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Executive Summary

This report outlines the processes, lessons learned, and results from a collaborative multi-year
(2021-2023) project focused on inclusively engaging Puget Sound residents in order to enhance the
Human Wellbeing (HWB) Vital Signs (VS). This project included
establishing new sustainable community partnerships, co-
creating knowledge with community partners, and capturing
lessons learned to further this community-based monitoring
work for the Puget Sound Partnership and its ecosystem
recovery network. A community-based participatory research
(CBPR) approach was conducted to co-develop and co-
implement this project with the Asia Pacific Cultural Center
(APCC) and Empowering People in Communities (EPIC), two
Tacoma, WA-based community organizations. This approach
included the co-creation of facilitated dialogues (community
workshops) (combined n=218) and implementation of an
optional Human Wellbeing Vital Signs Survey (2020 version;
Appendix E) (combined n=126). While project results can be
combined, this project was co-designed through a CBPR
approach that was highly community-dependent. As such, the
project was intentionally designed to be two separate, yet
complementary and simultaneous, projects. This intentional
design choice is illustrated in this report, as the report contains
two community-specific reports with shared high level sections, including a shared executive
summary, background, conclusions and recommendations, and appendices.

Figure 1. View of Mt. Rainier
and Tacoma from Ruston

While complementary, both projects included distinct communities. One project emphasized Asian
American and Pacific Islander (AAPI) residents of Puget Sound and was co-created with Faaluaina
(Lua) Pritchard (Executive Director) of APCC. The second project emphasized Black and African
American residents of Puget Sound with an emphasis on the Hilltop neighborhood in Tacoma and
was co-created with Brendan Nelson, (Executive Director) of EPIC (Mr. Nelson was also affiliated
with the Peace Community Center, where 2/3 of the workshops were physically held). The latter
project shifted overtime from Black and African American residents to broader Hilltop residents.

Overall, the facilitated dialogues demonstrated that the HWB VS were relevant and resonated among
participating community members. This was reflected in the workshop responses, that were
abductively coded to the established Vital Signs! (Table 1) and coded to highlight emergent
community dimensions of health/wellbeing? (Table 2). Variations did emerge among the different

1 For more information related to the coded responses linked to the Vital Signs or Community Dimensions of health/wellbeing,
see Appendix B.

2 Participating collaborators and communities selected different words when discussing human wellbeing. During the AAPI
workshops, health was used to frame the discussions, while during the Hilltop workshops, wellbeing was used to frame the

—
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participating communities. Cultural Wellbeing, Sense of Place, Outdoor Activity, and Good
Governance, among others, were commonly referenced themes among participating Hilltop
residents, demonstrating the linkages between nature, cultural or recreational practices (including
those associated with family, place-based community, and spiritual/religious-based community),
and peoples’ connections, psychological benefits, and life satisfaction, derived from the natural
environment (Table 2). Hilltop residents also emphasized Good Governance; however, governance
or governing institutions were largely framed negatively or as neglectful, highlighting locally
perceived environmental injustice.

Air Quality Cultural Wellbeing
Drinking Water Economic Vitality
Local Foods Good Governance
Outdoor Activity Sense of Place
Shellfish Beds Sound Stewardship

Table 1. Human Wellbeing Vital Signs

Physical Health Accessibility

Plants and Trees Equity

Place and Landscape Physical Health

Fish and Wildlife Place and Landscape
Environmental Condition Plants and Trees

Table 2. Community Dimensions of Health and Wellbeing

Cultural Wellbeing and Sense of Place were also common themes among participating AAPI
community members; however, some additional referenced themes were also quite salient, notably
Local Foods, Air Quality, and Water Quality? (Table 1). Overall, when responses were combined, all
already established HWB VS were reflected during the facilitated dialogues. AAPI communities
referenced all HWB VS, while Hilltop residents referenced all except Shellfish Beds.

New Community Dimensions of human health/wellbeing also emerged during the workshops (Table
2). For example, Accessibility, Equity, and Physical Health were salient referenced themes among
participating Hilltop residents, while Physical Health, Plants and Trees, and Place and Landscape
were common referenced themes among participating AAPI community members. Participating
community members also demonstrated climate change impacts on human health/wellbeing and
identified places (mostly local) that contributed to their health/wellbeing. The workshop findings
demonstrated that while the current iteration of the HWB VS appear to reflect diverse communities’
relationships with and contributions from Puget Sound’s natural environment, the region’s diverse

discussions. This was an intentional decision and reflected the CBPR approach, which emphasizes close collaboration and
knowledge co-production.

3 The Human Wellbeing Vital Signs include Drinking Water and the biophysical Vital Signs of Freshwater and Marine Water
Quality. Given that many community members mentioned “water” in various forms, these three Vital Signs have been merged
into one (Water Quality) in this report.

—
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communities also contain a multitude of alternative Community Dimensions of human
health/wellbeing. This latter finding warrants more exploration within the Puget Sound
Partnership’s monitoring community, including through the potential inclusion of new indicators and
also furthers calls for the greater inclusion of more communities within Puget Sound recovery.

Good Governance: 5.19 on a 1-7 scale (strongly
disagree to strongly agree). On average, participants
largely responded between “somewhat agree” and
“agree.”

Good Governance: 3.51 on a 1-7 scale (strongly
disagree to strongly agree). On average, participants
largely responded between “somewhat disagree” and
“neutral.”

Local Foods: 1.41 on a 1-5 scale (never to frequently).
On average, participants largely responded between
“never” and “rarely” (1-2 times a season).

Local Foods: 1.39 on a 1-5 scale (never to frequently).
On average, participants largely responded between
“never” and “rarely” (1-2 times a season).

Sound Stewardship: 2.95 on a 1-7 scale (never to
frequently). On average, participants largely
responded between "rarely” (1-4 times a year) and
“occasionally” (once a month).

Sound Stewardship: 2.53 on a 1-7 scale (never to
frequently). On average, participants largely
responded between "rarely” (1-4 times a year) and
“occasionally” (once a month).

Cultural Wellbeing: 3.66 on a 1-5 scale (dissatisfied to
satisfied). On average, participants largely scored
between “neither satisfied nor dissatisfied” and
“somewhat satisfied.”

Cultural Wellbeing: 3.29 on a 1-5 scale (dissatisfied to
satisfied). On average, participants largely scored
between “neither satisfied nor dissatisfied” and
“somewhat satisfied.”

Sense of Place: 5.58 on a 1-7 scale (strongly disagree
to strongly agree). On average, participants largely
scored between “somewhat agree” and “agree.”

e Psychological Wellbeing: 3.40 on a 1-5 scale
(never to frequently). On average, participants
largely responded between “occasionally” (once a
month) and “regularly” (one a week).

e Life Satisfaction: 4.47 on a 1-5 scale (dissatisfied
to satisfied). On average, participants largely
responded between “somewhat satisfied” and
“satisfied.”

Sense of Place: 5.05 on a 1-7 scale (strongly disagree
to strongly agree). On average, participants largely
scored between “somewhat agree” and “agree.

e  Psychological Wellbeing: 3.56 on a 1-5 scale
(never to frequently). On average, participants
largely responded between “occasionally” (once a
month) and “regularly” (one a week).

e Life Satisfaction: 3.67 on a 1-5 scale (dissatisfied
to satisfied). On average, participants largely
responded between “neither satisfied nor
dissatisfied” and “somewhat satisfied.”

Outdoor Activity

e Outdoor Recreation®: Most frequently engaged in
recreational activities included: gardening/yard
work and use of paved trails or paths.

e  Nature-based Work: 33% of respondents engaged
in nature-based work with 20% engaging in such
work 5 hours a week or more.>

Outdoor Activity

e  Outdoor Recreation: Most frequently engaged in
recreational activities included use of paved trails
and picnic/bbg.

e  Nature-based Work: 8% of respondents engaged
in nature-based work with 6% engaging in such
work 5 hours a week or more.

Table 3. Human Wellbeing Survey Results Summary

4 Outdoor recreation activities are solely those that took place during the Fall and Spring months.
5 Note that translations of “work” in natural environments may have varied contributing to alternative interpretations of the

question.

—
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Regional & Latinx Human Wellbeing Survey Results (2018-2022)°

hours a week

Vital Sign 2018 2020 2022 Latinx
Good Governance 4.13 4.18 4.05 4.81
Local Foods 1.58 1.43 1.42 1.84
Sound Stewardship | 3.47 3.14 3.36 2.95
Cultural Wellbeing Not Applicable due | 3.64 3.81 3.73
to survey
modifications
between 2018 and
2020
Sense of Place 5.66 5.57 5.49 5.02
e Psychological e 394 e 401 e 3098 e 364
Wellbeing e Not available e Not available o 441 e 3098
o Life Satisfaction
Outdoor Activity e Gardening/yar | ¢ Gardening/yard | ¢ Non- e Paved paths or
e Qutdoor d work, use of work, wildlife motorized trails, picnic/bbg,
Recreation paved paths or viewing/birding water sports and unpaved
e Nature-based trails, use of , using paved (Summer trails in Fall and
Work unpaved trails paths or trails only), wildlife Spring were the
during in Spring and viewing/birdi most frequently
Summer and Fall were the ng, engaged activities
Winter were most frequently gardening/ya | e 36% engaged in
most engaged rd work, use nature-based
frequently activities of paved work
engaged o 12.42% paths or e More than 70%
activities engaged in trails, and use worked more
e 19% engaged nature-based of unpaved than 5 hours a
in nature- work paths or trails week
based work e 69% worked were the
more than 5 most
hours a week frequently
engaged
activities in
Summer and
Winter
o 14% engaged
in nature-
based work
o 77% worked
more than 5

Table 4. Regional & Latinx Human Wellbeing Vital Signs Survey Results

6 All data stems from the 2018, 2020, Latinx 2021, and 2022 Human Wellbeing Surveys (Fleming and others 2018; Fleming and
others 2021; Justiniano 2021; Harrington and others 2023).

—

\{3) Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife




Overall, the self-selected survey respondents demonstrated similar patterns of human wellbeing as
it related to the health of Puget Sound (Table 3). Both sets of community members had similar
average responses to most Vital Sign questions. For example, participants from both groups had
similar average responses to Local Foods (1.41, 1.39), Sense of Place (5.19, 5.05), and Cultural
Wellbeing (3.66 , 3.29). While largely similar, some stark differences did emerge, notably for Good
Governance (5.19 and 3.51) and Life Satisfaction (4.47 and 3.67). Both groups also share similar
average responses with those Puget Sound residents who completed the regional and/or Latinx
Human Wellbeing Surveys (Table 4). For example, both respondent groups shared similar average
responses for Local Foods, Sense of Place, and Cultural Wellbeing when compared to the results of
other Human Wellbeing Surveys (Table 4). Both respondent groups also shared similar Outdoor
Activity responses with Latinx respondents (e.g., use of paved trails or paths and picnic/bbq). Both
survey respondent groups did have some variation in comparison to the other surveys. For example,
both groups shared similar average responses for Sound Stewardship, which was lower than regional
average responses. Also, AAPI respondents had higher average responses for Good Governance than
the findings demonstrated by other surveys, while Hilltop respondents had alower Good Governance
response average than all of the other surveys (including AAPI survey). The survey responses also
helped further confirm and support some of the referenced themes and Community Dimensions from
the facilitated dialogues. For example, Hilltop respondents frequently discussed Accessibility, Equity,
and Safety (less than the former), often through an environmental (in)justice lens, demonstrating
perhaps why Good Governance was rated lower among respondent groups when compared to the
findings of all other surveys (including AAPI residents). All detailed findings and corresponding data
visualizations are outlined per participating community and can be found in the community-based
reports of this document.

\(:)) Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 6



Background

Puget Sound’s natural environment is integral to the human wellbeing (HWB) (Box 1) of the region’s
diverse residents. This recognition is explicitly reflected through the Puget Sound Partnership’s
(Partnership) statutory goals (Stiles and others 2015), Social-Ecological Integrated Conceptual

Box 1. Human Wellbeing (HWB)

Human wellbeing is defined as an
interdisciplinary perspective on what
allows humans to thrive in relation to
the natural environment. HWB entails
values, physical and psychological
health, governance, and social, cultural,
and economic wellbeing (Trimbach and
others 2020).

Framework (Harguth 2015), and HWB Vital Signs (VS)
(Figure 2) (Biedenweg 2017; Biedenweg and
Trimbach 2021). The HWB VS are social indicators of
social-ecological system health and recovery in the
Puget Sound region (Figure 2). These indicators were
developed through an extensive multi-year highly
collaborative process and were approved by the
Partnership’s Leadership Council in 2015 (Stiles and
others 2015). Since their formal adoption, Oregon
State University’s Human Dimensions Lab, led by Dr.
Kelly Biedenweg, has coordinated a 12-county survey

instrument aimed at gauging human wellbeing among the region’s residents (Fleming and others
2019; Fleming and others 2021; Justiniano and others 2021; Harrington and others 2023). The
survey and its results contribute much to regional recovery efforts and environmental decision-
making, including through the Partnership’s overarching monitoring process, biennial State of the
Sound report, and Action Agenda. The survey and larger effort also contribute much to regional
understanding of the relationships among people, nature, and wellbeing in the region. The HWB VS
have emerged as an exemplar case study on integrating human wellbeing via social indicators into
ecosystem recovery and monitoring (Biedenweg and Trimbach 2021).

HEALTHY HUMAN POPULATION

HEALTHY WATER QUALITY

VITAL SIGNS

FUNCTIONING HABITAT

REPORTING
ECOSYSTEM HEALTH vs

=
@
=
=
=
pur}
=
—
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
pr}
-
o
-
-
-
m

THRIVING SPECIES & FOOD WEB

Figure 2. Human Wellbeing Vital Signs (Puget Sound Partnership 2023)
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Figure 3. Puget Sound Map

The survey has taken place in 2018, 2020, and 2022 (Fleming and others 2019; Fleming and others
2021; Harrington and others 2023). Based on results of the 2018, 2020, and 2023 surveys, non-white
resident engagement and consequently representation in survey results have been limited. For
example, non-white representation was less than 20% (all non-white populations combined) in
2018, 12% (all non-white populations combined) in 2020, and 10% in 2022 (Fleming and others
2019; Fleming and others 2021; Harrington and others 2023). While white representation has largely
remained representative of the region’s population as a whole (roughly between 75-80%) and non-
white representation combined has also remained roughly reflective of the region’s population,
individual racial or ethnic identity groups themselves have not been representative. For example,
Black or African American residents comprised 5.54% of the region’s population, Asian American
and Pacific Islanders comprised 13.73%, and individuals self-identifying as embodying two or more
races comprised 5.82% of Puget Sound’s (Figure 3) population (in 2020), while the 2020 Human
Wellbeing Survey respondents of those same group categories represented 0.88%, 3.01%, and 3.17%
respectfully.” Such differences have been observed before and contributed to a Latinx resident
project aimed at better gauging the region’s Latinx population’s human wellbeing (Justiniano and
others 2021).

7 Demographic percentages come from the WA Office of Financial Management (2020).

—
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Such low representation reflects wider challenges associated with the application of traditional social
science research methods when attempting to engage minority populations (Lagana and others
2013; George and others 2014; Wilson and others 2018). Such low representation also demonstrates
a growing need to address environmental justice (Box 2) and landscape justice within environmental
planning, management, governance, and research (Finney 2014; Law and others 2017; Williams and
others 2018; Egoz and De Nardi 2020; Schell and others 2020; Gurney and others 2021; Batavia
2022; Lofqvist and others 2022; Morales and others
2022; Nay and others 2022). Landscape justice (L]) is
a form of environmental justice (E]) that emphasizes
people-place relationships and landscapes, including
landscape-derived benefits and participation in
landscape-based decisions, plans, or actions (Dalglish
and others 2017; Egoz and De Nardi 2017; Garcia and
others 2020). L] is understood to be connected to
health, wellbeing, inclusion, and belonging, notably
among new residents (e.g., immigrants and refugees)
(Dalglish and others 2017; Egoz and De Nardi 2017;
Garcia and others 2020). Both EJ and L] were
considered when developing the initial concept and
design for this collaborative research project. Within the HWB VS monitoring context, whose
wellbeing greatly matters as the monitoring data and findings demonstrate community recognition
within regional monitoring (recognitional justice), which consequentially informs monitoring-based
decision-making (procedural justice), and monitoring impacts (distributional justice), like those
impacts associated with action plans, resource allocation, and value, interest, or even geographic site
prioritization.

Box 2. Environmental Justice

Environmental justice (E]J) generally
refers to a lens, framework, and/or
movement focused on fairness in the
allocation of environmental burdens
and Dbenefits, and the allocation
processes of those burdens and benefits
(Scott 2014). E] is multidimensional
and often includes recognitional,
procedural, and distributional justices
(Holifield and others 2018).

This project built upon this growing recognition and
the need for greater inclusive engagement in Puget
Sound recovery efforts (Noufi and Sheikh 2022) by
elevating the human wellbeing of Black, African
American, Asian American, and Pacific Islander (AAPI)

Box 3. Community

Community refers to a unit of identity as
defined by a sense of connection and

identification to other people, common
values or norms, shared interests,
symbols, and/or mutual needs (Israel
and others 2005). Communities may
include geographically bounded or
place-based groups and/or those who
share a common identity, like a racial,
ethnic, sexual, or other form of identity
(Israel and others 2005).

residents of Puget Sound. These communities (Box 3)
are particularly pertinent due to the shared, yet
distinct, environmental injustices experienced by
these resident groups, including inequitable risks and
exposures to toxics or pollutants and even lack of a
sense of belonging in nature (Hines 2001; Sechena
2003; Abel and White 2011; Grineski, Collins, and
Morales 2017; Nay and others 2022). Both
communities reside in the City of Tacoma, located in
Pierce County, WA and in South Puget Sound. Tacoma

has one of the largest Black and African American populations and AAPI populations in WA, including
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a notably larger Black and African American population than Pierce County and WA overall.8 Tacoma
is also home to a historic predominantly Black and African American neighborhood known as Hilltop
(Figure 4), located in central Tacoma above downtown, which is currently experiencing rapid
gentrification and resident displacement (Williams 2018). Working in close collaboration from 2021-
2023 with the Asia Pacific Cultural Center (APCC) and Empowering People in Communities (EPIC),
two community-based nonprofit organizations located in Tacoma, WA (Figure 3), including one in
Hilltop (EPIC), this project focused on two distinct regional communities through a community-based
participatory research (CBPR) approach, a highly collaborative approach to research (see Approach
and Appendix C) (Leavy 2017; Wilson and others 2018). The two distinct regional communities
included (1) Black and African American residents in the Hilltop neighborhood of Tacoma, WA
(Figure 4), and (2) Asian American and Pacific Islander (AAPI) residents in the greater Tacoma
(Pierce County) area. While this project sought to focus on racial and ethnolinguistic place-based
communities, the project also recognized and observed the interplay of intersectionality, or the
simultaneously combined identities (e.g. race, ethnicity, linguistic, gender, migration status, and
class, among others) and privileges/marginalities, among project participants (Crenshaw 1989; King
2022).

4 Hilltop
O Neighborhood
Hilltop Business
O District

L

8 Based on WA Office of Financial Management’s Estimates of April 1 population by age, sex, race and Hispanic origin dataset
(Estimates of April 1 population by age, sex, race and Hispanic origin | Office of Financial Management (wa.gov)) and 2019 City
of Tacoma report (Young and Tytos Consulting 2019).

e
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Working closely with APCC and EPIC through a CBPR approach, that included co-created facilitated
dialogues and optional Human Wellbeing Survey, the project sought to accomplish the following key
objectives:

1. enhance knowledge of underrepresented communities’” human wellbeing in the Puget Sound
region;
2. expand HWB Vital Sign data, information, and messaging;

3. build new community relationships for sustainable long-term collaboration; and

4. create a protocol detailing how the work, if successful, can be sustained with an agency, program,
or other durable funding source.

These objectives were achieved because of the CBPR approach undertaken with APCC, EPIC, and
broader participating community members. These achieved objectives are captured throughout this
report and in the ongoing community relationships with key project collaborators. The CBPR
approach is outlined in the following section in a high level summary and described in greater detail
with examples in the Appendices (Appendix C.).

‘/:)) Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 11



Community-based
Participatory Research

(CBPR)

Co-produced Facilitated
Dialogues

Nonprobability sampling
via multiple mechanisms,
including community
liaisons, flyers, and
established relationships

Abductive analysis via
NVivo, with human
wellbeing framework as a
guide, often with multiple
codes per response

Fieldnotes

Optional Survey

Flexible review with a
focus on lessons learned
and best practices of
CBPR

Consenting dialogue
participants

Quantitative analysis via
SPSS

Figure 5. Project Approach

This project integrated a community-based participatory research (CBPR) (Box 4) approach (Figure

Box 4. Community-based Participatory
Research (CBPR)

Community-based  participatory research
(CBPR) refers to a collaborative approach to
social science research that aims to equitably
engage communities, including researchers,
organizational representatives, and/or
individual community members in some or all
elements of the research process, including by
providing expertise and participating in shared
decision-making and research responsibilities
(Israel and others 1998, 2005; Leavy 2017).

5) that included co-created facilitated
dialogues (also referred to as workshops)
(Drimie and others 2021; Milz 2018),
fieldnotes, and optional survey instrument to
collect data from primarily Black, African
American, Asian American, and Pacific Islander
communities in the Puget Sound region
(Figures 3-4), specifically in the Tacoma, WA
area. CBPR is a highly collaborative form of
social science research (Horowitz and 2009;
Leavy 2017; Minkler and others 2008), largely,
but not solely, informed by public health
(Israel and others 2005; Minkler and others
2008; Hull and others 2010; Unertl and others

"
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2015; Wallerstein and others 2020). CBPR tends to be a highly individualized approach, as CBPR is
context-, community-, problem-, and collaborator-dependent. CBPR also tends to be a responsive
approach, often requiring the approach and/or methods to be revised during the research process.
As such, CBPR can be challenging to evenly replicate and to adequately create a template for
application (Leavy 2017). CBPR is not new to Puget Sound recovery, as it has been applied to help
integrate social science (and human wellbeing) into local watershed recovery efforts (Biedenweg and
others 2021), used to better include residents’ perspectives into Island County coastal management
(Trimbach and others 2022a), and advocated for to enhance equity within the Puget Sound
monitoring community (Noufi and Sheikh 2022).

CBPR reflects wider trends within higher education (Rock 2022), humanities (Yi 2016), and social
sciences (Horowitz and others 2009; Parker and others 2020; Chazan and Baldwin 2021; Ardoin and
others 2022) to engage communities or diverse partners more inclusively within research. For
example, within the academic discipline of geography, a new subfield of community geography has
emerged (Shannon and others 2020), partly in response to the growing need for and application of
more community-based research approaches to address shared place-based problems or priorities,
including through participatory mapping or even CBPR (Shannon and others 2020; Trimbach and
others 2022a). CBPR also aligns with greater calls for more inclusive conservation (Dawson and
others 2021) and environmental research, planning, management, and governance (Williams and
others 2018; Egoz and De Nardi 2020; Schell and others 2020; Gurney and others 2021; Batavia
2022; Lofqvist and others 2022; Morales and others 2022; Nay and others 2022). Such approaches
allow for greater community input and engagement, which also contributes to recognitional,
procedural, and distributional forms of environmental and landscape justice.

et
2% CBPR

g O &

ot . &
gc,O‘“ Community co- z&é
e © produces research &
v L and results are used ¢§

Community input to inform change o

solicited through pre
and post data
collection

Community has no
influence on
research design

Community as research participant

Traditional Social
Science Research

Figure 6. Levels of Community Engagement within Social Science Research (Modified from
Michalak and others 2016)
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CBPR was identified as an appropriate research approach for this project as traditional western
social science research methods or approaches often face challenges engaging and representing
minority populations, notably those considered historically underserved, underrepresented,
excluded, and/or marginalized (Minkler and others 2008; Lagana and others 2013; George and
others 2014; Unertl and others 2015; Leavy 2017; Wilson and others 2018). CBPR was identified
because it prioritizes relationship building and knowledge co-production (Djenontin and Meadow
2018) with the intention of using the results to inform change, like enhancing knowledge of minority
communities” human wellbeing in the Puget Sound region and building new community relationships
for sustainable long-term collaboration within the Puget Sound recovery network (Michalak and
others 2016) (Figure 6). Through CBPR, community collaborators (e.g., APCC and EPIC) were viewed
and included as equal partners and not subjects as part of this project. Given this approach and its
emphasis on collaboration, the various engaged project partners are named or referenced in distinct
ways throughout this report. APCC and EPIC are frequently referred to as partners or collaborators,
the social scientist and report lead author, Dr. David ]J. Trimbach (Conservation Social Scientist,
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, WDFW) is frequently referred to as the researcher, and
participating AAPI and Hilltop residents are often referred to as community members or community
participants; although there may be some variation.

Proposal FD co- FD co- _ Survey Theme ' '
co- . implemen Data and Dissemina
developm implemen : . )
developm ; tation analysis Response tion
ent tation . .
ent during FD review

Figure 7. General Process Diagram

With CBPR as the overarching approach, the project

Box 5. Facilitated Dialogues included: the co-development of facilitated dialogues
(referred to as FD in Figure 7) (Box 5), the co-
implementation of facilitated dialogues, survey
implementation during the facilitated dialogues, data
analysis (qualitative and quantitative), partner review,
and dissemination (written materials and presentations,
all including partner review) (Figure 7). Given that this
project is connected to nature and elements associated
with WDFW, the researcher’s agency, project follow-up
shared understandings, alternative actions are already being planned in order to address
approaches, and new solutions (Milz items that emerged from the workshops, including
2018; Drimie and others 2022). community and  culturally relevant  wildlife
education/outreach  events for partners and

Facilitated dialogues are
intentionally  created processes
focused on supporting diverse
groups to address dynamic social-
ecological problems by creating
“safe” (or “safe enough”) discursive
spaces for fostering and developing

communities.
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CBPR was implemented early on in the project during the letter of inquiry/proposal phase. The
researcher reached out to various potential project partners in the Puget Sound area, including
outside of Tacoma. Project partners included a diverse range of community organizations affiliated
with Black, African American, Asian American, and Pacific Islander residents in Puget Sound. The
researcher communicated and engaged both APCC and EPIC throughout this process, with some
partial assistance from Communities for a Healthy Bay, a Tacoma-based environmental organization
and the City of Tacoma’s Office of Equity and Human Rights. Although the researcher formed an initial
project concept and design, project partners had the ability to critique, question, contribute, and
refuse (to provide input or participate) during all phases of the project, including the proposal
development phase. Once funded and formally initiated, the researcher working closely with APCC
and EPIC through a CBPR approach (outlined in greater detail in Appendix C), co-created a series of
facilitated dialogues. Although CBPR was applied with APCC and EPIC, both partner-affiliated
communities were distinct and contextually different; thus, while this project is written up (in this
approach section and Appendix C) as if it was one large project, it was approached and implemented
as two parallel simultaneous CBPR projects with different key partners and target communities,
including for the facilitated dialogues.

The facilitated dialogues were co-created with project partners to focus on the following overarching
topics/questions:

1. continued relevance of HWB Vital Signs (e.g., Do the Vital Signs still work?);

2. resonance of HWB Vital Signs among Black, African American, and AAPI residents (e.g., How
do the Vital Signs connect to you and/or your community?);

3. variations of HWB Vital Sign interpretations, perspectives, and values (e.g., Do the Vital Signs
reflect your values? If not, what are alternative understandings or components of HWB?); and

4. locations linked to Black, African American, and AAPI residents’ HWB (e.g., What locations do
you identify, associate, or prioritize with your HWB?).

The above questions were identified as potential mechanisms to help address the aforementioned
project objectives. The facilitated dialogues were co-created with project partners through extensive
planning meetings (APCC: 10; EPIC: 16). The researcher took detailed meeting (field) notes per
meeting and shared those with the project partners for their input and for transparency. The
facilitated dialogues were co-created to include: opening ice breaker activities, attendee and/or
researcher introductions (depended on group size and timing), workshop orientation (why this
project? /what are the Vital Signs?), workshop activity and discussion, wrap-up, and closing optional
survey opportunity (Appendix D). Each facilitated dialogue addressed the aforementioned
themes/questions by discussing the following topics/questions: health (e.g, What is health
(including as it relates to nature)?) or wellbeing (e.g., What is wellbeing (including as it relates to
nature)?), contributions (e.g., How does nature contribute to your health or wellbeing?), climate
change (e.g., How does climate change impact your health or wellbeing?), and place (e.g., What places
(in nature) contribute to your health or wellbeing? Why?). Each paralleled project actually focused
on either health (Asian American and Pacific Islander residents) or wellbeing (Hilltop residents). This
was intentional after careful discussion of language and appropriate terms to use during the
workshops. Thus, during the APCC facilitated dialogues, health was used exclusively and during the

—
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EPIC facilitated dialogues, wellbeing was used exclusively. Also, during the EPIC workshop, an
additional topic/question was discussed: community (e.g., What is community?). Once the facilitated
dialogues were planned and co-created (including materials), the project was submitted for ethics
review (Institutional Board Review) and was approved. As part of the ethics review process, all
workshop participants completed a signed consent form (that was also translated) at the beginning
of each workshop.

Community participants were primarily elicited through community partners. Community partners
took the lead on community outreach and engagement efforts; although flyers and outreach materials
were co-created with the researcher and in some

Hilltop 2023 WS i circumstances a WDFW graphic designer (all 2023 outreach
” community members

Wellbelng S flyers; Figure 8). Given the reliance on community partners and
Hilltop neighborhood.

Workshops

e their relational networks, including ethnolinguistic community

Pl liaisons (APCC), the participants were elicited through referral
4/19.. $50 gift card m ) ) )
e R sampling (snowball) and respondent-driven sampling (a form
Play/reading area

4/15sn o

12pm - 2pm

oy o ol 1 i of referral sampling), two forms of nonprobability sampling.

CBPR often relies on forms of nonprobability sampling by

ey design. Referral sampling is often applied to engage minority
your thoughts &

or marginalized communities, address sensitive topics, build
trust and relationships, and integrate a researcher into an
unfamiliar context (Trimbach 2016). Respondent-driven
sampling attempts to address potential sampling bias by
ensuring more geographic and internal group (intersectional)
representation (Heckathorn 1997). The latter form of sampling
was intentionally used in order to ensure diversity among the
Figure 8. Flyer Example elicited community members, notably within the AAPI context,
which entailed the selection of specific ethnolinguistic
communities (large and small) to ensure greater internal AAPI diversity. While referral sampling has
its strengths, it also faces limitations like potential sample bias (e.g., self-selection bias). This
engagement was done via multiple mechanisms, including specific community liaisons (APCC
liaisons for the Thai, Korean, and Vietnamese communities), community partner social media, co-
created flyers (often shared via social media), WDFW social media outlets (for selected EPIC
workshops), and WDFW outreach staff (who placed hardcopy flyers around Tacoma for selected EPIC
workshops). All outreach and facilitated dialogue materials (e.g., agendas, surveys, presentations,
consent forms, workshop materials, etc.) were translated into other languages, as needed (e.g., Thai,
Korean, and Vietnamese workshops). All materials were also shared with APCC before the workshops
to ensure translations were accurate (although some issues did emerge later).

experiences!
Come to the
Hilltop Wellbeing
Workshops!

During the facilitated dialogues, participants had the opportunity to engage in free-listing exercises
(Jones and others 2019). Community members were provided prompts/questions (e.g., What is
wellbeing?) and were provided the ability to free-list as many responses as they desired on provided
sticky notes (Jones and others 2019; Biedenweg and others 2020). For those workshops conducted
with Thai, Korean, and Vietnamese residents, live in-person interpretation was provided with APCC’s
assistance and coordination. When appropriate, all presentations (e.g., slides) were also translated
beforehand. Participants were provided sticky notes to write their listed responses with provided

—
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writing utensils. Participants were given 5-10 minutes to respond to each prompted question with
as many responses as they desired or were able. Participants could walk up and place their sticky
note(s) on a shared blank poster board in the workshop space or have workshop organizers (e.g.,
researcher, collaborators, and/or facilitators) collect their responses. Following each prompt, a
facilitated discussion was led by an external facilitator from Cascadia Consulting Group (Mike Chang
and/or Nicole Guitierrez). Participants had a high degree of flexibility, freedom, and openness with
their responses. Due to this very open format, variations in dialogue richness and detail emerged
depending on group size, timing of agenda items, group dynamics, and other factors. For example,
participants oftentimes responded with one word or would write entire paragraphs on a sticky note
as their response to the prompt. During each facilitated dialogue, the researcher took fieldnotes,
particularly if new topics or questions emerged. Nearly every facilitated dialogue was also recorded
(audio recorded) with some exceptions due to room size, group size, and group volume following
group consent. The fieldnotes (meetings and workshops), were reviewed in order to contribute to
lessons learned and best practices associated with this approach (Appendix C). Near the end of each
facilitated dialogue, participants had an opportunity to complete an optional Human Wellbeing
Survey. This was the same survey instrument and version that had been conducted for the 2020
Human Wellbeing Survey and Latinx HWB project. A total of 126 (Asian American and Pacific Islander
Residents, n=76; Hilltop Residents, n=50) workshop participants completed the optional survey. All
facilitated dialogue participants were provided a $50 gift card incentive for their participation,
regardless of how much they participated or if they completed the survey. Since the surveys were
embedded into the workshops, participants did have opportunities to ask for clarity, share questions,
or request assistance. During and/or after each workshop, the researcher also took additional
fieldnotes.

