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ABSTRACT

This research, through the use of questionnaires that were returned by one hundred

appraisers, has attempted to identify the most significant characteristics, paradigms and

factors that exist in durable neighborhoods. A durable neighborhood, as initially defined

for use in the questionnaire, was listed as a cohesive residential community at least 50

years old, usually identifiable by name with estimable boundaries, good marketability and

whose resale values have kept pace or exceeded inflation relative to its local area. Initially

140 important neighborhood characteristics and eight paradigms were identified from

previous research and uncovered in the process of completing the literature review. These

140 characteristics served as the basis for the questionnaire. To find key characteristics

and concepts from the survey, analysis consisted of examining mean scores and

performing factor analysis. After analyzing the results of the survey, eleven positive and

five negative significant characteristics were identified, two paradigms stood out as being

important, and seven factors were named. Based on the analysis, a durable neighborhood

was defined and a conceptual model of a durable neighborhood was constructed.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCING NEIGHBORHOODS

Research Question

The questions this research address are: one. What is the broad set of

characteristics that are important in defining a durable neighborhood ? and two. Within the

first set of characteristics what is the most significant characteristics in defining a durable

neighborhood ?

Neighborhood Definitions

First, what is a neighborhood ?:

A neighborhood... can be a geographic area, recognized by boundaries like
a street, freeway or railroad tracks. It can be distinguished by a
conspicuous physical feature - like a park or a hill or a building (a school, a
church, a library, a factory). It can be defined by a certain type of housing,
(perhaps row houses, perhaps all built at the same time or by the same
developer) that is different enough from the surrounding housing types to
stand out clearly. The neighborhood can also be defined Socially by
political groups, religious affiliations or ethnic similarities. In addition,
since most areas do not have widely varying prices for housing, and since
income largely (but not exclusively) determines buying power,
neighborhoods can be defined by income groupings, or as 'housing sub-
markets' (Public Affairs Counseling, 1985, p. 7).

A more concise definition of neighborhood in the form of a recipe is as follows:

A neighborhood exists if: Neighborhood boundaries are recognized and
identified, a name is associated with the area, institutional anchors are
associated with the area, neighbors share at least one common tie through a
social network and institution or shared use of public space (Rosenbaum
and Schoenberg, 1980, p. 33).



Neighborhood Dynamics

Neighborhoods are the building blocks of cities and are reactive to internal and

external pressures. Neighborhoods are never static; they are constantly in a state of flux.

This is primarily a function of the people who reside in the neighborhoods. Neighborhoods

are reactive to the people who live there. People's needs, which are to some degree

determined by their careers, health, family cycle, and financial situation, play a crucial role

in their housing and neighborhood requirements.

Each time a family decides to move out of a neighborhood and the house is for

sale, the house will be casually or formally appraised and as a result the neighborhood will

also be analyzed. The neighborhood will be judged by the real estate agents, the potential

home buyers, the home buyer's fiiends, the appraiser and the mortgage banker either in a

positive, negative, or neutral way. The neighborhood's continuing marketability and the

maintenance of value are essentially being tested and compared to other neighborhoods on

an ongoing basis. The ease of sale and the price received for homes are influenced by how

well the neighborhood and its homes are maintained along with the existing character and

amenities. Value is also based on the public's perception of that neighborhood in terms of

its safety, livability, and quality of life.

Important to the integrity of a neighborhood's value is the need for continued

pubUc and private reinvestment and to some degree the quality, timeliness, extent, and

purpose of this investment. The purpose and form of this investment can play a critical

role in a neighborhood's value and future stability. This is particularly true when it involves



any form of neighborhood dynamics powerful enough to disrupt the neighborhood's

equilibrium or the neighborhood's original purpose. One such dynamic is the changing of

single family homes to multifamily or rental units. On the other end of the spectrum is the

converse of this, gentrification. There are other ways a neighborhood's equilibrium can be

disrupted and real estate values affected, such as a conversion from a neighborhood

primarily of one race or ethnic group to one of another. After the exodus of residents not

willing to accept change, the neighborhood loses some of its original integrity and identity.

With a higher resident turnover, the neighborhood could correspondingly lose its

equilibrium and some of its market value.

It is understood in the evaluation process that a neighborhood's environment is

based on circumstances that may have been beyond its control, such as the political

decisions on the location of highways, roads, schools, parks, and general improvements in

infrastructure. The closing of a neighborhood school or community center can forever

alter the dynamics of the neighborhood. Furthermore, the results of zoning changes (even

incremental ones) over the long term can drastically change the complexion of an area.

The economic conditions of an area also play a part. If employers of the neighborhood

residents locate to other parts of the city or region, or have a shutdown or layoff, this too

can have negative impact on a neighborhood.

A neighborhood is not in a vacuum; it must be understood in its spatial context.

Depending on a neighborhood's surroundings and the demands placed on it by the direct

and collateral real estate demands of bordering institutional, commercial, and industrial

interests a neighborhood can lose its integrity by degrees. This is especially true with



neighborhoods with "soft" borders. These borders and critical areas can be "softened" or

put "at risk" when zoning, property restrictions, and community bylaws become subject to

change.

When asked for the three most important factors in real estate value, those

involved in real estate usually recite; location, location, location. Along these lines some

neighborhoods are simply in better locations, each as areas of long term functional

importance, in high status areas, or in areas in the direction of growth. A neighborhood

can also stay in vogue if revitalization is an ongoing process and the neighborhood offers

opportunities for internal growth through compatible infill development.

Not only is a neighborhood's stability based on the public perception, but also the

neighborhood's perception of itself. Do the residents have confidence in the

neighborhood? Do the neighbors have enough alliance and affinity for the neighborhood to

have it survive the forces that create negative impact?

If a neighborhood does not have that survivability it could decline in appearance,

value, liveability, and residential utility. This change and decline have been well

documented in the literature. The literature asserts that this cycle of decline follows a

predictable negative course if left unabated.

