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Wellbeing e Everything that makes up a good
life

Wellbeing bundles
can vary from person to
person and community to

community.
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Wellbeing Survey Project Goals
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To support regional
and statewide
Iinitiatives related to
community &
environmental
wellbeing
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Reports are available on the Utah Wellbeing Project’s Website

To support
comparative research
on community
wellbeing and local
concerns



https://www.usu.edu/utah-wellbeing-project/

51
Survey
Partners In

2024

62
Community

Partners
since 2019

Over 42,000
Surveys To
DENE

Utah Wellbeing Project
2024 Participating Cities
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Overall Personal Wellbeing Scores from Participating Utah Cities (2024)
(On a scale from 1=Poor to 5=Excellent)
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Median Income Of Participating Cities (2024)

Cities ofthe 1zt & 2nd Clasz

South Jordan £919,822

Sandy £108,165
West Jorcan $ 29,002
Layton S
Millereek

West Valley City 581,719
Orem § 77,568

$0 $20,000 540,000 SE0,000 580,000 5100,000 5120000 $140,000 5150,000
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Average Rating of Personal Wellbeing By Income
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(Wellbeing is rated on a scale from 1=Poor to 5=Excellent)
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Overall Personal Wellbeing Scores from Salt Lake County (2024)

(On a scale from 1=Poor to S=Excellent)
County Average

Emigration Canyon ® 4.42
Cattonwood Heigl:wts ® 429
Millcreek ® 4.23
Draper @ 4,22
Sandy @ 4.18
South Jordan D 413
West Jordan ® 4.01
Herriman @ 3.97
West Valley City @ 3.81

Midvale ® 3.71 |
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Average Score
Overall Personal Wellbeing Scores from Cache County (2024)
(On & scale from 1=Poor to 5=Excellent)
County Average
Providence @ 4.27
Wellsville ® 4.24
Hyde Park @ 4.23
Nibley @ 4.14
Hyrum @ 4.10
Logan @ 3.66
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Overall Personal Wellbeing Scores from Utah County (2024)

(On a scale from 1=Poor to S=Excellent)
~ County Average

Cedar Hills ® 4.33
Mapleton ® 4.26
Vineyard @ 4.22
Spanish Fork @ 4.10
Pleasant Grove @ 34.07
Orem ® 4.05
Lehi ® 4,05
Saratoga Springs ® 4.02
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Overall Personal Wellbeing Scores from Carbon County (2024)
(On & scale from 1=Poor to 9=Excellent)
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Vernal Wellbeing Matrix

Draper Wellbeing Matrix

Overall Average |
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Wellbeing Domains — What’s Important? (statewide)

Safety & Security Mental Health

Physical Health Family Life

Living Standards Leisure Time

Local Environmental Quality Connection with Nature

Transportation Education

Social Connections Cultural Opportunities




Wellbeing Domains — What’s Important?

Connection with Nature
o

Springdale

Emigration Canyon

Midway
Cottonwood Heights
lvins

Highly Important Domains in
these Cities and Towns!




Wellbeing Domains — What’s Rated High"? (statewide)

Family Life Safety & Security

Living Standards Mental Health

Connection with Nature Leisure Time

Physical Health Education
Social Connections Local Environmental Quality

Transportation Cultural Opportunities




Wellbeing Domains — What’s Rated Low?

Mental Health




Wellbeing and Planning From Mental Health America:

* Wellbeing is high in Utah, but varies

across communities in unigue, place-

based ways. Affordable Housing

«Safety & Security often most important

A guiding principle for planning Safe, Walkable
Neighborhoods

* Mental Health Rating and Overall
Personal Wellbeing are very strongly Foster Social

correlated | Connections
How do we incorporate mental

health  into community planning?

https://mhanational.org/blog/4-things-that-can-improve-your-communitys-mental-health/



https://mhanational.org/blog/4-things-that-can-improve-your-communitys-mental-health/

Community Connection

How connected do you feel to
your city as a community?

Urban
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Newcomers feel less connected... for 15+
years!

Community Connection Average Score (Out of 5)

3.50
——
Not significant
3 95 391 3.24
3.1
3.01
3.00
2.92
2.75 I
2.50

Less than 5 Years 5-9.9 Years 10-14.9 Years 15-19.9 Years 20+ Years
Length of Residence



Recreation Is
Associated
with Higher
Levels of
Community
Connection

Everywhere!

