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BRIEF StJ.MA.RY OF RESFAROI PAPER 

This was a comparative study of three business areas within the Drake 

neighborhood bot.mdries. Through the use of the R. L. Polk ratings the 

three areas had been defined by different levels of local connnercial de­

velopment. 

Hypotheses had been drawn from the Mitchell and Mitchell study of 

the Fot:"est-Harding area , which is one of the three business areas within 

the Drake Neighborhood Association bot.mdries. The ~ti tchell and Hi tchell 

study oocunented images of neighborllood and business deterioration in Forest­

Harding. The hypotheses for this study examined the images of neighborhood 

and business deterioration as docunented by the Mitchell and Hitchell study 

in the Forest-Harding area and contrasted these images to the other two 

ar eas , as represented by different levels of local development. Also, 

negative images towards public services and business crimes were documented 

by the ~li tchell and Mitchell study. These images were further examined in 

this study by contrasting these images according to the other business. 

areas in the Drake neighborhood. Secondly, within this comparative frame-

. work attitudes towards interest in structural revitalization, given long-term 

lCM interest loans, as well as towards the likelihood of a cooperative 

revitalization program contributing major benefits to .the neighborhood and 

·businesses lvere examined. Also, interest in the need for visability of 

location and adVertising were contrasted in the three areas. 

The resUlts showed that an image of business and neighborhood deter­

ioration ooes exist in Forest-Harding and University Place as contrasted to 

Uptown. The attitudes of deterioration varied according to the different 
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levels of local developnent as present in the R. L. Polk statistics. Also 

an tmdesirable image of public services and higher crime rate were as well 

found through the comparison of the three areas. The results show that in 

those areas of greatest deterioration businesses were interested in 

structural revitalization via long-tenn low interest loans. However, un­

certainty or apprehension existed as to the likelihood of a cooperative 

neighborhood providing major benefits through a revitalization program, 

especially financing, promotion and marl<eting schenes. 

Thus, the policy reOOJTmendations included the setting up of the proper 

structure so as to increasingly revitalize the business and neighborhood 

areas of Forest·-Harding and University Place. This involves turning around 

the neighborhood and business psychology and investment cycl. es. 
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INI'OODOCI'ION AND POOBLe.f 

The problems of declining neighbothoods have brought on interest in 

C01YIT\ercial revitalization. In an economic business feasibility study 

done by Mitchell and Mitchell for the City of Des M>ines it was indicated 

· · . that businesses in the Forest-Harding area felt that neighborhood and 

business deterioration was a problem. MJreover, th~ Mitchell and ~1itchell 

study recoJIITlended conmercial revitalization of Forest-Harding based on a 

local consuner spending, business activity and attitude analysis. This study 

will examine some of the characteristics of neighbothood and business 

deterioration as represented in the Mitchell and Mitchell report, by com­

paring three areas experiencing different levels of local development.* 

Secondly, the attitudes and characteristics of COJTI!lercial businesses can be 

a:>mpared in this framework so to better access the need for and interest in 

a a:>mprehensive business revitalization program, within the Drake Neighbor­

hood Association boundries. 

In a community context, it was hypothesized that urban blight was 

spreading into the following areas. the Forest-Harding area seened to 

be the most influenced with the_ Uni ve.rsi ty Place area next and the -Uptown 
. ' 

area influenced the least. Support for this hypothesis has generally been 

based on corrmun.ity and business awareness of the problem. The Mitchell and 

Mitchell study showed an awareness of neighborhood decline in its compari-

tive corrmun.ity .and business analysis of three undeveloped local areas, 

*These three areas are Forest-Harding, University Place, and Uptown. They are 
located within the Drake Neighborhood Association boundries. See Appendix -A-
Drake Neighbomood Association (rnA) Map. 



2 

· including Forest-Harding. 1-bwever, the interpretation of attitudinal data 

and business characteristics are best compared among neighborhood and 

business areas experiencing different levels of local development. Through 

the use of R. L. Polks' neighborhood situation rating and a selected com­

mercial business index it is possible to approximate loeal development and 

especially locCil business development in the tbree areas within the Drake 

Neighborhood Association. Thus, the. images and characteristics of urban 

blight can be meaningfully compared according to the different levels of 

business and neighbornood development. These images and characteristics 

are explored through later hypothesis. 

THE CENTAAL . PURPOSE 

The purpose of this study was to provide the Drake Neighborhood Associa­

tion (INA) , a cornrntmi ty action group, with infonnation concerning retail 

business characteristics and attitudes of businesspersons, within specified 

botmdries of INA. This infonnation will provide a fotmdation upon which a 

retail revitalization plan can be further designed. Besides being inter­

ested in the central purpose of this study, the INA also wanted to take an 

inventory of products and services available in the area so to provide 

neighborhood residents, businesses and students a directory. 

This study is a comparative ~tudy of three business areas within the 

greater Drake Neighborhood botmdries, so as to facilitate the interpretation of 

the attitudinal data and business characteristics. For the purpose. of this 

study and in agreement with its theoretical fotmdation, the Uptown area will be 

regarded as a moderately positive business/neighborhood area with the Forest­

Harding area falling towards the other extreme, a moderately negative area. 

The lhi versi ty Place area falls in with FoTest-Harding and has an- overall 



moderately negative rating.* (See Appendix B for breakdown of statis­

tical comparison.) 

It should be kept in mind that intra-urban comparisons are at best 

only approximations because of the extreme range of goods. and services 

which would have to be aggregately compared as well as the impercise 

botmdries which at any one time are used to reflect agregate business 

custaner sq>ply and demand conditions. 

''Within any urban area the spatial distribution or retail and ser-
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vice outlets is largely a reflection of agregate denand condition, i.e,., 

popUlation density, purchasing power, and spendjrig habits." Moreover, "economic 

solutions to retail location problems and especially, market area delini- · 

ations are at the best only approximations." (Goodall, p. 138) Each retail 

outlet varies to its necessary market population and characteristics which 

would profitably support its exis1;ence. For instance, the population and 

income requirenents to support a gasoline service station are less than 

the requirenents for a gounnet food shop. 

THE HYroTHESffi AND OBJECITVffi . 

The hypothesis and objectives for this study are drawn from the Mitchell 

and Mitchell study and outside literature. In July, 1980 a study oone by 

Mitchell and Mitchell, submitted to the Department of Urban Developnent in 

the City of Des t.bines, recomnended that a city-wide local Developnent 

Company be set up to revitalize the business area of Forest-Harding and 
--------

Highland Park. It was felt that these areas offered sufficient business 

potential to be recomnended for Des M>ines Neighborhood Business Revitalization 

*Thus, Upt<Ml is rated with the highest level o.f local development, 
. Forest-Harding the lowest, and University Place falling into a category 

wi th an overall lCJ.\'er level of development. 
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resources (See Four Point Plan-Review of Litemture). M>st important for 

this study, based on merchant input from the Forest-Harding area in the 

Mitchell and Mitchell study, ;twas felt that deteriomtion of the area 

was a probl~. Many finns felt that further studies should be cbne in the 

· area concerning crime and ar-ea deterioration.' (p. 59) The .f91lowing two 

hypotheses are based on the results of the Mitchell and Mitchell analysis 

and are re-exmnined in the oompari ti ve framework of this study. · 

1) It was hypothesized that in the Forest-Harding area that there 

was an undesirable image of public services. Secondly, the causes of this 

negativism will be eXplored. 

In the Mitchell suiVey, many businesses wanted sidewalks and. streets 

repaired. Also better street lighting and possibly some landscaping. (J>. 60) 

Increased police protection was asked for by some business respondents. 

(p. 56). 

2) It was hypothesized that burglary and vandalism was a problen in 

the Forest-Harding area. 

In the Mitchell and Mitchell stuly approximately 90\ of the businesses 

had been burglarized or vandalized. (p. 55). 

The next two hypotheses are utilized so to clarify the relationships 

between local development and business decay. Especially, the image of 

deterioration and problem of financing. 

3) It was hypothesized that there is lll inverse relationship between 

local development and image of comnuni ty and business deterioration. 

Is deterioration a problem in the Drake neighborhood and business areas? 

The fact is that deteriomtion varies from one area to another within the 

Drake Association boundries. Thus, in order to analyze and view how deter­

ioration, and the characteristics of deterioration, varies from one local 



area to another it has been assuned in this paper that local development 

exists as has been presented by the R. L. Polk ratings. These ratings are 

based on economic' and household realities among neighborhoods and if valid 

should coincide with the image of deterioration as tmderstood from a local 

perspective. In the Mitchell and Mitchell study sane businesses in the 

Forest-Harding area felt that properties should be maintain~d and vacant 

buildings and homes tom cbwn. Thus, the image of neighborhood and 

business deterioration in the Forest-Harding area shoUld be different from 

the image in an area of higher local · development. 
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4) It was hypothesized that in areas of greater business deteriora­

tion that business persons would take advantage of the availability of long­

term law interest loans. 

"Access to available sources of ftmds for eamanic developnent requires 

more than good intentions ••• " (Local Economic Development Col'p. , p. 126) • 

In order for an ecommically depressed business area to have greater access 

to developnent loans on good tenns through the government of private 

sources, it is necessary to show sound fiscal management. Banks, savings 

and loans and other private sector sources of roonies simply can't afford to 

take on the risk and mst of financing individual business loans in develop­

ing areas to any great extent. Therefore, local developnent companies are 

set up to secure loan monies from private as well as governmental sources 

via sound fiscal management. 

QUESTIONS . 

Besides these hypotheses, this study has broken itself down to addressing 

the follcwing questions oonceming business attitudes towards revitalization. 



6 

1) Are businesses initially interested in renovation and/ or revi tali-

zing their structures? 

2) Do area businesses have a negative image of what a cooperative 

revitalization effort could accomplish? Secondly, what are the causes 

of this negativism? 

Based on an inteiView with Mr. Mitchell it was detennined that the 

attitudes of local merchants and general btiSiness concerns in the area were 

key factors when considering a cooperative business revitalization plan. 

Thus, business revitalization is dependent not only . on business potential 

in the area but also on business perceptions of this potential and mder­

standing of what a cooperative business action might accomplish. Based 

on further research it was fotmd that neighborhood and business deteriora-

tion are related to an "interdependence trap." 

Neighborhood businesses and property cwners are: 

"trapped by the tm.Certainty of each other's behavior 
into a position where the optimun strategy for each 
acting independently produces a lower return than 
the case in which each was constrained to follow a 
strategy that would maximize the yield to the group. 
A coalition is only possible where each tmderstands the 
payoff possible to the others as well as to himself. 
This interdependence trap is a central phenomeoon of 
urban blight and illustrates the problen that must be 
faced in its sol uti on." (Goodall, p. 2 23) . 

3) Ib area businesses perceive visibi'lity of location and advertising 

as major factors which contribute to their business success? 

As outlined in the review of literature, a comprehensive revitalization 

program includes the use of advertising and visibility schemes so as to increase 

local business profitability. Since businesses mus·t coordinate their action so 

as to benefit fran the econanics of scale, in a comprehensive revitalization 

program, the priorities of local bottom-line needs must first be considered. 

This facilitates the tmderstanding of present local interest in and need for 

an advertising and/or visibility program. 



These last two questions are concerned wi. th. demography. 

4) · In the Drake neighborhood, is urban flight a problen of the less­

developed neighborhood areas? 

7 

Based on positive relationship between urban blight and neighborhood 

deterioration, "a loss of productivity leads to blight becat15e property 

amers react by disinvesting." (Goodall, p. 222). 'The normal replacenent 

of retail seiVice establishments which fail or close ceases, vacancy rates 

rise and comnercial property owners reduce maintenance expenditures because 

of mcertainty regarding future use." (Berry, p. 123) • 

S) What is the frequency of renting and absentee ownership in the 

three areas? 

This is an irrportant question of interest because absentee ownership 

can prevent 10 0% merchant participation. See point two of the National 

Development ColDlSels' four-point plan in the review of the literature. 
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REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Preliminary survey of comnercial finns for the purpose of collection 

of infonnation conce.ming business attitudes and characteristics in an effort 

to design and implement retail revitalization action programs have been oone 

through a personal interview process. Debbie Boudreau, an econanic develop-

ment administrator for t he City of Des M:>ines, has been surveying the Highland 

Park area for this eXact purpose. She has worked in this designated revi tali­

zation area for a greater purpose of educating and working with retail businesses 

concerning the costs and benefits of a comprehens;ive revitalization program. 

(See National Development Cotmcil 1 s plan.) In my interviews with Debbie 

Boudreau she stressed two key points which have directed the course of the 

study. 1) The need for a comprehensive plan similar in nature to the National 

· Develop~ent Cotmcil 1 s plan, 2) education of local corrmercial finns as to the 

costs and benefits of a corrprehensive revitalization program. · 

1) Individual property owners benefit less from individually tmdertaking 

remvations of their structures or expansion of their businesses than if all 

businesses work in cooperation with each other, outside local government, and 

private conummi ty parties. This is to develop a complete redevelopment plan · 

\..ihich benefits the entire neighborhood, thus causing a self\-reinforcing effect 

between local businesses and residence. The basic purpose of revitalization 

as outlined in the National Development Cotmcil Is book on Neighborhood Business 

Revitalization (NBR) clearly explains this phenomena. 

The purpose of revi taliz at ion is to tum around the 
overall investment and psychological . assunptions in 
a neighborhood. If buildings are beginning to deter~ 
i orate, if home owners are beginning to sell and leave, 
if businesses are beginning to clos.e, an overall coordi ­
nated development process is required to stimulate 
reinvestment." (p. 37, Neighborl10od Business Revitalization). 

