, | 1.0%, 2.9%, 1.0%, 6%, | 0.6%, 1%, 0.9%, 1.6%,
Good 9.2% Ma%, | 1.9%, | 83%, 7.6%, 8.4%, 10.6%, 7.5%, 8.9%, 9.8%.1 14.9%, 46% | 8% | 158%, | 100% | 76% | 112% | 98%, | 9o, | oa% 8.2% 6.7% 95%. | 140%, | 85% | 11.0%, 9.1%,
Fair 34.2% 384%, | 388%., | 339%. | 20.0% | 31.9%. | 364% [ 31.4%, 31.4%, 6% | 428%, | 30.6% | 33.0% | 38.0% | 343%, | 363% | 31.1% | 334%, | 34.0% | 346% | 27.3%, 31.4%, 329%, | Ma%, | 316% | 375% | 339%,
Poor 45.1% 325%, | M1.5% | 497% | 535% | 48.9%. | 40.3%, [ 30.9%, 54.4%, 48.6%, 355%, | 485%, | 47.4%, | 37.4%, | 372%, | 457%, | 51.8%, | 17.0% | 47.8%, | 463%, | 383%, 56.8%, 432%, | 31.0% | 535%, | 37.4% | 421%,
Don't Know 10.2% 15.2%, | 52%, | A% | 9.7% 8.9%, 12.0%, 19.7%, 5.2%, 3.0%, 4.0%, 134%, | 10.6%,, | 7.8% | 17.0% | 85% | 55% | 328% | 84w, | 87%, 23.4%, 41%, 129%, | 13.0% | 53% | 13.2% | 13.4%,
Total 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 1000% | 1000% | 1000% | 1000% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Unweighted n 2103 591 514 471 527 913 1123 294 658 612 490 329 881 842 490 739 706 123 1901 1898 107 688 974 366 838 544 635
gt
All NYS Study NY State Larger Regions NY State Smaller Regions (Excluding NYC Gender Age Groups Education Level Income Level Racial Background Political Beliefs (Ideoloy Political Affiliation (Pa
Table 19.NYXTAB (RN s ors Extving VY0 e G B tatoon nw

i in November | Upstate | LI&NYC | New York Finger | Southern |Central New| Mohawk North Capital Mid- Long y ) Some Upto | $50,001- | Over § i p Republica Neither Rep.
Statewide Cross tabs 2025 Counties | Suburbs | City | V¢! | Lakes Tier York Valley Country Region | Hudson | Island Man | Woman | 18-39 40-59 60-69 0+ Hse College 4+ YD $50,000 | $100,000 | s100,000 | White BIPOC e Neither | - Liberal n Democrat | ™o, b,
Real estate taxes Excellent 2.8% 3.4%, 0.9%, 3.6%, 2.8%, 4.4%, 0.5%, 2%, 3.8%, 3.6%, 5.3%, 08%, | 09%, | 19%, | 37% | 35% | 25% | 08% | 38% | 53% 3.4%, 1.5%, 26%, | 2%, 2.0%, 2.0% 4.0%, 0.6% 44%, | 23%. | 24%, | 1.9% 2.0%,

Good 8.9% 138%, | 7.9%, | 59%, | 129%, | 4.2%, 208%, | 220% 8.3%, 13.5%, 17.4%, 6%, | 9.4%, | 122%, | 53% | 119% | 7.3%, | 55% | 9.6% | 82% 7.8%, 10.5%, 105%, | 8.4%, 93%, | 103% 7.1%, 7.7% 37%, | 158% | 7.9% | 9.4% 7.6%,
Fair 26.7% 27.8%, | 28.6%, | 246%, | 208%, | 286%, | 27.0%, | 27.2%, 12.3%, 41.3%, 26.0%, | 359%, | 227%, | 266%, | 27.1%, | 21.0%, | 30.5%, | 27.8%,, | 28.8%, | 26.2%, | 24.4%, 28.5%, 250%, | 285%, | 269%, | 256%, | 26.7%, 28.3%, | 254%, | 262%, | 223%, | 31.2%, 24.7%,
Poor 43.3% 40.8%, | 58.0%, | 359%, | 467%, | 314%, | 37.2%, | 30.9%, | 548%, | 354%, | 43.4%, | 513%, | 63.4%, | 447%, | 43.4%, | 357%, | 47.9%, | 55.0%, | 43.0%, | 424%,, | 52.4%, 36.7%, 336%, | 47.9%, | 463%, | 447%, | 428%, 577%, | 514%, | 265%, | 593%, | 353%, | 47.6%
Don't Know 18.3% 1U2%, | 45%, | 209% | 78%.. | 320%, | 145%c | 8.7%c | 209%., | 6.4% 7% | 58%.c | 35% | 146%, | 206%, | 28.0%, | 118%, | 10.8%, | 147%, | 182%,, | 12.0%, 22.8%, 28.3%, | 140%, | 155%, | 17.3% | 19.4%, 55%, | 152%, | 202% | 8a%, | 222%, | 18.4%,
Total 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% [ 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Unweighted n 1108 538 293 278 108 85 46 91 37 72 99 137 156 443 470 95 311 243 283 67 261 600 167 289 428 748 166 248 345 338 258 431 217
"All North . or " - "
Table 20.NCXTAB — Comntn stady In which county do you reside? Gender Age Groups Education Level Income Level Wilitary Affiliation Racial Background Political Beliefs (Ideology) cal Affliation (Party)
u Participants in st. g y Some Upto | $50,001- | Over |Yes, AMin| No AMin , ; y p N Neither Rep.
North Country Cross-tabs oct 2025 | ] Jefrerson Oswego | = o] Male Female 18-39 40-59 60-69 70+ HSG Colloge | 4*YD s50000 | $100.000 | 100000 i o White BIPOC | Conservative | Neither | Liberal |Repul Democrat | ¢ 10" e
Policing and crime Excellent 7.3% 9.3%, 6.1%, 6.7%, 7.4%, 7.5%, 7.5%q 5.2%, 6.5%,, 1.5%, 6.9%, | 52% | 119% | 65% | 74%, | 7.0% | 11.9% | 67% | 68% 8.4%, 7.4% 63%, | 8.7% 6.7%, 9.3%, 6.1%,
contro! Good 35.8% | 308%. 3%, | sor%. | 7%, | ssaw, | 2esw. | sesw, | azaw, | asaw, | stzw, | sesw, | azaw, | stew, | ez | 35w, | 244w, | sesw, | anaw, | 225%, 7%, | 339%, | 86w, | 7%, | stew, | 4w,
Fair 34.0% 32.6%, 34.5%, | 356%, | 338%, | 344%, | 338%, 35.9%, 35.2%, 204%, | 345%, | 345%, | 325% | 361% | 31.3% | 346%, | 344%, | 3a4%, | 3a2%, | 353%, 32.1%, 357%, | 330% | 332% | 402%, | 31.6%,
Poor 19.9% | 16.3%., 202%,. | 258%. | 19.6%, 19.4%, | 228%, 21.8%, 13.9%, 135%, | 21.2%, | 234% | 11.0%, | 208%, | 213%, | 18.4%, | 127%, | 205%, | 195%, | 228%, 20.5%, 202%, | 17.4%, | 205%, | 165%, | 21.3%,
Don't Know 3.0% 7.0%, 5%, | 14% 2.8%, 3.4%, 61%, 0.7%, 2.0%, 1.6%, 58%, | 26% | 23% | 51% | 19% | 1.8%, | 169%, | 18%, | 22%, 10.9%, 2%, 8%, | 22% 19%, | 22%. | 46%
Total 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Unweighted n 2100 590 471 529 911 1122 294 659 610 488 329 880 840 491 738 705 123 1898 1895 107 683 975 367 833 545 637
gt
All NYS Study NY State Larger Regions NY State Smaller Regions (Excluding NYC Gender Age Groups Education Level Income Level Racial Background Political Beliefs (Ideoloy Political Affiliation (Pa
Table 20.NYXTAB Participants ger Rel glons (1 9 NYC) ge Group 9 (deology) (Party)

i in November | Upstate | LI&NYC | New York Finger | Southern |Central New| Mohawk North Capital Mid- Long y ) Some Upto | $50,001- | Over § i p Republica Neither Rep.
Statewide Cross tabs 2025 s | suburbs | city | WSt | akes Tier York Valley Country | Region | Hudson | Istand Man | Woman | 1830 | 4059 | 6060 o Hse College o 550,000 | 5100000 | s100.000 | White Bipoc e Neither | Liberal n_ | Pemoerat] “or pem.
Policing and crime Excellent 13.0% 10.5%, | 25.8%, | 6.6% 9.5%, | 20.6%, | 1.5%, 5.3%, 5.3%, 5.2%, 13M%y | 20.9%., | 29.0%, | 18.5%, | 91%, | 13.3%, | 13.0%, | 14.1%, | 14.6%, | 199%, | 15.3%, 10.4%, 205%, | 44%, | 14.6%, | 134%, | 149%, 8%, | 123%, | 1.9% | 160% | 9.2%, | 128%,
control

Good 35.7% | 352%. | 424%, | 31.9%, | 321%, | 319%, 32.2%, 38.8%, 31.3%, 38.4%, 414%, | 50.3%, | 358%, | 332%, | 35.9%, | 30.9%., | 27.8%, | 414%.. | 481% | 27.9%,, | 20.7%, 40.0%, 27.4%, | 354%, | 365%, | 40.4%, | 245%, 318%, | 315%, | 38.9% | 36.4%, | 36.5%, 33.4%,
Fair 29.7% 3NT%, | 207%, | 340%, | 360%, | 382%, | 22.5%, | 328%, | 315%, | 204%, | 27.9%, | 159%, | 247%,, | 266%, | 33.9%, | 346w, | 33.4%, | 242%, | 225%, | 31.2%, | 20.3%, 31.5%, 284%, | 323%, | 321%, | 306%, | 20.6%, 27.6%, | 20.8%, | 335%, | 245%, | 30.6%,, | 38.8%,
Poor 18.3% 7.9%, | T6%, | 253% | 205%, | 72%, | 305%, | 13.6%, | 20.3%, 32.0%, 16.6%, | 6.6%, | 83%,. | 17.5% | 185%, | 17.4%, | 218%, | 18.6%, | 129%, | 173%, | 21.4%, 156%, | 208%., | 239%, | 13.4%, | 124%, | 28.4%, 202%, | 234%, | 118% | 19.8%, | 209%, 10.6%,
Don't Know 3.3% 4.7%, 35%, | 22%, 2.0%, 2%, 13.3%, 9.5%, 1M.7%, 4.3%, 1.0%, 53%, | 24%, | a2%, | 26%, | 38w, | 44%, | 7%, | 19%, | 37% 4.3%, 2.4%, 29%, | 4.0%, 3.3%, 3.5%, 2.7%, 2.3%, 34%, | 39%, | s4%, | 28% 4.3%,
Total 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Unweighted n 1109 537 293 279 108 85 45 91 37 72 99 138 155 442 473 95 313 243 283 67 261 602 166 289 430 747 169 249 347 337 258 435 216
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Table 21.NCXTAB — Al North —
N Country Study In which county do you reside? Gender
orth Country Cross-tabs Participants in| | y Age Groups Education Level
- - ferson ewis | Oswe : evel L
Avaiability of 9o0d 1ob5 Excetiont 0 90 | Lowrence | M Femate | 1839 20 ncome Level Military Affiliation | Racial Back
R 0% YT =T e = 50 6069 o oo Soms s T T o ackground Political Beliefs (Ideology)
ood 14.2% \ I 4% 6%, 2%, 0.6% 3.2% College ,001- ver | Yes, AMin| No AMin n (Party)
2% 16.8%, 17.8% 16.1% i -2%a 1.2%, 1.3% $50,000 | $100,000 | §- i
) %, | e y y ™ oo, m 100,000 | HH White BIPO X y
Fair 34.9% 38.8%, | 37.6% 36.4%, 2. 7/;: 13.5%, 15.6%, 16.2%, 11.5%, 13.5% 16.4% é 3“:: 2.0%, 1.2%, 1.9%, 1.2%, 2.1%, 9.4% 1H1T/ c_fconservative| Notner | vivera fRopuican| pemocrat | NG P
Poor 44.1% e 4% 2 32.4%, 37.2%, 31.2% 5%, 4%, 9%,y | 13.2% 18.0%, 12.79% . -4 1% 1.4%, 4.0%, 2.2% or Dem,
1% 33.3%, | 40.0% 40.6%, " d -2%a 39.7% 35.8%, 32.6% . 0%y 27%, | 146% | 16.1% 15.5%, o » -2%a 1.8%, 1.2%, 2.3%
Don't Know 4.8% = 6%, | 596%: | 457%. 42.4%, 4549 d 6% | 351%. | 334%, | 38.2%. " " 5%, | 141%, | 14.8%, 8.7% 15.7 N 3% 0.9%, 1.8%,
.8% 83%, | 2.4% 4.5% , d 5.1%, 45.3%, 43.2% 40.2% . 2%, | 304%, | 357%a, | 37.9% | 27.3% " > 5.7%, 14.4%, | 11.9% 17.1%, o
Total 100.0% - 5%, | 24%c | 5.3% 4.5% 4.3 ) 2%, | 43.5%. | 47A%, | 37.7%, | 49.7 N N 3%, | 35.5% | 354%, | 34.6% 28.6% . Aoy | 132%ay | 124%,
.0% | 1000% | 1000% | 100.0% | 1 " Seus 2.3%, 6.2% N d T | 407%, | a28%, | a11%, | 265 . 8.6%, | 32.4%, | 359% .
X 00.0% | 1000% " be 10.3%, 61% 4.5 " 3 6.5%, | 46.0%, | 44.4% " an | 36.2%, | 317% 35.5%
Unweighted n 2102 100.0% | 100.0% " - 5%, | 49% | 5.3 " . | 433 38.8% g ]
589 513 re X 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% . 3%an | 58% | 28%, | 21.3% . 8%, | 46.4%, | 47.2%, | 4029
529 914 0.0% 100.0% | 100.0% [ 100.0% " ° 3% 3.4%, 4.0%, 9.4%, o b 2%, 50.4%, 44.4%,
1121 294 658 510 = 328 m ":;" v | 1000 | 100 | woow | oo | oo | woox | so00m 4.6%, 5%, | 3.8%, v | 3 s
1 491 738 a .0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0 " e 8%,
706 123 1900 1897 107 685 975 e Lo
367 836 545
636
Ta ATNYS Stady
ble 21.NYXTAB e
3 tate Small i
Statewide Cross tabs in November | Upstate | LI&NYG | New York : ler Reglons Gender
. 2025 i " inger Souther: A
ot = Suburbs. Western ern [Central New| Moh \ge Groups i
ity of good jobs Excellent Yoy TREETTN :“y Lakes Tier York Voalla:;k Caonn sal"w' Mid- Long Education Level Income Level Racial
N 0% 8%, 8%, L ntr i i i
Good 20.9% 8% 2%, 3.7%, 0% I — Y egion | Hudson | Island Man Woman | 1839 40-59 60-69 200 Some acial Background ical Beliefs (Ideology)
o 9% 20.2%, 24.2%, 19.4%, 26.0% 18.9% posl a 0.0% 1.3%, 0%, | 62% | 126% o - HSG Colioge 4+YD Upto | $50,001- Over n (Party)
i 0.5 0%, 9%, 7%, 19.6%, . a 6%, 4%, %, 5.0%, . $50,000 White BI "
o 2().5 % 27.8%,, | 26.3%, 35.0%, 26.7% 26.2% P ol 1.9%, 7.8%, 32.2%, 21%, | 25.9% asm P o 5.8%, 7.0%, 3.7%, 12.2%, 52%, Yo — > nWoﬂ $100,000 IPOC o Neither | Liberal ||REPUPNCA| b ocrat | Neither Rep.
9.9% 38.5% 25.0¢ e 2% 2%, 24.7% 2. g 5%, A%, 8%, | 17.8% 25.1% -Ean 6%, 9% 6.2%, 2.9 n or D
5% 0%, | 26.8%, | 37.4% . 8% 16.9%, | 30.0%, | 234 . A%, | 27.4%, | 135w, | 18.2% . 9% 9.0%, 7.4% 6.5% =
Don't Know 12.3% A%qy | 379%,, | 4T5%,, | 28.0% 0%, 4%, | 27.5%. | 31.3%, 23.6% N - 2%an 24.4%, 12.0%, 21.2% o % 5.8%, 6.1%, 4.7%
-3% 10.6% 14.6% 12.0% ! 0% 61.0%, 51.3% 30.9% " .6%, | 347%, | 201%., | 30.7% N 2%, | 255%, | 23.0%, 16.4% N 7% 48%,
s 6%, 0%, | 78%, | 13.3% = 9%,y | 209%, | 28.3% 30 = Thap | 181%, | 20.2% 32.4 . e B.4%, | 17.9% | 2
Total 100.0% 3%, 3.6%, 5.7% an 3%, | 342%, | 41.4% o 4% 20.7%, | 20.2% " 6%, | 184%, | 23.0%
0% 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% T 12.4%, 11.8% 17.0 o 4%, | 30.9%, | 27.6% 17.4% N - 2%ap | 34.7%, 30.0% 28.4% o 0%, 21.9%,
- .0% .0% 100.0% 100,04 3 0%, 20.8%, 9.8% . 4% 42.0%, 37.7%, N -4%a 27.7%, 31.8%
Unweighted n 7108 0% | 100.0% | 100.0% o | 0% | t27m | ea o | 2t | 400w | 3 oo | 274% | 329%, | 303
535 295 280 pT 0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% <7 1%, 10.8%, | 11.2%, 20.9% o 1%, 23.5%, 29.4% 36.1 b 3%, 28.8%,
08 85 5 0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% . 9%, | 14.2%, 9.7%, 13.0° " 1% 33.7%, 33.1%, 2.
91 37 T2 .0% | 100.0% | 100.0% [ 100.0% . .0%, 18.8%, 7.6% 1 1% 7%, 31.0%, 30.7% 3
97 .0% | 100.0% | 100.0% oo 10.2%; 12.7%, 10.1%, o 2.0%,
138 157 440 rm ™ 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% % 8.2%, 10.7%,, | 15.4%, | 11.6%
313 243 202 - - 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100 o | 113% | 124%,
603 167 288 o .0% .0% 100.0% 100.0%
rm - .0% | 100.0% 100.0%
Table 22.NCXTAB — A North — had 170 248 344 339 257 yery -
North C Country Study In which county do you reside? Gender )
ountry Cross-tabs Participants in| - Age Groups Educati
B P orag | defferson | Lowis | Oswego st. e . cation Level Income Level i it
Excellent o Lawrence emale 18-39 40-59 ry Affiliation Racial Backgrot " y
3.4% 6.7% 33% 60-69 70+ Some ground Political Beliefs (Id
Good 20.9% . u/: 3%, 2.9%, 0.6%, 3.6% 2.9%, 4.2% 1.6% Hse College | 4+ YD é’ ;:o $50,001- Over [Yes, AMin] No AMin (Ideology) Political Affiliation (Party)
.9% 0%, | 2399 19.8% a9 g 2% 6%, EXT To% $100,000 | $100,000 Whit
. as . v | 209 . ' s | 43% T HH HH ite | Bipoc |c. i i ;
Palr 33.6% 33.0%, | 444%., | 40.9%, | 23.5% » :/‘. 17.5%, 21.7%, 19.0%, 20.8%, 25.2% 23.3% ; 3%, 2.3%, 5.2%, 19%, | 34%, | 82% 2.8% YT onservative | Neither | Liberal |Republican | Democrat | Neitfer Rep-
oor 40.6% 22.3%, ' -S%e A, | 340, | 2029 o . 2% 3%, | 208%, | 208%, | 21.1% 5 - 2% 8%, 2%, 2.9%, 0% 3 or Dem,
.6% %, | 278%. | 34.6%, | 685 2%, 35.5%, 39.4%, 32.6% " . A%, | 234%, | 195%, | 321%, | 19.9% -0%a 8%ap [ 0.9%; 3.5% 2.2%
Don't Know 1.6% 3 8.5% | 37.9%, 37% o 8%, | 309%, | 30.9% 40.2% ., o | 19.9%, | 214%, | 17.6%, 26.5 . -2%a 3:4%,
6% 3.0% | 0.7% 7% " 3 1%, 43.4%, 35.9% 36.0% . 2%, | 315%. | 33.9%. | 354% | 29.5% y . 6.5%, 201%, | 15.4%, | 245%
Total 100.0% - T | 02% | 23% 0.9% 2.7 . 0%, | 362%, | 44.0%, | 36.5% sy . 5% | 30.5%, | 338%, | 28.9% 34.5% : o | 150%, | 218%,
.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 1 y T 05%, 0.7% & o | ST | S0k | a2 208 . S|S0 | S "
. 100.0% 100.0% " ab 2.0%a 5.3%, 1.0% o . 0.8%, | 42.8%, | 40.5%, o b 33.4%, 36.2% 31.1%
Unweighted n 2098 100.0% 100.0% o . 0% 0.2%, 3.7% o ) 43.9° 33.1%, o )
589 513 w00 . 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% > T%e | 1.3% | 029 9.4% . A%, | 44T%, | 428%, | 3759
527 m 0.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% " g A% | 09%, | 1.0%, 6.7% " d 5% | 45.9%, | 41.0%,
T ey - — 00 o o u:; v | 100.0% | 1000 | 1000% | 1000% | 10n0% | t000% | 1000 0.9%, 20% | 4% | 1%, | 07% 2
. . 100.0% o o : <17
ym = - — — 00.0% | 1000% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% y
T894 05 - o = 100.0%
66 834 544
634
Ta ATNYS Stady
ble 22.NYXTAB e
4 tate i "
Statewide Cross tabs in Novomber | Upstate | LI & NYG | NowYork ; ote Smalr Reglons Excluding 1YE) Gender
[Shoppis Counties | Suburbs i Western inger Southern [Central New| Moh: Age Groups )
PPing opportunities  Excellent TYTE BT T City Lakes Tier York :a,f;k Caonn Capital Mid- Long Education Level \ncome Level -
Good . Wy | 266%, | 182% | 215%., | 35% | Valey | Country | Region | Hudson | istang | Men | Woman | 1830 | 405 | o Racial Backaround Political Beliefs (ideolo
35.1% s.5%, | 306% o oo o, oa 9.9%, 4.5%,, 4.8%,, 21.1%, 28.1% 37.6% 0-69 70+ HSG CST:M 4+YD Upto | $50,001- [ Over 9y) Political Affiliation (Party)
Fair 2349 d 7%, 2%, 7.6%, 19.8%, 38.3% N . 3 1%ap %, | 255%, | 24.4%, | 259%, | 2 ollege $50,000 | $100 White B
o 13.4 % 20.8%, | 17.4%, | 232%, | 262%, | 30.8% o e 3.2%, 21.9%, wwn | w2 | won | sasn | smen | 2% 4%, | 23.4%, | 266%, | 200% | 10.3% 32.3% 17.6%, | 20, Won $100090 s ° Neither | Liberal | RePUPN% | pomograt | Nelther Rep-
6.2% 22.7% 14.0° i e P -1%an 35.1%, 215 B ol 6% 1%, | 36.3% 3 " e 6% A%, | 31.8% ul [
%, 0%, . X %ogpe | AT.T%, 3 7.0%, | 37.8%, " o | 28:3%, 20.2%, LR
Don't Know 0.4% o o 13.4%, | 17.3%,, | 202%,, | 288%,, | 20.5%, | 37.1% e W“ e o | 260%, | 103% | 23.0%, | 240%, | 205%, | 23.7% 27.8% 25.0% 31.1%, 32.6%, 36.5%, 26.7%, | 396%, | 34.7% 35.9% 321% bl ool ol ISl ity 1r.6%
§ 1%, 8%, 03%, " 2 ! Hoa %, 5% | 122%, | 15.5% e % 0%, | 19.0%., |  28.4% s 9%, 1%, 32.7% 33.8% i
Total 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%? 14% 2 d 5%, | 16.0%, | 18.0%, 24.5% N 4% 20.0%, 31.5%, 19.9% " 8%, | 35.3%, | 313%, | 342%
.0% 1000% | 1000% | 100.0% 1%, 0.0% 0.0% 2 3 5%, | 143%, | 11.8% 10.6% 209 " 9%, | 21.7%, | 21.3% 25.4% d 2% 43.4%,
- .0% .0% " . 0% 7%, N b 6%, 9%, . a 4%, 25.5%,,
e 1111 = 2 00 100.0% 100.0% 1000% 100.0% oo gl “:‘ : :.,/ 1.7%, 0.0%2 0.5%, 0.0%2 0.0%? 0.8%, 0.0%? N % 19.7%, 10.5%, 23.6%, | 201%, | 11.8%, 14.5% 21.6% e 26.7%, | 18.4%, | 28.2%, | 23.5%, 21.1%,
708 m s 0% .0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% N . 0.0% 0.0%* 0.0%* 0.6° o -3 6% 19.1%, 14.9% 17. -
91 7 = .0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% . 6%, 0.6%, 0.4% %2 9% 8%, | 17.0%, | 14.5% 18.0%
L 138 157 % .0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100. N 0.0%’ 0.0%* 0.7%, 0.5% a .0%,
43 ey m 3 .0% 100.0% 100.0% N % 0.4%, 0.0% 0.5%
315 241 264 .0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% - S | 0.0% 0.0%"
67 262 .0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% .
il 802 167 288 = T — - 0% | t000% | 00.0% | too.0% | 100.0%
2016 23.NCXTAB —  Joommomuge] ot coumy doyouresaer e T o [ wlw [ w] oo
ry Study reside? “cond:
North Country Cross- Participants in ender Age Groups
oss-tabs Joffers n P Education Level
Guality oT K1z = Oct. 2025 on Oswego | o Male Female . vel Income Level Military Affiliation -
oducation xcellent 10.1% e rence -39 40-59 6069 70 s Some Racial Background Political Beliefs (Ideol
Good 38.5% 38.3%, 62%, | 81% [ 106% | o5%, So% 1% G| college | 40 ;i:’ o T smann | our [Ves AMIn] No A eology) cal Affiliation (Party)
5% 3%, s | 3o ’ 9%, 1% o, e T 100,000 | $100,000 | HH White BIPOC " .
Fair 29.5% a a 37.0%, 40.1%, 36,89 3 8% 9.3%, 1.6% m HH Conservative | Neither | Lil
5% 2%, o " . 6.8%, 38.2%, 38.3% s 6%, 0%, 9.3%, 10.7%, 12.3% iberal Democrat | Neither Rep.
Poor 11.5% 0%, | 343%: | 308%, | 2849 20.9% - 4%, | 373%, | 357 46.0% " . 3%, | 98%, | 10.4%, 6.1% 0% or Dem,
5% 1.6%, 15.0% . 3 0.9%, 29.6%, 30.4%, 25.4% J 0%, | 35.8%, | 391%, | 40.5% 27.8% o N 0% 102%, | 104%, 9.3% -
Don't Know 10.4% 0%, | 107%, | 15%, | 11.4% 126 d 4%, | 28.0%, | 32.3% 24.5% " . 8%, | 30.4%, | 394%, | 346% 9 - Sha | 4%, | 7.8%,
4% 124%, s v . 6%, 13.9%, T0.6% oo 3 5%, | 30.9%, | 20.4%, | 29.7% 029 . 3 39.4%, 3T5%, | 41.5%, 39.8% o
Total 100.0% 5%ap | 98%.y | 10.0%, 10.6% 1079 ] 8%, 126%, | 134%, | 7.3% 12.5% . 2%, | 30.7%, | 29.4%, | 33.7% 27.9% . 8%, | 3T7%, | 37.8%,
.0% | 100.0% 100.0% . 0.7%, 8.2% 10.3% o . o 25%, | 97% | 116%, | 12.9% . 9%, 320%, | 263%, | 29.3%
. 100.0% | 100.0% 5 3% 13.7%, 12.2% o d 9% | 11.4% 11.4% o . 9.3%, | 27.6%, 31.8%
Unweighted n 2098 100.0% 100.0% s 9.5%, 10.6% 10.8Y o a 12.6%, 16.1%, o a
589 & 100.0% 100.0% s 8%ap | 12.5%, 7.5% o o 1% 9.3% 9.6%, o
yery = . 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% o o o | 278% | 88% 9.7% » » 12.9%, 8.3%; 12.0%
910 izt 7o = 00.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% o . o | 130% 8%, | 108%, | 123% . g
610 488 329 878 240 ym 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% a 8.7%, 12.2%, 10.6%,
737 A .0 100.0% | 100.0% " o N
705 122 1897 1894 107 683 o7 0.0% § 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0%
365 834 543
635
Ta ATNYS Stady
ble. 23.NYXTAB Partioimante NY State Larger Regions o
Statewide Cross tabs P T—— e T tate Smaller Regions (Excluding NYC) P
or
TR S 2025 anoree | ety | Western | i Southern [Gentral New]  Mohaw North P ender Age Groups ——
oducation xcellent o es Tier York Valle ) Mid- Long evel Income Level i
% | 5.1% y Countr R e Racial i
Good 43.8% 1% | 15.0%. |  7.5%. 17.0%, 4.9%,, 0.7% 57,,—y 169 n | Hudson | Isiand Man Woman | 1839 40-59 60-69 70+ Hse Some Up t §! o Bt Polica Balfs (deolooy) Political Affiiation (Party)
i 8%, | 256% | 283%, | 2 ) e Tan 8.8%., | 155%., | 264% c 4o plo | 000 | goover -
Fair N a 3%, 6.9%, 28.8%, 33.6% 0 4%, | 11.1%, 11.1%, 9.2% ollege $50,000 | $10( White
o fz.z % 30.3%, | 15.5% | 205%, | 30.9%, | 424%, | 347% 27.5% d 28.2%, 45.4%, 39.1%, a37%, | 440%, | 39.4%, | 27.6%, | 27. ﬂv/’ 12%, | 1.0% | 147%, | 68%, 11.5%, 11.8% 0.1% % Svon o = Notner | wiverar | PSP oamorar | NI
3.7% 13.2% 9.7 ’ s - Toane 5%ape | 14.4% 28.7 " e -G 8%, | 31.8% 38.8% " e 1%, .2%, 11.4%, 11 n or D
s | om, | 160 | ou abe e | 230%ee | 18.0%,. | 135 wo | 38.8%,, | 403%, | 305% 1.2% ) 6%, | 10.4%, 5% | e em.
Don't Know 204% 3 4% | 162%, | 61%,. | 23.4% -+ 0%s.c s | 17.9%, | 256%, | 227% d 2%, 32.6%, 37.8%, | 27.9% s 8%, | 9%, | 149%, | 10.4%
1% 12.8% 9.5% 32.0% : 4%, 36.5%, 7.1% 5.6% %, | 237%, | 21.4%, | 19.0% . 9%, | 340%, | 36.0% 28.6% . 4%a 6%,
3 5% 0%, 16.4%, 6.9% ab 6% 8.4%,. | 10.8% 1 " 0%, 40.0%, 19.7%, 19, o 8%, 31.3%, 30.9%, 36.
Total 100.0% J 9%, 13.3% 10.5% 2 wa | 154%, | 141%, | 16.2% g 6%, | 198%, | 24.3% ) D% | 315%, | 33.2%
.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% o 5%, 20.3%, 12.1%, 13.5 g 2%, | 19.4%, | 10.8% 6.6% " 3%, | 22.6%, | 20.6% 24.7% " o 31:3%,
" 0% .0% 100.0% 100.0¢ s 5%, 14.5%, 5.4% ab 6%, 9.1%, 22.6% o -T%a 23.0%,p 25.7%
Unweighted n 1110 0% 100.0% 100.0% oa 16.3%, | 21.6% 24, d 9.7%, 12.1% 23 & oo | 17-7%, | 25.6%, 20.9
537 296 279 .0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% il 1%, 13.9%; | 18.0%, 19.4% i 2% 11.0%, 13.8%, 15, -07%0 .9%, 21.8%,
708 m - 0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 4%as | 46%, 15.0% 263 . 2%, 233%, | 152% 8.
%0 o - .0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% o 3%, 204%, | 153%, | 21.0% o 9% | 207%, | 124% 16.1%
9 139 157 yy .0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100. N 0%, | 18.1%, 21.1%, 9.8% » 1%
42 ey m 3 .0% 100.0% 100.0% . 8%, 16.4%, | 28.2% 7.3%
314 241 255 .0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% b 3% 23.2%, 23.1%
o o0 .0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% "
602 167 286 431 746 169 2 e L e KAL)
49 347 336 258 434 215
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"All North . or " y .
Table 24.NCXTAB — Comntn stndy In which county do you reside? Gender Age Groups Education Level Income Level Wilitary Affiliation Racial Background Political Beliefs (deology) n (Party)
u Participants in N ¥ ) . Some Upto | $50,001- | Over |Yes, AMin| No AMin N N N - N Neither Rep.