Comparing Community Connection and Participation

in Recreation and Nature-based Activities

(Community Connection is rated on a scale from 1=Nct at all to 5=A great deal)

Community events

Walking or biking in your
neighborhood or city

Recreating in parks in
your city

City recreation programs

Participaling in a
community garden

Using trails in or near
your city

Gardening at home

Buying food from a
farmer's market

Non-motorized recreation
on public lands or waters

_ in Utah
Motorized recreation on

oublic lands or waters in
Utah

2.0

wverall Slakewide Averzge
063 @ ® 331

2
265 @ ® 319
2.77 @ 3.2¢
296 @ ® 337
3.14 @ @® 3544
294 @ ® 3.21
2.90 @ ® 3.21
3.0 @ ® 324
3.03 @10 3.21
3 -0 323
2.5 3.0 3.5 4.0

Average Ccmmunity Connection Score

Have you participated in any of the following
activities during the past 12 months? ® No @ Yes

4.5

(Statewide Data



Small Town Feel Matters!
... and not just in small tow

“| value the small town,
know all your
neighbors feel”

The way respondents talk about small
town feel within their city or town

Is a small town or
has a small town 927
feel

“This is a small community of people who show
Is losing or lost .
T —— 316 concern for each other and for the town, located in an
feel area of outstanding scenic beauty.”
0 2150 5(')0 7‘150

From 2022-23 Survey
Community Connection

“Keep the rural feel of Nibley ...Can't we be the one city that still

embraces farmland, open space, parks and nature?” 3.08
2.5 —

3.34 3.25

“The cow pastures create a calm and peace and small town feel

that a city park will never create.” Y | , |
Those who don't Those who mention Those who mentian
mention small town an existing small small town feel as
feel town feel disappearing or lost

From 2022-23 Survey



ommunity Connection and Planning




Population Growth Rates (2010-2020) L
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Population Growth Rates (2010-2020) L
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Economic Development

How would you describe the current pace of
economic development in your city/town?>
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Springdale
Park City
Heber
Midway

La Verkin
Tremonton
Nephi
Delta
Vernal
Emigration Canyon
Helper
Bluff
Beaver
Price
Blanding
East Carbon
Monticello

Economic Development for the Rural Hub & Resort, Traditional
Rural Communities Cluster

&

How would you describe the current pace of economic = %

development in your city/town? = 2

| 16% 69% 5%

1I 27:% 1%

22% 2(}% 10%
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Perceptions about the Pace of Economic Development in the Rural Cluster
How would you describe the current pace of economic development in your city?

[Total Respondents: 3318]

[Tco slow: 1365]

('Too slow' with comment: 1147}

//( Too Slow

Need:

» Retail Opportunities
o Often Restaurants

» Job Opportunities

| Just right 869 |

["'oo slow' without comment: 218

[Toa fast: 755] e
1

. :No opinion: 329]

I | 'Too fast' with ccmment: 635 |

['Too fast without comment: 120]

foordable Housing

N\

* Recreation Opportunities

/

/ Too Fast
* Housing

* Traffic

* Tourist Lodging

 Infrastructure Concerns

foordability Concerns

N

*Loss of Small Town Feel

/




Perceptions about the Pace of Economic Development in the Wasatch Front

How would you describe the current pace of economic development in your city?

Tatal Rasponsas: 5373

Too slow: 979

Just right: 2247 |

.[Too fast: 1407

-I No opinion: ?40|

I‘ Too slow' with comment: 846]

— [’Too slow’ without comment: 133

D "Toa fast' with comment: 1188[

E ['Too fast' without comment: 219 |

4 Too Slow h

Need:

* Retail and Business
* Job Opportunities

* Other Amenities &

KServices /
4 D

Too Fast
* Retail and Business
* Housing
* Infrastructure Concerns

U /




Population Growth,
Economic Development and Planning

* Population growth and perceived population growth are not always

—attgned.
Efforts to maintain small town feel, open space, well-functioning traffic
management will help with the experience of rapid population growth.

