
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
Meeting Date: March 10, 2003 
Agenda Item: Hillsborough Quality of Life Survey: Year One 
 
SUMMARY 
The Hillsborough County Quality of Life Survey (the Survey) provides academically 
valid information about the public’s perception of changes in the quality of life.  The 
Planning Commission plans to conduct the Survey on an annual basis.  A major use for 
the data will be for the upcoming evaluation and appraisals reports.  The Survey was a 
mailed to a random sample of 6,000 registered voters on January 6, 2003. 
 
Of the 6,000 surveys mailed, 917 were returned for a response rate of 16.1%, which 
exceeded the desired response rate of 15%.  Respondents were asked to indicate 
whether or not a listing of 19 quality of life factors increased or decreased in quality 
between 2001 and 2002.  Respondents were also asked if they felt each of the factors 
required more or less attention in 2003.  Ten of the nineteen quality of life factors were 
seen to be significantly worse in 2002 than in 2001 – Health Care and Growth 
Management had the two lowest scores among the “significantly worse” factors.  Five 
of the factors were seen to have improved significantly, led by Entertainment and 
Parks/Recreation; and four of the factors demonstrated no significant change.  When 
interpreting the results of the Survey, it is important to remember that they apply to an 
entire institution or system as opposed to any one program or one government’s 
responsibility.  On the back side of the Survey, there were questions of special interest 
to the Planning Commission concerning the “costs of growth”. 
  
BACKGROUND 
Every effort was made to insure that the Survey results would be as academically sound 
and unbiased.  Consequently, a focus group drawn from across the county and major 
demographic groups developed the quality of life factors measured in the Survey.  An 
independent contractor facilitated the focus group of 19 individuals.  Planning 
Commission staff had no input to the development of the quality of life factors; but, 
staff did write the four questions relating to the “costs of growth”.  An independent 
statistician computed all of the statistics and analyzed the data. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
It is recommended that the Planning Commission by motion vote to accept the Survey 
and direct staff to present the Survey to the jurisdictional governments and other 
entities. 
Prepared by:  Jim Hosler                                                   Date Prepared:  March 3, 2003                      
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INTRODUCTION 
 
This Hillsborough County Quality of Life Survey provides the Planning Commission 
with an objective, independently-derived set of measures concerning the public’s 
perception of changes in their quality of life.  The Planning Commission does not have 
responsibility for all of the factors that comprise quality of life in Hillsborough County, 
but the agency does have recommending authority for many of the components. 
Improving the quality of life for the local constituency can be considered an underlying 
principle for all appointed or elected bodies. 
  
The timing of this first annual Hillsborough County Quality of Life Survey (the Survey) 
is particularly relevant given the upcoming evaluation and appraisal reports running 
from 2003 through 2006.  The results of the Survey will be one of many pieces of 
information considered by the Planning Commission during the upcoming state-
mandated evaluation and update processes for Hillsborough County’s four 
jurisdictional comprehensive plans – unincorporated Hillsborough County and the 
cities of Tampa, Plant City, and Temple Terrace. 
 
The basic principles of objective and independent research were strictly adhered to 
throughout the Survey process.  Work on the Survey began in October 2002 with the 
formation of the focus group that determined the factors and the ordering of the quality 
of life factors measured in the Survey.  The front page of the Survey instrument was 
drafted by the statistical consultant in December 2002, and Planning Commission staff 
drafted the questions of special interest concerning the “costs of growth” on the back of 
the Survey.  The questions relating to the “costs of growth” are separate from the 
Survey and are addressed separately in this report.  The 6,000 surveys were mailed to a 
sample of registered voters on January 6, 2003 and a final response rate of 16.1% (917) 
was achieved the second week of February, 2003.   
 