North Country Cross-tabs Jefferson | Lewis | Oswego | _=- | wale Female 18-39 40-59 60-69 70+ HSG Colloge | 4*YD s50000 | $100.000 | 100000 L o White BIPOC | Conservative | Neither | Liberal JRepublican | Democrat | N 0" ™
The overall state of the Excellent 1.5% 3T%, | 23% | 6% | 02% 1.8%, 1.0%, 24%, 0.7%, 1.0%, 1.5%, 25%, | 1%, | 1.2%, | 20% | 14%, | 08%, | 87% | 0.8% | 12% 2.9%, 1.3%, 16%, | 0.6%, 1.4%, 0.9%, 1.6%,
local economy Good 13.4% 16.8%, | 26.6%, | 10.7% 9.7% 15.5%, 11.4%, 12.5%, 10.5%, 14.7%,, 20.6%, 120%, | 1.3%, | 19.1%, | 104%, | 128%, | 165%, | 16.0%, | 129%, | 13.5%, 10.0%, 17.7%, 15%, | 18% | 179%, | 123%, 9.6%,

Fair 42.6% 43.2%a, | 383%y | 4T.3%, | 3TT%, | 44.3%, 40.8%, 38.5%, 42.7%,, 47.3%, ATT%e | 78%, | 41.6%, | 47.8%, | 397%, | 43.0%, | 454%, | 443%, | 425%, | a18%, | 51.9%, 43.6%, 406%, | 469%, | 307%, | 4s1%, | aa5%,

Poor 38.5% 281%, | 319%., | 38.8%, | 503% | 336%, 43.5%, 39.6% 44.3%, 35.8%s 27.6%, | 429% | 423%, | 278%, | 423%. | 403%, | 338%, | 134%, | 412% | 40.2% | 27.3%, 34.4%, 1.6%, | 3T.T%, | 382%, | 37.0% | 405%,

Don't Know 4.0% 8.2%, 0.9%, | 27% 21%, 4.8%, 34%, 7.3%, 1.8%, 1.2%, 27%, a8%, | 37% | 41% | 56% | 25%, | 38%. | 17.9% | 27% | 33%, 7.9%, 3.0% 4%, | 3.0% 2.8%, 5.6%; 3.8%.

Total 100.0% | 1000% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 1000% | 1000% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 1000% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%

Unweighted n 2098 591 511 469 527 909 1122 295 657 611 486 331 879 837 489 736 704 124 1895 1893 107 683 974 365 833 542 636

All NYS Study NY State Larger Regions NY State Smaller Regions (E Gender Age Groups Education Level Income Level Racial Background ical Beliefs (Ideolog n (Pai

Table 24.NYXTAB Participants ger Rel glons (1 ge Group 9 (deology) (Party)

i in November | Upstate | LI&NYC | New York Finger | Southern |Central New| Mohawk North Capital Mid- Long y ) Some Upto | $50,001- [ Over § § | Republica Neither Rep.
Statewide Cross tabs pood e | Suburbs | oty | Western | (oo e o ey | Coutry | Region | Hudeon | 1ot | M | Woman | 1839 | aoso | eose 70+ HSe | e wvo | b 0 | siovaoo | White | mieoc " Neither | Liberal 42152 | Democrat | NoMer Re
The overall state of the  Excellent 5.6% 3.6% 8.4%, 5.3%, 5.8%, 2.8%, 0.0% 1.6% 0.0%* 21%, 6.4%, 3.0%, 12.7%, 8.0%, 4.0%, 9.2%, 5.5%, 21%, 2.5%,, | 10.4%, 5.4%, 5.0%, 8.1%, 4.5%, 3.9%, 4.9%, 7.5%, 8.7%, 4.4%, 5.5% 4.8%, 4.6%, 3.5%,
local econom

Y Good 24.1% 18.5%, | 34.4%, | 216% | 127%, | 18.1%, 5.7%, 16.6%,, | 252%,, | 205%. | 30.2%., | 382% | 31.2%, | 257%, | 220% | 209%, | 19.3%, | 323%, | 304%, | 228%., | 157%, 31.4%, 137%, | 234%, | 207%, | 252%, | 20.4%, 197%, | 264%, | 236%, | 262%, | 226%, 23.4%,
Fair 35.8% 387%, | 5%, | 352% | 399% | 47.7%, 37.0%, 47.6%, 17.6%, 43.2%, 28.9%, 39.2%, | 288%, | 20.3%, | 39.3%, | 31.8%, | 35.2%, | 374%, | 39.2%, | 363%, | 336%, 35.7%, 30.5%, | 314%, | 362%, | 39.0%, | 29.6%, 2%, | 322%, | 403%, | 30.6%, | 37.0%, 40.3%,
Poor 31.5% 36.8%, | 20.7%, | 338%, | 394%. | 30.1%,, | 56.6%, | 31.3% | 57.2%.. | 329%. | 204%, | 164%, | 264%, | 347%, | 321%, | 362%., | 385%, | 257%.. | 228% | 27.8%, | 44.3%, 202%, | 37%,, | 391%, | 28.6% | 28.1%, | 40.9%, BT%, | 353%, | 27.2% | 36.5%, | 322%, 32.2%,
Don't Know 3.0% 2.5%, 2.0%, 4.0%, 2.4%, 1.3%, 0.7%, 3.0%, 0.0% 1.3%, 5.4%, 32%, | 1%, | 23% | 26% | 1%, | 5%, | 28% | 50% | 27%, 0.9%, 37%, 4.0%, 1.6%, 1.6%, 2.8%, 1.6%, 1.7%, 19%, | 34%, | 9%, | 6%, 0.9%,
Total 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% ] 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Unweighted n 1110 537 294 279 108 84 46 90 37 73 99 138 156 441 473 95 313 242 283 67 261 601 166 288 430 746 169 248 347 337 257 435 216
"All North . or " e N ” .
Table 25.NCXTAB — ot stndy In which county do you reside? Gender Age Groups Education Level Income Level Wilitary Affiliation Racial Background Political Beliefs (deology) Political Affiliation (Party)
. Participants in . st. g y Some Upto | $50,001- | Over |Yes AMin| No AMin , ; y p N Neither Rep.
North Country Cross-tabs oct 2025 ] Jeferson | Lewis | Oswego | Cv | wale Female 18-39 40-59 60-69 70+ HSG Colloge | 4*YD s50000 | $100.000 | 100000 i o White BIPOC | Conservative | Neither | Liberal JRepublican | Democrat | "% 17 *
[Availability of care for  Excellent 1.5% 2.7%, 3.3%, 03%, | 2% | 20% 0.8%, 2.7%, 0.2%, 0.6%, 1.3%p 23%, | A.5%, | 0.5%, | 29% | 09%, | 05% | 7.0% | 09%, | 12%, 2.9%, 0.7%, 18%, | 0.7%, 0.8%, 1.0%, 2.1%,
the elderly Good 15.5% 19.5%, | 254%, | 17.3%, | 7.4%, 19.1%, M7%, | 157%. 13.3%, 13.0%, 22.3%, 155%, | 153%, | 159%, | 14.4%, | 164%, | 14.9%, | 235%, | 148%, | 148%, 21.4%, 19.8%, 137%, | 144%., | 17.0%, | 163%, 13.6%,
Fair 29.7% 20.2%, | 338%, | 208% | 200% | 320%, 28.1%, 27.0%, 28.4%, 36.9%, 338%. | 352%. | 299%. | 262%, | 341%, | 28.6%. | 27.4%, | 209%, | 309%, | 30.4%, | 26.3%, 32.0%, 28.6%, | 34%, | 323%, | 298% | 28.0%,
Poor 36.2% 28.4%, | 269%, | 31.2% | 519%, | 27.0%, 45.1%, 32.7%, 40.8%, 36.9%., | 33.8%, | 308%, | 36.9%, | 37.8%, | 34.8%, | 36.6%, | 387% | 15.5% | 38.0% | 37.7% | 23.9% 30.3%, 39.3%, | 362%, | 341%, | 37.7%, | 37.0%,
Don't Know 17.1% 202%, | 10.5%, | 215% | 109%, | 19.9%, 14.4%, 22.0%, 3%, | 12.6%, 8.8%, 16.2%, | 164%, | 19.6%, | 138%, | 17.9%, | 18.4%, | 334%, | 154%, | 1s9%, | 25.4%, 17.2%, 16.6%, | 17.8%, | 158%, | 152%, | 19.3%,
Total 100.0% | 1000% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 1000% | 1000% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 1000% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Unweighted n 2102 591 513 471 527 912 1123 294 656 612 491 330 879 842 489 740 705 123 1900 1897 107 687 974 366 837 545 634
All NYS Study NY State Larger Regions NY State Smaller Regions (Excluding NYC Gender Age Groups Education Level Income Level Racial Background Political Beliefs (Ideoloy Political Affiliation (Pa
Table 25.NYXTAB r e ors Extving VY0 o= Grow E ey nw

i in November | Upstate | LI&NYC | New York Finger | Southern |Central New| Mohawk North Capital Mid- Long y ) Some Upto | $50,001- [ Over § § | Republica Neither Rep.
Statewide Cross tabs Countios | Suburbs | ity | Ve | Loy e o aey Country Fegion | Hatison | lotnt Man | Woman | 18:39 40-59 6069 70+ HSG cotese 4+YD son0a0 | Srono00 | sionaoo | White BIPOC " Neither | Liberal " Democrat | MeIher Re
[Availability of care for  Excellent 6.0% 5.2%, 9.1%, 4.6%, 83%, 4.2%, 0.5%, 5.5%, 0.0%* 34%, 7.0%, 4.2%, 13.4%, 7.2%, 4.4%, 5.9%, 5.5%, 5.2%, 7.3%, 10.2%, 5.9%, 4.8%, 6.9%, 3.7%, 5.1%, 5.1%, 6.9%, 8.0%, 7.2%, 3.0%, 6.0%, 2.8%, 62%,
the elderl

Y Good 22.4% 226%, | 260% | 198% | 329%, | 313%, 8.0%, 19.5%, 10.9%, 14.3%, 17.7%, 25.2%, | 266%, | 23.9%, | 17.3%, | 169%, | 173%,c | 30.6%, | 284%, | 147%, | 225%, 21.5%, 24.5%, | 19.4%, | 19.8%, | 214%, | 20.8%, 200%, | 192%, | 209%, | 257%, | 21.6%, | 14.6%,
Fair 23.8% 27.4%, | 225% | 220% | 280% | 237%, 23.3%, 30.4%, 23.4%, 49.4%, 24.3%, 20.5%, | 209%, | 24.2%, | 243%, | 18.0%, | 262%,, | 26.4%,, | 30.8%, | 314%, | 228%, 23.4%, 26.7%, | 258%, | 21.5%, | 263%, | 21.1%, 207%, | 250% | 223%, | 206%, | 227%, 22.1%,
Poor 22.7% 25.5%, | 14.9%, | 256%, | 151%, | 24.8%,, | 521%, | 155%.c | 523%c | 22.0%, | 242%, | 7%, | 17.5% | 199%, | 27.2%, | 268%., | 27.6%, | 17.5%,, | 156%, | 248%,, | 28.8%, 187%, | 265%., | 28.8%, | 199%, | 206%, | 28.2%, 25.0% | 264%, | 205%, | 18.9%, | 24.6%, 25.5%,
Don't Know 25.2% 19.4%, | 27.5%, | 28.0% | 157%, | 16.0%, 16.0%, 29.0%, 13.8%, 1.3%, 26.9%, 34.5%, | 218%, | 247%, | 268%, | 324%, | 234%,, | 202%, | 184%, | 18.9%, | 200%, 31.9%, 15.3%, | 224%, | 337% | 269%, | 23.0% 18.3%, | 22.5%, | 33.2%, | 19.8%, | 282%,, | 31.6%,
Total 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% ] 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Unweighted n 1110 537 296 279 108 84 46 91 37 73 98 139 157 441 474 95 314 242 283 67 261 602 167 288 430 746 170 249 347 337 258 434 216
"All North . or " N .
Table 26.NCXTAB — Comntn stady In which county do you reside? Gender Age Groups Education Level Income Level Wilitary Affiliation Racial Background Political Beliefs (deology) cal Affiliation (Party)
u Participants in t g y Some Upto | $50,001- | Over |Yes, AMin| No AMin , ; y p Neither Rep.
North Country Cross-tabs oct 2025 | ] Jefrerson Oswego | = o] Male Female 1839 4059 6069 70+ M6 | Covege | " | ssv000 | sto0.000 | st00000 | e o White BIPOC | Conservative | Neither | Liberal Democrat | ¢ 10" e
[Availability of housing  Excellent 2.1% 4.2%, 0.6%, | 1.5%.. | 25% 1.4%, 3.4%, 1%, 1 1% 0% 4%, | 2%, | 20%., | 2% | 21%, | 14%, | 13.5% | 0.9%, | 14%, 7.4%, 1.8%, 2.4%, 1.2%, 1.4%, 2.3%,
Good 18.6% 20.7%, 8%, | 145%, | 224%, 14.9%, 18.0%, 17.4%, 18.8%, 23.4%, 15.0%, | 18.3%,, | 224%, | 13.0% | 18.0%, | 23.3% | 267%, | 17.6%, | 18.4%, | 205%, 23.2%, 1610%, | 18.5%. | 21.6% | 18.2%. | 163%,
Fair 35.7% 33.4%, 35.7%, | 38.7% | 39.2%, 31.9%, 3.7%, 34.6%, 40.5%, 424%, | 374%, | 342%, | 37.2% | 304%, | 36.2%. | 403%, | 284% | 364% | 35.2%, | 39.9%, A%y | 369%, | 20.5% | 37.3%, | 350% | 347%,
Poor 35.1% 30.0%, 38.2%, | 37.2%. | 28.0%, 42.4%, 37.9%, 38.7%, 32.3% 23.9%, | 207% | 39.4%, | 306%, | 457%. | 35.0%, | 27.8% | 13.4%, | 37.4% | 37.3% | 18.9%, 29.0%, 37.0%, | 415% | 7%, | 363%., | 37.9%,
Don't Know 8.6% 10.7%, 7.4%, 8.1%, 7.8%, 9.4%, 9.0%, 8.1%, 7.4%, 9.9%, 140%, | 72% | 7.8% | 88% | 87% | 73% | 183% | 7.8% | 7.9% 13.3%, 8.9% 7.9%, | 9.3% 7.7%, 9.0%, 8.9%,
Total 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 1000% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Unweighted n 2104 591 470 529 912 1125 293 659 611 492 330 882 841 491 738 707 123 1902 1900 106 688 974 367 838 544 636
All NYS Study NY State Larger Regions NY State Smaller Regions (Excluding NYC Gender Age Groups Education Level Income Level Racial Background Political Beliefs (Ideoloy Political Affiliation (Pa
Table 26.NYXTAB Participants ger Rel glons (1 9 NYC) ge Group 9 (ideology) rty)

i in November | Upstate | LI&NYC | New York Finger | Southern |Central New| Mohawk North Capital Mid- Long y ) Some Upto | $50,001- [ Over § § | Republica Neither Rep.
Statewide Cross tabs 2025 suburbs | city | eS| Lakes Tier York Valley Country | Region | Hudson | Istand Man | Woman | 1830 | 4059 | 6060 o Hse College o 550,000 | 5100000 | s100.000 | White Bipoc e Neither | Liberal n_ | Pemoerat] “or pem.
Availability of housing  Excellent 4.8% 1.9%, 9.7% 3.7%, 0.7%, 2.9%, 1.4%,, 1.0%,, 4.5%,, 0.8%,, 2.7%, 2.6%, 15.5%; 8.2%, 2.3%, 7.4%, 5.0%, 2.9%, 3.0%, 17.4%, 3.9%, 3.3%, 8.9%, 1.1%, 4.6%, 3.2%, 8.3%, 7.2%, 5.0%, 4.2%, 5.6%, 2.2%, 1.5%,