~Petrspectives on economic development are mixed. Goldilocks
Principle
Work to avoid too much or too little of anything in communities

* Retail & business, restaurants, job opportunities, housing, and
infrastructure capacities are hot development topics.
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Concerns for Utah Survey Respondents

As you look ta the future of your city, how much of a
concern are the following issues?

op Concerns Statewide: Water Supply "~ Jao% 0%
Water Quality 2|6% | 74%
Traffic 26% 4%
Public Safety 27% 73%
Water Su PP Iy Air Quality 27% I 73%
. Open Space/Green Space - 28% 72%
Wate r Q u al Ity Affordable Housing | 29:% : ?:1 Yo
. Opportunities for Youth 32% 68%
Trafflc Recreation Opportunities 36"&% 64%
- Trails & Paths 43%
P U bl |c Safety Access to Healthy/Quality Food 44% :
. . Homelessness 4}6% |
Al r Q U al |ty Shopping Opportunities 49%
Suicide 52‘]'/0 |
Ope n/Green Space Climate Change 52% |
- Emplaoyment Opportunities 52‘?6 |
Affordable Hous|ng Great Salt Lake ||~ -+653%- L 47 % -
o Social and Emotional Support 58% |
Opportunltles for Youth Access to Health Care 59% |
- Access to Mental Health Care 60% | |
Accessible Transportation 64%
Rec Opportu n Itles Substance Misuse 6:6% | : .
1 Access to Culturally Appropriate Food 75% 25%
Tral Is & Path S Access to Substance Use Disorder Treatment 79% | : 21%}
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Not A Concern At All | Slight Concern - Moderate Concern - Major Concern



Top Concerns far Utah Survey Respondents By Cluster

Top Concerns far Utah Survey Respondents By Cluster
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County Concerns:

Water Supply

Public Safety |

Air Quality |

Weter Quality
Traffic

Water Supply |
Cpen Space/Green Space |

Traffic

Weter Quality

Public Safety

Water Supply

Traffic

Affordable Housing |

Weter Quality
Public Safety

Traffic

Affordable Housing |

Water Supply

Cpen Space/Green Space |
Public Safety

Cedar Hills

?9%.

21%
25% 75%
26% 74%
27% 73%
36% 64%
Mapleton
24% 76%
24% 76%
25% 75%
- 30% 70%
€6%

- 34%

Pleasant Grove

22% 78%
24% 76%
26% 74%
27% 73%
- 30% 70%
Spanish Fork
13% 87%
23% 7%
25% 75%
28% 72%
30% 70%

100%80% €0% 40% 20% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80%100%

Traffic
'Water Supply
MMfordable Housing |

Open Space/Green Space |
Air Quality

Traffic |

Air Quality |
‘Water Supply |

Affordable Housing |

Public Safety |

Traffic |

Waler Supply |
Air Quality

Water Quality |
Public Safety

Air Quality

Public Safety |

Open Space/Green Space

Traffic |
Access to Healthy/Quality Food |

Parcent of Resnondents

Top Concerns for Utah County by City

As you look to the future of your city, how much of 3 concem zre the following issues?

Lehi

Saratoga Springs
| | 97%
L 20% %
- 21% |

27%
- 30%

Vineyard

15% ‘ 85%

20% £0%
21% 799
- 25% 75%
- 26% 74%
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Water Supply

Public Safety |

Air Quality |

Weter Quality
Traffic

W

Water Supply |
Cpen Space/Green Space |

Traffic

i

Weter Quality

Public Safety

Water Supply
Traffic
Affordable Housing |
Weter Quality
Public Safety

¥

Traffic

i

Affordable Housing |

Water Supply

Cpen Space/Green Space |
Public Safety

- 34%

Top Concerns for Utah County by City

As you look to the future of your city, how much of 3 concem zre the following issues?

Cedar Hills

?9%.

21%
25% 75%
26% 74%
27% 73%
36% 64%
Mapleton
24% 76%
24% 76%
25% 75%
- 30% 70%
€6%

Pleasant Grove

22% 78%
24% 76%
26% 74%
27% 73%
- 30% 70%
Spanish Fork
13% 87%
23% 7%
25% 75%
28% 72%
30% 70%

100%80% €0% 40% 20% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80%100%

{,\;:,13 Traffic

'Water Supply
MMfordable Housing |

Open Space/Green Space |
Air Quality

S Ewic

Air Quality |
‘Water Supply |

Affordable Housing |

Public Safety |

% Traffic.