Following the workshops, the facilitated dialogue data (sticky note responses) were organized,
translated (if needed), and coded via NVivo qualitative analysis software. The responses were
analyzed via abductive analysis, blending both deductive and inductive coding (Dubois and Gadde
2002; Timmermans and Tavory 2012; Thompson 2022; Vila-Henninger and others 2022). Deductive
codes were based on the Human Wellbeing Vital Sign categories (e.g., Healthy Human Population and
Vibrant Quality of Life) and Vital Sign indicators (e.g., Sense of Place, Air Quality, etc.) with some
flexibility with interpretation. For example, if someone responded with “water” or “air,” and not
“drinking water” or “air quality,” those responses were coded to Water (Drinking, Fresh, Marine)
(combining water-based wellbeing and biophysical indicators) and Air Quality. Additionally, if
respondents mentioned aesthetics or aesthetic qualities and psychological benefits of nature (e.g.,
“reduces stress”), those responses were coded to Sense of Place, as Sense of Place includes those
diverse elements. Inductive codes were based on a grounded coding process, which allowed for
shared emergent themes or patterns to arise from participants’ diverse responses. The abductive
analysis and coding process was conducted iteratively and cyclically, allowing for revisiting,
rethinking of alternatives or linkages, and recoding until saturation and mutually distinct, yet
constitutive, codes were created. The inductive codes were categorized as Community Dimensions
of human health /wellbeing and included a diverse range of community-based themes. Once the codes
were created and defined in a codebook (Appendix A), the codes were shared with primary project
collaborators to gauge their feedback and approval. If any codes or themes were rejected, the codes
would be changed or updated; however, that did not take place. Given that responses often included
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more than one word, sometimes whole sentences or lists, responses were coded more than once;
thus, responses likely were coded more than once with linked mutually constitutive codes. A
complete list of all codes per workshop theme with responses, percentages of responses per theme,
and examples are outlined in Appendix B. Given that the project priority was the facilitated dialogues
and relatively low sample size among workshop participants per overarching group (n=76 and
n=50), descriptive statistics were largely conducted for the survey responses. Quantitative analysis
of the survey data was conducted with the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS 29) and
Microsoft Excel. Further analysis may be conducted depending on need among the Puget Sound
Partnership, community partners, and Human Dimensions Lab at Oregon State University. Given that
the majority of survey questions focused on scales, Cronbach’s alpha, a measure of internal
consistency and reliability, was also calculated for all appropriate HWB Vital Signs. These HWB Vital
Signs included: Good Governance, Sound Stewardship, Psychological Wellbeing, Sense of Place, Local
Foods, and Cultural Wellbeing. A score of 70% or higher is considered a reliable index. This process
was conducted in order to be consistent with how Oregon State University’s Human Dimensions Lab
processes and analyses the survey data (Fleming and others 2019; Fleming and others 2020;
Justiniano and others 2021; Harrington and others 2023). Using this information, an index was
created for each Human Wellbeing Vital Sign. This approach is outlined with greater detail per
community in the following sections. The overarching CBPR approach with lessons learned,
examples, and recommendations are outlined in Appendix C.

This approach did face challenges and limitations that directly or indirectly informed the project and
likely its development, implementation, analysis, and results. Notable challenges and limitations
included a 6 month gap in the project’s timeline due to the researcher changing institutions and
positions, that hindered any project progress. Other potential limitations included variations in
workshop dates/times, variations in outreach efforts per community, variations in or changes in
priorities between researcher and partners, shifting workshop dates, and language-related issues.
Another key limitation was the high reliance on community partners and liaisons for participant
elicitation, which likely informed who the workshop participants and survey respondents were and
how or why they participated. Other limitations included the hiring of a research assistant, which
impacted the division of labor for this project, notably the analysis and dissemination components.
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Asian American & Pacific Islander
Residents’ Health & Nature

Executive Summary

This report outlines the processes and results from a collaborative multi-year (2021-2023) project
focused on inclusively engaging Puget Sound residents in order to enhance the Human Wellbeing
(HWB) Vital Signs (VS). This particular project focused on enhancing inclusive engagement among
Asian American and Pacific Islander (AAPI) community members in the Puget Sound region, a
community underrepresented within current human wellbeing monitoring efforts. This project
focused on enhancing inclusive engagement among Asian American and Pacific Islander (AAPI)
community members in the Puget Sound region, a community underrepresented within current
human wellbeing monitoring efforts. This project included establishing new sustainable community
partnerships, co-creating knowledge with community partners, and capturing lessons learned to
further this community-based monitoring work for the Puget Sound Partnership and its ecosystem
recovery network. A community-based participatory research (CBPR) approach was conducted to
co-develop and co-implement this project with the Asia Pacific Cultural Center (APCC) located in
Tacoma, WA. This approach included the co-creation of facilitated dialogues (community workshops)
(n=166) and implementation of an optional Human Wellbeing Vital Signs Survey (n=76).

Air Quality Cultural Wellbeing
Drinking Water® Economic Vitality
Local Foods Good Governance
Outdoor Activity Sense of Place
Shellfish Beds Sound Stewardship

Table 5. Human Wellbeing Vital Signs

Physical Health
Plants and Trees
Place and Landscape
Fish and Wildlife
Environmental Condition
Table 6. Community Dimensions of Health

Overall, the facilitated dialogues demonstrated that the Human Wellbeing Vital Signs were relevant
and resonated among participating AAPI community members (Table 5). This was reflected in the
workshop responses. For example, Air Quality, Water Quality (includes Drinking, Fresh, and Marine),

9 The Human Wellbeing Vital Signs include Drinking Water and the biophysical Vital Signs include Freshwater and Marine Water
Quality; however, many community members mentioned “water” in various forms and iterations, so for the purpose of this
project these three Vital Signs have been merged into one (Water Quality).

—
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Local Foods, Outdoor Activity, Sense of Place, and Cultural Wellbeing were common themes among
participating AAPI community members’ responses. New Community Dimensions of human health10
also emerged during the workshops (Table 6). For example, Physical Health, Plants and Trees, Place
and Landscape, Fish and Wildlife, and Environmental Condition (general) were common themes
among participating AAPI residents’ responses. Many of these new Community Dimensions largely
demonstrated cultural, aesthetic, existence, inherent, and recreational values associated with
nature’s contributions to human health (Chan and others 2012; Belaire and others 2015; Dickinson
and Hobbs 2017; Jones and others 2019; Jiang and Marggraf 2022). Responses also demonstrated
the role of place and linkages among places, landscapes or landscape features, and human health
(Bieling and others 2014; Jones and others 2019).

Good Governance: 5.19 on a 1-7 scale (strongly disagree to strongly agree). On average, participants largely

responded between “somewhat agree” and “agree.”

Local Foods: 1.41 on a 1-5 scale (never to frequently). On average, participants largely responded between

“never” and “rarely” (1-2 times a season).

Sound Stewardship: 2.95 on a 1-7 scale (never to frequently). On average, participants largely responded

between "rarely” (1-4 times a year) and “occasionally” (once a month).

Cultural Wellbeing: 3.66 on a 1-6 scale (dissatisfied to satisfied). On average, participants largely scored

between “neither satisfied nor dissatisfied” and “somewhat satisfied.”

Sense of Place: 5.58 on a 1-7 scale (strongly disagree to strongly agree). On average, participants largely scored

between “somewhat agree” and “agree.”

e Psychological Wellbeing: 3.40 on a 1-5 scale (never to frequently). On average, participants largely
responded between “occasionally” (once a month) and “regularly” (one a week).

o Life Satisfaction: 4.47 on a 1-5 scale (dissatisfied to satisfied). On average, participants largely responded
between “somewhat satisfied” and “satisfied.”

Outdoor Activity

e Outdoor Recreation: Most frequently engaged in recreational activities included: gardening/yard work, and
use of paved trails or paths.

e Nature-based Work: 33% of respondents engaged in nature-based work with 20% engaging in such work 5
hours a week or more.!!

Table 7. Human Wellbeing Survey Results Summary

Good Governance 4.13 4.18 4.05 4.81
Local Foods 1.58 1.43 1.42 1.84
Sound Stewardship | 3.47 3.14 3.36 2.95

10 Human health was determined to be the primary term used during the workshops (rather than wellbeing). This was an
intentional choice made during the workshop co-creation process and was determined to be more relevant to the participating
AAPI community members.

11 Note that translations of “work” in natural environments may have varied contributing to alternative interpretations of the
question, notably among Korean speaking community members.

12 All data stems from the 2018, 2020, Latinx 2021, and 2022 Human Wellbeing Surveys (Fleming and others 2018; Fleming and
others 2021; Justiniano 2021; Harrington and others 2023).

—

\6) Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 20



Winter were
most
frequently
engaged
activities

e 19% engaged
in nature-
based work

most frequently
engaged
activities

12% engaged in
nature-based
work

69% worked
more than 5
hours a week

gardening/ya
rd work, use
of paved
paths or
trails, and use
of unpaved
paths or trails
were the
most
frequently
engaged
activities in
Summer and
Winter

14% engaged
in nature-
based work
77% worked
more than 5
hours a week

Cultural Wellbeing Not Applicable due | 3.64 3.73
to survey
modifications
between 2018 and
2020
Sense of Place 5.66 5.57 5.02
e Psychological e 394 e 401 3.98 e 364
Wellbeing e Not available e Not available 441 e 398
o Life Satisfaction
Outdoor Activity e Gardening/yar | ¢ Gardening/yard Non- e Paved paths or
e OQutdoor d work, use of work, wildlife motorized trails, picnic/bbg,
Recreation paved paths or viewing/birding water sports and unpaved
e Nature-based trails, use of , using paved (Summer trails in Fall and
Work unpaved trails paths or trails only), wildlife Spring were the
during in Spring and viewing/birdi most frequently
Summer and Fall were the ng, engaged activities

e 36% engaged in
nature-based
work

e More than 70%
worked more
than 5 hours a
week

Table 8. Regional & Latinx Human Wellbeing Vital Signs Survey Results

Overall, the AAPI survey respondents demonstrated similar patterns of human wellbeing as it relates
to the health of Puget Sound when compared to findings from other Human Wellbeing Vital Signs
Surveys (Tables 7-8). Participating AAPI community members had similar average responses to most
VS questions. For example, AAPI respondents had similar average responses to Local Foods (1.41),
Cultural Wellbeing (3.66), and Sense of Place (5.19). Community members’ Cultural Wellbeing was
frequently discussed during the facilitated dialogues, notably outdoor community, spiritual /church,
and family activities. While largely similar, some stark differences did emerge compared to the other
survey findings. For example, AAPI respondents had higher average responses to Good Governance
(5.19) and lower average responses to Sound Stewardship (2.95). For example, governance was not
a frequently mentioned topic or theme, illustrating (by omission) that governance or lack thereof was

"
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not a major environmental topic of concern. All detailed findings and corresponding data
visualizations are outlined in the following sections.
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Introduction

Figure 9. “Shellfish Gathering with Outdoor Asian”13

1.

Working in close collaboration with the Asia Pacific
Cultural Center (APCC) located in Tacoma, WA, notably
Executive Director Faaluaina (Lua) Pritchard (co-
author), a community-based research project was co-
created in order to enhance the monitoring of human
wellbeing in the Puget Sound region through inclusive
engagement. The project largely consisted of a series of
facilitated dialogues (also referred to as workshops).
The workshops were co-created in order to accomplish
the project’s overarching objectives (Box 6). The
overarching approach to this project was a community-
based participatory research (CBPR) approach,
emphasizing close collaboration, knowledge co-
creation, and the use of co-created knowledge (e.g.,
findings) to inform change (Rand 2016; Wilson and
others 2018; Chazan and Baldwin 2021; Ardoin and
others 2022; Trimbach and others 2022a), including

enhance knowledge of minority
communities” human wellbeing
(HWB) in the Puget Sound region

expand HWB Vital Sign data,
information, and messaging

build new community
relationships for sustainable
long-term collaboration

create a protocol detailing how
the work, if successful, can be
sustained with an agency,
program, or other durable
funding source

13 Figure was sourced from WDFW’s Photo and Media Gallery. Photo originally taken by Diane Tilton (WDFW).

—

\6) Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife

23



changes to the monitoring of human wellbeing coordinated by the Puget Sound Partnership and its
diverse network of partners.

The researcher reached out to APCC during the project proposal development process with the
intention of co-developing the project and co-creating new knowledge to enhance the Puget Sound
Partnership’s Human Wellbeing Vital Signs. Once APCC approved and consented to participating in
the project, the project proposal was submitted and eventually funded. Although the researcher
formed an initial project concept and design, APCC had the ability to critique, question, contribute,
and refuse (to provide input or participate) during all phases of the project.

Over the course of the project’s timeframe, lasting roughly 2021-2023 (with a ~6 month gap due to
the researcher changing positions and institutions), the project activities included 10 project
planning meetings and 4 community workshops. The workshops themselves ranged from 1.5-2.5
hours in length. Each workshop took place at APCC located in South Tacoma, which includes a large
community center with varying types and sizes of community gathering spaces. The facilitated
dialogues attracted 166 (n) community participants. The workshops were intentionally organized to
include the following groups: (1) local AAPI community leaders; (2) Thai community members,
including Thai speakers; (3) Korean community members, including Korean speakers; and (4)
Vietnamese community members, including Vietnamese speakers. These groups were selected
largely based on engagement feasibility, local presence, local knowledge, and relationships of APCC,
including APCC community liaisons. While each workshop focused on a different group, each
workshop included identical agendas that included: ice breaker activity (nature bingo social activity),
introductions, why this project?/what are the Vital Signs?, workshop activity and discussion, wrap-
up and optional survey opportunity (Appendix D). Each workshop also included facilitation from
Cascadia Consulting Group (Mike Chang and/or Nicole Gutierrez), although this varied by workshop.
Near the end of each facilitated dialogue, participants had an opportunity to complete an optional
Human Wellbeing Vital Signs Survey (2020 version). A total of 76 (n) workshop participants
completed the optional survey instrument. For three of the workshops, all materials (handouts,
presentation, and survey) were translated in the respective languages of the target communities (e.g.,
Thai, Korean, and Vietnamese) and interpretation was also provided in-person during the
workshops. All workshop participants were provided a $50 gift card incentive for their participation,
regardless of how much they participated or if they completed the survey. The results of the
facilitated dialogues and optional survey are outlined in the following sections.
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Facilitated Dialogues

1 21 17 81% 4/14/2022 Asia Pacific
Cultural AAPI
Center, community
Tacoma, WA | leaders
2 12 11 92% Asia Pacific
Cultural
Center,
4/4/2023 Tacoma, WA | Thai residents
3 32 30 96% Asia Pacific
Cultural
Center, Korean
4/18/2023 Tacoma, WA | residents
4 101 18 18% Asia Pacific
Cultural
Center, Vietnamese
4/26/2023 Tacoma, WA | residents

Table 9. Facilitated Dialogue Information

Each facilitated dialogue aimed to achieve the project’s objectives by addressing key
topics/questions that included: (1) continued relevance of the Human Wellbeing Vital Signs (Are the
Human Wellbeing Vital Signs still relevant?); (2) resonance of the Human Wellbeing Vital Signs (Do
the Human Wellbeing Vital Signs resonate among AAPI community members?); (3) variations of
human wellbeing, including interpretations, perspectives, and values (Are there variations in human
wellbeing among Puget Sound communities, notably AAPI community members?); (4) climate
change impact’s on human wellbeing (How does climate change impact AAPI community members’
human wellbeing?); (5) places that contribute to human wellbeing (What places contribute to AAPI
community members’ human wellbeing? Why?). Using these 5 guiding topics/questions, the
workshops were subsequently co-created to focus on the following overarching themes: (1) health;
(2) nature’s contributions to health; (3) climate change impacts on health; and (4) places that
contribute to health. Each theme was oriented with an emphasis on nature and Puget Sound.

Between 2022-2023, 4 community workshops were held at APCC in Tacoma, WA (Table 9). Each
workshop intentionally focused on a different AAPI audience or population. The workshops included
culturally and community appropriate refreshments organized by APCC for all participants. The final
workshop was organized and integrated into a community event (wedding anniversary for a well-
known couple, who also prepared food for the workshop). Table 9 outlines the details of each
workshop, including the number of participants and how many surveys were completed at each
workshop. During each workshop, each overarching theme was discussed with the participants. Each
theme was discussed using guiding questions and each participant had the ability to free-list their
responses on provided sticky notes (using provided pens) (Jones and others 2019; Biedenweg and
others 2020). Participants could free-list responses or items individually (one response per sticky
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note) or could lump them together (multiple responses per sticky note). Once participants stopped
placing items (typically after 5-10 minutes, depending), the facilitator led a discussion of the theme,
allowing for a rich discussion, that often included questions, challenges, stories, and connections
among various responses or emergent response patterns.

Data collected from the workshops included written responses (free-listed sticky note responses)
(Figure 10) and workshop audio (partial due to varying room and group sizes and logistics). For the
purpose of this report, the written responses were the primary source of data, other than fieldnotes,
used and analyzed for this project. For all written responses in Thai, Korean, or Vietnamese, those
were externally translated. The responses per overarching theme were analyzed via abductive
analysis, blending both deductive and inductive coding (Dubois and Gadde 2002; Timmermans and
Tavory 2012; Thompson 2022; Vila-Henninger and others 2022). Deductive codes were based on the
Human Wellbeing Vital Sign categories (e.g.,
Healthy Human Population and Vibrant Quality of
Life) and Vital Sign indicators (e.g., Sense of Place,
Air Quality, etc.) with some flexibility with
interpretation. For example, if someone
responded with water or air, and not “drinking
water” or “air quality,” those responses were
coded to Water (Drinking, Fresh, Marine)
(combining  water-based  wellbeing  and
biophysical indicators) and Air Quality. Or if
participants mentioned “healthy food” or “eating
well,” those responses were flexibly coded to
Local Foods, even if no specific local foods were
explicitly mentioned; although in some cases local
foods were explicitly mentioned, like seaweed or
clams. Such flexible interpretations should be
taken into consideration when reviewing the
results. Inductive codes were based on a
grounded coding process, which allowed for
shared emergent themes or patterns to arise from
participants’ diverse responses. The abductive
analysis and coding process was conducted
iteratively and cyclically, allowing for revisiting,
rethinking of alternatives or linkages, and
recoding until saturation and mutually distinct,
yet constitutive, codes were created. The
inductive codes were categorized as Community
Dimensions of human health and included a diverse range of community-based themes. Once the
codes were created and defined in a codebook (Appendix A), the codes were shared with primary
project collaborators to gauge their feedback and approval. If any codes or theme was rejected, the
codes would be changed or updated; however, that did not take place. Given that responses often
included more than one word, sometimes whole sentences or lists, responses were coded more than

Figure 10. Facilitated Dialogue Question
Example with Responses (“What is health?”)
from Korean Community Workshop
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once; thus, responses likely were coded more than once with linked mutually constitutive codes. A
complete list of all codes per workshop theme with responses, percentages of responses per theme,
and examples are outlined in Appendix B. The overarching themes (e.g. Health) and associated codes
(e.g., Physical Health) are outlined in the following sections. Each section includes the number of
participants (n=166) and number of responses per theme (e.g., responses: 121). Each section also
includes a figure aimed to illustrate the percentage of responses coded to each code. Given that
responses were often coded to more than one code, the totals are not intended to add up to 100%,
but rather aim to reflect code frequency, with codes representing workshop participants’ responses.
Although limited, some sections may also include some limited interpretation with links to relevant
research.

Health (n=166; responses: 121)

- -
Everything, 12% Gold, 12%

Environmen...
Condition, 6% Saf..

Life, 6% 3% I
Place Ac... F..
Physical Health, 45% Other, 6% and... 2% a..

Figure 11. Community Members’ Dimensions of Health!4

When asked to define health (e.g., what is health?), including nature’s linkages to health, respondents
largely responded with community-based dimensions of health (Community Dimension), notably
Physical Health (45%). For example, one participant responded with “nutrition,” (Workshop #1
Participant, 4/14/2022). Numerous participants mentioned multiple types of health, that included
physical health in their responses. For example, one participant responded with “To live a healthy
life physically, mentally, and spiritually,” (Workshop #3 Participant, 4/18/2023). Participants also
often responded with words or phrases, often verbatim, associated with gold, everything, and life.
Gold and everything in particular were frequently observed among the responses, notably during
Workshop #4 among Vietnamese speakers. According to the Workshop #4 interpreter, connections
between gold and health are often well-used among Vietnamese speakers, and was actually noted in

14 For those Community Dimensions that are difficult to see due to Figure 11 limitations, see Appendix B for facilitated dialogue
theme and response tables. Please use this guidance for all report Figures, as not all response themes or percentages may be
easily visible due to space issues in the report. Also note, that % outlined in the report Figures are rounded, while the tables
located in the Appendices include the original percentages.

—
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research elsewhere (McPhee and others 1996). Participants also shared responses that aligned with
the Human Wellbeing Vital Signs, notably Sense of Place (22%) (includes references to Psychological
Wellbeing and Life Satisfaction) and Local Foods (18%). For example, one participant mentioned that
“long healthy life, use nature to calm down my complicated mind,” was a part of health (Workshop
#3 Participant, 4/18/2023).

Contributions (n=166; responses: 130)

Figure 12. Nature’s Contributions to Community Members’ Health
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When asked to define how Puget Sound’s natural environment contributes to peoples’ health (e.g.,
how does nature contribute to your health?), respondents largely responded with dimensions
aligned with the Healthy Human Population Vital Signs, notably Air Quality (44%) and Water (or
Water Quality) (inclusive of Drinking, Fresh, and Marine) (29%). For example, one participant stated,
“air clean, clean water,” (Workshop #1 Participant, 4/14/2022). Participants also shared responses
aligned with the Vibrant Human Quality of Life Vital Signs, including Sense of Place (29%). For
example, one respondent shared that “we watch the birds activities at home or the parks and they
connect us to the rest of the environment,” demonstrating not only Sense of Place, but how Outdoor
Activity (e.g., wildlife viewing/bird watching) contributes to their Sense of Place (Workshop #1
Participant, 4/14/2022), as noted elsewhere (Wilkinson and others 2014). Participants also shared
responses that did not necessarily reflect the Human Wellbeing Vital Signs. Of these emergent
alternative Community Dimensions, Place and Landscape (27%) and Plants and Trees (26%) were
the most frequently coded responses. Often these responses demonstrated some connected use
relational, intrinsic, or inherent value. For example, one respondent shared that nature contributes
to their health by providing opportunities to “walk on the beach at the Puget Sound” (Workshop #1
Participant, 4/14/2022). Another participant mentioned that “trees that help air quality,” were
important contributors to their health (Workshop #2 Participant, 4/4/2023). Such linkages between
place, landscape, and their natural attributes (e.g., trees and plants) have been highlighted elsewhere
(Bieling and others 2014; Turner-Skoff and Cavender 2019). Such connections may partly

e
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(indirectly) be linked to some of the Vital Sign’s biophysical indicators and greater health of Puget
Sound.

Climate Change (n=166; responses: 125)

Community Dimension

Seasonal and Temperature Natural Disasters,
Change, 27% 16%

Environmental Fish and Wildlife,
Condition, 10% 8%
Plants and
Trees, 7%
E..
Place and Landscape, Increased Oth...
Physical Health, 41% 10% Uncertainty, 8% 2% A

Figure 13. Climate Change Impacts on Community Members’ Health

When asked to identify how climate change impacts peoples’ health (e.g., how does climate change
impact your health?), workshop participants largely shared responses reflecting new Community
Dimensions of health, notably Physical Health (41%), Seasonal and Temperature Change (27%)
(examples), and Natural Disasters (16%). For example, one respondent shared that climate change
impacts have triggered “allergy reaction more often,” (Workshop #1 Participant, 4/14/2022), while
another stated that climate change impacts people getting “more sick, many people get more sick,”
(Workshop #2 Participant, 4/4/2023). Some participants also shared responses reflecting the
Human Wellbeing Vital Signs, notably Sense of Place (17%) (largely related to Psychological
Wellbeing) and Outdoor Activity (14%) (typically the prevention of engaging in recreational
activities). For example, one participant shared that climate change impacts their health, including
by causing them “stress,” (Workshop #1 Participant, 4/14/2022).

Place (n=166; responses: 11915)

The final theme/question of the workshops focused on place, notably what (natural) places
contribute to AAPI residents’ health. Place and landscape have been noted to contribute to peoples’

15 Note that when asked about Place (in general), community members provided 119 total responses. Out of those 119
responses, 98 places were identified, including 47 specific places and 51 broadly defined places. Thus, the total responses listed
(98) reflects those actual places mentioned and not the total number of general place responses. Please take this distinction
into consideration when reviewing the Place findings.

—
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health and wellbeing (Bieling and others 2014; Dalglish and others 2017; Egoz and De Nardi 2017;
Garcia and others 2020), particularly as peoples’ interactions with nature and contributions from
nature are emplaced and are associated with people-place relationships (Flueret and Atkinson 2007;
Williams and others 2013; Quinn and others 2019; Majeed and Ramkissoon 2020; Jiang and Marggraf
2022). Initially, this activity was going to feature a participatory mapping exercise (Jones and others
2019); however, due to feasibility (e.g., time, technology, and potential participant geographic
literacy variations as many may be new residents), the activity was integrated into the free-listing
sticky note exercise near the end of each facilitated dialogue. Given that this was not a participatory
mapping exercise, participants were given the ability to answer openly (Biedenweg and others
2021). Participants were asked to identify places that contribute to their health and also asked to
explain how or why. Given that this was the final question in the series, participants tended to
respond less to these questions compared to the others, which was illustrated by the overall lack of
responses from participants. Given that the workshops took place in and focused on Tacoma, WA
(Pierce County, South Puget Sound), the majority of responses reflected places in that geographic
area. The responses are outlined below and include figures and corresponding maps.

Where? (n=166; responses: 51 (Broad), 47 (Specific))

Figure 14. Places that Contribute to Community Members’ Health

When participants were asked to identify places in Puget Sound that contributed to their health,
respondents provided both broadly defined (52%) and specific (48%) places (Figure 14). The most
frequently shared broadly defined places included beaches (35%), built places (16%), parks (14%),
and mountains (14%). These broad responses were aligned with and reflected the specific places
shared. The most frequently shared specific places included Mt. Rainer National Park (26%) (located
in Pierce County, WA), Point Defiance Park (13%) (Tacoma, WA), and Owen Beach (13%) (part of
Point Defiance Park in Tacoma, WA). While respondents shared places both outside and inside the
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greater Puget Sound region (Figure 15), the vast majority of places were highly local to Tacoma, WA
(Figure 16).
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Figure 16. Local Map of Places that Contribute to Community Members’ Health
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Why? (n=166; responses: 65)

Community Dimension

Accessibility,
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Figure 17. Places’ Contributions to Community Members’ Health

When asked to explain how or why the aforementioned places contributed to community members’
health, respondents largely shared responses aligned with the Human Wellbeing Vital Signs (Figure
17). The most frequently shared responses were coded to Outdoor Activity (55%), Sense of Place
(46%), and Local Foods (22%), and Cultural Wellbeing (15%). For example, one respondent shared
“Mt. Rainer,” as it provides opportunities “for camping,” (Workshop #3 Participant, 4/18/2023).
Another participant shared that “Tolmie State Park,” (near Tacoma, WA) because it provides
opportunities for “walking, clam digging, and picnic,”(Workshop #3 Participant, 4/18/2023). While
the majority of responses reflected the Human Wellbeing Vital Signs, some participants shared new
Community Dimensions, including Fish and Wildlife (25%), Plants and Trees (8%), and Accessibility
(6%). For example, one participant shared “Point Defiance Park,” because it offers opportunities to
“enjoy walking, see the plants and trees, [and] wildlife,” (Workshop #2 Participant, 4/4/2023).

Conclusions and Recommendations

Physical Health

Plants and Trees

Place and Landscape
Fish and Wildlife
Environmental Condition

Table 10. Community Dimensions of Health

Through the co-created facilitated dialogues, AAPI community participants (n=166) shared a diverse
range of responses that reflected the Human Wellbeing Vital Signs and emergent Community
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Dimensions of human health. The workshops revealed that when asked to discuss health, nature’s
contributions to health, climate change impacts on health, and places’ contributions to health,
workshop participants largely shared responses reflecting Outdoor Activity, Local Foods, Sense of
Place, Cultural Wellbeing, Air Quality, and Water (or Water Quality) (Drinking, Fresh, Marine). While
these were the most frequently coded Human Wellbeing Vital Signs-aligned responses, all other
already established Vital Signs were also reflected in the responses, including Economic Vitality,
Sound Stewardship, Shellfish Beds, and Good Governance. Thus, participants shared responses that
reflected all 10 Human Wellbeing Vital Signs, notably those monitored through the regional Human
Wellbeing Vital Signs Survey. This response pattern demonstrated that the Vital Signs in their current
iteration were relevant and resonated with AAPI workshop participants. The frequency of various
Vital Signs during the discussions and emergence of new community-derived Community
Dimensions reflected variations in how communities interpret health and the health-nature nexus.
The most frequently coded Community Dimensions responses reflected Physical Health, Place and
Landscape, Plants and Trees, Fish and Wildlife, and Environmental Condition (Table 10). These
particular coded responses demonstrated that participating community members directly connected
nature to their physical health, specific places or landscapes, and place-based attributes or non-
human beings, like plants, trees, fish, and wildlife. These coded responses also illustrated alternative
understandings of how nature more directly impacts peoples’ health and the inherent, intrinsic,
relational, existence, and/or use values associated with places, landscapes, and the fish or wildlife
that reside in those places or landscapes. These linkages have been demonstrated elsewhere, as
place, landscape, trees, plants, fish, and wildlife have been observed to contribute to human health
and wellbeing (Chan and others 2012; Bieling and others 2014; Turner-Skoff and Cavender 2019).
Such linkages were also reflected in the climate change and place discussions; however, participants
did face challenges connecting climate change to health, as many referred to examples of climate
change during the discussion (e.g., seasonal or temperature changes, natural disasters, and impacts
of place, landscape, fish, wildlife, and general environmental conditions) rather than directly or
explicitly linking climate change impacts to their health.

Based on the results of the discussion, the workshop results illustrate potential alternatives and
recommendations for the Human Wellbeing Vital Signs. Recommendations include exploring
potential indicators that focus more on (1) physical health (e.g., available data from WA Department
of Health, like those captured by the Environmental Health Disparities Map), (2) plants and trees
(e.g., available data on vegetation or tree canopy in the region, like those captured by the Landscape
Ecology Modeling, Mapping and Analysis or LEMMA at Oregon State University), (3) place and
landscape (e.g., could be integrated into the Human Wellbeing Survey as part of Sense of Place, as
done by the Baltic Sea Health Index (Blenckner and others 2021)), and (4) fish and wildlife (e.g.,
available data on fish and wildlife abundance or recreational opportunities from the WA Department
of Fish and Wildlife or could be integrated into the Human Wellbeing Survey as part of Outdoor
Activity, Local Foods, Sense of Place, or may be partly captured by some of the biophysical indicators
already). While Environmental Condition was also fairly prominent among participants, this was a
fairly general or generic code and likely already corresponds to other Vital Signs focused on
ecological system improvement. Overall, these emergent Community Dimensions may be potentially
explored during the Vital Signs revision process or through the development of a working group
focused on further fleshing out these particular themes within the human wellbeing monitoring

—
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context coordinated by the Puget Sound Partnership. Given the unique CBPR approach, the project
also revealed the potential of CBPR for enhancing community collaborations, including around
monitoring and among non-traditional monitoring or environmental partners, and the potential use
of community workshops or community events (likely with some sort of participant incentive) to
implement the Human Wellbeing Vital Signs Survey.