Durable Neighborhoods

Despite the transient nature of the nation, it was assumed that there were some

neighborhoods that have accommodated positive change and circumvented negative

change and decline. These neighborhoods have been maintained and reinvestment has



occurred. As a benefit to cities, these neighborhoods have remained useful, stable, and

viable. In addition some neighborhoods have maintained their charm and value along with

their social and structural integrity.

Cycles are prevalent in any system. The goal of this research is to examine

neighborhoods (through the use of real estate appraisers) which have had a lower

frequency of negative change and have remained stable, viable entities. The questions to

be answered are: What has been the glue that maintains, conserves, and nurtures the

confidence people have in their neighborhoods? What encouraged them to continue to

reinvest their money and themselves in their communities or neighborhoods? Finding the

answers to these questions is important. If the characteristics and factors of durability can

be replicated and integrated into neighborhoods, viable and durable neighborhoods could

become the rule rather than the exception.

It is important to uncover the characteristics and factors that help a neighborhood

or community to continue to prosper and be viable. The information can be incorporated

into a neighborhood plan in order to help improve a neighborhood's chance of being stable

over the long term. Extending this idea further, these neighborhood durability

characteristics and factors could be incorporated in design guidelines as criteria for

approval. Or if a neighborhood is in the process of revitalization, these characteristics and

factors could act as a guidance system to allocate limited resources. In addition, when

neighborhoods show the early stages of decline, the utilization of these durability

characteristics may help reverse the trend.

This study is diflFerent from past studies in that it examines neighborhood stability



in terms of utilizing real estate appraisers as participants. Appraisers are well suited to

participate in this type of study because of their training and experience. Virtually anyone

with an interest in real estate, most importantly prospective buyers and sellers, either

casually or formally appraise real estate in the process of consummating a transaction.

They pay what they think the property is worth. An appraiser, being a steward of real

estate information, is equipped to look at past and fixture trends and understands the

dynamics of a neighborhood. Appraisers look primarily at the supply side of housing

(appraise homes in the process of being sold) even though market demand is inherent in

the process when the market price validates the appraisers evaluation.

A method of obtaining supplemental information is through the examination of

census tract data. The census can provide a wide variety of corresponding socioeconomic

information. The key to using this information for subsequent studies is that appraisers

identified and gave the boundaries of durable neighborhoods in their respective areas.

From these delineations most of the neighborhoods can be reasonably matched to census

tracts. The ability to undertake trend studies depends on the consistency of census tract

deUneations over the period being studied.

This study was accomplished by sending appraisers a questionnaire similar in

content to the site, neighborhood, and property rating sections found on the Residential

Appraisal Report form appraisers use in forming their property value opinions. This study

used appraisers to examine stable neighborhoods by using the combination of two basic

tests, the test of time (50 years) in conjunction with the neighborhood relative appreciation

of value. Neighborhoods that meet these two tests were considered durable



neighborhoods. The characteristics of these durable neighborhoods needed to be identified

and, where applicable, replicated to improve present and future neighborhoods.

It was noted in the book Stabilizing Neighborhoods. A Fresh Approach to

Housing Dynamics and Perceptions, by Rolf Goetze, Kent W. Colton, and Vincent F.

OT)onnell, that: "The challenge will be to promote neighborhood stability, revitalization

without displacement.. .to promote neighborhood stability in ways that enable incumbents

to remain and for new residents to successfiilly become integrated into vital, diverse

neighborhoods would seem an ideal housing goal." (Goetz, 1977, p. 56)



CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

Introduction

What is neighborhood durability? The Random House Dictionaiy defines durable

as "highly resistant to wear, decay, etc.". Neighborhood durability is a coined phrase. The

concept lends itself to a variety of terms that can be used together when referring to a

neighborhood such as: stability, vitality, viability, integrity, survivability, defensibility, and

persistence. See the Appendix 1 for the meanings of these words.

Since durability is a unique topic, information on the topic was found in related

subjects. The following is a list of words and phrases related to the topic and when linked

with the word neighborhood they also are germane: residential, revitalizing, investment,

funding, values, maintenance, evaluation, satisfaction, interaction, involvement, quality of

life, desirability, mobility, dynamics, rating, preferences, and saved.

Neighborhood durabiUty encompasses many fields of study associated with

neighborhoods. These fields of study include: housing, sociology, appraising, architecture,

and planning. Primarily, neighborhood durability was considered a subset of neighborhood

revitalization essentially because the goal of revitalization is to make a neighborhood

stable again.

When undertaking preliminary research it was found that neighborhood longevity

was primarily written about in a negative sense. The majority of sources stated that

neighborhoods are not stable, they change and decline to a point where they are either



cleared for the land or are recycled and revitalized. There are exceptions, just as there are

neighborhoods that are unstable, it was presumed early on that there was a contingent of

neighborhoods that have maintained their stability for the long term. Not much

information, however was available on neighborhoods in this context. To overcome this

obstacle, the literature review focused on a range of subtopics that provided a foundation

for the topic of neighborhood durability. These subtopics are Neighborhood Change,

Conservation and Preservation of Neighborhoods, Neighborhood Self-Revitalization,

Neighborhood Dynamics, Public Concern for Neighborhoods, Neighborhood Boundaries

and Size, Rural Communities, and Neighborhood Durability Models.

Neighborhood Change

In terms of the dynamics of neighborhood evolution and change, two basic

paradigms were represented in the literature. The first one takes the long term view by

discussing the comprehensive evolution of a neighborhood. The second paradigm is

essentially encompassed by the first and gives a narrative of changes that take place in a

neighborhood at a detailed level. Paradigm one is from Metropolis 1985 and has broken

the evolutionary process of a neighborhood into five stages.

Paradigm 1

Stage 1 The transformation from undeveloped rural land to residential
neighborhood...

Stage 2 Another rash of building takes place-only this time apartment houses
dominate more than before...

Stage 3 Downgrading and conversion...Population and density growth



through the crowding of the existing structures.

Stage 4 The "thinning-out" stage characteristic of slum areas a few
decades after they have been turned over to slum use...

