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“As soon as property values go up we are
leaving Florida before the only green grass
is at the attractions in Orlando.”

“Thank you for the opportunity to
say thank you and to encourage lower
taxation, cost cutting, and planning to
provide better basic services.”

“Improve the public’s perception that
city and county commissioners are in-
terested in helping people, not them-
selves.”
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Quality of Life Survey (Survey) began in 2002 as a way to measure public perception of
Hillsborough County’s quality of life. It was designed and analyzed by a statistical consultant. This
is the ninth year of the Survey. For consistency the Survey has not been modified over time.

The Survey uses eighteen factors that were chosen by a focus group of County residents. It was
the group’s consensus that these eighteen factors represent the quality of life in Hillsborough
County. It is important to note these factors refer to an entire system not necessarily one
program or one government’s responsibility.

For example, the Healthcare factor reflects all levels and types of healthcare. It neither references
any one entity with responsibility for the many components of the healthcare system nor does it
refer to any national policy on healthcare. The same consideration holds true for all the remaining
quality of life factors. A complete list of the factors can be found in Table 1. An Overall Quality
of Life factor also was included to capture any other factors important to the respondent.

Respondents scored each factor on a scale from one to five. One meaning its quality was much
worse than last year and five meaning its quality was much better than last year. Then each
respondent indicated whether or not that factor should receive more, the same, or less attention
in the next year (i.e. 2011).

Each factor was analyzed by calculating the average score of all respondents. Those average
scores then were compared to the average scores from the 2005 survey to analyze the change,
if any, in public perception over time. Results are displayed in Tables 3 through 7.

The lowest scoring factors were Economic Opportunities and Healthcare. Given the contin-
ued economic downturn this result was not surprising. Last year’s 2009 Quality of Life Survey
showed similar results, although the Economic Opportunities factor increased slightly from an
average score of 2.17 then to 2.23 now. Perhaps this is a sign that the public recognizes the
poor economy but believes it is improving.

Only one factor, Entertainment, scored less than two meaning that factor should receive less
attention next year (2011). This isn’t surprising since this factor consistently receives a quality
score of better than a year ago since the Survey began in 2002.

Given the expenditure required to conduct the Survey, the opportunity was used to ask questions
on the back of the Survey that are of interest. The questions were clearly distinguished from the
remainder of the Survey and the results displayed separately. This year’s area of special interest
targeted the forthcoming evaluation and appraisal of the comprehensive plan. Table 8 shows the
results of these special questions.

When asked if there are sufficient opportunities for citizen participation into long range plan-
ning efforts, fifty-seven percent of respondents disagreed. As a follow-up to that question,
respondents were asked in which mode they would likely participate. Seventy-five percent said
written surveys, thirty-seven percent said attending a public meeting, and thirty-six percent said
participate in an internet/web meeting.

An overwhelming majority of respondents believe sidewalks and bike lanes currently do not
provide a safe mobility option and that our water quality is not adequately protected. Seventy-
three percent of respondents said local government should take an active role in addressing
homelessness. For the best sustainable transportation solutions, the number one response was
widen existing roads, followed by improving bus service.
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INTRODUCTION

This Ninth Annual Quality of Life Survey (Survey) continues to provide information
allowing the Planning Commission to track changes in public perception about their
quality of life in the county.

Public perception is a valuable tool for local governments to judge the effectiveness of broad
program areas.

Improving the quality of life for residents is an underlying principle of all appointed or elected
bodies and the county’s four comprehensive plans. The Survey will be one of many pieces of
information considered by the Planning Commission during the state-mandated update to the
four jurisdictional comprehensive plans — unincorporated Hillsborough County and the cities
of Tampa, Plant City, and Temple Terrace.

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 conducts this annual
Survey to monitor the public’s changing perceptions. The basic principles of objective and
independent research were strictly adhered to throughout the Survey process.