Waler Supply |
Air Quality

Water Quality |
Public Safety

Air Quality

Public Safety |

Open Space/Green Space

Traffic |
Access to Healthy/Quality Food |

Parcent of Resnondents

Lehi

Saratoga Springs

- 20%

- 21%
27%

- 30%

Vineyard
15% ‘
20%
21%
o 20%
- 28%

Not A Corcern ALAII . Slight Concern . Moderate Concern . Major Concern
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Water Supply
Public Safety
Air Quality |
Weter Quality
Traffic

[ Cpen Space/Green Space | I

Traffic
Weter Quality
Public Safety

Water Supply |
Traffic |

Affordable Housing |
Weter Quality |
Public Safety

Traffic
Affordable Housing

W y
[ Cpen Space/Green Space | l

Public Safety |

Top Concerns for Utah County by City

As you look to the future of your city, how much of a concem zre the following issues?

Cedar Hills

79% Traffic

21%
25% 75% 'Water Supply |
26% 74% Affmmu}‘ |
27% 73% [ Open Space/Green Space |
1 36% 64% Air Quality |
Mapleton
24% 76% Traffic |
24% 76% Air Quality
25% 75% Water Supply
-30% 70% Affordable Housing |
- 34% 6% Public Safety
Pleasant Grove
20% | | 78% Traffic
24% 76% ‘Water Supply |
26% 74% Air Quality
27% 73% Water Quality |
- 30% 70% Public Safety |
Spanish Fork |
13% 87% Air Quality

23% 7% Publi
25% 75% [ Open Space/Green Space |
28% 2% raffic |
- 30% 70% Access to Healthy/Quality Food |

100%80% €0% 40% 20% 0% 20% 40% 650% 80%100%

Parcent of Resnondents

Lehi

Orem
16%
21%
22%
24%
25%

Saratoga Springs

20% %
27% ‘
27%

30%

Vineyard
15% ‘
20%
21%
25%
269% 74%
100%80% 60% 40% 20% 0% 20% 30% 60% 80%100%

Not A Concern ALAII . Slight Concern . Moderate Concern . Major Concern



Water Supply
Public Safety
Air Quality |
Weter Quality
Traffic

Water Supply |

Cpen Space/Green Space |
Traffic

Weter Quality

Public Safety

Water Supply |

T1; - |
Affordable Housing l

Weter Quality
Public Safety

Tr

Affordable Housing

- 34%

Water Supply
Cpen Space/Green Space |
Public Safety

Top Concerns for Utah County by City

As you look to the future of your city, how much of a concem zre the following issues?

Cedar Hills

| .’9%.

21%
25% 75%
26% 74%
27% 73%
' 36% 64%
Mapleton
24% 76%
24% 76%
25% 75%
- 30% 70%
€6%

Pleasant Grove

78%

22%
24% 76%
26% 74%
27% 73%
- 30% 70%
Spanish Fork
13% 87%
23% 17%
25% 75%
28% 72%
- 30% 70%
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Traffic |
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Public Safety
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Public Safety |

Air Quality
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25%
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Water Supply

Public Safety |

Air Quality |

Weter Quality
Traffic

Water Supply |
Cpen Space/Green Space |

Traffic

Weter Quality
Public Safety

Water Supply
Traffic

Affordable Housing
Weter Quality
Public Safety |

Traffic

Affordable Housing |

Water Supply

Cpen Space/Green Space |
Public Safety
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Top Concerns for Utah County by City

As you look to the future of your city, how much of 3 concem zre the following issues?

Cedar Hills

| ."9%.

21%
25% 75%
26% 74%
21% 73%
' 36% 64%
Mapleton
2% | 76%
24% 76%
25% 75%
- 30% 70%
€6%
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78%
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24% 76%
26% 74%
27% 73%
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13% 87%
23% 7%
25% 75%
28% 72%
30% 70%
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'Water Supply |
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Air Quality
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Public Safety
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Community Concerns and Planning

Environmental and natural resource issues

are among highest concerns statewide
—> Address water, air quality, open space,
etc. in planning
—> Communicate with residents when
addressing environmental issues

Rural communities have some unique
concerns

Concerns often vary within counties — watch
out for assumptions of homogeneity



Primary Modes of Transportation in the
Wasatch Front & Greater Wasatch Front (2024)

Whal are your primary modes of lransportation?
(select all that apply on a regular basis)

Pearsonal Car

Walking 37%
Biking 18%
Public transportation 9%
Carpocl 7%
Ride sharing (Uber or Lyft) 3%
Scooter or micro-mobility device & 2%
0% 20% 40% B0 %

Fercent of Respondents

Transportation
Modes & Barriers

99%

B80% 100%

Travel time

Lack of routes
Cost

Safety

Lack of transport
Knowledge
Disability
Language

Cars, Cars, Cars!