Stage 5 The renewal stage.. .It usually takes two contrasting forms. One
example is to build anew on flattened sites uses such as luxury apartments.
The other form is to restore and remodel the old well designed or
architecturally significant buildings for new uses. (Vemon, R., 1963, p. 181)

Paradigm 2

Paradigm two is from The Dvnamics of Neighborhood Change and offers a life

cycle approach to a neighborhood change. It shows a neighborhood going through five

specific phases and lists the corresponding characteristics. The five phases are: healthy,

incipient declining, clearly declining, accelerating decline, and abandoned (See Appendix

2) (Public Afiairs Counseling, 1975 p. 10). Further explanation can be found in this

literature review in the section on neighborhood paradigms, listed as paradigm three.

Conservation and Preservation of Neighborhoods

Conservation and preservation of neighboriioods are concepts that relate to the

construct or idea of neighborhood durability. In addition to what is included below, the

HUD information which makes up the fourth paradigm in the literature review section on

neighborhood paradigms, discusses a list of features that the United States government

has identified and found important to conserve a neighborhood. The resulting treatment of

a neighborhood works towards responding to the degree of decline it has experienced.

Conservation and preservation efforts in a neighborhood are undertaken to circumvent

negative change or to create the needed neighborhood initiatives.
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Basic considerations play a role in neighborhood conservation and stability. There

needs to be enough household income for an owner or rental income to the landlord to

"pay for proper upkeep . . .Even if they have sufficient income, property owners must have

a desire and a commitment to keep their buildings in good condition....Pride and

investment sense plays a part", along with the collective neighborhood's pressure on its

residents and on the local government, particularly in the enforcement of the building

codes. Maintenance of the integrity of the zoning ordinance and traffic regulations also

plays a role. Maintaining a positive social fabric, strong interrelationships help to boost

the neighborhood's common goals and help cope with resident turnover throughout the

years. It is also important for the shopping areas and commercial enterprises in the area to

be preserved, along with the area's community services and facilities. And, it is important

to overcome disinvestment by maintaining the marketability of the homes and preventing

redlining by the banks and financial institutions. (Hallman, H. p.205. 1984)

In looking at neighborhood conservation and stability fi-om a singular perspective,

neighborhood confidence may be something that can be manipulated to achieve the desired

results, as some literature may suggest.

The purpose of the Neighborhood Confidence Project in Boston was to
stimulate positive self-fiilfilling prophesies in three neighborhoods;
Dorchester, Roxbury, and Jamaica Plains. More specifically, the project
sought to: (1) encourage owners to remain, (2) encourage renters and
those outside the community to buy homes, and (3) change the attitudes of
real estate brokers. Specific activities of the Project included the
production of a television documentary, brochures and posters, and the
counseling of buyers. Goetze (1979) citing studies by Blaine (1973) and
Rugo (1979) asserts that the Project was successful, noting that the
program in Jamaica Plains raised confidence levels and improved
community appearance. (Varady, 1986, p. 31)

11



Neighborhood Self Revitalization

In an ideal world, neighborhood self-revitalization would be a natural ongoing

phenomenon. Self-revitalization almost needs to take place on a constant basis for a

neighborhood to be deemed durable. A recent study relating to maintaining neighborhood

stability states: "Results... suggest that if old housing is replaced by new housing on a

steady basis, a neighborhood may be able to sustain a mixed-neighborhood equilibrium"

(Bond, 1989, p. 231). Neighborhood self-revitalization occurs naturally when the

neighborhood possesses the critical mass of concerned and involved residents to keep the

neighborhood moving in a positive direction.

The citizens of these neighborhoods give the neighborhood as a whole a will to

survive and the need to improve the quality of life. For example:

... upgrading desired by low and moderate-income households and the

protection of neighborhood quality desired by middle and upper-income

households can be achieved simultaneously in the same neighborhoods if a

significant number of low and moderate-income households live there,

providing that the middle-class dominance is maintained. . .(Thus) keeping

an urban neighborhood economically and socially viable. (Downs, A., 1973,

p. 87)

Neighborhood Dynamics

A neighborhood may be durable because it resisted and fought change or simply

12



incorporated change and handled it well. Another outside force is the housing market's

perception of the neighborhood.

(A neighborhood) can be rising, that is experiencing an above average increase in
home values and rents. This increase draws residents with higher incomes and
often forces out existing residents who cannot afford to stay. A neighborhood can
be declining, that is, experiencing a gradual drop in housing values, accompanied
by a drop in the income and status of the people who live there. The dropping
prices in declining areas provide many house-seekers with a chance to get good
quality housing at a price they can afford (Public Affairs Counseling, 1975, p. 10).

Outside forces, in particular the force of the marketplace, have to be addressed

mainly because of the transient nature and the inherent life cycle of the neighborhood's

inhabitants.

People move in and out of neighborhoods at a steady rate during the lifetime of the
nei^borhood. When the household decides to move out of a neighborhood, say a
'hedthy' neighborhood, three things can happen. Their house can be bought or
rented by someone like them in income and status; their house can be bought or
rented by someone with more money than they have; or their house can be bought
or rented by someone with less money than they have. (Public Affairs Counseling,
1975,16)

It was found that intraurban mobility and people's propensity to move from one

location to another is linked to the family's stage in the family life cycle. Small, young,

wage earning families base their housing decisions on getting more house for their money,

i.e., housing space in relation to housing cost. This is at the expense of neighborhood

concerns. It seems as a family moves through the family life cycle and they become more

afiluent, they presumably seek to maintain status quo in terms of housing space and search

for housing with more positive neighborhood and community factors. (Rea, L. M., 1978,

p. Ml)

A neighborhood that is racially mbced can remain stable. The racial mix is not an

13



important factor in maintaining neighborhood stability as long as the municipal

government or a real estate dealer doesn't overtly interfere with the racial balance of the

neighborhood. "It can be concluded that black and white neighbors of relatively the same

socioeconomic status get along as well as black with black or white with white." (Helper,

R., 1979, p.34)

Public Concerns for Neighborhoods

Beyond the internal forces that effect a neighborhood, it is always important to

incorporate a view of the external forces that have an effect on the delicate balance that a

neighborhood has as an entity;