For the third time, we have provided a sampling of comments supplied to us by
respondents. While there is no section within the Survey for comments, many respondents
write in the margins or throughout their response sheet with comments, criticisms and other
observations.

SURVEY METHODOLOGY

The purpose of the Survey is to measure changes in the public’s perception of the quality of
life in Hillsborough County. It is assumed changes in quality of life are best measured by
gauging changes in the factors or components that comprise those items which affect the
public’s perception of quality of life.

The factors used in the Survey were developed by a focus group in 2002. The focus group
was a representative sampling of Hillsborough County residents. The Planning Commission
hired an independent facilitator to guide the group. The focus group created a list of com-
ponents that represent the quality of life in Hillsborough County. For the sake of making
meaningful comparisons, it was decided to use the same factors in each year’s survey. Table
1 displays the quality of life factors.
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TABLE 1: QUALITY OF LIFE FACTORS

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 pub-
lic participation in the regulatory process.

Racial, Religious and Ethnic Tolerance
To include an 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 seftings.

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 buildings and sites.

The Arts — to include a variety of choices among the arts.
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When looking at the Surveyj, it is important to realize these factors refer to entire systems as
opposed to one program or one government’s responsibility. For example Education System
was selected as the second-most important quality of life factor by the focus group. After
reading the brief description following Education System it is clear that this factor refers to
all levels and types of education and does not refer to any one government or non-govern-
ment entity. The same consideration holds for all of the quality of life factors.

A random sample of 10,000 registered voters was mailed surveys during the first week of
January 2011. Given the size of the universe, 683,441 registered voters, 900 completed sur-
veys were needed to reach the desired confidence level of 95 percent.

Over 1,200 usable surveys were returned which was more than enough to meet statistical
requirements. Precautions were taken to preserve the anonymity of the respondents and
ensure there was no way to trace results back to any individual in the sample.

Similar to previous surveys, respondents scored each factor on a scale of one to five, “much
worse” to “much better,” concerning the quality of that factor in 2010 compared to the pre-
vious year. Each respondent then chose, from “A” to “C”, how much attention these factors
should receive in 2011. Selecting “A” meant that factor should receive more attention in
2011; selecting “C” meant that factor should receive less attention in 2011. The letters were
converted to numeric values where “A” was three points; “B” was two points; and “C” was
one point. The results for each factor were analyzed separately.

The level of accuracy chosen for the Survey was 95 percent confidence. This was measured
for each of the eighteen quality of life factors and the overall quality of life factor. Confi-
dence intervals (a.k.a. “levels of accuracy”) relate to the statistical concept of reliability. The
reliability of a survey gives the researcher confidence that similar results will be produced
from repeated samples, of the same size, drawn from the same population. In other words if
100 different samples of 10,000 were selected from the list of registered voters, it can be said
with confidence that 95 out of the 100 samples would yield results within the values report-
ed. For example with a margin of error of +0.1, a factor score of 2.3 would mean that there
is 95 percent confidence that the “real” value in the population is between 2.2 and 2.4.

SURVEY RESULTS

The Survey data was analyzed for three main topics.
1. Quality Results — changes in the perception of quality for each factor;
2. Attention Results — the degree to which each factor should receive attention in 2011;

3. Comparison Results — the change in perception of each factor compared to 2005.

The following sections report the results of each analysis in detail. Tables 2 through 7 dis-
play the results.
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“I lived the last 15 years up north until
April of 2009 and | feel safer, water is bet-
ter, housing and utilities is much better.”

“We think the homeless should be
helped, not hurt by local government
regulations.”

“Need more first class retirement home
facilities to assist aging veterans.”

“We need more bicycle lanes
throughout the county.”
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QUALITY RESULTS

Recall that respondents were asked to score the quality of each factor on a range from one
to five. Table 2 below illustrates the definition of quality scores. Table 3 displays the aver-
age quality score for each factor.