Commercial strip revitalization is not a short process, but nice local 

businesses make a neighborhood a more attractive place to live. As "{ell, on 

the average, businesses certainly profit from locating and existing in 



neighbothoods in which the investment and psychology cycle has been 

turned arolU'ld for the better. 
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2) The education of local businesses concerning the relative rost and 

benefits is an essential element. In fact, before an accurate sutvey of 

genuine inte'rest in revitalization can be appraised and/or a comprehensive 

rorrrnercial program embarked q>e>n by any particular c:ormnuni. ty groups, the 

education of local businesses must first take place. Without this period 

of education, support for various revital.izati·on plans may well be mis- · 

judged~ Also it may lead to a ·less than romplete COITITli ttment, by merchants, 

various local businesses and city political groups towards the enactment 

of a comprehensive revitalization program. The rosts and benefits of a 

revitalization program are briefly outlined in the fallowing four-point 

program. 

Outline of Four-Point Plan 

The National Development ColU'lcil 's comprehensive four-point pro gran 

for revitalizing of ccmnercial strips in "swing" neighborhoods is. a valid 

plan for carmercial revitalization. First, in order to improve a COJTITlercial 

neighbothood situation, it must be a "swing" neighbothood, in which positive 

action steps can tum arolU'ld the psychology and investment cycle arolU'ld. 

The plan itself emphasizes the inherent strengths of duplica~ing the strengths 

of regional ronmercial .rompeti tion. For example, modem shopping centers 

may have dozens of individually-owned businesses which offer a wide variety 

of products and setvices. As well, todays shopping .center defines itself 

as a unit which survives in an urban enviroment because of its strategic 

· placement with respect to rompeting factors. Thus, a shopping center de­

veloper or operator often utilizes some type of formal market research so 
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as to offer the appropriate store anchor and small business mix in order 

to attract the necessary fOot traffic and customers to support their oper-

ations. Realistically, a neighborhood comprehensive revitalization program 

nrust include the . tmderstanding of the appropriate business mix and be able 

to effectively compete with other area businesses. 

The following CCJIT1)rehensive four-point program emphasizes the dupli­

cation of the inherent strengths of area conmercial canpeti tion. 

Point me concerns itself with developing an overall plan and out­

lining public irrprovements "irtcluding pedestrian malls, parking, landscapi),g, 

street furniture~ lighting, graphics, signs, fotmtains, benches and the 

comprehensive planning to tie it all together." (p •. 44, NBR) However, 

public improvenents are not a panacea and public improvenents only in­

directly aid retail businesses. For instance, by making the area more 

attractive, convenient and accessable. 

Point two, mandatory design standard and 100\ merchants participation. 

Here, the National Development Cotmcil ooncludes that design standards, 
' 

which are a reflection of the area and merchant preferences, can have an 

aesthetic and eoonanic inpact. "Good design is good business," and an 

attractive designed retail environnent will draw new shqlpers and new 

businesses, even in the toughest inner-city locations. The econanic impact 

here is described by the Council as one which is tTemen<busly important. 

"Mandatory design standards and merchants participation force property owners 

to do sanething. They have three a1 ternati ves: renovate, sell or lease 

to someone who will rerovate." (p. 47, NBR) Thus, "absentee landlords, 

outsiders or bank trust departments who are just coasting, making money with-

out having ammi tment to renovations or other ~rovenents are seen as major 

obstacles to a business vitalization process." (p. 47, NBR) • 
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The third point and probably the key to a successful program is finan­

.cing. Financing is a tremenoous problem because of the high risk of small 

retail business ventures. However, financing is necessary to attract new 

business as well as to rerovate or revitalize old ones. In a shopping 

center situation a retail store can often get 100% financing by signing 

a lease. In older oorrmercial strips we find that there are many ways that 

federal and city government can work along with banks and other financial 

lending institutions to finance a revitalization effort.* A' public or 

private local development company is necessary to adninister and partially 

finance the revitalization. A local development oompany can be utilized 

for the purpose of fostering eoonanic stimulation and thus can support 

"evezy kind of project that shows solid promise of improving the eoonanic 

stat us of the oorrmtmi ty." (The Local Development Corporation, p. 1) • 

Point four concerns itself with the uti liz at ion of management so as 

canpete on a level more in line with suburban shopping centers. This 

involves the use of promotion, adninistration, and business development 

activities. Many shopping centers have regular promotional events such as 

sidewalk sales, style shows, and exhibits to attract custaners ~ the 

area and v~iom shops • Adni.nis tration such as reoord keeping, special 

security, and sanitation is the next point. Without going into mUch detail 

these administration activities are often provided through professional 

administrators, in a shopping center situation. However, these are also 

important activities in a neighborhood revitalization progrmn and must be 

oonsidered in its fonnulation. Finally, business developnent such as market 

research, attraction of new tenants, leasing, and business recruitment is an 

essential oonsideration. 

*The purpose of this stuly is rot to review or explore various 
financing plans. 



roLICY PE~PECI'IVE 

The recommendations of the Mitchell and Mitchell study are examined 

here so as to establish one of the policy perspectives of this study. 

The Mitchell and Mitchell analysis was a oomparative study of the East 

IbwntCMn, Forest-Harding and Highland Park areas with the basic question 

being asked of "Whether or not sufficient potential busine:ss is ava:i,.lable 
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to allow established £inns to expand or to allow n&~ finns to enter the 

area." Potential per finn was calculated by finding the cUfference between 

total area sales and total spendable ina>me. In Forest-Harding, 78 million 

dollars were being spent outside the existing area (see trade area map, 

Appendix F) which represented a potential of 1.2 million dollars per ex­

isting finn. (p. 51). They estimated that spendable income per household 

was plus or minus 5.9 percent of the actual population value (p. 51). 

Also, in calculating the standard error for the 21 finns which were used 

for the e;timation of the gross receipts in the area, they arrived at a 95 ~ 

confidence interval for the average. The interval was $118 , 142 . 00 and 

$287,333,62. (p. 60). Technically, the conclusion, that retail market po­

tential ooes exist in the Forest-Harding area, and that it could be possible 

to take advantage of this potential by attracting new fi nns in addition to 

expanding the existing finns, was theoretically sotmd but incomplete. 

The t-1i tchell and Mitchell study must be tmderstood in tenns of its 

ability to explain the variation of local purcl1asing, as it might benefit 

local finn.S, as a function .of just local income. Theoretically, the con­

clusion of the Mitchell and Mitchell study are based----<m--t'aG-t- that local 

purchasing demand for local goods and services are most closely related to 

local purchasing pCMer. As local income increases so does consunption. 

However, a combination of purchasing power and demand -related behavioral 
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variables would provide a m:>re conclusive analysis and thus explain an 

ever greater share of the variation in local purchasing. (Erickson, p. SO). 

The Mitchell and Mitchell study failed to support its consuner attitude 

survey with a competing factors analysis. A m:>re complete study must be 

done to detennine if market potential actually is presently given other 

shopping areas and retail stores. According to Bill fvfcCallun, Vice-President 

of real estate research, General Growth Development Corporation, a neigh­

borhood area like Forest-Harding can't simply develop a new set of retail 

stores or small shopping area without first unde.rstanding the type of goods 

being considered and the are~ competition which may be present in adjacent 

and accessable areas. Without going into detail, the Mitchell and Mitchell 

study, found in its questions concerning the type of stores people would 

like to see in the area, that local residences would like to see additional 

types of retail stores in the area. For instance, interest in a shopping 

center was evide~t with sane interest in a discount (Target-type) store, 

clothing stores and miscellaneous neighborhood-type stores such as an ice 

cream shop and organic food store. (p. 64). However, the transition from 

attitudes to actual buying behavior must first be examined. Attitudes 

relate in only a general way to buying behavior and say 1i ttle about actual 

retail potential (Consuner Behavior, p. 154). According to Bill McCallun, 

an area such as Forest-Harding \tiiOuld not necessarily support a Target-type 

dis CO\.Dlt store and various fashion and shopping goods. Area competition 

must be first considered when developing a shopping area. 
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DESICN OF THIS STUDY 

The Approach 

The approach of this study was descriptive and exploratory. A des­

criptive comparison was made of the three areas within the Drake Neigh­

borhood Association botmdries so to <bcllllent merchants' attitudes concerning 

neighborhood and business deterioration. Some business characteristics were 

also examined. Also, attitudes regarding the likelihood of conmercial 

revitalization as .well as interest in revitalization were comparitively 

examined. Col11lltmi ty and business interest in these issues and related 

problems needed a fotmdation for future discussion and tmderstanding. 

Secondly, this study was exploratory so to learn what problems, especially 

in the areas of neighborhood/business deterioration and revitaliza~on, 

were urgent. Also to establish a priority of action for future design of 

a comprehensive COJI'Itlercial revitalization program. 

SOURCE OF MTA 

· A sample was rot used because the entire population was surveyed. Tirls 

population, h~ever, consisted only of the visible, those business with 

physical structures, retail and wholesale finns, professional, and personal 

service businesses within the designated Drake Neighborhood Association 

bolU)dries. Financial institutions were not included. Since this study is 

primarily interested in the attitudes and characteristics of small corrmer­

cial finns, with .physical structures, these types of businesses were logically 

selected. 

The use of secondary infonnation and expert opinion has been referenced 

throughout the stUdy. Major sources of secondary infonnation have come 

from the Mitchell and Mitchell Neighborhood Business Revitalization Program 
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Economic Viability Analysi~ and the Neighborhood Business Revitalization Book 

by the National Development CO\mcil. Other sources are located in the 

bibliography. The major sources of expert opinion were from D. Boudreau and 

J. Mitchell. 

Data Collection 

The primary data collection is based on the questiormaire found in 

Appendix D at the end of this study. The types of questions utilized were 

rodified likert, open-ended and two-way. These will. be revi~ed through 

the following explanation of the survey instn.ment design. 

QUEST! ONNAI RE IESI GN 

Al.,ded by available literature, severai variables were chosen which were 

considered to be benefits of corrmuni ty and business revitalization. In 

likert scale fonn, it was asked if a cooperative effort in the Drake area is 

likely to increase neighborhood/business security, increase profits, pro­

vide creative promotional and marketing opportunities, provide enployment 

opportunities, encourage public and/or private financing, and increase 

overall corrmuni ty pride. Two i terns of special interest, the encouragement 

of public and/or private financing and the provision of creative promotion 

and marketing, were included because they are specifically mentioned in the 

National Development Council's four point plan. 

The public service question was presented in scaled fonn and include·d 

items. previously mentioned in the Mitchell and Mitchell study. Businesses 

were asked to rate quality of police, fire, and garbage pick-up, as well as 

street conditions and lighting. The variables were scaled according to ·a 

rating of poor, fair, good s and very good. 



Likewise, attitudes towards local business deterioration and pYOfit-

ability. were scaled in similar fonn. Businesses were asked to rate how 

they viewed other businesses, and thus an indication of their own personal 

attitude. The variables as listed were, highly competitive, profitable, 

nm-down, a compliment. to your business, and risky. 

Lastly, using the likert scales, attitudes ·towards what techniques 

contributed to business success were measured. Based on group discussions 
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a list of variables were selected which were considered to be important 

promotional and marketing techniques. Included in this list were advertising 

(newspaper, radio, and T.V.) and visibility of location because these two 

can be provided through a canprehensive revitalization program. The 

qrnstion was asked: ''Which of the following techniques contribute to my 

business success." The techniques, as listed, were personalized service, 

professional salespersons, advertising, word of mouth, unique lines of 

merchandise, visibility of location, discotmt rates, and convenience of 

location. 

Also, businesses were asked to list which techniques they depended on 

the rost in order to get a priority ranking of the most important techniques. 
' 

It was asked, 'What percentage of your customers are local residents 

(live within one mile of your business." Then a breakdown of percent ranges 

were given. This question was asked so as to oocunent business perceptions 

of customer location. As well, this indicates the degree of convenience 

and area shopping in the three respective areas, It was asked, "Is business 

deterioration a problem in your area?" Responses were forced into yes, no, 

and don't know. This was to cornpari ti vely measure the image of neighborhood 

deterioration in the three areas. 
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In order to measure urban flight and the reasons for this flight, it 

was asked if businesses were planning to move their business to a new loca­

tion within the next 5 years. Then they were asked to answer why, if the 

answer was yes. In the Mitchell and Mitchell survey the response to the 

nunber of businesses leaving was very low. Only one out of 27 said yes to · 

having plans to move next year. The time for the ttuestion in this survey 

was lengthened to 5 years in order to get a better measure of urban flight. 

In order to have a more accurate measure of crime in the area, two 

separate questions were asked with regard to vandalism and burglary. In 

the Mitchell and Mitchell study businesses in Forest-Harding indicated a 

high degree of crime when .asked if their office or building had ever been 

vandalized. Of the 28 businesses which responded in the Forest-Harding 

area, 25 said yes and 3 said no to the question. Besides separating the· 

types of crime, burglary from vandalism, it was asked if these crimes had 

happened in the last two years. Also, it was asked if shop lifting was a 

major problem. 

It was asked if businesses were owned or rented so as to get a better 

idea of the absentee landlord situation in the area. 

Businesses were also asked if they were familiar with the Drake Neigh­

borhood Association in order to see if this organization had conrnuni. ty 

audience. 

Without an understanding of the ros ts and benefits of revi tal iz at ion 

and a romprehensive plan as outlined in the National Developrnen~ Oouncil's 

Four-Point Plan as an understood example of revitalization, it simply isn't 

possible at this time to truly examine the question of whether people are 

interested in revitalization. In an effort to examine initial interest, 

it was asked if businesses were interes·ted in revitalization if long.- tenn 
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low interest loans were available. Thus, even with an exact specification 
J 

of an interest rate cost, at this point in tire so as to allow people to 

flat out accept or reject the idea of financing revitalization, it would 

be misleading. One might be lead to conclude that this is representative 

of what to expect in future att~ts to "drun-up" interest in financing a 

comprehensive revitalization plan. 