If we have learned anything about neighborhoods of all types in recent
years, it is their essential fragility. Urban freeways and renewal projects,
unless planned and executed with excruciating care and sensitivity, can
destroy the vitality of a neighborhood virtually overnight. It is tragic that
government - and especially the Federal government with its billions for
public works projects - has so often been unaware of how the economic,
social, and environmental elements of a neighborhood can be irreplaceably
thrown out of equilibrium by one out-of-scale or poorly designed project.
(Kliment, 1975 p. 1)

Redlining can have a considerable impact upon an urban community.
Neighborhood vitality bears a direct relationship to the adequate availability
of mortgage credit. Because of the enormous costs involved, very few
individuals can afford to buy or even repair a home with their savings
alone. Thus, to a large extent, institutional lenders determine the futures of
individual urban neighborhoods. Those neighborhoods that receive
adequate funding will remain viable while those that do not are likely to
decay. As a result, redlining can often be a self-fulfilling prophecy;
frequently, a lender's fear that an area is on the decline ultimately causes
that decline to occur. (Callies, D. L. and Freilich, R, H., 1986 p. 756)

In addition:
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Spontaneous events, such as rapid racial change or highway building or the
closing of a local employment center (a hospital or shipyard) can lead to
accelerated downward movement. Equally, the renewal of a business
district or a new transportation access can make a neighborhood suddenly
competitive or even 'fashionable' and lead to spontaneous revitalization.
(Public Affairs Counseling, 1975, p. 10)

Neighborhood Boundaries and Size

In order to operationalize the study, a definition of the word "neighborhood" had

to be determined. The literature presented a variety of answers to this question but some

common ground was found. One common thread of stable neighborhoods is that they have

boundaries and they may have more than one set. When people are asked to describe a

notable neighborhood, neighborhood boundaries are implicit. When examining or

discussing the dynamics and mechanics of particular neighborhoods, neighborhood

boundaries need to be assumed or recognized. If these boundaries are very hard to discern,

the neighborhood(s) may not have a solid chance to remain stable. If a "neighborhood"

lacks this structure one area may bleed into another and all involved areas have to absorb

the cost of less security, less identity, and less of a sense of place. This idea was realized in

a Fordham dissertation;

These natural boundaries have somewhat insulated the community from the
changes occurring on its periphery. In addition, they have provided reasonable
limits in which to cope with change. Though Belmont is no longer the
homogeneous Italian community of yesteryear surrounded by blockades preventing
infiltration, these natural boundaries still help to maintain a sense of territoriality.
(Maida, 1987, p. 173)

To further solidify the importance of using the term "boundaries" in the

neighborhood definition in the neighborhood survey, the following quotation exemplifies

15



the need.

The most frequent method of defining neighborhoods is through an analysis of
physical boundaries. Seventy-five percent of the programs rely on physical
boundaries to define neighborhood areas. Typically, maps and windshield surveys
are used to identify railroad tracks, major arterial streets, and large institutional
sites that create physically bounded residential areas. (Robe, W. and Gates, L.,
1985, p. 72)

A neighborhood exhibits more than just physical boundaries; it also includes social

boundaries. Readings in housing sociology were also required to understand the

nonphysical aspects of a neighborhood. The importance of incorporating the term

"identity" in the neighborhood definition was enhanced by the quotation that follows. "A

neighborhood also gives identity to residents, so that as they go about the city and region

they can refer and relate to the place where they live in a way that adds some background

to who they are. T'm from Greenwich Village' means something in New York, as does Tm

from Browntown' in Wilmington" (Kilment, 1985, p.l).

In consideration of the notion that neighborhoods are unique entities that are

identifiable by name and by boundaries, it was deemed important not to imply that

neighborhoods have an arbitrary minimum or maximum size. After a review of the

Uterature the reason for this becomes obvious. In the book Toward New Towns for

America. Clarance Stein, the designer of Radbum, describes the neighborhood unit

concept and states that a neighborhood unit consists of2,000 to 10,000 residents. In an

American Public Health Association publication called Planning the Neighborhood, the

definition tends to follow the previous definition in stating that a population falls "between

2,000 and 8,000 persons with, a desirable size of about 5,000 persons." These

16



neighborhoods can be contrasted with what Kevin Lynch and Gary Hood state in their

book Site Planning: "neighborhoods are much more likely to be on the scale of 10 to 40

families than the 1,500 families of the conventional unit."

Rural Communities

Some neighborhoods may be stable not because of their inherent general micro

neighborhood characteristics, but because of their macro geographic location. If the

neighborhood is located in a geographic area where there is little or no change it seems

that the neighborhood would tend to stay stable and be durable over time. This would be

the case in small towns and rural areas. Similarly it seems that neighborhoods that are

located geographically in areas where they contact the most change would tend to be the

least stable or durable. This would be the case of cities and urban areas. A look at The

1978 HUD Survev on the Oualitv of Communitv Life study indeed shows that rural areas

are the most stable and urban areas tend to be the least stable in terms of mobility.

Another study says about the same thing: "Rural residents are less likely to want to move

than urban residents, even though no significant differences exist in their housing

satisfaction." (Lam, J. A, 1985, p.42)

When looking at where Americans want to live, over 70% of town and rural

residents prefer their type of community. In looking at why people move, the two major

factors are a job change and housing. A larger percentage of rural residents felt job

opportunities over the next two years are expected to get better or stay the same in the

future. The same can be said for housing conditions. When residents were asked if local
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job opportunities or housing conditions got worse would they consider moving, in both

cases the town/rural residents would consider moving the least. In the majority of other

categories rural residents are pleased with their quality of life and feel it will stay the same

or continue to get better.(United States Dept. of Housing and Urban Development and

Research, 1978, pp. 555-659)

Neighborhood Durability Paradigms

There are several neighborhood paradigms that can be described as good

neighborhood examples or as descriptive lists of qualities that characterize the positive

aspects of a neighborhood. It was assumed that these positive characteristics help a

neighborhood endure. It should be understood that these are not parallel paradigms; the

grouping of these paradigms offers a wide variety of perspectives in the context of

neighborhood durability. These paradigms served as the source for a nonredundant

compilation of durable neighborhood characteristics which formed the

matrix/questionnaire/index used in and produced by this study and discussed in the next

section. The source and the significance of each paradigm are detailed below.