TABLE 2: DEFINITION OF QUALITY SCORES

SCORE | DEFINITIONS

: The quality of that factor this year (2010) is much worse than the quality of that same
factor last year (2009).

2 The quality of that factor this year (2010) is worse than the quality of that same factor
last year (2009).

The quality of that factor this year (2010) is about the same as the quality of that

3 same factor last year (2009).

4 The quality of that factor this year (2010) is better than the quality of that same factor
last year (2009).

5 The quality of that factor this year (2010) is much better than the quality of that same

factor last year (2009).

No factors received average scores of one or five, i.e. much worse, or much better. The first
two factors in Table 3 received average scores statistically greater than three. Thus the public
perceived these as better when compared to one year ago.

The Entertainment factor received the highest average score of 3.05. This factor has scored
the highest every year of the Survey. The Entertainment factor includes sports, concerts, and
other forms of popular entertainment.

The next factor, Racial, Religious, and Ethnic Tolerance, was viewed as about the same as
one year ago. In other words there was no statistical difference from a score of three.

The remaining fifteen factors and the Overall Quality of Life received scores statistically
equal to two meaning they are perceived worse when compared to a year ago. Average
scores ranged from 2.23 to 2.96. The Overall Quality of Life factor received its lowest score
ever since the Survey began in 2002.

The lowest scoring factors were Economic Opportunities and Healthcare. Given the con-
tinued economic downturn this result was not surprising. Last year’s 2009 Quality of Life
Survey showed similar results, although the Economic Opportunities factor increased slightly
from an average score of 2.17 then to 2.23 now. Perhaps this is a sign that the public recog-
nizes the poor economy but believes it is improving.
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TABLE 3: RANKED QUALITY SCORES

Factor Average |Margin of Error*
Entertainment 3.05 +0.043
The Arts 3.05 +0.043
Racial, Religious, and Ethnic Tolerance 2.96 +0.047
Public Parks and Recreation 2.96 +0.038
Non-Government Social Services 2.92 +0.040
Neighborhood and Family Support 2.91 +0.046
Local Government Utilities 2.87 +0.041
Government Services 2.86 +0.045
Affordable Housing 2.82 +0.042
Environment and Natural Resources 2.71 +0.049
Education System 2.70 +0.046
Security 2.69 +0.048
Growth Management 2.69 +0.045
Overall Quality of Life 2.68 +0.047
Presence of Local Government in Our Lives 2.68 +0.045
Transportation System 2.64 +0.049
Historic Preservation 2.59 +0.056
Healthcare 2.43 +0.054
Economic Opportunities 2.23 +0.049

* Margin of Error — i.e. Confidence interval - 95 percent confident the true value lies within this range

ATTENTION RESULTS

Next each respondent was asked to score the attention each factor should receive in a range
from A (three points) to C (one point). Table 4 below illustrates the definition of attention
scores. Table 5 displays the average attention score for each factor.

TABLE 4: DEFINITION OF ATTENTION SCORES

SCORE |DEFINITIONS
A (3pts) | The factor should receive more attention next year (2011).

B (2pts) | The factor should receive the same amount of attention next year (2011).

C (1pt) | The factor should receive less attention next year (2011).
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“I’

ve lived in Hillsborough since 1978.
First contact for my opinion.”

“No Jobs!!!”

“Unless spiral[ling] house taxes, insur-
ance, gas prices etc. come down, Fla will
be the land of the wealthy and Medic-
aid because middle class retirees can’t
afford to live here.”

Thank you for Children’s Museum and
Downtown Park, Bayshore Blvd Im-
provements...great basic services!
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Only one factor, Entertainment, scored less than two meaning that factor should receive less
attention next year (2011). This isn’t surprising since this factor consistently receives a qual-
ity score of better than a year ago since the Survey began.