Good 16.6% 6%, | 204%, | 13.2%, | 152%, | 12.5%, 5.2%, 22.5%, 15.8%, 14.2%, 30.1%, 22.4%, | 189%, | 159%, | 17.2%, | 9.0%, | 15.9%, | 225%. | 28.7% | s52%, 18.1%, 18.0%, 1M4%, | 169%, | 187% | 169%, | 151%, 26.4%, | 14.4%, | 121%, | 225% | 157%, 16.0%,
Fair 30.3% 34.2%, | 23.4%, | 324%, | 574%, | 173%, | 334%, | 357%, 16.5%, 32.2%,, 301%, | 314%, | 17.4%, | 285%, | 31.8%, | 268%, | 30.1%, | 37.7%, | 27.8%, | 347%, | 28.4%, 30.0%, 26.7%, | 33.4%, | 209%, | 326%, | 25.0%, 284%, | 333% | 266%, | 208%, | 30.0% 34.8%,
Poor 40.5% 37.6%, | A%, | 448%, | 189%, | 56.0%, | 53%, | 344%, | 50.4%, | 38.8%, | 308%, | 34.8%, | 39.0%, | 409%, | 41.7%, | 53.4%, | 393%, | 300%, | 285% | 34.3%, | 40.9%, 43.4%, 46.4%, | 414%, | 389%, | 402%, | 43.4%, 2%, | 420%, | 47.0% | 35.8%, | 44.1%, 41.6%,
Don't Know 7.9% 8.7%, 9.3%, 6.3%, 81%, | 112%, 7.0%, 6.4%, 12.7%, 14.1%, 6.2%, 93%, | 94%, | 66% | 7.0% | 35% | 97% | 69%, | 120% | 8.4%, 8.7%, 5.6%, 66%, | 7.2% 7.9%, 7.0%, 8.2%, 6%, | 52%, | 104%, | 64%, | 7.9%, 6.2%,
Total 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% ] 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Unweighted n 1107 535 296 278 108 82 46 91 37 72 99 139 157 441 473 95 313 242 283 67 260 602 167 287 430 745 170 248 347 337 258 434 215
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"All North . or : N "
Table 27.NCXTAB — Comntn stndy In which county do you reside? Gender Age Groups Education Level Income Level Wilitary Affiliation Racial Background Political Beliefs (deology) n (Party)
. Participants in . st ) y Some Upto | $50,001- | Over |Yes, AMin| No AMin , R § p N Neither Rep.
North Country Cross-tabs oct 2025 ] Jeferson | Lewis | Oswego | Cv | wale Female 18-39 40-59 60-69 70+ HSG Colloge | 4*YD s50000 | $100.000 | 100000 L o White BIPOC | Conservative | Neither | Liberal JRepublican | Democrat | N 0" ™
Availability of childcare Excellent 1.3% 3.3%, 0.6%, 0.3%, 0.5%p.c 1.7%, 0.8%, 2.5%, 0.3%, 0.7%, 0.4%,,, 2.4%, 1.1%,, 0.5%, 2.3%, 0.7% 0.5%, 10.8%, 0.3%, 0.8%, 4.7%, 0.8%, 1.6%, 0.0%2 0.7%,p 0.2%, 21%,
Good 9.1% MT% | 143%, | 7.0% | 7.5%. | 11.0%, 6.7%, 10.5%, 6.6%, 7.9%, 1.4%, M0%, | A%, | 16% | 75% | 9.4%, 9.2%, | 14.2%, | 82%, | 81%, 15.8%, 10.3%, 8.0%, 8.6%, 10.0%, | 10.0%, 6.9%,
Fair 22.8% 20.5%, | 249%, | 228% | 204%, | 238%, 21.9%, 18.6%, 27.4%, 24.9%, | 21.8%., | 183%, | 254%, | 208%., | 221%, | 229%, | 235%, | 23.9%, | 23.0%, | 229%, | 228%, 21.8%, 24.6%, | 198%, | 223%, | 234%, | 23.5%
Poor 38.1% 30.9%, | 381%. | 384%, | 44.8%, | 334%, 42.8%, 46.2%, 36.4%, 34.2%, 23.7%, 36.2%, | 38A%, | 39.0% | 37.4% | 365%, | 40.5%, | 236%, | 393%, | 384%, | 376%, 35.0%, 39.0%, | 407%, | 36.3%, | 352% | 413%
Don't Know 28.8% 20.6%, | 220% | 5% | 267% | 302%, 27.9%, 22.2%, 29.3%, 32.3%, 43.2%, 32.0%, | 285% | 28.1%, | 31.0% | 305%, | 262%, | 27.6%, | 20.1%, | 302%, 19.1%, 32.4%, 26.7%, | 308%, | 30.7%, | 312%, | 262%
Total 100.0% | 1000% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 1000% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Unweighted n 2098 589 513 470 526 909 1122 294 658 608 489 328 878 841 486 738 706 123 1896 1893 107 683 974 366 834 544 634
AIINYS Study NY State Larger Regions NY State Smaller Regions (E Gender Age Groups Education Level Income Level Racial Background ical Beliefs (Ideolo; n (Pa
Table 27.NYXTAB o g aons e Groe o o 0
i in November | Upstate | LI&NYC | New York Finger | Southern |Central New| Mohawk North Capital Mid- Long y y Some Upto | $50,001- [ Over § § | Republica Neither Rep.
Statewide Cross tabs pood e | Suburbs | oty | Western | (oo e o ey | Coutry | Region | Hudeon | 1ot | M | Woman | 1839 | aoso | eose 70+ HSe | e wvo | b 0 | siovaoo | White | mieoc " Neither | Liberal 42152 | Democrat | NoMer Re
Availability of childcare  Excellent 4.4% 3.9%, 5.8%, 3.9%, 7.8%, 3.5%, 1.5%, 2.6%, 0.0%? 1.3%, 4.1%, 2.7%, 8.3%, 3.9%, 4.6%, 3.4%, 6.1%, 4.1%, 3.3%, 0.6%, 6.6% 3.3%,, 21%,, 1.4%, 6.2% 3.9%, 4.8%, 5.0%, 6.9%, 1.1%, 4.6%, 3.4%, 4.1%,
Good 2% 14.0%, | 184%, | 142%, | 135%, | 127%, 5.6%, 21.4%, 12.7%, 5.1%, 18.6%, 19.2%, | 173%, | 17.6%, | 122% | 147%, | 14.6%, | 153%, | 14.6%, | 19.9%, 13.3%, 14.6%, 16.5%, | 135%, | 14.9%, | 154%, | 13.6%, 197%, | 13.6%, | 127% | 1.3%, | 13.2%, 19.4%,
15.2%
Fair 23.8% 25.9%, | 258%, | 214%, | 314%, | 31.2%, 33.7%, 18.7%, 30.7%, 16.5%, 16.6%, 20.8%, | 266%, | 237% | 241%, | 232%, | 27.4%, | 260%, | 18.5%, | 40.9%, | 23.0%, 18.6%, 209%, | 275%, | 19.5%, | 23.0%, | 26.9%, 205%, | 265%, | 21.5%, | 303%, | 22.4%, | 19.0%,
Poor .6% 2.7%, | 109%, | 198%, | 159%,. | 328%, | 324%, | 18.6%uc | 323%c | 399%, | 14T%une | MA%c | 108% | 166%, | 222%, | 27.6%, | 163%, | 15.3%, | 11.8%, | 11.5%, | 224%, 192%,, | 17.6% | 227% | 193%, | 17.3%, | 21.7%, 135%, | 207%, | 222% | 167%, | 234%, 14.0%,
18.6% e Y y y . .
Don't Know .0% 32.5%, | 393%,, | 41.0% | 31.6%, | 198%, | 268%, | 304%, | 24.3%, | 37A%, 46.0%, | 422%, | 36.9%, | 381%, | 369%, | 31.2%, | 36.0%, | 39.4%, | 51.8%, | 18.0%, 35.0%, 44.3%, 33.9%, | 348%, | 404%, | 40.3%, | 33.0%, | 37.4%, | 323%, | 425%, | 37.0%, | 38.1%, 43.5%,
38.0% Y Y Y y y .
Total 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% ] 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% ] 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0%
Unweighted n 1110 537 294 280 108 84 46 91 37 72 99 137 157 442 474 95 314 242 284 67 261 603 167 288 431 747 170 249 347 338 258 435 216
"All North . or " e N ” "
Table 28.NCXTAB — ot stndy In which county do you reside? Gender Age Groups Education Level Income Level Wilitary Affiliation Racial Background Political Beliefs (Ideology) Political Affiliation (Party)
. Participants in . st ) y Some Upto | $50,001- | Over |Yes, AMin| No AMin , R § p N Neither Rep.
North Country Cross-tabs oct 2025 ] Jeferson | Lewis | Oswego | Cv | wale Female 18-39 4059 6069 70+ M6 | Covege | " | ssv000 | st00.000 | st00000 | e o White BIPOC | Conservative | Neither | Liberal JRepublican | Democrat | "% 17 *
[Availability of behavioral Excellent 2.8% 56%, | 19%. | 10% | 23%. 3.4%, 2.1%, 41%, 7%, 3.0%, 1.0%, 41%, 26%, | 24%, 3.7%, 1.9%, 2.5%, | 14.4%, | 7%, | 23% 5.6%, 2.3%, 3.3%, 1.4%, 2.6%, 1.5%, 3.5%,
health services Good 15.9% 19.6%, | 175%. | 167% | 111%, | 195%, 12.7%, 14.3%, 17.4%, 14.6%, 18.7%, 16.4%, | 155%, | 167% | 153%, | 167%, | 14.4%, | 201%, | 150%, | 154%, | 226%, 181%, | 16.0%, | 10.8%, | 17.0% | 143%, | 146%,
Fair 5% 284%,y | 285% | 23.2%, | 31.3%, | 26.4%, 27.9%, 27.4%, 25.3%, 32.5%, 27.2%, 27.6%, | 283%, | 24.9%, | 31.6%, | 27.7%. | 241%, | 235%, | 27.0%, | 27.0%, | 206%, 22.9%, 202%, | 30.6%, | 201%, | 206%, | 203%,
27.5% % %, % % % % % % % % % % % %
Poor 1% 28.1%, | 303%., | 350% | 39.8%. | 268%, 42.4%, 38.2%, 37.9%, 27.7%, 23.9%, 20.6%, | 353% | 361%, | 334%, | 317%, | 39.9%, | 165%, | 363%, | 355% | 269%, 3.4%, 35.8%, | 367% | 328%, | 382% | 33.9%
34.1% % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
Don't Know 19.7% 18.6%.y | 21.9%, | 24.1%, | 15.4%, | 24.2%, 14.9%, 16.4%, 17.6%, 22.3%, 29.1%, 22.4%, | 183%, | 202%, | 163%, | 220%, | 194%,, | 215%, | 19.2%, | 204%, 15.3%, 25.7%, 158%, | 205%. | 227% | 165%, | 18.7%,
Total .0% | 1000 100.0% | 100.0 100.0% | 100.0 100.0% 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0% | 100.0 100.0% | 100.0 100.0% | 100.0 100.0% | 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0% | 1000 100.0%
100.0% % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
Unweighted n 2091 587 511 465 528 906 1118 293 656 605 488 325 878 837 488 733 702 122 1891 1888 105 680 972 364 830 541 634
AIINYS Study NY State Larger Regions NY State Smaller Regions (Excluding NYC) Gender Age Groups Education Level Income Level Racial Background Political Beliefs (Ideolog Political Affiliation (Pa
Table 28.NYXTAB o o aons Extuing WY e Groe o taetonn «w
i in November | Upstate | LI&NYC | New York Finger | Southern |Central New| Mohawk North Capital Mid- Long y y Some Upto | $50,001- [ Over § § | Republica Neither Rep.
Statewide Cross tabs 2025 Counties | Suburbs | City | V¢! | Lakes Tier York Valley Country Region | Hudson | Island Man | Woman | 18-39 40-59 60-69 0+ Hse College 4+ YD $50,000 | $100,000 | s100,000 | White BIPOC e Neither | - Liberal n Democrat | ™o, b,
[Availability of behavioral Excellent 6.8% 6.2%, 7.7%, 6.7%, 11.5%, 6.3%, 0.0%* 21%, 0.0%* 1.3%, 9.6%, 4.7%, 10.2%, 7%, 6.8%, 7.7%, 6.8%, 5.2%, 6.9%, 5.3%, 5.9%, 8.3%, 5.6%, 4.9%, 7.7%, 7.2%, 6.6%, 4.5%, 8.1%, 7%, 53%, 7.7%, 4.8%,
health services
Good .6% 24.4%, | 19.2%, | 238%, | 359%, | 34.0%, 6.2%, 16.0%, 4.5%,, 2.8%,, | 2248%, | 202%, | 184%, | 246% | 19.8%, | 23.4%, | 182%, | 238%, | 281%, | 257%, | 205%, 23.7%, 25.0%, | 208%, | 224%, | 221%, | 21.3%, 24%, | 224%, | 23.0% | 223%, | 237%, 21.4%,
22.6% Y y y
Fair .8% 20.0%, | 223%, | 175% | 282%, | 140%, | 336%, | 17.4%, 60.3%, 21.4%,,, 22.8%, A%, | 266%, | 228%, | 205% | 200%, | 23.0% | 223%, | 19.4%, | 35.4%, 19.7%, 18.9%, 23.4%, | 204%, | 18.2%, | 224%, | 20.5%, 203%, | 188%, | 21.9%, | 19.7%, | 185%, 19.8%,
20.8% L
Poor .3% 23.0%,, | 201%, | 28.0%, | 14.5%,, | 344%,, | 41.9%, | 27.4%, | 208%,, | 19.4%,, 8%, | 23.3%, | 175%, | 183%, | 29.4%, | 26.0%, | 27.6%, | 238%,, | 14.4%, | 234%,, | 304%, 19.2%, 28.6%, | 281%, | 204%, | 19.0%, | 33.2%, 16.4%, | 20.7%, | 23.9%, | 21.2%, | 30.5%, 18.2%,
24.3% Y Y y y
Don't Know 25.4% 2.7%, | 30.7%, | 240% | 149%, | 113%, | 182%, | 37.1%, US%,, | 355%, | 4%, | 3MT% | 275%, | 272%, | 23.6%, | 228%, | 243%, | 25.0% | 312%, | 106%, | 23.7%, 30.0%, 17.4%, | 218%, | 30.5%, | 20.3%, | 18.4%, 32.6%, | 21.0%, | 24.1%, | 31.5%, | 19.7%, 36.0%,
Total 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% ] 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% ] 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0%
Unweighted n 1109 535 294 280 107 83 46 91 37 73 98 138 156 439 474 94 314 242 282 67 260 601 166 287 430 744 170 247 347 337 256 435 215
All North . o7 " e N " :
Table 29.NCXTAB — Comntn stady In which county do you reside? Gender Age Groups Education Level Income Level Wilitary Affiliation Racial Background Political Beliefs (deology) cal Affiliation (Party)
. Participants in st ) y Some Upto | $50,001- | Over |Yes, AMin| No AMin , R § p Neither Rep.
North Country Cross-tabs et 2025 ] Jefferson | Le Oswego | = o] Male Female 1839 4059 6069 70+ M6 | Covege | " | sst000 | sto0.000 | st00000 | e o White BIPOC | Conservative | Neither | Liberal Democrat | 510" e
[The downtown of Excellent 3.8% 3.8%, 5.7%, 2.0%, 5.2%, 1.3%, 1.3%, 8.0%, 6.7%, 2.4%, 47%, 5.4%, 3.5%, 2.2%, 10.0%, 2.0%, 2.4%, 8.6%, 3.4%, 3.2%, 6.0%, 4.1%, 2.5%,
:?'::r’::‘:"cf:r"“’ Good 22.9% 22.9%, 23.4%, 21.2%, 15.0%, 25.0%,, 28.8%, 37.9%,e | 154%, | 223%., | 28.6%, | 220%, | 225%, | 229%, | 203%. | 21.7%, | 226%, | 18.2%, 23.9%, 222%, | 198% | 28.7% | 203% | 220%,
residents asked this)  Fair 43.0% 43.0%, 41.4%, 45.5%, 46.4%, 38.7%, 44.4%, 39.5%, 45.5%, | 427%, | 422%, | 48.7%, | 367% | 43.0%, | 423%, | 438%, | a34%, | 62%, 42.0%, 47.0%, | 334%, | 443%, | 404%, | 446%,
Poor 26.8% 26.8%, 26.8%, 27.5%, 28.8%, 32.5%, 22.2%, 12.8%, 27.5%, | 2900%, | 228%, | 19.0% | 327%, | 308% | 167% | 304%, | 289%, | 201%, 29.5%, 24.0%, | 337%, | 256%, | 325% | 257%
Don't Know 3.4% 3.4%, 2.9%, 3.7%, 4.6%, 2.4%, 3.3%, 1.8%, 51%, 3.6%, 1.8% 48%, | 46%, 1%, | 68%, 24%, | 29%, 7.0%, 1.3%, 4% | T.0%, 14%, 2.7%, 5.2%,
Total 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 1000% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Unweighted n 564 564 o 0 o 232 312 130 162 146 109 91 228 228 133 194 193 101 440 468 58 165 279 92 199 141 195
Table 29 - "The Downtown of Watertown" was not included in the NY Statewide survey instrument.
"All North . or " y "
Table 30.NCXTAB — Comntn stady In which county do you reside? Gender Age Groups Education Level Income Level Military Affiliation Racial Background Political Beliefs (deology) n (Party)
. Participants in . st ) y Some Upto | $50,001- | Over |Yes, AMin| No AMin , R § p N Neither Rep.
North Country Cross-tabs et 2025 ] Jefferson | Le Oswego | = o] Male Female 18-39 4059 6069 70+ M6 | Covege | " | sst000 | st00.000 | st00000 | e o White BIPOC | Conservative | Neither | Liberal n| Democrat | M5 10° e
The overall quality of life Excellent 4.5% 58%., | 8.4%, 29%, | 4.0%, 5.6% 3.2%, 3.8%, 3.2%, 4%, 9.0%, 6.2%, 29%, | 64%, 3.6%, 3.4%, 5.8%, | 1.4%, | 3.7%, 3.9%, 7.5%, 5.8%, 33%, | 43%, | 6.0% | 4.0%, 2.8%,
in the area Good 38.6% 385%, | 541%, | 40.3%, | 332%, | 414%. | 359% [ 308%, 36.3%, 47.4%, 56.1%, | 347% | 34.9%, | 49.5%, | 283% | 419%, | 429%, | 3w, | 1% | s09%, | 269%, 1%, | 335w, | 422% | 407% | 412%, | 345%,
Fair 41.1% 38.9%a, | 29.3%, | 45.5%, | 41.5%c | 38.3%, 44.2%, 46.5%, 41.3%, 38.9%, 28.5%, | 383%., | 446% | 361%, | 450%, | 381%, | 414%,, | 386w, | 41.8%, | s08%, | a39%, 34.4%, 46.7%, | 38.5%, | 393%, | 407%, | 43.7%,
Poor 14.6% 15.5% | 7% | 94%, | 21.2% | 14.0%, 15.3%, 17.8%, 18.0%, 9.5%, 4.7%, 182%, | 169%, | 7.5%, | 201%, | 157%, | 9.5% | 9.4%, | 15.4%, | 14.4%, 19.3%, 13.6%, 16.0%, | 137% | 131%, | 13.2%., | 17.7%,
Don't Know 1.1% 4%, | 04%,, | 1.9%, 0.1%, 0.8%, 1.4%, 1.2%, 1.2%, 0.1%, 1.7%, 2.7%, 07% | 05% | 20% | o09%, 07%, | 27%, 10%, | 1.0%, 2.4%, 1.8%, 0.6%, 1.3%, 1.0%, 0.9%, 1.4%,
Total 100.0% | 1000% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 1000% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Unweighted n 2021 591 489 444 497 876 1083 293 644 580 459 320 838 816 463 706 693 122 1825 1825 105 656 940 354 806 517 619
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Table 30.NYXTAB “""a’;“rcs‘;‘:‘“sy NY State Larger Regions NY State Smaller Regions (Excluding NYC) Gender Age Groups Education Level Income Level Racial Background Beliefs (Ideology)
Statewide Cross tabs inNovember | Upstate | & Nve "'ziry""‘ Western | finger | Southern | Central Now| M\,";fx‘ C::::y s:g";“:: | oms, Man | Woman | 1839 4059 6069 70+ HSG cs;:::e 4+YD s;‘:, o :fga?g;‘; s 12;;’“0 White BIPOC . Neithor | Liberal | R%PUP1C? | pomocrat [ Nelthor Rep-
The overall quality of life Excellent 14.3% 9.9%, 21.6%, 12.7%, 9.1%, 11.4%, 1.1%, 4.9%, 0.7%, 8.9%, 20.6%, 221%, | 21.3%, | 15.0%, 13.4%, | 18.4%, 11%, | 101%, 14.5%, | 21.3%, 9.1%, 16.9%, 12.7%.p | 8.7%. 17.5%, 13.7%, 14.9%, 10.6%, 14.1%, | 16.4%, 13.6%, | 14.7%, 9.7%,
" the area Good 42.0% 40.5%, | 501%, | 37.8%, | 43.2%., | 326%., | 152%, 56.9%, | 39.9%., | S57.0%c | A1T%, | 50.2%u | 504%, | 409%, | 41.4%, | 33.9%, | 36.9%, | 49.0%,. | 565% | 252%, | 38.9%, 47.0%, 32.0%, | 436%, | 43.6%, | 47.5%, | 29.4%, 428%, | 386%, | 41.8% | 41.5% | 40.2%, 44.5%,
Fair 28.5% 32.4%, | 18.6%, | 320%, | 324%, | 366%., | 499%, | 262%, | 327%, | 19.5%, | 27.6%, | 188%, | 184%.. | 2906%, | 20.1%, | 20.5%,, | 35.4%, | 265%,, | 21.4%, | 25.4%, | 32.6%, 28.2%, 37.3%, | 257%, | 30.1%,, | 26.1%, | 36.7%, 254%, | 314%, | 311%, | 260%, | 320% 28.8%,
Poor 14.8% 167%, | 93%, | 17.2%, | 14.2%, | 18.6%,, | 338%, | 108%, | 267%, | 14.6%, | 102%, | 84% | 102%.. | 142%, | 157%, | 182%, | 163%, | 138%,, | 7.1%, | 268%, | 19.4%, 7.7%, 17.4%, | 7%, | 88%, | 126%, | 18.5% 20.7%, | 159%,, | 107%, | 184%, | 13.14%, 17.0%,
Don't Know 0.4% 0.6%, 0.4%, 0.3%, 1.1%, 0.9%, 0.0%* 1.4%, 0.0%? 0.0%? 0.0%? 0.8%, 0.0%* 0.2%, 0.3%, 0.0%2 0.4%, 0.6%, 0.4%, 1.3%, 0.0%? 0.3%, 0.7%, 0.4%, 0.0%* 0.1%, 0.5%, 0.8%, 0.2%, 0.0%? 0.8%, 0.0%? 0.0%*
Total 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% ] 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Unweighted n 1111 536 295 281 108 84 46 91 37 72 98 138 157 443 474 95 315 242 284 67 262 603 167 289 431 747 171 249 347 339 258 436 216
Table 31.NCXTAB — Co:::i:‘vo;‘:ndv In which county do you reside? Gender Age Groups Education Level Income Level Military Affiliation Racial Background Political Beliefs (Ideology) cal Affiliation (Party)
North Country Cross-tabs cipante | sefterson | Lo oswego | St | wae Female 1839 4059 60-69 70+ Hse | ome | 4vD ;i:’;:o o nna | stonmon | i | N " | wnite | sipoc  Jconservative| Neither | Liberal |r Democrat | NoINer Rep-
Generally speaking, Right direction 33.0% 30.9%,, | 40.1%, | 37.4%, | 28.8%, | 40.8%, 25.4%, 24.3%, 40.4%, 37.6%, 37T%, | 35A%, | 354%, | 284%, | 24.2%, | 34.1%, | 388%, | 25.3%, | 33.9%, | 34.1%, | 24.2%, 65.8%, 233%, | 60% | 56.5% | 13.5% | 23.0%
:;::;‘:‘I’:"‘h‘l:yc::f“‘"y Wrong direction 53.4% 50.7%, | 487%, | 49.4%, | 61.7% | 4sa%, | e19% | srow, 484%, | 550%. | 51.4%., | 496% | 502%, | 63.8%, | 60.6%, | 535% | 50.0%, | 35.5%, | 554% | 541%, | 54.0%, 27%, | 60.2%, | 88.1% | 31.0% | 80.0%, | 58.9%
are heading in the Don't Know 13.5% 18.4%, | M2%. | 134%., | 95% | 138%, 12.7%, 17.9%, 11.3%, 7.4%, 109%, | 153%, | 148%, | 81%, | 152%, | 124%, | 112%, | 302%, | 107% | 11.9%, | 21.8%, 1.5%, 165%, | 59% | 125% | 64% 18.2%,
2 Total 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 1000% | 1000% | 1000% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Unweighted n 2092 588 510 470 524 910 1118 294 657 606 488 329 877 837 486 737 705 122 1895 1891 108 688 968 363 839 541 631
Table 31.NYXTAB “""a’;“rcs‘;‘:‘“sy NY State Larger Regions NY State Smaller Regions (Excluding NYC) Gender Age Groups Education Level Income Level Racial Background Political Beliefs (Ideology) Political Affiliation (Party)
Statewide Cross tabs | e T [ | o | oy [ oo ooapo] ot | e | o [ e [ o | v o | w0 | oo | o | oo | wso | e | oo | o [imemn [y | v | mwoo [ v | it [* e comonn [t
Generally speaking,  Right direction 21.6% 22.5%,, | 27.3%, | 7.4%, | 222%., | 12.7%, 7.3%, 30.0%,, | 38.7%,, 45.6%, 22.6%,y | 271%.p | 27.4%, | 25.9%, | 18.6%, | 13.7%, | 263%, | 33.6%, | 20.5%, | 254%, | 23.2%, 20.5%, 14.6%, | 23.0%, | 266%, | 24.2%, | 18.8%, 505%, | 190%, | 6% | 47.8%, | 13.7%, 21.9%,
m:::’l': ':hsi:yc::f,:"y Wrong dire 66.7% 66.7%, | 56.8%, | 727%, | 714%, | 683%, T3.7%, 62.1%, 51.5%, 49.5%, 70.1%, 65.2%, | 505%, | 63.7%, | 70.3%, | 70.5%, | 65.4%, | 61.6%, | 70.6%, | 555%, | 646%, 73.2%, 704%, | 69.9%, | 657%, | 658%, | 70.3%, 334%, | 68.0%, | 80.3% | 435%, | 79.8%, 64.2%,
are heading in the Don't Know 11.7% 108%,, | 159%, | 99%, | 64%, | 19.0%, | 190%,, | 7.8%., 9.9%,, 5.0%,; 7.3%, T% | 24%, | 103%, | 11.1%, | 158%, | 83%, | 48%, | 89%, | 19.4%, | 122%, 6.3%, 15.3%, | 7.1%, 7.8%, 9.9%, 10.9%, 16.4%, | 12.9%, | 4.0%, | 8.8%., | 65% 13.9%,
— Total 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% [ 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% ] 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Unweighted n 1064 515 281 269 102 82 45 87 36 70 93 127 154 443 475 95 315 243 284 68 262 603 166 291 431 749 170 250 346 340 258 436 218
Table 32.NCXTAB — Co:::i:‘vo;‘:ndv In which county do you reside? Gender Age Groups Education Level Income Level Military Affiliation Racial Background Political Beliefs (Ideology) Political Affiliation (Party)
North Country Cross-tabs Participarts "] sefterson | Lowis | oswego | St | waie Female 18.39 4059 6069 70+ HSG ci‘il'::e 4+YD é’ o :fg‘;"g;‘; o 1‘;;2’” ves, atin| Nown | wnite 8P | conservative | Neither | Liberal JRepublican | pemocrat | NoIer Rep-
Generally speaking, Right direction 16.5% 17.1%, 10.9%, 17.4%, 16.3%, 13.7%, 18.5%, 15.8%, 12.2%, 18.5%, 24.4%, 9.2%, 14.0%, | 27.0% 18.8%, | 15.2%, 16.8%, | 15.8%, 16.6%, | 16.7%, 16.6%, 2.6%, 13.4%, | 50.6% 5.4%, 37.0%, 14.4%
m:;‘:‘::';‘:a;‘;‘:‘m Wrong direction 68.1% 63.4%, | 80.9%, | 69.8%, | 67.8% | 726% | 639% | e13%, 78.7%, 72.3%, 599%, | 71.8% | 716%, | s8.1%, | 593%, | e6.8%, | 756% | 37.3%, | 71.0% | 69.5%, | s6.3%, 932%, | 68.0%, | 24.2% | 87.4%, | 427% | 651%
heading in the Don't Know 15.4% 19.5%, 8.2%, 12.8%; | 15.9%.s 13.7%, 17.6%; 22.9%, 9.1% 9.3%,¢ 15.7%,c 18.9%, 14.4%, 14.9%, 21.9%, 18.0%, 7.7% 46.9%, 12.4%, 13.8%, 27.1%, 4.2%, 18.5% 25.3%; 71%, 20.3%;, 20.5%;
Total 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 1000% | 1000% | 1000% | 1000% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Unweighted n 2096 588 512 469 527 913 1119 294 656 608 492 329 879 840 488 738 706 123 1899 1896 108 690 968 366 839 543 634
Table 32.NYXTAB “""a’;“rcs‘;‘:‘“sy NY State Larger Regions NY State Smaller Regions (E Gender Age Groups Education Level Income Level Racial Background jtical Beliefs (Ideology) Political Affiliation (Party)
Statewide Cross tabs | e T [ | o | oy [ Seger ooapo] ot | e | o [ e [ o | v [womn | v | oo | o | oo | wso | e | oo | o [memn [y | v | mwoo [ v | ot [* e comonn [t e
Generally speaking,  Right direction 33.7% 35.2%, | 32.6%, | 332%, | 41.9%, | 18.1%, 52.3%, | 260%, | 313%., | 21.0%,, | 48.4%u | 31.5%. | 33.5%, | 34.5%, | 357%, | 43.5%, | 241%, | 30.5% | 409%, | 365% | 25.1%, 42.7%, 44.5%, | 318%, | 33.2%, | 367%, | 328% 5%, | 23A%, | 625% | 64%, | 49.8%, 29.8%,
m:::’l': e et tate Wrong direction 51.3% 50.7%, | 544%, | 49.8%, | 48.8%, | 532%, 39.7%, 48.2%, 63.2%, 74.8%, 45.3%, 54.5%, | 543%, | 55.9%, | 46.2%, | 37.5%, | 63.9%, | 61.7%, | 44.2%, | 48.2%, | e25%, 41.6%, 40.9%, | 556%, | 53.3%, | 515%, | 50.5%, 84.6%, | 60.3%, | 188% | 0.6%, | 37.5%, 49.1%,
are heading in the Don't Know 15.1% UA%, | 13.0%, | 17.0% | 94%, | 287%, 8.0%,, | 25.8%, 5.5%, 44%,, 6.4%, | 14.0%, | 122%,, | 9.5% | 181%, | 19.0%, | 12.0%, | 78%, | 15.0%, | 15.3%, | 124%, 15.7%, 14.6%, | 126% | 135% | 11.8%, | 16.7%, 39%, | 16.6%, | 186%, | 3.0% | 128%, 21.2%,
i Total 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% ] 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Unweighted n 1063 515 280 269 102 82 45 87 36 70 93 126 154 443 474 95 315 243 283 68 261 603 165 291 431 748 170 250 346 339 258 435 218
Table 33.NCXTAB — Co:::i:‘vo;‘:ndv In which county do you reside? Gender Age Groups Education Level Income Level Military Affiliation Racial Background Political Beliefs (Ideology) cal Affiliation (Party)
North Country Cross-tabs Participarts "] sefterson | Lo oswego | St | wae Female 1839 4059 60-69 70+ Hse | ome | 4svD é’ o | Svonons | sionmo || N | white | Bipoc ] conservative| either | Liberat Democrat | NoINer Rep-
[Generally speaking,  Right direction 30.1% 31.9%,, | 42.9%, | 30.5%,. | 248% | 33.0%, 27.0%, 25.0%, 27.0%, 36.2%, 42.6%, | 322%. | 266%, | 357%, | 27.6%, | 28.1%, | 33.9%, | 253%, | 30.3%, | 313%, | 18.4%, 38.7%, 25.7%, | 267% | 349%, | 28.3%, | 26.2%,
z“::;‘:‘l’:‘;:::c':z:“y Wrong direction 39.8% 32.0%, | 32.6% | 386% | 507%, | 37.9%, 42.4%, 41.6%, 46.2%, 37.8%, 254%, | 357% | 427%, | 37.5%., | 403% | 407%, | 404%, | 139%, | 426%, | s00%, | a37%, 33.0%, 42.0%, | 47.5%, | 38.0%. | 45.4%, | 39.2%.,
are heading in the Don't Know 30.1% 361A%, | 205%, | 309%., | 24.6%, | 29.1%, 30.6%, 33.5%, 26.8%, 26.0%. | 320%. | 321% | 307%, | 268%, | 324%, | 311%. | 257%, | 60.8%. | 274% | 28.7%, | 37.9%, 28.3%, 32.3%, | 258%, | 27.2%, | 26.3%, | 34.6%,
2 Total 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 1000% | 1000% | 1000% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Unweighted n 2091 587 511 468 525 911 1116 294 656 605 490 328 875 840 487 738 704 123 1894 1892 107 687 965 367 836 542 633
Table 33.NYXTAB “""a’;“rcs‘;‘:‘“sy NY State Larger Regions NY State Smaller Regions (Excluding NYC) Gender Age Groups Education Level Income Level Racial Background ical Beliefs (Ideology) Political Affiliation (Party)
Statewide Cross tabs e | e T [ | o | oy [ oeger [ooapo] ot | e | o [ e [ o | v o | w0 | oo | o | oo | wso | e | oo | o [omemn [y | v | woo [ v | s [* e comorn [t 2
Generally speaking,  Right direct 40.9%, | #1.2%, | 404%, | 398%, | 39.8%, 22.5%, 39.6%, 34.2%, 53.3%, 52.1%, 43.9%, | 392%, | 44.5%, | 38.8%, | 49.0%, | 324%, | 43.3%, | 41.6%, | 45.0%., | 365%, 45.1%, 45.2%, | 40.5%, | 423%, | 44.7%, | 38.1%, 30.3%, | 35.3%, | 55.5%, | 337%, | 47.A%, | 39.4%,,
m:::’l': our c':z:“y Wrong dire 39.4%, | 30.6%, | 461%, | 48.6%, | 39.8%, 49.1%, 31.8%, 38.6%, 30.0%, 29.9%, 45.2%, | 353%, | 41.9%, | 42.0% | 347%, | 54.5%, | 431%, | 33.3%, | s29%, | as2%, 40.3%, 424%, | 454%, | 40.6%, | 37.5%, | 48.5%, 50.2%, | 47.6%, | 31.4%, | 525%, | 39.5%, 40.1%,
are heading in the Don't Know 17.1% 200%, | 19.2%, | 137%, | 116%, | 204%, 28.5%, 28.6%, 27.2%, 16.7%, 17.9%, 109%, | 254%, | 13.6%, | 19.4%, | 16.3%., | 134%, | 13.5%, | 250%, | 124%, | 193%, 14.6%, 12.3%, | 142%, | 17.2%, | 17.7%, | 13.4%, 19.5%, | 17.0% | 13.0%, | 13.8%, | 13.4%, 20.4%,
— Total 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% ] 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Unweighted n 1061 514 281 267 102 52 3 57 35 70 93 27 154 442 475 95 315 243 283 68 262 502 166 290 W31 748 170 250 345 340 257 436 218
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Table 34.NCXTAB — Comntn stndy In which county do you reside? Gender Age Groups Education Level Income Level Wilitary Affiliation Racial Background Political Beliefs (deology) n (Party)
. Participants in N ¥ ) . Some Upto | $50,001- | Over |Yes, AMin| No AMin N N N p . Neither Rep.
North Country Cross-tabs 202 Jefferson | Lewis | Oswego | _=- | wale Female 18-39 40-59 60-69 70+ HSG Colloge | 4*YD s50000 | $100.000 | 100000 L o White BIPOC | Conservative | Neither | Liberal JRepublican | Democrat | N 0" ™
[When con gyou  Better 15.5% 137%, | 144%, | 172%, | 156%, | 195% 1.7%, 18.4%, 7.7%, 9.7%, 9.2%, 10.8%, | 15.5%., | 18.8%, | 6.7% | 122%, | 26.7% | 17.3%, | 15.3%, | 16.0%, 10.6%, 22.9%, 129%, | 9.0%, | 194% | 11.1%, | 14.1%,
:;L:‘:"a'f,'l',‘"a",":al Same 43.6% 49.4%, | 459%, | 388%, | 427%, | 452%, | 422%, | 30.3%, 38.8%, 50.1%, 56.8%, | 47.8%, | 40.2%, | 48.3%, | 388%, | 456%, | 447%. | 46.0%, | 43.3%, | as.4%, | 365%, a78%, | M7%, | 43.4%,, | d64%, | 41.8%, | 42.4%
situation - has it gotten  Worse 39.7% 341%, | 392%., | 433%, | 41.5%. | 34.0%, 45.2%, 40.1%, 43.4%, 39.7%41 31.5%, | 382%. | 437%, | 322%, | s20%, | 414w, | 286% | 27.4%, | 41.0%, | sea%, | ar.7%, 28.6%, a37%, | 47.6%, | 340%, | 47.0% | 41.1%,
better, stayed about the Don't Know 1.2% 28%, | 05%., | 07%, | 02% 1.3%, 0.9%, 2.2%, 0.4%, 0.5%,, 0.5%,, 3.3%, 06%, | 07% | 25%. | 08%. | 01%, | 9.4%, 04%, | 05%, 5.3%, 0.7%, 1.7%, 0.0% 0.4%, 0.0%, 2.4%,
same, or gotten worse in 1o 100.0% 100.0% | 1000% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 1000% | 100.0%
Unweighted n 2095 587 512 470 526 910 1119 291 656 609 491 328 877 840 486 738 706 119 1900 1897 104 689 968 365 837 542 634
Table 34.NYXTAB “""a’;“rcs‘;‘:‘“sy NY State Larger Regions NY State Smaller Regions (Excluding NYC) Gender Age Groups Education Level Income Level Racial Background ical Beliefs (Ideology) Political Affiliation (Party)