Separate independent consultants were retained by the Planning Commission to 
facilitate the focus group and analyze the final data.  Planning Commission staff had no 
input into the selection of the quality of life factors measured or the analysis of the 
resulting data.  In the final analysis, the Survey presents one of many views; but the 
results are based on an academically sound, independent process.  The Planning 
Commission plans to conduct the Survey on an annual basis and develop a moving 
index of residents’ perception of their quality of life in Hillsborough County. 



SURVEY METHODOLOGY 
 
The Survey methodology or process can be broken down into three areas: 
 

1) Administrative responsibilities which included items such as printing, mailing, 
organizing the focus group and providing basic research into quality of life 
surveys conducted in other communities.  These responsibilities were met by 
the Planning Commission. 

2) Facilitating responsibilities for the focus group which were performed by Jim 
Stansbury with Stansbury Resolutions by Design, Inc.  Mr. Stansbury’s report 
(Attachment 1) describes his facilitation of the focus group and the quality of 
life factors for Hillsborough County identified and ranked by the focus group.  
After reading this staff report, it is recommended that the reader also read 
Attachment 1.   

3) Statistical consulting services for both the design of the survey form and the 
production/analysis of the survey results were performed by Mark 
Dummeldinger with Stat/Logic, Inc.  His report is Attachment 2.  Mr. 
Dummeldinger also instructs in Statistics at the University of South Florida.  
After reading this staff report and Attachment 1, it is recommended that the 
reader also read Attachment 2.  

 
The Focus Group and Quality of Life Factors 
The facilitation process for the focus group is described in detail in Mr. Stansbury’s 
report (Attachment 1).  The following is meant to be a summary. 
 
The identification of potential focus group members was derived from discussions 
among Stansbury Resolutions by Design, Inc., Stat/Logic, Inc. and Planning 
Commission staff.  It was agreed that a focus group of no more than 25 members was a 
manageable size.  Every effort was made to ensure that the focus group was 
representative of all geographic areas of Hillsborough County and as many 
demographic groups as feasible according to the 2000 Census (age, race/ethnicity, sex).  
When possible, it was decided to use representatives from established neighborhood 
groups across Hillsborough County and the City of Tampa.  Even though neighborhood 
groups were represented, 11 of the 19 focus group members own/operate a business or 
develop property in Hillsborough County.    
 
The focus group was called together on Saturday, November 23, 2003, for roughly six 
hours.  Of the original 25 people invited to the focus group, 18 actually attended – 
(those groups under-represented by not attending are young, African-Americans and 



Hispanics, even though there was representation from these two groups).  One 
individual brought a friend who happened to meet the criteria for one of the missing 
attendees, so he was allowed to stay and participate, which brought the total number of 
focus group members to 19. 
 
As a part of its packet, the focus group received a listing of some definitions of quality 
of life that have been used in other quality of life studies (Attachment 3).  The purpose 
of this Survey was not to define quality of life.  Attachment 3 was provided only for 
information and the stimulation of discussion.  The purpose of this Survey process is 
not to define quality of life but to measure change from 2001 to 2002 in factors that 
comprise quality of life, (e.g. education, transportation, length of the birding season).  
Consequently, the purpose of the focus group was to determine and rank the list of 
factors comprising quality of life.      
 
A summary of the groups represented in the focus group is given below. 
 

FOCUS GROUP MEMBER DEMOGRAPHICS 

1. Middle-age, white, male, Temple Terrace 
2. Middle-age, white, female, urban area, Tampa 
3. Middle-age, white, male, suburban area, south Hillsborough 
4. Older, white, male, suburban area, south Hillsborough 
5. Middle age, white, Arab-American, male, suburban area, Town and Country 
6. Middle-age, white, male, urban area, Tampa 
7. Middle-age, African-American, male, urban area, Tampa 
8. Older, white, woman, rural area, eastern Hillsborough County  
9. Younger, white, male, urban area, Tampa 
10. Younger, white, female, suburban area, northwest Hillsborough  
11. Middle-age, Asian-American, male, suburban area, west Hillsborough 
12. Older, white, male, suburban area, Carrollwood 
13. Older, white, female, suburban area, south Hillsborough 
14. Younger, female, Hispanic, urban area, Tampa 
15. Middle-age, white, female, rural area, eastern Hillsborough 
16. Older, white, male, Plant City 
17. Middle-age, white, female, suburban area, Carrollwood 
18. Middle-age, white, male, Arab-American, suburban area, Brandon 
19. Middle-age, white, male, suburban area, Brandon 

 



The quality of life factors identified and ranked by the focus group are identified below.  
Staff did edit the wording of some of the factors so that they would be more easily 
understood by the average survey respondent. 
 