One factor, The Arts, received an average score statistically equal to two meaning the same
amount of attention should be given to it next year. The Arts factor represents a variety of
choices among the arts. The remaining sixteen factors and the Overall Quality of Life factor
received scores greater than two meaning more attention should be given these factors in
the next year.

Again this year, Economic Opportunities and Education were the two highest scoring atten-
tion factors. This is somewhat surprising. When comparing quality and attention scores
there is usually a strong negative correlation. In other words when the quality score is high
the attention score is low, as was the case with the Entertainment factor. This makes sense
since a high quality score indicates a better perception and a low attention score indicates
less attention should be given this factor, presumably since it is already better. However
this relationship doesn’t quite hold true for the Education factor. Education was given the
second highest attention score, meaning respondents believed it should receive the sec-
ond highest amount of attention next year. Thus you would expect the quality score to be
equally high. This was not the case. The Education quality factor was ranked eleventh out

of eighteen.
TABLE 5: RANKED ATTENTION SCORES

Factor Average |Margin of Error*
Economic Opportunities 2.84 +0.024
Education System 2.60 +0.033
Overall Quality of Life 2.52 +0.035
Healthcare 2.51 +0.039
Transportation System 2.47 +0.039
Security 2.45 +0.033
Environment and Natural Resources 2.45 +0.037
Government Services 2.36 +0.034
Historic Preservation 2.36 +0.041
Growth Management 2.36 +0.037
Affordable Housing 2.31 +0.037
Local Government Utilities 2.31 +0.032
Neighborhood and Family Support 2.30 +0.036
Presence of Local Government in Our Lives 2.19 +0.040
Non-Government Social Services 2.16 +0.037
Public Parks and Recreation 2.08 +0.038
Racial, Religious, and Ethnic Tolerance 2.08 +0.040
The Arts 2.01 +0.039
Entertainment 1.93 +0.040

* Margin of Error — i.e. Confidence interval - 95 percent confident the true value lies within this range
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COMPARISON RESULTS

Table 6 shows the average quality score in 2010 and in 2005 for each of the eighteen factors
and the Overall Quality of Life factor.

Twelve factors and the Overall Quality of Life factor received statistically lower average qual-
ity scores when compared to the 2005 results. The most interesting is the Entertainment
factor which consistently ranks the highest quality factor every year of the Survey, yet the
average score has decreased since 2005. The Economic Opportunity factor saw the biggest
decrease in average quality score since 2005. It scored 3.12 in 2005 and 2.23 in 2010, a drop
of 0.89 points. This is understandable given the booming economy in 2005 compared to the
current economic downturn.

Four factors received statistically higher average quality scores when compared to the 2005
results. They are Affordable Housing, Growth Management, Racial, Ethnic, and Religious
Tolerance, and Transportation System. The explanation for the favorable change in Afford-
able Housing is given by the recent dramatic decrease in home prices. There are no logical
explanations for the other three factors especially Transportation System which was given a
relatively low quality score and a high attention score this year.

TABLE 6: COMPARISON OF QUALITY SCORES

Average Quality
Score
Factor 2010 2005
Affordable Housing™* 2.82 2.34
Economic Opportunities™ 2.23 3.12
Education System 2.70 2.76
Entertainment* 3.05 3.35
Environment and Natural Resources 2.71 2.70
Government Services™ 2.86 3.07
Growth Management* 2.69 2.43
Healthcare* 2.43 2.55
Historic Preservation™ 2.59 3.00
Local Government Utilities* 2.87 2.95
Neighborhood and Family Support* 2.91 2.99
Non-Government Social Services* 2.92 3.10
Presence of Local Government in Our Lives* 2.68 2.79
Public Parks and Recreation* 2.96 3.15
Racial, Religious, and Ethnic Tolerance* 2.96 2.89
Security* 2.69 2.94
The Arts* 3.05 3.10
Transportation System* 2.64 2.52
Overall Quality of Life* 2.68 2.96

* denotes statistically different score in 2010 than in 2005.
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Table 7 shows the average attention score for each of the factors in 2010 and 2005. Nine fac-
tors and the Overall Quality of Life factor received lower attention scores when compared

to the 2005 results. This means respondents felt less attention should be given these factors
over time. This is contrary to expected results, given the majority of these factors had lower
quality scores. Noteworthy are these factors: Growth Management; Public Parks and Recre-
ation; and Education System.