i in November | Upstate | LI&NYC | New York Finger | Southern |Central New| Mohawk North Capital Mid- Long y y Some Upto | $50,001- [ Over § § | Republica Neither Rep.
Statewide Cross tabs 2025 suburbs | City | W™ | Lakes Tier York Valley Country Region | Hudson | lIsland Man | Woman | 18-39 40-59 60-69 0+ Hse College 4+ YD $50,000 | $100,000 | s100,000 | White BIPOC e Neither | ~Liberal n Democrat | ™, b,
[When considering you  getter 122%, | 9.7%, 9.6%, 8.4%, 2.6%, 18.0%, 1.4%, 26.8%, 15.0%, NT%, | 126%, | 135%, | 8.8%, | 112%, | 12.9%, | 118%, | 54% | 74%., 8.3%, 14.6%, 4.3%, 91%, | 16.9%, | 11.6%, 9.4%, 133%, | 107%, | 9.8%, | 20.5%, | 8.3%, 1.1%,
or your family's
p;w"a, el same 33.9% 3.2%, | 30.5%, | 334%, | 33.0% | 208%, 40.5%, 37.4%, 17.8%, 32.6%, 34.8%, 32.4%, | 414%, | 331%, | 31.3%, | 23.9%, | 28.0%, | 449%, | 47.6%, | 329%, | 28.4%, 35.6%, | 20.5%., | 257%, | 384w, | 339%, | 28.5%, aaa%, | 19.0% | 388% | 206%, | 322% 34.9%,
situation - has it gotten  worse 52.8% 54.5%, | 49.9%, | 535%, | 56.2%., | 709%, | 56.9%, | 435%, | 69.1%, | 40.6%, MA%, | 55A%,, | 46.0% | 528%, | 557%, | 59.8%, | S57.9%, | 427%, | 47.0%, | 59.3%., | 602%, 47.7%, 65.8%, | 628%, | 43.5%, | 53.8%, | 57.6% M.3%, | 67.6% | 487% | 493%, | 58.2%, 51.9%,
better, stayed about th
camo. or gotten wors in DOn't Know 2.3% 23%,, | 0.4%, 34%, | 12%, | 00w 0.0%? 1.2%,, 2.0%,, 0.0% 9.1%, 09%, | o0.0% | 06% 42%, | 54%, 12% | 06% | o00% | 08% 3.2%, 2.0%, 0.4%, 2.4%, 14%, 0.8%, 4.5%, 1.0%, 28%, | 27%, 0.5%, 1.4%, 2.0%,
the past 12 months?  Total 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% ] 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% ] 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0%

Unweighted n 1065 514 261 271 102 52 45 87 36 70 92 128 153 442 475 95 315 244 282 68 261 503 67 291 430 747 71 248 347 340 256 436 218
Tables 35-36.NYXTAB | rotcmans In which county do you reside? Gender Age Groups Education Level Income Level Military Affiliation Racial Background Political Beliefs (deology) Political Affiliation (Party)
— North Country Cross-tabs inYear 2025 | Jefferson | Lowis | Oswego | St | wale | Femaie | 1830 059 6069 700 Hse | Some | aevo | gopies | Sxonoos s Neawin | white | mipoc | conservative| Neither | Liberal |Republican| Democrat | NoIer ReP-
'E"‘:c'f"':’ii?;:::z:““ 'L’:cfr::’"’c“‘ of 16.8% 13.4%, | 18.9%, | 204%, | 15.4%., | 14.8%, 19.0%, 24.7%, 14.7%, 11.9%, 9.2%, 266%, | 17.0%, | 102% | 203%, | 19.6%, 144%, | 17.1%, | 16.6%, 17.3%, 16.2%, 18.9%, | 127%, | 20.6%, | 125%, | 16.1%,,
[your county right now?  The economy 10.8% 9.9%, | 1M.3%, | 106% | 1.7% | 97% 12.4%, 10.5%, 10.4%, 9.9%, 14.3%, 8.0%, | 1A%, | 128%, | 12.8%, | 104%, 8.0%, | 108%, | 11.0%, 8.3%, 7.4%, 109%, | 162%, | 82% | 143%, | 11.3%,
g:i':g:;:’s"‘e"““k 10.3% 6.9%, 12.0%,, | 8.4%, 15.0% 12.4%, 8.0%, 1.7%, 8.2%, 10.1%, 10.9%, 14.1%, 8.9%, | 10.1%,, | 12.6%, 9.3%, 9.8%, 10.3%, | 10.7%, 6.1%, 10.9%, 9.6%, 11.0%, 11.3%, 9.2%, 9.9%,
Government/Politics 12.4% 13.9%, | 1.8%, | 123% | 115%, | 139%, 106%, | 113%. 10.0%, 16.3%; 15.3%, | 69%, | 134%, | 145%, | 124%, | 11.5%, | 127% | 260%, | 11.7%, | 124%, 13.2%, 4.8%, 132%, | 284% | 55% | 226%, | 129%
Drugs 8.3% MA%, | 34%, 6.6%, | 9.0%. | 93%, 7.4%, 9.2%,, 9.8%, 6.6%, 4.4%, 8.8%, 8.8%, | 68%, 5.0%, | 65% | 129% | 24%, 8.6% | 88%, 4.2%, 1.6%, 8.5%, 2.0%, 8.7%, 6.6%, 9.0%,
Taxes 8.2% 7.3%, 9.5%, 9.1%, 7.8%, 11.0%, 5.5%, 3.8%, 11.3%, 11.0%, 8.7%, MT%, | 86%, | 46% | 7.8% | 93%, 7% | 104%, | 82%, | 7.7%, 14.0%, 14.6%, 6.9%, 1.0% 125%, | 2.7% 7.2%,
Affordable housing 3.9% AT% | 3T%e | 5%, 2.0%, 3.3%, 4.7%, 3.7%, 4.5%, 2.8%, 4.6%, AT%. | 29%, 57% | 4T% | 41% 3.6%, 5.3%, 39%, | 39%, 3.8%, 3.2%, 4.0%, 5.0%, 3.3%, 61%, 3.3%,
Homelessness 3.8% 10.7%, | 0.8%, 1.8%, 0.6%, 24%, 5.3%, 4.2%, 3.3%, 3.2%, 3.7%, 3.0%, 4%, | 32%, 4a%, | a2%, 28%, | 28%, 38%, | 4.0%, 0.3%, 2.4%, 4.7%, 2.9%, 37%, 2%, 4.8%,
Health care 2.9% 18%, | 3% | 1.9%, 4.8%, 1.7%, 3.9%, 3.0%, 2.5%, 2.9%, 3.3%, 0.5%, 27% | 49%, | 28%, | 27%, 2.8%, 1.7%, 3.0%, | 29%, 2.8%, 1.9%, 2.4%, 6.0%, 2.3%, 2.7%, 3.5%,
Crime 1.0% 1.5% 0.9%, 0.6%, 14%, 0.9%, 14%, 0.9%, 1.0%, 1.8%, 0.7%, 0.4%, 14%, 1.3%, 1%, | 08%, 1%, | 33%, 0.8% | 09%, 2.2%, 1.6% 0.9%, 0.5%, 1.5%, 0.9%, 0.8%,
Immigration 0.8% 0.5%, 0.7%, 0.8%, 14%, 1.1%, 0.5%, 0.4%, 0.7%, 1.3%, 1.6% 0.8%, 0.8%, | 09%, 04%, | 09%, 08%, | oo% 0.9%, | 09%, 0.0% 2.3%, 03%, | 0.0% 1.5%, 0.1%, 0.6%,
Other 20.7% 18.3%, | 238%, | 224%, | 201%, | 204%, 20.7%, 16.5%, 23.6%, 222%, | 232%. | 145%, | 209%, | 25.0%, | 156%, | 21.0%., | 23.3%, | 165%, | 21.0%, | 202%, | 27.8%, 23.0%, 19.7%, | 195%, | 209%, | 203%, | 20.8%,
Total 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% [ 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% [ 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Unweighted n 2006 527 499 461 519 866 1078 240 643 599 478 308 837 815 460 706 691 75 1859 1844 82 664 920 357 812 529 591
Al NYS Study
Tables 35_36 NYXTAB Participants NY State Larger Regions NY State Smaller Regions (Excluding NYC) Gender Age Groups Education Level Income Level Racial Background Political Beliefs (Ideology) Political Affiliation (Party)
5 in November | Upstate | L1&NYC | New York Finger | Southern |Central New| Mohawk North Capital Mid- Long y Some Upto | $50,001- [ over Republica Something
Statewide Cross tabs 2025 Counties | suburbs | city | WS | Lakes Tier York Valley Country Region | Hudson | _Island Van | Woman | 1839 059 069 o Hse College 4o 550,000 | 5100000 | s100.000 | WP Blpoc e Neither | Liberal n Democrat Eise
iss"":c'f"';’ii?;:::z"‘a' 'L’:c;;""’c“‘ of 31.4% 347%, | 27.0%, | 324%, | 40.4%, | 37.2%, 42.4%, 33.0%, 24.1%, 24.4%, 20.0%, 349%, | 207%, | 27.0%, | 36.6%, | 41.6%, | 28.5%, | 25.0%, | 252%, | 38.5%, 28.2%, 33.3%, 32.5%. | 375%, | 20.5%, | 31.0%, 34.4%, 19.0%, | 33.3%, | 38.4%, | 28.2%, | 34.3%, 33.4%,
[your county right now? - The economy 1.8% 2.6%, 34%, 0.4%, 4.3%, 1.0%, 0.9%, 0.9%, 31%, 3.8%, 3.4%, 31%, 3.0%, 1.3%, 22%, | 05%, 15%, | 23%, 4.1%, 1.4%, 1.6%, 2.0%, 11%, 0.9%, 2.3%, 2%, 0.8%, 2.0%, 1.7%, 1.6%, 2.5%, 1.4%, 2.0%,
g:i':g:;:’s"‘e"““k 3.0% 5.7% 2.1%,, 1.7%; 2.8%, 6.7%, 1.5%, 2.6%, 9.4%, 10.2%, 9.7%, 1.4%, 2.8%, 2.0%, 3.2%, 2.7%, 3.0%, 2.2%, 2.1%, 0.4%, 1.4%, 4.2%, 2.6%, 1.7%, 3.2%, 2.3%, 3.3%, 2.8%,, 1.0%, 4.2%, 2.0%, 2.5%, 3.6%,
Government/Politics 15.8% 18.7%, | 11.8%, | 164%, | 19.6%., | 183%.. | 5% | 144% | 10.2%. | 17.2% 32.2%, | 13.9%., | 102%, | 19.6%, | 11.8%, | 91%, | 189%, | 21.3%, | 16.7%, | 18.7%, 15.4%, 15.7%, 128%, | 157%, | 17.9% | 17.4%, | 13.2%, 17.8%, | A7A%, | 128%, | 206%, | 14.7% 1.3%,
Drugs 0.2% 0.5%, 0.1%, 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3.0%, 0.0% 2.7%, 0.0% 0.0% 02%, | 04%, 03%, | o0.0% 04%, | 02%, 0.3%, | 04%, 0.2%, 0.2%, 0.4%, 0.0% 0.1%, 0.3%, 0.0% 0.4%, 03%, | o0.0% 02%, | 00w 0.8%,
Taxes 9.2% M2%, | 17.0% 27% | 96%. | T4%. 67% | 19.1%, 39.2%, 1.0%,p 4.3%, U3%ay | 190%, | 112%, | 79% | 27% | 115% | 160%, | 11.2%, | 100%, | 138%, 5.4%, 50%, | 81%., | 121%, | 120%, 4.5%, 20.7%, 83%, | 28% | 161%, | 43%, 13.4%,
Affordable housing 17.5% 8.8%, | 187%, | 227% | 155%, | 6.5% 6.1%, 10.4%, 0.9%, 1.6%, 5.7%, 17.4%, | 197%, | 17.0% | 157% | 188%, | 17.2%, | 18.4%, | 11.0%, | s52%, 18.0%, 17.9%, 204%, | 198%, | 13.4%, | 154%, | 19.4%, M3%, | 142%, | 237% | 86%, | 22.9% 9.3%,
Homelessness 0.9% 1.5%, 0.0% 11%, 1.3%, 0.5%, 1.3%, 0.0% 4.7%, 5.3%, 1.3%, 0.0% 0.0% | 04%, 14%, | oow 10%, | 04%, 34%, 1.0%, 1.2%, 0.7%, 1.8%, 0.6%, 0.6%, 0.8%, 1.2%, 0.6%, 1.0%, 1.4%, 10%, | 0.7%, 0.4%,
Health care 1.9% 4%, | 2% | 0% | 03%., | 1.5%, 16.5%, 1.5%qp 1.6%q5 7.0%.s 6.5%. 19%, | 06%. | 1%, 27%, | 19%. | 04%, | 2%, | 48%, | 26%, 2.3%, 1.3%, 44%, | 1.3%, | 1.0%, 1.8%, 24%, 0.9%, 1%, | 27%, 16%, | 27%, 0.7%,
Crime 5.8% 5.8% 3.0%, 7.5% | 25%. | 7% 17.2%, 5.0%, 2.2%,, 0.8%, 46% | Ad% | 19%, | 7.6%, 44%, | 26% | 66%.. | 74%., | 10.0%, | 3.4%, 7.2%, 5.5%, 4.4%, 5.2%, 7.0%, 5.3%, 6.9%, 9.9%, 8.0%, 12%, | 72% | 63% 5.4%,
Immigration 2.0% 0.7%, 40%, | 16%. | 04%, 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.6%, 0.0% 1.5%, 1.5%, 60%, | 34%, 12%, | 03% | 24%, | 24%. | 48% | 00w 2.3%, 2.5%, 1.5%, 1.8%, 2.9%, 2.9%, 0.9%, 3.2%, 3.0%. | 04%, | 3.1%, 1.4%, 4.0%,
Other 10.5% 54%, | 124%, | 13.4%, | 34%, 13.0%, 1.7%, 10.4%, 0.0% 61%, 1.9%, T4%, | 158%, | 9.5%, | 125%, | 197% | 88% | 22% | 68% | 18.4%, 8.3%, NT%y | 132%, | 74%, 1.9%, | 88%, 13.3%, M5%, | 102%, | 1.2% | 47% 9.1%, 16.6%,
Total 100.0% | 1000% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 1000% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0%
Unweighted n 907 432 249 227 86 64 40 69 32 63 78 112 137 383 420 74 276 218 250 49 235 530 145 255 376 663 138 213 302 302 223 390 186
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Table 37.NCXTAB — Co:::i:‘vo;‘:ndv In which county do you reside? Gender Age Groups Education Level Income Level Military Affiliation Racial Background Political Beliefs (Ideology) n (Party)
. Participants in . ¥ ) . Some Upto | $50,001- | Over |Yes, AMin| No AMin " . N p . Neither Rep.
North Country Cross-tabs Jefferson | Lewis | Oswego | _=- | wale Female 18-39 40-59 60-69 70+ HSG Colloge | 4*YD s50000 | $100.000 | 100000 L o White BIPOC | Conservative | Neither | Liberal JRepublican | Democrat | N 0" ™
[What i t
ocoupation 1 Retired 27.9% 24.1%, | 286%, | 204%, | 302%, | 306%, 25.2%, 1.2%, 8.0%, 67.9%, 92.1%, 27.7%, | 284%, | 268%, | 304%, | 320%, | 184%, | 35% | 302%, | 208%, | 153%, 36.2%, 236%, | 269%, | 334%, | 308%, | 21.2%,
Not currently
employed (but not 31% 3.5%, 2.4%, 2%, 4.0%, 2%, 4.1%, 5.3%, 3.2%, 0.1%, 0.4%, 8.6%, 24%, | 05% 68%, | 27%, | 04% | 04%, 33%, | 34%, 2.9%, 0.6%, 30%, | 7.8% 1.2%, 4.9%, 3.8%,
retired)
Homemaker 1.9% 0.9%, 3.9%, 32%, | 1% | 09%, 3.0%, 2%, 3.0%, 1.4%, 0.0% 2.0%, 24%, | 0.9%, 2%, 1.6%, 23% | o0.0%? 24%, | 22%, 0.1%, 2.4%, 1.5%, 2.6%, 2.2%, 2.4%, 1.5%,
Student 2.5% 46%, | 0.6%., | 09%, | 28%, 1.3%, 3.8%, 61%, 0.6%, 0.1%, 0.0% 2.4%, 3.0%, 1.7%, 4%, | 24%, | 13%, | 45%, 24%, | 26%, 27%, 1.9%, 2.4%, 4.2%, 13%, | 24%. 3.8%,
Military 6.6% 20.2%, | 0.0%, 0.3%, 05%, | 10.8%, 2.4%, 16.6%, 0.8%, 0.1%, 0.0%, 134%, | 54%, | 43% [ 102%, | 7.2%, 20%, | 757%, | 02%, | 26%, 36.6%, 3.6%, 87% | 3.5% 2.9%, 3.3%, 1.4%,
Managerial
‘::::;‘r‘:":' 7.3% 6.9%,, | 8.1% 9.3%, 5.3%, 7.5%, 7.3%, 6.3%, 14.4%, 2.6%,,¢ 0.7% 3.4%, 7.0%, 11.4% 0.5%, 6.6% 14.7% 4.3%, 7.6%, 7.5%, 6.0%, 9.1%, 7.9%, 2.8%, 8.5%, 4.2%, 8.4%,
business)
Medical (Physician,
dentist, chiropractor, 8.0% 6.9%, 5.0%ap 6.4%, 11.5%; 2.7%, 12.9%; 12.2%, 9.2%, 2.4%, 0.7%s 5.7%; 7.2%, 11.4%, 4.9%, 9.0%s 10.2%; 1.0%; 8.6%p 8.6%, 4.1%, 5.9%, 9.5% 6.9%a 7.3%, 6.9%, 9.3%,
nurse, health aide,
Professional/Techn
al (Non-supervisor,
engineer, law, 9.2% 6.5%, 8.9%, 10.4%, 10.6%, 8.5%, 9.7%, 11.8%, 12.7%, 4.6%, 0.7% 1.9%, 7.8% 17.7%; 4.6%, 6.3%, 16.2%; 3.2%, 9.8% 9.2%, 9.6%, 5.6%, 9.7%, 14.0%, 74%, 12.9%, 9.0%5
accountant, social
services..
Sales (includes retail,
marketing, customer 3.6% 2.4%, 2.2%, 4.6%, 4.1%, 3.5%, 3.8%, 4.8%, 5.0%, 1%, 0.1%, 5.3%, 4.2%, 1%, | 69%, | 23%, | 1.6% | 14%, 3.9%, 3.8%, 2.7%, 3.3%, 44%, 2.9%, 2.7%, 2.7%, 4.9%,
service....)
Clerical (office
suppo 4.3% 1.7%, 3.3%,, 51%; 6.2%;,c 1.5%, 7.0%, 6.9%, 4.4%,, 1.9%;, 0.2%. 1.1%, 6.4%, 24%, 5.0%, 4.3%, 4.0%, 0.0%* 4.7%, 4.7%, 0.0%* 2.4%, 4.8%,, 6.2% 3.9%, 4.8%, 4.5%,
suooort. tvoist. ..
Service (Restaurant,
bartender, catering, 1.3% 0.8%, 5.9%, 0.9%, 1.0%, 0.4%, 2.2%, 1.5%, 1.5%; 1.5%, 0.0%2 3.0%, 1.2%qp 0.3%s 2.4%, 1.0%3 0.6%p 0.1%, 1.4%, 1.3%, 0.7%, 0.4%, 1.4%,, 2.5% 1.4%, 1.6%; 0.9%,
)
Blue-collar
(Production, 7.4% 5.0%, 1.0%, | 12.0%, 41%, 13.4%, 1.8%, 9.9%, 10.1%, 3.2%, 0.0%, 13.2%, | 8.1%, 1.5% 5.6%, 8.6%, 8.6%, 5.4%, 7.6%, 7.4%, 8.2%, 1.1%, 7.7%, 0.4%, 1.7%, 24%, 6.7%;
Carpentry, Plumbing,
Mechanic)
Teacher/Education 6.6% 5.9%, 9.7%, 5.5%, 7.7%, 5.0%, 8.3%, 9.4%, 8.2%, 2.2%, 0.8%, 0.5%, 56% | 13.3% | 28%, | 81%, | 89%, | o4%, 7.0%, | 74%, 2.6%, 4.9%, 57%, | 124%, | 48%, | 106%, 5.8%,
s:::g"‘s‘:"’”"' owna 71% 6.9%, 83%, 7.7%, 6.4%, 9.1%, 5%, 4.9%, 124%, 6.2%, 3.9%, 7.3%, 7.7%, 5.9%, 5.6%, 59%, | 104%, | 02%, 7.7%, 74%, 7.7%, 1.7%, 6.2%, 23% 9.8%, 5.2%, 5.7%,
Not Sure 0.6% 0.0%, | 02%., | 02% 1.6%, 1.0%, 0.1%, 1.0%, 0.6%, 0.0% 0.0% 0.5%, 07%, | 04%, 16%, | 00% | 00% | oo% 0.6%, | 06%, 0.0% 0.2%, 0.9%, 0.2%, 0.4%, 1.7%, 0.0%,
Disabled 2.6% 28%, 1.9%, 2.4%, 2.7%, 1.9%, 3.2%, 0.0% 61%, 4.3%, 0.2%, 43%, | 26%. | 1%, | 6.5%, 13%, | o08%, | o02%, 28%, | 28%, 0.8%, 0.9%, 29%, | 45% 14%, | 34%a, 3.3%,
Total 100.0% | 1000% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 1000% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Unweighted n 1923 537 471 432 483 845 1060 270 590 586 476 303 829 789 467 699 661 114 1792 1790 98 640 918 349 780 515 605
Table 37.NYXTAB “""a’;“rcs‘;‘:‘“sy NY State Larger Regions NY State Smaller Regions (Excluding NYC) Gender Age Groups Education Level Income Level Racial Background Political Beliefs (Ideology) Political Affiliation (Party)

i in November | Upstate | LI&NYC | New York Finger | Southern |Central New| Mohawk North Capital Mid- Long y y Some Upto | $50,001- [ Over § § | Republica Neither Rep.
Statewide Cross tabs Countios | Suburbs | ity | Ve | Loy e o aey Country Fegion | Hatison | lotnt Man | Woman | 18:39 40-59 6069 70+ HSG cotese 4+YD son0a0 | Srono00 | sionaoo | White BIPOC " Neither | Liberal " Democrat | MeIher Re
[What s your current  Retired 22.0% 23.5%,, | 269%, | 7.7%, | 19.3%, | 18.7%, 14.7%, 28.4%, 13.7%, 43.5%, 32.7%, 30.7%, | 262%, | 21.8% | 226% | o.0%? 6.6%, | 44.4%, | 824% | 16.5%, | 25.3%, 20.4%, 20.0%, | 256%, | 184%, | 27.9%, | 13.2%, 206%, | 19.4%, | 195%, | 35.0% | 19.2%, 18.1%,
occupation? Not currently

employed (but not 3.6% 2%, 2.4%, 5.5%, 4.9%, 0.8%, 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.5%, 0.0% a1%, | 29%, 45%, | 26%, | 63%, | 32%. | 06% | 35% 31%, 4.2%, 6.6%, 1.8%, 2.6%, 1.8%, 6.7%, 2.3%, 5.1%, 3.0%, 2.9%, 3.6%, 1.9%,
Homemaker 3.5% 2.4%, 5.4%, 3.0%, 14%, 0.7%, 11.0%, 3.2%, 3.0%, 0.0% 0.9%, 6.6%, 4.6%, 1.2%, 58%, | 4.1%, 5.2%, 1.2%, 06%, | 149%, 2.3%, 1.4%, 63%, 2.4%, 2.9%, 34%, 4.3%, 3.9%, 44%, | 22%, 48%, | 3.0%, 4.2%,
Student 5.0% 7.8%, 7.0%, 1.5%, 5.3%, 10.2%, 16.5%, 9.4%, 0.0% 0.0% 8.1%, 3.7%, 9.4%, 3.8%, 4.3%, 13.6%, 0.2%, 0.0% 0.0%* 16.9%, 4.4%, 2.3%, 12.3%, 3.0%, 2.6%; 4.1%, 6.6%, 2.4%, 1.0%, 10.9%, 0.0% 5.4%, 3.4%,
Military 0.0% 0.1%, 0.0%° 0.0%* 0.0%* 0.6%, 0.0%* 0.0%° 0.0%* 0.0%* 0.0%* 0.0%* 0.0%° 0.1%, 0.0% 0.0%° 0.1%, 0.0%* 0.0%° 0.0%* 0.0%* 0.4%, 0.0%* 0.4%, 0.0%° 0.4%, 0.0%° 0.2%, 0.0%° 0.0%* 0.2%, 0.0%* 0.0%°
Managerial
(Supervisor or 10.4% 7.8%, | 134%, | 107% | 9.5%, 16.4%, 10.2%, 0.0% 1.7%, 1.5%, 4.8%, 109%, | 14.6%, | 135%, | 7.8%, | 152% | 1A% | 58%.c | 2.5% 5.4%, 10.4%, 11.9%, 34%, | 106%, | 155%, | 9.1%, 12.8%, 12.6%, | 123%, | 69% 9.2%, | 7.9%, 19.9%,
Medical (Physician,
dentist, chiropractor, 8.5% TA%, | 10.5%, | 83% | 114%, [ 43% 5.4%, 8.5%, 1.0%, 2.9%, 8.9%, 1.8%, | 9.6%, 57% | 114%, | 109%, | 98%., | 58%. | 32% | 40%, 6.7%, 1.5%, 30%, | 1A% [ 97%, 6.5%, 11.5%, 7.3%, 94%, | 8.7%, 59%, | 8.2%, 11.6%,
nurse, health aide,
Professional/Technic
al (Non-supervisor,
engineer, law, 13.1% 13.3%, 7.5%, 16.4%; 8.0%, 14.9%5 7.0%ap 8.2% 37.6%p 24.2%, 12.6%, 10.6%5,, 5.3%, 15.3%, 11.0%, 16.7%; 17.6%, 7.0%s 1.6%p 0.9%, 8.9%), 20.4%, 5.6%; 11.4%, 19.4%; 15.0%, 10.6%; 10.8%, 9.7%, 18.3%; | 10.0%., | 16.9%, 9.7%s
accountant, social
services...)
Sales (includes retail,
marketing, customer 3.3% 4.0%, 2.7%, 3.2%, 7.7%, 1.0%, 4.8%, 2.8%, 2.0%, 5.3%, 3.2%, 11%, 4.0%, 3.0%, 3.8%, 5.3%, 25%, | 28%, 10%, | 07%, 4.0%, 3.5%, 6.4%, 2.4%, 2.6%, 5.6%, 0.0% 1.5%, 5.3%, | 24%, 2.5%, 31%, 5.6%,
)