Ranking of Hillsborough County Quality of Life Factors for 2002 
• Economic Opportunities – to include opportunities to operate a business or find 

acceptable employment. 
• Education System – to include a public education system at all levels that is funded and 

staffed. 
• Transportation System – to include a system that moves people and goods with options 

ranging from roads to pedestrian to air travel to mass transit. 
• Local Government Utilities – to include drinking water, wastewater, drainage and other 

government-operated utilities. 
• Presence of Local Government in Our Lives – to include collaboration among local 

governments, with simplicity and privacy for the average citizen as primary concerns.    
• Environmental and Natural Resources – to include sensitive lands, water availability 

and quality, and air quality.  
• Government Services – to include basic services such as police and fire protection, code 

enforcement, social services and consumer protection.   
• Growth Management – to include the availability of urban, suburban and rural 

lifestyles; resource management; and public participation in the regulatory process.   
• Racial, Religious and Ethnic Tolerance – to include open and ready acceptance of all 

races, ethnicities and religions.   
• Security – to include safety in one’s home or business and a feeling of security in public 

settings.  
• Healthcare – to include the availability of quality, affordable healthcare for all residents.  
• Non-government Social Services – to include the presence of charities and non-profit 

social service organizations.  
• Entertainment – to include sports, concerts, and other forms of popular entertainment. 
• Neighborhood and Family Support – to include public and private groups that act to 

assist and protect neighborhoods, families and households of all types. 
• Public Parks and Recreation – to include all forms of outdoor public recreation 

opportunities and facilities. 
• Affordable Housing – to include rental and home ownership.  
• Historic Preservation – to include the preservation of historic sites and buildings. 
• The Arts – to include a variety of choices among the arts. 

 
 
The Survey 
Planning Commission staff analyzed the results from the focus group and derived a 
generic title for each quality of life factor.  This analysis was extensive and involved 
several Planning Commission staff.  There were 18 separate quality of life factors 



identified by the focus group and staff added a 19th addressing overall quality of life.  
Staff also produced a brief description of each factor based upon the detailed input from 
the focus group and listed this description with each generic title on the Survey form.  
Based upon consultation with Stat/Logic, Inc., the Survey was developed and is 
presented along with the cover letter from the Planning Commission Chairman as 
Attachment 4. 
 
When considering the final results of the Survey it is important to note that the quality 
of life factors are intended to refer to entire systems as opposed to one institution’s 
program or one government’s responsibility.  For example “Education System” was 
selected as the second-most important quality of life factor.  After reading the brief 
description following “Education System” it is clear that the factor refers to all levels 
and types of education and does not refer to any one government or non-government 
entity with responsibility for one of the many components of the Education System.  
The same consideration holds for all of the quality of life factors.   
 
The respondents were asked first to rank each factor on a one to five scale from much 
worse to much better concerning the quality of that factor in 2002 compared to 2001.  
Then each respondent was asked to rank on a one to three scale from less attention to 
more attention whether or not that factor should receive more attention in 2003.  Each 
factor is measured separately with separate final statistics for each factor.      
 
 
Selection of the Sample Universe, the Sample and Margins of Error 
The sample universe for the Survey was the listing of all registered voters in 
Hillsborough County as of December 2002, just after the November 2002 elections.  
Taking into account undeliverable addresses there were 503,280 registered voters in 
Hillsborough County in December 2002.  The total population of people eligible to 
register to vote in Hillsborough County according to the 2000 Census is 745,810. 
 