Limitations

This project faced multiple limitations that directly or indirectly informed the project and likely its
development, implementation, analysis, and results. Limitations included a 6 month gap in the
project’s timeline, as the researcher changed positions and institutions (Oregon State University to
WDFW). This gap in time impacted the project’s implementation stage and ability to collaborate with
key partners, partly as new subcontracts had to be established with all partners, and timely hire a
student research assistant. This time gap also impacted the analysis and dissemination stage as well,
as less time was able to be adequately dedicated for analysis and write-up. Other potential limitations
included variations in workshop dates/times, variations in outreach efforts per community,
variations in priorities between researcher and partners, shifting workshop dates, and language-
related issues (e.g., Korean language Human Wellbeing Survey faced some translation issues with
some survey questions).

\(:)) Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 34



Human Wellbeing Vital Signs Survey

The Human Wellbeing Vital Signs Survey was also conducted as part of the facilitated dialogues. All
facilitated dialogue participants had the optional opportunity to complete the survey instrument.
Completion of the survey was strongly encouraged near the end of each workshop and was
associated with participant incentives; however, individual workshop attendees were not denied an
incentive if they decided not to complete the survey. Surveys were distributed in hard copy form to
all participants. Surveys were also translated into appropriate workshop community languages,
specifically Thai, Korean, and Vietnamese. It should be noted that while the translated surveys were
provided to the Asia Pacific Cultural Center for review prior to the workshops, some participants did
note that the Korean translated surveys were not entirely accurate and may have caused some
confusion for respondents (only for some questions and not all). Participating community members
were provided writing utensils to complete the surveys as needed. Questions were addressed and
assistance was provided to participants during the survey completion time period, also as needed.
The overall response rate for the surveys was 46%, with notable variations per workshop, for
example only 18% completed the surveys during the Viethamese community workshop, which was
the largest in size, while 96% of Korean community workshop participants completed the survey.

A Cronbach’s alpha reliability estimate was calculated in order to test the ability to create indices for
specific Vital Signs (those that emphasize average responses). These Vital Signs included: Good
Governance, Sound Stewardship, Psychological Wellbeing, Sense of Place, Local Foods, and Cultural
Wellbeing. All Vital Signs had a score of 70% or higher, signifying a reliable index. This process was
conducted in order to be consistent with how Oregon State University’s Human Dimensions Lab
processes and analyses the regionally distributed and generalizable Human Wellbeing Vital Signs
Survey (Fleming et al 2019; Fleming and others 2021; Harrington and others 2023). Using this
information, an index score was created for the appropriate Human Wellbeing Vital Signs. All survey
data was processed and analyzed using Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS 29) and
Microsoft Excel. Each Vital Sign and its corresponding results are outlined in the following sections.
Please note that the responses solely reflect those of self-selected AAPI community members who
willingly participated in the facilitated dialogues and optional survey (n=76).
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Good Governance

Good Governance reflects peoples’ level of agreement with how Puget Sound’s natural environment
is managed and whether or not they feel represented in environmental decision-making in the region.
Good Governance reflects transparency, trust, accountability, representation, participation, equity,
and inclusivity within environmental management and among government institutions. Good
Governance is measured by asking survey respondents to rate their level of agreement or
disagreement with statements about the governance of natural resources on a 1-7 point Likert scale.

Question

m Strongly Disagree m Disagree m Somewhat Disagree
u Neutral = Somewhat Agree = Agree
m Strongly Agree Don't Know No Response

Access to Information: 4%
Regulation °
Access to Information:
Consequences
Access to Information:
Social & Economic
Well Represented by 5%
Leaders °
Freedom to Make
0, 0,

Trust in Regional Policy

ecisions

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Percentage of Sample*

Figure 18. Good Governance Results

5.19 was the average response among AAPI survey respondents (n=76), which equates to being
between “somewhat agree” and “agree”. This is higher than regional averages from 2018 (4.13), 2020
(4.18), and 2022 (4.05), which largely reflected “neutral” responses. This average response was also
reflected in the lack of discussion around issues of governance or equity within environmental
decision-making during the workshops.

*Note: Percentages less than 4% are not labeled for visibility.
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Local Foods

Local Foods demonstrates the rich variety of local plants, fungi, and animals that are harvested locally
in the Puget Sound region. Local Foods measures what and how often people in Puget Sound harvest
local foods. Local Foods is measured by asking respondents to rate their frequency of engagement in
harvesting activities (e.g., fishing, shellfish harvesting, foraging, and hunting) on a 1-5 point Likert
scale.
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Figure 19. Local Foods Results

1.41 was the average response among respondents (n=76), which equates to community members
“never” to “rarely” collecting and/or harvesting local foods. This score is fairly consistent with
regional averages from 2018 (1.58), 2020 (1.43), and 2022 (1.42); however, direct comparisons
cannot be made as the survey changed between 2018 and 2020. Respondents did discuss local foods
during the workshops, including the harvesting of fish, shellfish, seaweed, and bracken. The most
frequently harvested foods included plants, berries, or mushrooms, fish, and oysters, mussels, clams
(not razor clams), while the least frequently harvested foods were deer or elk.

*Note: Percentages less than 4% are not labeled for visibility.
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Sound Stewardship

Sound Stewardship illustrates how frequently residents engage in pro-environmental stewardship
behaviors that benefit Puget Sound’s natural environment. Sound Stewardship is measured by asking
respondents how often they engage in stewardship activities on a 1-5 point Likert scale.

QUESTION

B Never B Rarely M Occassionally ®m Regularly ® Frequently = Don't Know No Response

Behaviors that
you believe
effectively
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Environmental
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Environmental
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you believe are
needed by the
community

20% 4%
17% 5%
17% 5%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
PERCENTAGE OF SAMPLE*

Figure 20. Sound Stewardship Results

2.95 was the average response among respondents (n=76), which equates to community members
"rarely” to “occasionally” engaging in stewardship activities. This score is slightly lower than regional
averages from 2018 (3.47), 2020 (3.14), and 2022 (3.36).

*Note: Percentages less than 4% are not labeled for visibility.
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Cultural Wellbeing

Cultural Wellbeing reflects residents’ engagement in meaningful cultural activities and/or traditions
in the Puget Sound region. Cultural Wellbeing is measured by asking respondents to rank their level
of satisfaction with their engagement in a range of cultural practices on a 1-5 point Likert scale.
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Figure 21. Sound Stewardship Results

3.66 was the average response among participating AAPI residents (n=76), which equates to
community members having largely felt “neither satisfied nor dissatisfied” to “somewhat satisfied”
with their participation in cultural activities. This score was similar to the regional averages from
2020 (3.64) and 2022 (3.81). This response pattern was demonstrated during the workshops, as
many respondents mentioned cultural activities or practices, notably those associated with their
religious/spiritual communities, families, or even specific cultural practices (e.g., hula).
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Sense of Place

Sense of Place demonstrates residents’ attachments, identities, and emotional connections to Puget
Sound’s natural environment. Sense of Place is measured by asking respondents to rate their level of
agreement or disagreement with a series of statements on a 1-7 point Likert scale.
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Figure 22. Sense of Place Results

5.58 was the average response among respondents (n=76), which equates to community members
largely feeling like they “somewhat agree” to “agree” to having a sense of place of Puget Sound’s
natural’s environment. This is consistent with the regional averages from 2018 (5.66), 2020 (5.57),
and 2022 (5.49).

*Note: Percentages less than 4% are not labeled for visibility.
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Psychological Wellbeing

Psychological Wellbeing is a part of the Sense of Place Vital Sign. Psychological Wellbeing reflects
residents’ emotional and cognitive health in relation to Puget Sound’s natural environment.
Psychological Wellbeing is measured by asking respondents how often they have experienced stress
reduction and inspiration as a result of spending time in nature on a 1-5 point Likert scale.

B Never MRarely m Occassionally Regularly Frequently Don't Know No Response
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Figure 23. Psychological Wellbeing Results

3.40 was the average response among respondents (n=76), which equates to participants
“occasionally” to “regularly” experiencing inspiration or stress reduction from the outdoors. This
average is slightly lower than the regional averages from 2018 (3.94), 2020 (4.01), and 2022 (3.98).
Attributes or examples of Psychological Wellbeing were discussed often among participants during
the workshops; however, those responses were included in the overarching Sense of Place Vital Sign
and code.
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Life Satisfaction

Life Satisfaction is a part of the Sense of Place Vital Sign. Life Satisfaction illustrates residents’ level
of life satisfaction in the Puget Sound region. Life Satisfaction provides a baseline to better
understand broad trends in environmental health and residents engagement in outdoor activities.

Life Satisfaction is measured by asking respondents how satisfied or dissatisfied they are with their
life on a 1-5 point Likert scale.

8y

M Dissatisfied B Somewhat Dissatisfied m Niether Satisfied nor Dissatisfied

B Somewhat Satisfied M Satisfied H No Response

Figure 24. Life Satisfaction Results

4.47 was the average response among respondents (n=76), which equates to participants feeling
between “somewhat satisfied” and “satisfied” with their lives. Participants’ average responses were
consistent with the regional average from 2022 (4.41).
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Outdoor Activity

Outdoor Activity demonstrates the frequency of residents’ outdoor recreational activities and
nature-based work in Puget Sound’s natural environment at different times a year (e.g., Fall and
Spring). Outdoor Activity provides an opportunity to gauge both activity type and frequency of
engagement. We measure Outdoor Activity by asking respondents to assess their engagement and
frequency of engagement in 11-12 outdoor activities, including nature-based work (as a separate
measure) during two different times (seasons) a year.

Nature-based Recreation (Fall, about September-November)
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Figure 25. Outdoor Activity Results

Participating community members engaged in gardening/yard work, the use of paved paths or trails,
the use of unpaved paths or trails, and picnics/bbgs most frequently in the fall months. The activities
that participants engaged with the least were hunting and non-motorized water sports.

*Note: Percentages less than 5% are not labeled for visibility.
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Nature-based Recreation (Spring, about March-May)
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Figure 26. Nature-based Recreation Results

Participating community members engaged in gardening/yard work, the use of paved paths or trails,
the use of unpaved paths or trails, and picnics/bbqs most frequently in the spring months. The
activity that participants engaged with the least was hunting. This was a consistent response pattern
with those outdoor activities engaged in by the same sample during the fall months.

*Note: Percentages less than 4% are not labeled for visibility.
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Nature-based Work

Nature-based Work is part of the Outdoor Activity Vital Sign. Nature-based Work reflects whether or
not residents engage in nature-based employment opportunities and how often, including
commercial or charter fishing, farming, forestry, habitat restoration, or outdoor recreation jobs.
Nature-based Work is measured by asking respondents whether their work includes spending time
in the natural environment. For those respondents that do engage in nature-based occupations
(“yes”), they are then asked to estimate the number of hours per week.

<5 hours/week
ﬁl 5-10 hours/week
11-20 hours/week
W 21-30 hours/week

m 30+ hours/week

H No
Yes

No Response

Figure 27. Nature-based Work Results

33% of community members said their work involved spending time in the outdoors. Of these
respondents, 20% work 5 hours or more a week outdoors. This response was more than the regional
‘ves’ responses from 2020 (12.4%) and 2022 (13.6%).
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Respondent Demographics

The following figures highlight responses stemming from a series of demographic questions included
in the Human Wellbeing Survey. Some interpretation is provided for some demographic attributes,
but not all. Additional interpretation was solely provided when deemed appropriate to that attribute.

Years Lived in Puget Sound (n=76; mean: 23.9 years)
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Figure 28. Years Lived in Puget Sound Results

The majority of survey respondents stated that they have lived in Puget Sound for 20 years or more
with the average being 23.9. This is lower to regional survey respondents, including those who
responded to the 2022 survey (mean: 34.9 years). This partly reflects the partial intention of the
project to engage new residents, notably residents who were not born in the United States and who
migrated to the region from abroad, including from Thailand, South Korea, and Vietnam.

Sex

1% 5% The majority of survey respondents
identified as women. This differs from the
respondents to the regional surveys from
2020 and 2022, where the majority of
respondents identified as men; although it
should be noted that the 2022 survey
changed the question (gender identity) and
potential responses.

= Man = Woman Prefer not to answer No Response

Figure 29. Respondents’ Sex
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Area Type
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Figure 30. Respondents’ Area Type

Figure 31. Respondents’ Education
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The majority of survey respondents
lived in urban (34%) and suburban
(25%) areas. This reflects the urban
location and focus of the project. This
differs from regional survey
respondents (2022), who largely
comprised rural (38%) and suburban
(23%) residents. This pattern is also
reflected in the place-based question
responses from the facilitated
dialogues, which included places that
were largely located urban Tacoma
and its surrounding suburban areas.

Figure 32. Respondents’ Income
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Race and Ethnicity
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Figure 33. Respondents’ Race and Ethnicity

The majority of survey respondents self-identified at Asian (83%) and Native Hawaiian or Other
Pacific Islander (8%). This response pattern was intentional and was embedded in project design
and outreach efforts, including efforts that benefitted from community liaisons and outreach
materials translated into Thai, Korean, and Vietnamese languages. This varies from the regional
survey, including 2022 (3.1% Asian and 0.5% Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander
respondents). While Asian, Native Hawaiian, or other Pacific Islander (or Asian American and Pacific
Islander, AAPI) residents were a key demographic for this project, it should be emphasized that AAPI
residents, like Puget Sound residents more broadly embody multiple simultaneous intersectional
identities and/or are not solely part of one or another racial or ethnic (or other form of) community.
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Age (n=76; mean age: 63 years old)
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Figure 34. Respondents’ Age

The majority of survey respondents from the workshops were in the “61-70 years” age class. This
majority age class was identical to the majority age class from the regional survey (2022). This
pattern likely reflected the workshop times, location, and outreach conducted, among other factors
informing workshop participation. This is not reflective of the AAPI population at large in the region,
as approximately 21% comprise individuals 60 and over.16

Political Ideology

= Very Conservative

m Conservative

= Neither Conservative
nor Liberal

= Liberal

Very Liberal

No Response

Figure 35. Respondents’ Political Ideology

2.73 was the average response
among workshop participants who
completed the survey. This average
response equates to “Conservative,”
which is more “Conservative” than
the regional survey average response
in 2022 (3.32).

16 Age comparison was made based on WA Office of Financial Management’s Estimates of April 1 population by age, sex, race
and Hispanic origin dataset: Estimates of April 1 population by age, sex, race and Hispanic origin | Office of Financial

Management (wa.gov).
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Conclusions and Recommendations

During the facilitated dialogues, AAPI community members were provided an optional opportunity
to complete the Human Wellbeing Survey. Out of a total of 166 community members participating in
the workshops, 76 completed the survey (46% response rate). Interest and response rates varied by
workshop and community, with the higher response rates representing the smaller workshops,
including a 96% response rate from the Korean community workshop. This finding demonstrated
the potential of CBPR, facilitated dialogues, mixed-methods, or even non-research community events
at increasing the reach of the Human Wellbeing Survey effort. This also likely demonstrated the
potential of greater community collaborator engagement in monitoring (and recovery more broadly)
and the benefit of incentives for participation among community members, as all workshop
participants were provided a $50 gift card for their engagement, regardless of their optional survey
completion. This blending of approaches in turn could make the survey and its findings (and larger
monitoring effort) more inclusive and representative of AAPI community members.

Asian American & Pacific Islander Residents’ Human Wellbeing Survey Results (n=76)

Good Governance: 5.19 on a 1-7 scale (strongly disagree to strongly agree). On average, participants largely
responded between “somewhat agree” and “agree.”

Local Foods: 1.41 on a 1-5 scale (never to frequently). On average, participants largely responded between
“never” “rarely” (1-2 times a season).

Sound Stewardship: 2.94 on a 1-7 scale (never to frequently). On average, participants largely responded
between "rarely” (1-4 times a year) and “occasionally” (once a month).

Cultural Wellbeing: 3.66 on a 1-6 scale (dissatisfied to satisfied). On average, participants largely scored
between “neither satisfied nor dissatisfied” and “somewhat satisfied.”

Sense of Place: 5.58 on a 1-7 scale (strongly disagree to strongly agree). On average, participants largely scored

between “somewhat agree” and “agree.”

e  Psychological Wellbeing: 3.40 on a 1-5 scale (never to frequently). On average, participants largely
responded between “occasionally” (once a month) and “regularly” (one a week).

e Life Satisfaction: 4.47 on a 1-5 scale (dissatisfied to satisfied). On average, participants largely responded
between “somewhat satisfied” and “satisfied.”

Outdoor Activity

e  Outdoor Recreation: Most frequently engaged in recreational activities included: gardening/yard work and
use of paved trails or paths.

e  Nature-based Work: 33% of respondents engaged in nature-based work with 20% engaging in such work 5
hours a week or more.’

Table 11. Human Wellbeing Survey Results Summary

The survey findings reflect that the AAPI survey respondents demonstrated similar patterns of
human wellbeing as it relates to the health of Puget Sound compared to the regional survey
respondents (Table 11). AAPI community members had similar average responses to most Human
Wellbeing Vital Signs. For example, AAPI respondents had roughly similar average responses to
Sense of Place (5.58) (compared to 5.49 (2022)), Cultural Wellbeing (3.66) (compared to 3.81
(2022)), and Life Satisfaction (4.47) (compared to 4.41 (2022)). While largely similar, some stark
variations emerged compared to the regional survey findings. For example, AAPI respondents had

17 Note that translations of “work” in natural environments may have varied contributing to alternative interpretations of the
question.
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higher average responses to Good Governance (5.19) (compared to 4.05 (2022)) and Sound
Stewardship (2.94) (compared to 3.36 (2022)). This variation illustrates potential community-based
differences in human health as it relates to nature among diverse communities, but also how
communities perceive and engage the natural environment in Puget Sound, notably through
governance systems or stewardship behaviors. This latter finding highlights the need for greater
community inclusion and engagement with human wellbeing monitoring and further demonstrates
the need to potentially modify the Human Wellbeing Vital Signs with workshop-derived Community
Dimensions of health.

Limitations

The survey instrument faced numerous limitations, one being sampling. While generalizability was
not necessarily the intended goal of this project or survey instrument, given the CBPR approach,
which is highly context- and community-specific, generalizability can help with interpretation and
application of survey results for management or decision-making purposes. Given that the survey
was implemented during community workshops with self-selected participating community
members via nonprobability sampling, sampling errors likely exist, producing a sample not
representative of the Asian American and Pacific Islander community in Tacoma, Pierce County, or
Puget Sound as a whole. While the sample was somewhat representative with regards to sex (local
and regional AAPI community members are comprised of more female members than male), the
sample was comprised of slightly more older residents; although approximately 34-40% of AAPI
residents locally and regionally are over the age of 50. Likely sampling errors include nonresponse
error and measurement error. Additionally, the workshops themselves revealed the importance of
recognizing intersectionality and the intersectional identities of people, thus, much care and
intention need to be taken into consideration when attempting to engage individuals or groups that
may self-identify with one group (whether racial, ethnic, linguistic, cultural, place-based, or other),
as they also likely self-identify with others simultaneously. Additionally, the workshops also reflected
the multiracial or multiethnic families and communities that are entwined with one another in the
region, as some participants brought family members or other community leaders who did not
necessarily self-identify with the same (limited) racial and ethnic categories used by the U.S. Census
and current iterations of the Human Wellbeing Survey. One technical limitation that emerged was
that the regional Human Wellbeing Survey was updated since the 2020 survey of which this is based,
making some comparisons to the 2022 survey somewhat challenging.
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Hilltop Residents’ Wellbeing & Nature

Executive Summary

This report outlines the processes and results from a collaborative multi-year (2021-2023) project
focused on inclusively engaging Puget Sound residents in order to enhance the Human Wellbeing
(HWB) Vital Signs (VS). This collaborative project focused on enhancing inclusive engagement among
Hilltop community members in the Puget Sound region, notably those self-identifying as Black or
African American, a community underrepresented within current human wellbeing monitoring
efforts. This project included establishing new sustainable community partnerships, co-creating
knowledge with community collaborators, and capturing lessons learned to further this community-
based monitoring work for the Puget Sound Partnership and its ecosystem recovery network. A
community-based participatory research (CBPR) approach was conducted to co-develop and co-
implement this project with Empowering People in Communities (EPIC), a community organization
located in the Hilltop neighborhood of Tacoma, WA. While the initial focus was Black and African
American residents, the project overtime shifted to emphasize the place-based Hilltop community
located in Tacoma. The CBPR approach included the co-creation of facilitated dialogues (community
workshops) (n=52) and implementation of an optional Human Wellbeing Vital Signs Survey (n=50).

Air Quality Cultural Wellbeing
Drinking Water?® Economic Vitality
Local Foods Good Governance
Outdoor Activity Sense of Place
Shellfish Beds Sound Stewardship

Table 12. Human Wellbeing Vital Signs

Accessibility

Equity

Physical Health

Place and Landscape

Plants and Trees

Table 13. Community Dimensions of Wellbeing

Overall, the facilitated dialogues demonstrated that the Human Wellbeing Vital Signs (Table 12) were
relevant and resonated among participating Hilltop community members. This was reflected in the
workshop responses. For example, Sense of Place (including Psychological Wellbeing and Life
Satisfaction), Cultural Wellbeing (including spiritual /religious practices and family activities), Good
Governance (or perceived lack thereof), and Outdoor Activity were featured prominently as themes
(coded responses) among participating Hilltop community members. New Community Dimensions

18 The Human Wellbeing Vital Signs include Drinking Water, and the biophysical Vital Signs include Freshwater and Marine
Water Quality. Given that many community members mentioned water in various forms, these three Vital Signs have been
merged into one (Water or Water Quality) in much of this report.

—
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of human wellbeing?® also emerged during the workshops (Table 13). For example, Accessibility,
Equity, Physical Health, Place and Landscape, and Plants and Trees were common emergent and
salient Community Dimensions among participating Hilltop residents. Some of these new Community
Dimensions demonstrated shared environmental justice concerns and cultural, aesthetic, relational,
intrinsic, existence, inherent, and recreational values associated with these natural attributes and
contributors to human wellbeing (Chan and others 2012; Bieling and others 2014; Belaire and others
2015; Dickinson and Hobbs 2017; Wilson et al. 2018; Jones and others 2019; Jiang and Marggraf
2022). Responses also demonstrated the role of place and linkages among places, landscapes or
landscape features, and human wellbeing among community members (Bieling and others 2014;
Jones and others 2019).

Good Governance: 3.51 on a 1-7 scale (strongly disagree to strongly agree). On average, participants largely

responded between “somewhat disagree” and “neutral.”

Local Foods: 1.39 on a 1-5 scale (never to frequently). On average, participants largely responded between

“never” and “rarely” (1-2 times a season).

Sound Stewardship: 2.53 on a 1-7 scale (never to frequently). On average, participants largely responded

between "rarely” (1-4 times a year) and “occasionally” (once a month).

Cultural Wellbeing: 3.29 on a 1-6 scale (dissatisfied to satisfied). On average, participants largely scored

between “neither satisfied nor dissatisfied” and “somewhat satisfied.”

Sense of Place: 5.05 on a 1-7 scale (strongly disagree to strongly agree). On average, participants largely

scored between “somewhat agree” and “agree.”

e Psychological Wellbeing: 3.56 on a 1-5 scale (never to frequently). On average, participants largely
responded between “occasionally” (once a month) and “regularly” (one a week).

o Life Satisfaction: 3.67 on a 1-5 scale (dissatisfied to satisfied). On average, participants largely responded
between “neither satisfied nor dissatisfied” and “somewhat satisfied.”

Outdoor Activity
e Outdoor Recreation: Most frequently engaged in recreational activities included use of paved trails and
picnic/bbg.

e Nature-based Work: 8% of respondents engaged in nature-based work with 6% engaging in such work 5
hours a week or more.

Table 14. Human Wellbeing Survey Results Summary

Good Governance 4.13 4.18 4.05 4.81
Local Foods 1.58 1.43 1.42 1.84
Sound Stewardship | 3.47 3.14 3.36 2.95
Cultural Wellbeing | Not Applicable due | 3.64 3.81 3.73
to survey
modifications

19 Human wellbeing was determined to be the primary term used during the workshops (rather than health). This was an
intentional choice made during the workshop co-creation process and was determined to be more relevant to the participating
Hilltop community members.

20 All data stems from the 2018, 2020, Latinx 2021, and 2022 Human Wellbeing Surveys (Fleming and others 2018; Fleming and
others 2021; Justiniano 2021; Harrington and others 2023).

—
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between 2018 and
2020
Sense of Place 5.66 5.57 5.49 5.02
e Psychological e 394 e 401 e 398 e 364
Wellbeing e Not available e Not available e 441 e 3098
o Llife
Satisfaction
Outdoor Activity e Gardening/yar | ¢ Gardening/yard | ¢ Non- e  Paved paths or
e OQutdoor d work, use of work, wildlife motorized trails,
Recreation paved paths or viewing/birding water sports picnic/bbg, and
e Nature-based trails, use of , using paved (Summer unpaved trails in
Work unpaved trails paths or trails only), wildlife Fall and Spring
during in Spring and viewing/birdi were the most
Summer and Fall were the ng, frequently
Winter were most frequently gardening/ya engaged
most engaged rd work, use activities
frequently activities of paved e 36% engaged in
engaged o 12.42% paths or nature-based
activities engaged in trails, and use work
e 19% engaged nature-based of unpaved e More than 70%
in nature- work paths or trails worked more
based work e 69% worked were the than 5 hours a
more than 5 most week
hours a week frequently
engaged
activities in
Summer and
Winter
o 14% engaged
in nature-
based work
o  77% worked
more than 5
hours a week

Table 15. Regional & Latinx Human Wellbeing Vital Signs Survey Results

Overall, the participating Hilltop community members demonstrated similar patterns of human
wellbeing as it relates to the health of Puget Sound when compared to responses from other Human
Wellbeing Vital Signs Surveys, with some variations (Fleming and others 2018; Fleming and others
2021; Harrington and others 2023)(Tables 14-15). Hilltop community members had similar average
responses to many VS questions. For example, Hilltop respondents had similar average responses to
Sense of Place (5.05), Cultural Wellbeing (3.29), and Local Foods (1.39) when compared to regional
survey findings. While somewhat similar, some stark variations did emerge compared to the regional
survey findings. For example, Hilltop respondents had lower average responses Sound Stewardship
(2.53), Life Satisfaction (3.67), and Good Governance (3.51). The latter of which further highlights
the environmental justice concerns reflected during the workshops, as Accessibility, Equity, and
Safety (mentioned less than the former two Community Dimensions) were linked to (poor or a lack

"
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of) good governance and negatively perceived governing institutions. All detailed findings and

corresponding data visualizations are outlined in the following sections.
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Figure 36. “A Dream Coming True” Hilltop Neighborhood mural by Bob Henry?21

Working in close collaboration with Empowering People in Communities (EPIC), specifically
Executive Director Brendan Nelson, a series of facilitated dialogues (also referred to as workshops)

were co-created in order to accomplish the project’s
overarching objectives (Box 7). The overarching approach
to this project was a community-based participatory
research  (CBPR) approach, emphasizing close
collaboration, knowledge co-creation, and the use of co-
created knowledge (e.g., findings) to inform change (Rand
2016; Wilson and others 2018; Chazan and Baldwin 2021;
Ardoin and others 2022; Trimbach and others 2022a),
including changes to the monitoring of human wellbeing
coordinated by the Puget Sound Partnership, a WA state
agency tasked with coordinating the recovery of Puget
Sound with a diverse network of partners. The researcher
and lead report author initially reached out to Communities
for a Healthy Bay (CHB), a Tacoma-based environmental
organization engaged in local environmental justice
programming. CHB recommended connecting with the City
of Tacoma’s Office of Equity and Human Rights (OEHR).
Through discussions with OEHR, the researcher connected
with EPIC for this project. EPIC was then engaged during
the project proposal development process with the

intention of co-developing the project and co-creating new knowledge to enhance the Puget Sound

1.

enhance knowledge of
minority communities’
human wellbeing (HWB) in
the Puget Sound region

expand HWB Vital Sign data,
information, and messaging

build new community
relationships for sustainable
long-term collaboration

create a protocol detailing
how the work, if successful,
can be sustained with an
agency, program, or other
durable funding source

21 |mage source: https://www.kellijoandsharon.com/tacoma-muralspart-2-city-of-paint---dozens-of-photos
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Partnership’s Human Wellbeing Vital Signs. Once EPIC approved and consented to participating in
the project, the project proposal was submitted and eventually funded by the Puget Sound
Partnership. Although the researcher formed an initial project concept and design, EPIC had the
ability to critique, question, contribute, and refuse (to provide input or participate) during all phases
of the project.

Over the course of the project’s timeframe, lasting roughly 2021-2023 (with a ~6 month gap due to
the researcher changing positions and institutions), the project activities included 16 project
planning meetings and 3 community workshops. The workshops themselves ranged from 1.5-2
hours in length. Workshops took place at two different locations, that included (1) a neighborhood
affordable housing facility and community for older low-income residents, and (2) the Peace
Community Center, both located in the Hilltop neighborhood in Tacoma. Given that initial workshop
location was a specific housing facility, the name has been omitted for anonymity and confidentiality
of participants.

The facilitated dialogues recruited 52 (n) participating community members. The workshops were
initially organized to focus on specific age cohort groups, starting with community elders; however,
due to workshop timing issues and recruitment concerns, following the initial workshop, the
remaining workshops were open to any adult residents, regardless of age. Additionally, 4 workshops
were initially planned; however, due to urgent neighborhood issues and recruitment concerns, only
3 workshops were held. Each workshop included identical agendas that included: ice breaker activity
(How long have you lived in Hilltop? What are your community concerns?), introductions, why this
project?/what are the Vital Signs?, workshop activity and discussion, wrap-up and optional survey
opportunity (Appendix D). Each workshop also included facilitation from Cascadia Consulting Group
(Mike Chang and/or Nicole Gutierrez), although this varied by workshop. Near the end of each
facilitated dialogue, participants had an opportunity to complete an optional Human Wellbeing
Survey (2020 version). A total of 50 (n) workshop participants completed the optional survey
instrument. All workshop participants were provided a $50 gift card incentive for their participation,
regardless of how much they participated or if they completed the survey. The results of the
facilitated dialogues and optional survey are outlined in the following sections.
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Facilitated Dialogues

Each facilitated dialogue aimed to achieve the project’s objectives by addressing key
topics/questions that included: (1) continued relevance of the Human Wellbeing Vital Signs (Are the
Human Wellbeing Vital Signs still relevant?); (2) resonance of the Human Wellbeing Vital Signs (Do
the Human Wellbeing Vital Signs resonate among Hilltop community members?); (3) variations of
human wellbeing, including interpretations, perspectives, and values (Are there variations in human
wellbeing among Puget Sound communities, notably Hilltop community members?); (4) climate
change impact’s on human wellbeing (How is climate change impacting Hilltop community members’
human wellbeing?); and (5) places that contribute to human wellbeing (What places contribute to
Hilltop community members’ human wellbeing? Why?). Using these 5 guiding topics/questions, the
workshops were subsequently co-created to focus on the following overarching themes: (1)
wellbeing; (2) community; (3) nature’s contributions to wellbeing; (4) climate change impacts on
wellbeing; and (5) places that contribute to wellbeing. Each theme was oriented with an emphasis
on nature and Puget Sound.

1 24 24 100% 4/22/2022 | Hilltop
Elderly
Resident
Community
Building, Neighborhood
Tacoma, WA | elders
2 16 15 94% Peace
Community | Neighborhood
Center, adult residents
4/15/2023 | Tacoma, WA | (any)
3 12 11 92% Peace
Community | Neighborhood
Center, adult residents
4/19/2023 | Tacoma, WA | (any)

Table 16. Facilitated Dialogue Information

Between 2022-2023, 3 community workshops were held in the Hilltop neighborhood in Tacoma
(Table 16). One workshop focused on community elders, while the other two were open to any
resident adult. Each workshop included community appropriate refreshments and an adjacent space
for children to play, as organized by EPIC. Table 16 outlines the details of each workshop, including
the number of participants and how many surveys were completed at each workshop. During each
workshop, each overarching theme was discussed with the participating community members. Each
theme was discussed using guiding questions and each participant had the ability to free-list their
responses on provided sticky notes (using provided pens) (Jones and others 2019; Biedenweg and
others 2020). Participants could free-list responses or items individually (one response per sticky
note) or could lump them together (multiple responses per sticky note). Once participants stopped
placing items after about 5-10 minutes (if needed, more time was provided), the facilitator led a

—
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discussion of the theme, allowing for a rich discussion, that often included questions, challenges,
stories, and connections among various responses or emergent response patterns.