Four factors received higher attention scores when compared to the 2005 results. Economic
Opportunities was highest on the list increasing from 2.46 in 2005 to 2.84 in 2010, meaning
respondents felt even stronger more attention should be given this factor next year (2011).
Given the economic conditions in 2005 and 2010 this result is not surprising. The other fac-
tors were Historic Preservation, Non-Government Social Services, and Entertainment.

TABLE 7: COMPARISON OF ATTENTION SCORES

Average Attention Score
Factor 2010 2005
Affordable Housing* 2.31 2.50
Economic Opportunities* 2.84 2.46
Education System* 2.60 2.74
Entertainment* 1.93 1.86
Environment and Natural Resources* 2.45 2.54
Government Services 2.36 2.39
Growth Management* 2.36 2.63
Healthcare* 2.51 2.58
Historic Preservation™ 2.36 2.09
Local Government Utilities* 2.31 2.39
Neighborhood and Family Support 2.30 2.28
Non-Government Social Services* 2.16 2.06
Presence of Local Government in Our Lives 2.19 2.19
Public Parks and Recreation* 2.08 2.33
Racial, Religious, and Ethnic Tolerance* 2.08 2.18
Security 2.45 2.45
The Arts 2.01 2.01
Transportation System™ 2.47 2.69
Overall Quality of Life* 2.52 2.59

* denotes statistically different score in 2010 than in 2005.
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QUESTIONS OF SPECIAL INTEREST

Given the expenditure of time and effort required to conduct the Survey, there was an opportu-
nity to ask additional questions on the back of the survey form. These questions are of special
interest concerning the forthcoming evaluation and appraisal of the comprehensive plan. The
questions were distinguished from the remainder of the survey and the results displayed sepa-
rately in this report. Table 8 shows the introduction given on the survey form, each question,
and the results.

For the first time, respondents were provided the option of supplying their zip code on the bot-
tom of the survey. This option allows staff to compare response rates across the county. A map
of the responses is found on page 20.

TABLE 8: QUESTIONS OF SPECIAL INTEREST

The Planning Commission will be evaluating the Comprehensive Plans for the cities of Tampa, Temple
Terrace, Plant City and the Unincorporated County. These long-range plans guide growth in our
communities. Your answers to the following questions will help the Planning Commission determine
what changes should be made to the Comprehensive Plan.

1. There are sufficient opportunities for citizens to participate or provide input into long range
planning efforts.
Agree (42.4%) Disagree (57.6%)

2. Which of the following would you be most likely to participate in? Check all that Apply.
Town hall meeting (33.8%) Internet/Web meeting (36.4%) Attend a public meeting (37.0%)
Written Survey (75.3%) Phone Survey (23.3%) Other (3.9%)

3. Sidewalks and bicycle lanes currently provide safe mobility options.
Agree (39.1%) Disagree (60.9%)

4. The local government should take a more active role in addressing homelessness.
Agree (73.4%) Disagree (26.6%)

5. The water quality of our bays/rivers/lakes/creeks is adequately protected.
Agree (39.9%) Disagree (60.1%)

6. Rank the following proposals from one to four where “one” is the best sustainable transporta-
tion solution.
Widen existing roads (1) Improve bus service (2)
Provide commuter rail (3) Build new roads (4)

7. Itis beneficial for this community to have a long-term vision, or strategy of what the community
should be for generations to come.
Agree (96.1%) Disagree (3.9%)

8. As of today, I think I will be living in Hillsborough County for the foreseeable future (or for a

long time).
Agree (88.1%) Disagree (11.9%)
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“Don’t want to stay but financially |
can’t move.”