Clerical (office
::"‘?°_’:'"a‘ive 4.2% 5.1%, 2.5%, 47%, 3.3%, 31%, 2.2%, 1.4%, 0.0% 1.4%, 10.5%, 29%, 21%, 1.6%, 6.9%, | 3.8%, | 55%. | 63%, 05%, | 4.2%, 5.5%, 3.1%, 1.5%, 8.9%, 2.4%, 3.9%, 4.9%, 2.7%, 4.4%, 5.1%, 3.9%, 4.4%, 5.3%,
sunnart. tunist.
Service (Restaurant,
bartender, catering, 2.6% 1.4%, 1.9%, 3.8%, 0.0%* 0.0%? 0.0%* 4.0%, 4.2%, 9.1%, 0.0%2 3.7%. 0.6%. 2.6%, 2.3%, 1.7%; 5% 0.2%, 0.3%, 3.4%, 2.5%, 2.0%ap 5.4%, 0.9%; 1.0%, 4.7%, 2.0%, 3.7%, 7% 1.8%, 3.8%, 1.2%,
Blue-collar
(Production, 5.9% 7.7%, 5.0%, 52%, | 64%., | 83%. | 102%., | 69%., 24.3%, 1. 7%, 3.8%, 28%, | 66%. | 117% | 0.6% | 35% | 11.9%, | 45%. | 0.6%, 8.0%, 10.8%, 1.0%, 34%, 3.0%, 103%, | 6.4%, 5.2%, 9.7%, 5.6%. | 3.8% 9.8%, 4.8%, 4.9%,,
Carpentry, Plumbing,

chanicl
Teacher/Education 4.3% 5.1%, 3.4%, 4.3%, 2.1%, 13.3%, 0.0%* 6.3%, 6.3%, 1.5%, 31%, 4.9%, 2.3%, 3.7%, 4.8%, 5.6%, 45%, | 4.0%, 1.3%, 5.3%, 1.3%, 6.2%, 8.0%, 2%, | 4%, | 56%, 1.9%, 1.9%, 36%, | 67% | 39%, 5.0%, 4.4%,
::L’::“;;"’Ye"‘ owna 7.5% 7%, 7.0%, 8.2%, 15.0%, 41%, 3.5%, 3.4%, 3.8%, 4.9%, 7.0%, 8.4%, 5.9%, 9.0%, 6.1%, 8.3%, 8.9%, 7.3%, 34%, | 49%., 5.5%, 10.2%, 2%, 11.0%, 8.3%, 7.3%, 6.2%, 74%, 8.9%, 6.4%, 7.8%, 9.0%, 5.5%,
Not Sure 1.0% 0.3%, 0.0%° 2.2%, 0.6%, 0.0%* 0.0%° 1.2%, 0.0%° 0.0%* 0.0%* 0.0%* 0.0% 0.1%, 1.9%; 2.4%, 0.5%, 0.0%° 0.0%° 0.0%* 21%, 0.4%, 0.0%° 0.3%, 0.2%, 0.1%, 2.5%, 0.0%* 2.6%, 0.0%° 0.0%° 0.0%* 0.6%,
Disabled 5.0% 4.9%, 4.6%, 5.3%, 5.4%, 3.6%, 14.4%, 6.4%, 2.3%, 4.0%, 0.0% 1.8% 6.6%, | 41%, 6.0%, | 62%, 5.2%, | 43%, 23%, | 14.6%, 6.3%, 0.9%; 18.7%, | 0.8%, 0.4%, 2.5%, 9.0%, 6.0%, 49%, | 4.4%, 2.2%, 5.5%, 3.7%,
Total 100.0% | 1000% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 1000% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0%
Unweighted n 935 462 246 227 92 73 44 77 32 66 78 112 134 442 474 95 314 241 284 68 260 602 166 290 431 745 171 250 344 339 258 435 217




"All North . or " y :
Table 38.NCXTAB — Comntn stndy In which county do you reside? Gender Age Groups Education Level Income Level Wilitary Affiliation Racial Background Political Beliefs (deology) n (Party)
u Participants in N st ) . Some Upto | $50,001- | Over |Yes, AMin| No AMin N N N - N Neither Rep.
North Country Cross-tabs oct 2025 ] Jeferson | Lewis | Oswego | Cv | wale Female 18-39 40-59 60-69 70+ HSG Colloge | 4*YD s50000 | $100.000 | 100000 L o White BIPOC | Conservative | Neither | Liberal JRepublican | Democrat | N 0" ™
Political Beliefs Very Conservative 4.2% 5.2%, 4.4%, 4.1%, 3.2%, 6.6%, 1.8%, 2.2%, 3.9%, 5.7%p,c 8.3%, 5.3%, 4.0%, 3.7%, 2.5%, 5.3%; 3.4%,, 2.8%, 4.3%, 4.3%, 3.0%, 13.8%, 0.0%2 0.0%? 9.6%, 0.4%, 1.4%,
(Ideology) Conservative 261% | 206%.. | 37.0% | 304%., | 203% | 313% | 206% | 17.8% | 300% | 334% | 322% | 294% | 27.9%, | 204% | 187%, | 2ea%, | sasw. | 2120, | 265%, | 274w, | 13s%, 862% | 004 | 00w | 529% | 46% | 13.7%
Middle of the Road 44.0% NT%, | 389%, | 432%, | 484%, | 436%, 45.0%, 47.4%, 5%, | A%, 381%, | 382% | 45.4%, | 45.4%., | 406%. | 4s7%, | 453%, | sa6%. | asow, | 443w, | 47.0% 0.0% 836%: | 00w | 329% | 429% | 553%
Liberal 12.1% 05%, | 107%, | 1.3% | 149%, | 84w, 16.2%, NT%, 12.0%, 12.0%, 13.6%, 8.8%, | 102%, | 19.0%, | 15.4%, | 12.0%, | 106%, | as5%, | 127% | 12.6%, 9.7%, 0.0% 00%2 | T14% | 13%, | 312%, | 11.0%
Very Liberal 4.9% 3.0%, | 8%y | 4% | T4%, 2.8% 6.3%, 7.2%, 34%, 3T%a 3.9%.s 06%, | 4% | 7.9% | 7.6% | 3% | 46%, | 46w, | 4o, | as% 8.0%, 0.0% 00% | 286% | o0o% | 157% 2.9%,
Don't Know 8.6% 8%, | TA%y | 60%, | 5% | 7.3%, 10.1%, 14.0%, 6.5%, 41%, 3.8%, 180% | 76% | 39% | 152% | 95% | 18% | 324% | 6% | 7.0% 18.6%, 0.0% 164%, | 0.0% 3.4%, 5.2%, 15.7%,
Total 100.0% | 1000% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 1000% | 1000% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 1000% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Unweighted n 2033 562 503 452 516 910 1108 289 652 604 488 325 871 835 489 736 705 119 1895 1893 105 690 976 367 839 542 633
Table 38.NYXTAB A""a’;‘"vcs‘;‘:‘“sy NY State Larger Regions NY State Smaller Regions (Excluding NYC) Gender Age Groups Education Level Income Level Racial Background Political Beliefs (Ideology) Political Affiliation (Party)

i in November | Upstate | LI&NYC | New York Finger | Southern |Central New| Mohawk North Capital Mid- Long y ) Some Upto | $50,001- [ Over § § | Republica Neither Rep.
Statewide Cross tabs 2025 Counties | Suburbs | City | V¢! | Lakes Tier York Valley Country Region | Hudson | Island Man | Woman | 18-39 40-59 60-69 0+ Hse College 4+ YD $50,000 | $100,000 | s100,000 | White BIPOC e Neither | ~Liberal n Democrat | ™o, b,
Political Beliefs Very Conservative 5.4% 5.6%, 6.7% 4.5%, 5.6%, 2.6%, 13.3%, 2.3%, 0.7%, 12.8%, 5.6%, 4.1%, 8.6%, 5.7%, 4.9%, 3.5%, 7.9%, 6.4%, 3.6%, 9.6%, 6.4%,, 3.5%, 5.6%, 6.3%, 4.3%, 5.4%, 5.4%, 22.6%, 0.0%* 0.0%2 15.9%, 1.6%, 5.3%,
(Ideolo;

(tdeolosy) Conservative 18.6% 22.3%, | 300% | 85% | 17.9% | 258%, 21.6%, 22.4%, 46.1%, 23.8%, 15.0%, 22.5%, | 356%, | 24.4%, | 137%, | 142%, | 175%, | 27.9% | 21.0%, | 246%, | 219%, 13.8%, 1M8%, | 202%, | 20.3%, | 21.2%, | 13.8%, T74%, | 00% | oow | 48.5% | 58%, 17.2%,
Widdle of the Road 34.1% 32.4%, | 33.6%, | 356% | 397%, | 365%, | 11.0%, | 203%, | 260%, | 44T%, | 31.5%, | 423%, | 273%, | 344%, | 348%, | 282%, | 39.6%, | 383%,, | 30.5%, | 322%, | 36.8%, 32.2%, 34.4%, | 313%, | 365%, | 318%, | 37.3% 0.0% | 859%, | 00% | 329%, | 329% 44.0%,
Liberal 221% 19.5%, | 21.5%, | 245% | 23.8%, | 166%, 7.7%, 20.8%, 10.1%, 14.5%, 22.5%, 20.9%, | 212%, | 23.2%, | 20.7%, | 20.8%., | 206%,, | 172%, | 312%, | 212%., | 165%, 27.4%, 243%, | 236%, | 207% | 218% | 23.5%, 0.0% 00% | e0s%, | 1%, | 325%, 17.8%,
Very Liberal 14.2% 17.4%, | 53%, | 175% | 1.0%,. | 18.5%., | 329%, | 13.0%uc | 153%c | 42%pc | 240%, | 83%. | 30% | 9.6%, | 17.4%, | 234%, | 0.9%, | 77%, | 9.5%, | 100%, | 101%, 19.3%, 166%, | 11.9%, | 156%, | 155%, | 126%, 0.0% 00% | 392% | o2%, | 237%, 7.6%,
Don't Know 5.6% 2.8%, 2.9%, 04%, | 20%. | oo%? 3.5%, 12.4%, 7%, 0.0% 1.3%, 0.9%, | 43%, | 30%, | 78% | 92%, | 44%,. | 24%, | 32%, | 24%., 8.2%, 3.8%, T4%, | 67% 1.6%, 4.2%, 7.4%, 0.0% 141%, | oo | 07% | 35%, 8.0%,
Total 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Unweighted n 937 465 245 227 92 73 44 79 32 66 79 112 133 443 474 95 315 244 283 8 262 603 167 290 431 747 171 250 347 340 257 436 218
"All North . or " y .
Table 39.NCXTAB — ot stndy In which county do you reside? Gender Age Groups Education Level Income Level Wilitary Affiliation Racial Background Political Beliefs (deology) cal Affiliation (Party)
u Participants in . st. g y Some Upto | $50,001- | Over |Yes AMin| No AMin , ; y p Neither Rep.
North Country Cross-tabs et 2025 ] Jefferson | Le Oswego | = o] Male Female 18-39 40-59 60-69 70+ HSG Colloge | 4*YD s50000 | $100.000 | 100000 i o White BIPOC | Conservative | Neither | Liberal |Repul Democrat | 510" e
President Donald Trump Favorable 42.4% 38.5%, | 53.6%, | 47.3%, | 38.1%, | 50.8%, 33.9%, 32.8%, 52.0%, 49.3%,. | 40.0%, | 47.2%, | 45.9%, | 31.6%, | 30.7%, | 411%, | 529% | 35.9%, | 43.4%, | 43.4%, | 30.7%, 84.1%, 3.8%, | 4%, | 744%, | 122%, | 30.1%
Favorability Unfavorable 46.5% | 44.6%., | 387% | 46.0%., | 508% | 38.1% | see% | s02%, 379%, | 455%. |  548% | 369% | 427% | 61.0% | 57.6%, | 448% | 400%, | 269%, | 47.9% | 4r.3%, | as0%, 8.3%, 519%, | 97.0% | 15.0% | 848%, | 53.0%
Domt knowiNo 11.1% 16.9%, | 7% | 67% | 1% | 114%, 1.5%, 17.0%, 10.1%, 5.1%, 5.2%, 15.8%, | 14%, | 7.3% | 117% | 141%, | 71%, | 72%, | e1w, | e3%. 25.3%, 7.6%, 16.3%, | 16% | 106%, | 29% 16.9%,
Total 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 1000% | 1000% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Unweighted n 2052 564 506 461 521 901 1109 280 654 605 488 324 866 836 483 735 704 111 1896 1891 98 686 964 365 836 542 628
Table 39 - "President Trump Favorability Rating™ was not included in the NY Statewide survey instrument.
"All North
Table 40.NCXTAB — Country Study In which county do you reside? Gender Age Groups Education Level Income Level Military Affiliation Racial Background Political Beliefs (Ideology) Political Affiliation (Party)
o st Some Upto | $50,001- | Over |Yes, AMin| No AMin Neither Rep.
North Country Cross-tabs Jofforson | Lowis | Oswego | Sv | wale Femate | 1839 4059 6069 70+ HsS | covems | 40 | sofato | Srobono | 50 Nt B whito | BIPOC | Conservative | Neither | Liberal |Republican | Democrat |Nor RO
(Governor Kathy Hochul  Favorable 15.7% | 104%, | 212%, | 205%p. | 13.3%, 23.5%, 12.7%, 15.7%e0 22.5%, 34.0%, N.0%, | 16.3%, | 28.3%; | 21.7% | 18.3%, | 16.8%, | 50% | 195%, | 191% | 14.0%, 2.0%, 5%, | 594% | 47% | 445%, | 15.4%
Favorability Unfavorable 627%, | 827%, | 69.1%, | 649%, | 716%, 62.8%, 61.4%, 76.6%, 69.7%,, 59.2%, 702%, | 709%, | 56.9%, | 56.6%, | 66.3%, | 76.3% | 33.3%, | 69.9%, | 68.6%, 54.1%, 94.2%, 66.7%, | 202% | 89.9%, | 38.1%, 63.0%;
Dot knowiNo 20.6%, | 6% | 9T% | 146% | 151%, 13.8%, 26.0%, 7.8%, 7.8%, 6.8%, 18.8%, | 128%, | 148%, | 21.7%, | 154%, | 69% | 617%, | 106%, | 123%, | 320%, 3.8%, 18.8%, | 204%, | 54%, | 17.4%, | 21.7%,
Total 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 1000% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 1000% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Unweighted n 560 504 459 521 898 1106 276 654 606 484 321 865 833 480 734 703 106 1895 1890 95 686 957 364 835 539 626
Table 40 - "Governor Hochul Favorability Rating" was not included in the NY Statewide survey instrument.
"All North . or " e y ” .
Table 41.NCXTAB — Comntn stady In which county do you reside? Gender Age Groups Education Level Income Level Wilitary Affiliation Racial Background Political Beliefs (deology) cal Affiliation (Party)
u Participants in t ) . Some Upto | $50,001- | Over |Yes, AMin| No AMin N R § p Neither Rep.
North Country Cross-tabs oct 2025 ] Jeferson Oswego | = o] Male Female 18-39 4059 6069 70+ M6 | Covege | " | ssv000 | sto0.000 | st00000 | e o White BIPOC | Conservative | Neither | Liberal Democrat | 510" e
"Choosing abortion is a_Strongly Agree 45.1% 46.8%, 42.2%, | 48.7%, | 32.2%, 58.6%, 53.0%, 40.4%, 40.1%, 403%, | 36.9%, | 436%, | 54.8%, | 47.2%, | 46.9%, | 44.3%, | 36.4%, | 46.3%, | 45.7%, | 47.2%, 14.0%, 49.5%, | 88.A% | 227%, | 69.7%, | 529%
::::1; ;:ﬁ:;; ::‘mcl Agree 19.7% 174%, 19.6%, | 21.5%, | 23.0%, 16.4%, 14.7%, 21.6%, 22.0%, 26.2%, 251%, | 184%, | 19.0%., | 21.9%, | 224%, | 155%, | 120%, | 205%, | 20.8%, 1.2%, 18.1%, 23.6%, | 104% | 197%, | 19.7%, 19.6%,
that right.” Neutral/Neither 14.3% 12.7%, 16.4%, | 138%, | 18.4%, 10.0%, 14.5%, 15.9%, 14.5%, 1.2%, 18.4%, | 149%, | 104%, | 138%,, | 104%, | 182%, | 202%, | 139%, | 126%, | 26.0%, 20.9%, 15.3%, | 06% | 207% | 7.0% 12.7%,
Disagree 9.8% 11.8%, 103%,, | 7.3% | 13.4%, 6.4%, 8.1%, 10.7%, 12.4%, 8.7%, 69%, | 120%, | 67% | 67% | 107%, | 104%., | 169% | 8%, | o5% 7.4% 20.6%, 62%, | 03% | 176% | 23%, 6.1%
Strongly Disagree 10.0% 9.4%, 10.9%, | 88% | 11.9%, 8.4%, 8.4%, 10.4%, 10.2%, 13.0%, 13%, | 104%, | 81% | 86%. | 93w | 110% | 93% | 100% | 105%, 4.9%, 25.5%, a1%, | 0s% | 183%, | 14%, 7.2%
Not sure 1.0% 2.2%, 0.6%, 0.0% 1.4%, 0.6% 13%, 1.0%, 0.8% 0.6% 14%, | 09%. | 0% | 18% | 08% | 05% | 55% | 06% | 07% 3.3%, 0.9% 13%, | 0% | 1.0%, | 04%, 1.5%,
Total 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 1000% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Unweighted n 2101 589 472 529 912 1123 293 658 609 493 330 881 840 489 739 706 123 1903 1900 107 687 974 367 838 544 636
AIINYS Study NY State Larger Regions NY State Smaller Regions (Excluding NYC) Gender Age Groups Education Level Income Level Racial Background Political Beliefs (Ideolog Political Affiliation (Pa
Table 41.NYXTAB Participants ger Rel glons (1 9 NYC) ge Group 9 (ideology) (Party)

i in November | Upstate | LI&NYC | New York Finger | Southern |Central New| Mohawk North Capital Mid- Long y ) Some Upto | $50,001- [ Over § § | Republica Neither Rep.

Statewide Cross tabs 2025 s | suburbs | city | Ve | Lakes Tier York Valley Country Region | Hudson | lIsland Man | Woman | 18-39 40-59 60-69 0+ Hse College 4+ YD $50,000 | $100,000 | s100,000 | White BIPOC e Neither | - Liberal n Democrat | ™o, b,

‘Choosing abortion is aStrongly Agree o | 489%, | 63.1%, | 521%, | 52.3%, 59.2%, 59.3%, 34.0%, 58.9%, 64.3%, 50.8%, | 47.5%, | 49.7%, | 64.1%, | 60.6%, | 55.7%, | 50.0%, | 62.3%, | 30.2%, | 527% 66.8%, 61.9%, | 572%, | 57.4%, | 58.5%, | 57.6% 7T%, | 526%, | 893% | 25.3%, | 74.3%, 51.6%,
::::1; S rgne ::':‘m gree 15.0% 77%, | 148%, | 17.2%, | 15.5%, 8.0%, 14.5%, 9.9%, 9.0%, 11.0%, 194%, | 166%, | 17.5%, | 127%, | 168%, | 14.6%, | 133%, | 123%, | 266%, | 11.6%, 14.7%, 167%, | 116%, | 163%, | 125%, | 16.8%, 74%, | 209%, | 67% | 15.4%, | 13.0%, 16.9%,
that r NeutralNeither 13.2% 150%. | 94%, | 140%, | 234%, 19.4%, 13.3%, 31.6%, 16.7%, 8.9%, 12.3%, | 172%, | 181%, | 82%, | 108%, | 14.8%, | 125%, | 13.9%, | 1114%,, | 183%, 8.2%, 87%, | 145%, | 142%, | 148%, | 102%, 254%, | 15.7% | 15% | 255% | 55%, 19.3%,
Disagree 4.6% 4.0%, 44%, 5.7%, 2.9% 0.9%, 2%, 17.9%, 7.4% 9.4% 38%, | 42% | 62% | 33%, | 09% | 55%, | 99% | 65% | 55% 5.4%, 3.9%, 3.6%, 5.5% 4.8%, 5.5% 3.5%, 135%, | 30% | 08% | 103%, | 22%, 5.5%q
strongly Disagree 7.5% 9.4%, 6.3%, 9.9%, 4.7%, 12.8%, 7.9%, 6.5%, 8.2%, 5.0%, NE%, | 7.8%, | T4% | 8%, | 59%, | 84%.. | 132% | 42% | 122% | 92%, 51%, 82%, | 9.0%, 6.2%, 7.4% 8.3%, 233%, | 5% | 01% | 201%, | 38%, 6.6%,
Not sure 2.6% 1.3%, 4%, | 22%. | 12%, 1.4%, 0.0% 3.0%, 0.0% 0.0% 1.7%, 25% | 67% | 12% | 37% | 50% | 1.0% | 11%. | 08%, | 54% 2.8%,, 1.3%, 08%, | 21%, 14%, 1.7%, 37%, 3.0%, 28%, | 16% | 34% | 12%., 0.1%,
Total 100.0% | 1000% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 1000% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%

Unweighted n 1007 490 265 253 9 77 44 82 36 67 88 122 143 444 473 95 315 244 282 68 262 602 167 290 430 747 171 249 346 340 257 435 218
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"All North . or " y .
Table 42.NCXTAB — Comntn stndy In which county do you reside? Gender Age Groups Education Level Income Level Wilitary Affiliation Racial Background Political Beliefs (deology) n (Party)
u Participants in . st. g y Some Upto | $50,001- | Over |Yes, AMin| No AMin , ; y p N Neither Rep.
North Country Cross-tabs oct 2025 ] Jeferson | Lewis | Oswego | Cv | wale Female 18-39 40-59 60-69 70+ HSG Colloge | 4*YD s50000 | $100.000 | 100000 L o White BIPOC | Conservative | Neither | Liberal JRepublican | Democrat | N 0" ™
"It is wrong for adults to Strongly Agree 6.9% 5.5%, 15.2%, 6.9%, 6.4%, 8.7%, 5.1%, 2.7%, 9.1%, 8.0%, 12.3%, 9.8%, 6.8%,5 4.9%, 7.2%, 6.9%, 6.2%, 2.6%, 7.2%, 7.2%, 6.1%, 16.2%, 3.4%, 0.3% 13.5%, 1.9%; 3.2%,
o e Agree 7.2% 68%, | 103%, | 69% 7.0%, 9.7%, 4.3%, 6.4%,, 5.6% 8.4%,, 10.8%, 88%, | 7% | 45% | 72% | 64% | 65% | 79% | 7.0% | 2%, 12.3%, 1.5%, 6%, | 12% | 102%, | 4.8%, 5.2%,
[same sex.” Neutral/Neither 28.0% 29.9%, 28.6%, 26.0%, 28.0%, 32.7%, 22.3%, 20.4%, 31.6%) 34.3%, 30.9%) 32.0%, 29.2%, 20.5%, 26.8%, 25.0%, 29.9%, 30.7%, 27.3%, 27.1%, 26.0%, 41.7%, 27.0%, 5.2%, 35.4%, 16.0%; 27.0%;
Disagree 18.7% 17.8%, | 160%,, | 240%, | 143%, | 21.0%, 17.4%, 19.9%, 18.3%, 19.2%, 17.6%, 22.8%, | 187%, | 167%, | 18.6%., | 222%, | 162%, | 182%, | 19.2%, | 1e5%, | 16.4%, 16.7%, 236%, | 94% | 19.6%, | 18.4%, | 192%,
Strongly Disagree 38.0% 6% | 276%, | 361A%, | 432%, | 26.0%, 50.9%, 48.4%, 35.4%, 29.9%, 27.5%, | 27% | 37.0%, | 3% | 37.5%. | 388w, | 414%, | 338% | 3ssw, | 302% | 346% 13.4%, 37.8%, | 838% | 207%, | 588%, | 434%
Not sure 1.2% 2.4%, 2.3%, 0%, | 1%, | 18%, 0.3%, 24% 0.3%, 0.3%5 0.8%5 39%, | 05% | 03% | 27% | 07% | 01%, | 68% | os% | or% 4.5%, 0.6% 18%, | 00% 0.5%, 0.4% 2.3%,
Total 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 1000% | 1000% | 1000% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Unweighted n 2095 588 509 472 526 910 1119 293 655 609 490 330 876 839 490 736 704 123 1897 1893 108 685 970 367 834 543 635
Table 42.NYXTAB “"" N‘VS 5‘”‘“ NY State Larger Regions NY State Smaller Regions (Excluding NYC) Gender Age Groups Education Level Income Level Racial Background Political Beliefs (Ideology) Political Affiliation (Party)
- articipants

i in November | Upstate | LI&NYC | New York Finger | Southern |Central New| Mohawk North Capital Mid- Long y ) Some Upto | $50,001- [ Over § i p Republica Neither Rep.
Statewide Cross tabs 2025 Counties | Suburbs | City | V¢! | Lakes Tier York Valley Country Region | Hudson | Island Man | Woman | 18-39 40-59 60-69 0+ Hse College 4+ YD $50,000 | $100,000 | s100,000 | White BIPOC e Neither | ~Liberal n Democrat | ™o, b,
"ltis wrong for adults to  srongly Agree 51% 4.0%, 6.5%, 5.3%, 1.9%, 1.8%, 10.1%, 10.1%, 5.4%, 6.2%, 6.7%, 6.1%, 3.3%, 1.7%, 71%, 4.5%,, 7.4%, 1.6% 6.0%, 4.3%, 5.9%, 4.9%, 37%, 3.0%, 7.3%, 11.8%, 3.0%, 2.0%, 7.3%, 3.9%, 4.6%,
be romantically involved o A9
it other aduts of the . Agree 9.0% 65%, | 1M7% | 9.1% 35%. | 284% 20%acq0 | 100%,cae | 0A%na | TA%e |14.9%cq0] 124%, | 70%, | 109%, | 108%, | ee%, | 67% | 27.6%, 9.2%, 5.0% 16.9%, | 7.7%, 6.7%, 5.4%, 16.4%, 223%, | 62%, | A4T% | 135% | 7.6%., 4.6%,
same sex.” Neutral/Neither 20.2% 20.5%, | 233%, | 17.3%, 17.4%, 11.0%, 22.7%, 44.2%, 17.3%, 16.5%, | 284%, | 23.0%, | 15.5%, | 9.8%, | 23.2%, | 27.8%, | 226%, | 15.4%., | 237%, 15.9%, 124%, | 228%, | 182%. | 17.9%, | 20.0%, 336%, | 20.7% | 66% | 37.3%, | 142%, 13.5%,