& Travel Time Woes on

the Wasatch Front

Barriers to Personal Travel in the
Wasatch Front & Greater Wasatch Front (2024)

Are any of the following a barrier to you personal travel?

54%
68%
72%
78%
87%
90%
93%
98%
100% 80%  60%
Not at all

40%

Seldom

20%

20%  40%

Percent of Respondents

’ Sometimes

. Often

60%  80%

. Always

100%



Top Transportation Desires: Improved Road Surfaces & Safety

(Trails & Walkability Too!)

Possible Transportation Developments in the
Wasatch Front & Greater Wasatch Front (2024)

72% |

B9%
58%
58%

Improving road surfaces - 28%

|
Enhancing safety "31|°A)

More trails 42%

|
Improving walkability | | 42%

|

Adding road capacity |- 54%-
|

Connecting communities 57 %
|

Improving public transit 58%

I |
100% 80% 60% 40% 20% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Percent of Respondents

How important to you are the following - 1 R
transportation developments in your city? 1 2

Not at all Very
Important important




Not all needs are met within one’s community...

Frequency of Wasatch Front/Greater Wasatch Front Residents
Traveling to Other Cities for Various Activities (2024)

How frequently do each of these activities take you out of your city to another city or town?

[ |

. 1 ‘
86% -
Bl 85%
73%

l

Friendsand Family - 14%“
Eating Out | | 15%
Other Services - - 27%
Groceries [ 29%
Recreation/Sports | 31%
Health/Medical Care | 36%
Work [ 144 %
School/Education 76% 1 | ; ‘
Religion -~ 77% | | | 8 1
100% 80% 60% 40% 20% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Percent of Respondents

Never . Sometimes (about once a month) . Often (more than once per week)

Rarely (a few times per year) - Regularly (about once per week)



Leaving Town for Groceries

% Leaving Town for Groceries at Least Once Per Week

100%
95%

91%
80%
79%
76% 76% 77%
75% 799% 73%
53%
50% 48%
36%
32%

0,

— 25%
19%
%

0%

VernaI Blanding Delta Beaver Midway East Carbon Bluff Springdale




Transportation and Planning

* For better or worse, cars, cars, cars
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* Plan with regional connections in
mind!

*In some places, basic needs are
hard to meet locally — like groceries



Planning for Wellbeing:
Build Interactional Capacity

Health

Local

Community Environmental

Connection

Transportation Recreation

Economic
Development




Feedback on Wellbeing Survey Project and Planning

When | started, the city was just updating our general plan. ..., The wellbeing
survey was actually a great tool in getting some snapshots from the
community of what people valued from living in Hyde Park and how they We've integrated some of the information
viewed their quality of life with the city. And then we used the custom questions into our general plan. (Nephi)
to add in some things that we specifically wanted to look at as we did our
general plan update. So, we found it really useful. (Hyde Park)

We’re in the process of updating our redevelopment
agency policies and we’re going to use that survey

We're also in the middle of doing a Main Street plan for our together with a flash vote survey that we recently did to
city. And so, we're partnering with a consulting firm to help guide the policies and then also make some strategic
with that. We've given them that information just so they know planning decisions going forward. (Ogden)

what are our priorities and things like that. So yeah, we've
definitely used it so far. (Alpine)

The process itself has been valuable. Part of what we do in the Community Development Department is to try to
implement our general plan, and a lot of the goals from our general plan are all about increasing communication
and connection with the community, and this process has given us the opportunity to do that, to have
opportunities to connect and have conversations with the community. So that's been fantastic and the results of the
survey have also been really informative for us as well to be able to see those areas that our community feels
like are positive contributors to wellbeing and things that we're doing well. And more importantly, those things
that we need to improve on those things that the community feels like are negative negatively impacting their
personal and community wellbeing. (Springdale)
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