“Bike lanes needed. This is one of
the worst areas | have ridden in.”

“Commuter rail and buses al-
ways tax-payer subsidized.”

“Our public schools are have turned away
from good moral values and are teaching
no responsbility for your actions.”
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APPENDIX A
COVER LETTER AND SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE
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Hillsborough County
City-County
Planning
Commission

Edward F. Giunta, II
Chair

Frank M. Chillura
Vice Chair

Derek L. Doughty
Member-at-Large

Jill Buford

Bruce P. Cury
Brian P. Hollands
Vivian M. Kitchen
Hung T. Mai
Gary D. Sears
Ray Young

Christina Hummel (Ex-Officio)
MacDill AFB

Cathy Valdes (Ex-Officio)
School District

Robert B. Hunter, FAICP
Executive Director

-y

R

January 3, 2011

RE:  Annual Hillsborough County Quality of Life Survey

Dear Registered Voter:

Congratulations! You are one of 10,000 voters randomly selected from
the list of Hillsborough County’s registered voters to complete an
important survey. The enclosed survey will help the Planning
Commission determine whether or not, in the opinion of the
average registered voter, the quality of life in Hillsborough County
increased or decreased from 2009 to 2010.

Improving our residents’ quality of life is a primary concern of the
Planning Commission and local elected officials. The Planning
Commission is an independent agency responsible for updating the
Comprehensive Plans for the four local governments in Hillsborough
County (the cities of Tampa, Temple Terrace and Plant City and

unincorporated Hillsborough County).

The Comprehensive Plan is a state-mandated document that outlines
land use planning for the next twenty years. Everything from zoning,
where homes and subdivisions are located, to where schools are
placed in your community is affected by the Comprehensive Plan. It is
the basis for decision-making at all levels of local government and
guides the private sector on projects that improve the quality of life of
local residents.

The enclosed survey contains a list of nineteen factors or components
measuring the quality of life in Hillsborough County. The Planning
Commission did not determine this list. A focus group of residents
representing Hillsborough County determined these factors and
wrote the factor’s description.

A consolidated city-county agency serving the cities of Tampa, Temple Terrace, Plant City and the County of Hillsborough.
An Affirmative Action-Equal Opportunity Employer
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This survey has two steps. Step One asks you to mark one space (1-5,
Much Worse to Much Better) indicating how you feel the quality of life
of that factor in 2010 compared to its quality in 2009. Step Two asks
you to mark one letter (A-C, More Attention to Less Attention) if you feel
that the quality of life factor needs less, the same, or more attention
next year.

Please complete the questionnaire and return it in the enclosed
postage-paid envelope by January 31, 2011. The person receiving the
survey should be the one to complete it. If your household receives
more than one survey addressed to different registered voters, each
registered voter should complete and return the survey. If you have
any questions, please call Suzi Dieringer at 273-3774, Ext. 348. Thank
you very much for your participation and cooperation.

Sincerely,

27774

Robert B. Hunter, FAICP
Executive Director

Enclosure
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2010 Hillsborough County Quality of Life Survey

INSTRUCTIONS:

This survey has two steps. Step One asks you to mark ONE box (1-5, Much Worse to Much Better)
indicating how you feel each quality of life factor compared in 2010 to its quality in 2009. For example,
if you feel economic opportunities were worse in 2010 than 2009, check box two.

Step Two, asks you to mark one letter (A-C, More Attention to Less Attention) if you feel that the qual-
ity of life factor needs less, the same, or more attention next year. In the example below, box A was
checked indicating more attention is required for Economic Opportunities.