In an effort to find out if people are renovating their structures, 

it was asked if businesses had perfonned any major renovations in the last 

five years and if they were planning any renovations in the next five years. 

A major renovatio!l was defined in the questionnaire as being $2,000 or more. 

· With Jll)St of the businesses being of small ,size, $2,000 can . be realistically 

be oonsidered a good defini. tion of a major renovation. Also, Debbie Boudreau, 

whan I previously mentioned, felt it was important at this time before the 

education process and cooperative plan is proposed, to not set the figure too 

high so as to be able to get some positive response. 

Field Operations 

The surveys included a cover letter which introduced and explained the 

purpose of the questiormaire. The survey was represented as being done 

through the Drake Neighborllood Association. The purpose was explained, as 

one of making an inventozy of products and services within the Drake Neigh­

borhood Association bm.mdries, and as an ~sessment of local attitudes 

concerning revitalization and other issues. Questions and concerns were 

directed to the Drake Neighborhood Association (See Survey Instrunent, 

Appendix C) . 

The surveys were hand delivered and retrieved. This often involved 

returning to many businesses three or four times. Businesses in Forest -:Harding 



were given the most attention since they were considered to exist in an 

area which needed the most revitalization. 

When the surveys were delivered, people were instructed to have the 

business owner or renter fili out the questionnaire. Since most of the 

businesses were relatively small, the owner or renter almost always filled 

them out. Upon picking up the questionnaires, businesses were asked who 

filled out the questionnaire. 

LIMITATIONS 
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The overall results reflect a positive leniency. The possible reasons 

for this are several. The identification with the Drake Neighborhood Asso­

ciation may have caused the positive response bias. Whether or not they 

were f<ITliliar with the INA, the results show that possible respondents 

perceived the chance of future benefits if they responded positively. 

Participants were reluctant, generally, to give extreme judgments, and 

did not always seem to answer based on question rontent. However, because 

the three areas are experiencing different levels of local development, 

it is certainly possible to judge the significance of any particular ques­

tion based on the significance of the difference in the responses, from the 

respective areas . 

Primary data rould as well have been rollected on a personal suiVey 

basis, but because of time limitations this was not possible. 



IDDGRAPHI CS 

M overall response rate of 51.% was realized with an individual 

re$ponse rate of 49% in Forest-Harding, 49% in University Place, and 

19A 

63% in Uptown. Of the 78 businesses in Forest-Harding area, 38 responded 

to the questionnaire. In University Place 36 of the 74 businesses 

responded. Finally, in QJtom 19 of the 30 businesses responded. A 

complete list of the businesses is located in Appendix D. 



Tiffi RESlLTS 

PUBLIC SERVICE IMAGE 

The hypothesis that there is an undesirable image of public services 
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in Forest -Harding area has only been moderately supported by the results . 

Concerning all of the variables, there is an overall favorable image with 

street lighting and street conditions contributing to a less favorable 

attitude towards public services in the Forest-Harding as well as University 

Place areas. Here, the strength of favorableness has been compared among 

the three areas. Given an overall response bias this intetpretation of 

the results is valid. Quality of fire protection, garbage pick-up and 

police protection were generally positively perceived in all areas. Forest­

Harding and University Place were fotmd to be more uncertain concerning the 

quality of fire and garbage pick-up. 

Street lighting and condition of the streets were less favorably 

perceived in Forest-Harding and University Place when contrasted to Uptown. 

In Forest-Harding only 32\ felt that street conditions were good or vezy 

good c:onpared to 58\ in Uptown and 41\ in University Place. Concerning 

this same qrestion 61\ felt streets were fair, and 5\ poor. In Uptown, 

42\ fair, Ot poor. In University Place 39\ fair, and 19\ poor. 

Concerning the question of street lighting, in Forest-Harding, 32\ 

felt street lighting was good or vezy good COJtt>ared to 53\ in Uptown and 

33\ in Uni v~rsi ty Place. · The other responses in Forest-Harding were 58\ 

'fair, ,8\ poor. In Uptown 42\ fair, 0\ poor. In University-Place 58\ fair, 

and 8\ poor. ' ' 



A Compliment tO your Business 

Jesponses 

SA 

A 

D 

SD 

DK 

NR 

F-H 

3 

32 

29 

8 

24 

5 

29 

U-P U-T 

11 16 

36 37 

28 11 

6 0 

17 0 

3 5 

All three areas generally responded similarly to the question of busi­

nesses being profitable and mmpetitive. Also all three areas seemed to 

be sanewhat tmdecided on these questions (See Percent Tables) . In UptCMn 

58\ favorably perceived business as highly profitable and 26\ were tmfavor­

able. In University Place SO\ were favorable and 30\ unfavorable. In 

Forest-Harding 46\ were favorable and 27% tmfavorable. As for questions 

of businesses being highly competitive, in Uptown 58% were favorable, 26% 

tmfavorable. In University Place 50%' were favorable, 30% tmfavorable. In 

Forest-Harding 46\ were favorable and 27% unfavorable. 

In general, heM do you feel about other businesses in your area? 

Highly Competitive 

F-H U-P U-T 

SA 8 22 26 

A 38 28 32 

n 24 19 21 

SD 3 11 5 

DK 25 14 11 

NR 6 6 5 
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Highly Profitable F-H U-P U-T 

SA 11 8 11 

A so 42 47 

D 14 22 11 

SD 3 0 0 

DK 22 22 26 

NR 6 6 5 

Risk was fotmd inversely related to local development. Also, roughly 

27% of the businesses in all three areas were undecided. (See Percent Table) • 

In Uptown, the highest area of local development, 21\ felt business was 

risky, 53\ felt it wasn't risky. At the other extreme in Forest-Harding, 

37\ favorably perceived business as risky and 29\ unfavornble. Falling in 

between the above results, in University Place 33\ were favornble and 30% 

l.mfavorable. 

Risky 

Responses 

SA 

A 

D 

SD 

DK 

NK 

F-H 

5 

32 

26 

3 

29 

5 

U-P U-T 

14 0 

19 21 

22 42 

8 11 

25 26 

11 0 
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Revitalization-HYpothesis Four 

In those·- areas of greatest deterioration, ·businesses are interested 

in taking advantage of the availability of long-tenn low interest loans, 

thus supporting the hypothesis. Interestingly, there appears to be an 

inverse relationship between local development and interest in long-tenn, 

low interest loans for revitalization. In Forest-Harding, of those busi­

nesses which responded, 54% said yes to interest in revitalization if long­

tenn, lCM interest financing was available, 30% said no and 11% didn't krow. 

In Uptown only 16% said yes, 58\ said yes, and 27% didn't know. In 

University Place 33% said yes, 42% said no and 27\ didn't know. Thus, 38% 

more businesses in Forest-Harding and 17% roore in University Place are in­

terested than in ~town. Given the fact that there is more deterioration 

in Forest-Harding and University Place than in Uptown, these results are 

not sutprising. 

If a long-tenn, 1~ interest loan were available to businesses, 
would you consider revitalizing your structure? 

Percent Frequencies 
Responses F-H U-P U-T 

Yes 

IX>n't Know 

No Response 

54 

30 

11 

5 

33 

42 

22 

3 

16 

58 

27 

0 



32 

PASr AND PRESENI' REr-DVATION AND ABSENI'EE CA\INERSHIP 

The results show that businesses have made a fair arnotmt of rerovations, 

varying from area to area, but that they generally don't have plans to 

renovate in the next five years. These results must be interpreted given 

the fact that many businesses are rented, vatying in degree from one area 

to another. In respOnse to the question, ''Have you done any major renova­

tions/repairs to your business structure in the past 5 years ($2 ,000 or 

roore) ?" In Forest -Harding, of those businesses which responded, 55\ said 

yes, and 39% said no. In ~town 58% said yes and 42\ said no. In University 

Place 33\ said yes and 64\ said no. With regard to future rerovations, it 

was fotmd that few rerovations were planned. In FQrest-Harding, 13% said 

yes, 37% said no, and 45·\ didn't know. In q>town, 5\ said yes, 74% said no, 

and 21% didn't know. In Universi.ty Place 22\ said yes, SO% said no, and 

28% didn't koow. The frequent ron't 1cmw responses and mcertainty of 

future plans for rerovation and repair can be contributable to the high 

percent of businesses Wl.ich rent. Of those businesses which responded in 

Forest-Harding, 47% of the businesses rent and 47% own their own business. 

In ~town 89% rent and 11% own. In University Place 47% rent and 33% own. 

Ib you rent or own your business? 

Percent Frequencies 
F-H U-P U-T 

Rent 47 47 89 

Own 47 33 11 

No Response 5 19 0 
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Are you planning any major renovation/repair in the next 5 years? 

Percent Frequencies 

F-H U-P U-T 

Yes 13 22 5 

No 37 so 74 

IX>n't Kr¥JW 45 28 21 

No Response 5 0 0 

Have you done any major renovation/repair to your business structure 
in the past 5 years ($2,000 or more)? 

Percent Frequencies 

F-H U-P U-T 

Yes 55 33 58 

No 39 64 42 

Ibn't Know .0 0 0 

No Response 5 3 0 
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URBAN fLIGrr 

Urban flight was not a major problen in the rore deteriorated areas 

but of those businesses which are leaving, local business development and 

deterioration factors were cxmsidered important. It was fotmd that, of 

those businesses whidl responded, only 8\ in Forest-Harding had plans to 

leave in the next five years. Both in Uptown and University Place 11% 

of the businesses, respectively, had plans to leave. Interestingly, 26% 

of the businesses in Forest-Harding were tmdecided along with 21% in Uptown 

and 28% in University Place. 

Are you plarming to move to a nei location within the 
next five years? 

Responses 

Yes 

l'b 

DK 

NR 

Percent Frequencies 

F-H 

.8\ 

61 

26 

5 

U-P 

lU 

61 

28 

0 

U-T 

1U 

68 

21 

0 

Regarding the question of whether or not businesses will relocate in 

the same area, it was fotmd that deterioration and local business de­

velopment factors were important. Here, business flight was related to 

local development with Forest-Harding and University Place businesses 

being the most dissatisfied with their respective areas. Of those busi­

nesses which responded, in Forest-Harding 0\ were going to relocate . .. In 

Uptown, 11% were going to stay and in University Place, 3\. This question 

was answered by rore businesses other than just those who had plans to leave. 

Concerning the other responses it lias fotmd that 17% in Forest-Harding were 

not going to relocate in the area and 11% didn't know. In Uptown 5% said 
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Condition of the Street 

Percent Frequency 

F-H U-P U-T 

Poor 5 19 0 

Fair 61 39 42 

Good 24 33 53 

Very Good 8 8 5 

Don't Know 0 0 0 

No Response 3 0 0 

Lighting 

Percent Frequency 

F-H U-P U-T 

Poor 8 8 0 

Fair 58 58 42 

Good 32 25 42 

Very Good 0 8 11 

fun't 1cncM () 0 5 

No Response 3 0 0 

Forest-Harding and University Place we.re found to be more uncertain 

about the quality of fire and garbage services but a generally favorable 

image in all three areas was evident. In Forest-Harding, 7 4% responded 

good or very good to. the question of quality of fire protection as compared 

to 85% in Uptown and 73% in University Place. · In Forest-Harding 16% of the 

bU'5inesses responded that service was fair, 8\ didn't know with a 3% no 



response rate. In Uptown 11\ had a fair image of this service, 5\ didn't 

know with a 0% m response. Lastly, in University Place, 8\ said fair, 
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20\ didn't 'k:oow, and 20\ m ·response. Forest-Harding and University Place 

were even more undecided about quality of garbage pick-up. In Forest­

Harding 58% responded that the quality of gatbage pick-up was good or 

vecy good as compared to 79\ in Uptown and 6 7\ in University Place. How­

ever, in Forest-Harding 16% said they didn't know and 11% had no response. 

Only 11% said poor and 5\ fair. Also, in University Place 11% said they 

didn 1 t 1cn<M with 0\ having no response. Again, only 6\ said poor and 8% 

· fair. In Up tam everyone responded to the question and 0% responded don't 

know. The other responses were 11% poor and 11% fair. 

Poor 

Fair 

Good 

Vety Good 

fun 1 t .KncM 

No Response 

Poor 

Fair 

Good 

Very Good 

Ibn't Know 

No Response 

Quality of Fire Protection 

Percent Frequencies 

F-H 

0 

16 

53 

21 

8 

3 

11 

5 

42 

16 

16 

11 

U-P 

0 

8 

31 

42 

20 

0 

Garbage Pick-Up 

6 

8 

39 

28 

19 

0 

U-T 

0 

11 

59 

26 

5 

0 

11 

11 

53 

26 

0 

0 



Police protection received a similar and favorable response. In Forest­

Harding 57% felt it was good or very good as compared to 68% Uptrun, and 

64% in University Place. The other responses are shown in the following 

percent table. 

Poor 

Fair 

Good 

Very Good 

fbn't Krow 

No Response 

Quality of Police Protection 

Percentage Fre:tuencies 

F-H · U-P U-T 

5 8 0 

34 25 32 

39 25 42 

18 39 26 

0 3 0 

3 0 0 

23 
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CRIME PIDFILE 

The hypothesis that vandalizm and burglaty are problems in Forest-. 

Harding has been only slightly supported. Fore5t-Harding was compared 

to the other two areas so as to measure the relative frequency of these 

crimes. There is more of these crimes in Forest-Harding as shc:Mn by the 

fo !lowing results. Regarding burglary, 53% of the Forest -Harding said yes 

to having been burglarized in the past two years, 32% said no, and 11% 

didn't kn~. In Uptown, 37% said yes, 58% said no, and 5% didn't know. 