Based upon consultation with Stat/Logic, a sample size of 6,000 was selected.  Stat/Logic 
selected the actual sample with a random-number generator.  A sample size of 6,000 
was selected based upon past experiences in the Planning Commission with survey 
response rates.  Given the size of the universe (503,280), the process needed to receive 
back 898 completed surveys in order to reach the desired margin of error.  A response 
rate of 15% was reasonable (898 out of 6,000), and a response rate of 16.1% was achieved 
(917 surveys).  Of primary concern throughout the process was preservation of the 
anonymity of the respondents.  Precautions were taken to ensure that there was no way 
to trace survey results back to any individual in the sample. 
 



The level of accuracy chosen for the Survey was a 95% confidence interval with a 
margin of error of “0.1”.  This level of accuracy was measured for each of the 19 quality 
of life components.  Confidence intervals or generically called “levels of accuracy” 
relate to the statistical concept of “reliability”.  The “reliability” of the Survey relates to 
whether or not one can expect results similar to our survey results (within “0.1” margin 
of error on a one to five scale) from repeated samples of the same size drawn from the 
same universe (registered voters). 
 
In other words, if 100 different random samples of 6,000 were selected from the 
universe of registered voters, 95 out of 100 samples would yield results in which the 
“real values or population parameters” were within “0.1” of the of the value reported in 
our Survey for each factor.  For example, with a margin of error of 0.1 at a 95% 
confidence level, an average of 2.3 for a factor in this Survey would mean that there is a 
95% confidence that the “real” value in the sample universe is somewhere between 2.2 
and 2.4.  In the final analysis, we actually exceeded the desired level of accuracy in all 19 
of the quality of life factors and had a margin of error of less than “0.1” at the 95% level 
for every factor. 
 
The margins of error in Tables One and Two are expressed in terms of real numbers 
(fractions) as variations from the mean of 3.00 as opposed to percentages.  When 
converted to percentages, the margins of error in Table One range from 1.3% to 2.6%.  
The margins of error in Table Two range from 1.5% to 2.5%.  The typical national-level 
opinion survey usually has a margin of error between 2.5% and 4.0%.    



HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY QUALITY OF LIFE SURVEY RESULTS 
 
The attached report from Stat/Logic, Inc. (Attachment 2) contains a detailed discussion 
of the Survey results.  The following is meant to be a summary.  The two main pieces of 
information produced by the Survey are the average change in the public’s perception 
of each quality of life factor from 2001 to 2002 and the degree to which each factor 
should receive more “attention” in 2003. 
 
Average Change for Each Factor 
Table One below shows the mean or average change for each of the 19 quality of life 
factors for all 917 respondents.  It is important to note that the sample size for each 
factor is always lower than 917 because there was no question that was answered by 
every one of the 917 respondents.  Table One is a simplified version of Appendix 2 in 
the Stat/Logic report, which has the sample size data.   
 

TABLE ONE 
Change in Quality of Life Factors From 2001 to 2002  

Please Note:  Quality of Life factors in Green got significantly “better” from 2001 to 2002, factors in Black 
showed no significant change and factors in Red were significantly worse in 2002 than in 2001.  The average 
score is 3 on a scale of 1 to 5.  
Quality of Life Factors – 
Institutions/Systems  Average Margin of Error 
Entertainment 3.43 ±0.049 
Parks/Recreation 3.24 ±0.048 
The Arts 3.18 ±0.042 
Racial, Ethnic and Religious Tolerance 3.12 ±0.053 
Historical Preservation 3.11 ±0.043 
Government Services 3.02 ±0.052 
Neighborhood/Family Services 2.99 ±0.045 
Non-Government. Social Services 2.97 ±0.043 
Affordable Housing 2.94 ±0.055 
Security 2.89 ±0.058 
Local Government Presence in Our Lives 2.84 ±0.049 
Education System 2.84 ±0.060 
Local Government Utilities 2.81 ±0.051 
Transportation System 2.79 ±0.061 
Economic Opportunity 2.76 ±0.054 
Environmental/Natural Resources 2.75 ±0.059 
Growth Management 2.55 ±0.062 
Healthcare 2.38 ±0.061 
Overall Quality of Life 3.00 ±0.052 