Paradigm 1: Neo-Traditional

The first paradigm is the neo-traditional neighborhood (NTD), an evolving form of

neighborhood development with its roots in successful traditional neighborhoods.

Neighborhoods grew organically until the interruption of the automobile skewed

development patterns. The neo-traditional neighborhood in a sense is the second coming

of the traditional neighborhood and is being espoused and is currently in vogue in some
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planning and development circles.

The purveyors of NTD are a vocal and well-publicized group. The group includes

town planner Andres Duany (Seaside and The Kentlands), Anton Nelessen (known as a

"neotraditionalist planner" for the use of his "visual preference survey" to help

communities reach consensus on town design) and Peter Calthorpe (known for the

pedestrian pocket concept). The concept of the neo-traditional neighborhood involves a

neighborhood that is aesthetically coordinated and scaled to incorporate a variety of

residential densities and mixed use development to offer opportunities for the diversity of

people and of activities. These neighborhoods offer convenient and scaled ofiBces, shops,

parking, parks, and public spaces to imply personal and community ownership. The

streetscaped softened, formal, and hierarchically scaled street network is designed for the

diffusion of traffic and parking. As a result, this design concept helps to slow and minimize

street traffic to allow for a pedestrian orientation. From a variety of articles, a

comprehensive list of characteristics was developed and included in the

matrix/questionnaire/index.

Paradigm 2: Appraisal concepts

The second paradigm comes from the standard appraisal form "Employee

Relocation Council Residential Appraisal Report." This form is geared to "value" with

defined structure and detail. Appraisers look at value in a continuum through the past, the

present and the fiature. They need to see how change affects value in a negative or positive

way. When appraisers appraise a house, they look at the neighborhood in a comprehensive

way. They examine the social considerations, economic considerations, government
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considerations and environmental considerations with respect to value. Trend studies are

always an integral part of each analysis because values are always in flux. The appraiser's

goal is for each cited opinion of value to have integrity, but in the same sense each opinion

of value is coupled with a given date and because of that, it is subject to change.

Neighborhood stability is based on the stability and the relative appreciation of values with

in that neighborhood.

Because of appraiser's training and experience, the appraiser's evaluation form did

not have to be all inclusive. Instead, the form contains short lists of bullet questions that

apparently serve as a way to record information and acts as a memory jogger to help them

fill in the comment section. In the form's neighborhood and site sections, questions are

asked that key in on the current and future status of a neighborhood along its value

continuum. Most of the questions in the assorted sections that relate to neighborhoods,

though succinct, were utilized in the matrix/questionnaire/index. See Appendbt 3 for a

copy of an appraiser's evaluation form.

Paradigm 3: Neighborhood change

The third paradigm is from the book. Dynamics of Neighborhood Change

The authors were from an interdisciplinary consulting firm called Public Affairs

Counseling and were hired by the United States Department of Housing and Urban

Development (HUD) to complete a broad study on neighborhoods. This book describes a

neighborhood as being on a continuum. The authors also seek understanding on how to

increase the diversity and vitality of neighborhoods as well as their preservation. The

authors take a holistic approach in understanding neighborhoods to prevent their decline.
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It is their attempt to understand "the importance of doing something early rather than after

the problem is already visible." (Public Affairs Counseling, 1975, p. 4)

The authors first look at neighborhoods systematically in terms of "moving or

progressing in the same direction." Their neighborhood descriptors fall into "one of three

basic states," rising, stable, or declining. Concerning a neighborhood;

It can be rising, that is experiencing an above average increase in home values and
rents. This increase draws residents with higher incomes and often forces out
existing residents who cannot afford to stay. A neighborhood can be declining,
that is, experiencing a gradual drop in income and status of the people who live
there. The dropping prices in declining areas provide many house-seekers with a
chance to get good quality housing at a price they can afford.

Between these two states is a third state—stable. A neighborhood that is stable has
achieved a balance between the costs of living there (prices, rents, taxes) and the
incomes of the residents. Although resident income may rise, it rises gradually and
rents, taxes, and maintenance costs go up at about the same rate. (Public Affairs
Counseling, 1975, p. 10)

The authors then moved toward a more detailed look at categorizing

neighborhoods. They divided neighborhoods into five stages—healthy, incipient decline,

clearly declining, accelerating decline, and abandoned. Concentrating on healthy and stable

neighborhoods:

The Healthy Neighborhood: In a Healthy Neighborhood the values of the houses
and the social status and incomes of the residents rise gradually, and in a
reasonable relationship to one another. The value of the houses does not outstrip
the purchasing power of the residents or owners, otherwise renters would have to
move out and owners would find taxes and upkeep prohibitive and be forced to
seek cheaper housing.

Equally, the purchasing power of the residents does not get too far ahead of the
vdue of the houses. If it does, slowly but surely residents lift their housing
horizons and seek better housing-being replaced by families whose income is
more closely related to the cost of housing in that neighborhood. Neither is the
population of a healthy neighborhood constant and fixed. There is a steady, low-
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level turnover. Those who leave are replaced by people who are, generally
speaking, "like them" in occupation, status, income, lifestyle and aspiration.(Public
affairs Counseling, 1975, p. 10)

In Figure 1, shown on the next page, the characteristics change in each

neighborhood phase from healthy to abandoned. (In other texts, this process is called

"neighborhood filtering" - when homes in a series of sales are sold sequentially each time

to a lower income group). Neighborhood characteristics are characterized into four

groups in each phase. These group characteristics include physical, social, economic and

public services. Structured in this way, the diagram shows the erosion of the quality of the

characteristics as the neighborhood declines along the continuum. The characteristics

listed under healthy (neighborhoods) are included in forming the

matrix/questionnaire/index because they denote what makes up a stable neighborhood. In

addition, some of the overtly negative characteristics in this paradigm were included in the

matrix/questionnaire/index because that the absence of that characteristic in a

neighborhood would be a positive. With the inclusion of negative characteristics, the

matrix/questionnaire/index became more balanced.