In University Place, 39% said yes, 44% said no, and 11% didn't know. 

Regardiitg the question of vandalism in Forest-Harding, 58% said yes, 21% 

said no, and 16\ didn't 1<n<M. In Uptown 47\ said yes, 42\ said no, and 

11\ didn't know. In University Place 39\ said yes, 44\ said no, and 11\ 

didn't kn<M. Forest-Harding had the greatest frequency of these crimes. 

Regarding burglalj' roughly there were 14\-16\ more victims in Forest -:Harding 

than in the other areas . Concerning vandalism in Forest-Harding, there are 

lU more victims than in Uptown, and 19\ more than in University Place. 

These percentage differences are n;>t particularly high, but do represent 

the fact that there is more crime in !brest-Harding. 

Has the building in which your business is located been 
burglarized in the past two years? 

Absolute Frequencies 
Responses 

F-H U-P U-T 

Yes 53 39 37 

No 32 44 58 

Ibn't KNow 11 11 5 

No Response 5 6 0 



Has the building in which your business is located been 
vandalized in the past two years? 

Percent Frequencies 

F-H U-P U-T 

Yes 58 39 47 

No 21 44 42 

Ibn't Kmw 16. 11 11 

No Response 5 6 0 
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Finally, it was asked if shoplifting was a problen. The results show 

that University Place has the highest level of shoplifting followed by 

UptcMn, and then Forest-Harding. The Forest-Harding businesses are mostly 

service and professional finns, so the level of concern for shoplifting is 

logically explained. In Pores t-Harding 11\ said shoplifting was a problem, 

74% said no, and lU didn't ~. In Uptown 21\ said yes, 7 4\ said no, 

and 5% didn't know. University Place, with the highest level of concern 

for shoplifting, responded 28% yes, 69% m, and 3% didn't know. 

Is shoplifting a problen in your business? 

Percent Frequencies 

F-H U-P U-T 

Yes 11 28 21 

No 74 69 74 

IOn't Kn~ 11 3 5 

No Response 5 . 0 0 
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NEIQ-IBORI-rnD AND BUSINESS IMAGE 

The hypothesis that there is an inverse relationship between local 

development and image of cormnmity and business deterioration has generally 

been supported by the results. In those areas of lower local neighborhood 

and business development the image of neighborhood and business deterioration 

exists in varying degrees. 1-bwever, in the Uptown area, an area of rela­

tively higher local development than the Forest -Harding and University 

Place areas, i.t was fotmd that the image of neighborhOQd and business 

deterioration was less evident. 

The folloong results will support the assunptions made in this study 

which are based on the R. L. Polk statistical neighborhood and business 

ratings. It is inqx>rtant to note that the image o:f deterioration coincide 

with deterioration as measured by economic, household, and business char­

?Cteristics. 

It should be noted at this point as has been rorranented on in Appendix 

B, that these neighborhood and business ratings are only rough approxima­

tions and problems with geographic botmdries have necessitated the presen­

tation of these ratings as assunptions. It would be roore logical to simply 

prove the R. L. Polk ratings· as either valid or invalid, thus presenting 

them as assertions. lbwever, since these indicators are so very rough in 

their approximations that for the purpose of the greater part of this paper 

they are but tmderstood as assunptions. Thus, the reader should not be 

mislead by tenninology and simply intetl)ret this hypothesis as proof ~f 

an assertion which has been referred to for the greater part of this paper 

as a valid assunption because of lack of other data. 

The Forest-Harding and University Place areas had a mixed response 

regarding whether or not deterioration is a problem in the neighborhood. 
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1-kMever, when these perceptions are compared to Uptown, it is apparent 

that an image of deterioration roes exist in both Forest-Harding and 

University Place. The Uptown businesses decisively perceived that deter­

ioration was rot a problem. Of those businesses which responded, 39% of 

businesses in the Forest-Harding area said yes, and 37% said no to the 

question of deterioration being a problem. Similarly, 39% of the busi­

nesses in the· University Place area said yes, and 33% said no to the ques­

tion. When these figures are compared to the Uptown area~ it is apparent 

that their are relatively strong images of deterioration in both the Forest­

Harding and University Place areas. Only 6% in the Uptown area felt 

deterioration existed and significantly 94% perceived no deterioration in 

the area. 

Is · deterioration a problem in your area? 

Yes 

No 

Ibn't Know 

No Response 

Percent Frequencies 

F-H 

39 

37 

18 

5 

U-P 

39 

33 

19 

8 

U-T 

6 

94 

0 

0 

The results shc:M that perceptions of business deterioration were con­

tributable to businesses being nm <bwn, not a compliment to one another 

and characterized by a high image of risk. The inverse relationship be­

tween local development and business deterioration holds for these variables. 

lbiever, all three areas generally responded similarly to the variables of 

profitability and competition. Higher levels of perceived competition and 



profitability thus are not related to higher levels of local development. 

1'-bre irrq:>ortant, perception of competition and profitability may well be 

similar in these areas because all three areas are basically healthy 

business areas with only some evidence of neighborhood or business decay 

in University Place and Forest-Harding. 
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It has been fm.md that there is an overall inverse relationship be­

tween local development and image of business deterioration. In the 

Forest-Harding area it was felt that businesses were rim chwn and not a 

compliment as compared to Uptown. University falls between the two extremes 

with a stronger tmdecided response. 

In Forest-Harding, of those businesses which responded, SO% were 

favorable that businesses were rtmchwn, 39\ tmfavorable, and 5% chn' t know. 

This is in contrast to Uptown where 37% were favorable, and 63% tmfavorable. 

In University Place 47% were favorable, 44% tmfavorable, with 28% responding 

ron It kl1CM. Regarding the compliment question, in Forest-Harding 35% 

favorable felt businesses were a compliment, 37% were tmfavorable, and 24% 

chn' t kmw. In significant contrast to Uptown 53% were favorable, 11% m­

favorable. In University Place 47% were favorable, 34% tmfavorable, and 

17% don't knCM. 

In general, how ch you feel about other businesses in your area? 

Percent Frequencies 
Rtm fuwn F-H U-P U-T 

SA 3 8 0 
A 47 39 37 
D 34 33 47 
SD 5 11 16 
DK 5 28 0 
NR 5 6 0 



no re remaining, with 11\ rot krowing. Lastly, 13\ of the University 

Place businesses said no and 5\ didn't know. 

Yes 

rb 

DK 

NR 

If you answered yes to nurber 5 (plans to leave in next 5 years) 
will you locate in the same area? 

Precent Frequencies 

F-H U-P U-T 

0 3 11 

17 13 5 

11 5 11 

72 79 74 
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In association with this last question, businesses were asked to state 

the reasons for interest in relocating in another area. These reasons 

illustrate the types of problems which are most likely prevalent in the 

areas but have not necessarily become a serious concern to most businesses. 

In Forest-Harding, the problems most often cited relate to area deter­

ioration. In University Place businesses, traffic flow and low business; 

in Uptown, lack of space and high rent. The COJlJI\ents from Uptown reflect 

not a problem of deterioration but problems often associated with heal thy 

business areas. 

If you are locating to .another area, what is the reason(s)? 

Forest-Harding 

26 No responses 

Deterioration-fear-abusive language-threats-hard to recruit good help 
Profit . 
Better clientele 
City restrictions 
Centralization of several businesses under one roof 
Parking and building deterioration 
People are afraid of the area. 
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Word -of-~buth 

F-H U-P U-T 

SA 68 72 63 

A 18 25 37 

D 3 3 0 

SD 5 0 0 

DK 0 0 0 

NR 5 0 0 

Personalized Services 

F-H U-P U-T 

SA 63 61 68 

A 21 25 32 

D 0 0 0 

SD 0 8 0 

DK 3 8 0 

NR 13 0 0 

Professional Sales Persons 

F-H U-P U-T 

SA 42 39 58 S I 

A 26 39 26 

D 3 8 5 

SD 13 16 11 

DK 3 0 0 

NR 13 8 0 



t: 
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In Uptown 74% were favorable, 16% tmfavorable, and 0% didn't know. Lastly, 

University Place businesses were 72% favorable, 14% tmfavorable, and 6% 

didn It kn<:M • 

Finally, discOtmt rates and tmique lines of merchandise were not 

particularly relied on by businesses in the three areas. However, the 

results show a degree of tmcertainty on these variables. Discomt rates 

were placed low on the list of techniques. Of those businesses whidl 

responded, in Forest-Harding SO% of the businesses were favorable, 35\ 

tmfavorable, and 5\ didn't know. In Uptown 42\ favorable, 42\ tmfavorable, 

and 5% didn't know. In University Place 34% were favorable, 53% unfavor­

able, and 3% didn't know. Regarding tmique lines of merchandise, 65% 

were favorable in Forest-Harding, 15% tmfavorable, and 5% didn't know. 

Discotmt Rates 

F-H U-P U-T 

SA 11 14 11 

A 39 19 31 

D 24 36 31 

SD 11 17 11 

DK 5 3 5 

NR 11 11 11 

Unique Lines of ~rthandise 

SA 26 44 37 

A 39 28 37 

D 5 11 16 

SD 11 3 0 

DK 5 6 0 

NR 13 8 11 



Personalized service, word of mouth, and professional salespersons 

were fotmd to be the techniques which contributed the JOOst to local 
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business success in the three areas. This is most evident from the priority 

listing of the following tedmiques. Regarding personalized service, it 

was fomd that 32% of the businesses in Forest-Harding depended on this 

technique the most, 32% in Uptown, and 25% in University Place. Concerning 

word of mouth, in Forest-Harding 29% depended on this technique the most, 

37% in Uptown, and 44% in University Place. Lastly considering the use 

of professional salespersons was depended on by 11% of the businesses in 

Forest-Harding, 11% in Uptown, and 3% in Uptown. 

Specify which one of the techniqJ.Es you depend on the most. 

Percent Frequencies 

F-H U-P U-T 

Personalized Service 32 25 32 

Professional Salespersons 11 3 11 

Advertising 8 3 5 

Word of 100uth 29 44 37 

Unique 1 ines of merch. 0 8 5 

Visibility of Location 0 0 0 

Dis com t Rates 5 6 5 

Convenience of Location 3 6 5 

No Pesponse 12 6 0 
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Personalized service, word of mouth, and professional salespersons 

were fotmd to be the techniques which contributed the JOOst to local 

business success in the three areas. This is most evident from the priority 

listing of the following techniques. Regarding personalized setvice, it 

was fotnd that 32% of the businesses in Forest-Harding depended on this 

technique the most, 32% in Uptown, and 25% in University Place. Concerning 

word of mouth, in Forest-Harding 29\ depended on this techniqte the most, 

37% in Uptown, and 44% in University Place. Lastly considering the use 

of professional salespersons was depended on by 11% of the businesses in 

Forest-Harding, lU in Uptown, and 3% in Uptown. 

Specify which one of the techniques you. depend on the most. 

Percent Frequencies 

F-H U-P U-T 

Personalized Service 32 25 32 

Professional Salespersons 11 3 11 

Advertising 8 3 5 

Word of JOOuth 29 44 37 

Unique 1 ines of merch. 0 8 5 

Visibility of Location 0 0 0 

Dis com t Rates 5 6 5 

Convenience of Location 3 6 5 

No Fesponse 12 6 0 
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DOOGRAPHI CS AND POOGRAM INfEREST 

Businesses in the University Place area were by far the most familiar 

with INA with furest-Harding and ~town both being about half as familiar 

with the INA. In University Place, 53% were faniliar, and in Uptown and 

furest-Harding only 26% were familiar with the INA. 

Prior to this inventozy, were you familiar with the Drake Neigh­
borhood Association? 

Yes 

No 

t-k> Response 

F-H 

26 

68 

5 

U-P 

53 

47 

0 

U-T 

26 

74 

0 

In all three areas there is an overall adequate level of business 

stability. Forest-Harding and University Place have the largest nunber of 

older businesses. In Forest-Harding 39% of the businesses have existed 

for 11 years or more with 61% having existed 5 years or more. 39% have 

existed between 4 years or less. In ~town 37% have existed 11 years or 

rore and 48%, 5 years or more. 47% have existed for less than 4 years. 

In University Place 35% of the businesses have existed for 11 years or 

more, .66% 5 years or more, and 29% have existed less than 4 years. 

lbw long .has your business been in its present location? 

Percent Frequencies 
Years in Existence F-H U-P U-T 

1-4 39 29 47 

5-10 22 21 11 

ll-19 11 24 11 

20 or more 28 21 26 

t-k> Response 0 5 5 
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University Place 

30 No Responses 

Business very poor in evening 
Shoplifting-breakins-absolutely ro business growth potential-trouble-

sane youth groups-deterioration 
Better traffic flow and parking 
fuwntown better 
Greater traffic. 

14 No Responses 

Lack of roan 
Increase in rent. 

Uptown 
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niE OOOPERATIVE REVITALIZATION IMAGE 

It was found that there was an overall positive image of what a 

cooperative revitalization effort is likely to accomplish. 1-bwever, the 

results as well show a positive leniency and the strength of the positive 

attitudes can be intetpreted so as to detennine the less positively per­

ceived factors which are contributing to a negative image of what a cooper­

ative is likely to accomplish. 

The results show that the major contributing variables to a negative 

image of what a cooperative revitalization effort is likely to accomplish, 

are as follows . . The encouragement of public and private financing, the 

provision of creative promotion and marketing as well as enployment 

opporttmities. All three areas showed a similar less favorable response 

to these questions. The factors, increase neighborhood/business security, 

increase overall corrmunity pride, and increased profit, in order of strength 

of favorableness' all. contributed to a more favorable image of what a 

cooperative is likely to acco1J1)lish. As the following shows, the Uptown 

responded most favorably to these three factors. 

