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The need for long-term monitoring of useful social data

Very little data that can link social
changes to ecological changes
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Tampa Bay Community Survey

Objective: Develop a long-term survey to monitor social and cultural
changes in Tampa Bay that can assist with achieving CCMP goals

Sample size: 1,000+ residents in watershed
Frequency: every 2 years
Launch: August 15, 2024
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Tampa Bay Community Survey

Objective: Develop a long-term survey to monitor social and cultural
changes in Tampa Bay that can assist with achieving CCMP goals

Sample size: 1,000+ residents in watershed
Frequency: every 2 years
Launch: August 15, 2024

What they want What they know What they do What they think How they feel

Nature Engagement Environmental Attitudes Nature Relatedness
Environmental Justice Place ldentity
Distributive Justice Solastalgia

Community Priorities

Bay Knowledge
Environment
Social Services

Infrastructure

Social Engagement Procedural Justice Hope Pathways
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Behavior Well-being
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What they want
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in public spaces
Reduction of outdoor
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trash and debris

Improvements to water
quality in local waterways

Improvements to air

quality 1. Reduction in overall cost of livin
9
Economy 2. Access to affordable health, emergency services
e e vonage 3. Improvements to flood protection infrastructure

Increase in number of
available jobs

4. Improvements to water quality in local rivers, ponds
5. Improvements to local roads, bridges

. In-network

- 1. Improvements to water quality in local rivers, ponds

2. Improvements to flood protection infrastructure
3. Reduction in overall cost of living
4. Improvements to utilities infrastructure (e.g., water, sewer)
5. Access to nature in public spaces

More diverse job
opportunities

Reduction in overall
cost of living
Infrastructure

More pedestrian- and
cyclist-friendly roadways

Improvements to local
roads and bridges

Improvements to utilities
infrastructure

Improvements to flood
protection infrastructure
Social Services

Better access to high-
quality education

Better access to affordable
health, emergency services

More affordable or low-
income housing options

Improvements to public

transportation
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Not a priority Low priority ~ Moderate priority  High priority Top priority
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What nutrient is the biggest contributor to poor

water quality in Tampa Bay?
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Carbon Nitrogen Phosphorus Silica

To reduce the risk of nutrient pollution in the bay,
what time of year should someone avoid applying
fertilizer to their lawn or garden?

What they know

What is the main source of nutrient pollution in
Tampa Bay?
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Activity |

Active Nature Engagement
Fishing

Gardening

Wildlife viewing

Camping, hiking

Paddling, boating
Swimming in the bay
Passive Nature Engagement
Picnic, cookout

Relaxing outdoors
Exercising outdoors
Nature-based Attractions
Beach

Pier, marina

Zoo, aquarium

Outdoor playground
Museum, historical place

Local, State, National Park
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What they do

In-network Respondents (%)
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What they do

Public Respondents (%) In-network Respondents (%)
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General Behaviors

Homeowners that Those Fertilizing in

Fertilize the Summer

Recycling household
products

‘ Public ‘ Public
AR 56% ' A 31%

Choosing to walk, bike,
carpool instead of driving

Planting, maintaining native
or Florida-friendly™ plants

Restoring natural habitats
(e.g., cleanups, plantings)

In-network In-network
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Homeowner Behaviors

Fertilizing lawn, garden
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Watering lawn, garden

Blowing grass clippings
onto street
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Maintaining a rain barrel,
garden, swale

Fertilizing in Summer
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Density
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How they feel

Nature relatedness is a measure of
one’s subjective connectedness to the
natural environment.,

Place identity is a measure of one’s
emotional or symbolic attachment
formed with Tampa Bay.

Solastalgia is a measure of emotional
distress caused by environmental
change in Tampa Bay.



How they feel
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Eco-anxiety* is a diagnostic measure of
0.15 . Public mean anxiety related to the environmental crisis.

E * Our indicator only measures affective symptoms, as used in P bI .
2 0.10 Lo screening for Generalized Anxiety Disorder. ublic
[+}]
(]
0.05 - 4 . 6 / 21
0.00 ‘ In-network
10 15 20
Eco-anxiety Score - 3 . 7 / 21

Public In-network Moderate to Severe

Eco-anxiety
‘ ‘ Eco-anxiety
symptoms

‘ Public
L (0)
& & o Low kR 1/7%

B Moderate
Il Severe

In-network

O
&l 8%




How they feel

Hope pathways is a measure of one’s perceived capacity to
achieve environmental goals in their community.

The self-efficacy pathway reflects one’s
hope based on their knowledge of what
they can do to solve environmental
problems

The response efficacy pathway reflects
one’s hope that the actions they take can
have an impact
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