Paradigm 4: HUD concepts

The fourth paradigm is a checklist that had been used in HUD'S OflBce of Planning

and Management Assistance. It was utilized to help identify neighborhoods that needed to

be conserved. The following outline is from a book called Neighborhood Conservation: A

Source Book. It gives a list of features that the government has identified and finds

important to conserve a neighborhood. Although modified, characteristics were gleaned

from this source and utilized in the matrix/questionnaire/index. The following items are
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especially important, as the author indicates;

One of the best definitions to capture the flavor of the conservation
concept was offered in a speech at Harvard in early 1975 by Lawrence O.
Houstoun, Jr., Acting Director of HUD's Office of Planning and
Management Assistance. He would identify a conservation area by
marking its features against this 7-point checklist:

1. Does the area have a variety of facilities and opportunities for
residence, employment, shopping, recreation, and education?

2. Is the area associated with groups of existing or former residents
who because of their common employment or heritage have
contributed significantly to the city's development?

3. Is there a special activity associated with the area - a central
market, an educational or transportation facility, wharves,
warehousing?

4. What is the overall effect of structures and spaces in the area on its
utility as well as its attractiveness?

5. Is the sense of place enhanced significantly by some important
natural or manmade feature such as a canal or river, a hillside,
vistas, a park or public square?

6. Do the people who live, work, and shop there have a clear and
consistent sense of the area as an identifiable urban place with
definable boundaries?

7. Can it house people of various incomes? Will restoration permit
those who have made it a home to stay there if they wish? Are their
distinctive social as well as economic characteristics? (Kliment,
1975, p.4)

Another source from HUD that involves some overlap but validates some

important characteristics is The 1978 HUD Survev on the Quality of Life. It "is a data

book, a resource book, a book that tells what Americans think about the communities in
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which they live. It is a public assessment of the quality of life in America....an extensive

survey of public views and concerns about the nation's cities, suburbs, small towns, and

rural areas." (United States Dept. of Housing and Urban Development and Research,

1978, p. 3) The data book contains some rankings of some of the most common factors

that can be associated with neighborhoods.

Paradigm 5: Chapin and Kaiser

The fifth paradigm is from Chapin and Kaiser's book Urban Land Use Planning

which is considered a preeminent guide and manual for land use planning. Chapter 7 of

this book, which is entitled: The Users of Land: Their Activity Systems and Choice of

Space Qualities, contains a residential survey on neighborhood quality of life. This chapter

took an approach that offered a fairly comprehensive list of characteristics. For a

neighborhood to be complete and thus inherently stable the neighborhood has to contain

some mix of essential components and opportunities for activity. Many characteristics

were selected from the residential survey for inclusion in the matrix/questionnaire/index.

Paradigm 6: Jane Jacobs

Questions were also gleaned from Jane Jacobs's book titled The Death and Life of

Great American Cities. The author talks about the evils of urban renewal programs and the

resulting destruction to the affected neighborhoods. For all her criticisms of planning

contemporary to the time of her book, it is ironic that it is now considered a classic in

planning literature. The book focuses on inner cities and on characteristics that lend and

lessen stability to neighborhoods. She took a new approach and her ideas were considered

unconventional. In The Book Review Digest. Fiflv-Seventh Annual Cumulation. March
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1961 to February 1962 Inclusive are two partial reviews which succinctly state the basic

premises of the book and how it was it perceived in its day. The first review is an excerpt

fi-om the November 1961 issue of Atlantic.

The great merit of Mrs. Jacobs's book is that she has looked at cities not as
inanimate conglomerations of buildings but as the intricate working
organisms that they really are; not as unsatisfactory substitutes for country
life, but as necessary and valuable centers of human enterprise, experiment,
and thought - of civilization, in fact. As a result of this attitude, Mrs.
Jacobs has developed some highly unorthodox notions of how a city must
be arranged if it is to remain prosperous, efficient, and safe.

This second review is from the Christian Science Monitor.

The author's theory is that city neighborhoods thrive on diversity. Her
contention is that modem city planners neglect people in their attempts to
create a building - plus - landscape Utopia. Specifically, she thinks that
instead of trying to create 'superblocks' planners ought to be cutting up
areas into smaller blocks through which businesses and residents can flow
in closer proximity. She thinks that instead of zoning areas for single uses
planners ought to welcome a broad mixture as being conductive to a better
economy and a richer experience for city dwellers.

Since the neighborhood characteristics she discusses are oriented toward inner city

neighborhoods and for this matrix/questionnaire/index to be as inclusive as possible, those

characteristics are represented.

Paradigm 7: Clarence Perry

The seventh paradigm neighborhood examined is Clarence Perry's neighborhood

plan. This plan is concise and direct in its description of what it suggests as essential

components of a neighborhood. This neighborhood paradigpi has been incorporated in a

great deal of planning literature as the optimum neighborhood design. It is important

because it focuses on the general spatial design of a neighborhood, the inffastmcture and
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the spaces it requires.

Clarence Arthur Perry's ideas are discussed in Regional Survey of New York and

Its Environs: Neighborhood and Community Planning, originally published in 1929 and in

Housing for the Machine Age, published in 1939. These ideas are still taught today as a

possible standard for neighborhood planning.

Clarence Perry had a significant interest in education and incorporated schools into

his plan. The neighborhood plan was also in part a reaction to the advent of the

automobile and eflfectively was an answer to the dissolution of neighborhoods caused by

new highways bisecting the established neighborhoods. It addressed this problem by

incorporating a hierarchy of roads and highways into the comprehensiveness of the

neighborhood plan. In a sense this new type of neighborhood was made durable almost by

default. A major change agent (auto access) was incorporated, circumventing change

rather than fighting it. These neighborhoods were called superblocks, essentially large

neighborhoods surrounded by arterial roads with the open space concentrated in the

middle. These neighborhoods were developed following a comprehensive formula that

boiled down to six basic principles that address six issues; size, boundaries, open spaces,

industrial sites, local shops, and internal street systems. Those ideas required inclusion in

the matrix/questionnaire/index.