The ~town area, overall, had the most. favorable attitude towards 

what a cooperative revitalization could accomplish. The Uptown was the 

most positive concerning the likelihood of. a cooperative revitalization 

effort increasing ne1ghbomood and business security, profits and overall 

community pride . The University Place area compares strongly in its response 

with Forest-Harding regarding these questions. The Uptown area was 100\ 

favorable towards the question of increased neighborhood and business 

security. In Forest-Harding 89\ favorable, 8\ unfavorable. In University 

Place 86\ favorable, 6\ tmfavorable. Regarding the question of increased 

profits, in Uptown 95\ were favorable, 5\ tmfavorable. In Forest-Harding, 
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76\ favorable, 11\ unfavorable. In University Place 73\ favorable, 9\ 

unfavorable. Concerning the question of increased overall pride, in Uptown 

95% were favorable, 5\ unfavorable. In Forest-Harding, 89\ favorable, 6\ 

tmfavorable. In University Place 78\ favorable, 3\ t.mfavorable. 

In the Drake area, a oooperative revitalization effort is 
likely to : Increase Neighbomood/Business Security 

Percent Frequencies Only 

Responses F-H 

39 

so 

U-P 

47 

39 

U-T 

42 

58 

SA 

A 

D 

SD 

DK 

No Response 

SA 

A 

D 

SD 

DK 

NR 

Increase Profits 

3 

5 

0 

5 

37 

39 

3 

8 

11 

3 

6 

0 

6 

3 

40 

34 

6 

3 

14 

3 

Increase Overall Coii'Itllmi ty Pride 

SA 

A 

D 

SD 

DK 

NR 

so 

39 

3 

3 

3 

3 

50 

28 

3 

0 

14 

6 

0 

0 

0 

0 

32 

63 

5 

0 

0 

0 

58 

37 

5 

0 

0 

0 
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The results show an overall favorable and similar response in the 

three areas regarding the questions of enc:Ouragement of public and private 

financing, and providing creative, promotion and marketing. In Uptown 

79% were favorable tc:Mards the likelihood of a cooperative revitalization 

encouraging public and private financing, 21\ were unfavorable. In 

Forest-Harding, 58\ were favorable, 18% tmfavorable. In Uni.ve_rsity Place 

58\ favorable, 14% unfavorable. The University Place businesses were the 

ros t undecided in the question, with 19% responding don't know. 

Encourage public and private financing 

Responses F-H U-P U-T 

SA Z4 22 42 

A 50 36 37 

D 13 6 21 

SD 5 8 0 

DK 8 19 0 

NR 0 8 0 

Concerning the question of a cooperative providing creative, promotion 

and marketing, the businesses in Uptown responded 69% favorable, 11% 

tmfavorable. In Forest-Harding. 66% were favorabie, 16% tmfavorable. In 

lhiversity Place, 66% were favorable, 17% unfavorable. 

Provide creative promotions, marketing, etc. 

SA 21 30 37 

A 45 36 32 

D 8 14 11 

SD 8 3 0 

DK 18 11 20 

?'-.'R 0 6 0 
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Finally, the results shc:Med a positive and similar response as well 

for the questions of provisions of employment opportunities. In Forest­

Harding 66\ were fawrable, 19\ tmfavorable. In. Uptown 66\ were favorable 

and 11\ tmfavorable. In University Place 69\ were· favorable and 11\ un­

favorable. 

Provide Fmployment Opporttmi ties 

Pesponses F-JI U-P U-T 

SA 24 27 19 

A 42 42 47 

D 11 11 11 

SD 8 0 0 

DK 16 11 0 

NR 0 8 0 
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NEEffi QlESTICN 

The results show that the q>town area businesses relied on visibility 

of location and advertising moderately more than Forest-Harding and 

University Place. Also amvenience of location contributed more to busi­

ness success in Uptown than Forest-Harding and University Place. Basically, 

personalized service, lt.Urd of mouth and professional salespeople contributed · 

the most to business success in the three areas. Finally, discomt rates 

and mique lines of merchandise were not fomd so important to all the 

areas. 

In Uptown visibility of location and advertising does contribute more 

to business success than in Forest-Harding and lhiversity Place. Of those 

businesses which responded in Forest-Harding, SO% were favorable that visi­

bility contributed to business success, 26% tmfavorable, and 8% dim 't know. 

In Uptown, 84% favorable, 11% t.mfavorable, and 0% didn't krow. In University 

Place 72% favorable, 19% tmfavorable, and 5% didn't krow. 

The following techniques contribute to my business success. 

Visibility of. Location 

F-H U-P U-T 

SA 18 53 47 

A 32 19 37 

D 13 11 11 

SD 13 8 0 

DK 8 5 5 

NR 16 3 0 

Of those businesses which· responded in Forest-Harding, 43\ favorably 

perceived advertising as contributing to their business success, and 40\ 

mfavorab1e, 8\ didn't kmw. In q:>town 79\ were favorable, 11 tmfavorab1e. 
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In University Place, SO\ favorable, 31\ tmfavorable and 8\ didn't know. 

Advertising 

F-H U-P U-T 

SA 11 8 21 

A 32 42 58 

·D 19 28 11 

SD 21 3 0 

DK 8 8 0 

NR 11 11 0 

Convenience of location vezy much contributed to business success in 

Uptown but not especially in Forest-Harding. The University Place businesses 

felt that convenience of location sanewhat contributed to business in the 

area. In Uptown 100% of the businesses agreed to this variable. 79% of 

the businesses strongly agreed and 21% agreed. In Forest-Harding 56% were 

favorable, 29% unfavorable. In University Place 80% were favorable and 

29% tmfavorable. 

Convenience of Location 

F-H U-P U-T 

SA 28 47 79 

A 28 33 21 

D 21 11 0 

SD 8 8 0 

DK 3 0 0 

NR 11 0 0 
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Ho.-rever, all three areas perceive that approximately 54% of their 

business comes from customers living within one mile of their businesses. 

Convenience stores generally derive at least SO% of their business from 

shoppers who travel less than one-half mile (Gooddale, p. 139). Thus, 

even though all three areas are equally convenience-oriented, the Uptown 

is the area where convenience of location pays off the most. Thus, Uptown's 

higher level of neighborhood development appears· to decidedly contribute 

to business success in the area. 

What percentage of your customers are local residents (1 i ve within 
one mile of your business)? 

F-H U-P U-T 

10 -35 so 36 42 

35-50 8 19 16 

50-65 16 17 5 

65-80 13 11 21 

80-over 3 11 11 

NR 11 6 5 

Concerning the other factors, basically word of mouth, professional 

salespersons, and personalized service, contributed the most to business 

success in all three areas. In Forest-Harding of those people who responded 

85% favorably perceived personaliz·ed service as a technique which con­

tributed to business success. In Uptown 100% were favorable and in Univer-

si ty Place 85%. Regarding professional salespersons, 68% responded favor­

ably, in Uptown 84% and 78% in University Place. Finally, concerning word­

of-mouth, in Forest-Harding, 86% were favorable, in University Place 97% 

and in Uptown 10 0% • 
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Stf.MA.RY OF REStLTS 

Sane of the characteristics of "incipient decline" are evident in 

the Forest-Harding and University Place areas. Jbwever, clear evidence of 

accelerated decline is certainly not present. · Incipient decline · is when 

a still basically he81 thy neighborhood is moving toward some deterioration. 

This is also the stage when the neighborhood image is san&~hat tarnished. 

Based on the Real Estate Research model, the characteristics of incipient 

decline are typically when commercial and household buildings are in moderate 

decay, public services are in some decline, crime becomes more of a problffil 

and longer nm neighborhood, comercial psychology and investment cycle 

is beginning to tend dowrward. The results of the Drake comercial deter­

ioration and revitalization study has supported that sane of these charac­

teristics of incipient decline exist in the Forest-Harding and University 

Place areas. 

Perceptions of neighborhood and business deterioration do exist in the 

Forest-Harding and University Place areas. Significantly, only 6% of the 

businesses in Uptown perceived deterioration in the neighborhood as con­

trasted to 39% in both the Forest-Harding and University Place areas. Also 

the perception of businesses being rore nmdown and not especially a compli­

ment to one another exists in the Forest-Harding and University Place areas. 

The Forest-Harding area and also the UniverSity Place area views public 

services more negatively. Street conditions and lighting are perceived as 

somewhat of a problem. 

Vandalism and burglary is somewhat of a problem in Forest-Harding. 

There are 11% roore vandalism and 16% more than in Uptown. University Place 

compares with Uptown with lower crime rates. 
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However, perception and characteristics of a heal thy neighborhood and 

business area are evident. Urban flight is not a problem in the Forest­

Harding and University Place areas. lbwever, of those businesses which 

are planning to leave or possibly leave, poor business and neighborhood 

deterioration is the most frequent cause. 

Thus, clear evidence of accelerated decline is not present. This is 

when the neighborhood image becomes severely tarnished and is characterized 

by a high rate of vandalism and other crimes as well as a great deal of 

building deterioration. ·Social services are poor and a high rate of renter 

occupied turnover is present. (Cohen, p. 341). 

Businesses are initially interested in structural revitalization, 

especially in the JJYJre deteriorated a:>nunercial areas, but are tmcertain or 

apprehensive of major payoffs via a cooperative revitalization program. 

In Forest-Harding, of those businesses which responded, 54% were interested 

in revitalization of their structures if long-tenn, low interest loans 

were available; In University Place 33% were int~rested and 17% in Uptown. 

Interest in property reoovation is no cbubt related to the need for property 

inves trnent in these areas. Obviously, this says nothing about the acceptance 

or rejection of various investment alternatives based on the relative a:>sts 

and benefits. 

Despite the overall positive response concerning the likelihood of a 

cooperative effort providing financing, marketing and promotion schemes, 

the results as well indicate a moderate degree of tmcertainty and apprehension 

when the strength of the favorableness, of the other variables, is a:>rnpared 

For instance, the fact that neighborhood and police security was vi~ed \\ith 

such extreme favorableness, when compared to the other variables, indicates 
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that people are rore tmcertain of future results and possibly simply 

medocated as to the possibilities of a cooperative effort being able to 

provide financing and creative marketing and promotion schemes. No doubt 

the recent increase in local police security has contributed to the credi­

bility of a local cooperative being able to provide increased neighborhood 

and business security. Of course, this assunes that a cooperative can 

provide financing as well as promotion schemes to local businesses on 

reasonable and profitable tenns. 

RE(X)~n\TIONS 

Business development, administration, and marketing are essential 

elements of successful shopping areas and these elements will provide the 

keys to successful revitalization in Forest-Harding and University Place 

business areas. No doubt the need for business development in Forest­

Harding and lhiversity Place exists, to attract ner~ businesses and change 

the present ones, s~ as to create the cash flow which is needed for a 

comprehensive revitalization program. However, in the final analysis 

financing and return on investment will be the key deciding factors which 

w:i,ll retennine the priority of events and size of budget for any future 

conrnercial. renovation program in the Pores t -Harding or University Place 

business districts. Chrrmuni ty and business leadership must not overlook 

the local benefits from joint ventures with experienced developers which 

can provide the necessazy expertise. A good marriage with a developer 

which would result in the addition or expansion of conmercial finns, given 

conrnuni ty and business support, would not only provide increased develop­

ment ftmds but also allow for increased area visibility and thus benefit 
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The importance of a C:orramnity revitalization effort should not be 

mderscored. The effects will have a reinforcing effect on connnercial 

revitalization. First, the neighborhood change process is highly influenced 

by the household decision. The Real Estate Research corporation bases this 

theory on the phenomena that four out of the five causal processes of 

neighborhood decline begins with the household decisions. "They are: 

(1) the declining socio-economic status of the neighborhood's residents, 

(2) ethnic change, (3) physical decay, ( 4) pessimism about the future of 

the neighbothood on part of residents, and (5) ecoromic disinvestment (fail­

ure to risk money in neighborhood improvements) by property ownerS.'' 

(Cohen, p. 341). "The real force behind neighborhood change _is the impact 

of people moving in, JOOving out, deciding to look elsE::Where for housing. 

The dyilamics of neighborhood change process revolves around the household 

decision. Other people (bankers, brokers) make decisions, and they are 

important and often critical, but it is the change in resident population and 

decisions behind that, that fuel the neighborhood change process." (Cohen, 

p. 341). 

Second, coiTDllercial finn productivity is highly dependent on location. 

Local demand rondi tions, determined by purchasing power and spending habits, 

will detennine the best sites for small rorrmercial finn location. (Goodale, 

p. 1_38). In SUTD!lazy, the household decision, in theory, has a strong effect 

on local conmercial productivity. Thus, if there exists positive action 

which will increasingly turn the neighborhood psychology and inve'stment cycle 

arotmd, then the attraction of prosperous new businesses as well as an im­

prov8Tlent of the old will increasingly take place. 
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APPENDIX A 

WE mAKE NEIGiOOJHX)D MAP AND 
EXPLANATION OF THE PHYSICAL BOUNIRIES 



The folloong pages include the 5100 reports for the three areas. 

As previously discussed, these reports include the seven key factors of 

status which are represented by the sun of ratios and composite ranks. 

Also, following these reports is the sun of ratios area map. Finally, 

the s.sn report is sham which sha-.rs the status quantile ranks with 

all of the Des M:>ines tracks listed in sequence. 

PLEASE NafE : 

The Polk's canvass of businesses includes businesses which are opera­

ted out of the home (such as seamstresses, music teachers, self-enployed 

contractors, etc.) and exact comparisons of coJIITlercial counts, as detennined 

for this study, were not possible. This study was interested only in thos·e 

small businesses which have physical structures in the Drake neighborhood. 