Data collected from the workshops included written responses (free-listed sticky note responses)
and workshop audio (partial due to varying room, group sizes, and logistics). For the purpose of this
report, the written responses were the primary source of data used and analyzed for this project. The
responses per overarching theme were analyzed via abductive analysis, blending both deductive and
inductive coding (Dubois and Gadde 2002; Timmermans and Tavory 2012; Thompson 2022; Vila-
Henninger and others 2022). Deductive codes were based on the Human Wellbeing Vital Sign
categories (e.g., Healthy Human Population and Vibrant Quality of Life) and Vital Sign indicators (e.g.,
Sense of Place, Air Quality, etc.) with some flexibility with interpretation. For example, if someone
responded with “water” or “air,” and not “drinking water” or “air quality,” those responses were
coded to Water (Drinking, Fresh, Marine) (combining Human Wellbeing and biophysical Vital Signs)
and Air Quality. Or if participants mentioned “healthy food” or “eating well,” those responses were
flexibly coded to Local Foods, even if no local foods were explicitly mentioned. Additionally, if
respondents referenced place-based aesthetic qualities or psychological benefits of nature (e.g.,
stress reduction or mental health), those responses were coded to Sense of Place, given the Vital
Sign’s and broader notion’s encompassing conceptualization. Such flexible interpretations should be
taken into consideration when reviewing the results.

Inductive codes were based on a grounded coding process, which allowed for shared emergent
themes or patterns that arose from participants’ diverse responses. The abductive analysis and
coding process was conducted iteratively and cyclically, allowing for revisiting, rethinking of
alternatives or linkages, and recoding until saturation and mutually distinct, yet constitutive, codes
were created. The inductive codes were categorized as Community Dimensions of human wellbeing
and included a diverse range of community-based themes. Once the codes were created and defined
in a codebook (Appendix A), the codes were shared with primary project collaborators to gauge their
feedback and approval. If any codes were rejected, the codes would be changed or updated; however,
that did not take place. Given that responses often included more than one word, sometimes whole
sentences or lists, responses were coded more than once; thus, responses likely were coded more
than once with linked mutually constitutive codes. A complete list of all codes per workshop theme
with responses, percentages of responses per theme, and examples are outlined in this report
(Appendix B). The overarching themes (e.g. Wellbeing) and associated codes (e.g.,, Accessibility) are
outlined in the following sections. Each section includes the number of participants (n=52) and
number of responses per theme (e.g., responses: 61). Each section also includes a figure aimed to
illustrate the percentage of responses coded to each code. Given that responses were often coded to
more than one code, the totals are not intended to add up to 100% (with the exception of some place-
based codes), but rather aim to reflect code frequency, with codes representing workshop
participants’ responses.

Wellbeing (n=52; responses: 61)

When asked to define wellbeing (e.g., what is wellbeing?), including nature’s linkages to wellbeing,
respondents largely responded with community-based dimensions of wellbeing (Community
Dimension), notably Accessibility (44%), Physical Health (38%), and Place and Landscape (20%).
For example, one participant responded with “good transit system to get people to parks,”

—
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(Workshop #1 Participant, 4/22/2022). Workshop participants mentioned multiple types of
accessibility, that included mobility, geographic proximity, and resource/amenity access.
Participants also shared responses that aligned with the Human Wellbeing Vital Signs, notably
Cultural Wellbeing (25%), Sense of Place (25%) (includes references to Psychological Wellbeing and
Life Satisfaction) and Good Governance (21%). For some participants, issues related to equity and
accessibility were linked to governance. For example, one participant shared that “wellbeing is being

Community Dimension

Place and

Accessibility, 44% Landscape,
20% Safety, 16%

seen and heard and advocated for," (Workshop #2 Participant, 4/15/2023).
Environme...

Condition

7%
PhVSicaI HEaIth, — EqUity' — Other ! St --.I

Figure 37. Participants’ Dimensions of Wellbeing

Community (n=52; responses: 34)

Accessibility,
9%
Something
Lost or Past,
9%

Figure 38. Participants’ Dimensions of Community
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Community members were asked to define community (e.g., what is community?). This particular
workshop question or theme was not necessarily or explicitly connected to nature; however, this
question was seen as integral to structuring the workshops and discussion. Given that this particular
question or theme did not connect to nature, the responses were not necessarily intentionally aligned
with the Human Wellbeing Vital Signs, as most with one exception (Sense of Place) were not reflected
in the participants’ responses. Participants largely responded with blended responses reflecting
Sense of Place (26%), and other community-derived codes, notably Shared Goals, Interests, and
Values (24%), Place and Landscape (24%), Equity (24%), and Activities and Interactions (24%). For
example, one participant shared that “community-the people and places you feel you belong to,”
(Workshop #2 Participant, 4/15/2023). Many participants included multiple dimensions of
community, as one respondent shared “what is community? Shared spaces, shared memories,
neighbors, businesses, gathering places, landmarks, common values/goals, common solutions,”
(Workshop #2 Participant, 4/15/2023).

Contributions (n=52; responses: 57)

Community Dimension

Equity, 39% Accessibility, 35%

Fish and Wildlife, 16%

Physi... Safety, 7%

Place and Plants and Trees, Health,
Landscape, 30% 26% 7% Environme...

Figure 39. Community Dimensions of Nature’s Contributions to Wellbeing

When asked to identify the ways in which nature contributes to peoples’ wellbeing (e.g., how does
nature contribute to your wellbeing?), respondents largely responded with emergent alternative
community-based dimensions of wellbeing (Community Dimensions). The most commonly shared
dimensions included Equity (39%), Accessibility (35%), and Place and Landscape (30%). For
example, one participant shared “My community hasn't had the kind of access and connection to
nature due to systemic racism. I think it can be [a] struggle to figure out if nature is for ‘us,”
(Workshop #2 Participant, 4/15/2023). This type of response was mirrored by others who largely
emphasized Equity and/or Accessibility in order to illustrate a lack of equity or access (or overall
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justice) among community members and nature. For example, another participant shared “seeing
people with more access, make people feel sad about wellbeing,” (Workshop #3 Participant,
4/19/2023). The frequency or continued emphasis on Equity and Accessibility reflected overarching
themes throughout the Hilltop community workshops. Participants also shared responses that
aligned with the Human Wellbeing Vital Signs, notably Sense of Place (33%), Cultural Wellbeing
(33%), and Outdoor Activity (25%). For example, one participant mentioned that nature contributes
to their wellbeing because nature “helps with defusing stress and promotes relaxation,” (Workshop
#2 Participant, 4/15/2023).

Climate Change (n=52; responses: 39)

Community Dimension

Place and
Landscape, 13%  Equity, 13%

Accep...
and
Physical Health, 28% Fish and Wildlife, Oppo... Acces...
10% 5% 5%
Seasonal and Increa...
Temperature Change, Plants and Trees, Other,  Uncer...
46% Natural Disasters, 15% 10% 5% 5%

Figure 40. Climate Change Impacts on Participants’ Wellbeing

When asked to identify how climate change impacts peoples’ wellbeing (e.g., how does climate
change impact your wellbeing?), workshop participants largely shared responses reflecting new
Community Dimensions of wellbeing, notably Seasonal and Temperature Change (46%), Physical
Health (28%), and Natural Disasters (15%). For example, one workshop respondent shared that
climate change impacts included “late snow, cold temperatures, too hot in summer,” (Workshop #1
Participant, 4/22/2022), while another participant stated that climate change has sparked “the
change in weather conditions,” (Workshop #2 Participant, 4/15/2023). While not the most frequent
code, some respondents did link other community-based changes to Equity (13%) or Accessibility
(5%). For example, one participant shared that “climate change has created a fear that my kids and
their kids will not be able to live a free, healthy life, climate change feels devastating and deathly,
especially [for] community of color. We can do small individual acts to fight climate change but the
greed of those in power persists,” (Workshop #2 Participant, 4/15/2023). While the majority of
responses were coded to Community Dimensions of wellbeing, other responses did reflect the
Human Wellbeing Vital Signs, including Sense of Place (26%) (largely related to Psychological
Wellbeing) and Outdoor Activity (10%). For example, one participant shared that climate change “has
been very stressful lately,” (Workshop #1 Participant, 4/22/2022), while another mentioned that

—
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climate change prevents them from doing outdoor activities as “[it is] warmer earlier in the summer
than before, sometimes too hot to do yard work,” (Workshop #2 Participant, 4/15/2023).

Place (n=40; responses: 4622)

The final theme/question of the workshops focused on place, notably what (natural) places
contribute to Hilltop residents’ wellbeing. Place and landscape have been noted to contribute to
peoples’ health and wellbeing (Bieling and others 2014), particularly as peoples’ interactions with
nature and contributions from nature are emplaced and are associated with people-place
relationships (Flueret and Atkinson 2007; Williams and others 2013; Quinn and others 2019; Majeed
and Ramkissoon 2020; Jiang and Marggraf 2022). Initially, this activity was going to feature a
participatory mapping exercise (Jones and others 2019); however, due to feasibility (e.g., time,
technology, and potential participant geographic literacy variations), the activity was integrated into
the free-listing sticky note exercise near the end of each facilitated dialogue. This modified format
allowed for great inclusion and ease during the workshop. Given that this was not a participatory
mapping exercise, participants were given the ability to answer openly. Participants were asked to
identify places that contribute to their wellbeing and also asked to explain how or why. Given that
this was the final question in the series, participants tended to respond less to these questions
compared to the others, which was illustrated by the overall lack of responses from community
members. Given that the workshops took place in and focused on Tacoma, WA (Pierce County, South
Puget Sound), the majority of responses reflected places in that geographic area. While the
collaborators intended to address Place during the third workshop, due to a long conversation about
accessibility, equity, and justice, particularly as it related to government agencies, the workshop did
not end up including that particular topic/question. Thus, only data from Workshops #1-2 (n=40)
are included below. The responses are outlined below and include figures and corresponding maps.

Place: Where? (n=40; responses: 27 (Specific) and 19 (Broad))

When participants were asked to identify places in Puget Sound that contributed to their wellbeing,
respondents provided both broadly defined (41%) and specific (59%) places (Figure 41). The most
frequently shared broadly defined places included waterfront (26%), built places (26%), and parks
(26%). These broad responses were aligned with and reflected the specific places shared. The most
frequently shared specific places included Point Defiance Park (41%), Ruston Way/Waterfront
(22%), and Wright Park (15%) (all located in the Tacoma area). While respondents shared places
both outside and inside the greater Puget Sound region (Figures 42), the vast majority of places were
highly local to Tacoma (Figure 43).

22 Note that when asked about Place (in general), community members provided 37 total responses. This relatively low level of
responses was partly due to one workshop not including Place as a topic/question (due to time constraints). Out of those 37
responses, 46 places were identified, including 27 specific places and 19 broadly defined places. Thus, the total responses listed
(46) reflects those actual places mentioned and not the total number of general place responses. Also, please note that only
participants from Workshops 1-2 answered the place-specific questions (n=40). Please take these distinctions into
consideration when reviewing the Place findings.

—
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Figure 41. Participants’ Places that Contribute to Wellbeing?3

125 25 " 50 Miles

Hilltop Community

- Specific Places !
Number of Responses | |
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@® 2-3

Figure 42. Regional Map of Places that Contribute to Community Members’

23 Note that the percent (%) represents the percentage of responses within that particular place category (Broad vs. Specific).
Thus Point Defiance Park represented 41% of places coded under Specific Place.
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Figure 43. Local Map of Places that Contribute to Community Members’ Wellbeing

Place: Why? (n=40; responses: 14)

Community Dimension

Accessibility, 29%

Physical
Fish and Wildlife, Health,
14% 7%

Figure 44. Places’ Contributions to Participants’ Wellbeing

When asked to explain how or why the noted places contributed to wellbeing, community members
largely shared responses aligned with the Human Wellbeing Vital Signs (Figure 44). The most
frequently shared responses were coded to Sense of Place (93%) (much of which related to
Psychological Wellbeing and place-based aesthetics), Outdoor Activity (21%), and Cultural Wellbeing
(14%). For example, one participant shared “part of my history where I grew up (memories),”
(Workshop #1 Participant, 4/22/2022) demonstrating a deep connection to a particular place, while
another participant responded that “water-reminds me of home, parks-gives my kids pockets of joy,
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trails-gives me access to natural beauty,” (Workshop #2 Participant, 4/15/2023). While the majority
of responses reflected the Human Wellbeing Vital Signs, some participants shared new Community
Dimensions, including Accessibility (29%) and Fish and Wildlife (14%). For example, one participant
shared “Snake Lake - I value this place because it is beautiful, an enjoyable walk, free access and a
quick drive from my home” (Workshop #2 Participant, 4/15/2023).

Conclusions and Recommendations

Hilltop Residents’ Wellbeing (n=52)

Accessibility

Equity

Physical Health

Place and Landscape

Plants and Trees

Table 17. Community Dimensions of Wellbeing

Through the co-created facilitated dialogues, Hilltop community participants (n=52) shared a diverse
range of responses that reflected the Human Wellbeing Vital Signs and emergent Community
Dimensions (Table 17) of human wellbeing. The workshops revealed that when asked to discuss
wellbeing, nature’s contributions to wellbeing, climate change impacts on wellbeing, and places’
contributions to wellbeing, Hilltop community members largely shared responses reflecting
emergent Community Dimensions of wellbeing. Such Community Dimensions notably reflected
Accessibility, Equity, Physical Health, Place and Landscape, and Plants and Trees. These shared
responses demonstrated that participating community members directly connected nature to their
communities’ access and equity to the natural environment, physical health, particular places and
landscapes, and place-based plants and trees. Accessibility and equity in particular were frequently
coded responses demonstrating overall a shared perceived lack of access and inequity in relation to
the natural environment, notably local parks and nature-based amenities. Such inaccessibility and
inequity have been well-documented within interdisciplinary research with greater calls for more
equitable and inclusive environmental management, ecosystem restoration, and human-
environment relationships (Finney 2014; Batavia 2022; Morales and others 2022; Lofqvist and
others 2022), including within urban environments (Schell and others 2020; Nay and others 2022).
The other emergent codes represented perspectives that directly or more explicitly connected nature
to other alternative aspects of wellbeing, all of which have been supported by research, including
physical health (Haines and Frumkin 2021), place and landscapes (Bieling and others 2014; ), and
plants and trees (Turner-Skoff and Cavender 2019). While not necessarily a top dimension, Safety
was also a recurring code that emerged from participants’ responses, often linked to Accessibility
and Equity. Safety was a frequently mentioned response and was memorable given that respondents
openly discussed not feeling safe outside, both in their neighborhood or at parks. Safety can be
considered a fundamental element of wellbeing and integral to interacting with nature, as it likely
impacts all other elements and abilities to interact with or benefit from nature. Safety, particularly
among Black or African American residents in the United States, has been highlighted as a barrier to
access elsewhere (Finney 2014; Winter 2020; Hornbuckle 2021), illustrating that this is part of a
wider pattern that also manifests locally in the Puget Sound region.

\6) Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 66



Although many shared responses were emergent Community Dimensions of wellbeing, other
participants echoed perspectives aligned with the Human Wellbeing Vital Signs, notably Sense of
Place (including Psychological Wellbeing, Life Satisfaction, and aesthetics), Cultural Wellbeing,
Outdoor Activity, and Good Governance (largely related to equity and accessibility, or perceived lack
thereof). While these were the most frequently coded Human Wellbeing Vital Sign-aligned responses
nearly all other already established Vital Signs were also reflected in the responses, including
Economic Vitality, Sound Stewardship, and Good Governance. Thus, participants shared responses
that reflected 9 out of the 10 Human Wellbeing Vital Signs, notably those monitored through the
regional Human Wellbeing Vital Signs Survey. Shellfish Beds was the only Vital Sign not referenced
or coded from the responses.

This response pattern demonstrated that the Vital Signs in their current iteration were relevant and
resonated among participating Hilltop community members; however, community-derived
Community Dimensions reflected variations in how communities interpret wellbeing and the
wellbeing-nature nexus. Often Community Dimensions were more pronounced than the established
Human Wellbeing Vital Signs. Such linkages were also reflected in the climate change and place
discussions; however, participants did face challenges connecting climate change to wellbeing, as
many referred to examples of climate change during the discussion (e.g., seasonal or temperature
changes and natural disasters) rather than directly or explicitly linking climate change impacts to
their wellbeing. Although, some respondents highlighted connections between climate change
impacts and their inequitable distribution among communities, further illustrating the importance
of Accessibility and Equity among participants. This linkages demonstrated that more research and
examination is needed to better understand climate change and human wellbeing among diverse
communities in the region.

Based on the results of the discussion, the workshop results illustrated alternatives and
recommendations for the Human Wellbeing Vital Signs. Recommendations include exploring
potential indicators that focus more on (1) accessibility (e.g., available data from WA Department of
Health, like those captured by the Environmental Health Disparities Map, or could be integrated into
the Human Wellbeing Survey), (2) equity (e.g., available data from WA Department of Health, like
those captured by the Environmental Health Disparities Map or could be integrated into the Human
Wellbeing Survey), (3) physical health (e.g., available data from WA Department of Health, like those
captured by the Environmental Health Disparities Map), (4) place and landscape (e.g., could be
integrated into the Human Wellbeing Survey as part of Sense of Place, as conducted by the Baltic Sea
Health Index (Blenckner and others 2021), and (5) plants and trees (e.g., available data on vegetation
or tree canopy in the region, like those captured by the Landscape Ecology Modeling, Mapping and
Analysis or LEMMA at Oregon State University). Both accessibility and equity could potentially be
explored as part of a new Environmental Justice or Environmental Equity Vital Sign that could include
indicators focused (or index) on accessibility, equity, and safety. Overall, these emergent Community
Dimensions may be potentially explored during the Vital Signs revision process or through the
development of a working group focused on further identifying these particular themes within the
human wellbeing monitoring context coordinated by the Puget Sound Partnership. Given the unique
CBPR approach, the project also revealed the potential of CBPR for enhancing community
collaborations, including around monitoring, notably among non-traditional monitoring or
environmental partners, and the potential use of community workshops or community events (likely
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with some sort of participant incentive) more broadly to implement the Human Wellbeing Vital Signs
Survey.

Limitations

This project faced multiple limitations that directly or indirectly informed the project and likely its
development, implementation, analysis, and results. Limitations included a ~6 month gap in the
project’s timeline, as the researcher changed positions and institutions (Oregon State University to
WDFW). This gap in time impacted the project’s implementation stage and ability to collaborate with
key partners, partly as new subcontracts had to be established with all partners, and timely hire a
student research assistant. This time gap also impacted the analysis and dissemination stage as well,
as less time was able to be adequately dedicated for analysis and write-up. Other potential limitations
included variations in workshop dates/times, variations in outreach efforts per workshop, variations
in priorities between researcher and partners, shifting workshop dates, and community issues.

‘/:)) Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 68



Human Wellbeing Vital Signs Survey

The Human Wellbeing Vital Signs Survey was also conducted as part of the facilitated dialogues. All
participating community members during the facilitated dialogues had the optional opportunity to
complete the survey instrument. Completion of the survey was strongly encouraged near the end of
each workshop and was associated with the participant incentives; however, individual workshop
attendees were not denied an incentive if they decided to not complete the survey. Surveys were
distributed in hard copy to all participants. Participants were provided writing utensils to complete
them as needed. Questions were addressed and assistance was provided to participants during the
survey completion time period, also as needed. The overall response rate for the surveys was 96%,
with nearly all participating community members optionally completing the survey.

A Cronbach’s alpha reliability estimate was also calculated in order to test the ability to create indices
for specific Vital Signs (those that emphasize average responses). These Vital Signs included: Good
Governance, Sound Stewardship, Psychological Wellbeing, Sense of Place, Local Foods, and Cultural
Wellbeing. All Vital Signs had a score of 70% or higher, signifying a reliable index. This process was
conducted in order to be consistent with how Oregon State University’s Human Dimensions Lab
processes and analyses the regionally distributed and generalizable Human Wellbeing Vital Signs
Survey (Fleming et al 2019. Fleming and others 2021; Harrington and others 2023). Using this
information, an index was created for the appropriate Human Wellbeing Vital Signs. All survey data
was processed and analyzed using Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS 29) and Microsoft
Excel. Each Vital Sign and its corresponding results are outlined in the following sections. Please note
that the responses solely reflect those of self-selected Hilltop community members who willingly
participated in the facilitated dialogues and optional survey (n=50).
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Good Governance

Good Governance reflects peoples’ level of agreement with how Puget Sound’s natural environment
in managed and whether or not they feel represented in environmental decision-making in the
region. Good Governance reflects transparency, trust, accountability, representation, participation,
equity, and inclusivity within environmental management and among government institutions. Good
Governance is measured by asking survey respondents to rate their level of agreement or
disagreement with statements about the governance of natural resources on a 1-7 point Likert scale.

Question

Trust in Regional Policy

u Strongly Disagree m Disagree ® Somewhat Disagree
u Neutral = Somewhat Agree uAgree
Strongly Agree Don't Know No Response

Access to Information:
0, 0, 0,
Regulation _ B S
Access to Information:
Consequences

Access to Information:

Social & Economic 8% 10% 2%

Makers 8%  6%2%

Well Represented by

Leaders 8% 8% 4%

Freedom to Make Decisions

Opportunities to Influence

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
Percentage of Sample

Figure 45. Good Governance Results

3.51 was the average response among respondents (n=50), which equates to community members
largely responding between “somewhat disagree” and “neutral.” This is lower than regional averages
from 2018 (4.13), 2020 (4.18), and 2022 (4.05), which largely reflected ‘neutral’ responses. This
average response was also reflected in some of the responses and discussions during the workshops,
notably the linkages among governance, accessibility, equity and safety.
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Local Foods

Local Foods demonstrates the rich variety of local plants, fungi, and animals that are harvested locally
in the Puget Sound region. Local Foods measures what and how often people in Puget Sound harvest
local foods. Local Foods is measured by asking respondents to rate their frequency of engagement in
harvesting activities (e.g., fishing, shellfish harvesting, foraging, and hunting) on a 1-5 point Likert
scale.

H Never M Rarely M Occassionally M Regularly M Frequently H Don't Know No Response
Plants,
berries, or | NN N N 46 e 4%
mushrooms

waterrow! I PN 6%
peeror e I A\ 8%

s soud e
2

g Oysters,

S muses, I 45 6%
clams, (not

razor clams)
1 G I T 3% 6% 47
Crab or . 4
T T 4% 6% 6% 4%

shrimp
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Percentage of Sample

Figure 46. Local Foods Results

Fish

1.39 was the average response among respondents (n=50), which equates to collecting and/or
harvesting local foods between “never” and “rarely” among community members. This score is fairly
consistent with regional averages from 2018 (1.58), 2020 (1.43), and 2022 (1.42); however, direct
comparisons cannot be made as the survey changed between 2018 and 2020. Plants, berries, and
mushrooms were the most frequently harvested set of local foods among respondents.

*Note: Percentages less than 4% are not labeled for visibility.
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Sound Stewardship

Sound Stewardship illustrates how frequently residents engage in pro-environmental stewardship
behaviors that benefit Puget Sound’s natural environment. Sound Stewardship is measured by asking
respondents how often they engage in stewardship behaviors on a 1-5 point Likert scale.

B Never M Rarely M Occassionally m Regularly Frequently Don't Know No Response

Behaviors that
you believe
effectively
benefitted the
environment

12% 4% 4%

Environmental
behaviors that
were personally
meaningful to
you

12% 6% 4%

QUESTION

Environmental

behaviors that

you believe are
needed by the

community

4% 1% 4%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
PERCENTAGE OF SAMPLE

Figure 47. Sound Stewardship Results
2.53 was the average response among community respondents (n=50), which equates to community

members engaging in stewardship behaviors between “rarely” and “occasionally.” This score is lower
than regional averages from 2018 (3.47), 2020 (3.14), and 2022 (3.36).
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Cultural Wellbeing

Cultural Wellbeing reflects residents’ engagement in meaningful cultural activities and/or traditions
in the Puget Sound region. Cultural Wellbeing is measured by asking respondents to rank their level
of satisfaction with their engagement in a range of cultural practices on a 1-5 point Likert scale.

B Do Not Engage in This Activity ~ B Dissatisfied B Somewhat Dissatisfied
m Niether Satisfied nor Dissatisfied @ Somewhat Satisfied Satisfied
Don't Know No Response

Environmentally
oriented social
activities

6% 6% 14%

Environmental
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26% 4% 8%

QUESTION

Spiritual or
religious
practices

26% 4% 8%

Native practices

or activities 10% 12% 4%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
PERCENTAGE OF SAMPLE

Figure 48. Cultural Wellbeing Results

3.29 was the average response among participating community members (n=50). This score means
that community members felt between “neither satisfied nor dissatisfied” and “somewhat satisfied”
with their ability to engage in cultural practices. This score was similar to the regional averages from
2020 (3.64) and 2022 (3.81). This response pattern was demonstrated during the workshops, as
many respondents mentioned cultural practices, notably those associated with their
religious/spiritual communities and their families.
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Sense of Place

Sense of Place demonstrates residents’ attachments, identities, and emotional connections to Puget
Sound’s natural environment. Sense of Place is measured by asking respondents to rate their level of
agreement or disagreement with a series of statements on a 1-7 point Likert scale.
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Figure 49. Sense of Place Results
5.05 was the average response among respondents (n=50). This score means that community
members largely felt like they “somewhat agree” to “agree” to having a sense of place of Puget Sound’s

natural environment. This is similar to the regional averages from 2018 (5.66), 2020 (5.57), and 2022
(5.49).

*Note: Percentages less than 4% are not labeled for visibility.
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Psychological Wellbeing

Psychological Wellbeing is a part of the Sense of Place Vital Sign. Psychological Wellbeing reflects
residents’ emotional and cognitive health in relation to Puget Sound’s natural environment.
Psychological Wellbeing is measured by asking respondents how often they have experienced stress
reduction and inspiration as a result of spending time in nature on a 1-5 point Likert scale.

B Never M Rarely Occassionally Regularly Frequently Don't Know No Response

Time in the
outdoors 22% 24% 28% 6%
helped
reduce
stress

Questions

Felt
inspiration
when
spending
time in the
outdoors

26% 22% 26% 6%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
Percentage of Sample

Figure 50. Psychological Wellbeing Results

3.56 was the average response among respondents (n=50). This score demonstrated that
respondents largely “occasionally” to “regularly” experienced inspiration or stress reduction from
the outdoors. This average is similar, yet slightly lower, than the regional averages from 2018 (3.94),
2020 (4.01), and 2022 (3.98). Attributes or examples of Psychological Wellbeing were discussed
often among participants during the workshops; however, those responses were included in the
overarching Sense of Place Vital Sign (or code).

*Note: Percentages less than 3% are not labeled for visibility.
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Life Satisfaction

Life Satisfaction is a part of the Sense of Place Vital Sign. Life Satisfaction illustrates residents’ level
of life satisfaction in the Puget Sound region. Life Satisfaction provides a baseline to better
understand broad trends in environmental health and residents engagement in outdoor activities.

Life Satisfaction is measured by asking respondents how satisfied or dissatisfied they are with their
life on a 1-5 point Likert scale.

kg

M Dissatisfied B Somewhat Dissatisfied
B Niether Satisfied nor Dissatisfied ®m Somewhat Satisfied

M Satisfied H No Response

Figure 51. Life Satisfaction

3.67 was the average response among respondents (n=50), which equates to community members
having felt between “neither satisfied nor dissatisfied” and “somewhat satisfied” with their lives.
Participants’ average response was lower than the regional average from 2022 (4.41).
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Outdoor Activity

Outdoor Activity demonstrates the frequency of residents’ outdoor recreational activities and
nature-based work in Puget Sound’s natural environment at different times a year (e.g., Fall and
Spring). Outdoor Activity provides an opportunity to gauge both activity type and frequency of
engagement. We measure Outdoor Activity by asking respondents to assess their engagement and
frequency of engagement in 11-12 outdoor activities, including nature-based work (as a separate
measure) during two different times (seasons) a year.

Nature-based Recreation (Fall, about September-November)

M | do not engage in this activity M Less than 1 day/month m 1-4 days/month
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Motorized trail use (ATV/OHV ) I —— . 12%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Percentage of Sample

Figure 52. Outdoor Activity Results

Community respondents engaged in picnics/bbqgs, the use of paved paths or trails, and
gardening/yard work most frequently in the fall months. The activity that participants engaged with
the least was hunting. Compared to regional activities (2022), responses were somewhat different.
For example, participants engaged in non-motorized water sports less frequently.

*Note: Percentages less than 4% are not labeled for visibility.
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Nature-based Recreation (Spring, about March-May)
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Figure 53. Nature-based Recreation Results

Survey respondents engaged in the use of paved paths or trails, picnics/bbgs, and gardening/yard
work most frequently in the winter months. The activities participated in the least during the winter
months included the use of motorized trail use (ATV/OHV), motorized boating, and hunting.
Compared to regional surveyed activities (2022), responses were somewhat different. For example,
participants engaged in picnics/bbgs more frequently.

*Note: Percentages less than 4% are not labeled for visibility.
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Nature-based Work

Nature-based Work is part of the Outdoor Activity Vital Sign. Nature-based Work reflects whether or
not residents engage in nature-based employment opportunities and how often, including
commercial or charter fishing, farming, forestry, habitat restoration, or outdoor recreation jobs.
Nature-based Work is measured by asking respondents whether their work includes spending time
in the natural environment. For those respondents that do engage in nature-based occupations
(“yes”), they are then asked to estimate the number of hours per week.

<5 hours/week

5-10 hours/week
4% l 11-20 hours/week

10% l m 21-30 hours/week

M 30+ hours/week

H No Yes No Response

Figure 54. Nature-based Work Results

8% of workshop participants said their work involved spending time in the outdoors. Of these
respondents, 6% work more than 5 hours or more a week outdoors. This response was lower than
the regional surveyed “yes” responses from 2020 (12.4%) and 2022 (13.6%)
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Respondent Demographics

The following figures highlight responses stemming from a series of demographic questions included
in the Human Wellbeing Survey. Some interpretation is provided for some demographic attributes,
but not all. Additional interpretation was solely provided when deemed appropriate to that attribute.

Years Lived in Puget Sound (n=50; mean: 37.28 years)

The majority of survey respondents stated that they have lived in Puget Sound for 20 years or more
with the average being 37.28. This is somewhat similar to regional survey respondents, including
those who responded to the 2022 survey (mean: 34.9 years).
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Figure 55. Years Lived in Puget Sound Results
Sex

The majority of survey respondents identified as
women. This differs from the respondents to the
regional surveys from 2020 and 2022, where the
majority of respondents identified as men; although it
should be noted that the 2022 survey changed the
question (gender identity) and potential responses.

= Man = Woman No Response

Figure 56. Respondents’ Sex
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Area Type

0%

0%
54%

10%

Urban Urban-Suburban = Suburban

= Suburban-Rural = Rural = No Response

Figure 57. Area Type Results

Figure 58. Education (n=50; mean: 14.45 years)
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The majority of survey respondents
lived in urban areas (54%). This reflects
the urban focus of the workshop on the
Hilltop neighborhood in Tacoma, WA
and also likely illustrates a changing
neighborhood, as some workshop
participants mentioned that they no
longer live in the neighborhood, but still
visit and are seeking to return after
moving away (some due to housing
affordability and displacement). This
differs from regional survey
respondents (2022), who largely
comprised rural (38%) and suburban
(23%) residents.

Figure 59. Income
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Race and Ethnicity

The majority of survey respondents self-identified at Black or African American (54%). This response
pattern was intentional and was embedded in project design and outreach efforts. This varies from
the regional survey, including 2022 (1.2% Black or African American respondents). While Black or

African American residents were a key demographic for this project, it should be emphasized that
Black or African American residents, like Hilltop (and Puget Sound) residents more broadly embody

multiple simultaneous identities and/or are not solely part of one or another racial or ethnic

community.
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Figure 60. Respondents’ Race and Ethnicity Results

Age (n=50; mean: 58.73 age)

The majority of survey respondents from the workshops were in the '61-70 years’ age class. This
pattern likely reflected the workshop times, location, and outreach conducted, among other factors
informing workshop participation. This majority age class was identical to the majority age class from

the regional survey (2022).
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Figure 61. Respondents’ Age Results
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Political Ideology

3.07 was the average response among workshop participants who completed the survey. This
average response equates to “neither Conservative nor Liberal,” which is fairly consistent with
regional survey average response in 2022 (3.32).