Disagree 14.8% 127%, | 200%, | 13.2%, 13.9%, 1.4%, 19.3%, 4.2%, 12.4%, 20.6%, | 165%, | 14.5%, | 164%, | 136%, | 12.8%, | 173%, | 203%, | 214%, | 139%, 14.4%, 0%, | 20.7%, | 13.6%, | 162%, | 11.9%, 202%, | 196% | 64% [ 21.5% | 11.0% | 16.6%,
Strongly Disagree 48.7% 54.4%, | 37.9%, | 511%, | 50.6%, | 625% | 57.4%, 438%,, | 31.3%, 63.6%, | 43.8%, | 33.3%, | 429%, | 554%, | 61.7%, | 436%, | 41.5%, | 428%, | 28.1%, | 45.2%, 59.8%. | 51.4%., | 429%, | s72%, | s7.2%, | 30.3%, 18%, | 443%, | 80.3% | 183%, | 627%, 59.3%,
Not sure 2.2% 0.9%, 0.7%, 4.0%, 1.2%, 0.7%, 0.0% 2.0%, 0.0% 1.0%, 14%, | o2, | tow, | 27%, | 24%, | 25%, | 23% | 03% | e2%, 2%, 0.7%, 40% | 00w 0.6%, 0.2%, 5.1%, 0.2%, 52%, | oow | 22% | 06% 1.3%,
Total 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% ] 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% ] 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Unweighted n 1007 489 265 254 96 76 44 81 36 68 88 122 143 444 474 95 314 244 284 68 262 603 166 291 431 749 171 250 346 340 258 436 217
Table 43.NCXTAB — < “"‘"";‘:‘d In which county do you reside? Gender Age Groups Education Level Income Level Military Affiliation Racial Background Political Beliefs (Ideology) Political Affiliation (Party)
b ountry Study
u Participants in st. g y Some Upto | $50,001- | Over |Yes, AMin| No AMin , ; y p Neither Rep.
North Country Cross-tabs Oct 2025 ] Jeferson | Lewis | Oswego | Cv | wale Female 18-39 40-59 60-69 70+ HSG Colloge | 4*YD s50000 | $100.000 | 100000 i o White BIPOC | Conservative | Neither | Liberal JRepublican | Democrat | N 0" ™
"Systemic racism and Strongly Agree 27.9% 26.1%, | 269%,, | 24.6%, | 334%, | 19.0%, 37.0%, 33.0%, 22.4%, 26.0%,, | 20.2%,, | 252%, | 27.0%,, | 32.6%, | 34.3%, | 20.9%, | 221%, | 23.5%, | 28.7%, | 20.7%, | 33.8%, 6.5%, 25.6%, | 733% | 89% | 522% | 319%
reior pentome mour  Agree 28.9% | st7%, | 2ra%, | 285%, | 269%, | 289%, | 285% | 0%, | 250%, 202%, 300% | s21%, | 268%, | 208%, | sar%, | 275% | 254% | 252%, | 200, | 2se%, | 281%, 88%, | 365% | 222% | 275% | stow, | 282%,
[country that need to be  Neutral/Neither 14.5% 18.3%, 1.2%,, | 151%. | 11.0%; 12.9%, 15.9%, 14.0%, 16.2%, 12.4%, 14.1%, 16.3%, 15.7%, 10.5% 12.8%, 17.8% 1.1%, 24.0%, 13.4%; 14.2%, 12.7%, 14.5%, 17.7%, 4.2%, 15.1%, 9.3%, 16.6%,
addressed.” Disagree 16.4% 139%, | 207%, | 18.5% | 15.6%, | 21.6% 1.3%, 13.6%, 18.3%, 18.8%, 17.2%, 15.5%, | 177%, | 142%, | 102%, | 154%, | 226% | 158%, | 164%, | 169%, | 11.9%, 33.9%, M5%, | 02% | 268% | 44%, 13.8%,
Strongly Disagree 10.3% 85%, | 109%, | 105% | 1.7%, | 158%, 4.9%, 6.8%, 15.6%, 12.5%, 7.0%,. T2%, | 107%. | 122%, | 4%, | 87%, | 182% | 68% | 107%, | 10.5%, | 103%, 24.6%, 58%, | 01% | 205% | 18%, 6.3%
Not sure 2.0% 1.6% 31%, 2.8% 1.4%, 1.7%, 2.4%, 2.6%, 1.5%, 1.2%, 2.5%, 3% | 21%, | 06%, | 38% | 1.0%, | 07% | 47% | 17% | 19%, 3.3%, 1.7%, 28%, | 0.0%, 12%, | 1.3%a, 3.2%,
Total 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 1000% | 1000% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Unweighted n 2096 589 509 471 527 912 1119 294 657 608 489 328 878 840 490 738 704 124 1897 1895 108 685 973 367 835 544 636
Table 43.NYXTAB “"" N‘VS 5‘”‘“ NY State Larger Regions NY State Smaller Regions (Excluding NYC) Gender Age Groups Education Level Income Level Racial Background ical Beliefs (Ideology) Political Affiliation (Party)
5 articipants

i in November | Upstate | LI&NYC | New York Finger | Southern |Central New| Mohawk North Capital Mid- Long y ) Some Upto | $50,001- [ Over § i p Republica Neither Rep.
Statewide Cross tabs 2025 Counties | Suburbs | City | V5™ | Lakes Tier York Valley Country Region | Hudson | Island Man | Woman | 18-39 40-59 60-69 0+ Hse College 4+ YD $50,000 | $100,000 | s100,000 | White BIPOC e Neither | - Liberal n Democrat | ™o, b,
"Systemic racism and  strongly Agree 442%, | 439%, | 518% | 46.7%, | 42.1%, 57.8%, 48.3%, 27.5%, 20.1%, 47.8%, 36.0%, | 49.8%, | 38.0%, | 57.0% | 58.1%, | 457%, | 33.6%, | 45.7%, | 46.8%., | 403%, 55.2%, 55.8%, | 528%, | 42.6%, | 42.3%, | 59.1%, 15.5%, | 38.0%, | 81.0% | 13.1%, | 66.7%, 37.4%,
social injustice are 9ly Ag ’

— | Agree 21% 208%, | 18.0% | 234%, | 267%, | 248%, 24.3%, 13.0%, 16.1%, 24.2%, 18.8%, 26.5%, | 115%, | 252%, | 16.2%, | 183%, | 16.9%, | 23.5%, | 295%, | 207%, | 18.6%, 22.2%, 24.8%, | 167%, | 21.0% | 203%, | 19.4%, 15.9%, | 260%, | 17.2%, | 20.5%, | 203%, 23.0%,

major problems in our A9

country that need to be  Neutral/Neither 8% 6.8% 7.3%, 8.9%, 45%, | 107%, 1.7%, 7.4%, 6.7%, 14.0%, 5.8%, 95%, | 57% | 7A%. | 81% | 35% | 103%, | 10.6%, | 84%. | 46%., | 11.8%, 47%, 52%, | 61%, 9.6%, 8.2%, 6.8%, 121%, | 107%, | 1.3%, | 146%, | 6.0%, 6.6%,

addresse: Disagree 10% 10.0%, | 12.5%, 8.0%, 5.4%, 3.8%, 12.8%,, | 124%,, 30.8%, 14.4%,, 9.4%,, 6.4%, | 17.2%,, | 122%, | 7.9%, 7.3%, 1.6%, | 134%, | 87%, 6.8%, 12.4%, 8.4%, 7.9%, 104%, | 104%, | 1214%, 5.8%, 222%, | 109%, | 0.5% 18.6%, | 2.3% 19.1%,
Strongly Disagree 12% 157%, | 17.2%, | 64% | 155%, | 159%, 3.4%, 16.3%, 18.8%, 26.8%, 16.9%, 205%, | 147%, | 17.2%, | 83%, | 10.4%, | 148%,, | 186%, | 7.0% | 197% | 14.4%, 9.2%, 55%, | 14.0%, | 161%, | 16.5%, 6.7%, 333%, | MT%, | 01% | 322%, | 47%, 13.7%,
Not sure 1% 1.5%, 14%, 1.8%, 1.2%, 2.6%, 0.0% 3.0%, 0.0% 0.5%, 1.2%, 1%, | 12%, | 02%, | 24%, | 24%, | o7%, | o06%, | 08% | 14%, 2.5%, 0.2%, 08%, | 03% 0.4%, 0.6%, 2.5%, 0.9%, 27% | oo | 10% | oow 0.2%,
Total 100% 100.0% | 100.0% [ 100.0% | 100.0% | 1000% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% ] 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Unweighted n 1008 490 265 254 96 76 44 82 36 68 88 122 143 444 475 95 315 244 284 68 262 604 167 291 431 749 171 250 347 340 258 436 218

Table 44 NCXTAB — < “"‘"";‘:‘d In which county do you reside? Gender Age Groups Education Level Income Level Military Affiliation Racial Background Political Beliefs (Ideology) cal Affiliation (Party)

b ountry Study
u Participants in st. g y Some Upto | $50,001- | Over |Yes, AMin| No AMin , ; y p Neither Rep.

North Country Cross-tabs oct 2025 | ] Jefrerson Oswego | = o] Male Female 18-39 40-59 60-69 70+ HSG Colloge | 4*YD s50000 | $100.000 | 100000 i o White BIPOC | Conservative | Neither | Liberal |Repul Democrat | 10" ™

"Recent government  Strongly Agree 23% 19.2%, 23.5%, | 245%, | 29.4%, 15.7%, 12.7%, 28.1%, 32.0%, 27.4%, | 23.2%, | 256% | 159%, | 16.0%, | 228%, | 27.6%, | 112%, | 23.9%, | 224%, | 252%, 49.9%, 136%, | 25%. | 39.0% | 9.8% 14.6%,

actions to detainand o 20% 18.2%, 248%, | 145% | 23.5%, 16.8%, 16.0%, 26.3%, 19.3%,, 18.4%, 203%, | 214%, | 17.0%, | 18.8%, | 19.4%, | 221%, | 200%, | 201%, | 21.6%, 7.4%, 32.4%, 194%, | 1.9% 8%, | 65%, 17.6%,

deport undocumented

immigrants in our Neutral/Neither 14% 17.6%, 10.5%, | 139%., | 10.9%, 15.8%, 20.2%, 12.2%, 5.9% 6.2%, 194%, | 134% | 97% | 146%, | 13.0% | 125%, | 236%, | 124%, | 123%, | 161%, 10.5%, 18.3%, | 32% | 130% | 7.3% 17.0%,

igrants in ou

[communities, Disagree 15% 16.1%, 12.9%, | 169%, | 13.8%, 17.0%, 19.4%, 11.4%, %y | 132%u | 17.2%. | 13.2%, | 183%, | 137%, | 17.6%, | 137%, | 148%, | 153%, | 149%, | 207%, 4%, 218%, | 14.6% | 8%, | 19.4% | 205%,

:‘:‘—‘f‘:’e':ﬁjg:‘::x:‘;’; Strongly Disagree 27% 26.2%, 26.7%, | 28.3%, | 19.9%, 33.0%, 28.6%, 20.5%, 26.5%,, 33.5%, 18.7%, | 25.0%, | 38.6% | 33.4%, | 259%, | 23.8%, | 23.6%, | 268%, | 27.1%, 24.9%, 2.5%, 28.7%, | 77.8% 8.0%, 56.9%, 26.0%,

crimes, is an important Not sure 2% 2.7%, 15%, 1.9%, 2.5%, 1.6%, 34%, 1.5%, 1.4%, 1.2%, 4a%, | 19% | 05% | 38% | 13% | 04%, | 68% | 1s5% | 16% 5.6%, 0.6% 34%, | oo0w 0.7%, 0.2% 4.3%,

positive action taken by Total 100% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Unweighted n 2099 589 470 529 912 1122 293 658 609 492 330 880 840 490 737 706 124 1901 1898 108 687 973 367 838 543 636

Table 44.NYXTAB “""a’;“rcs‘;‘:‘“sy NY State Larger Regions NY State Smaller Regions (Excluding NYC) Gender Age Groups Education Level Income Level Racial Background Political Beliefs (Ideology) Political Affiliation (Party)

i in November | Upstate | LI&NYC | New York Finger | Southern |Central New| Mohawk North Capital Mid- Long y ) Some Upto | $50,001- [ Over § i p Republica Neither Rep.
Statewide Cross tabs 2025 Counties | Suburbs |  City | V5™ | Lakes Tier York Valley Country Region | Hudson | Island Man | Woman | 18-39 40-59 60-69 0+ Hse College 4+ YD $50,000 000 | s100,000 | White BIPOC e Neither | - Liberal n Democrat | ™o, b,
"Recent government  strongly Agree 21% 25.6%, | 263%, | 143%, | 20.2% | 201%., | 15.9%, | 262%, | 41.5%, 55.3%, 25.1%,, | 208%, | 30.5%, | 28.0% | 152%, | 12.3%, | 26.9%, | 31.0%, | 216%, | 312% | 27.6%, 13.6%, 19.4%, | 219%, | 21.0% | 24.5%, | 16.4%, 55.2%, | 16.6%, | 4.8% | 56.2%, | 6.7%, 19.5%,

gly Ag : : : : : :

actions to detain and

deport undocumented  Agree 16% 1M.2%, | 18.4%, | 18.4%, | 9.6%, | 126%, 18.2%, 9.1%, 14.4%, 12.1%, 7.6%, 17.8%, | 189%, | 161%, | 165%, | 15.4%, | 18.8%, | 163%, | 107%, | 202%, | 204%, 10.8%, 15.6%, | 144%, | 18.3%, | 156%, | 16.8%, 234%, | 255%, | 08% [ 18.6%, | 114%, 26.2%,
immigrants in our Neutral/Neither 8% 7.6% 9.7%, 6.6% 8.4%, | 16.1%, 3.8%, 7.2%, 4.0%, 2.5% 3.0% 92%, | 100%, | 87% | 56%, | 86% | 50% | 6% | 86% | 135% | 7.2%. 51%, 144%, | 55%, 3.9%, 5.0%, 9.6%, 7.9%, 120%, | 14% | 123%, | 45%, 5.0%,
regardioss of whether or Disagree 12% 9.2%, | 126%, | 125% | 9.6% | 11.8%, 1.7%, 9.1%, 14.2%, 2.8%, 10.7%, 12.6%, | 126%, | 120% | 11.7% | 112%, | 13.8%, | 84% | 122%, | 155%,, | 81%, 14.0%, 6.8%, | 158%, | 118%, | 9.4%, 14.6%, Ta%, | 11.6%, | 147% | 23%, | 16.6%, 12.9%,
not they have committed Strongly Disagree 42% 45.6%, | 30.7%, | 455%, | 50.0%, | 39.4%,. | 58.9%, | 46.0%, | 25.9%, | 25.9%, 53.6%, | 38.5%, | 24.8%, | 341%, | 48.2%, | 494%, | 347%, | 37A%,, | 45.7%, | 18.5%, | 34.3%, 55.0%; 426%, | 423%, | 43.9%, | 450%, | 38.4%, 38%, | 31.3%, | 786% | 88%, | 60.2%, 36.1%,
:::‘eje'::i'; :‘"‘:“(’;f:; Not sure 2% 0.9%, 2.3%, 2.6%, 1.2%, 0.0% 1.5%, 2.4%, 0.0% 1.5%, 0.0% 1.1%, 3.2%, 1.0%, 2.7%, 3.4%, 0.8%, 1.4%, 1.2%, 1.0%, 23%, 1.4%, 1.6%, 0.4%, 1.0%, 0.4%, 41%, 2.6%, 2.9%, 0.1%, 2.0%, 0.6%, 0.2%,
our government.” Total 100% 100.0% | 100.0% [ 100.0% | 100.0% | 1000% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% ] 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
I Unweighted n 1001 488 263 251 95 76 44 82 36 68 87 122 141 443 474 95 315 244 282 68 262 602 166 291 430 748 170 249 346 340 257 435 218
Table 45.NCXTAB — Co:::i:‘vo;‘:ndv In which county do you reside? Gender Age Groups Education Level Income Level Military Affiliation Racial Background Political Beliefs (Ideology) Political Affiliation (Party)

v Participants in ‘ st. y ‘ § | ‘ ‘ Some Upto | $50,00 over [Yes, AMin[ No AMin § X B | | Neither Rep.
North Country Cross-tabs oct 2025 ] Jeferson | Lewis | oswego | Cv | wale Female 18-39 4059 6069 70+ Hse | oine | a+vo 50000 | $100.000 | 100000 | - Hit o White BiPOC | Conservative | Neither | Liberal JRepublican | Democrat | "
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"Recent inflation in the  strongly Agree 46% 41.7%, 41.2%, 48.7%, 47.3%, 39.7%, 52.1%, 53.3%, 46.8%,, 39.1%;, 32.9%; 45.2%, 50.6%, 36.9%, 59.3%, 43.9%, 38.6%; 37.7%, 46.7%; 46.5%, 45.0%, 31.5%, 50.7% 57.4%, 37.7%, 53.9% 49.3%,
:’;;sz:; 2‘:;:'3"59:"3 e Agree 34% 32.8%, | 40.5%, | 324%, | 345%, | 34.4%, 32.4%, 29.9%, 32.4%, 35.7%ap 3% | 37.5% | 289%, | 394% | 277% | 368%, | 343% | 237% | 302%, | 344%, | 23.6%, 38.0%, 324%, | 285%, | 364%. | 337%. | 30.0%,
it more difficult for me  Neutral/Neither 13% 16.0%, | 120%, | 11.4%, | 11.8%, | 148%, M.4%, 1.2%, 1.3%, 15.9%, 18.1%, 104%, | 128%, | 153%, | 89%, | 129%., | 14.4%, | 23.4%, | 121%, | 116w, | 233%, 16.0%, 1.9%, | 108%, | 147%, | 9.4%, | 13.3%,
[and my family Disagree 6% 6.3%, 5.4%, 6.5%, 4.4%, 7.8%, 3.7%, 4.4%, 7.0%, 6.3%, 6.0%, 3.9%, 5.6%, | 74%, 23%, | 45% | 102% | 9.2%, 53% | 61%, 1.8%, 11.5%, 36%, | 23%, 8.9%, 24%, 5.4%,
financially.” Strongly Disagree 1% 1.6% 0.5%, 1.0%, 1.3%, 2.3%, 0.2%, 0.0% 2.4%, 26%, 0.9%, 0.8%, 1.6%, 1.0%, 0.5%, 1.3%, 19% | o0.0%? 1.4%, 1.3%, 1.4%, 2.4%, 0% | 1.0%, | 22%, 0.6%, 0.8%,
Not sure 1% 16%, | 0d%uy | 04% | 0.7%, 1.0%, 0.6%, 1.2%, 0.5%, 0.5%, 0.7%, 2%, 05% | 03% | 12% | o6%, 07%, | 6.0%, 03%, | 03%, 4.9%, 0.7%, 1.4%, 0.0% 0.4%, 0.2%, 1.5%,
Total 100% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 1000% | 1000% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 1000% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Unweighted n 2100 588 512 471 529 914 1121 293 658 609 493 330 880 841 490 739 706 123 1903 1900 107 689 973 367 839 544 636
Table 45.NYXTAB “""a’;“rcs‘;‘:‘“sy NY State Larger Regions NY State Smaller Regions (Excluding NYC) Gender Age Groups Education Level Income Level Racial Background ical Beliefs (Ideology) Political Affiliation (Party)
Statewide Cross tabs Iniovember | pstae. leu&m:‘.ﬁ "‘ziry""‘ Western | Finger s":::’"" c‘";’::k"e‘” Mv";:f:;" c::::y s:g";“:: | oms, Man | Woman | 1839 4059 6069 70+ HSG cs;:::e 4+YD s;‘:, o :fga?ggr" s 12;;’“0 White BIPOC . Neithor | Liberal | RPUPNC? | pomocrat | Nelthor Rep-
"Recent inflation in the  strongly Agree 54.0%, 41.9%, | 46.5%,, | 63.9%, 63.1%,, 56.6%,,5 44.0%,, 44.0%,, 42.3%,, 45.9%,, 4.7%,, | 39.7%, 43.1%, 51.8%; 56.4%, | 50.0%,, | 40.0%,. | 33.2% 48.6%, 52.1%, 44.0%, 57.4%, 55.3%, 38.8%; 46.7%, 50.2%, 29.2%, 58.5%; 49.2%; 36.4%, 55.1% 48.3%;
:’:;ﬁ:; :':;:':f;'ade Agree 20.8%, | 3BT%, | 355% | 227% | 254%, 38.5%, 31.2%, 50.8%, 28.0%, 30.3%, 35.4%, | 412%, | 382%, | 31.3%, | 324%, | 328%, | 34.4%, | 41.6%, | 41.4%, 32.3%, 34.2%, 34.1%, | 333%, | 364%, | 342%, | 34.9%, 44.9%, | 228%, | 39.6%, | 38.3%, | 30.6% 34.9%,
it more difficult for me  Neutral/Neither 10% 93%, | 11.0% | 105% | s9%, 7.0%, 2.7%, 14.1%, 1.3%, 25.1%, 13.3%, 8%, | 132%, | 10.7%, | 97%, | 42%, | 106%, | 128%,. | 201% | 61%, 8.9%, 12.3%, 4.6%, T5%, | 147%, | 13.14%, 5.5%, 14.5%, 91%, | 83%, | 159%, | 7.4%, 1.8%,
2::;2’3:;’" v Disagree 5% 4.4%, 5.2%, 4.2%, 4.8%, 1.5%, 2.2%, 7.6%, 3.9%, 0.6%, 7.3%, 8.4%, 2.7%, 6.1%, 3.2%, 4.7%, 3.4%, T.7%, 4.2%, 0.0% 3.6%, 6.8%, 2.2%, 2.8%, 7.2%, 4.2%, 5.4%, 6.2%, 5.4%, 2.7%, 4.3%, 5.5%, 3.9%,
Strongly Disagree 2% 2.0%, 2.4%, 1.5%, 1.4%, 2.9%, 0.0%* 1.8%, 0.0% 2.6%, 3.3%, 2.5%, 2.4%, 1.7%, 19%, | o00% 33%, | 43%, 0r%, | 29%, 1.0%, 2.4%, 1.2%, 0.7%, 34%, 1.9%, 1.2%, 4.7%, 18%, | 02%, | 45%, 1.3%, 1%,
Not sure 1% 0.5%, 0.9%, 1.9%, 1.2%, 0.0%? 0.0%* 1.2%, 0.0%? 1.5%, 0.0%? 0.9%, 0.8%, 0.2%, 2.0%, 2.4%, 0.4%, 0.8%, 0.2%, 1.0%, 2.1%, 0.3%, 0.5%, 0.5%, 0.0%2 0.1%, 2.8%, 0.5%,, 2.5%, 0.1%, 0.5%, 0.1%, 0.0%*
Total 100% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 1000% | 100.0% [ 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% ] 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0%
Unweighted n 1005 490 264 252 96 76 44 82 36 68 88 122 142 444 475 95 315 244 284 68 262 604 167 291 431 749 171 250 347 340 258 436 218

144




Appendix lll - Technical Comments — Assistance in
Interpretation of the Statistical Results in this
Report

The results of this study will be disseminated to, and utilized in decision-making by, a very wide array of readers —
who, no doubt, have a very wide array of statistical backgrounds. The following comments are provided to give guidance
for interpretation of the presented findings so that readers with less-than-current statistical training might maximize the use
of the information contained in the 26" Annual North Country Survey of the Community.

Marqin of Error — Constructing Confidence Intervals to Estimate for an Entire Population

When data is collected, of course, it is only possible for the researcher to analyze the results of the sample data,
the data from the group of individuals actually sampled, or in this case, actually interviewed. However, it is typically the goal
of the researcher to use this sample data to draw a conclusion, or estimate that which they believe is true, for the entire
population from which the sample was selected. To complete this estimation the standard statistical technique is to construct
a confidence interval — an interval of values between which one can be 95% certain, or confident, that the true population
value will fall. For example, if a researcher interviews n=500 randomly selected participants from some population of size
N=100,000 individuals, and the researcher finds that x=200 of the 500 sampled participants indicate that they “agree” with
some posed statement (200 out of 500 would be 40%), then the researcher can never be 100% certain that if all 100,000
population members were, in fact, interviewed then the result for this entire population investigation would be that 40% (that
would be 40,000 out of the 100,000) would “agree.” In general, one can never guarantee with 100% certainty that a statistic
for some random sample will perfectly, exactly, result the same as the population value that describes the entire population
(this value is called a “parameter”). Fortunately, considering the types of variables and resulting data that typically are
generated in survey research, use of the statistical tools of probability distributions and sampling distributions allows the
determination of a very important distance — the distance that one would expect 95% of the samples of size n to fall either
above or below the true population value. This distance is commonly referred to as the margin of error. Once this distance
(margin of error) is measured, there is a 95% probability that the sample result (the result of the n=500 sampled participants
in the illustration above) will fall within that distance of the true population value. Therefore, to construct the very useful and
easily-interpreted statistical estimation tool known as a confidence interval, all one must do is calculate the margin of error
and add-and-subtract it to-and-from the sample result (statistic) and the outcome is that there is a 95% chance that the
resulting interval does, in fact, include the true population value within the interval.