Step One: Step Two:
Economic Opportunities — to include opportunities Ey N More
to operate a business or find acceptable employment. Attention
[ ] | Same
Attention
Much Worse About the Better Much I
Less
Worse Same Better N Attention
ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITIES: GOVERNMENT SERVICES:
To include opportunities to operate a N To include basic services such as police N
business or find acceptable employment. and f}re prptectlog, code enforceTertlj[,
social services and consumer protection.
F [l
N2 %
EDUCATION SYSTEM: GROWTH MANAGEMENT:
To include a public education system at A To include the availability of urban, ™
all levels that is funded and staffed. suburban and rural lifestyle options; Q
resource management and public par-
ticipation in the regulatory process. [El
=0
TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM: RACIAL, RELIGIOUS & ETHNIC TOLERANCE:
To include a system that moves people To include an open and ready ac- N
and goods with options ranging from ceptance of all races, ethnicities and
roads to pedestrian to air travel to mass religions.
transit.
v
LOCAL GOVERNMENT UTILITIES: SECURITY:
To include drinking water, wastewater, N To include safety in one’s home or busi-
drainage and other government-operat- ness and a feeling of security in public
ed utilities. settings.
@
PRESENCE OF LOCAL GOVT IN OUR LIVES: HEALTHCARE:
To include collaboration among local AN To include the availability of quality,
governments, with simplicity and pri- affordable healthcare for all residents. [l
vacy for the average citizen as primar
con}c]erns. & P Y [B]
0 OO @& o
ENVIRONMENTAL/NATURAL RESOURCES: LONCONERNMENFAS O ATSERVIGES:
To include sensitive lands, water avail- N To mcludp the. presence of Chal.‘ltlets and
ability and quality, and air quality. non-profit social service organizations.
@V

2010 Quality of Life Survey

1
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ENTERTAINMENT: NEIGHBORHOOD AND FAMILY SUPPORT:
To include sports, concerts and other N To include public and private groups

forms of popular entertainment that act to assist and protect neighbor- ™
hoods, families and households of all
ages

000008 gl|lo0n o oo

v

PUBLIC PARKS AND RECREATION:

To include all forms of outdoor public N
recreation opportunities and facilities

AFFORDABLE HOUSING:
To include rental and home ownership N

[0\

N
HISTORIC PRESERVATION: THE ARTS:
To include the preservation of historic To include a variety of choices among
buildings and sites ™ the arts. ™
v N
OVERALL QUALITY OF LIFE:
To include all the factors listed above and any other felt to ™

be important by the respondent.

7 @y

QUESTIONS ABOUT FUTURE GROWTH

The Planning Commission will be evaluating the Comprehensive Plans for the cities of Tampa, Tem-
ple Terrace, Plant City and the Unincorporated County. These long-range plans guide growth in our
communities. Your answers to the following questions will help the Planning Commission determine
what changes should be made to the Comprehensive Plan.

1. There are sufficient opportunities for citizens to participate or provide input into long range
planning efforts.

__Agree Disagree

2. Which of the following would you be most likely to participate in? Check all that Apply.
___Town hall meeting Internet/Web meeting Attend a public meeting
___Written Survey Phone Survey Other

3. Sidewalks and bicycle lanes currently provide safe mobility options.
___Agree Disagree

4. The local government should take a more active role in addressing homelessness.
__Agree Disagree

5. The water quality of our bays/rivers/lakes/creeks is adequately protected.
___Agree Disagree

6. Rank the following proposals from one to four where “one” is the best sustainable transporta-
tion solution.
___Widen existing roads ___ Improve bus service
___ Provide commuter rail ___Build new roads

7. Itis beneficial for this community to have a long-term vision, or strategy of what the commu-
nity should be for generations to come.

___Agree __Disagree
8. As of today, I think I will be living in Hillsborough County for the foreseeable future (or for a
long time).
___Agree __ Disagree
Your zip code (optional)
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APPENDIX B
QUALITY OF LIFE RESPONDENTS BY ZIP CODE
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“This was very nice ...l felt
that my opinion counts!

Thank you,
Tax Payer & Voter
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