8.00%
6.00%

6.00% \

Very Conservative Conservative = Neither Conservative nor Liberal

u Liberal = Very Liberal = No Response

Figure 62. Respondents’ Political Ideology Results
Conclusions and Recommendations

During the facilitated dialogues, Hilltop community members were provided an optional opportunity
to complete the Human Wellbeing Survey. Out of a total of 52 community members participating in
the workshops, 50 completed the option survey (96% response rate). Participant interest and
response rates were high during each workshop. This finding demonstrates the potential of CBPR,
facilitated dialogues, mixed-methods, or even non-research community events at increasing the
reach of the Human Wellbeing Survey effort. This also likely demonstrates the potential of greater
community engagement in monitoring (and recovery more broadly) and the benefit of incentives.
This blending of approaches in turn could make the survey and its findings (and larger monitoring
effort) more inclusive and representative of Hilltop community members, including Black and
African American residents in the region.

Good Governance: 3.51 on a 1-7 scale (strongly disagree to strongly agree). On average, participants largely
responded between “somewhat disagree” and “neutral.”

Local Foods: 1.39 on a 1-5 scale (never to frequently). On average, participants largely responded between
“never” and “rarely” (1-2 times a season).

Sound Stewardship: 2.53 on a 1-7 scale (never to frequently). On average, participants largely responded
between "rarely” (1-4 times a year) and “occasionally” (once a month).

Cultural Wellbeing: 3.29 on a 1-6 scale (dissatisfied to satisfied). On average, participants largely scored
between “neither satisfied nor dissatisfied” and “somewhat satisfied.”
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Sense of Place: 5.05 on a 1-7 scale (strongly disagree to strongly agree). On average, participants largely scored

between “somewhat agree” and “agree.”

e  Psychological Wellbeing: 3.56 on a 1-5 scale (never to frequently). On average, participants largely
responded between “occasionally” (once a month) and “regularly” (one a week).

e Life Satisfaction: 3.67 on a 1-5 scale (dissatisfied to satisfied). On average, participants largely responded
between “neither satisfied nor dissatisfied” and “somewhat satisfied.”

Outdoor Activity
e  Outdoor Recreation: Most frequently engaged in recreational activities included use of paved trails and
picnic/bbg.

e  Nature-based Work: 8% of respondents engaged in nature-based work with 6% engaging in such work 5
hours a week or more.

Table 18. Hilltop Community Human Wellbeing Survey Results

Regional & Latinx Human Wellbeing Survey Results (2018-2022)%*

Vital Sign 2018 2020 2022 Latinx
Good Governance 4.13 4.18 4.05 4.81
Local Foods 1.58 1.43 1.42 1.84
Sound Stewardship | 3.47 3.14 3.36 2.95
Cultural Wellbeing Not Applicable due | 3.64 3.81 3.73
to survey
modifications
between 2018 and
2020
Sense of Place 5.66 5.57 5.49 5.02
e Psychological e 394 e 401 e 3098 e 364
Wellbeing e Not available e Not available e 441 e 398
o Life Satisfaction
Outdoor Activity e Gardening/yar | ¢ Gardening/yard | ¢ Non- e Paved paths or
e Qutdoor d work, use of work, wildlife motorized trails, picnic/bbag,
Recreation paved paths or viewing/birding water sports and unpaved
e Nature-based trails, use of , using paved (Summer trails in Fall and
Work unpaved trails paths or trails only), wildlife Spring were the
during in Spring and viewing/birdi most frequently
Summer and Fall were the ng, engaged activities
Winter were most frequently gardening/ya | e 36% engaged in
most engaged rd work, use nature-based
frequently activities of paved work
engaged o 12.42% paths or e More than 70%
activities engaged in trails, and use worked more
e 19% engaged nature-based of unpaved than 5 hours a
in nature- work paths or trails week
based work e 69% worked were the
more than 5 most
hours a week frequently
engaged

24 All data stems from the 2018, 2020, Latinx 2021, and 2022 Human Wellbeing Surveys (Fleming and others 2018; Fleming and
others 2021; Justiniano 2021; Harrington and others 2023).
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activities in
Summer and
Winter

e 14% engaged
in nature-
based work

o 77% worked
more than 5
hours a week

Table 19. Regional & Latinx Human Wellbeing Survey Results (2018-2022)

The survey findings reflect that Hilltop community survey respondents demonstrated similar
patterns of human wellbeing as it relates to the health of Puget Sound when compared to the other
Human Wellbeing Survey respondents (Tables 18-19). Hilltop community members had similar
average responses to many Human Wellbeing Vital Signs (Tables 18-19). For example, Hilltop
respondents had roughly similar average responses to Sense of Place (5.05), Cultural Wellbeing
(3.29), Local Foods (1.39), and Psychological Wellbeing (3.56). While somewhat similar, some stark
variations emerged compared to the other survey findings. For example, Hilltop respondents had
lower average responses to Sound Stewardship (2.53), Life Satisfaction (3.67), and Good Governance
(3.51). Differences in Good Governance were quite salient, as governance (or perceived lack thereof)
was also featured prominently during the facilitated dialogues, particularly during discussions
around accessibility, equity, safety, and environmental justice. Hilltop respondents also engaged is
nature-based work less than other survey respondents (8%). This variation illustrates potential
community-based differences in human wellbeing as it relates to nature among Puget Sound’s
diverse communities, but also how communities perceive and engage the natural environment in
Puget Sound, notably through governance systems or stewardship behaviors. This latter finding
highlights the need for greater community inclusion and engagement with human wellbeing
monitoring, more attention to environmental (in)justices, and further demonstrates the need to
potentially modify the Human Wellbeing Vital Signs with workshop-derived Community Dimensions
of wellbeing.

Limitations

The survey instrument faced numerous limitations, one being sampling. While generalizability was
not necessarily the intended goal of this project or survey instrument, given the CBPR approach,
which is highly context- and community-specific, generalizability can help with interpretation and
application of survey results for management or decision-making purposes. Given that the survey
was implemented during community workshops with self-selected participating community
members via nonprobability sampling, sampling errors likely exist, producing a sample not fully
representative of the Hilltop or Black or African American community in Tacoma, Pierce County, or
Puget Sound as a whole. Likely sampling errors include nonresponse error and measurement error.
Additionally, the workshops themselves revealed the importance of recognizing intersectionality and
the intersectional identities of people, thus, much care and intention need to be taken into
consideration when attempting to engage individuals or groups that may self-identify with one group
(whether racial, ethnic, linguistic, cultural, place-based, or other), as those same individuals or groups
also likely self-identify with others simultaneously. Additionally, the workshops also reflected the

—
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multiracial or multiethnic families and communities that are entwined with one another in the
region, as some participants brought family members or other community leaders who did not
necessarily self-identify with the same (limited) racial and ethnic categories used by the U.S. Census
and current iterations of the Human Wellbeing Survey. One additional limitation is that the regional
Human Wellbeing Survey was updated since the 2020 survey of which this is based, making
comparisons to the 2022 survey somewhat challenging.
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This project aimed to achieve the following objectives: (1) enhance knowledge of minority
communities’ human wellbeing in the Puget Sound region; (2) expand HWB Vital Sign data,
information, and messaging; (3) build new community relationships for sustainable long-term
collaboration: and (4) create a protocol detailing how the work, if successful, can be sustained with
an agency, program, or other durable funding source. Over the course of two years (2021-2023) and
through close collaboration among all project collaborators, these project objectives were achieved.
Their achievement is captured in this report and the new community relationships developed
through this project’s activities. Their achievement was facilitated through the intentional and
strategic application of a community-based participatory research approach (CBPR), consisting of
co-created facilitated dialogues and the optional Human Wellbeing Vital Signs Survey. This
application was accomplished in close partnership among aresearcher (and lead author), community
collaborators (APCC and EPIC), and Asian American, Pacific Islander (AAPI), and Hilltop (largely
Black and African American) community members.

Through the community facilitated dialogues, the findings reveal that the current iteration of the
Human Wellbeing Vital Signs both resonated and were relevant among participating community
members. Notable Vital Signs of resonance and relevance included: Outdoor Activity, Cultural
Wellbeing, Sense of Place (including Psychological Wellbeing and Life Satisfaction), Local Foods, Air
Quality, and Water Quality (includes Drinking, Fresh, and Marine). All Human Wellbeing Vital Signs
were referenced through community members’ coded responses, with some variation among the two
participating communities. For example, AAPI community members’ responses referenced Shellfish
Beds, while Hilltop community members’ responses did not. AAPI community members mentioned
Air Quality and Water Quality more than Hilltop community members, while Hilltop community
members discussed Good Governance (often within the context of environmental justice) more than
AAPI community members.

While, the Human Wellbeing Vital Signs both resonated and were relevant among participating
community members, new alternative Community Dimensions of human health (AAPI) and
wellbeing (Hilltop) also emerged during the facilitated dialogues. Salient Community Dimensions of
human health and wellbeing included: Accessibility, Equity, Physical Health, Place and Landscape,
Fish and Wildlife, Trees and Plants, and Safety (Table 20). Two of these Community Dimensions,
Accessibility and (Physical) Health, were also highlighted by the Partnership’s Equity Guidebook
(Noufi & Sheikh 2022). The project’s findings support the application of those themes as guiding
concepts for monitoring, given their local resonance and salience, while also demonstrating their
potential integration as Human Wellbeing Vital Signs or indicators in future iterations of the Vital
Signs. These emergent Community Dimensions are identified with recommendations and potential
next steps in the table below (Table 20). Recommendations are intended to be non-prescriptive and
aimed to provide a pathway to potentially recognize and integrate the Community Dimensions into
the human wellbeing monitoring system. Potential next steps are intended to provide guidance on
how the Community Dimensions and recommendations could be achieved in the near future.
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Community Recommendations Potential Next Steps
Dimensions
Accessibility Explore accessibility as a potential measure | Explore available data to produce
of human wellbeing. This could be spatial overlays (or analyses) of publicly
approached through multiple pathways, accessible natural areas (including
including: parks) and diverse populations in
o further explore accessibility within a region. Could include the following
human wellbeing or environmental resources:
justice (and monitoring) working e  EnviroAtlas Interactive Map, U.S.
group, perhaps as part of the Human Environmental Protection Agency;
Wellbeing Vital Sign updates; and
e create and integrate Accessibility as a e Environmental Health Disparities
standalone measure; Map, WA Department of Health.
e create and integrate Accessibility as
part of an Environmental Justice Index; | Explore other examples of creating such
and indicators or monitoring resources, like
e create and integrate Accessibility as an | those created by the following entities:
indicator for Good Governance. e EJ & Supplemental Indexes, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency;
and
e Environmental Justice Index, U.S.
Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention.
Partnership’s Equity Guide also includes
numerous pertinent resources and
examples (Noufi & Sheikh 2022).
Explore the integration of accessibility
question(s) as part of a future iteration
of the Human Wellbeing Vital Signs
Survey. Could include multiple forms of
accessibility, including: mobility,
resource/amenity access, and proximity
(all of which were discussed during the
workshops).
Equity Explore Equity as a potential measure of Explore available data to produce

human wellbeing. This could be
approached through multiple pathways,
including:

further explore Equity within a human
wellbeing or environmental justice
(and monitoring) working group,
perhaps as part of the Human
Wellbeing Vital Sign updates;

create and integrate Equity as a
standalone measure;

create and integrate Equity as part of
an Environmental Justice Index; and

spatial overlays related to equity-
related factors and diverse populations
in region to gauge areas of (in)equity.
Could include the following resources:
e  EnviroAtlas Interactive Map, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency;
e Environmental Health Disparities
Map, WA Department of Health;
and
e Washington Tracking Network, WA
Department of Health.
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https://www.epa.gov/enviroatlas/enviroatlas-interactive-map
https://www.epa.gov/enviroatlas/enviroatlas-interactive-map
https://doh.wa.gov/data-and-statistical-reports/washington-tracking-network-wtn/washington-environmental-health-disparities-map
https://doh.wa.gov/data-and-statistical-reports/washington-tracking-network-wtn/washington-environmental-health-disparities-map
https://www.epa.gov/ejscreen/ej-and-supplemental-indexes-ejscreen#EJ
https://www.epa.gov/ejscreen/ej-and-supplemental-indexes-ejscreen#EJ
https://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/placeandhealth/eji/index.html
https://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/placeandhealth/eji/index.html
https://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/placeandhealth/eji/index.html
https://pspwa.app.box.com/s/fjib71hve2kcm9h9ldr6bmeepb8kijyt
https://www.epa.gov/enviroatlas/enviroatlas-interactive-map
https://www.epa.gov/enviroatlas/enviroatlas-interactive-map
https://doh.wa.gov/data-and-statistical-reports/washington-tracking-network-wtn/washington-environmental-health-disparities-map
https://doh.wa.gov/data-and-statistical-reports/washington-tracking-network-wtn/washington-environmental-health-disparities-map
https://doh.wa.gov/data-and-statistical-reports/washington-tracking-network-wtn
https://doh.wa.gov/data-and-statistical-reports/washington-tracking-network-wtn

create and integrate Equity as an
indicator for Good Governance.

Explore other examples of creating such

indicators or monitoring resources, like

those created by the following entities:

e EJ & Supplemental Indexes, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency;
and

e  Environmental Justice Index, U.S.
Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention.

Partnership’s Equity Guide also includes
numerous pertinent resources and
examples (Noufi & Sheikh 2022).

Explore the integration of equity
question(s) as part of a future iteration
of the Human Wellbeing Vital Signs
Survey. Could include multiple forms of
equity or could be merged with
accessibility (e.g., equitable access to
natural resources or areas).

Safety

Explore Safety as a measure of human
wellbeing. This could be approached
through multiple pathways, including:

further explore Safety within a human
wellbeing or environmental justice
(and monitoring) working group,
perhaps as part of the Human
Wellbeing Vital Sign updates;

create and integrate Safety as a
standalone measure;

create and integrate Safety as part of
an Environmental Justice Index;
create and integrate Safety as an
indicator for Sense of Place (e.g.,
negative sense of place and/or fear of
place); and

create and integrate Safety as an
indicator of Good Governance.

Explore the integration of Safety
question(s) as part of a future iteration
of the Human Wellbeing Vital Signs
Survey.

Physical Health

Explore Physical Health as a measure of
human wellbeing. This could be
approached through multiple pathways,
including:

further explore Physical Health
(beyond current measures) within a
human health and wellbeing working
group, perhaps as part of the Human
Wellbeing Vital Sign updates;

Explore available data on public health
in the region. Could include the
following resources:

e  Environmental Justice Index, U.S.
Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention;

e  Environmental Health Disparities
Map, WA Department of Health;
and
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https://www.epa.gov/ejscreen/ej-and-supplemental-indexes-ejscreen#EJ
https://www.epa.gov/ejscreen/ej-and-supplemental-indexes-ejscreen#EJ
https://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/placeandhealth/eji/index.html
https://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/placeandhealth/eji/index.html
https://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/placeandhealth/eji/index.html
https://pspwa.app.box.com/s/fjib71hve2kcm9h9ldr6bmeepb8kijyt
https://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/placeandhealth/eji/index.html
https://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/placeandhealth/eji/index.html
https://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/placeandhealth/eji/index.html
https://doh.wa.gov/data-and-statistical-reports/washington-tracking-network-wtn/washington-environmental-health-disparities-map
https://doh.wa.gov/data-and-statistical-reports/washington-tracking-network-wtn/washington-environmental-health-disparities-map

e create and integrate Physical Health as
an index with multiple measures;

e create and integrate Physical Health as
part of an Environmental Justice Index.

e Washington Tracking Network, WA
Department of Health.

Partnership’s Equity Guide also includes
numerous pertinent resources and
examples (Noufi & Sheikh 2022).

Increase collaboration and data sharing
partnerships with WA Department of
Health and WA Department of Social
and Human Services.

Place and Landscape

Explore Place and Landscape as a measure
of human wellbeing. This could be
approached through multiple pathways,
including:

e further explore Place and Landscape
and wellbeing among Puget Sound
residents through a working group,
perhaps as part of the Human
Wellbeing Vital Sign updates;

e create and integrate Place and
Landscape as an indicator (or more) of
Sense of Place; and

e identify and prioritize (using experts,
communities, and/or a working group)
meaningful or valuable places in the
region, establish new indicator(s), and
monitor their health/recovery using
available data.

Explore the integration of Place and
Landscape as part of a future iteration
of Sense of Place, whether as part of the
Human Wellbeing Vital Sign Survey or as
an additional available data-based
measure. Examples of the latter, can be
found in the Baltic Health Index (see
Sense of Place, Lasting Special Places)
and Ocean Health Index (see Sense of
Place, Lasting Special Places).

Fish and Wildlife

Explore Fish and Wildlife as a measure of
human wellbeing separate from Local
Foods, Outdoor Activity, and/or the
biophysical Vital Signs. While the other
Vital Signs likely address Fish and Wildlife,
it is possible that some nuance or
distinction exists that may warrant further
exploration. This could be approached
through multiple pathways, including:

e further explore Fish and Wildlife, as
having inherent and existence value or
benefits beyond those associated with
instrumental, cultural, or use benefits
with a working group, perhaps as part
of the Human Wellbeing Vital Sign
updates; and

e create and integrate Fish and Wildlife
as an indicator(s), perhaps associated
with inherent, intrinsic, and existence

Explore the integration of Fish and
Wildlife as having inherent, intrinsic,
and existence value and benefit to
human wellbeing (beyond current Vital
Signs linked to fish and wildlife). Explore
the integration of Fish and Wildlife as
part of a future iteration of Sense of
Place, whether as part of the Human
Wellbeing Vital Signs Survey or as an
additional available data-based
measure. Examples of the latter can be
found in the Baltic Health Index (see
Sense of Place, Iconic Species) and
Ocean Health Index (see Sense of Place,
Iconic Species).
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https://doh.wa.gov/data-and-statistical-reports/washington-tracking-network-wtn
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https://baltic-ohi.shinyapps.io/dashboard/
https://oceanhealthindex.org/global-scores/goal-scores/sense-of-place/
https://baltic-ohi.shinyapps.io/dashboard/
https://oceanhealthindex.org/global-scores/goal-scores/sense-of-place/

value and benefits (e.g., species
abundance or richness);

e identify and prioritize (using experts,
communities, and/or a working group)
meaningful or valuable fish and wildlife
(beyond those species already
prioritized and monitored) in the
region, establish new indicator(s), and
monitor their health/recovery using
available data; and

e create and integrate Fish and Wildlife
as an indicator (or more) of Sense of
Place.

Plants and Trees

Explore Plants and Trees as a potential
measure of human wellbeing. This could be
approached through multiple pathways,
including:

o further explore Plants and Trees within
a human wellbeing or environmental
justice (and monitoring) working
group, perhaps as part of the Human
Wellbeing Vital Sign updates (trees
often came up as part of an
environmental justice or equity
discussion in the Hilltop community);

e create and integrate Plants and Trees
as a standalone measure or set of
measures; and

e create and integrate Plants and Trees
as part of an Environmental Justice
Index.

Explore available data on plants and
trees in the region. Could include the
following resources:

e  EnviroAtlas Interactive Map, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency;
and

e Landscape Ecology, Modeling,
Mapping & Analysis (LEMMA),
Oregon State University.

Explore linkages between plants and
trees, including tree canopy, and
environmental justice.

Explore linkages between plants and
trees and physical or public health.

Family Activities as a
form of Outdoor
Activity or Cultural
Wellbeing

Consider Family Activities as a potential
indicator of the Outdoor Activity or Cultural
Wellbeing Human Wellbeing Vital Signs.

Explore linkages among Family Activities
and Outdoor Activity and Cultural
Wellbeing.

Consider integrating Family Activities in
a future iteration of the Human
Wellbeing Vital Sign Survey.

Seaweed as a form of
Local Foods

Consider Seaweed as a potential indicator
of Local Foods.

Consider integrating Seaweed
harvesting in a future iteration of the
Human Wellbeing Vital Signs Survey, as
part of Local Foods.

Explore the potential use of available
data on seaweed harvesting license
from the WA Department of Fish and
Wildlife (seaweed is linked to shellfish
harvesting and licensing).

\(ﬁ) Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife
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https://www.epa.gov/enviroatlas/enviroatlas-interactive-map
https://www.epa.gov/enviroatlas/enviroatlas-interactive-map
https://lemma.forestry.oregonstate.edu/
https://lemma.forestry.oregonstate.edu/
https://lemma.forestry.oregonstate.edu/

Bracken (type of fern) | Consider Bracken as a potential indicator of | Consider integrating Bracken harvesting

as a form of Local Local Foods. in a future iteration of the Human
Foods Wellbeing Vital Sign Survey, as part of
Local Foods.

Table 20. Community-based Human Wellbeing Vital Sign Recommendations

Participating community members also linked both already established (VS) and emergent
Community Dimensions of health and wellbeing to climate change impacts and meaningful places in
the Puget Sound region. For example, workshop participants connected climate change impacts to
Outdoor Activity, Sense of Place, and Physical Health; although many community members faced
challenges explicitly and directly connecting climate change impacts to their health and wellbeing,
with many solely providing examples of climate change impacts, like Seasonal and Temperature
Change. This observation warrants further exploration into the linkages between climate change and
residents’ wellbeing in the region, including among minority communities. Workshop participants
also identified meaningful places, both broad and specific, that contribute to their wellbeing. Places
were highly local, primarily located in the greater Tacoma area, and contributed to community
members’ health and wellbeing through Sense of Place, Outdoor Activity, Local Foods, Fish and
Wildlife, and Accessibility. Workshop participants’ responses to the place prompts/questions
demonstrated that residents engage with and benefit from nature in place and often among specific
landscape features. This warrants further examination into what types of places or landscapes
contribute to or are valued among Puget Sound residents. This latter finding further supports the
potential integration of more explicit place and/or landscape indicators or information within human
wellbeing monitoring.

The survey further supports the findings from the facilitated dialogues. Given that the survey
responses partly mirrored those of other Human Wellbeing Vital Sign Surveys conducted in the
region, this demonstrated that the already established Vital Signs resonated and reflected how the
region’s diverse communities engage with and benefit from Puget Sound’s natural environment.
Variations in the survey responses and findings also support the findings from the facilitated
dialogues. These community variations, notably for Good Governance and Sound Stewardship,
demonstrated that more could be done to further understand Good Governance and Sound
Stewardship among various communities in the region. For example, average response variations for
Good Governance among participants (Hilltop residents and AAPI participants) and regional survey
respondents, highlighted differing experiences with natural resource governance in the region and
environmental (in)justice in the region, as participating community members experienced
governance and governing institutions (and their decisions) differently. Additionally, varying
average responses to Sound Stewardship demonstrated differing experiences with directly engaging
in pro-environmental stewardship behaviors, illustrating a potential inequity within the broader
environmental community, notably among those organizations or groups coordinating or organizing
environmental stewardship campaigns or activities in the region. Given the strong linkages between
pro-environmental stewardship behaviors and other Vital Signs, like Sense of Place (Trimbach and
others 2022b), more could be done to ensure stewardship opportunities (e.g., outreach, education,
communications, and on-the-ground stewardship programs) are more inclusive in the region. This
insight furthers the recommendation to explore, if not establish, more inclusive mechanisms within

—
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the Puget Sound monitoring (and broader environmental) community and an Environmental Justice
Index that includes the Community Dimensions of Accessibility, Equity, and Safety (among other
potential indicators).

Limitations

This project faced multiple limitations, both with the facilitated dialogues and surveys. These
limitations directly or indirectly informed the project and likely its development, implementation,
analysis, and results. Limitations included a notable 6 month gap in the project’s timeline, as the
researcher changed positions and institutions (Oregon State University to WDFW). This gap in time
impacted the project’s implementation stage and ability to collaborate with key partners, partly
because new subcontracts had to be established with all partners and a student research assistant
could not be hired to assist with the project. This lack of a research assistant caused a shift in the
anticipated division of labor with the lead researcher taking on the research, analysis, and write-up
activities, which was not expected or part of the initial project plan. This also caused logistical issues
and additional administrative work on the part of the researcher, collaborators, and funder. Other
potential limitations included variations in workshop dates/times, variations in outreach efforts per
workshop, variations in priorities between researcher and collaborators, shifting workshop dates,
and broader community or contextual issues.

The survey instrument also faced numerous limitations, one being sampling. While generalizability
was not necessarily the intended goal of this project or survey instrument, given the CBPR approach,
which is highly context- and community-specific, generalizability can help with interpretation and
application of survey results for management, decision-making, and scientific purposes, like those
associated with monitoring human wellbeing. This is not to say that the survey results are not
reflective of communities or residents of Puget Sound, as they are. One limitation that emerged after
the project started implementing the survey was that the regional Human Wellbeing Vital Signs
Survey was updated, making exact comparisons to the 2022 survey somewhat challenging. Also since
the survey was implemented during community workshops with self-selected participating
community members via nonprobability sampling, sampling errors likely exist, producing a sample
not fully representative of the AAPI and Hilltop (notably Black and African American) communities
in Tacoma, Pierce County, or Puget Sound as a whole. Sampling errors likely include nonresponse
error and measurement error. Such limitations should be considered when interpretating and using
the results of this study.
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This codebook (Table 21) includes codes solely linked to the facilitated dialogues. This codebook
includes codes applied to both sets of facilitated dialogues due to the similarity in overarching themes
and questions, including the deductive codes linked to the Human Wellbeing Vital Signs. Some
distinct notes are included for those codes associated solely with one set of facilitated dialogues or
even community, as the sets of facilitated dialogues did vary. The below codebook includes the
following information: (1) code category (Human Wellbeing Vital Sign category (e.g., Health Human
Population or Vibrant Human Quality of Life) or community category (e.g., Community Dimension of
health/wellbeing); (2) code (short straightforward word or set of words, including those associated
with the Human Wellbeing Vital Signs or emergent Community Dimensions; and (3) code description,
which includes definitions, keywords (keywords derived from participant responses), examples
(participant responses), and code type (e.g., deductive vs. inductive). The codebook reflects the
abductive coding process informed by social science literature on abductive coding and analysis
(Dubois and Gadde 2002; Timmermans and Tavory 2012; Thompson 2022; Vila-Henninger and
others 2022). The codes are also color-coded with the lighter shade illustrating codes aligned with
the already established Human Wellbeing Vital Signs and the bolder shade illustrating emergent
codes derived from the participating community members.

Code Category Code Description

Healthy Human Population Air Quality Definition: All references to air and air quality.
Keywords: air, fresh air, air quality, breathing, clean air
Example: “air quality, bad air makes it harder to breathe”

Code Type: Deductive (Human Wellbeing Vital Signs)

Healthy Human Population Water/Water Quality | Definition: All references to water and water quality,
(Drinking, Fresh, and | regardless if water type was described (e.g., drinking, fresh,
Marine) and marine). Note that most participants did not reference
water type at all.

Keywords: water, water quality, clean water, fresh water,
drinking water, waterways

Example: “water quality”

Code Type: Deductive (Human Wellbeing and Biophysical
Vital Signs)

Healthy Human Population Local Foods Definition: All references to local foods, including those
prioritized within the Local Foods Vital Sign, but also
alternatives that could be included, like seaweed.
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Keywords: food, fish, shellfish, clams, seafood, mushrooms,
seaweed, vegetables, fruits, locally grown produce,
produce, farms, gardening, harvest (and other references to
food or eating)

Example: “Different vegetables seem to grow better or
worse”

Code Type: Deductive (Human Wellbeing Vital Signs)

Healthy Human Population

Outdoor Activity

Definition: All references to outdoor recreational activities,
including those prioritized by the Outdoor Activity Vital
Sign, but also alternatives that could be included.

Keywords: recreation, outdoor recreation, outdoor
activities, recreational activities, fishing, gardening, skiing,
hiking, walking, biking, shellfish harvest, camping, exercise
(and other examples of recreation)

Example: “climate change has made it difficult to participate
in more outdoor activities due to hail and snow”

Code Type: Deductive (Human Wellbeing Vital Signs)

Healthy Human Population

Shellfish Beds

Definition: All references to shellfish and shellfish beds as
demonstrated by the Shellfish Beds Vital Sign. May include
references to shellfish harvesting and the eating of shellfish.
Keywords: shellfish, shellfish harvest, clams, clam digging

Example: “Tolmie State Park, walking, clam digging, picnic”

Code Type: Deductive (Human Wellbeing Vital Signs)

Vibrant Human Quality of
Life

Cultural Wellbeing

Definition: All references to cultural wellbeing, including the
prioritized cultural or community practices by the Cultural
Wellbeing Vital Sign, but also alternatives that could be
included, like those associated with children and families.

Keywords: church activities, spiritual practices, religious
activities, community, community events, family activities,
family events, kids, children, neighbor engagement,
neighborhood activities, culture, (examples of) cultural
activities

Example: “the community connects with nature by utilizing
it in to describe its sheer amazing in dances (hula)”

Code Type: Deductive (Human Wellbeing Vital Signs)

Vibrant Human Quality of
Life

Economic Vitality

Definition: All references to economics, jobs, and work, as
demonstrated by the Economic Vitality Vital Sign.

Keywords: economy, work, jobs, financial, products
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Example: “economy”

Code Type: Deductive (Human Wellbeing Vital Signs)

Vibrant Human Quality of
Life

Good Governance

Definition: All references to attributes of good governance,
like accessibility, trust, and transparency, as demonstrated
by the Good Governance Vital Sign, but also some
alternatives.

Keywords: laws, policy, government, decision making, and
(examples of) good governance or the lack thereof

Example: “agency in decision making”

Code Type: Deductive (Human Wellbeing Vital Signs)

Vibrant Human Quality of
Life

Sense of Place

Definition: All references to attributes of sense of place,
including those attributes associated with psychological
wellbeing, life satisfaction, and aesthetics, as demonstrated
by the Sense of Place Vital sign.

Keywords: mental health, proud, relax, emotional health,
connection, identity, memories, heritage, home, stress,
responsibility, beauty, and (examples of) aesthetic qualities
and emotional or mental health

Example: “l am proud of living at Puget Sound, beautiful
environment, clean air and water, | think | live a decade can

compare to live another states”

Code Type: Deductive (Human Wellbeing Vital Signs)

Vibrant Human Quality of
Life

Sound Stewardship

Definition: All references to stewardship behaviors,
including the prioritized attributes or behaviors
demonstrated by the Sound Stewardship Vital Sign,
including Sound Behavior Index. This includes alternative
behaviors associated with stewardship as well, including
those that might be more broadly defined by participants.

Keywords: cleaning, litter, trash, taking care, help, save

Example: “picking up litter, saving trees, mountains,
waterways, and wetlands”

Code Type: Deductive (Human Wellbeing Vital Signs)

Community Dimension

Accessibility

Definition: All references to access and accessibility,
including as accessibility relates to human mobility,
public/private transportation, geographic proximity to parks
or natural areas, and resources/amenities.
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Keywords: access, accessibility, transportation, transit,
amenities, proximity, mobility, ability, (examples of) all of
the aforementioned keywords

Example: “good transit system to get people to parks”

Code Type: Inductive

Community Dimension

Equity

Definition: All references to equity and fairness associated
with nature, including when it comes to recognitional,
procedural, and distributional equity.

Keywords: equity, fairness, equal, consideration, and
(examples of) the aforementioned keywords

Example: “low income should not equal low standards (e.g.,
having parking)”

Code Type: Inductive

Community Dimension

Physical Health

Definition: All references to physical health, including any
references to the physical body.

Keywords: physical health, bodily health, sick, pain, disease,
medicine, nutrition, body, and (examples of) physical health
or ill health

Example: “body composition”

Code Type: Inductive

Community Dimension

Fish and Wildlife

Definition: All references to fish and wildlife, including
insects. Fish and wildlife references include those
associated and not associated with food or outdoor
activities. Many references to fish and wildlife demonstrate
an inherent or existence value associated with non-human
beings in nature.

Keywords: fish, wildlife, birds, animals, insects, ducks,
turtles, squirrels, bees, dogs, cats, chickens, fauna, shellfish,
clams

Example: “the sound of the birds”

Code Type: Inductive

Community Dimension

Plants and Trees

Definition: All references to plants and trees, including
specific plants, like flowers or moss. Note that often,
responses included both plants and trees.

Keywords: trees, plants, flowers, flora, moss, and (other
examples of non-tree) plants

Example: “trees, plants”
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Code Type: Inductive

Community Dimension

Place and Landscape

Definition: All references to place and landscape, including
references to broad and specific places or landscape
features, like beaches or parks.