~breover, Polk's conunercial finn classification systen is based on the 

Standard Industrial Classification Code (SIC) which was not utilized for 

this research because of the nature of the study. Also, the current percen­

tages, as presented in the Polk statistics for the classifications of 

conunercial fi nns, were not used to detennine the sun of ratios in the local 

oorrmercial areas. Therefore, a strict comparison of finns as broken down 

into the SIC Code simply isn't necessary. 



TilE PHYSICAL BOUNmiES 

The responses were broken cbwn into these three business areas within 

the Drake Neighborhood. The Forest-Harding area bc>l.mdries are from 19th 

to 33rd and from Franklin to Carpenter. The University Place area botmdries 

areas are 21st to 33rd and from Kingman to Catpenter. Finally, the Uptown 

area botmdries are from 33rd to 42nd and from Kingman to Forest. 



APPENDIX B 

THE R. L. roLK STATISI'ICS 



The small area coJTITiercial neighborhood situation ratings of status 

and change as shown on the following map indicates the relative status and 

change ratings for the three area of Forest-Harding, University Place, 

and Uptown. All of Forest-Harding and approximately one-half of University 

Place, 35 of the 74 businesses, are represented by area 11 and have a 

situation rating of 1-2, see explanation of these ratings in the following 

sections. Area 26 represents approximately one-half of the University 

Place area, 39 of the 74 businesses, and has a situation rating of 1-2. 

Area 28 represents the Uptown area and includes 20 of the 30 col11llercial 

finns in the area and has a rating of 2-3. Thus, area 11 and 26 have an 

overall rating of status of 1 which is strongly negative but a change 

rating which is moderately negative. Area 28 has an overall status rating 

of 2, which is moderately negative, and a moderately positive (stable) 

change rating of 3. The sun of ratios will be exanined ,now so to JOOre 

completely explain how the three areas of the Drake neighborhood have been 

rated for the putpose of this study. 
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EXPLANATION OF RATINGS 

The surmari.es of neighborhood characteristics -(Report 5100) consists 

of 20 key factors of status and change. The greater area of Des Pvbines is 

broken cbwn into census tracks, local areas, and a comparative analysis of 

neighborhood data is computer calculated. This 20 key factor status and 

change stmnary provides the basis upon which the neighborhood commercial 

situation rating and statuS is calculated. 

SlM OF RATIOS 

The sun of ratios is the basis for detennining the relative ronmercial 

status of a local area, as used in the nieghborhood situation ratings, rela­

tive to the city (Des M:>ines). The seven factors of status, as listed 

below, are the factors which are used in the calculations of the stm of 

ratios. Each factor represents an area ratio. The area ratio is the ratio 

of the local area characteristic as a percentage of the city average. The 

sun of ratios is si.Irply an arithmetic t.D1Weighted measure of these seven 

area ratios. The calculation of the sun of ratios is fully explained 

following the list of these seven key factors below. The seven factors .of 

status, as are indicated below, add qJ to 7 if the area was right at the 

city-wide average. A romposite rating below 7 indicates a better-than­

average situation, and a composite rating above 7 indicates a below-average 

situation as rorrpared to the city. According to E. RecD.in, the person who 

developed this romposite rating system, the selection of these key indicators 
. . 

of status have been based on experience of application in various represen­

tative cities in the United States. This status rating of local COJllllercial 

development has been found to be an accurate systen. 1-bwever, he did note 

that local interpretation is often a necessity because the factors are rot 

weighted and the users of this statistical data often place a different 
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importance on the various factors. For instance, vacancies may not be 

as important as local income because of various vacant public or private 

housing developments which would tend to distort the final sun of the ratios. 

The 7 key factors conmercial status which are represented by the sun 

of ratios are shown below: 

1. 

2. 

Corrrnercial tmi ts with change of occupancy 
J 

Vacant COTTUTlercial tmits - cotmts based on two asstlllptions (See 

R. L. Polk definitions) 

3. 2 - canvass vacancies - nunber of tmits/finns vacant for two years. 

For example, in area 11 on the 5100 report, 14 of 21 businesses were vacant 

at the point of two separate canvasses of the area. 

4. Vacant housing 

5. 2 canvass vacants - housing - similar to above definition 

6. Total household owners 

7. Average household income - aggregate change in of million dollars 

(See Polk definitions for explanation of methodology for estimating income. 

The sun of ratios calculation is explained here so as to detennine how 

the seven factors of conmercial status are utilized in the 5100 report. 

In the colunns marked current percentage the local area, referred to as 

"this area," is divided by the "total coverage," the d ty average for the 

particular factor in question, so as to arrive at the "area ratio." The 

"area ratio" is the ratio of the local area characteristic calculated as a 

percentage of the city wide average. For instance, in area 11 the current 

percentage for vacant conmercial mits is 13.ZU. This is calculated by 

dividing the total vacant corrmercial units, as indicated by the Zl in the 

area cowt colunn, by the total corrmercial tmi ts of 159. Then the local 
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percentage of vacancies, as indicated by "this area," is divided by 10.31, 

the city average as indicated by the nunber in the "total coverage" colunn. 

This then determines the area· ratio. 

The sun of ratios is simply an arithmetic, unweighted measure, of 

seven factors. To arrive at the sun of ratios nunber as indicated in area 11 

as 9.83, simply add t;) the area ratios as indicated by the asterisks in 

the "This area" colunn. The reciprocal is added for those factors which 

have a oouble asterisk. For the factors with just one asterisk, the higher 

the ratio, the JOOre negative ·the neighborhood situation (for exanple a 

. ratio of 1.20 for jobless head). The factors which are marked by a oouble 

asterisk are calculated using the reciprocal because these factors have a 

positive condition when indicated by a higher area ratio. For example, 

household income which increases in an area is positive but are calculated 

using the reciprocal of the ratio so as to be consistant with the final 

measure of status. 

Tlffi RANK ORIER 

The sun of ratios is the basis for determining the rank order of parti­

cul.ar area to that of the city. The 7 key factors of status with the highest 

sun of ratio (indicating a relatively negative situation) are given the 

lower composite ranking.. Thus, the lowest ranking on a city wide basis is 

given a 1, then next highest a 2, etc. , until all the small areas are ranked 

in sequence. 

NEI(}ffiOffiOOD CDr-f.fERCIAL SITUATION RATINGS 

The neighborhood conmercial situation rating consists of pair nunbers 

such as 1-2 and 2-3 which indicate (1) current conmercial status of each 

neighborhood area (as indicated by the first nunber of the paired nunbers), 
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(2) The direction and intensity of the short-tenn change that is taking 

place (the latter nunber of the paired nunbers) . These paired nunbers 

provide a factual way of evaluating neighborhood corranercial areas in tenns 

of status trends. Also they provide a perspective on neighborhood develop­

mental programs and the establishment of local priori ties. 

QUANTILE RANKING OF SfATUS AND CHANGE 

The neighborho()d ooiTB1lercial situation status and change ratings, 

1 through 4, reflect the quanti ties into which the rankings fall. For instance, 

for a city of 100 census, those ranking 1 through 25 would be given a 1 

rating (first quantile), denoting a strongly negative rating. The second 

quantile, representing ratings 26 through SO, denote a moderately negative 

rating. The third quantile denotes moderately positive, and the fotrrth 

denotes strongly positive. The rank order and quantile ratings indicate 

the position of the area or tract acoording to the city, and do not 

represent a quantitative measure as the sun of ratios. 
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Some R. L. Polk Iefinitions 

The methooology for estimating the rurrent household incane levels 

was based on occupation of household head and, based on special tabulations 

of household income data collected annually by the Bureau of the Census. 

The data was further refined based on household size and owner/renter 

status, and sex of head.. Lastly, the estimates were localized by using 

state-level survey data and revenue sharing estimates for ~s r.nines per-

capita income. 

Current-year vacancies for sale or rent. Cotmts based on two 
assunptions. First, ne'lly-constructed single-tmi t structures, 
if vacant, are assuned to be for sale; we must make such an 
assunption, since Polk roes not canvass realtors for sale/ 
rental infonnation on facant tmi ts. (This asstlllption could 
overstate the "available for sale" cotm.ts where rental town­
houses with individual street addresses are encotm.tered.) 

Second, by the same reasoning, it is assuned that vacant 
housing tmi ts in n6'1 multi-unit structures are for rent. 
(This assunption could overstate the nunber of tmi ts 
available for rent where multi-tm.it condominiun buildings 
are involved.) In practice, these imprecisions are usually 
not significant; local knowledge pennits quick adjustment 
if necessaty. Units nCM vacant but previously occupied 
are given the tenure that was shown at the time of the 
preceding canvass. 

Current-year vacancies versus minimuns. The amOtm.ts by 
which housing tm.i ts which were fotmd vacant for the 
first time in the current canvass (newly oonstructed 
tm.i ts plus those which changed from occupied to vacant) 
exceed or fall short of vacancy levels generally regarded 
as desirable for nonnal occupancy turnover. These 
ootmts are useful in judging relocation capability and 
the relative need for housing. 
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OLANGE RATI~ 

Change can be as important as current status. The relative change 

in demographic characteristics shows which neighborhoods are tending q>, 

declining, or stable. For instance, the Polk's profile of change allows 

5 

for the intetpretation of neighborhood or local area oondi tions even if 

these areas all look alike in tenns of households, vacancy rates and various 

derographic characteristics. 

The nine factors of change are calculated so as to detennine the quan:­

tile oonmercial change rating as indicated by the serond nunber of the 

paired nunbers in the neighbomood situation rating. The nine factors of 

change are oomputer calculated and displayed in the far right hand oolunns 

mder the heading of change indicators and ratings. The calculation of the 

nine factors of change are partially present below so as to help detennine 

the meaning of this indicator. 

The nine factors of change are explained here so as to provide a 

better basis for tmderstanding the. meaning of this change indicator. First, 

an explanation of how the percent of net change is calculated. On the 5100 

report the net change for household movement, for exaJll>le, was calculated 

by detennining the difference between the ootmts for households as rovers -in 

(new to an address as shown by the first canvass) and households identified 

as rovers-out (households fotmd in the previous canvass but not fotmd at 

the same address in the serond canvass). The "total ootmts" of the rovers-in 

plus JOOvers-out helps to judge the significance of the net change figures. 

Next, the percent of change was calculated for each variable in the local 

area. 

The percentage of net change fonns the basis for detennining the change 

ratings as indicated by the far right hand colunns of the report, on the 



small area coiTIIlercial characteristics 20 factor report (Report 5100). 

For factors such as the following, the per­
centage change is used exactly as shown on 
the report: nunber of housing tmits, vacant 
housing tmi ts, households, COJI'Illercial finns, 
and vacant COJTI!lercial tmi ts. 

For factors dealing with change in household 
characteristics, the significant nunber is 
the "spread" in the percentage points 
between change in households and the change 
in the factor being considered, the idea being 
to measure the magnitude of the relative shifts 
that are taking place in the area's demography. 

For exanple, asslDTle that the nunber of households 
in a tract decreased by 3 percentage points and 
that the nunber of heads of household with no 
oc~ation indicated also decreased by 3 percen­
tage points; since the percentage change in heads 
with oo oc~ation indicated exactly paralleled 
the change in households, the net percentage 
spread of "0" indicates that this factor was re­
latively stable. 

Had the nunber of heads with no occqlation 
indicated increased by 3 percentage points, 
while households decreased by 3 points, the 
relative increase would be measured by the 
6 point spread, representing a strong negative 
change. 

Conversely, had the nunber of heads with no 
occupation indicated decreased by 6 percentage 
points, against a decrease of 3 points for 
households, the net decrease (or spread) of 
3 points would represent a relative improve­
ment in the situation, and the change would be 
entered in the moderate positive colunn. 

Based on experience, we consider change of -9 points 
or more to indicate a strong negative situation with 
a change rating of "1". A net score of -1 through 
·8 points denotes moderate negative with an overall 
change rating of "2". A net score of 0 through +8 
is considered moderate positive with a change rating 
of "3" ; and +9 or more points is strong positive with 
a change rating of "4". 

6 
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Copy Cat (Photocopy) 
1407 29th 

* College Clinic West 
1300 21st 

Cardinal Cleaners 
1245 21st Street 

Hinky Dinky 
19th and Carpenter 

Bison Company of D.M. 
1907 Keo 

Cook & Grote Barber Shop 3 
29th & Clark 

Mustards Restaurant 
1904 Forest Ave. 

* Medical Assn. Phannacy 
1901 Carpenter 

* Big Roy's Trd. Post 
1807 Keo. 

* Gateway Resale Store 
19th & University 

lNIVERSITY PLACE Bl.EINESSES 

Paul Revere's Pizza 
3106 University 

7-Eleven 
3104 University 

Poncho Villa (Mexican Food) 
12 01 - 31st Street 

A-one Shade Co. & Draperies 
3201 University 

The Cleaning Shoppe 
25 University 

* The Stationaty Store 
2429 University 

* Readers World 
2424 University 

Maty Janes Hairstylist 
2422 University 

Cosmic Zone 
2420 University 

Head Win 
2418 ymversity 

* Borderline (Uncle Jacks) 
(Mexican Restaurant) 
2417 University 

* Felix & Oscars 
2414 University 

Paton Lounge 
2413 University 

Dave's Tailor Shop 
3019 University 

Thodes Sporting Goods 
3015 University 

Hiatt Printing Shop 
30 13 University 

Campus Cleaners 
2800 University 

* Bargain Basket Thrift Shop 
2410 University 

* Advance Plunbing & Heating 
2309 University 

DeLuxe Beauty Shop (Gifts) 
2408 University , 

* Johnson Clothing 
2404 University 

cages Night Club 
2330 University 

* Music Circuit 
2329 University 

University Appliance Service Ctr 
2302 University 

* Johnston Distribution Company Inc. 
2321 University 

* Clark Peterson Htg Cooling 
Plunbing Remolding 
2318 University 
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INTRODUCTION: 

DRAKE NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION 
"Neighbor helping neighbor" . 