 
Table One shows that the Overall Quality of Life factor remained the same between 
2001 and 2002, with an average of exactly 3.00 (rounded to two decimal points).  
However, the majority (15) of the individual quality of life factors are significantly 
different from the average (3.00) when considering change in the quality of each factor 
from 2001 to 2002.  Three of the individual quality of life factors (shown in Black in 
Table One) were not significantly different than 3.00 – Government Services, 
Neighborhood and Family Services and Non-government Social Services.  Ten factors 
were judged by the sample to be significantly worse (Red in Table One) in 2002 than 
2001 and five of the factors were judged to be significantly better (Green in Table One).              
 
Seven of the ten factors that were seen to be worse in 2002 than in 2001 are factors 
included in the comprehensive plans in Hillsborough County – Affordable Housing, 
Local Government Presence in Our Lives, Local Government Utilities, Transportation 
System, Economic Opportunity, Environmental and Natural Systems, and Growth 
Management. Growth Management had the second lowest average -- higher only than 
Healthcare.  Also, the Education Systems factor was judged to be worse in 2002 than in 
2001 and is partially included in the comprehensive plan through school siting.  On the 
positive side, the comprehensive plan also addresses factors that were seen to improve 
from 2001 to 2002 – Parks and Recreation and Historical Preservation.  
     
Again, it is important to remember that the results refer to entire systems not any one 
individual institution’s program or government.  For example, the “Healthcare” system 
was judged to have shown the most significant decline in quality from 2001 to 2002.  
This result does not refer to any one Healthcare entity or hospital, or any one 
government program.  Rather, the result refers to the entire maze of bureaucracy and 
uncertainty that the average individual encounters upon having to use the Healthcare 
system.  The result may also reflect the attention paid to Healthcare issues in all forms 
of the media.         
 
 
Factors That Need More or Less Attention in 2003 
The last three columns of the Survey ask the respondent if they feel each quality of life 
factor needs more, less or the same attention in 2003.  The word “attention” was used 
instead of “funding” on purpose in that some factors could be impacted by changing 
existing working arrangements, thus not requiring more funding.  There was no 
restraint placed on the respondent’s number of items that could be judged to “need 
more attention”.  This consideration may help to account for the large number (17 out of 
19 factors shown in Red) of factors judged to need more attention – see Table Two 
below.  Table Two is a simplified version of Appendix C in the Stat/Logic report. 



 
Only Entertainment was seen to need less attention (Green in Table Two) and The Arts 
(Black in Table 2) was seen to need about the same attention in 2003, or, in other words, 
was not significantly different from the average of 2.  It is worth noting that the Growth 
Management factor had the fifth highest average, thus needing more attention. 
 
Finally, when comparing Tables One and Two, it is important to note that there is a 
negative correlation between the rankings of the factors.  In general, factors getting 
worse in Table One are seen in Table Two to need more attention in 2003.  This 
consideration is discussed in more detail in the Stat/Logic report.  