Keywords: parks, beaches, mountains, space, wetlands,
home, oceans, Puget Sound, forests, rivers, trails, gardens,
Mt. Rainier, pastures, sea, and (additional examples of)
places and landscapes

Example: “parks and nature”

Code Type: Inductive

Community Dimension

Safety

Definition: All references to safety and security.
Keywords: safety, security, danger, police

Example: “clean park to be safe, to walk the street make
safe for kids”

Code Type: Inductive

Community Dimension

Environmental

Definition: All references to the condition of the natural

Condition environment, typically references that are fairly broad or

generic, including those associated with cleanliness.
Keywords: environment, clean, good, pollution, destruction,
negative, loss, and (generic example of) the environmental
condition
Example: “environment”
Code Type: Inductive

Community Dimension Other Definition: All references that illustrate some distinct quality
or characteristic that does not adequately or easily align
with others.
No keywords included.
Example: “wellbeing lasting transformation”
Code Type: Inductive

Community Dimension Everything Definition: All references to and the verbatim use of

everything. Note that everything was a commonly used
response among Vietnamese respondents.

Keywords: everything

Example: “health is everything”
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Code Type: Inductive

Community Dimension Gold® Definition: All references to and the verbatim use of gold.
Note that gold was a commonly used response among
Vietnamese respondents. According to the workshop
interpreter and confirmed by interdisciplinary literature,
gold is a common phrase or term used to define health
among Vietnamese speakers. This may also be applicable to
or associated with everything and life.

Keywords: gold
Example: “health is gold”

Code Type: Inductive

Community Dimension Life Definition: All references to and the verbatim use of life.
Note that gold was a commonly used response among
Vietnamese respondents.

Keywords: life

Example: “life”

Code Type: Inductive

Community Dimension Increased Definition: All references to increased uncertainty
Uncertainty associated with the impacts of climate change. This code
was solely used to analyze the climate change responses.

Keywords: uncertainty, unknown, unpredictable

Example: “climate change is unpredictable and can be
extreme at times”

Code Type: Inductive

Community Dimension Acceptance and Definition: All references to acceptance and potential
Opportunity opportunities associated with the impacts of climate
change. This code was solely used to analyze the climate
change responses.

Keywords: happy, glad, (examples of) new opportunities or
experiences

Example: “warmer winters, more recreation time outside”

25 Note: “Health is gold” is a common Vietnamese health phrase, as represented in other research (McPhee and others 1996),
and was used often among Vietnamese-speaking participants.
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Code Type: Inductive

Community Dimension

Natural Disasters

Definition: All references to natural disasters associated
with the impacts of climate change. This code was solely
used to analyze the climate change responses.

Keywords: natural disaster, flood, heat waves, fire, sea level
rise, storms, tornados, hurricanes, draught

Example: “hurricanes, tornadoes, snow, rain, flooding, fires,
and draught”

Code Type: Inductive

Community Dimension

Seasonal and
Temperature Change

Definition: All references to seasonal and/or temperature
change associated with the impacts of climate change. This
code was solely used to analyze the climate change
responses.

Keywords: temperature, season, winter, summer, weather,
heat, cold,

Example: “4 seasons are not clear”

Code Type: Inductive

Community Dimension

Something Lost or
Past

Definition: All references to longing for or examples of the
past or something, like a sense of community or belonging,
being lost. This code was solely used to analyze the
community responses for Hilltop Residents only.

Keywords: (examples of) loss or past

Example: “back in the 60 and 70 was a community on the
hilltop”

Code Type: Inductive

Community Dimension

Shared Goals,
Interests, and Values

Definition: Definition: All references to shared community
attributes associated with common goals, interests, and/or
values. This code was solely used to analyze the community
responses for Hilltop Residents only.

Keywords: (common or shared, including examples of)
goals, values, solutions, memories, interests, care, church

Example: “common goals”

Code Type: Inductive

Community Dimension

Activities and
Interactions

Definition: Definition: All references to community activities
and interactions that contribute to defining a community.
This code was solely used to analyze the community
responses for Hilltop Residents only.
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Keywords: coming together, gathering, events,
collaboration, interactions, culture, and (examples of)
specific activities or interactions, like political/coalition
building

Example: “events, genuine/nice interactions with people,
integrating cultures, relationship with police”

Code Type: Inductive

Table 21. Codebook

\6)' Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 108




Appendix B. Workshop Codes,
Responses, and Examples

Asian American and Pacific Islander Residents’ Workshops

This table (Table 22) includes codes solely linked to the facilitated dialogues. This table includes
codes applied to the Asian American and Pacific Islander Residents’ Workshops co-created and
conducted with the Asia Pacific Cultural Center. The table is organized by facilitated dialogues theme
or question (in bold and highlighted with a bright color), including: health (e.g., What is health
(including as it relates to nature)?), contributions (e.g., How does nature contribute to your health?),
climate change (e.g., How does climate change impact your health?), and place (e.g., What places (in
nature) contribute to your health? Why?). Each theme (associated with the noted questions) is
bolded and includes the number of responses (#) and sample (number of people who responded)
(n). The table then also includes each code, response per code, response as percent per code (per
overarching theme or question), and an example of each code (per overarching theme or question).
The codes are also color-coded with the lighter shade illustrating codes aligned with the already
established Human Wellbeing Vital Signs (Puget Sound Partnership’s indicators of ecosystem health
and recovery of Puget Sound) and the bolder or darker shade illustrating emergent codes derived
from the community participants. For more information about the codes and their definitions, see
Appendix A.

Physical Health 55 45.45% “nutrition”

Sense of Place 27 22.31% “conditions of wellbeing consist of
physical and mental condition,
environment”

Local Foods 22 18.18% “nature, food, trees, water,
mountain, air”

Outdoor Activity 16 13.22% “what is health? exercise, walk”

Everything 15 12.39% “health is everything”

Gold 15 12.39% “health is gold”

Cultural Wellbeing 15 12.39% “culture”

Other 7 05.78% “world”

Air Quality 7 05.78% “air quality”

Environmental Condition 7 05.78% “health definition - physically,
mentally, socially (family and

26 please note that responses include those that are multi-coded, meaning one particular response from a participant may be
coded more than once, given that their response may have included more than one item or type of content that aligned with
more than one code. Given that responses are multi-coded, the code response numbers (under Responses) will not add up to
the response totals (e.g., Health, Responses: 121), nor will the percentages add up to 100% (with limited exceptions, like for
some place-based codes). This is intentional and part of the abductive analysis.

—
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community relationship),
environmental health (it influences
physical and mental health)”

Life 7 05.78% “life”

Safety 4 03.30% “clean air, clean water, safe/healthy
food, safe environment for outdoor
activities”

Water (Drinking, Fresh, Marine) 4 03.30% “water quality”

Place and Landscape 3 02.47% “nature, food, trees, water,
mountain, air”

Economic Vitality 2 01.65% “economy”

Accessibility 2 01.65% “being able to do things you would
like to do, walking upstairs to running
marathons”

Good Governance 1 00.82% “government”

Fish and Wildlife 1 00.82% “healthy animals”

Contributions (n=166) 130

Air Quality 57 43.84% “fresh air”

Water (Drinking, Fresh, Marine) 38 29.23% “fresh clean everything - water, air,
plants, ocean”

Sense of Place 38 29.23% “I' am proud of living at Puget Sound,
beautiful environment, clean air and
water, | think | live a decade can
compare to live another states”

Place and Landscape 35 26.92% “park”

Plants and Trees 34 26.15% “trees, plants”

Outdoor Activity 32 24.61% “swimming, fishing, and enjoying the
Puget Sound”

Cultural Wellbeing 24 18.46% “the community connects with nature
by utilizing it in to describe its sheer
amazing in dances (hula)”

Local Foods 16 12.30% “forest, air, ocean, park (national),
seaweed, fish”

Sound Stewardship 16 12.30% “picking up litter, saving trees,
mountains, waterways, and
wetlands”

Environmental Condition 13 10% “clean and nice looking”

Fish and Wildlife 10 07.69% “we watch the birds activities at
home or the parks and they connect
us to the rest of the environment”

Physical Health 9 06.92% “health, clean water and air, beautiful
forest and sea/life, physical/mental
health, forest provides walking trail,
peace, health”

Safety 3 02.30% “dangerous because of dogs in
streets often, hoping there should be
strict rules concerning cats and dogs
to be kept well by their owners”
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Energy 3 02.30% “I value nature: nature gives us clean
energy, water, nature gives us
entertainment”

Accessibility 3 02.30% “educational experiences, outdoor
safe access, water sports/activities,
animal sightings all allow a break
from the normal grind”

Good Governance 1 00.76% “laws”

Climate Change (n=166) 125

Physical Health 51 40.80% “more sickness”

Seasonal and Temperature Change 34 27.20% “Temperature way too high and low,
more fire, animal extinction”

Sense of Place 21 16.80% “angry, sad, hopeful, desperate”

Natural Disasters 20 16.00% “hurricanes, tornadoes, snow, rain,
flooding, fires, and draught”

Sound Stewardship 18 14.44% “I feel we need to take care of
environment”

Outdoor Activity 18 14.44% “climate change has made it difficult
to participate in more outdoor
activities due to hail and snow”

Environmental Condition 12 09.60% “It destroying the whole earth”
everywhere”

Place and Landscape 12 09.60% “impact many parks”

Local Foods 12 09.60% “Different vegetables seem to grow
better or worse”

Air Quality 11 08.80% “Poor air quality, sets limitations,
changes need to be turned around”

Fish and Wildlife 10 08.00% “It has impacted growing seasons, it
is impacting sea life due to the rise in
the water temperature”

Increased Uncertainty 10 08.00% “climate change is unpredictable and
can be extreme at times”

Plants and Trees 9 7.20% “plants, trees, homes”

Water (Drinking, Fresh, Marine) 6 04.80% “warmer water effects fishes”

Other 3 02.40% “human”

Economic Vitality 2 01.60% “problems caused by severe drought
(no farming products), severe
flooding in the region (economic and
health problems for the vulnerable)”

Acceptance and Opportunity 1 00.80% “concern about our next generations,
happy to see more snow”

Equity 1 00.80% “too hot cause beathing problem, too

cold cause pain for old people”
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Place (n=166; all Place responses: 199)

9827

Specific 47 47.95%

Mt. Rainier National Park 12 25.53% “Mt. Rainer, for camping”

Point Defiance 6 12.76% “point defiance forest, beaches,
parks, water”

Owen Beach 6 12.76% “mt. rainier, point defiance, owen
beach”

Wapato Lake 5 10.63% “take a walk, wapato park, they have
everything like bird, duck, swim, lake”

Ruston Way/Waterfront 5 10.63% “ruston way, mt rainier, hood canal,
lakes, rivers”

Ocean Shores 5 10.63% “steilacoom park, ruston way, long
beach, ocean shores, clean air and
escape from urban life”

Chambers Bay 5 10.63% “chambers bay, ruston beach, dash
point”

Olympic National Park 5 10.63% “olympic national park”

Tacoma 3 06.38% “tacoma, lakewood, pierce county”

Charlotte’s Blueberry Park 3 06.38% “blueberry park”

Seahurst Ed Munro Park 3 06.38% “seahurst park, redondo beach, our
back yard”

Redondo Beach 3 06.38% “redondo beach, seahurst park”

Dash Point State Park 2 04.25% “ocean shores and dash point”

Twin Harbors State Park 1 02.12% “swan creek (near my house), ocean
(owen beach, twin harbor)”

Tolmie State Park 1 02.12% “Tolmie State Park, walking, clam
digging, picnic”

Swan Creek 1 02.12% “swan creek (near my house), ocean
(owen beach, twin harbor)”

Steilacoom Park 1 02.12% “steilacoom park, ruston way, long
beach, ocean shores, clean air and
escape from urban life”

Spanaway Park 1 02.12% “national park, chambers bay
(walking, fishing), restaurant (many
country food), mt rainier, point
defiance park...spanaway park, golf
course, wapato park”

Seattle Waterfront 1 02.12% “wapato park, waterfront in seattle,
the mountains”

San Juan Islands 1 02.12% “san juan islands”

Puget Sound 1 02.12% “mountain lake, river, | mostly value

above all puget sound it the best
place for me”

27 Note that when asked about Place (in general), community members provided 199 responses. Out of those 199 responses, 98
places were identified, including 47 specific places and 51 broadly defined places. Please take this distinction into consideration

when interpreting the Place findings.
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Pierce County 1 02.12% “tacoma, lakewood, pierce county”

Mt. Adams 1 02.12% “Mt. rainier, mt adams, enjoy ski,
good to hiking”

Long Beach 1 02.12% “steilacoom park, ruston way, long
beach, ocean shores, clean air and
escape from urban life”

Lakewood 1 02.12% “tacoma, lakewood, pierce county”

Hood Canal 1 02.12% “ruston way, mt rainier, hood canal,
lakes, rivers”

Gas Works Park 1 02.12% “gas work park”

Brown’s Point 1 02.12% “brown point”

Alki Beach 1 02.12% “alki beach”

Broad 51 52.04%

Beaches 18 35.29% “point defiance forest, beaches,
parks, water”

Built Places 8 15.68% “schools, churches, government
offices”

Parks 17 13.72% “park and ocean”

Mountains 7 13.72% “mountain lake, river, | mostly value
above all puget sound it the best
place for me”

Rivers 5 09.80% “ocean, rivers”

Ocean 4 07.84% “park, beaches, olympic park, mount
rainier, oceans”

Trails 3 05.88% “foothills trail”

National Parks (non-specific) 3 05.88% “national parks”

Lakes 3 05.88% “ruston way, mt rainier, hood canal,
lakes, rivers”

Home/Yard 3 05.88% “Seahurst park, redondo beach, our
back yard”

Wetlands 2 03.92% “rivers, wetlands”

Waterfront 2 03.92% “waterfront”

Water 2 03.92% “point defiance forest, beaches,
parks, water”

Sea 2 03.92% “I like the sea, the zoo, walking along
the beach”

Forests 1 01.96% “point defiance forest, beaches,
parks, water”

Bays 1 01.96% “I like wapato park because it have a
lake a lot of tree, grass and important
near my house, point defiance
because have a bay”

Why 65

Outdoor Activity 36 55.38% “mt rainer for hiking”

Sense of Place 30 46.15% “It's our home, wouldn't want to live
anywhere else”

Fish and Wildlife 16 24.61% “enjoy walking, see the plants and

trees, wildlife”
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Local Foods 14 21.53% “fishing, shellfish harvest, beautiful,
good air, relaxing”

Cultural Wellbeing 10 15.38% “where | live, where | work, where |
go to church”

Air Quality 8 12.30% “clean air, fresh air, wild animals”

Plants and Trees 5 07.69% “| like wapato park because it have a

lake a lot of tree, grass and important
near my house, point defiance
because have a bay”

Accessibility 4 06.15% “access to nature that is close by”

Economic Vitality 3 04.61% “near chambers seaside fish area,
sometimes work and fishing, walking”

Physical Health 3 04.61% “| can breathe, | can relax, | can enjoy
photos”

Shellfish Beds 3 04.61% “Tolmie State Park, walking, clam
digging, picnic”

Sound Stewardship 2 03.07% “rivers, wetlands, protect fish, keep
clean water, prevent flooding”

Water (Drinking, Fresh, Marine) 2 03.07% “animals, clean water and air,

protected environment”

Table 22. Codes, Responses, and Examples (Asian American and Pacific Islander Residents Only)

Hilltop Residents’ Workshops

This table (Table 23) includes codes linked to the facilitated dialogues. This table includes codes
applied to the Hilltop Residents’ Workshops co-created and co-conducted with Empowering People
in Communities and the Peace Community Center. The table is organized by facilitated dialogues or
question (in bold and highlighted with a bright color), including: wellbeing (e.g., What is wellbeing
(including as it relates to nature)?), community (e.g., What is community?), contributions (e.g., How
does nature contribute to your wellbeing?), climate change (e.g., How does climate change impact
your wellbeing?), and place (e.g., What places (in nature) contribute to your wellbeing? Why?). Each
theme or question is bolded and includes the number of responses (#) and sample (number of
respondents) (n). The table then also includes each code, response per code, response as percent per
code (per overarching theme or question), and an example of each code (per overarching theme or
question). The codes are also color-coded with the lighter shade illustrating codes aligned with the
already established Human Wellbeing Vital Signs of the Puget Sound Partnership and the bolder or
darker shade illustrating emergent codes derived from the participating community members. For
more information about the codes, see Appendix A.
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Accessibility 27 44.26% “accessing parks”

Physical Health 23 37.70% “what is wellbeing? Peace of mind
about where | am in life, personally,
relationally, work wise, healthy body,
mind, and relationships, hopeful
outlook for life and the future”
Cultural Wellbeing 15 24.59% “engaging with neighbors as well as
knowing each other, safe, and
informed on things happening in our
community”

Sense of Place 15 24.59% “mental health”

Good Governance 13 21.31% “wellbeing is being seen and heard
and advocated for”

Place and Landscape 12 19.67% “nature, food, trees, water,
mountain, air”

Safety 10 16.39% “safety”

Equity 8 13.11% “equity and fairness”

Outdoor Activity 5 08.19% “walking outside, seeing beauty
(including human)”

Environmental Condition 4 06.55% “wellbeing holistic understanding of

self through our physical, emotional,
mental, environmental lenses”

Local Foods 4 06.55% “good health, fresh food, fresh air, as
balance of urban living, and nature,
community”

Economic Vitality 4 06.55% “physical health, mental health,
resources within a community,
financial stability, representation”

Other 3 04.91% “wellbeing lasting transformation”

Air Quality 2 03.27% “clean bike and walking trails, fresh
air, safer to be [in] hilltop”

Water (Drinking, Fresh, Marine) 1 01.63% “wellbeing is how someone is

holistically - it depends on if your
needs are met, needs: housing, food,
water, healthcare, transportation,

fun”
Sense of Place 9 26.47% “feeling at home and familiar with
neighbors”

28 Please note that responses include those that are multi-coded, meaning one particular response from a participant may be
coded more than once, given that their response may have included more than one item or type of content that aligned with
more than one code. Given that responses are multi-coded, the code response numbers (under Responses) will not add up to
the response totals (e.g., Wellness, Responses: 61), nor will the percentages add up to 100% (with some place-based response
exceptions). This is intentional and part of the abductive analysis.
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Shared Goals, Interests, and Values

23.52%

“what is community? Shared spaces,
shared memories, neighbors,
businesses, gathering places,
landmarks, common values/goals,
common solutions”

Place and Landscape

23.52%

“community is connection to place,
each other, job, looking out for your
neighbor, access to green food, stores
where the workers know your name”

Equity

23.52%

“all people are important and need to
be in an inclusive community,
beautiful places in the community to
enjoy nature for all people in the
community”

Activities and Interactions

23.52%

“events, genuine/nice interactions
with people, integrating cultures,
relationship with police”

Accessibility

08.82%

“accessibility across the community”

Something Lost or Past

08.82%

“they brought in people who was not
raise on the hill and the prices are
high, now there stores”

Contributions (n=52)

57

Equity

22

38.59%

“my community hasn't had the kind
of access and connection to nature
due to systemic racism. | think it can
be struggle to figure out if nature is
for ‘us.”

Accessibility

20

35.08%

“accessibility across the community”

Cultural Wellbeing

19

33.33%

“public parks are great places to
gather and have activities”

Sense of Place

19

33.33%

“I feel responsible to be kind to the
earth”

Place and Landscape

17

29.82%

“gathering in parks in the
neighborhood, going to the beach
nearby, gardening in our yard/parking
strip by base”

Plants and Trees

15

26.31%

“plants contribute to our wellbeing”

Outdoor Activity

14

24.56%

“family, camping, adventures, fishing”

Good Governance

11

19.29%

“agency in decision making”

Fish and Wildlife

15.78%

“get to see ducks, turtles, birds,
fountains”

Air Quality

15.78%

“clean air, clean water, smooth
roads”

Sound Stewardship

10.52%

“cleaner community, levels to
healthier children...clean as in trash,
homelessness, and the
building/areas”

Water (Drinking, Fresh, Marine)

08.77%

“parks, trails, water”
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Safety

07.01%

“kids not being able to move and
travel and play safely”

Physical Health

07.01%

“makes me happy, relaxes me,
strengthens my muscles”

Environmental Condition

03.50%

“clean doesn't necessarily mean
trash”

Local Foods

03.50%

“family, community, ownership,
locally grown produce”

Economic Vitality

03.50%

“financial opportunity”

Climate Change (n=52)

39

Seasonal and Temperature Change

18

46.15%

“late snow, cold temperatures, too
hot in summer”

Physical Health

11

28.20%

“pollen count is up, runny nose”

Sense of Place

10

25.64%

“has been very stressful lately”

Natural Disasters

15.38%

“affects nature by causing speeding
up or slowing down fires and causing
droughts”

Place and Landscape

12.82%

“different color of trees, gives quiet
beauty”

Equity

12.82%

“long winter so cold, stuck indoor and
higher price on gas/light bill”

Fish and Wildlife (changes)

10.25%

“less birds singing”

Outdoor Activity (reduction of)

10.25%

“warmer earlier in the summer than
before, sometimes too hot to do yard
work”

Plants and Trees

10.25%

“climate change-weather patterns are
changing, temp max and min, rain
timing and amounts, etc. plants and
animals are adapted to the new
conditions. Different animals and
plants appear and often
disappear/change.”

Air Quality

07.69%

“air quality, bad air makes it harder to
breathe”

Acceptance and Opportunity

05.12%

“Washington go with flow, just glad
alive, just watch”

Accessibility

05.12%

“climate change - nature evolved it
smothered it, depressed it, wellbeing-
carried anxiety, discomfort,
emergencies, climate change causes
changes in access, wealth, and
health”

Other

05.12%

“it effects my well-being to have to
hear people argue about climate
change”

Sound Stewardship

05.12%

“climate change - | will continue to
seek ore information to help save the
planet”
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Local Foods 2 05.12% “I noticed mushrooms aren't growing
like they used to”

Increased Uncertainty 2 05.12% “just the fact that things are changing
in an unknown way causes unease.”

Place (n=40; all Place responses: 37) 46%°

Specific 27 58.69%

Point Defiance 11 40.74% “point defiance”

Ruston Way/Waterfront 6 22.22% “ruston way, beaches”

Wright Park 4 14.81% “I love wright park, easy to access to
the coffee shops”

Snake Lake 3 11.11% “snake lake - | value this place
because it is beautiful, an enjoyable
walk, free access and a quick drive
from my home”

Owen Beach 3 11.11% “owens beach”

Chambers Bay 3 11.11% “I appreciate the chambers park and
ruston waterfront”

Wapato Lake 1 03.70% “I love wapato lake, lots of benches to
rest on”

Vashon Island 1 03.70% “point defiance, zoo and aquarium,
beaches, and the ferry to take to the
island [Vashon] is nearby”

Titlow Park 1 03.70% “ruston way, chambers creek, love to
sit or walk, titlow park, like to look at
narrows bridge”

Seattle 1 03.70% “waterfront, seattle, water, harbor”

Puget Sound 1 03.70% “places | value - the waterways, lakes
ponds, and the sound, bays and
harbors, why? - water is the key to
life, poison the water and...”

Oak Harbor 1 03.70% “peninsula, humptulips, deception
pass, oak harbor”

Narrows Bridges 1 03.70% “narrows bridge”

Humptulips 1 03.70% “peninsula, humptulips, deception
pass, oak harbor”

Olympic National Park 1 03.70% “the flora and fauna of the olympic
peninsula because love to hike and
see the beauty”

Ocean Shores 1 03.70% “ocean shores”

Frontier Park 1 03.70% “waterfront or to frontier park”

Dune Park 1 03.70% “ferry park tacoma, access the street

from my home, titlow beach, owen

29 Note that when asked about Place (in general), community members provided 37 responses. This relatively low level of
responses was partly due to one workshop not including Place as a topic/question (due to time constraints). Out of those 37
responses, 46 places were identified, including 27 specific places and 19 broadly defined places. Also note that respondents
from 2 workshops answered the place-focused questions, so the total number of participants is lower (n=40). Please take these

notes into consideration when interpreting the Place findings.
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beach, dune park, wright park -
gathering place for meaningful
events”

Ferry Park 1 03.70% “ferry park tacoma, access the street
from my home, titlow beach, owen
beach, dune park, wright park -
gathering place for meaningful
events”

Deception Pass 1 03.70% “peninsula, humptulips, deception
pass, oak harbor”

Broad 19 41.30%

Waterfront 5 26.31% “I value the waterfront because | like
to fish”

Park 5 26.31% “many parts of it [in puget sound],
parks, lakes, playgrounds”

Built Places 5 26.31% “mccarver elementary, my church
edward temple, parks”

Water 3 15.78% “water front, seattle, water, harbor”

Mountains 2 10.52% “go to mountains, so nice”

Lakes 2 10.52% “many parts of it [in puget sound],
parks, lakes, playgrounds”

Harbors 2 10.52% “water front, seattle, water, harbor”

Beaches 2 10.52% “ruston way, beaches”

Trails 1 05.26% “water-reminds me of home, parks-
gives my kids pockets of joy, trails-
gives me access to natural beauty”

Peninsula 1 05.26% “peninsula, humptulips, deception
pass, oak harbor”

Home/Yard 1 05.26% “ferry park tacoma, access the street
from my home, titlow beach, owen
beach, dune park, wright park -
gathering place for meaningful
events”

Bays 1 05.26% “places | value - the waterways, lakes
ponds, and the sound, bays and
harbors, why? - water is the key to
life, poison the water and...”

Ponds 1 05.26% “places | value - the waterways, lakes
ponds, and the sound, bays and
harbors, why? - water is the key to
life, poison the water and...”

Why 14

Sense of Place 13 92.85% “water-reminds me of home, parks-
gives my kids pockets of joy, trails-
gives me access to natural beauty”

Accessibility 4 28.57% “snake lake - | value this place
because it is beautiful, an enjoyable
walk, free access and a quick drive
from my home”
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Outdoor Activity 3

21.42%

“l value the waterfront because | like
to fish”

Fish and Wildlife 2

14.28%

“the flora and fauna of the olympic
peninsula because love to hike and
see the beauty”

Cultural Wellbeing 2

14.28%

“ferry park tacoma, access the street
from my home, titlow beach, owen
beach, dune park, wright park -
gathering place for meaningful
events”

Physical Health 1

07.14%

“chambers bay, snake lake, point
defiance, walking seeing nature and
beauty, good for physical/mental
health”

Water (Drinking, Fresh, Marine) 1

07.14%

“places | value - the waterways, lakes
ponds, and the sound, bays and
harbors, why? - water is the key to
life, poison the water and...”

Table 23. Codes, Responses, and Examples (Hilltop Residents Only)

\(:)) Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife

120




Appendix C. Engagement Protocol
Introduction

Inclusive community engagement in research or monitoring is a distinct form of engagement and
collaboration. The purpose of this protocol is to outline the community engagement process used for
the “Enhancing the Human Wellbeing Vital Signs through Inclusive Engagement,” project. This
protocol intends to illustrate potential future actions to be taken by the Puget Sound Partnership and
its ecosystem recovery partners, and to outline lessons learned from this project. While this protocol
is presented as an appendix, this document is intended to be an extractable, accessible, and usable
resource for other contexts. Many of the lessons learned align with key principles or best practices
observed from community-based participatory research (CBPR) and complementary forms of
research or engagement (Israel and others 1998; Israel and others 2005; Unertl and others 2015;
Leavy 2017; Wilson and others 2018; Trimbach and others 2022a). Community-based or -engaged
research is not new (Israel and others 1998; Wallerstein and others 2020), including within
environmental fields (Minkler and others 2008; Wilson and others 2018); however, calls for greater
diversity, equity, inclusivity, and justice within environmental fields and decision-making, has only
necessitated more intentional engagement with communities and the careful application of
community-based research approaches or methods (Finney 2014; Law and others 2017; Egoz and
De Nardi 2020; Schell and others 2020; Gurney and others 2021; Batavia 2022; Lofqvist and others
2022; Morales and others 2022; Nay and others 2022). Community-based or -engaged environmental
research takes many forms, including through community science, participatory mapping, and
photovoice, among others (Wilson and others 2018; Trimbach and others 2022a).

x
Enga%eme“ CBPR o*‘&‘
\.‘-‘-\-\“'\I . x‘v“‘q
gc,O‘“ Community co- £
\-e\,e\s o produces research fé
and results are used &
Community input toinform change

solicited through pre
and post data
collection

Community has no
influence on
research design

Community as research participant

Traditional Social
Science Research

Figure 1. Levels of Community Engagement within Social Science Research (Modified from
Michalak and others 2016)
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Such efforts are not uniform and involve a spectrum of community engagement, that varies within
social science research (Figure 1). CBPR in particular is highly individualized to fit and address the
particular problem or issue in question, making general guidance or templates challenging to create
(Leavy 2017); however, CBPR has been used for well over two-decades within public health, aleading
field in CBPR, offering numerous of lessons learned and best practices (Wallerstein and others 2020).
This protocol outlines the application of CBPR to enhance the monitoring of human wellbeing for the
Puget Sound Partnership and its regional recovery network. While this protocol illustrates CBPR and
its application within a human wellbeing monitoring context, the process, examples, principles, and
recommendations may have wider applicability for the agency or its partners; however, given the
integral role of context within CBPR efforts, the context of this process should be considered when
attempting to apply this protocol.

Community-based Participatory Research (CBPR): What is it?

Community-based Participatory Research (CBPR) refers to a collaborative approach to social science
research that aims to equitably engage communities, including researchers, organizational
representatives, and/or individual community members in any or all elements of the research
process, including by providing expertise and participating in shared decision-making and research
responsibilities (Israel and others 1998, 2005; Leavy 2017). CBPR is recognized as a potential
approach to achieving environmental justice and addressing inequitable environmental disparities
(Israel and others 2005; Minkler and others 2008; Wilson and others 2018). CBPR emerged from and
is informed by a transformative or emancipatory paradigm, that aims to ensure that those historically
excluded or marginalized within research (or monitoring) are actively engaged and included in the
process (Leavy 2017). Informed by critical, feminist, indigenous, and action-oriented scholarship, a
transformative paradigm focuses on human rights, social justice, empowerment, emancipation,
transformation, power-reflexivity, action-orientation, and participation (Israel and others 2005;
Leavy 2017; Wilson and others 2018). CBPR is highly individualized to fit and address an identified
problem or issue. As such, CBPR can take many forms and the accompanying tools, strategies, and/or
frameworks used tend to be selected for their abilities to address the identified problem.

Unlike traditional social science research, the researcher and community, including community
representatives or partners, are engaged more as collaborators rather than researcher vs. research
participants or subjects (Figure 1). Given CBPR’s emphasis on communities, it is integral to define
and clarify what a community means. Community is a complex and dynamic concept that entails
many competing definitions and understandings (Day 2006). Within CBPR, community refers to a
unit of identity as defined by a sense of connection and identification to other people, common values
or norms, shared interests, symbols, and/or mutual needs (Israel and others 1998; Israel and others
2005). Communities may include geographically bounded or place-based groups and/or those who
share a common identity, like a racial, ethnic, sexual, or other form of identity (Israel and others
2005). While defining and clarifying community is integral to CBPR, it is also helpful to acknowledge
the role of intersectionality, or the simultaneously combined identities (e.g., race, ethnicity, linguistic,
gender, migration status, and class, among others) and privileges/marginalities, among people, as
individuals embody, experience, and identify with a multiplicity of intersecting communities in
society (Crenshaw 1989; King 2022).
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CBPR Principles: What does it typically look like?

CBPR approaches, while part of a spectrum and not a monolithic form of collaborative research, do
tend to share key principles and characteristics (Israel and others 1998; Israel and others 2005;
Minkler and others 2008; Unertl and others 2015; Leavy 2017; Wilson and others 2018; Trimbach
and others 2022a), that include the following:

1.

2.

10.

Community is a unit of identity: Communities and defined communities are integral to
CBPR.

Problem-centered: CBPR is tailored to address a shared problem, often requiring the
specific processes or tools embedded within CBPR, including responsive or flexible research
designs. CBPR emphasizes social action, justice, and is intended to be used to help address an
identified problem.

Community strengths and resources: Communities and community partners are integral
to CBPR. Communities and community partners are considered active and equal partners in
a project. Strengths and resources may vary depending on context or community; however,
some potential strengths and resources may include local community knowledge and the
ability to engage in culturally competent recruitment and retention strategies to acquire
broader community engagement in a project.

Cultural and community sensitivity: CBPR must be sensitive to a community’s cultural
understandings, practices, and definitions. By being culturally and community sensitive, the
research approach and overall project, including engagement strategies, can be determined
to be most relevant (and effective) to the community.

