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Livability…Quality of Life (QOL) 



© 2011 Regents of the University of Minnesota.  All rights reserved. 

Purpose 

• Understand  
–QOL 
–MnDOT role  
–performance 

measure 
opportunities 

 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
 what QOL means to Minnesotans  & identify where transportation falls within this mix,f Mn/DOT programs & services in QOL, & Guide in the development of Mn/DOT performance measures – linking QOL & transportation 
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Our route today: 3, 11, 7 

• 3 methods  
– 11 quality of life 

domains 
– 7 transportation 

elements 
 

 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Used 3 methods to reveal 11 QOL factors and 7 transportation elements among MN sample….Journey in progress: the importance of these elements
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3 study methods 

Literature 
review Focus groups Questionnaire 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Literature completed mid-November 2010Focus groups Completed Fall 2010Questionnaire Spring 2011, analysis in processMixed methods necessary b/c paucity of information, QOL subjective & objective, meet different audience objectives: ‘rich stories’ for legislators & press---objective/quantitative to inform, guide, monitor & track
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3 study methods 

• Literature Review 
• Focus Groups 
• Questionnaire 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Literature completed mid-November 2010Focus groups Completed Fall 2010Questionnaire Spring 2011, analysis in processMixed methods necessary b/c paucity of information, QOL subjective & objective, 
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Method 1: Literature review 
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Results literature review:  
QOL points 
 

• 50 years…… 
 

• Inconsistently 
measured 
 

• Variety of domains 

 
 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Frequently mentioned, inconsistently measuredObjective  & subjective with more subjective studiesVariety of domains/factorsWHO QOL most often used instrument with 9 domains that include:1) freedom, physical safety & security, 2) home environment, 3) work satisfaction, 4) financial resources, 5) health & social care, 6) opportunities for acquiring new information & skills, 7) participation in & opportunities for recreation/leisure activities,8) physical environment & 9) transport
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Transportation & QOL: infrequent & 
limited 

• Infrequent inclusion 
 

• Limited measures 
 

• Emphasis on mobility 
& accessibility 
 

• Examples 
 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Infrequent inclusionLimited measuresEmphasis on mobility & accessibilityDOTs assess objectively Iowa, ConnecticutNeed to define systemINFREQUENT INCLUSION�LIMITED MEAURES�Limited assessmentpublic transit and parking (Senilier et al., 2009), or general evaluation of transportation, such as efficiency of transport system and satisfaction from condition of traffic (Das, 2008). Related to well being: mobility (Ferrans, 1996; Crabriel and Bowling, 2004) and treated transportation as part of the environment that influenced personal wellbeing (WHOQOL, 1998). Mobility and Accessibility, essential in people's quality of life (Metz, 2000; Spinney, Scott and Newbold, 2009; Loti and Koohsari, 2009; Hjorthol, Levin, and Siren, 2010). provide physical activity opportunities, thus, could improve the health and QOL of people (Florindo, 2009; Cole et al., 2010). Most QOL related transportation research focused on specific aspects of transportation, including traffic noise (Dratva, et al., 2010), transportation diversity (Feng and Hsieh, 2009), mobility and accessibility (Hjorthol, et al., 2010; Lotfi and Koohsari, 2009; Spinney et al., 2009), physical active transportation (Cole et al., 2010; Florindo, 2009). Limited number of QOL research covers transportation in their measurement; however, they also only focus on several elements of transportation, including amount of traffic, parking facilities, condition of the roads, adequacy of lighting, decision making process(Christakopoulou, S., Dawson, J., & Gari, A, 2001), Bikeway proportion within the street network, distance to transportation (Sarmiento, 2010), and public transportation (Senlier et al. 2009).DOT measurement: Iowa DOT : safety, efficiency, and quality of life. QOL objective, including  highway fuel use per vehicle mile traveled, population within a two-hour drive of commercial air service, and percentage of railroad track-miles able to operate at 30 miles per hour or more. 
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3 Study Methods 

• Literature Review 

• Focus Groups 
• Questionnaire 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Completed fall 2010
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Method 2: Focus Groups 
  

  