Paradigm 8: New Communities

The eighth paradigm involves concepts that exist in new communities and/or new

towns. The book Developing Successful New Communities by Reid Ewing and published

by the Urban Land Institute in 1991 defines a new community in this way:
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Development projects that are: large scale; programmed to contain a
balanced mix of land uses, including employment centers and a variety of
housing types; controlled by the master developer; and master planned
early in the development process.

The book primarily focuses on communities developed during the 1980's but also

examines the older and the most recent developments that match this definition. It outlines

the successful aspects of these communities and includes information on growth factors,

land planning, and design controls.

For use in this study a succinct list of planning concepts was found in the book

discussed above on page 79, figure 6-4 entitled: Comparison of Planning Concepts

Between Neotraditional Towns and Suburban New Communities. Since the neotraditional

neighborhood characteristics are already included in paradigm 1, the comparison

mentioned separates out the neotraditional neighborhood features and isolates nine generic

or representative features of new communities. This list of nine characteristics of new

communities is included in the matrix/questionnaire/index in a slightly modified form.

Combined List of Characteristics

A combined list of characteristics from the eight paradigms has been included in

three forms: a matrix, a questionnaire, and an index. In all three forms the characteristics

fi-om the paradigms are combined and broken into five categories: general, physical, social,

economic, and public services. Of the three forms, only the matrix will be discussed for

now. To allow for easy comparisons and to realize overlaps between the different sources

of characteristics, a matrix was produced. A total of 140 characteristics are listed down
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the vertical dimension (the side or "y" dimension). Each of the characteristics is followed

by at least one coinciding "x" marking in a column under the horizontal dimension (the

top or "x"dimension) of the matrix for each related and corresponding paradigm name. In

this way each of the paradigm's common and unique characteristics is captured. As a result

this matrix shows the characteristics for each paradigm and how often each characteristic

appears in the other paradigms. This matrix can be found in Appendix 4.

Defining Durability

When the definition of durability was being developed for this thesis, the question

"What is neighborhood durability ?", was posed to neighborhood experts at the Knoxville

Metropolitan Planning Commission. Ms. Joan Blanton and Ms. Anne Bennent were asked

the question with the premise that durability (tested by the passage of time) should entail

the existence of at least two generations of people living in the neighborhood. They

thought the most logical time period to deem a neighborhood durable would be fifty years

correlating with the start of World War 11. It was reasonable to assume that within this

time period the houses would have changed ownership at least once and would have also

required remodeling or renovations to maintain their value. Good neighborhood

marketability and a positive neighborhood reputation were also mentioned as key factors

for neighborhood durability.

After a further review of the literature, including Housing in Transition, by Mildred

D. Roske; The Citv: Patterns and Processes in the Urban Ecosystem by C. Exline, G.

Peters, and R. Larkin; Neighborhoods that Work by S. Schenburg and P. Rosenbaum,
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and using general knowledge about that time period, two main reasons were found to

establish the durability breakpoint date as 1941:

1. Most neighborhood homes built before 1941 would have been
resided in by at least two generations or two sets of owners.

2. Once the war years started, people in the U. S. experienced
shorties in building materials. This meant that new home and
neighborhood construction were limited during those years. After
World War 11 was over, because of the "pent-up" demand, the
"baby boom", FHA Loans, and VA loans, housing growth was
phenomenal. This housing market aberration took years to correct
itself. It would be hard to justify setting a breakpoint date during
this period.

In addition, it was justifiable to imply that neighborhoods originating after 1941

are simply not old enough to be considered durable. Time allows for change, and being

cognizant of external factors that can affect neighborhoods, change is an acid test that

naturally limits, selects and defines durable neighborhoods. This study was an attempt to

examine the common denominators of durable neighborhoods. The next chapter in this

thesis sets out the methodology that was used to uncover those common denominators.
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CHAPTERS

METHODOLOGY

Introduction

Research Question

Part 1; What is the broad set of characteristics that are important in defining a

durable neighborhood ?

Part 2: Within the first set of characteristics what is the most significant

characteristics in defining a durable neighborhood ?

Purpose ofResearch

The purpose of this research was to survey, delineate, and describe factors and

characteristics that are linked to and influence the long term durability of a

neighborhood based on appraiser's opinions. The goals of the survey include:

1. Evaluate responses to see if clusters of characteristics of durable
neighborhoods exist.

2. Develop a more comprehensive definition of a durable
neighborhood

3. Develop a list of characteristics that may enhance a
neighborhood's ability to remain durable.

4. Develop a workable neighborhood durability index that can be
utilized in the real estate developmentfield, planning field and
real estate appraisal field to help plan neighborhoods, correct
problems in neighborhoods and evaluate neighborhoods.

5. Acquire an inventory of durable neighborhoodsforfurther study.
(Outside the bounds of this proposal, subsequent research may be
needed for a more in-depth stucfy of the most critical factors that
affect neighborhood durability.)
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Definition of Terms

The definitions below were developed from the literature review and from

preparatory interviews. The neighborhood definition and the durability criteria were used

on the instruction page of the questionnaire

Neighborhood Definition ; A cohesive residential community that is usually

identifiable by name and has boundaries that can be estimated. This differentiation does

not place a restriction on the presence of complementary land uses nor does it define a

minimum or maximum population in a neighborhood.

Durability Criteria:

1. Durable in terms of time period - the basic neighborhood has been
built before World War II (1941), approximately 50 years old or
older.

2. Durable in terms of stability of value - Neighborhood resale values
have kept pace with inflation or have exceeded inflation relative to
the local area. Overall marketability of residences has compared
favorably throughout its history with other local neighborhoods and
current neighborhood developments.

The Methodology

In studying durable neighborhoods, durability had to be put in a structured context.

Some of the criteria involved in producing this methodology include;

* Developing a simple yet comprehensive approach.

* Keeping the survey easy to fill out

* Collecting basic information on durable neighborhoods in each study
area.
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* Building a base of knowledge to facilitate additional studies.