Collaboration: CBPR requires deep collaboration and partnerships. Collaboration should
ideally be an aspect of every project phase or component. Collaboration should also entail an
agreed upon division of labor, mutually beneficial outcomes, and an understanding of power
sharing.

Co-learning and knowledge co-production: CBPR involves a co-learning and knowledge
co-production process. CBPR includes and emphasizes multiple forms of knowledge, whether
local, indigenous, or western scientific. Knowledge co-production informs actions and is
considered mutually beneficial among collaborators.

Cyclical and iterative: CBPR is cyclical and iterative, reflecting the responsive or
recursiveness of the approach. Collaborators often review, critique, repeat, and adapt to new
information or insights.

Trust and rapport: CBPR is relationship-dependent necessitating trusting and equitable
relationships. Relationships should not be approached as short-term, but with a long-term
mindset that emphasizes care and intention. Relationships should be built upon genuine
interest, transparency, equity, and power-sharing.

Shared findings and knowledge: CBPR necessitates the sharing of research findings and
knowledge with all project collaborators, including targeted communities. Findings can be
reviewed, and products can be co-created and co-disseminated.

Diverse researcher skillset: CBPR requires a researcher that has more than a standard
researcher or scientist skillset. Not all researchers are well-suited or trained to engage in
CBPR, particularly as it often necessitates a more transformative or pragmatic approach (and
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research paradigm) and community collaboration experience, rather than a fixed traditional
western scientific (positivist-empiricist paradigmatic) approach and technical mindset. CBPR
may require a researcher to also have relational, organizational, and facilitation skills.

Benefits of CBPR: Why do this?

There are many potential benefits to CBPR. Such identified potential CBPR benefits include:

research comes from, is informed by, and reflects topics or concerns from communities;

ensures relevance and application of research and findings to all partners or communities;

ensures wider research impact and solutions to problem(s);

builds relationships and collaborations;

integrates diverse forms of knowledge, skills, experiences, and expertise to address complex

problems;

6. produces effective engagement, recruitment, and retention among diverse communities
within a research process;

7. contributes to the validity, practicality, quality, and sensitivity of research by including local
community knowledge;

8. enhances trust of research and findings among communities that have traditionally been
approached solely as research subjects; and

9. emphasizes the improvement of community health and wellbeing (Israel and others 2005;

Minkler and others 2005; Leavy 2017; Unertl and others 2015; Wilson and others 2018).

G W

CBPR Process: What does this look like in practice?

CBPR is designed to address individualized problems. As such, CBPR takes many forms and can be
conducted in many ways, while also adhering to the aforementioned principles. In this section, CBPR
is outlined as a process based on the “Enhancing the Human Wellbeing Vital Signs through Inclusive
Engagement,” project. While providing templates and guides to CBPR can be problematic and
challenging because of the context-, community-, and problem-dependent nature of the approach,
this section aims to provide a process case study that could be applied as a resource to help with
future CBPR applications, particularly within a monitoring setting. The process outlined in this
section partly builds upon processes and process steps applied or discussed elsewhere (Hull and
others 2010; Unertl and others 2015; Leavy 2017; Wallerstein and others 2020). In the process
diagram (Figure 2), each process step is mentioned in brief. Attached to each process step is an
example as to how that process step was enacted in practice for this project. Please note that each
step is part of an iterative and cyclical process that is intended to be adaptable and flexible. Also,
given that this presents a process case study, all process steps could be modified, including when it
comes to project partner roles and activities. Within CBPR, the researcher, collaborators (in this case
representatives of community organizations), and participating community members can take on
various roles and responsibilities, thus, any of the outlined process steps could be taken by the
researcher, collaborators, and/or other engaged community members, depending on the project,
problem, and relational arrangement.
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Collaborators continued to communicate in
order to maintain relationships and to
ensure project impact. Based on project
findings, researcher began to organize new
WDFW-led outreach events focused on
nature and wildlife for collaborators and
communities to be held in 2023-2024.
Collaborators also plan on hosting follow-
up presentations on project findings with
communities.

Researcher wrote-up
products (e.g.,
presentations, report),
collaborators were
provided opportunities to
review (if/when able),
and products were
disseminated. Research
was presented at a
conference.

Phase 9. Establish
mechanisms for
sustainability and
impact

Phase 8. Project
write-up, review,
and dissemination

Researcher conducted
data analysis for
workshop (qualitative)
and survey
(quantitative) data.
Frequent updates were
provided to
collaborators.

Phase 7. Data
review and
interpretation

Researcher shared
selected workshop data
(codes) and findings with
some interpretation to
collaborators for review,
questions, and input.

Phase 6. Data
analysis

Figure 2. CBPR Process

Researcher identified the problem
based on prior research, professional
background, professional network,
funding, and concept timeliness (e.g.,
lack of inclusion and engagement of
local communities in human
wellbeing data and monitoring).
These factors are common with
CBPR.

Phase 1. Problem
identification by
researcher

With external assistance, relevant
partners and communities were
identified. Online community
organization directories and
resources, local outreach to
organizations, and local networks,
assisted with partner identification.

Phase 2. Partner
and community
identification

Potential collaborators met to discuss
problem relevance, prioritization,
modification, and community impacts.
Communities were also identified and
refined with partners. Project concept,
potential design, and partner compensation
were also discussed. Community partners
consented to collaborate on the mutually
beneficial project.

Collaborators agreed on a
division of labor and planning
schedule (e.g., once every two
weeks) for project co-
development. Project was co-
developed over multiple months.
This project relied on key
partners with strong networks.
Collaborators also helped
approve facilitator and (initial)
student research assistant.

Phase 5. Project
co-
implementation*

Phase 3. Problem
relevance,
prioritization, and
modification

Phase 4. Project
co-development

Project was co-implemented among

collaborators, including outreach, material
co-creation, translation/interpretation,

and workshop holding/hosting.
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*Phase 5. Project co-implementation: community engagement process

During Phase 5 of the project, community outreach was conducted. This process took many forms to
recruit project participants. This varied by community and required culturally and community
relevant knowledge and relationships. During Phase 4 of
. the project, outreach and project materials were co-created,

The workshop focuses on
Hllltop 2023 st including outreach flyers (Figure 3), workshop plans,

2 'spectives on nature
Wellbenlg wu;a;;";?m agendas, consent forms, sign-up sheets, presentations, and
WOIkShOpS "o other handouts. When appropriate, all materials were
(18+) welcome. : :
. translated (e.g., Thai, Korean, and Vietnamese) and
4/155 o 419w $50 gift card : (eg se)
Tapm=zpm ' SpmEpm LT reviewed prior to the workshops. Outreach materials were
S e e I di o e . .
Q o e 2 s { e initially (2022) co-created and co-designed by project

collaborators, but subsequently co-created with the
assistance of a graphic designer (WDFW, 2023). Material
co-creation took much time and communication to ensure
all materials were culturally and community relevant prior
to translation, including even discussing font color, font
size, images, and word selection. Once collectively
[ig . approved, outreach largely was the responsibility of
o4 m...mmw..,-..,mm;;.;..,.,.w....v"m.,...mﬁ.h.m.k community partners and their respective networks. This
" % was conducted via multiple mechanisms, including:
e leveraging community relationships, community liaisons
Figure 3. Workshop Flyer (APCQC), flyers (online and hardcopies), and online tools
(e.g., email and social media). Due to some recruitment
issues for the Hilltop workshops, WDFW public engagement staff also provided some assistance,
including via social media and posting flyers around Tacoma. Additionally, due to an ever-changing
community context and engagement process, some workshops’ dates/times were changed
(requiring all materials to be changed) and one workshop was cancelled entirely.

Come share \ ¢
your thoughts & W

experiences!

Come to the
Hilltop Wellbeing
Workshops!

CBPR Lessons Learned and Recommendations

In this section, CBPR lessons learned and recommendations are outlined. These lessons learned and
recommendations (or best practices) are derived from the researcher’s experience with this project
(and previously CBPR projects) and relevant CBPR (and complementary research approaches)
literature (Israel and others 2005; Minkler and others 2008; Unertl and others 2015; Leavy 2017;
Wilson and others 2018; Chazan and Baldwin 2021; Ardoin and others 2022; Trimbach and others
2022a). Each lesson learned is highlighted, described in more detail, articulated as a
recommendation, and outlined with a project-specific example. All lessons learned and
recommendations are described below.

Recognize your own positionality within your project or context

1. Lesson: Positionality recognizes how researchers actively engage, experience, and interpret the
world around them, including their own research. Positionality generally refers to a researcher’s
position or situatedness within the social world and field of inquiry, which can impact a
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researcher’s approach, relational dynamics with communities or partners, and interpretation of
their research results (England 1994; Crang 2002; King 2022).

Recommendation: When engaging partners or communities through a CBPR approach, all
leading and participating individuals3?, including the researcher or agency partner(s), should
actively recognize their own positionality within the context of the project. Individuals could self-
reflect and interrogate their own position and situatedness within the project, including
recognizing their own identities, expertise, and experiences and how those might collectively
impact or have impacted the project. One potential mechanism is to write up a positionality
statement, like the example below written by the researcher.

Example: Throughout the study, the researcher actively recognized their own positionality, as it
informed the project. The researcher is a social scientist, trained in human geography and
interdisciplinary conservation social sciences, including CBPR approaches (Trimbach and others
2022a; Trimbach 2022). The researcher identifies as a White male (he/him) largely of European
descent, who does not identify as Black or African American, Asian American, or Pacific Islander.
The researcher also does not live in the Hilltop neighborhood. The researcher has extensive
knowledge and experience working with minority communities in an advocacy and research
capacity, notably immigrant, refugee, and indigenous communities in the United States and
abroad, including in non-English language environments. For example, the researcher has
extensive experience working closely with Slavic and Eastern European immigrant communities
(Trimbach 2016; Trimbach 2022), including communities experiencing institutional
discrimination (Trimbach 2017). The researcher does live in Tacoma, WA and has conducted
research in the Puget Sound region since 2017, including on human wellbeing (Biedenweg and
Trimbach 2021). The researcher acknowledges that their personal experiences are not directly
included in the data outlined in this report, but does acknowledge that their own previous
research experiences and expertise did inform the research topic, questions, and interactions
with partners and participating community members. Given that the researcher primarily came
from a government agency and was a White male in the project’s research spaces, their identity,
including being in an out- or external group, and associated relational power dynamics, may have
influenced partner or community engagement in the project, including the types of participants
who attended the facilitated dialogues, and the types of experiences or perspectives shared
during project.

Recognize power dynamics and relations

Lesson: Power dynamics and relations are inherently part of research (Leavy 2017); however,
are often taken-for-granted or actively ignored during a research process. CBPR offers a power-
sensitive and reflexive approach to research that aims to be transformative, empowering, and

30 By “leading and participating individuals,” the authors mean those individuals leading or participating in the CBPR process,
whether they are an internal or external researcher (or individual solely managing the relational components of the CBPR
process) of the Puget Sound Partnership or its monitoring partners.

—
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emancipatory by design. Power dynamics and relations are a part of positionality (above), but
also a part of other dynamics associated with research and projects.

Recommendation: When engaging with partners or communities through a CBPR approach, all
leading and participating individuals should actively acknowledge, if not research (before and/or
during) the power dynamics and relations that are observable within their particular context. For
example, if planning on working with a particular community organization, as they are perceived
to be a leader and representative of a particular group or community, conduct research on that
group to gauge how they interact with others, including the communities they represent. If
possible, a social network analysis could also be conducted prior or during (perhaps an early
phase) the project in order to better understand and visualize the power relations among a
particular group (e.g., network of nonprofit organizations, public agencies, volunteer or
community groups, or community leaders).

Example: Prior to starting the project, the researcher conducted preliminary research on their
potential project partners. This was not done with malintent, but with the aim to understand the
organizations and organizational leads, in order to better gauge their roles in their respective
communities and their broader relationships with other organizations or institutions.

3. Recognize differing or non-aligned priorities

Lesson: Collaborators often have differing and non-aligned priorities. Priorities and needs
change overtime among collaborators. CBPR allows collaborators to observe, discuss, and modify
projects or collaborations based on changing or non-aligned priorities.

Recommendation: When engaging with partners and communities through CBPR, all leading
and participating individuals should recognize and be aware that their priorities may not be
aligned with project collaborators or that collaborators’ priorities may change during the CBPR
process. If priorities seem to change, collaborators should discuss and adapt.

Example: During the workshop implementation phase, project partners had multiple priorities
and often the workshops themselves needed to be de-prioritized depending on the week.
Planning meetings changed and workshop dates/times changed sometimes because of changing
priorities. Or when a project presentation would pop up and collaborators were asked to review,
provide input, and engage, such activities were not viewed as priorities, often with partners
opting out.

4. Be open to change and adaptability

Lesson: Collaborators often face change, whether related to changing collaborator priorities,
community emergencies, organizational dynamics, collaborators’ shifting positions or
institutions, or broader contextual factors.

Recommendation: CBPR requires a high level of openness, flexibility, and adaptability among
all collaborators. Such openness and adaptability can be challenging for individuals working in
government agencies with fixed systems or structures; however, some degree of openness and
adaptability is integral, given the potential for change.
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Example: During the project, the researcher changed institutions and positions. This caused a
major change in the project requiring all collaborators to be on pause until the project could be
restarted at a new institution. During the workshops, one workshop was cancelled and
rescheduled because of a violent and tragic crime that occurred in the community, that impacted
both the community partner and broader community. This crime and major community
emergency impacted the project and led to a subsequent project reorganization meeting in order
to appropriately move forward.

5. Be open to co-leadership and co-creation

Lesson: CBPR emphasizes equitable partnerships with collaborators. That does not necessarily
mean that each collaborator is engaged in every aspect of the project in the same way (as there
is often a set division or labor), but it does mean that collaborators have a co-leadership and
knowledge co-creation role.

Recommendation: Collaborators, including researcher or researcher, should be open to all
collaborators having a co-leadership and co-creation role.

Example: During the workshop material co-creation process, often there were differences in
perspectives with regards to wording/phrasing of content, images, and even design of materials.
During one particular project meeting, one collaborator disregarded multiple project materials
as they thought the materials should be completely recreated based on their perspective and
input. Since community and cultural relevance are integral to CBR, their perspective and input
were considered crucial for material development. Given the collaborators’ co-creation role, the
materials were recreated and discussed at the following meeting.

6. Be open to multiple forms of knowledge and ways of knowing

Lesson: CBPR emphasizes diverse collaborations, the blending of different forms of knowledge,
and knowledge co-creation. Some forms of knowledge may not equate to western social or
natural scientific understandings or paradigms associated with the natural environment or
human wellbeing.

Recommendation: Researcher or agency partner needs to be reflexive and open to multiple
forms of knowledge and ways of knowing. Diverse forms of knowledge or ways of knowing that
are shared among collaborators or community members should not be ignored, dismissed, or
approached using any sort of a priori value-laden mindset.

Example: During one workshop (Korean community) many community members voiced
disagreement with how nature and health were being discussed within the workshop format.
Many participants mentioned that nature and human health are part of the same system and
cannot be understood as separate, as humans are a part of nature, and a healthy natural
environment reflects or equals healthy human populations. This was a welcomed interpretation
and perspective and reflected a difference from the largely western scientific approach taken
with human wellbeing monitoring.

7. Be open to critique and challenges (from communities and partners)
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Lesson: CBPR is highly collaborative, involves co-leadership and knowledge co-creation, and
often intense community engagement activities. Often these engagement activities can be fairly
intimate and sensitive, while also taking place in contexts, places, or communities that have
experienced societal (cultural, political, and/or economic) othering, negative research impacts or
interactions, institutional discrimination, and government neglect, among other issues. Given the
role of a researcher and/or government representative, including any potential societal or
governmental strings-attached that come with those roles, a researcher (or agency partner)
needs to be humble, reflexive, and open to critique and challenges both from their collaborating
partners and engaged communities.

Recommendation: Researcher or agency partner needs to be humble, reflexive, and open to
critique and challenges from collaborators and communities. This is not necessarily an easy
disposition or set of behaviors for any individual, particularly for researchers who may have been
trained and socialized to be the confident expert or the primary leader in a given field or area of
inquiry.

Example: During some of the community workshops, community members engaging in
discussions were openly critical of the project, questions being asked, and government’s
involvement in local community affairs. Sometimes these critiques or challenges cascaded into
larger multi-person challenges, often with heated remarks. This took up much workshop time
and in one case led to one of the workshop questions/topics not being addressed. While this open
critique and challenge occurred, it was deemed as fruitful for the project, particularly as it
provided community members an opportunity to voice their own concerns and issues with the
project and government agencies. This provided room for open dialogue and further illustrated
some workshop findings, notably the salience of accessibility, equity, and safety among Hilltop
residents.

8. Be open to intersectionality and different understandings of what community means or
looks like

Lesson: CBPR prioritizes defining communities as part of its design and principles. While
communities can be defined and identified, communities are not monolithic, and individuals
embody and identify with multiple communities and identities. Being open to intersectionality
and different understandings of what community means and looks like are integral to CBPR.

Recommendation: Researchers and agency partners should be open to intersectionality and
different understandings of what community means and looks like. What a researcher or agency
partner may initially envision or imagine what a community means or looks like may not equate
to what their collaborators or participating community members envision or bring to the project.

Example: While the community workshops aimed to recruit specific communities, notably Asian
American, Pacific Islander, Black, and African American residents in the Tacoma area of Puget
Sound, including through highly targeted outreach, oftentimes community members would
arrive who did not necessarily reflect what was initially envisioned. This was partly because
communities are not monolithic, include multiple intersecting identities, and internal diversity.
For example, many individuals are married to or have close friends and colleagues that do not
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necessarily align with all of their identities, so workshop participants often included individuals
of different ethnolinguistic or racial identities (based on external observation, which is biased,
and participant shared demographic data collected through the survey). This was the case for
both series of workshops, notably in the Hilltop community. Hilltop in particular is a rapidly
changing place-based community, which was reflected during the workshops. This observation
and collaborator input led the workshops to shift and be more flexible to include non-Black and
non-African American residents who self-identified as being part of the Hilltop community.

Make science and monitoring translatable and accessible, including in other languages
and via culturally or community relevant lenses

Lesson: Science and monitoring often require highly specialized or technical language and
expertise. As such, science and monitoring may not be easily translatable and accessible among
non-scientists or those not engaged in a monitoring process. Science and monitoring should
adapt and be flexible to ensure it is translatable, understandable, and accessible to others,
particularly if science and monitoring seeks to be more inclusive and engaging.

Recommendation: Science and monitoring should be translatable and accessible, including by
making science and monitoring language, communications, or content more understandable for
other audiences. This includes modifying content and communications for diverse audiences,
translating materials into other languages, and using culturally or community relevant lenses to
frame scientific or monitoring content.

R ATV TR LT COR e BSOS Example: Early on during the project co-creation process,

CAC CAU HOT QUAN TRONG DE HIEU BIET VE KINH NGHIEM CUA QUY VI

it became apparent that the Human Wellbeing Vital Signs
and Vital Signs more broadly were not easily
understandable or accessible among collaborators or

CUGC NGHIEN CfU BUQC CONG TAC HOAN TAT BOT:

JGETSOUND 3¢ cstosves G498 OregonState 2% tusima
ARTNERSHIP Tacama, WA 98421 W UniVe['Sity 2700 SW Campus Wey

Corvallis, OR 97331

C3m on quy vi 33 tham gia khao sit vé phiic lgi con ngudi & Puget Sound, dugc t3i trg bdi Puget Sound
Partnership. Khao sit nay duoc thuc hién chua dén 10 phit ciia quy vi. Vui ldng hodn tit khao sit nadn
va géi lai cho chuyén gia nghién ciu bang cich sir dung bao thur d3 tra buu phi trudc. Viée tham gia |3
tur nquyén va cic ciu tra Ii cia quy vi hoan todn duoc bao mat.

Néu quy vi c6 bat ky thic mic nio vé khio sit, vui long lién hé vdi Nha Nghién Ciru Chinh Kelly
Biedenweq bing e-mail tai Kelly.biedenweq@oregonstate.edu.

Cac két qua khao sat sé dugc bao cio trong State of the Sound Report ciia Puget Sound Partnership
ndm 2021. Xin truy c3p trang web sau ddy d& biét thém chi tiét: http:/ /wivivi.psp.via.gov/vitalsigns/

broader communities. This led to discussions about
whether or not the Vital Signs (even just the figure) should
be included at all during the workshops because of their
inherent complexity and the potential communication
challenges that might emerge during the workshops. One
major step was to have all materials translated, when
needed. This included all workshop materials, like
presentations, handouts, and even the optional survey
(Figure 4). It also was decided to largely frame the Vital
Signs at a high level rather than go into any substantive
details, as the details made them more confusing or
challenging to discuss. This was partly done by framing
the workshop discussions as opportunities for

communities to inform government nature-based
decision-making rather than monitoring, as “monitoring”
also caused some confusion among community members.

Figure 4. Vietnamese HWB Survey

Another strategy was to frame the Vital Signs with local community or culturally relevant examples,
like air quality or shellfish harvesting activities, which made them more tangible.
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11.

12.

Context matters and informs the collaboration

Lesson: Context, including place-based contextual factors, are integral to CBPR. Context informs
relationships and collaboration among all partners.

Recommendation: Researchers and agency partners should consider the complex contextual
factors that inform the problem, communities, collaborators, and overall project. Researchers
and leading agency partners should do preliminary research on the context prior to initiating the
project, as contextual factors may hinder any project from forming in the early phases.
Researchers and leading agency partners should also keep informed about key contextual factors
taking place associated with the problem, communities, partners, and project. As contextual
factors can change, which can impact the communities, collaborators, and project.

Example: Hilltop is a rapidly changing neighborhood and community. Hilltop is experiencing
rapid gentrification, resident displacement, houselessness, and housing affordability issues.
These issues impacted Hilltop project partner and community members. In order to better
understand and keep informed about various contextual factors in the Hilltop community,
context was a prioritized topic of discussion during all project meetings. This was extremely
helpful as the project evolved and workshops were planned and implemented.

Be open to transnational and transcultural stories and interpretations

Lesson: CBPR is often conducted with diverse communities, including new residents (e.g.,
immigrants or refugees) and individuals with distinct cultural backgrounds. CBPR often requires
being open to transnational and transcultural stories, interpretations, and experiences. Openness
to such stories, interpretations, and experiences can further understanding of communities and
the knowledge they share during the project.

Recommendation: Researchers and agency partners should be open to transnational and
transcultural stories, interpretations, and experiences, even when they may initially appear to be
unnecessary or not connected to the primary topic or question.

Example: During one of the APCC workshops, workshop participants had a difficult time thinking
about and discussing climate change in Puget Sound and its potential impacts on their health. The
interpreter helped brainstorm alternative ways of thinking about climate change and health by
integrating shared transnational and transcultural stories (from Thailand). This helped
workshop participants better connect climate change through Thailand-based examples or
observations to their health and subsequently connect them to examples from Puget Sound.

Be open to being part of something bigger, like a community event or cultural experience

Lesson: CBPR is highly collaborative and community-based. This often requires for the
researcher or project to be integrated into community events or cultural experiences. This can
help more seamlessly integrate the project or research effort into the community without causing
any community disruption or burden.
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14.

Recommendation: When or if possible, researchers or agency partners should work with
collaborators or community partners to integrate the project into community events or cultural
experiences. This may take a lot of intentional strategic planning and engagement.

Example: One of the community workshops (Vietnamese community) was seamlessly integrated
into a wider community event. This event focused on celebrating a well-known couple’s wedding
anniversary. This included celebratory activities and the standard workshop activities that were
blended together. This integration resulted in a very high community member turnout for the
workshop.

Compensate for peoples’ knowledge and contributions

Lesson: CBPR relies heavily on peoples’ knowledge and contributions, whether they are key
collaborators representing community organizations or community members. Given that CBPR
recognizes and emphasizes inclusivity, justice, and equity, individuals involved in the CBPR
process should be compensated for their knowledge and contributions.

Recommendation: Collaborators and communities should be compensated for their knowledge
and contributions. Funding should be prioritized and allocated for collaborators and
participating community members in CBPR projects. Compensation should also be discussed
with collaborators and/or communities to ensure compensation is mutually understood and
agreed upon.

Example: The researcher initially proposed a specific compensation limit for community
members in the workshops. This limit was based on previous experience and applied best
practices conducting CBPR with communities. The researcher discussed the initial compensation
plan with their collaborators and based on their input it was determined that the compensation
limit needed to change. Through those discussions the compensation limit was changed and
implemented for the workshops. It is possible that this change increased community member
recruitment.

Food is important and a community activity

Lesson: CBPR is collaborative, relational, and community-based. Food is a big part of
communities and is often a mechanism to create activities or bring people together. If
communities or collaborators prioritize or emphasize food or refreshments as part of community
engagement, then food should be integrated into the project.

Recommendation: When appropriate and possible, researchers and agency partners should
prioritize foods or refreshments when using CBPR to engage communities. Food selection should
be conducted with the assistance of collaborators or community partners, given that food is often
community or culturally relevant.

Example: All community workshops included food as a central component of their structure.
Community collaborators were responsible for food selection and/or acquirement for the
workshops. This included finding culturally and community relevant food for the workshops.
During one of the workshop (Vietnamese community), well-known community members (and
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16.

cooks) were asked to prepare culturally relevant food for the workshop. This was partly an
incentive for some community participants.

Meet people where they are, including literally

Lesson: CBPR is often highly local and embedded within local communities, including place-
based communities. CBPR can require conducting various project activities in local communities,
including at locations that make sense for those communities.

Recommendation: Researchers and agency partners should prioritize meeting local
communities where they are, including literally. If CBPR in being conducted with a particular
place-based community or ethnolinguistic community, prioritize identifying and selecting
project locations, notably for community engagement, that meet communities where they are,
whether they be community centers or even housing facilities.

Example: One of the community workshops (Hilltop community) prioritized community elders.
In order to ensure the workshop was accessible, the workshop was planned for and implemented
in collaboration with an affordable resident housing facility for elderly residents. This greatly
made the workshop more accessible and ended up leading to a very high turnout (standing room
only).

Be open to refusal

Lesson: CBPR relies on trust, rapport, relationship building, and community engagement. As
such, communities should be engaged with care and intention, including by relinquishing any a
priori expectations or assumptions. CBPR provides room for collaborators and community
members to refuse to engage or participate in any aspect of the CBPR process or research project.

Recommendation: Researchers and agency partners should be open to collaborator and
community member refusal. Researchers and agency partners should not have any fixed
expectations or assumptions, as collaborators, communities, and contextual factors change.
While rules of engagement and collaboration can be established among collaborators, that does
not mean that collaborators cannot revoke consent or refuse to participate in the project. Thus,
researchers and agency partners should remain open to the potential for collaborator or
community refusal to engage in any form.

Example: During some community workshops, participants did not always actively engage or
provide input when provided questions, prompts, or opportunities for discussion. This was
particularly striking when a long pause would emerge during a workshop or when a particular
area of a room was largely quiet. Even though community participants are present and being
compensated for their input and contributions, it was important to remember that communities
have a right and should be able to refuse to engage at any time.
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Appendix D. Selected Facilitated
Dialogue Content

Asian American and Pacific Islander Facilitated Dialogues

Nature and Health Workshop Agenda, English Version31

Organized by: the Asia Pacific Cultural Center, Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, and
Cascadia Consulting Group

Funded by: the Puget Sound Partnership

o Ice Breaker Activity (5 minutes) (Lua lead)

. Introductions (5 minutes) (Lua start)

o Why this project? What are the Vital Signs? (5 minutes) (David lead)

. Workshop Activity and Discussions (45-60 minutes) (Cascadia lead)
o Respond to the following questions in groups or as individuals

Also, use as many or as little sticky-notes as you'd like. Please feel free to ask
questions and/or discuss your responses with others, including the
organizers.

Health: What does the Puget Sound’s environment contribute to your
health?

Connection: How does your community connect to nature?

Values: What do you value in nature?

Climate Change: Based on your experience, how has climate change
impacted nature? Based on your experiences, how has climate change

impacted your health? How do you feel about these changes?

Place: What places (in Puget Sound) do you value? Why do you value them?
Use the interactive map provided to respond to this question.

Vital Signs: Do the Vital Signs reflect your responses? Do the Vital Signs
reflect your values? Do the Vital Signs reflect your community?

31 Agendas were selected because their content mirrors the presentations that were also visually used to
structure the workshops and discussions. Notable content includes the series of discussion topics/questions
listed under “Workshop Activity and Discussions,” per workshop agenda.

—
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o Large Group Discussion

o Wrap-Up and Survey Opportunity (15 minutes) (Cascadia lead wrap-up, David lead
survey)

o Thank you! If you have any follow-up questions related to the workshop and workshop

next steps, please contact Dr. David Trimbach from the Washington Department of Fish and
Wildlife at David.Trimbach@dfw.wa.gov.

Hilltop Community Facilitated Dialogues

Hilltop Wellness Workshop Agenda

Organized by: Empowering People in Communities, Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife,
and Cascadia Consulting Group

Funded by: Puget Sound Partnership

¢ Introductions (20 minutes)

e  Why this project? (5 minutes)

o  Workshop Activity and Discussion (45-60 minutes)

O

Respond to the following questions in groups or as individuals. Please go to each
question or topic station. Spend as much time as you would like at each station. Please
use the provided sticky notes to respond to each question(s) per station. Please feel free
to ask questions and/or discuss your responses with others, including the organizers.

Nature and Health: What is wellbeing? How would you define wellbeing? What is
community? How would you define community? Let’s discuss together.

Health, Connections, and Values: How does nature contribute to your wellbeing? How
does your community connect to nature? What do you value in nature? Use stick-notes.

Climate Change: What is climate change? How has climate change impacted nature?
How has climate change impacted your wellbeing? Discuss examples. Use sticky-notes.

Place: What places in Puget Sound do you value? Why do you value them? Use the map
provided and/or sticky-notes to respond to this question.