To illustrate the above-described concepts of margin of error and confidence intervals, recall that the 2025 margin
of error for this North Country regional survey has been earlier stated in Table 3 in the Methodology section in this report
as approximately +2.4 percentage points. Therefore, when a percentage is observed in one of the included tables of
statistics in this report, the appropriate interpretation is that we are 95% confident that if all North Country adult residents
were surveyed (rather than only the 2,109 that were actually surveyed), the percentage that would result for all residents
would be within +2.4 percentage points of the sample percentage that was surveyed, calculated, and reported in this study.
For example, in Table 16, it can be observed that 18.7% of the sample of 2,098 adults (11 of the 2,109 participants omitted
this survey question) report that they believe that the quality of the environment in their county is “Excellent”. With this
sample result, one could infer with 95% confidence that if all North Country adults were asked — somewhere between 16.3%
and 21.1% of the population of approximately 300,000 adults in the four North Country counties believe that the quality of
the environment in their county is “Excellent” (started with the 18.7% that was found in the sample and added-and-subtracted
a margin of error of £2.4%). This resulting interval (16.3%—21.1%) is known as a 95% Confidence Interval. The consumer
of this report should use this pattern when attempting to generalize any of these survey findings for survey questions that
were answered by all ~2,109 participants in this study to the entire adult population of the four-county North Country region
in 2025. When attempting to generalize results for survey questions which had smaller sample sizes (the result of either
screening questions, or participants refusing to answer certain questions, or investigating smaller demographic subgroups,
such as only those over the age of 60 or such as only residents of one county), the resulting margin of error will be larger
than £2.4 percentage points. Table 3 presented earlier in this report, provides approximate margin of error values that
should be used with sample sizes of less than n=2,109 for the North Country study. An additional column is included in
Table 3 for use in generating confidence interval estimates for the statewide sample of 1,117 residents, using the same
process as described above for North Country residents.
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Marqin of Error — More Detail for Those Interested in Maximizing Precision and Accuracy of Estimates

The introductory example on the preceding page relating to the quality of the environment survey question among
North Country residents used a margin of error of £2.4%, as a result of an illustration that used all 2,109 participants in this
study. However, the margin of error when using the sample results in this study to construct a confidence interval to estimate
a population percentage will not always be £2.4%. There is not one universal value of a margin of error that can be precisely
calculated and used for the results for every question included in this survey, or for that matter, any multiple-question survey.
Calculation methods used in this study for generating the margin of error depend upon the following factors (which include
three more factors in addition to the sample-size factor that has been mentioned earlier in Table 3):

1. The sample size is the number of sampled adults who validly answered the survey question. The
sample size will not always be n=2,109 for this 2025 North Country study since individuals have a
right to omit any question, and of course the statewide sample is only n=1,117, rather than n=2,109.
Additionally, some survey questions were only posed after screening questions. In general, the
smaller the sample size then the larger the margin of error, and conversely, the larger the sample
size then the smaller the margin of error.

2. The sample proportion or percentage is the calculated percentage of the sample who responded
with the answer or category of interest (i.e. responded “Agree”). This percentage can vary from
0%-100%, and, of course, will change from question to question throughout the survey. In general,
the further that a sample percentage varies from 50%, in either direction (approaching either 0% or
100%), the smaller the margin of error, and conversely, the closer that the actual sample
percentage is to 50% then the larger the resulting margin of error. As an example, if 160 out of 400
sampled residents “Agree” with some posed statement, then the sample proportion would be
(160+400=0.4=40%)

3. The confidence level used in generalizing the results of the sample to the population that the
sample represented. In this study, the standard confidence level used in survey research, 95%
confidence level, will be used for all survey questions.

4, The design effect (DEFF) is a factor used in the calculation of the margin of error that compensates
for the impact upon the size of the margin of error of having a sample whose demographic
distributions do not well-parallel the distributions of the entire population that the sampling is
attempting to represent. In general, the further that the sample demographic distributions deviate
from the population distributions then the larger the design effect (margin of error), and conversely,
the closer that the sample demographic distributions parallel the population distributions then the
smaller the design effect (margin of error). Essentially the design effect reflects the magnitude of
the impact that reliance upon weighting of sample results will have upon the reliability of population
estimates. Note that the design effect for this North Country study of n=2,109 is approximately
2.00, and the design effect for this NY statewide study of n=1,117 is approximately 2.24.

In mathematical notation, the margin of error (ME) for each sample result for this study would be represented as:

ME =1.96- JM .\ DEFF
n

Where n=sample size = # valid responses to the survey question
p=sample percentage for the survey question (between 0%-100%)
1.96 = the standard normal score associated with the 95% confidence level
DEFF = the design effect

and S
DEFF =" ZW;
(Xw)
with wi=the post-stratification weight associated with i" of the sampled individuals

An example of using this Margin of Error formula would be that if 300 North Country residents are sampled and
validly answer some survey question, and 60 of those 300 residents report that they “Strongly Agree” with some statement,
then the sample proportion is p=(60/300)=0.2=20%. Therefore, the margin of error for this sample (whose n is only 300)
that has a sample proportion that deviates quite largely from 50%, is found by: (please refer to Table 46, North Country

version, to verify) ME = 1.96- |22%2. VDEFF = 1.96- |Z200=20. (750 = 6.4%

Since the sample size varies (in fact, could conceivably be different for every question included in the survey) and
the sample percentage varies (also, could conceivably be different for every question included in the survey) the following
table (Table 46) has been provided for the reader to determine the correct margin of error to use whenever constructing a
confidence interval using the sample data presented in this North Country study. This table was generated using the ME
formula shown earlier.
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Table 46 — More Detailed Margins of Error for Varying Sample Sizes and

Varying Sample Proportions — North Country Sample (n=2,109)

Varying Sample Sizes (n=...)

Varying

Sample 30 50 100 150 200 250 300 350 400 472 500 515 529 593 700 800 1000 1500 2109

%'s:
2% 7.1% 5.5% 3.9% 3.2% 2.7% 2.5% 2.2% 2.1% 1.9% 1.8% 1.7% 1.7% 1.7% 1.6% 1.5% 1.4% 1.2% 1.0% 0.8%
4% 9.9% 1.7% 5.4% 4.4% 3.8% 3.4% 3.1% 2.9% 2.7% 2.5% 2.4% 2.4% 2.4% 2.2% 21% 1.9% 1.7% 1.4% 1.2%
6% 12.0% 9.3% 6.6% 5.4% 4.7% 4.2% 3.8% 3.5% 3.3% 3.0% 2.9% 2.9% 2.9% 2.7% 2.5% 2.3% 21% 1.7% 1.4%
8% 13.7% | 10.6% 7.5% 6.1% 5.3% 4.8% 4.3% 4.0% 3.8% 3.5% 3.4% 3.3% 3.3% 3.1% 2.8% 2.7% 2.4% 1.9% 1.6%
10% 152% | 11.8% 8.3% 6.8% 5.9% 5.3% 4.8% 4.4% 4.2% 3.8% 3.7% 3.7% 3.6% 3.4% 3.1% 2.9% 2.6% 21% 1.8%
12% 164% | 12.7% 9.0% 7.4% 6.4% 5.7% 5.2% 4.8% 4.5% 4.1% 4.0% 4.0% 3.9% 3.7% 3.4% 3.2% 2.8% 2.3% 2.0%
14% 17.6% | 13.6% 9.6% 7.9% 6.8% 6.1% 5.6% 5.1% 4.8% 4.4% 4.3% 4.2% 4.2% 3.9% 3.6% 3.4% 3.0% 2.5% 21%
16% 18.6% | 14.4% | 10.2% 8.3% 7.2% 6.4% 5.9% 5.4% 51% 4.7% 4.5% 4.5% 4.4% 4.2% 3.8% 3.6% 3.2% 2.6% 2.2%
18% 194% | 151% | 10.6% 8.7% 7.5% 6.7% 6.1% 5.7% 5.3% 4.9% 4.8% 4.7% 4.6% 4.4% 4.0% 3.8% 3.4% 2.7% 2.3%
20% 202% | 157% | 11.1% 9.1% 7.8% 7.0% 6.4% 5.9% 5.5% 5.1% 5.0% 4.9% 4.8% 4.6% 4.2% 3.9% 3.5% 2.9% 2.4%
o 21.0% | 162% | 11.5% 9.4% 8.1% 7.3% 6.6% 6.1% 5.7% 5.3% 51% 5.1% 5.0% 47% 4.3% 41% 3.6% 3.0% 2.5%
22% % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
24% 21.6% 16.7% 11.8% 9.7% 8.4% 7.5% 6.8% 6.3% 5.9% 5.4% 5.3% 5.2% 5.1% 4.9% 4.5% 4.2% 3.7% 31% 2.6%
o 222% | 172% | 122% 9.9% 8.6% 7.7% 7.0% 6.5% 6.1% 5.6% 5.4% 5.4% 5.3% 5.0% 4.6% 4.3% 3.8% 31% 2.6%
26% % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
o 7% 7.6% 4% 0.2% 8% 7.9% 7.2% 7% 2% 5.7% 5.6% 5.5% 5.4% 51% 7% 4% 3.9% 2% 7%
28% 22.7% 17.6% 12.4% 10.2% 8.8% 9% 2% 6.7% 6.2% % 6% % 4% 1% 4.7% 4.4% 9% 3.2% 2.7%
o 232% | 18.0% | 127% | 10.4% 9.0% 8.0% 7.3% 6.8% 6.4% 5.8% 5.7% 5.6% 5.5% 5.2% 4.8% 4.5% 4.0% 3.3% 2.8%
30% % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
32% 23.6% 18.3% 12.9% 10.6% 9.1% 8.2% 7.5% 6.9% 6.5% 6.0% 5.8% 5.7% 5.6% 5.3% 4.9% 4.6% 4.1% 3.3% 2.8%
34% 240% | 18.6% | 134% | 10.7% 9.3% 8.3% 7.6% 7.0% 6.6% 6.0% 5.9% 5.8% 5.7% 5.4% 5.0% 4.6% 4.2% 3.4% 2.9%
36% 24.3% 18.8% 13.3% 10.9% 9.4% 8.4% 1.7% 7.1% 6.7% 6.1% 6.0% 5.9% 5.8% 5.5% 5.0% 4.7% 4.2% 3.4% 2.9%
38% 246% | 19.0% | 135% | 11.0% 9.5% 8.5% 7.8% 7.2% 6.7% 6.2% 6.0% 5.9% 5.8% 5.5% 5.1% 4.8% 4.3% 3.5% 2.9%
40% 24.8% 19.2% 13.6% 11.1% 9.6% 8.6% 7.8% 7.3% 6.8% 6.3% 6.1% 6.0% 5.9% 5.6% 5.1% 4.8% 4.3% 3.5% 3.0%
42% 250% | 19.3% | 13.7% | 11.2% 9.7% 8.7% 7.9% 7.3% 6.8% 6.3% 6.1% 6.0% 5.9% 5.6% 5.2% 4.8% 4.3% 3.5% 3.0%
44% 25.1% 19.5% 13.8% 11.2% 9.7% 8.7% 7.9% 7.4% 6.9% 6.3% 6.2% 6.1% 6.0% 5.7% 5.2% 4.9% 4.4% 3.6% 3.0%
46% 252% | 19.5% | 13.8% | 11.3% 9.8% 8.7% 8.0% 7.4% 6.9% 6.4% 6.2% 6.1% 6.0% 5.7% 5.2% 4.9% 4.4% 3.6% 3.0%
48% 253% | 19.6% | 13.8% | 11.3% 9.8% 8.8% 8.0% 7.4% 6.9% 6.4% 6.2% 6.1% 6.0% 5.7% 5.2% 4.9% 4.4% 3.6% 3.0%
50% 253% | 19.6% | 139% | 11.3% 9.8% 8.8% 8.0% 7.4% 6.9% 6.4% 6.2% 6.1% 6.0% 5.7% 5.2% 4.9% 4.4% 3.6% 3.0%
52% 253% | 19.6% | 13.8% | 11.3% 9.8% 8.8% 8.0% 7.4% 6.9% 6.4% 6.2% 6.1% 6.0% 5.7% 5.2% 4.9% 4.4% 3.6% 3.0%
54% 252% | 19.5% | 13.8% | 11.3% 9.8% 8.7% 8.0% 7.4% 6.9% 6.4% 6.2% 6.1% 6.0% 5.7% 5.2% 4.9% 4.4% 3.6% 3.0%
56% 251% | 19.5% | 13.8% | 11.2% 9.7% 8.7% 7.9% 7.4% 6.9% 6.3% 6.2% 6.1% 6.0% 5.7% 5.2% 4.9% 4.4% 3.6% 3.0%
58% 250% | 19.3% | 13.7% | 11.2% 9.7% 8.7% 7.9% 1.3% 6.8% 6.3% 6.1% 6.0% 5.9% 5.6% 5.2% 4.8% 4.3% 3.5% 3.0%
60% 248% | 19.2% | 13.6% | 11.1% 9.6% 8.6% 7.8% 1.3% 6.8% 6.3% 6.1% 6.0% 5.9% 5.6% 5.1% 4.8% 4.3% 3.5% 3.0%
62% 246% | 19.0% | 135% | 11.0% 9.5% 8.5% 7.8% 1.2% 6.7% 6.2% 6.0% 5.9% 5.8% 5.5% 5.1% 4.8% 4.3% 3.5% 2.9%
64% 243% | 18.8% | 133% | 10.9% 9.4% 8.4% 1.7% 7.1% 6.7% 6.1% 6.0% 5.9% 5.8% 5.5% 5.0% 4.7% 4.2% 3.4% 2.9%
66% 240% | 18.6% | 1314% | 10.7% 9.3% 8.3% 7.6% 7.0% 6.6% 6.0% 5.9% 5.8% 5.7% 5.4% 5.0% 4.6% 4.2% 3.4% 2.9%
68% 236% | 18.3% | 129% | 10.6% 9.1% 8.2% 7.5% 6.9% 6.5% 6.0% 5.8% 5.7% 5.6% 5.3% 4.9% 4.6% 4.1% 3.3% 2.8%
70% 232% | 18.0% | 127% | 10.4% 9.0% 8.0% 7.3% 6.8% 6.4% 5.8% 5.7% 5.6% 5.5% 5.2% 4.8% 4.5% 4.0% 3.3% 2.8%
72% 22.7% 17.6% 12.4% 10.2% 8.8% 7.9% 7.2% 6.7% 6.2% 5.7% 5.6% 5.5% 5.4% 51% 4.7% 4.4% 3.9% 3.2% 2.7%
74% 222% | 17.2% | 122% 9.9% 8.6% 7.7% 7.0% 6.5% 6.1% 5.6% 5.4% 5.4% 5.3% 5.0% 4.6% 4.3% 3.8% 31% 2.6%
o 21.6% 16.7% 11.8% 9.7% 8.4% 7.5% 6.8% 6.3% 5.9% 5.4% 5.3% 5.2% 5.1% 4.9% 4.5% 4.2% 3.7% 31% 2.6%
78% 21.0% | 162% | 11.5% 9.4% 8.1% 7.3% 6.6% 6.1% 5.7% 5.3% 51% 5.1% 5.0% 47% 4.3% 41% 3.6% 3.0% 2.5%
80% 20.2% 15.7% 111% 9.1% 7.8% 7.0% 6.4% 5.9% 5.5% 5.1% 5.0% 4.9% 4.8% 4.6% 4.2% 3.9% 3.5% 2.9% 2.4%
82% 19.4% | 151% | 10.6% 8.7% 7.5% 6.7% 6.1% 5.7% 5.3% 4.9% 4.8% 47% 4.6% 44% 4.0% 3.8% 3.4% 2.7% 2.3%
84% 18.6% 14.4% 10.2% 8.3% 7.2% 6.4% 5.9% 5.4% 51% 4.7% 4.5% 4.5% 4.4% 4.2% 3.8% 3.6% 3.2% 2.6% 2.2%
86% 17.6% | 13.6% 9.6% 7.9% 6.8% 6.1% 5.6% 5.1% 4.8% 4.4% 4.3% 4.2% 4.2% 3.9% 3.6% 3.4% 3.0% 2.5% 2.1%
88% 16.4% 12.7% 9.0% 7.4% 6.4% 5.7% 5.2% 4.8% 4.5% 4.1% 4.0% 4.0% 3.9% 3.7% 3.4% 3.2% 2.8% 2.3% 2.0%
90% 152% | 11.8% 8.3% 6.8% 5.9% 5.3% 4.8% 4.4% 4.2% 3.8% 3.7% 3.7% 3.6% 3.4% 3.1% 2.9% 2.6% 21% 1.8%
92% 13.7% 10.6% 7.5% 6.1% 5.3% 4.8% 4.3% 4.0% 3.8% 3.5% 3.4% 3.3% 3.3% 31% 2.8% 2.7% 2.4% 1.9% 1.6%
94% 12.0% 9.3% 6.6% 5.4% 4.7% 4.2% 3.8% 3.5% 3.3% 3.0% 2.9% 2.9% 2.9% 2.7% 2.5% 2.3% 2.1% 1.7% 1.4%
96% 9.9% 1.7% 5.4% 4.4% 3.8% 3.4% 3.1% 2.9% 27% 2.5% 2.4% 2.4% 2.4% 2.2% 21% 1.9% 1.7% 1.4% 1.2%
98% 7.1% 5.5% 3.9% 3.2% 2.7% 2.5% 2.2% 2.1% 1.9% 1.8% 1.7% 1.7% 1.7% 1.6% 1.5% 1.4% 1.2% 1.0% 0.8%
Average | 202% | 157% | 11.1% | 9.0% | 78% | 7.0% | 64% | 59% | 55% | 51% | 50% | 49% | 48% | 45% | 42% | 39% | 35% | 29% | 24%
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Table 46 — More Detailed Margins of Error for Varying Sample Sizes and
Varying Sample Proportions — NY State Sample (n=1,117)

Varying Sample Sizes (n=...)
Varying

Sample 30 50 100 150 200 250 300 350 400 472 500 515 5290 593 700 800 900 1000 1117

%'s:
2% 7.5% 5.8% 4.1% 3.4% 2.9% 2.6% 2.4% 2.2% 2.1% 1.9% 1.8% 1.8% 1.8% 1.7% 1.6% 1.5% 1.4% 1.3% 1.2%
4% 10.5% 8.1% 5.7% 4.7% 4.1% 3.6% 3.3% 3.1% 2.9% 2.6% 2.6% 2.5% 2.5% 24% 2.2% 2.0% 1.9% 1.8% 1.7%
6% 12.7% 9.9% 7.0% 5.7% 4.9% 4.4% 4.0% 3.7% 3.5% 3.2% 3.1% 3.1% 3.0% 2.9% 2.6% 2.5% 2.3% 2.2% 2.1%
8% 14.5% 11.3% 8.0% 6.5% 5.6% 5.0% 4.6% 4.3% 4.0% 3.7% 3.6% 3.5% 3.5% 3.3% 3.0% 2.8% 2.7% 2.5% 2.4%
10% 16.1% 12.4% 8.8% 7.2% 6.2% 5.6% 5.1% 4.7% 4.4% 4.1% 3.9% 3.9% 3.8% 3.6% 3.3% 3.1% 2.9% 2.8% 2.6%
12% 17.4% 13.5% 9.5% 7.8% 6.7% 6.0% 5.5% 51% 4.8% 4.4% 4.3% 4.2% 4.1% 3.9% 3.6% 3.4% 3.2% 3.0% 2.9%
14% 18.6% 14.4% 10.2% 8.3% 7.2% 6.4% 5.9% 5.4% 5.1% 4.7% 4.6% 4.5% 4.4% 4.2% 3.8% 3.6% 3.4% 3.2% 3.0%
16% 19.6% 15.2% 10.8% 8.8% 7.6% 6.8% 6.2% 5.7% 5.4% 5.0% 4.8% 4.7% 4.7% 4.4% 4.1% 3.8% 3.6% 3.4% 3.2%
18% 20.6% 15.9% 11.3% 9.2% 8.0% 71% 6.5% 6.0% 5.6% 5.2% 5.0% 5.0% 4.9% 4.6% 4.3% 4.0% 3.8% 3.6% 3.4%
20% 21.4% 16.6% 11.7% 9.6% 8.3% 7.4% 6.8% 6.3% 5.9% 5.4% 5.2% 5.2% 51% 4.8% 4.4% 4.1% 3.9% 3.7% 3.5%
22% 22.2% 17.2% 12.2% 9.9% 8.6% 1.7% 7.0% 6.5% 6.1% 5.6% 5.4% 5.4% 5.3% 5.0% 4.6% 4.3% 4.1% 3.8% 3.6%
24% 22.9% 17.7% 12.5% 10.2% 8.9% 7.9% 7.2% 6.7% 6.3% 5.8% 5.6% 5.5% 5.4% 5.1% 4.7% 4.4% 4.2% 4.0% 3.7%
26% 23.5% 18.2% 12.9% 10.5% 9.1% 8.1% 7.4% 6.9% 6.4% 5.9% 5.8% 5.7% 5.6% 5.3% 4.9% 4.5% 4.3% 4.1% 3.8%
28% 24.0% 18.6% 13.2% 10.8% 9.3% 8.3% 7.6% 7.0% 6.6% 6.1% 5.9% 5.8% 5.7% 5.4% 5.0% 4.7% 4.4% 4.2% 3.9%
30% 24.5% 19.0% 13.4% 11.0% 9.5% 8.5% 7.8% 7.2% 6.7% 6.2% 6.0% 5.9% 5.8% 5.5% 51% 4.8% 4.5% 4.3% 4.0%
32% 25.0% 19.4% 13.7% 11.2% 9.7% 8.7% 7.9% 7.3% 6.8% 6.3% 6.1% 6.0% 5.9% 5.6% 5.2% 4.8% 4.6% 4.3% 41%
34% 25.4% 19.7% 13.9% 11.3% 9.8% 8.8% 8.0% 7.4% 6.9% 6.4% 6.2% 6.1% 6.0% 5.7% 5.3% 4.9% 4.6% 4.4% 4.2%
36% 25.7% 19.9% 14.1% 11.5% 10.0% 8.9% 8.1% 7.5% 7.0% 6.5% 6.3% 6.2% 6.1% 5.8% 5.3% 5.0% 4.7% 4.5% 4.2%
38% 26.0% 20.1% 14.2% 11.6% 10.1% 9.0% 8.2% 7.6% 71% 6.6% 6.4% 6.3% 6.2% 5.8% 5.4% 5.0% 4.7% 4.5% 4.3%
40% 26.2% 20.3% 14.4% 11.7% 10.2% 9.1% 8.3% 7.7% 7.2% 6.6% 6.4% 6.3% 6.2% 5.9% 5.4% 51% 4.8% 4.5% 4.3%
42% 26.4% 20.5% 14.5% 11.8% 10.2% 9.2% 8.4% 7.7% 7.2% 6.7% 6.5% 6.4% 6.3% 5.9% 5.5% 51% 4.8% 4.6% 4.3%
44% 26.6% 20.6% 14.6% 11.9% 10.3% 9.2% 8.4% 7.8% 7.3% 6.7% 6.5% 6.4% 6.3% 6.0% 5.5% 51% 4.9% 4.6% 4.4%
46% 26.7% 20.7% 14.6% 11.9% 10.3% 9.2% 8.4% 7.8% 7.3% 6.7% 6.5% 6.4% 6.4% 6.0% 5.5% 5.2% 4.9% 4.6% 4.4%
48% 26.8% 20.7% 14.7% 12.0% 10.4% 9.3% 8.5% 7.8% 7.3% 6.7% 6.6% 6.5% 6.4% 6.0% 5.5% 5.2% 4.9% 4.6% 4.4%
50% 26.8% 20.7% 14.7% 12.0% 10.4% 9.3% 8.5% 7.8% 7.3% 6.8% 6.6% 6.5% 6.4% 6.0% 5.5% 5.2% 4.9% 4.6% 4.4%
52% 26.8% 20.7% 14.7% 12.0% 10.4% 9.3% 8.5% 7.8% 7.3% 6.7% 6.6% 6.5% 6.4% 6.0% 5.5% 5.2% 4.9% 4.6% 4.4%
54% 26.7% 20.7% 14.6% 11.9% 10.3% 9.2% 8.4% 7.8% 7.3% 6.7% 6.5% 6.4% 6.4% 6.0% 5.5% 5.2% 4.9% 4.6% 4.4%
56% 26.6% 20.6% 14.6% 11.9% 10.3% 9.2% 8.4% 7.8% 7.3% 6.7% 6.5% 6.4% 6.3% 6.0% 5.5% 5.1% 4.9% 4.6% 4.4%
58% 26.4% 20.5% 14.5% 11.8% 10.2% 9.2% 8.4% 1.7% 7.2% 6.7% 6.5% 6.4% 6.3% 5.9% 5.5% 5.1% 4.8% 4.6% 4.3%
60% 26.2% 20.3% 14.4% 11.7% 10.2% 9.1% 8.3% 1.7% 7.2% 6.6% 6.4% 6.3% 6.2% 5.9% 5.4% 5.1% 4.8% 4.5% 4.3%
62% 26.0% 20.1% 14.2% 11.6% 10.1% 9.0% 8.2% 7.6% 71% 6.6% 6.4% 6.3% 6.2% 5.8% 5.4% 5.0% 4.7% 4.5% 4.3%
64% 25.7% 19.9% 14.1% 11.5% 10.0% 8.9% 8.1% 7.5% 7.0% 6.5% 6.3% 6.2% 6.1% 5.8% 5.3% 5.0% 4.7% 4.5% 4.2%
66% 25.4% 19.7% 13.9% 11.3% 9.8% 8.8% 8.0% 7.4% 6.9% 6.4% 6.2% 6.1% 6.0% 5.7% 5.3% 4.9% 4.6% 4.4% 4.2%
68% 25.0% 19.4% 13.7% 11.2% 9.7% 8.7% 7.9% 7.3% 6.8% 6.3% 6.1% 6.0% 5.9% 5.6% 5.2% 4.8% 4.6% 4.3% 4.1%
70% 24.5% 19.0% 13.4% 11.0% 9.5% 8.5% 7.8% 7.2% 6.7% 6.2% 6.0% 5.9% 5.8% 5.5% 51% 4.8% 4.5% 4.3% 4.0%
72% 24.0% 18.6% 13.2% 10.8% 9.3% 8.3% 7.6% 7.0% 6.6% 6.1% 5.9% 5.8% 5.7% 5.4% 5.0% 4.7% 4.4% 4.2% 3.9%
74% 23.5% 18.2% 12.9% 10.5% 9.1% 8.1% 7.4% 6.9% 6.4% 5.9% 5.8% 5.7% 5.6% 5.3% 4.9% 4.5% 4.3% 4.1% 3.8%
76% 22.9% 17.7% 12.5% 10.2% 8.9% 7.9% 7.2% 6.7% 6.3% 5.8% 5.6% 5.5% 5.4% 5.1% 4.7% 4.4% 4.2% 4.0% 3.7%
78% 22.2% 17.2% 12.2% 9.9% 8.6% 1.7% 7.0% 6.5% 6.1% 5.6% 5.4% 5.4% 5.3% 5.0% 4.6% 4.3% 4.1% 3.8% 3.6%
80% 21.4% 16.6% 11.7% 9.6% 8.3% 7.4% 6.8% 6.3% 5.9% 5.4% 5.2% 5.2% 51% 4.8% 4.4% 4.1% 3.9% 3.7% 3.5%
82% 20.6% 15.9% 11.3% 9.2% 8.0% 71% 6.5% 6.0% 5.6% 5.2% 5.0% 5.0% 4.9% 4.6% 4.3% 4.0% 3.8% 3.6% 3.4%
84% 19.6% 15.2% 10.8% 8.8% 7.6% 6.8% 6.2% 5.7% 5.4% 5.0% 4.8% 4.7% 4.7% 4.4% 41% 3.8% 3.6% 3.4% 3.2%
86% 18.6% 14.4% 10.2% 8.3% 7.2% 6.4% 5.9% 5.4% 51% 4.7% 4.6% 4.5% 4.4% 4.2% 3.8% 3.6% 3.4% 3.2% 3.0%
88% 17.4% 13.5% 9.5% 7.8% 6.7% 6.0% 5.5% 51% 4.8% 4.4% 4.3% 4.2% 41% 3.9% 3.6% 3.4% 3.2% 3.0% 2.9%
90% 16.1% 12.4% 8.8% 7.2% 6.2% 5.6% 51% 4.7% 4.4% 41% 3.9% 3.9% 3.8% 3.6% 3.3% 3.1% 2.9% 2.8% 2.6%
92% 14.5% 11.3% 8.0% 6.5% 5.6% 5.0% 4.6% 4.3% 4.0% 3.7% 3.6% 3.5% 3.5% 3.3% 3.0% 2.8% 2.7% 2.5% 2.4%
94% 12.7% 9.9% 7.0% 5.7% 4.9% 4.4% 4.0% 3.7% 3.5% 3.2% 3.1% 3.1% 3.0% 2.9% 2.6% 2.5% 2.3% 2.2% 2.1%
96% 10.5% 8.1% 5.7% 4.7% 4.1% 3.6% 3.3% 3.1% 2.9% 2.6% 2.6% 2.5% 2.5% 24% 2.2% 2.0% 1.9% 1.8% 1.7%
98% 7.5% 5.8% 4.1% 3.4% 2.9% 2.6% 2.4% 2.2% 2.1% 1.9% 1.8% 1.8% 1.8% 1.7% 1.6% 1.5% 1.4% 1.3% 1.2%
Average | 214% | 166% | 11.7% | 96% | 83% | 74% | 68% | 63% | 59% | 54% | 52% | 52% | 51% | 48% | 44% | 44% | 39% | 37% | 35%
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Illustration of how to use Table 46 to determine the correct margin of error when investigating subgroups:

To estimate the percentage in the entire population of New York City adults who believe that the overall state of
the local economy is at least good (Excellent or Good) one must simply refer to Table 24 and it can be observed that 26.9%
of the 279 sampled NYC participants replied with at least good (5.3% indicated Excellent, while another 21.6% indicated
Good). Reference to Table 46 (Statewide version) on the preceding page indicates that the appropriate margin of error
would be +7.0% (used p=22%, the closest to 21.9% that is shown in Table 46; and used n=300, the closest to 279 that is
included in Table 46). Therefore, we can be 95% confident that if all NYC adults were to evaluate the state of the local
economy the resulting percentage who would indicate at least good among this population would be within +7.0% of the
21.9% found in our sample. The interpretation of this would be that we are 95% confident that among all NYC adults the
percentage who believe that the state of the local economy is at least good would be somewhere between 14.9% and
28.9%. Note that this margin of error of 7.0 percentage points is larger than the earlier-cited statewide study margin of error
of approximately 3.5 percentage points as a result of there being only 279 adults in this NYC-specific sample (n=279, not
1,117, for this example). Also, please note that readers who desire a greater level of accuracy than this estimated margin
of error that has been excerpted from Table 46, one may directly calculate the exact margin of error using p=21.9 and n=279
and DEFF=2.24 in the ME formula shown preceding Table 46.