The Drake Nei~hborhood Association is a private non-profit, voluntary association of 
residents, business persons, and institutional representatives, functionin~ within 
specified boundaries for community betterment. The Drake area boundaries lie south 
of Franklin Avenue, north of Kingman Blvd., east of h2nd street, and west of H~rdin~ 
Road. 

PURPOSE OF THE SURVEY : 

We want to prepare an inventory of products and services 'available for publication 
and distribution among residents, students, and businesses. The associated questions 
are a form of local business community assessment of the feasibility of attracting new 
businesses into the Drake neighborhood. Based on this inventory, we will be able to 
ide~tify products and services not available within the community, as well as address 
such issues as the attitudes of local merchants concerning an organized "revitalization" 
effort. 

In order to complete a comprehensive listing, YOUR RESPONSE IS I~WERATIVE!! We are 
here to promote all retail businesses in the area and none of the material will be 
used in a detrimental way. 

Thank you for participating. 

Call 271-3426 if you have any questions or concerns!! 

Drake Neighborhood Association 
% Drake University 
14h'2 27th 
Des !-foines, Iowa 50311 

!·farch 1981 

' 
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. PART 1 

TYPE OF BUS! NESS ANV PRODUCTS 

NAME OF BUST .'JESS: 

NAME OF (X~NER: 

NAME OF MANAGER: 

AVVRESS: 

PHO.'JE: 

PRODUCT OR SERVICE PROV1VEV: 
( w .t both -i.~ a.ppU~) 

M«. t.h~t~U a.nq ma.joJr. Un~ OIL bJr.a.nd na.m~ w.i.th wiU.c.h IJOU would Uh.e. IJOUIL 

bw..-i.n~~ -i.de.nUMed? Pl.~e lli:t. 

' 
Addi..:t<.ona.l ~vr.v-i.c.~ (-i.. e.. Po~:ta.l.) Pl.~ e. VA:t 

VO YOU or~v OR RE,VT THE RU!LVTNG TN (rJHTCH YOU BUSINESS TS LOCATED? (CIRCLE r\'El 

Paqe 2 



PART 11 

PLEASE READ THIS ~OTE BEFORE YOU BEGIN! ! 

The purpose of this section of the questionaire is to get a general idea of the attitudes 
and concerns of the local merchants. This 'part of the survey will be assi~ned a nunber 
only after al·l have been collected, in no vay can any information you provide be trac·e­
able to you. DO NOT include your name or address on any part of this section. There 
are no ri r-ht or-vrong answers and we appreciate your opinion. 

1. How long has your business been its present location? 

2. Is business deterioration a problem in your area? 

yes no don't know 

3 . Have you done a major renovation/repair to your business structure in the past 5 
years? ( $2000.00 or more). (Please circle one). 

yes no 

4 . Are you planning any major renovation/repair within the next ~ years? 

yes no don't know 

5. Are you ~lanning . to move your business to a new location within the next 5 years? 
(Please circle one). 

yes no don't know 
tl 

6 . If you answered yes to number~, vill you locate in the same area? 
, 

yes no don't know 

7. If you are locating in another area, what ·is the reason(s) 
~------------------------

8. Prior to this inventory, were you familar with the Drake Neip,hborhood Association? 
( Please circle one) 

yes no 

9 . If a long-term, low-interest loan was available to businesses, would you consider 
revitali zi ng your structure? (Please circle one). 

yes no don't know 

Pa~e 3 
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10. Please indicate whether you strongly aRree (SA), agree(A), d~saf.ree (D), or 
stron~ly disa~ree ( SD), or don't know (DK) how you feel about the followin~ 
statement. 

· In the Drake area, a cooperative revitalization effort is likely to: 

(SA) (A) (D) (SD) (DK) 

A) increase neighborhoodfbusiness security •••••• ( ) ( ) ( ) ( } ( ) 
B) increase profits ...••••••.••••••••••••••••••• ( ) ( ) ( } ( ) ( } 
C) provide creative promotions, marketing, etc •• ( ) ( ) ( } ( ) ( } 
D) provide enployment opportunities •••••• : •••••• ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 
E) encourage public and/or private financing •••• ( } ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 
F) increase overall community pride ••••••••••••. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

11. Has the building i~ which your business is located been vandalized in the pa~· ~~­
years? (Please circle one). 

yes .. no don't know 

12. Has the building in which your business is located been burgularized in the past 
2 years? !Please circle one). 

yes no don't know 

13. Is shoplifting a major problem in your business? (Please circle one). 

yes no don't know 

lh. Rate how you feel about the public services provided in the Drake area. Place a x 
in the space provided. 

very don't 
poor fair good good know 

A) quality of police protection .......... ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 
B.) quality of fire protection ••••••••••••. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 
e) ~Sarl•a.ge pick-up ... ................•..... . ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 
D) condition of the streets ••••••••••••••• ( ·) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 
E) li ghting ............................... ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

' 

area? Indicate 15 In general, how do you view other businesses in the Drake 
whether you strongly agree (SA), agree (A), disagree (D), 
or don't knov (DK). 

strongly disagree (SD), 

(SA) 

a) highly competitive •••••••.•••••••••••••••• { ) 
b) profitable . ...... . • ........................ ( ) 
c) run-dovn .................... , ............. ( ) 
d) a co~pliment to your business •.••••.•••••• ( ) 
e) risky ..................................... ( ) 

(A) 

( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 

. (D) 

( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 

(SD) . 

( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 

{DK) 

( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 

16 What other commercial establishments would you like to see added to the area, 
if any? 

Page 4 



17. Please indicate whether you strongly agree (SA), agree(A), disagree (D j, -or 
stron~ly disagree (SD), or don't know (DK) how you feel about the follovin~ 
statement. 

The following techniques contribute to my business success. 

(SA) (A) (D) (SD) (DK) 
1. Personalized services ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 
2 . Professional ealespersons ( . ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 
3 . Adverti sing (newspaper, radio, TV) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 
h . 1,1or d of mouth ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 
5 . Uni ~ue lines of merchandise ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 
6 . Visibility of location ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 
7. :9i sc ount rates ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 
8 . Conven i ence or location ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

113 . ~·lhic h one of the techniques listed above do you depend on most. Please 
s:p eci fy. 

( 
( 
( 
( 
(. 
( 
( 
( 

19 . What percent of your customers are local residents (live within one mile of 
your business?) 

A. 10-35 
B. 35-50 
c. 50-65 
D. 65-80 
E. 80-0ver 

Feel free to make any additional comments which you feel may be important to 
this survey effort. 

' 

THA~KS AGAI~ FOR YOUR HELP! ! 

Paf?;e 5 
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APPfNDIX D 

LISf OF CDM-mRCIAL FIJM> BY LOCAL AREA 



1 

Forest-Harding Businesses 

The Quality Cleaners 
3217 Forest 

* The Lamp Shop 
3215 Forest 

* Aqua Sleep World 
3212 Forest 

* Charles W. Goering Inc. 
(Plumbing-Heating-Cooling) 
3211 Forest 

The Copper fullar 
3206 Forest 

Kentucky Fried Chicken 
3200 Forest 

* Skelley 
3121 Forest 

* Mcfunalds 
3116 Forest 

Madonia's World of Bicycilin Inc. 
Cross County Ski Shop 
3102 Forest 

* Dick's Phannacy 
3024 Forest 

Peggy's 
3020 Forest 

* Grand Central Station 
3018 Forest 

Kwik Trip 
3011 Forest 

* Academy Tropher & Award Inc. 
3002 Forest · 

Spencer & Anderson Upholstering 
2625 Forest 

* Green & Grains 
2601 Forest 

* Hope - Chest Antiques 
2539 Forest 

* Estella's Boutique 
2537 Forest 

* Barber Shop 
2533 Forest 

Quality Plunbing Co. (Retail Sales) 
2525 Forest 

* Laundry (Disrount Dry Cleaning) 
2515 Forest 

* Western Plunbing Co. 
2507 Forest 

Forker Phannacy 
2505 Forest 

Kentucky Central Insurance 
2412 Forest 

Dave's Sunrise Cafe 
2312 Forest 

West End Lomge 
2309 Forest 

* Friend Carpentty 
2301 Forest 

Liddels Disrount Furniture 
2323 Forest 

* Zak's 
2222 Forest 

Johnson Cororo 
2201 Forest 

D & B Auto Cleaning Semce 
2200 Forest 

* Great Plains Saloon 
2217 Forest 

Attorney & Counselor at Law 
2212 Forest 



Forest Avenue Dentists 
2214 Forest 

Parrot Printing 
* 2125 Forest 

Guthrie's Fur.niture Stripping 
2124 Forest 

DeWitt ~holstery 
2121 Forest 

* Battle Bar ~ 
2107 Forest 

* Oliropractors (Dr. Gerald Whitten, Dr. Tim Cochran) 
2106 Forest 

* Pet Hospital 
2103 Forest 

* Pet Supplies Aquarium 
2105 Forest 

tit Carefree Pools and Waterbed World 
20ll Forest 

B & N Upholstering 
2007 Forest 

* Beauty Spot 
2010 Forest 

Blue Cloud 
2006 Forest 

Nevilles (Resale & Consigned Clothing) 
2005 Forest 

Appliance Service E. 
2004 Forest 

* Kahles & Company 
(Central Air Conditioning & Heating 
1234 Harding 

tit Cline Printing Inc. 
1411 21st Street 

* Corrmercial Const. Prod. Co. 
1407 Forest 

Orlando' s Pizza 
1400 21st 

MISCELLANOOffi 

tit So's Your MJther 
2000 Forest 

2 

Spry Auto & Marine 
(Complete Auto Service) 
1631 Harding 

Lahner Construction Co. 
1622 Harding 

Care Cleaners 
(Tailoring Latmders) 
1624 Harding 

* Joi Construction 
1526 Harding 

Krantz Bras Floors 
1514 Hardin~ 

Bobs Furniture & Appliance 
1446 Harding 

L.L. Heureman (Siding 
& carpentry) 

Ph. 255-6209 

* McCleery Refrigerator Inc. 
1419 Harding 

Boswells (Restaurant) 
1409 Harding Road 

Ray Rollen V.F.W. Post 
1338 Harding 

Miller's Hardware 
1330 Harding 

* Des Mlines Cash Register Co. 
1246 Harding 

C. DeBoom Insurance 
1236 Harding 

* Drake Refinishing Shop 
1401 21st Street 

Be avery's Beauty Shop 
1344 21st Street 

* Brak1o~ Auto Body 
1328 21st Street 



~-~----~·-· - ----- · · ·· · =----~~------

* Jack IMyer Org. Collection 
2316 University 

Teny 's Auto Service 
2315 University 

* Anuvin Fantasy Books & Ganes 
2315 University 

Allens Radiator Service 
2315 University 

Csmeillio - Curton Tailor 
(Tailoring Alteration) 
2315 University 

Varsity Barber Shop 
2315 University 

25th Street 

* Soq> or Suds (Restaurant) 
1175 25th Street 

* Peari Tobacco Shop 
1173 -25th 

* Calico Rainbow 
ll71-25th 

* Creative Printing Inc. 
U65 -25th. 

* Di 's Hair Port 
ll63 25th Street 

* Irene's Flowers - Exotic Plants 
1151 25th Street 

Art Store 
1227 & 1233 25th Street 

* Vilemk's Gifts 
122 9 25th Street 

* University Book Store 
1213 25th Street 

Varsity (Cinema) 
1207 25th Street 

Paper Back (Book Exchange) 
1205 25th Street · 

* Coop Tapes & Records 
1203 25th Street 

-- ---·-----------------

24th Street 

* Music Factory 
1170 24th Street 

* Indns Bicycle 
1166 24th 

* Heirloom Glass Studio 
1163-1/2 24th Street 

Lander Rite 
1162 24th Street 

Central Alann 
1163-24th 

* Inspiration Bookstore 
(Clark Printing Co.) 
1159 24th 

4 

Universal Gold (Buy/Sell Gold 
Silver) 

1148 24th Street 

Type-a-Graphic 
1139-24th Street 

* The Crock 
2314 University 

Thenninon Lens Cotp. 
2312 University 

* Clothing Resale Shop 
2310 University 

* Advance Plumbing & Heating 
2309 University 

canicloque 
2306 University 

* Beggars Banquet 
2304 University 

* The Midwest Jean Market 
2302 University 

* University Appliance Serv. Ctr 
2302 University 

Bu11rog Den 
2301 University 

* Boyd's Burger Palace 
2301 University 

.__-'----''-------- --------- ------ -- ------ --



6 
University Place (Con' t) 

In the Drake area, a oooperative revitalization effort is likely to: 

SA A D SD DK No Response 

Increase neighborlx>od/business security 

17 14 2 0 2 1 

Increase profits 

14 12 2 1 5 1 

Provide creative pro100tions, marketing, etc. 

11 13 5 1 4 2 

Provide enployment opportunities 

10 15 4 0 4 3 

Encourage public and private financing 

8 13 2 3 7 3 

Increase overall COJTIJltmi. ty pride 

18 10 1 0 5 2 

Has the building in which your business is located been vandalized in the 
past 2 years? 

14 yes 16 no 4 oon't know 2 no response 

Has the building in which your busin~s is located been burglarized in the 
past 2 years? 

15 yes 18 no 3 oon 't krow 0 no response 

Is shoplifting a problem in your business? 

10 yes 25 no 1 c:bn' t know 0 no response 

Rate how you feel about public services in the Drake area. 