Vital Signs: Do the Vital Signs reflect your values? Do the Vital Signs reflect your
responses? Do the Vital Sign reflect your community? Let’s discuss.
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e  Wrap-Up and Survey Opportunity (30 minutes)

e Thank you! If you have any follow-up questions related to the workshop and workshop next
steps, please contact Brendan Nelson from EPIC at nvision.epic@gmail.com and/or Dr. David
Trimbach from the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife at
David.Trimbach@dfw.wa.gov.
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Appendix E. Human Wellbeing Surveys

Thai Version

wuudsaamiainwaasuuseluiniadne (PUGET SOUND)
douddnnfianihlafsds:aunisnivasvinu

asdnmidmaiaauusallaoanuiuiianaa:

PUGETSOUND 325 East D Street

§ Oregon State 20 kovskend vl
PARTMERSHIP  Tscoma, Vik 58421 Uni - 700

SW Campes Visy
niversity Gorvallis, OR 57331

swsniauAAER B
imadnduledaininiingss
uEAlundm a3 Sas e
(Puget Sound) wineaanys

amPiiasmndaoinsdnd
wlsdnyanadurduiSuiursin

sl nad iddn s 3auo (Puget Sound) i
Pnget Soumi ip wuudatasldnazasinalbonin10 ud
fuazaic Torinid s ngonniud

aodulildnintdninnt
P e A e

v vra A ot Kelly
Kelly. biedenweg@oregonstate.edu

emeduad

wasnsunsuuudrrascaaTinewllu State of the Sound Report was Puget Sound Ilaﬂnershlp Tuil 2021
Ayl leicia s iz hitps/ fuw

3. Tilfeigun [ivanzsun

ioaFnancing n
niﬂn‘mﬁmumummmmi1usmmil..d1n1u

e

2ian (1w nTu)

e =
(1-4 a¥atundail) (D)

e

sl IR
BT e T
Sruwe (Puget Sound)
Dusfusnsifsnsirn

st T e iag

TunTsAMATEEN LTSI 1

Aau138 [Puget Ssund)

mmnuumﬁmnmdmn
wyfumaduiioonemius

o
AnoiassTE AR
[Puget Sound)

s AsAE sy s
anpisAunaduilosnredonin
HanrupaSEutinsfan s dnan 1
ssssumnATun IR (Puget
Sound)

A Sodoyafio

anaiAufumu e mn g

BT T e — 1

Al a s (Pugel
una)

FaanastBunrrianym 1

fidawaa (Puget Sound Region) winsla?

wiineu gAmuauinng wia snniulahiniadnidzooudnmshedu?:

2. tullisnen vwldadad dmdm avmms wia mannssahliflugia e ndad s (Puget Sound Region)
unaninalA? ATMTTRLWNLE AT LT AT

el

wuynfa (12

iunfensn (3-5

slhalsd (6-6 Aina (annnd 10

adetuusasnania)

i (Puget Sound)

afiluusssagni) adiluusnsagma) afilus u
A 1 z 3 4 5 [}
Y wle e 1 2 3 4 5 O
WbuAw (MouseEe
RETIRELRE Y
aananad : z E 4 s O
Chitahauuasa))
daaiin 1 H 3 4 H [
310 wis naann 1 H 3 4 5 (|
umh 1 H 3 4 5 [
st wadS ula wla 1 z 3 4 B Ol
8. vimileans Sumnn I Sucioit \aavinSe
Tu gg'(u'luﬂanmmnu

v OE NG Ty uGEs 0w
ani

(ilermiacots) 14 510 2 .
P Sudmdou  Sudmdouw  Judadmu  usada
nndnsmvnwaiihal
Snfinfansdaumihanl | 1 2 3 4 5 (| T =
e ﬁ"‘““'m 1 3 a s 3 O
wadnsmdudswadouia e adanemamaE G
Sarumenscmbuduama |1 2 3 4 s O bl 1 3 s s s O
b abhnoitbildmainedndud S
P Eanmenu dah 16fe 1 3 4 5 3 (|
wndrrmdudanadouii | 2 3 4 5 [ e P
i nihisa N .
umsatly (zaemed win duthpsduans) 1 3 4 5 3 (]
4. Numan funstziog Vuan dauawssTHId (a7 Mmsanlandundizdusauuhoana [ i 1 3 4 5 6 O
n'ﬁu'\vhm Asilbi msysasitagandu wia ouliumnmsaatouds) txusaliz oo O
il D adat 1 3 4 5 &
niia wia BBQ 1 3 4 5 & (|
foatn
vl fudmsaedumstaoantuan wssnndlsnaiihsadlieni? snaare 1 3 4 s 6 |
vaondt 5 lusfdlswi [ 510 mim/auaw [111-20 ghrTasofdalani Abnauniilhatesmc (i
[ 21-30 daTassfdalami [ snanes 30 saTuy/dilnsi au 1 El 4 5 3 (|
5. Tullirnan viugEninases foanagaa o usgimaniaiane (Puget Sound) vamvinsla?
oI E NG rnsuEA furiada uia 1 3 1 s 3 O
s
Avnhau e enduamain 1 3 4 5 6 (]
Avigdadih/avigun 1 3 4 5 3 (]
- - . e .o - oo . . 9. nldinsulud durmnn i Susiad i winiarae (Puget Sound)
6. hilliikhun msldbaagnanudsluniimainiazmd (P ind) ez’ T R neTAS N DT a G S Ga s
NN WTAUHN SR BRI
11~ lﬂ
Susaidon
P ey —
- - . - - P P Py 1 2z 3 4 B &
7. Tulliis vinadiny It 13 Ol O
v Eadyd uaGa: atadnasdomnomamad g N N 5 4 s 6 O
S50
AammnneiencTEndmlEms = RN X R A
Amduzanadan FdnTu fah st 1 2 3 4 5 3 O
[E R
unsstls (znumed wda duibprduans) 1 2 3 4 5 3 (]
Aamlan 1 2 3 4 B 3 O
Sasmygnondamos andad 1 2 3 4 5 & [}
e S ML -
[ ——— 1 2 3 4 5 [ [ R ) ! 2 3 4 s & |
"i“'""m"')‘ 9“'5") soetau 1 2 3 4 5 3 (|
abservance) hidu]
=y e— Atanahunilildatssuud (md
L Avvnmdaania aridadn . 2 B " s . |
i 1 3 3 4 5 D D mmszaiaty mmhmbh
e o o Avssiwhunsou)
Jammdnlaithnnants @) il Auduada via 1 2 3 4 B 3 (]
[ISPE N NN e
u (@t mdma 1 2 3 4 5 ] ] A i eniluamaiu 1 2 3 4 5 3 1
AanTaunansussEadan o 1 2 5 A s A ]
i) minderiih/ meun
—

\6) Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife

138



TamirThl viudovalawda bivi piTass iz ta? AsnesanmNa o . L2 S 3 . 4 5
o 18. viwdmsnnheuacankaanlasaWi? nsumesaumnoaundn:
10. virurdusaida hiviudofuiaaea funfimaviiiesd (Puget Sound Region) ninela?
. Fnsudnsumshuudsaiiumysel mmiubiawdavindndnsuaiagam Auttaniu
" : 2 1 Hawhe = VimumansadiniemdeaeviwldRid wndaens
ABAIIU fi Tiugan Tiuchn
[
vadamusTnanATuging 1 2 3 4 5 3 7
FniouTad (Puget Sound)
Swchgiladndumgodmeing
aurns (Puget Sound) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
manduntuadmeriaSaume
Sou 1 2 3 4 s 3 7
sannsmmldnanrishh
ulas
[T F U N S——
el e "
e = e e 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
el b e e
(Puget
Tavdnlin
Swhiiagaviuduue g
wmoviniaune (Puget Sound) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
daglnddainadenoida
[ETO ST pp—
i nmaviname (Puget 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Sound)
hiviawala sawihaliviowata \au g awtheonats
1 2 3 4
11 viwaduag windannd (Puget Sound) fhinariiluda?
12.vhumela?
e [Clwdo J#un [ welisay
13. dasrulacaliifadundeiuiiihunduagidande? nsaniesaues
2 3
14, viudnEamsdnsngegalus=dula? ATAINSEILU @
15. 0528 il ldeaTnunins?
[hnin $10,000 [1$10,000-$24,999 [eas,000-¢99,998  []550,000-674,989
[1475,000-99,399 [J$100,000-§148,999 [I5150,000-6200,000 [ Jqanin $200,000
16. vinndiamiaia? vuedananmadaniimiae
Ffufinsin via uarBiuaue foudl fu vt fudissamam [ fudiassn via wnsi 1 luudEfln
i [ &am [ aufin wia azéu [J8un
17. viumguiils?
Korean Version
o] X L=3 1. A5k Puget Sound Region 2} 99 015 234 s Aot S2i51A4 521912 22 U7z
PUGET SOUND <17+ 2] 4 2 A} A Puset Sound veon ) 399 1 4
ool AHE olaetr] fSt 24t EE 2 =
Hote FHe ofdet) fgrE = a9 Fama  To30  Fosm  F09
Hp Y, Eis &
. Fe st 4% 22 Puget
AT Sound 1% ARAL A4
PUGETSOUND 3xeastostrest (2P Oregon State i?ﬁf‘?iﬁf‘ém”d'w 4L B4 A 7182wl i 2 @ 9 & g B O
PART P Tacoma,WAS2t ¥ Universi ampus Way 23
- ARTNERSH UIINEI'SltY Corvallis, OR 97331
) A A
WL AR BAR T AT | 1 2 3 4 5 3 7 [
AHE 2T A
Puget Sound A28 B2 A
Axztwel 12 # Hxshy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 (I
AFa A E,
T+ A9 AAYLAHE Puget
Sound A BTE deh | L 2 i 4 s s [
H= Puget Sound 8 AHHD
B/ GE AAF, BAX
24 BEALE T2 0187 L 2 3 4 s s 7 ]
+
*}= Puget Sound 8] AFAHD
4 3£ 222 234 AT 1 2 3 4 s 5 7 [
AWE THO ISR+ sk
= Puget Sound AR B2
e A4 384 B ARE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 (I
P ErERrEY

51 AZ4 A1 of ol d A1, AP, WS AAekASUIR

2. Puget Sound ZKdlA Jdal QU A F thg 3} F2 ABE A, £, LYFAAFUIP A FZal A 3 A2 A5d]
A2 IHF UL

ERA(EAZ AHFALA TR FAAo=(dAd ;ﬂ?(v!ﬂl;liﬁ'.’!m!

5% 1219) 5 1) 5% 6.8 ) aba) =5

EEV 1 2 3 4 5 ]
pE= 1 2 3 4 5 [
ZA(FAAZA, B
E=ERREA 1 2 3 4 5 (|
A=)

Puget Sound Partnership 0] %13t Puget Sound 212+ 53] 22 2 All] FHFA M A] FARELCE A0 Z2]= 249 1 2 3 4 5 |:|

A2 10 ¥ eI, AT SFzAs WA U2 92 A8 oW 2eE ol zAUA _

BUzgAe. 874 ol olus Agao 2 ddalall ul Asle] 292 dxlow Jidr sAHUL, AeEsda 1 2 3 4 5 O

HEZ A 3t AF0] 312 AW A #AU Y Principal Investigator) Kelly Biedenweg = t 2 3 4 5 l:l

Kelly.bi edu o7 245812 A8, 9 == AR 1 2 3 4 5 (|

\6) Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 139



3. F15c Addl 6] {ASUR PR8N AR5 W/ W4 ol AF FoFiA U 2 A2l W 3 A2
Hod ES IHTLAL.

==] 3 EFELEY =
(1dd1-4%)  (vudBw)  (Fdewm oAU 2=

AzAM BRd ARFe=

Aoldcn AAaAs o5 | | 3 g & & ]

A=A AYG LS o4

9= 22 o t 2 3 4 5 [

AA=a wase

AARAE 22 95 E 2 3 + 8 O

4. A5l Yol = AA BPAA ADE BT Y(ol: PR 0 EE AA 01, =B, BY, AN ETES 0l
# 3 Zclo] A)o] xFP7I?
Clore o
e 93 3 Aok AFAdl R A0 AA APd A FF SHEUIP
1&gl s Ao [ 13960 510 A3 [ 15900 11-20 A%
O 13l 2030 A7 [ 1 £ 30 217 013

5. ZMdd] Puget Sound 2191 0] dl A A12E RUlAE SR AT A E TORFUIR HA2) A d] B
EEEETTY
=] e FEEEES AF =
a0 Qddism)  (Buded)  (Fadew) (A9 ) =5
1 2 3 4 5

6. ZAdl i 9 Puget Sound A1 o2l BT 0] ~=E7~F Fol:6l uh} AF £33 FAA5UPR 3] A5d A3
AL L.

E3A 7 ETELE) Fe =
Aol g (10 1-4 1) (dddud)  (LFaAww) (719 i) =
1 2 3 4 5

7. I3 84 54 A 02 £F @F 29 TF BT % P4 JoiSdl Joht BSSHEUFR 2 D2 A 3 A
5o = IHZ AL

BE 23 9% AT

A¥9 A% == 857 4%,
BZ A6 94, =EAA T)
224 dvd 94 == F24
AE(A4, FIx, FA/3A T2 1 2 3 4 5
44 F)

BR ABAY A8 BE(BR 29,
S2EE, o} 94 F)

10. A5HE Puget Sound Region 2} 384 012 930l <] duii} So551A1 S2151A ke 3R
2 92l i 31 2] W Tal Y5 IAFTPAL

“F= Puget Sound A A4

Eiberrup) : 2 3 i 3 § | O
;i "ﬂ‘gj_f?;“; "'} g'!‘:"' = 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 [
¥ Puget Sound 44 2FE

FESH A97L 2299 : 2 3 N 3 s 2O
Puget Sound Z|S64 A AL

Wk o AAA  LAED : 2 3 4 s & g
o1 THoR} 23 BAH BT

gﬁ g 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 |
q—nugetsnuml o4 A

23 ErriT TSRy L) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 |
wengzeras | 2 3 . s s 7 |

1 2 3 4 5

12. F5H= Puget Sound A dui} e A&k
13. 751 2L fA9UsR
e [ CI71& [ =as A =
£ Z AshilA AZSIAE 25 7HE 2 498 AL FAYUNR A W Sd H5 JHFUAL.

14.

1 2 3

a g x4 d32Y
il2l3l4fslelz7[alolslmlipla3T 145 sela7lasls9(a0l21[22[23 24+

16.F=121 A FA 252 AWHUIR

[J$10,000 1T [s10,000-524,999 [Js25,000-¢48,999  []¢50,000-574,999

[J475,000-§95,399 [C$100,000-5149,999 [Cs150,000-5200,000 []$200,000 &2}

17. 7511 932 FLY9UIP A9E = 252 BF ZASHIAL

[J=% = oz 21 1123 I:IGIDHEHI WP L WA AR &= 920 2= B PT84 27

[ ) Ol O#2md e& 2Elx  [)7&

18. Astel 922 @ iU

19. A5t 2el2] 320] oitdl slFeinln FdeHEUsle 3 2] Asd A2 1HF 042

FEET rEETy

1 2

8. Fsk-Ad

TE-dl f+l 31 A2 Hodl PE IHFTA L.
EESE]

egd19 g1
FolaA Fth a

] BE
¥4 o9 ol F-F ol 8l ATV
EEOHV E7I)

=4 =2 =E E49 47, 997,
AAA =

H=4 B9 47, 9217, A8A
Bl £ 2017, W1

WAAEA 24 == W AE)
WA
v
&% E:08Q
Faus
BERA 3 AT 71, AP,
BE, 54, A7)
Af)AveME EX Av0iy
Qo == A7
LIFE BRBE

9. AT AU

Puqget Sound 2] 9] T}S 2 2 Fal01d FTdl & Jal B A= FqA5UTR 2

1
1

Puget Sound 2] %°] T}-3 H22olold BEdl  Jdl 13 Ax JolsiAF0

2ol dial 3 A2 3ol 339 FY2 9.

1 B
B B2 o155 <H{4): ATV
L OHV HF)

274 == vt B9 371, g7,
AAA 8

M=% Ea13 A7, 2971, AdA
E7l, 57 01, 947

FR(ATAFY == G A5

4% £ 88Q

FARE

MERS S ATl A, 4,
BE, 59, 274)
BT . e ]
24 = A9 A7

HIEE AR/ HE

ol ira]
ll"hH

‘Hﬂv}

g9 1-

a3

l‘!‘l& \!!01111—

09

4

q

w5
104

5
5

w4 11-
204

|auq
209

23
&

3

6
3

Ll
209

2%

an

s000ooooOoooon

A

ooooonooooooo

AR =ael L4l FAA ZABULE A A9 231 0] ¥ F220] ¢ QLeAthy, o Aol F3] L.

\6)' Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife

140



Vietnamese Version

KHAO SAT VE PHUC LOT CON NGUOT & PUGET SOUND
CAC CAU HOI QUAN TRONG BE HIEU BIET VE KINH NGHIEM CUA QUY VI

cudc NGHIEN U BUQC CONG TAC HOAN TAT BOI:

PUGETSOUND 326 East D Street

Oregon State 204 toudand Hal
PARTNERSHIP ~ Tacoma, WA 98421

[ch UmVEl‘Slty 2700 SW Campus Way

y
Corvallis, OR 97331

’w
Ry
Mg
 SPECIES Anp FOODWEP

Cam dn quy vi da tham gia khao sat vé phiic lgi con ngudi & Puget Sﬂund, dugc tai trg bai Puget Sound

hip. Khao sat nay dwrgc thu'c hién chua dén 10 phiit cia quy vi. Vui long hoan tit khao sat ngan
va gdi lai cho chuyen gia nghlen cifu bing cich sir dung bao thy da tra buu phi trudc. Viéc tham gia 13
tuf nguyén va cac cau tra 151 cia quy vi hoan toan dugc bao mat.

N&u quy vi cé bat ky thic mac nao vé khao sat, vui long lién hé véi Nha Nghién Ciiu Chinh Kelly
Biedenweg bang e-mail tai Kelly.biedenweg@oregonstate.edu.

Cac két qua khao sat sé du'ge bao cao trong Stafe of the Sound Report cia Puget Sound Partnership
nam 2021. Xin truy cip trang web sau day d& biét thém chi tiét: http:/ /www.psp.wa.gov/vitalsigns/

3. Trong ném qua, gn nhir quy vi 6 thirding xuyén tham gia vao cac hanh vi/hoat ddng quan f mé quy vi cho
rang mang lai lai ich cho méi truiing khung’-' Xin khoanh tron mét s cho méi céu héi:

Hanh vifHast déng

i méi trubing o
ngluatz ahan & v qur

Hanh vi méi tring ma
cho cing déng
4. Cdng viéc clia quy vi cé lién quan dén viéc danh thdi gian trong méi trudng ty nhién (vi du: danh bat ca
thu'dng mai hodc cho thué, tréng trot, quan ly rirng, phuc hdi méi trudng sdng hodc cac cong viéc giai tri

ngoai trdi khong?
[khéng [ 1o

Néu C6: Khoang bao nhiéu gidd mdi tuan quy vi thyc hién cong viéc lién quan dén viéc danh

théi gian trong méi trirding tu nhién?

fthon 5 gicftudn [ ] 5-10 gidftuan [ ] 11-20 gidfftudn
[ 21-30 gig/tuan [ Nhigu han 30 gidy/tudn

5. Trong nam qua, gan nhy quy vi c6 thuding xuyén cam thdy dudc truyén cdm feing khi danh thdi gian & ngoai
trdii viing Puget Sound khang? Xin khoanh trén mat s5:

Trong ndm qua, gan nhir quy vi c6 thuing xuyén danh thii gian & ngoai trdi viing Puget Sound da gitip quy vi
giam bdt cang thing Idmng? Xin khoanh tron mét s6:

mm.,-gh.-u-unh.-.ln
taing phim, v.v.)
Théng L& Tam Linh hosc Tén
id quan dén méi trugng
(thi .nfnl- , GSu m;uym,quan
st di
ﬂm-gl.eluncnmlnmgum
Trusting Quan Trong doi vai Di

—

1. Quy vi dong y hay khng d"u‘ng,, i mii'c nao vdi cac nhan dinh sau day lién quan dén Viing Puget Sound?
Xin khoanh tron méat héi

Téi o6 quyén ty do dirara
e quyét dinh 3 nhin v&
cach thife quin I £3i nguyén 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
thién nhién trén bt dén
sén ciia minh

Téi c3m thy hap Iy khi

nhiing nha lEnh dzo trinh

bay cic quy trinh quan If tai 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

nguyén thign nhign & Puget
ml

in turting cic nha hoach
o b i v o2 b
vé t3i nguyén thién nhién &
Puget Sound

Téi o6 quyzn truy cip di
e %

Téi o6 quyén truy o
théng tin lién quan T 'hau
qué mdi truting o2 cich 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
thifc quan I t3i nguyén thién
nhign & Puget Sound

Téi o6 quy@n truy c3j

théng tin lién ...-...k.. e
canh quy dinh ciia Gich thic 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
quan Iy i nguyén thién

nhién & Puget Sound

Quy vi da nghi d&n oo quan, nha hoach dinh chinh sich hegc t& chifc nao khi tra I cac cau héi trén day?:

o o o o o o o

2. Trong ndm qua, quy vi di cé thuing xuyén sdn ban, thu hoach, hai lugm hogc tim liém thifc &n sau day &
Viing Puget Sound khdng? Xin khoanh trén mét sndlﬂ mai muc:

Higmkhi (1-2[5n  Thinh thodng (3-5 Thuing xuyén (Tir10
5i misa) Ein mBi mia)

Ui
(G'“'?"""" i tré 1én mdi mim)
mia)

Mycdng 1 2 3 4 5
Huou hojc Naisimg | | A 5 “ =
Chim & nusc 1 2 3 4 5
oo 1 2 3 4 5

8. Trung binh khoing bao ahidu pa v méi théng quy vi d§ tham gia cé

ogt déng giai tri sau diy & ying Puget Sound

Xin khoanh trén mét s& cho moi ciu héi:

ﬁrnungmungMonDanthXg

Ca Gidi (vi (|
OHV)

Si Dung L& i Lit B3 hadic Buing O
ManlleBqu.ChayBo,DangDap

it Dung Buiing Mon Khng Lt

325158 Chay B8, bap Xe-Cu |
Ngira, Bi B3 Buiing Dai, Du Lich Bui

C4m Trai (Xe Hoi hodc Vé Nudc) 1 2 3 a 5 3 [
CauCa 1 2 3 4 5 3 (|
Sdn Ban 1 2 3 4 5 & [
Bi picnic ho3c BBQ 1 2 3 4 5 3 (|
Chéo Thuyén C6 Béng Co 1 2 3 4 5 3 O
Mén Thé Thao Durdi Nirdc Khéng C6

Déng Co (vi du: Chéo Thuysn

5 B 1 2 3 4 5 & (|
Bai Léi, Lin Bién)

Truot Tuyt/ Truot Tuyét Bing Vin

hodc Trugt Tuyét Bing Gidy : 2 3 4 s & O
Trong Vuim hosc Lim Vuin 1 2 3 a 5 3 (|
Xem/Ng&m Béng V&t Hoang D3 1 2 3 4 5 3 [
9. Trung binh khoang bao nhiéu ngay méi thang quy vi 45 tham gia cac hoal i sau diy & viing Puget

cho mai cau hai:
Nhigu
11:20ngsy  han20  Khing
mbithing  ngly mdi gt
thang

Xin danh dau

Sound vao

l4ngdy 510 ngdy
mdi thang  mi thas

i Dung Buiing Mon Danh Cho Xe
orcuﬁ(u.du Bi Xe ATV hodic (|
OHY)
Serll!pLu&latﬂalchm EI
Mén demBo,ChayBo,DapXADap

M5n Khéng L3t 0
©3m Trai (Xe Hoi hodic V& Nudc) 1 2 3 ) 5 3 (]
Caucs 1 2 3 4 5 6 (]
Sin Ban 1 2 3 4 5 3 (]
Bi picnic hoic BBQ 2 3 4 5 3 (]
Chio Thuyén C6 Déng Co 1 2 E] 4 5 3 1
M8n The Thao Dui Nurdc Khéng C6

(vi Chéo Thuyén 1 2 3 a 5 & l:l

ién)
Trugt Tuya,lrnmtmyasa-g\ran
hasc Trurgt Tuyét Bang Gidy t 2 3 4 s s O
Tréing Vudn hodc Lam Vudn 1 2 3 4 5 3 (|
Xem/Ngm Béng V3t Hoang D3 1 2 3 4 5 3 (]
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10.Quy vi déng ¥ hay khéng d6ng ¥ t8i mic ndo vdi cc nhan dinh sau day lién quan dén Ving Puget Sound?

rat gin bé vii méi truting
tur nhién & viing Puget Sound
Téi tir hio khi séing & viing
Puget Sound
Téi cam thiy o6 tréch nhigm
Sm sG6cmdi truting by’ 1 2 3 4

Séing 4 vimg Puget Sound ndi
Ién rst nhigu dicu vé ban 1 2 3 El 5 5 7

Chil y&u I3 t5i gin bé vdi cac
noi iia Puget Sound & gin 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

O o0oooo

T8I o thé hai lang khi s8ng &
cécnalkhéc ngodi Puget 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1
Soul

11 NGi chung,
Khin,

Phan Nao Khing Khing Hai Long Ma Khing Bat

12. Quy vi da séng bao nhiéu ndm & Puget Sound?

inh clia quy vi |3 gi?
CInam i [Jkhdc [ Khéng muén tra ki
14. Cau nao sau day mé ta diing nhat vé khu virc quy vi dang séng? Xin khoanh tron mét
Thanh Phé Ngoai O
1 2 3 4

15. Trinh 6 hoc vin cao nhdt nao ma quy vi 43 hoan tat? Xin khoanh tron

16. Thu nhap hé gia dinh hang ném ciia quy vi I3 bao nhiéu?
It han 10,000 [Js$10,000-524,999 [J$25,000-349,999
[1%75,000-$55,599 [J$100,000-$149,999

[]$50,000-574,980
[J¢150,000-6200,000 [Hhigu han $200,000

17. Chiing téc ciia quy vi la gi? Panh diu t&t cd muc ap dung.

[]Da ©en hay M Phi Chéu [] The Dan My hodc Th Dan Alaska  [] Thé Dan Hawai hoc Dan Dao Théi Binh Duang Khdc
A [ khéc

[Jchau & [ Da Trang
18. Quy vi bao nhiéu tudi?
19. Quy vi coi minh thudc ki€u nguii nhu the nao sau day? Xin khoanh tron mit si:

[JLa tinh va Tay Ban Nha hodc La tinh

English Version

PUGET SOUND HUMAN WELLBEING SURVEY
IMPORTANT QUESTIONS TO UNDERSTAND YOUR EXPERIENCES

A STUDY COMPLETED COOPERATIVELY BY:

PUGETSOUND 326 £ast D street
PARTMNERSHIP Tacoma, WA 38421

204 Hoveland Hall
2700 SW Campus Way
Corvallis, OR 57331

Oregon State
University

Thank you for participating in this survey of human wellbeing in the Puget Sound, funded by the Puget

Sound Partnership. It should take less than 10 minutes of your time. Please complete the brief survey

and return it to the researcher using the pre-paid envelope. Participation is voluntary, and your
are i

If you have any questions about the survey, please contact Principal Investigator Kelly Biedenweg by
e-mail at Kelly.bi edu

The results of this survey will be reported in the Puget Sound Partnership’s State of the Sound Report
in 2021. Please visit the following website for more details: http://ww w.psp.wa.gov/vitalsigns

T5ng hay khéng hai long vai toan ba cudc sang clia mink & miFc 46 nao? Xin Khoanh tron mat sB:

Cam on quy vi da hoan t3t khao sat nay. Néu quy vi cd bat ky suy nghi b sung nao v phiic Igi con nguii
trong khu vifc ciia minh, vui long viét cac suy nghi dé & day, néu can.

1. How much do you agree or disagree with the following statements related to the Puget Sound Region?
Please circle gne number for each questior

Stronaly Somewhat

Statement Disagree 1 Newral

Thave plenty of opportunities
o influence natural resource

isions in the Puget Sound
region if I wantto

Ihave the freedom to make
personal decisions about how
natural resources are
‘managed on my property

I feel well represanted by the
leaders of Puget Sound
matural resource management
processes

I trust regional policvmakers
to protect Puget Sound's 1 2 3 4
natural resources

I have access to enough
information regarding the
social and economic
consequences of how natural
resources are managed in the

Puget Sound

of how natural resources are
‘managed in the Puget Sound

T have access ta enough
information regarding the
latory aspects of how

What agencies, policymakers, or institutions were you thinking of when answering the above questions?:

2. In the past year, about how often did you hunt, harvest, gather, or forage for the following food in the Puget
Sound Region? Please circle ane number for each item:
Reqularly (6-8

Rarely (1-2 Gmes  Occasionally (3-5
L= times a sezson)

Frequently (More
= than 10 times a
times a season) )

a season)

Fish 1 2 E] 4 5
Crab or Shrimp 1 2 3 4 5
Clams (geoducks,

aysters, or mussals 1 2 3 4 5

|
O
(not razor clams}) 1
Squid 1 2 3 4 5 [
Deer or Elk 1 2 3 2 s (|
Waterfowl 1 2 3 4 H (|

O

Plants, Berries, or
Mushrooms

\6) Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife
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3. In the past year, about how often did you engage in stawardship behaviors/activities that you believed
benefitted the environment? Please circle one number for each question:

Rarely [r— Regularly
Never  (14tmesayear) (Onceamonth)  (Onceaweek)

Behaviors that vou believe

effectively benefitted the 1 2 3 4 5 [

environment

Environmental behaviors
that were personally 1 2 3 4 5 ™
meaningful to you

that you believe ar 1 2 3 4 5 [
needed by the community
4. Does your work involve spending time in | envi { or charter fishing, farming,
forestry, habitat restoration, or outdoor-recreation jobs?
[Ine [Jres

If Ves: About how many hours a week do you perform work that invalves spending time in
natural environments?
[JLessthans 7 510 s [J11-20h k
[]21-30 hours/week [ More than 30 hours/wesk
5. In the past year, about how often have you felt jnspiration when spending time in the outdoors of the Puget
Sound region? Please circle one numbe;

Occasionally
(Onoe 2 month)

Regularly

Rarely
(1-4 times a year) (Dnce a week)

6. Inthe past year, about how aften has spending time in the outdoors of the Puget Sound region helped you
reduce stress? Please circle one number;
Docasionally
(Onoe 2 month)

Regularly
(Once 2 week)

Freq Don't

Rarcly enthy
(1-4 times a year) (Almost every day) __Know

7. Inthe past year, how satisfied were you with your level of participation in any of the following cultural
activities or traditions related to the environment? Please circle one numl r each question:

Neither
Dissatisfied ‘Satishi Satisfied

Dissatisfied nor
Diseatichied

Native Practices or Activities
(canoe journey, Tribal center 1 2 3 4 5 (| (]
events, potlach, etc.)

Spiritual or Religious Practices

Heritage

family or community events,
atc.)

Environmentally oriented Social
Activities (environmental clubs, 1 2 3 a B
festivals, outdoor events, etc.)

10. How much do you agree or disagree with the following statements related to the Puget Sound Region?
Please circle one number for each question

Strongly [ S T ——" [T —r
Statement Disagree _Disaa: A Agree A know
Tam very attached to the
natural environment in the 1 2 4 s 3 7 (|
Puget Sound region
Iam proud to live in the Puget
it i 1 2 3 4 s 3 7 [
1 feel responsible for taking care
of Puget Sound’s natural 1 2 3 4 B 3 7 1
‘environment
Living in the Puget Sound
region says a lot about who 1 1 2 3 4 5 3 7 O
am
Being able to engage in outdoor
ivities or cultural practices is
important ta my connection to d 2 e © = e 7 |
the Puget Sound
1am mostly attached to parts of
Puget Sound that are nearest to 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 (|
me
1 could be satisfied living in
other places outside the Puget 1 2 3 4 s s 7 (|
Sound

12, How many years have you lived in the Puget Sound?
13. What is your sex?

[J#en [Jwoman  [TJother [ Prefer not to answer
14. Which of the following best describes the area you live in? Please circle one num
Urban Suburban Rural
1
15. What is the highest level of ion you have leted? Please circle one numbe:
lementary and School ‘Graduate or Professional Sch
2 als[el7[e[s]0[ulw]s 16|17 19 (2021 222324+

16. What is your annual household income?
[JLess than 510,000 [Js10,000-324,399
[Js75.000-539,999 [CJs100.000-5143.995
17. What is your race? Mark all that apply.
[[Jelack or African American [Jnative American or Native Alaskan
[Jasian [ whit= [Hispsnic or Lstine

18. What is your age?
1. Which of the following do you consider yourself? Please circle ons number:

[Js25.000-545,393 [Js50.000-574,993
[Js150.000-5200,000 [Greater than $200,000

[Native Hawsiizn or Other Pacific Islander

Elnﬂuel

Conservative nor Liberal _ Liberal Very Liberal

8. About how many days per month on average did you participate in the following recreation activities in the
Puget Sound reqion this past

Please circle one number for each question:

ST o = = = 5 - =
Using Paved Paths or Trails for

Walking, Running, Biking * 2 3 4 5 & |
Using Unpaved Trails for Walking,

Running, Biking, Horseback, 1 2 3 4 5 6 (]
Hiking, Backpacking

Camping (Car or Back Country) 1 2 3 4 5 6 [
Fishing 1 2 3 4 5 & O
Hunting 1 2 3 4 5 6 (]
Picnic or BBQ 1 2 3 4 5 [ [
Motorized Boating 1 2 3 4 5 6 O
Non-Motorized Water Sports (e.a.

Kavak, Surf, Sailing, Swimming, 1 2 3 4 5 6 (]
Scuba)

Skiing/Snow Boarding or

Snowshoeing 1 2 3 4 5 3 O
Gardening or Yard Work 1 2 3 4 5 6 O
Wildlife Viewing/Birding 1 2 3 4 5 3 D

9. About how many days per month on average did you participate in the following recreation activities in the
Puget Sound region this past

Please check gne box for each question:

More
Less than 11-20days  than 20

by 1-4days  5-10days Don't
DS permonth permonth  permonth  daysper  Know
— o month

1 F 3 4 5 3 (|
Using Paved Paths or Trails for
Walking, Running, Biking ! 2 3 & s s O
Using Unpaved Trails for Walking,
Running, Biking, Horseback, 1 2 3 4 5 3 (|
Hiking, Backpacking
(Camping (Car or Back Country) 1 2 3 4 5 6 O
Fishing 1 2 3 s 5 5 (|
Hunting 1 2 3 & 5 [ O
Picnic or BBQ 1 2 3 4 5 6 (|
Motorized Boating 1 2 3 4 5 6 [
Mon-Matorized Water Sports (e.q.
Kayak, Surf, Sailing, Swimming, 1 2 3 4 5 3 (|
Scuba)
‘Skiing/Snow Boarding or
Snovithoeing 1 2 3 4 5 3 [
Gardening or Yard Work 1 2 3 4 5 6 O
Wildlife Viewing/ Birding 1 2 3 4 3 3 (|

Thank you for completing this survey. If you have any additional thoughts on human wellbeing in your area,
please writs them here, as needed.

QS \
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