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Approach:Based on 2009 MnDOT pilot study, broadly explored QOL 	among groups both metro & outstate. Instrument 		Funnel sequence questioning route.Data Collection	2009: 5 in metro, December		2010: 24 in 13 locations throughout Minnesota between August & November			Sample	Telephone census-block purchased listScreened Sample represented:Variety of  locations & community sizesAll Mn/DOT districtsMultiple age groups (Younger (y): 20-34, Middle (m): 35-59,       Older (o): 60-75)Select exploration among diverse groupsNotes Research team recorded detailed notes during each sessionAudio recordingFocus group interviews were audio recorded to assist Focus group synthesisEach focus group was first summarized in a table to document key themes from the sessionResearcher corroborationCodingIdentification of similar themes across cases & themes grouped them under a representative name
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Focus group results: 11 QOL domains 
(alpha order) 

• Education 
• Employment/ 

finances 
• Environment 
• Housing 
• Family, friends, & 

neighbors 
• Health 

• Local amenities 
• Recreation & 

entertainment 
• Safety 
• Spirituality & 

individual psychic 
• Transportation 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Differences by age; initial exploration with diverse groups indicates difference
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Focus group results:  
7 transportation elements (alpha) 

• 1 Access 
• 2 Design 
• 3 Environment 
• 4 Maintenance 
• 5 Mobility 
• 6 Safety 
• 7 Transparency 
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Our route today: 3, 11, 7 

• 3 methods  
– 11 quality of life 

domains 
 

– 7 transportation 
elements 

 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Used 3 methods to find 11 QOL factors and 7 transportation elements….Adventure in progress: the importance of these elements
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Method 3: Questionnaire 

• Representative 
sample, 44% response 
 

• Quantify QOL & 
transportation’s role 
 

• Importance & 
satisfaction with 
performance 
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Our route today: 3, 11, 7 
• 3 methods  

– 11 quality of life 
factors 

– 7 transportation 
elements……… 

    …and the adventure 
continues! 
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Implications for research 

• Multiple QOL domains 
 

• Nuances of transportation elements 
 

• Multiple-methods: still necessary? 
 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Measuring QOL domains a difficult decision------WHO 100 to 9 major domains; 22+ instruments; Recommendation from xx to use common names/forms…7 transportation elements……what are the nuances of those; sub themes helped, but item generation difficult; satisfaction with transportation overall, community, daily?  (Note, lower reliability and face validity of WHO transportation scale); validation of quantitative: predict satisfaction with various items and use open ended to identify most important: do results match?50 years of research on QOL….domains a decision rather than which domains; transportation elements high validity: focus groups emerged—quantifying with questionnaire and then validating with open ended—similar themes emerge
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Implications for transportation 
planning 
• Complicated! 

 
• Eventually, ideas 

where to focus 
 

• Attend to changes: 
demographically, 
technologically & 
attitudinally 
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Purpose fulfilled?! 

• Understand  
–QOL 
–MnDOT role  
–performance 

measure 
opportunities 

 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
 what QOL means to Minnesotans  & identify where transportation falls within this mix,f Mn/DOT programs & services in QOL, & Guide in the development of Mn/DOT performance measures – linking QOL & transportation 
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Questions?! 

• Thanks to …. 
– Mn Department of Transportation for project 

support & Technical Assistance team! 
– Participants in focus groups! 
– Respondents to questionnaire! 
– You for your interest! 
– Contact: ingridss@umn.edu; 612 624 4947 

 

mailto:ingridss@umn.edu�
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Results: Differences by Age 
• Younger  (20-34) 

– Access: public transportation 
– Safety: detractor only 
– Mobility: travel time detractor 

• Middle  (35-59) 
– Access: service transportation  
– Mobility: contributor & detractor 

• Older (60-75) 
– Access: service transportation 
– Safety: discussed most by this age group, 

contributor & detractor 
– Mobility: ease of movement contributor 
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Results:  
Differences by Metro/Non-Metro 

Metro 
• Accessibility contributes 

to QOL 
 
 
• Mobility more often 

described as detractor 
 

• Snow & ice removal very 
positive 

Outstate 
• Accessibility more often 

detracts from QOL 
– Within area & to Metro 

 
• Mobility is described 

more positively 
 

• Snow & ice removal, but 
jurisdictional 
responsibility confusion 
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