Poor FaiT Good Very Good Ibn' t Know No Response 

Quality of police protection 

3 9 9 14 1 0 

Quality of fire protection 

0 3 11 15 7 0 



7 

University Place (Can't) 

Garbage pick-up 

Poor Fair Good Very Good !Xm't know No Response 

2 3 14 10 7 0 

Condition of the streets 

7 14 12 3 0 0 

u. hti g n&. 

3 21 9 3 0 0 

In general, how cb you vi~ other businesses? 

SA A D SD DK No Response 

Highly oornpeti ti ve 

8 10 7 4 5 2 

Profitable 

3 15 8 0 8 2 

Run-OOwn 

3 14 12 4 1 2 

A corrpliment to your business 

4 13 10 2 6 1 

Risky 

5 7 8 3 9 4 

The following teclmiques rontribute to my business success. 

SA A D SD DK No response 

Personalized services 

22 9 0 0 3 2 

Professional sales persons 

14 14 3 2 0 3 

Advertising (1V, newspaper, radio) 

3 15 10 1 3 4 



8 

University Place (Con't) 

SA A D SD IJ( No response 

Word-of-mouth 

26 9 1 0 0 0 

Unique lines of merchandise 

16 10 4 1 2 3 

Visibility of location 

19 7 4 3 2 1 

Discount rates 

5 7 13 6 1 4 

Convenience of location 

17 12 4 3 0 0 

Specify which one of these techniques listed above you depend on most 

Personalized services 
Professional sales persons 
Advertising 
Word-of-mouth 
Unique lines of merchandise 
Visibility of location 
Discount rates 
Convenience of location 
No Response 

9 
1 
1 

16 
3 
0 
2 
2 
2 

What percent of your custaners are local residents (live within one mile of 
your business) 1 

10-35 

13 

rent 17 

!.£town 

35 :.5o 

7 

50-65 

6 

own 12 

65-80 

4 

80-over 

4 

7 no response 

1:-kM long has your business been in its present location? 

4 
35 
35 
4 

15 

3 
23 

3 
10 
35 

No response 

2 



• 

Up tam 

14 
3 
1 

25 

5 
6 
3 
6 months 

Is business deterioration a problem in your area? 

1 yes 15 Jl) 0 don't koow 

9 

1 oo response 

0 no response 

Have you <hne any major rerovation/repair to your business structure in the 
past 5 years? ($2 ,000 or more). 

11 yes 8 no 0 <hn't know 0 no response 

Are you planning any major renovation/repair in the next 5 years? 

1 yes 14 00 4 oon't krow 0 oo response 

Are you planning to move within the next 5 years? 

2 yes 13 00 4 oon't know 0 no response 

If you answered yes to nunber 5, will you locate in the same area? 

2 yes . loo 2 oon't know 14 no response 

If you are locating to another area, what is the reason(s)? 

Lack of roan 
Increase in rent 

Prior to this inventory, were you familiar with the Drake Neighborhood Assn.? 

4 yes 14 00 0 don't know 0 oo response 

If a long-tenn, low-interest loan were available, 'WOuld you consider revi­
talizing your structure? 

3 yes Uno 5 oon't know 0 no response 

In the Drake area, a cooperative revitalization effort is likely to: 

SA A D SD DK No response 

Increase neighborhood/business security 

8 11 0 0 0 0 

Increase profits 

6 12 1 0 0 0 



• 

10 
q>tam (Con't) 

Provide creative promotions, marketing, etc. 

7 6 2 0 4 0 

Provide employment opportunities 

8 9 2 0 0 0 

Encourage public and private financing 

8 7 4 0 0 0 
Increase overall c:ormn.mi ty pride 

11 7 1 0 0 0 

Has the building in which your business is located been vandalized in the 
past 2 years? 

9 yes 8m 2 don't~ 0 No response 

Has the building in which your business is located been burglarized in the 
past 2 years? 

7 yes llro 1 don't kD:Jw 0 No response 

Is shoplifting a problem in your business? 

4 yes 14 ro 1' cbn' t know 0 no response 

Rate how you feel about public seiVices in the Drake area. 

Poor fair good 

Qt:ality of police protection 

0 6 8 

Quality of fire protection 

0 2 

Garbage pick-up 

2 2 

Condition of the streets 

0 

Lighting 

0 

8 

8 

ll 

10 

10 

8 

very good cbn' t know no response 

.s 0 0 

5 1 0 

5 0 0 

1 0 0 

2 1 0 



11 
q>tom (Con't) 

In general, how do you feel about other businesses in your area? 

SA A D SD DJ( No response 

Highly competitive 

5 6 4 1 2 1 

Profitable 

2 9 2 0 5 1 

Rlm-down 

0 7 9 3 0 0 

A compliment to your business 

3 13 2 0 0 1 

Risky 

· 0 4 8 2 5 0 

The folloong techniques contribute to my business success. 

• SA A D SD DK No Response 

Personalized services 

13 6 0 0 0 0. 

Professional sales persons 

11 5 1 2 0 0 -· 
Advertising 

4 11 2 0 0 2 

Word-of-mouth 

12 7 0 0 0 0 

Unique lines of merchandise 

7 7 3 0 0 2 

Visibility of location 

9 7 2 0 1 0 

• 



• 

• 

• 
\ 

12 

~tom (Con't) 

SA A D SD DK No response 

Discount rates 

z 6 6 z 1 z 
Convenience of location 

15 4 0 0 0 0 

Specify which one of the techniques listed above you depend on most. 

Personalized services 
Professional sales persons 
Advertising 
Word-of-JOOuth 
Uniqte lines of merchandise 
Visibility of location 
Discount rates 
Convenience of location 

6 
z 
1 
7 
1 
0 
1 
1 

What percent of your customers are local residents (live within cme mile 
of your business)? 

10-35 

8 

Rent 17 

35 -50 

3 

50-65 

1 

()m 2 

65-80 

4 

80-over No response 

2 1 

0 No response 



* The Planet 
2300-1/2 University 

* Biermann Electric 
(electrical contractors) 
2300 University 

Rens ' Bratwurst Kuche 
23 & University 

* Dairy Center 
2222 University 

Professional Music Ctr 
2217 University 

MISCELLANIDtfi 

Felling Pottery 
12 02 22nd 

* Law Office 
4201 University 

q>t~n ~annacy 
4132 Univ. 

Standard 4131 University 
4131 University 

Fotanat 
4130 University 

* Vic Young Sporting Goods 
4125 University 

* Kleber Jewelry 
4124 University 

* Rlss 's Uptc.Ml Optical 
4122 University 

* ~town Hardware 
4120 University 

* Godfather Pizza 
4119 University 

Capri Theater 
4115 lhiversi ty 

* Places 
4110 University 

UPI'OWN BUSINESSES 

5 

* 7 -Eleven 
2.1,2.1 University 

CaTWash 
2101 University 

Caldwell Brien Ftmeral 1-bne 
210 0 University 

Skelly 
2001 University 

MISCELLANEOtfi 

Blind Munchies 
2511 Cottage Grove 

Cottage Grove Latmdry 
(selfservice) 
2701 Cottage Grove 

* Safeway 
41 00 University 

* Dianond Vogel Paint Center 
4050 University 

* The Analogy Laninating 
(Plastic Paper Etc.) 
4040 University Suite B 

* lbne Catpet 
4040 University Suite A 

* Soott T.V. 
4040 Suite C 

Beckys Beauty Shop 
4010 University 

* Campbe11s Nutrition Center 
4040 University Suite D 

* Stage Door Deli 
39th University 

Mikes Phannacy 
3510 University 

The Clothes Line 
35 ~ University 



Cameo 
3401 University 

42nd Street 

* Hamade Coffee Shoppe 
1142 42nd Street 

Phillips 66 
1142 -42nd Street 

Frendl Way Cleaners 
1133 42nd Street 

Uptown Barbers/Stylist 
1131 42nd Street 

q>town Beauty Salon 
1129-42nd 

6 

* John 'Roberts Photography 
12Cii 42nd Street 

MISCELLANIDtE 

Nards Gallery 
3510 Cottage Grove Ave. 

* Charlie Brown Orl.ld Care Center 
3206 Iola 



APPENDIX E 

RESULTS BY AREA 
(Absolute Frequency) 



~--------------·- ~-----------------

Forest -Harding 

Questionnaire Responses by Area 

(Absolute Frequencies) 

1-kJw long has your business been in its present location? 

20 
1 
20" 
14 
3 
2-1/2 
20 
32 
4 
15 
s 
30 
15 
3 
10 
9 
4 
1 

10 
32 
18 
5 
2 
9 
75 
5 
1 
24 
1/2 
21 
3 
41 
5 
2 toonths 
5 months 
3 

Is deterioration a problem in your area? 

15 yes 14 no 7 oon't know 2 no response 

Have you done any major renovation/repair to your business structure in 
the past 5 years? ($2000.00 or rore). 

21 yes 15 no 2 no response 

Are you plarurl.ng any major renovation/repair in the next 5 years? 

5 yes 14m 17 don't know 2 no response 

Are you planning to rove to a new location within the next 5 years? 

3 yes 23 no 10 don't know 2 no response 

If you answered yes to nunber 5, will you locate in the same area? 

0 yes 6 no 4 oon't know 28 no response 

1 

If you are locating in another area, what is the reason(s)? 31 no response 

Deterioration- fear-abusive language-threates-hard to recruit good help 
profit People afraid of the area 
better clientele Parking and building deterioration 
city restrictions Centralization of several businesses 

under one roof. 



Forest -Harding (Con' t) 

Prior to this inventory, were you familiar with the Drake Neighborhood 
Association? 

10 yes 26 no 2 no response 

If a long-tenn, low-interest loan were available to businesses, would you 
oonsider revitalizing your structure? 

20 yes llno 4 <k>n't know 3 no response 

In the Drake area, a rooperative revitalization effort is likely to: 

SA A D SD No response 

Increase neighborhood/business security 

15 18 1 2 0 2 

Increase profits 

14 15 1 3 4 1 

Provide creative proootions, marketing, etc. 

8 17 3 3 7 0 

Provide employment opportunities 

9 16 4 3 6 0 

Encourage public and private financing 

9 19 5 2 3 0 

Increase overall conmuni ty pride 

19 15 1 1 1 1 

2 

Has the building m which your business been vandalized in the past 2 years? 

22 yes 8no 6 don 't 1<ncM 2 no response 

Has the building in which your business is located been burglarized in 
the past 2 years? 

20 yes 12 no 4 don't know 2 no response 

Is shoplifting a major problem in your business? 

4 yes 28 no 4 don't know 2 no response 



3 

FOrest-Harding (Con't) 

Rate how you feel about public services in your area. 

Poor Fair Good Very good Ibn't Know No Response 

Quality of police protection 

2 13 15 7 0 1 

Quality of fire protection 

0 6 20 8 3. 1 

Garbage Pick ':'> 

4 2 16 6 6 4 

Condition of the streets 

2 23 9 3 0 1 

Lighting 

3 22 12 0 0 1 

In general, how do you viEW other businesses in the Drake area? 

SA A D SD ]))n't know No Response 

Highly oompeti tive 

3 14 9 1 9 2 

Profitable 

4 18 5 1 8 2 

Run-]))wn 

1 18 13 2 2 2 

A compliment to your business 

1 12 11 3 9 2 

Risky 

2 12 10 1 11 2 

The folloong techniques contribute to my business success. 

SA A D SD Don't 1coow No Response 

Personalized services 

24 8 0 0 1 5 



4 

Forest-Harding (Con't) 

SA A D SD Don't know No Response 

Professional sales persons 

16 10 1 5 1 5 

Advertising (newspaper, television, radio). 

4 12 7 8 3 4 

Word-of-mouth 

26 7 1 2 0 2 

Uniqre lines of merchandise 

10 15 2 4 2 5 

Visibility of location 

7 12 5 5 3 6 

Disan,mt rates 

4 15 9 4 2 4 

Convenience of location 

11 11 8 3 1 4 

Specify which one of the techniques listed above you depend on most. 

Personalized services 
Professipnal sales persons 
Advertising 
Word-of-mouth 
Unique lines of merchandise 
Visibility of location 
Discxnmt rates . 
Convenience of location 

12 
4 
3 

11 
0 
0 
2 
1 

What percent of your custaners are local residents? (live within a mile 
of your business?) 

10-35 
19 

Rent 18 

35-50 
3 

50-65 
6 

65-80 
5 

80-over 
1 

No Pesponse 
4 



University Place 

lbw long has your business been in its present location? 

15 12 14 8 JOOnths 
17 7 1 100nth 30 
30 1 11 16 
1 23 35 2 
4 30 61 7 
6 34 7 11 
3 ' 2 7 10 

16 4 30 3 2 No Responses 
1 8 5 15 

Is deterioration a problen in your area? 

14 yes 12 00 7 don' t kn<:M 3 No response 

Have you done any major reoovation/repair to your business structure in 
the past 5 years ($2,000 or more)? 

12 yes 23 No 1 No response 

Are you planning any major reoovation/repair in the next 5 years? 

8 yes 18 no 10 don't know 0 oo response 

Are you planning to move to a new location within the next 5 years? 

4 yes 22 no 10 don't know 0 no response 

If you answered yes to nunber 5, will you locate in the same area? 

1 yes 5oo 2 don't 1cn<:M 28 No response 

If you ·are locating to another area, what is the reason(s)? 

Business vety poor in the evening 30 oo response 

5 

Shoplifting-brealdns-absolutely oo business growth potential-troublesome 
Youth groups-deterioration 
Better traffic flow and parking 
Deterioration of entire area -crime 
lbwntown better 
Greater traffic 

Prior to this inventory, were you familiar with the Drake Neighborhood Assn? 

19 yes 17 no 

If a long-tenn, law-interest loans were -available, w:>uld you consider revital­
izing your business structure? 

12 yes 15 00 8 don't know 1 no response 
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