Significance Testing — Testing for Statistically Significant Trends, Differences, and Relationships

The technical discussion of statistical techniques above has focused on the statistical inference referred to as
estimation — construction of confidence intervals using the margins of error described in the tables shown on preceding
pages. To take full advantage of the data collected in this study, other statistical techniques are of value. Tests for significant
trends over time within the North Country, tests for differences between the four annually studied North Country counties,
tests for significantly correlated factors with measured variables, tests comparing North Country results to statewide results,
and tests to compare response distributions for similarly-scaled variables within the 2025 data are presented as well.

A comment or two regarding “statistical significance” could help readers of varying quantitative backgrounds most
appropriately interpret the results of what has been statistically analyzed. Again, because the data for the 26" Annual North
Country Survey of the Community is based on a sample of 2,109 adult residents, as opposed to obtaining information from
every single adult resident in the four counties, there must be a method of determining whether an observed relationship or
difference in the sample survey data is likely to continue to hold true if every adult resident of the region were, in fact,
interviewed. To make this determination, tests of statistical significance are standard practice in evaluating sample
survey data.

For example, if the sample data shows that North Country male residents are more likely to report that the quality
of the environment is Excellent than female residents (24.2% vs. 13.4%, respectively, Table 16.NCXTAB — North Country
Cross-tabs, in Appendix Il), the researcher would want to know if this higher satisfaction with the quality of the environment
among male residents would still be present if they interviewed every North Country adult rather than just the sample of
2,109 North Country adults who were actually interviewed. To answer this question, the researcher uses a test of
statistical significance. The outcome of a test of statistical significance will be that the result is either “not statistically
significant” or the result is “statistically significant.”

The meaning of “not statistically significant” is that if the sample were repeated many more times (in this case that
would mean many more different groups of n=2,109 randomly selected adults from the approximately 300,000 adults in the
four sampled North Country counties), then the results of these samples would not consistently show that male residents
are more likely to report that the quality of the environment is Excellent in in the North Country than female residents; some
samples would have males higher and some would have females higher. In this case, the researcher could not report with
high levels of confidence that the male satisfaction rate is statistically significantly different from the female rate. Rather, in
this case the difference found between males and females in the one actually selected sample of size n=2,109 North Country
residents would be interpreted as small enough that it could be due simply to the random chance of sampling — not
statistically significant. Again, the determination of “how far apart is far enough apart to be statistically significant?” is
calculated by using sampling distributions and the margins of error described earlier. These tools allow the measurement
of how far apart sample subgroups must be to be interpreted as a very unlikely difference to occur simply by random chance
(if one assumes that the population values for the subgroups are, in fact, equal).

Conversely, the meaning of “statistically significant” is that if the sample were repeated many more times, then the
results of these samples would consistently show that male adults are more likely to report the quality of the environment is
Excellent than females; and further, if every adult in the North Country were interviewed, we are confident that the population
“perceived as Excellent’ rate among males would be higher than the rate among females. One can never be 100% certain
(or confident) that the result of a sample will indicate appropriately whether the population percentages are, in fact,
statistically significantly different from one another or not. However, using the standard confidence level of 95%, an
interpretation of “not statistically significant” means that the size of the observed sample difference would naturally be
expected to be found in 95 out of 100 random samples of similar size n. The interpretation of a “statistically significant”
difference is that it is so large that there is a probability of less than 5% that this difference occurred simply due to the
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random chance of sampling (if one assumes that the population values for the subgroups are, in fact, equal) — instead, it is
considered a “real” difference. In statistical vocabulary and notation, this would be represented as a p-value of less than
5% (p<0.05).

Correlated Explanatory Variables — How does one decide if there is a “statistically significant”
correlation?

Throughout this report, cross-tabulation comparisons for “relationships between collected variables” have been
completed. With investigations for relationships between variables, the focus is the identification of correlations between
variables — is the result for some survey question different when looking at various subgroups (or, levels) of some other
variable? Again, referring to the “quality of the environment” scenario, one could observe in Table 16.NCXTAB — North
Country Cross-tabs, in Appendix Il that the “Excellent” rate among males is 24.2%, and compare this to the rate among
females (which is only 13.4%). A very small difference between these within-subgroup rates (or, proportions) could be small
enough to quite likely occur simply due to the random chance of sampling when the real population values for all males and
all females in the county are equal — found to be not a statistically significant difference (p>0.05). Conversely, a very large
difference between these within-subgroup proportions could be large enough to be quite unlikely to occur simply due to the
random chance of sampling when the real population values for all males and all females in the county are equal — found
to be a statistically significant difference (p<0.05).

How does one determine if the observed difference in rates (or, percentages) when comparing subgroups is large
enough to be statistically significant, or so small that it is not statistically significant? The rule that should be applied to
determine statistical significance is:

1. Sample percentages in the same row and subtable (comparing demographic subgroups) not sharing

the same subscript are significantly different at p<.05.

2. Sample percentages in the same row and subtable (comparing demographic subgroups) sharing the

same subscript are not significantly different at p<.05.

All tests have been completed using the two-proportion z-test. Subsequent cell adjustment for all pairwise
comparisons within a row of each innermost sub-table using the Bonferroni Multiple Comparison corrections has been
completed when necessary. Tests assume equal variances. All results for all significance tests are reported in the
associated cross-tabulation contingency tables using APA-style subscripts.

As an example, the demographic cross-tabulations for satisfaction with “quality of the environment” for the North
Country in 2025 are shown below (and, also later in this report this is Table 16.NCXTAB — North Country Cross-tabs, in
Appendix Il):

In which county do you reside? Gender Age Groups
Jefferson Lewis Oswego Lawsr:nce Male Female 18-39 40-59 60-69 70+
Quality of the Excellent 19.2%, 28.0%, 17.3%, | 17.3%p, 24.2%, 13.4%, 15.0%, 21.0%j 19.3%, 22.9%,
environment Good 47.4%, | 549%, | 513%, | 51.5%, | 49.4%, 51.7%, 45.3%, 50.2%, 55.5%, 57.9%,¢
Fair 24.9%, 14.1%, 25.9%, 25.1%, 22.0%, 26.6% 31.0%, 22.2%, 21.0% 15.6%,,
Poor 7.2%, 1.8%, 4.3%, 5.9%, 4.0%, 7.0%; 7.6%, 6.0%, 3.3%, 2.1%j
Don't Know 1.3%, 1.2%, 1.2%, 0.2%, 0.5%, 1.3%, 1.1%, 0.6%, 0.8%, 1.5%,
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Unweighted n 592 512 466 528 910 1121 295 657 609 488

This cross-tabulation table for the North Country shows that in 2025, 24.2% of male participants rate the quality of
the environment in their county as “Excellent”, while only 13.4% of female participants do so, and since these two groups
do not share a subscript (males are designated as “a”, while females are “b”), the two groups do differ statistically
significantly. In 2025 in the North Country, men are significantly more satisfied with the quality of the environment than are
females (when “satisfaction” is defined as a rating of “Excellent”). The above-described process is the appropriate process
to use whenever comparing subgroups within the data set that has been collected and analyzed within this study. Note that
if the two subscripts are the same (such as “a” and “a”), then the two groups do not differ statistically significantly.

Regional Comparisons — How does one decide if a county is “statistically significantly” different from
other counties?

The same concept of statistical significance that has described in the preceding pages regarding “Correlational
Analyses” is also applied when a researcher attempts to complete a “Comparison among North Country Counties” in 2025.
The focus now becomes the comparison of the 2025 county-specific results to one another. How does one determine if the
observed difference in rates (or, percentages) when comparing counties is large enough to be statistically significant, or so
small that it is not statistically significant? The rule that should be applied to determine statistical significance is:

1. Sample percentages in the same row and subtable (comparing demographic subgroups) not sharing

the same subscript are significantly different at p<.05.
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2. Sample percentages in the same row and subtable (comparing demographic subgroups) sharing the
same subscript are not significantly different at p< .05.

All tests have been completed using the two-proportion z-test. Subsequent cell adjustment for all pairwise
comparisons within a row of each innermost sub-table using the Bonferroni Multiple Comparison corrections has been
completed when necessary. Tests assume equal variances. All results for all significance tests are reported in the
associated cross-tabulation contingency tables using APA-style subscripts.

As an example, the county comparison cross-tabulations for satisfaction with “Overall State of the Local Economy”

for this North Country study in 2025 are shown below (and, also in the body of the report this is Table 24):
St. 4. County

Jefferson Lewis .
Lawrence Region

3%, | 23%.p 0.2% 1.5%
16.8%, | 26.6%p 9.7%. | 134%
43.2%,;, |38.3%, 5 37.0%, | A2.6%
28.1%, |31.9%.p 50.3%. | 38.5%
82%. | 0.9% 24%, | 4.0%

100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

This above cross-tabulation table shows that in 2025, 28.1% of Jefferson participants rate Overall State of the Local
Economy in their county as “Poor”, while 31.9% of Lewis participants do so, and a larger 38.8% of Oswego County
participants express this low rating, while a much larger 50.3% of St. Lawrence participants do so. Since these four counties
do not all share the same subscript (Jefferson is an “a”, while Oswego is a “b”, and St. Lawrence is “c”), some
groups/counties do differ statistically significantly. In 2025 in St. Lawrence County residents are significantly more likely to
rate the Overall State of the Local Economy as “Poor” than are residents of the other three counties, with the Oswego rate
significantly lower, and then the Jefferson County rate lower than each of Oswego and St. Lawrence, and Lewis differing
from St. Lawrence, but not from either Jefferson nor Oswego. The above-described process is the appropriate process to
use whenever comparing counties within the data set that has been collected and analyzed within this study.

Trend Analysis — How does one decide if a county has “statistically significantly” changed over time?

Whenever possible in this report, comparisons are made between the current results and the results in earlier
community studies completed in each county. The research question that is being investigated in these comparisons is,
“Has there been any statistically significant change in attitudes or behaviors among the adult residents in the county between
2000 and 2025?”

When interpreting the comparisons that have been provided, the reader should consider the following factors. The
Center for Community Studies also completed the earlier studies. The earlier studies used sampling methodology that was
very similar to that which was utilized in the present 2025 study, as well as similar post-stratification weighting procedures.
However, the earlier survey instruments that were used are not exactly the same instrument that has been used in 2025.
Therefore, only the questions/items that were also measured in earlier studies are available for trend analysis to compare
with the current results. With the similar methodologies and weighting procedures that have been applied, it is valid to make
comparisons between the studies — observe changes or trends. The sample sizes for each of the twenty-six years of the
Annual Surveys of the Community are summarized earlier in Table 4.

The same concept of statistical significance that has described in the preceding pages regarding “Correlational
Analyses” and “Comparison among North Country Counties” in 2025, is also applied when a researcher attempts to
complete a trend analysis. The focus now becomes the comparison of the 2025 results to earlier-year results (rather than
the comparison of counties to each other in a year, illustrated earlier). The technique that is recommended in this study to
determine whether a statistically significant trend has occurred in a county is to apply the following method that has also
been recommended by the New York State Department of Health in its presentation of the Expanded Behavioral Risk Factor
Surveillance System (BRFSS). The NYSDOH 2009 Expanded BRFSS (on page 12 of 151 in that report) cites the following:

“When the confidence intervals of two estimates of the same indicator from
different areas (or, subgroups) do not overlap, they may be said to be statistically
significantly different, i.e., these differences are unlikely related to chance and are
considered true differences. If there is any value that is included in both intervals,
the two estimates are not statistically significantly different.”

In other words, first the reader must identify the specific response choice of interest. For example, is one interested
in only investigating use “Excellent”, or is one more interested in collapsing the two possible response choices of “Excellent”
and “Good” together into a response choice group that could be referred to as “At Least Good”? Then, after observing the
sample sizes for the years to be compared (in Table 4 of this report), one may refer to Table 46 in this study to identify the
correct approximate margins of error (or directly calculate these margins of error with more accuracy and precision using
the ME formula shown and demonstrated earlier) if estimating proportions (or, “percentages” or “rates”) for differing years.
With these margins of error, two separate confidence intervals may be constructed, one for each year, and the overlap-vs.-
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non-overlap rule recommended above by the NYSDOH may be applied to determine whether the observed sample
difference between years should be considered statistically significant. This technique for testing for statistical significance
does include the design effect in measuring the standard error.

To illustrate a trend analysis, please consider the “Quality of K-12 Education” variable for St. Lawrence County.
Reference to the trend graph in Table 23 of this report shows that:

In 2015: in St. Lawrence County: n=442 participants (found in Table 4 earlier in this report), and in Table
23 (and in Appendix 1), p=65% responded Excellent or Good, therefore, from Table 46 (North
Country) the approximate margin of error is +6.7%. The resulting confidence interval for 2015 is:
65%6.7%, or (58.3%,71.7%).

In 2025: in St. Lawrence County: n=529 participants, and in Table 23 (and in Appendix I), p=45%
responded Excellent or Good, therefore, from Table 46 (North Country) the approximate margin
of error is £6.0%. The resulting confidence interval for 2025 is: 45%6.0%, or (39.0%,51.0%).

Since these two confidence intervals do not overlap, the difference between 2015 and 2025 in St. Lawrence County
(the eleven-year trend) is considered statistically significant. In other words, based upon the sample data collected in this
survey, the rate of evaluating the “Quality of K-12 Education” in St. Lawrence County as “Excellent or Good” has changed
significantly between 2015 and 2025. The 45% rate of responding Excellent or Good in 2025 is far enough below the 65%
rate found in 2015 to be a statistically significant change, this 20% difference is tremendously unlikely to occur by random
chance if the satisfaction rates in the entire adult population in the county are truly the same in these two compared years,
therefore, satisfaction has statistically significantly decreased.

Comparing North Country Results to NYS Statewide Resullts:

To determine whether or not a difference observed between a North Country survey result and a NY Statewide
result is statistically significant, the same significant testing method as that which was shown for trend analyses and county
comparisons has been applied in this study. The focus now becomes the comparison of the level of satisfaction, or support,
or whatever is measured, between the two separate studies/samples. Again, first the reader must identify the specific
response choice of interest. For example, is one interested in only investigating “Excellent”, or is one more interested in
collapsing the two possible response choices of “Excellent and Good” together into a response choice group that could be
referred to as “At Least Good”. Then reference to Table 46 to generate the two separate margins of error, and finally the
construction of two separate confidence intervals, that allow application of the same NYSDOH overlap-or-not rule.

To illustrate a comparison of the North Country to NY Statewide results, please consider the “Availability of
Childcare” variable. Reference to Table 27 of this report shows that:

North Country: From Table 27, n=2,098 participants and p=38.1% responded Poor; therefore, from Table
46 (North Country) the approximate margin of error is £2.9%. The resulting confidence
interval for the North Country in 2025 is: 38.1%+2.9%, or (35.2%,41.0%).

NYS Statewide: From Table 27, n=1,111 participants and p=19.6% responded Poor; therefore, from Table
46 (NY Statewide) the approximate margin of error is £3.5%. The resulting confidence
interval for NY State in 2025 is: 19.6%+3.5%, or (16.1%,23.1%).

Since these two confidence intervals do not overlap, the difference between the North Country Region and the
entire NY State in 2025 is considered statistically significant. In other words, based upon the sample data collected in this
survey, the rate of evaluating the “Availability of Childcare” in the North Country as “Poor” is significantly higher than the
rate of expressing this negative sentiment statewide. The 38% rate of responding Poor in the North Country is far enough
above the 20% rate found statewide to be a statistically significant difference, this 18% difference is tremendously unlikely
to occur by random chance if the satisfaction rates in the entire adult population in the North Country, and in the entire state,
are truly the same.

Comparing Similarly-scaled Variables (Survey ltems):

Finally, to determine whether or not a difference observed between two similarly-measured items is statistically
significant, the same significant testing method as that which was shown for trend analyses and county comparisons has
been applied in this study. The focus now becomes the comparison of the level of satisfaction, or support, or whatever is
measured for various similarly-scaled survey items ... for example, is there statistically significantly more (or less)
satisfaction for one item versus another? Again, first the reader must identify the specific response choice of interest. For
example, is one interested in only investigating “Every day”, or is one more interested in collapsing the two possible response
choices of “Every day and Most days” together into a response choice group that could be referred to as “At Least Most
Days”? Then, one may refer to Table 46 in this study to identify the correct approximate margins of error (or directly calculate
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these margins of error with more accuracy and precision using the ME formula shown and demonstrated earlier) if estimating
proportions (or, “percentages” or “rates”) for differing survey questions that are measured on the same scale. With these
margins of error, two separate confidence intervals may be constructed, one for each issue, and the overlap-vs.-non-overlap
rule recommended above by the NYSDOH may be applied to determine whether or not the observed sample difference
between the survey items should be considered statistically significant. This technique for testing for statistical significance
does include the design effect in measuring the standard error.

To illustrate a comparison of responses for two separate survey items, please consider the following two direction-
of- survey items among all North Country participants in 2025 — “Generally speaking, would you say things in
the country are heading in the right or wrong direction?” (Table 31), and “Generally speaking, would you say things in NY
State are heading in the right or wrong direction?” (Table 32).

Country Direction: in 2025 from Table 31, n=2,092 participants and p=53.4% responded “Wrong Direction”;
therefore from Table 46 (North Country) the approximate margin of error is £3.0%. The resulting
confidence interval for “Country Going Wrong Direction” in 2025 is: 53.4%%3.0%, or
(50.4%,56.4%).

NY State Direction: in 2025 from Table 32, n=2,096 participants and p=68.1% responded “Wrong Direction”;
therefore from Table 46 (North Country) the approximate margin of error is +2.8%. The resulting
confidence interval for “State Going Wrong Direction” in 2025 is: 68.1%+2.8%, or
(65.3%,70.9%).

Since these two confidence intervals do not overlap, the difference in rate of responding “Generally speaking, things
in the country are heading in the wrong direction” (53.4%) and the rate of responding “Generally speaking, things in the
state are heading in the wrong direction” (68.1%) in 2025 among North Country adults is considered statistically significant.
The 53.4% rate found for the country is far enough away from (below) the 68.1% rate found for the state to be a statistically
significant difference, this 14.7% difference in responding “Wrong Direction” is very unlikely to occur by random chance if
the rates in the entire North Country adult population are truly the same for these two compared similarly-scaled types of
attitudes.

Finally, the preceding comments regarding statistically significant differences between subgroups, statistically
significant differences between North Country Counties, statistically significant changes between study years, statistically
significant differences between the local North Country region versus the entirety of NY State, and statistically significant
differences between like-scaled variables are comments addressing statistical significance ... which, of course, is not
one-and-the-same as practical significance. The reader should be reminded that statistical significance addresses the
concept of probability, as follows — “is this difference likely to occur in a sample of size n= if there is no difference in
the entire sampled populations... could the result simply be due to chance?” However, practical significance is an
interpretation that is left to the subject area expert, since practical significance addresses the concept of usefulness, as
follows — “is this result useful in the real world?” A difference identified in a sample may be statistically significant without
being practically significant, however, a difference identified in a sample may not be practically significant without being
statistically significant.

Please direct any questions regarding margin of error, confidence intervals, other sources of sampling error, tests
of statistical significance, and practical significance to the professional staff at the Center for Community Studies.
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Appendix IV — The 2025 Survey Instrument

/"EFFERISON 26" Annual North Country Survey of the Community

The Cenmer for Community Studies

The Center for Community Studies at JCC is conducting the 26 Annual North Country Survey of the Community. We do this survey every year and are
interested in your opinions about the quality of life and future direction of the region. Do you have a few minutes to do a survey for us?

COUNTY: In what county do you reside? ___ Jefferson __ Lewis Oswego ____ St. Lawrence

Q1: Please rate each of the following characteristics of your county as either EXCELLENT, GOOD, FAIR, or POOR. (check the boxes, please)
Excellent Good Fair Poor DK
Cultural and entertainment opportunities
Cost of energy
Health care access
Health care quality
Access to higher education
Public outdoor recreational opportunities
Quality of the environment
County government
Town and village government
Real estate taxes
Policing and crime control
Availability of good jobs
Shopping opportunities
Quality of K-12 education
The overall state of the local economy
Availability of care for the elderly
Availability of housing
Availability of childcare
Availability of behavioral health services
The downtown of Watertown
The overall quality of life in the area

Our next group questions relate to other aspects of life in the North Country such as personal financial situation, resident attitudes, and characteristics.
These questions are tracked in the county and asked regularly as part of our annual survey.

Q2. Generally speaking, would you say that things in this COUNTRY are heading in the:

___ Right direction __ Wrong direction ___Don’t Know/Not sure
Q3. Generally speaking, would you say that things in NEW YORK STATE are heading in the:
___ Right direction __ Wrong direction ___ Don’t Know/Not sure

Q4. Generally speaking, would you say that things in YOUR COUNTY are heading in the:
___Right direction __ Wrong direction __ Don’t Know/Not sure

Q5. When considering you or your family's personal financial situation - has it gotten BETTER, stayed about the SAME, or gotten WORSE in the past 12
months? _ Better _ Same __ Worse ___ Not Sure

Q6. What do you think is the single largest issue that is facing residents of the North Country right now?
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We are now interested in your opinion about a few social issues that are impacting all Americans, not just issues specific
to residents of communities in Northern and Central New York.

Q7: For each statement, please indicate whether you agree or disagree, and whether you strongly feel so. (check the boxes, please)

Strongly Neutral/ Neither Strongly

Agree Agree AorD Disagree Disagree DK

“Choosing abortion is a woman's right,
and society should protect that right.”

"It is wrong for adults to be romantically
involved with other adults of the same
sex."

"Systemic racism and social injustice
are major problems in our country that
need to be addressed."

"Recent government actions to detain
and deport undocumented immigrants
in our communities, regardless of
whether or not they have committed
crimes, is an important positive action
taken by our government."

"Recent inflation in the prices of the
things | regularly buy has made it more
difficult for me and my family
financially."

Our next few items relate to newly developed Advanced Nuclear Energy technologies that could impact or shape the state
and local municipality's electric energy policies and economic development in the years ahead.

Q8. Have you heard anything at all about Advanced Nuclear Energy generation power plants?.
Yes No ___Don’t Know/Not sure

QO: Please indicate whether you have concerns with each of the following aspects of an Advanced Nuclear Energy plant if it were to be constructed in the
North Country. How concerned would you be with:

Very Somewhat Alittle Not at all Not
Concerned  Concerned concerned concerned sure

Safety for local residents?

The handling of spent fuel?

The dependability of the power supply?
The impact on long term electricity rates?

Q10: How important to you are the following considerations concerning how electricity is produced in the future?

Extremely Very Somewhat = Nottoo = Not at all

important important important | important = important Vot sure

Creating local jobs.

Strengthening the local economic
development.

Reducing emissions.
Affordability of electricity.
Preservation of open agricultural land.

Q11. Which of the following best reflects your opinion about Advanced Nuclear Energy generation power plants?

___ | am familiar enough with it to confidently know that | SUPPORT developing Advanced Nuclear Energy plants in the North Country.
___ | am familiar enough with it to confidently know that | OPPOSE developing Advanced Nuclear Energy plants in the North Country.
I NEED TO LEARN MORE about Advanced Nuclear Energy before | decide whether | support or oppose.
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Our final few questions relate to your opinion about the job that government leaders are currently doing.

Q12: Do you have a favorable opinion or an unfavorable opinion of the job being done by ?

Favorable Unfavorable Don’t know/ No opinion
President Donald Trump
Governor Kathy Hochul
Q13: Who did you vote for in the 2024 US Presidential Election??
___ Donald Trump

____Kamala Harris
Not sure/Didn't vote/Voted for another candidate

The last few demographic questions will help us get a better sense of the general nature of the people who have helped
us with this project.

AGE: Select the category in which your age falls.
____Teens ____ Twenties ____Thirties ____ Forties

____ Fifties ___Sixties ____Seventies __ Eighty or older

EDUCATION: Select the category in which your highest level of formal education falls.

__Less than a high school graduate __Associate Degree
___High school graduate (Include GED) ____Bachelor’s Degree
____Some college, no degree (include tech school) __ Graduate Degree

POLITICAL BELIEFS: How would you classify your political beliefs?
__ Very Conservative ____Middle of the Road __ Very Liberal
____Conservative ___ Liberal ___Don’t Know

POLITICAL AFFILIATION: Which of the following is your voter registration status?

_ NOT registered tovote ____ Registered in a Different Party

__ Registered as a Republican __ Registered as No Party

__ Registered as a Democrat __ Registered, but not sure which party
__ Registered as an Independent __Not sure if registered or not

OCCUPATION: What is your occupation?

HOUSEHOLD COMPOSITION: Do any people under the age of 18 are live in your household?

Yes No
INCOME: Select the category in which your yearly household income falls:
__ Upto $10,000 __ $50,001 - $75,000
__$10,001 - $25,000 __ $75,001 - $100,000
__$25,001 - $50,000 __$100,001-$125,000 ___ Over $125,000

SEX: What is your gender? __ Male _ Female ___ Non-binary __ Other: (Please Specify)

MILITARY AFFILIATION: Which of the following describes your affiliation with Fort Drum?
__ You are active military at FD ____No AM at Fort Drum in the household
___Someone else in the household is AMat FD __ Not sure

FORT DRUM EMPLOYMENT: Is your residence in the North Country currently related to either civilian or military employment at Fort Drum, by either
you or a family member? _ Yes __ No

RACE: How would you describe yourself in regard to your race or ethnicity?

TOWN: In what township (or, city) do you reside?

Thank you very much for helping us out today. The results will be released in November or December of 2025. If you have any questions, please contact
Mr. Joel LaLone, Director of the Center for Community Studies, 315-786-2264 or commstudies@sunyjefferson.edu. Have a great day.
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