 
TABLE 2 

Quality of Life Factors That Need More, the Same or Less Attention in 2003 
Please Note:  Quality of Life factors appearing in Red to a significant degree need more attention in 2003, factors 
in Black are judged to need the same attention and factors in Green need less attention in 2003.  The average 
score is 2 on a scale of 1 to 3.  
Quality of Life Factors Average Margin of Error 
Education System 2.64 ±0.041 
Healthcare 2.64 ±0.041 
Economic Opportunity 2.58 ±0.039 
Environmental/Natural Resources 2.51 ±0.045 
Growth Management 2.50 ±0.044 
Local Government Utilities 2.49 ±0.040 
Transportation System 2.49 ±0.046 
Security 2.48 ±0.040 
Government Services 2.43 ±0.041 
Neighborhood/Family Services 2.27 ±0.043 
Parks/Recreation 2.25 ±0.042 
Affordable Housing 2.24 ±0.046 
Local Government Presence 2.14 ±0.048 
Non-Government Social Services 2.13 ±0.044 
Racial, Religious and Ethnic Tolerance 2.08 ±0.050 
Historical Preservation 2.05 ±0.047 
The Arts 1.97 ±0.047 
Entertainment 1.80 ±0.045 
Overall Quality of Life 2.51 ±0.040 

 
THE FOLLOWING IS NOT RELATED TO THE QUALITY OF LIFE 

SURVEY, BUT WAS ON THE BACK PAGE OF THE SURVEY AND WAS 
COMPLETED BY THOSE SURVEYED  



 
 
 
QUESTIONS OF SPECIAL INTEREST TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
Given the expenditure of time and effort required to conduct the quality of life survey, 
the Planning Commission will use the opportunity to ask questions on the back of each 
annual Survey that are of current interest to the Planning Commission and staff.  The 
questions will be clearly distinguished from the remainder of the survey and the results 
discussed separately in each year’s report.  This year’s area of special interest is the 
“costs of growth”. 
 
The results that follow are presented separately from the remainder of the Survey not 
because they are not as accurate in some way as the results presented in the Survey.  
The questions were developed by Planning Commission staff, not the Focus Group.  
The questions of special interest were mailed to the same sample and subject to the 
same margin of error measurements as the quality of life survey. 
 
This year’s questions of special interest and the introduction given on the survey are 
listed below along with the results. 
 
 
 
 

“QUESTIONS ABOUT THE COSTS OF GROWTH 
 
Hillsborough County is growing rapidly in terms of both people and 
businesses.  Growth provides opportunities for earning a living, and it 
brings new people and ideas that expand our economic and cultural 
base.  However, it is also significant that new residents and businesses 
create costs for new public utilities, roads, schools and other services -- 
costs that must be met by local governments. 

 
As the Land Planning Agency for all local governments in Hillsborough 
County, the Planning Commission is interested in accounting for both 
the costs of growth and how these costs are distributed among existing 
and new residents.  Your simple yes or no answers to the following 
questions will help the Planning Commission understand how you feel 
about the costs of growth and how these concerns could be addressed in 
your local comprehensive plans. 
 



1.  Should consideration of how the costs of growth are distributed 
between new and existing residents be a major concern in the 
comprehensive plans for the four local governments in Hillsborough 
County (the Cities of Tampa, Plant City and Temple Terrace and 
unincorporated Hillsborough)?                          
 
 YES  91.6%   NO  8.4%  Margin of error of 1.9% at the 95% CI 
 
2. One way of paying for the “hard” costs of growth such as roads and 
schools is through user fees, also called impact fees.  With a user/impact 
fee, new residential or business construction pays at the time of 
occupancy for the costs of new “hard” public services required for that 
development.  Should user/impact fees be the major way local 
governments pay for the costs of new growth?                                                       
 
YES   69.1%  NO   30.9%  Margin of error of 3.1% at the 95% CI 
 
3. Another way of paying for the “hard” costs of growth is for local 
governments to create bonded indebtedness or "borrow" from the 
future taxes of all residents, existing and new, to pay for the costs of 
growth.  Should paying for the costs of growth by borrowing from the 
future taxes of all residents be the major way local governments pay for 
the costs of new growth?  
 
 YES  13.2%  NO  86.8%  Margin of error of 2.3% at the 95% CI 
 
4. At the present time, do you feel that the costs of growth in 
Hillsborough County are being collected in an equitable manner 
between existing and new residents/businesses?                                                                  
 
YES  30.7%  NO  69.3%  Margin of error of 3.2% at the 95% CI.”                            

     
 