It was felt that areas with sufficient population, e.g., 50,000 and above warranted

study. These areas are defined as metropolitan statistical areas (MSA). "The general

concept of an MSA is one of a large population nucleus together with adjacent

communities which have a high degree of social and economic integration with that

nucleus." (Bureau of the Census, 1990, p.3) A MSA is an urbanized area that "consists of

a central city or a central core, together with contiguous closely settled territory, that

combined have a total population of at least 50,000." (Bureau of the Census, 1990, p.4)

MSA's warranted study because metropolitan areas of this size are inherently

older, more diversified, more dynamic, and are continually changing compared with areas

with lower population levels. MSA's contain neighborhoods that have maintained their

stability in the context of change. This is in opposition to smaller towns and rural areas

which have neighborhoods that have maintained their stability in the context of stability.

The population frame consisted of all the Members of the Appraisal Institute who

were located in cities that make up a MSA in the East South Central Division (ESCD) of

the United States. The Appraisal Institute is a result of a merger of two of the largest, best

known, and most respected appraisal organizations in the United States. The survey was

limited to appraisers in MSAs in a four-state area. The four state area included Tennessee,

Kentucky, Mississippi, and Alabama and was identified by the Statistical Abstract of the

United States as the ESCD. The ESCD contains 20 MSAs that were identified in that

four-state division. Appendix 5 lists the 20 MSAs. The population of members of the

Appraisal Institute that were located in the 20 MSAs and were contained within the
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four-state division totaled 398. One hundred percent of these appraisers were sent a

survey.

These private sector appraisers are experts in residential real estate and

knowledgeable and qualified to write appraisal opinions in their respective MSA. They

were asked questions about the general, physical, social, economic, and public service

characteristics of "durable" neighborhoods. They were also asked to identify and briefly

describe durable neighborhoods that were located in their area.

The additional rational for utilizing these appraisers to answer the survey included:

1) appraiser's familiarity with answering similar types of questions on an everyday basis, 2)

appraiser's general expertise in neighborhood dynamics and 3) Appraisal Institute members

are listed in the 1993 Directorv of Members. This directory is well organized and includes

the complete names, addresses, and phone numbers of the members. The states and the

cities in which the MSA's belonged are listed in alphabetical order, as are the appraisal

members in each respective city. This directory helped to create the list of appraisers that

defined the population for the study.

Conceptual Index

There are eight neighborhood paradigms that were described in the literature

review. These paradigms either provided good examples or descriptive lists of qualities

that characterize a stable neighborhood. Since there is not an established index on

neighborhood durability, a conceptual index was developed for the survey questionnaire.

The conceptual index (questionnaire) was constructed by using the paradigms in the

literature review in the form of the combined list of characteristics. Variables
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(characteristics) an appraiser could not identify and/or rank in the context of

neighborhood durability were eliminated.

The completed index could be used by planners, appraisers, and community

developers. It could also be useful for identifying durable neighborhoods, for

neighborhood preservation, for neighborhood evaluation, and for neighborhood

investment analysis.

The Questionnaire

This study was exploratory and attempted to identify characteristics that influence

the durability of neighborhoods. This was accomplished by sending residential real estate

appraisers a self-administered questionnaire. For the ease of use, the questionnaire and the

questions were formatted in a way similar to that of the appraisal form which appraisers

are accustomed to using.

The first step was to narrow the list by removing redundancies, combining like

concepts, and improving the clarity of the characteristics from the paradigms. The next

filter the questionnaire characteristics went through involved two requirements: 1.) Would

an appraiser be able to identify the significance of each characteristic ? and 2.) The ability

of the characteristic in theory to be incorporated or induced in a new neighborhood

development or in a neighborhood revitalization effort. After the questionnaire was pared

down to 126 characteristics, 14 overtly negative characteristics were added. These 14

negative characteristics (ten percent of the new complete list) were added with at least one

per page to prompt the appraisers to be cognizant of the whole range of numbers from

positive to negative.
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The most important diflference between an appraisal form and the questionnaire

was the presence of a durability scale that was used to rank the durability significance of

each characteristic on the questionnaire. After reading each characteristic, the appraisers

circled the appropriate number on the durability scale. The durability scale was

constructed like a Likert scale: three, two, one on the positive end, negative one, two,

three on the negative end and zero in the middle. Each number had a corresponding

descriptor to impart additional meaning to the scale.

The last step taken was to improve on the logical order or grouping of

characteristics under each section heading (general, physical, social, economic, and public

services). This was done to help the appraisers progress through the questionnaire along a

natural or logical train of thought. See appendix 6 for a final version of the questionnaire.

Data Collection

The 1993 Appraisal Institute Directory of Members was available and was

organized geographically by state and city. The names and business addresses of the

headquarter staff, the chapter presidents, and the members were included in the directory.

As a precursor to mailing out the surveys, the chapter presidents were contacted by letter

to encourage their respective membership to complete the questionnaire.

The appraisers lived in the East South Central division of the United States. Each

questionnaire had a personally addressed cover letter of explanation and a letter of

introduction to the respective MSA appraisers. A self-addressed return envelope was also

included.

The returned questionnaires were numbered when they arrived and the responding
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appraiser name was marked off the mailing list. This aided in keeping track of which areas

give the quickest response. After a 4 week wait 60 questionnaires were returned and a few

letters of decline. After these names were checked off, the remaining appraisers were

telephoned and asked to respond. A follow-up mailing of about 20 questionnaires was

required, but for the most part the phone calls were made to reinforce the initial mailing

and to prompt a response. The overall response rate was slightly over 25% with 100

questionnaires being returned.
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CHAPTER 4

ANALYSIS METHODS

Introduction

This analysis focuses on answering part one and part two of the research question.

The research questions were:

Part 1: What is the broad set of characteristics that are important in defining a durable

neighborhood?

Part 2: With the first set of characteristics, what is the most significant characteristics

in defining a durable neighborhood?

Part one of the research question was addressed and accomplished in the process of

completing the matrix/questionnaire/index. This process is described briefly in the

paragraph below. Part two of the research question will be addressed and analyzed in this

section.

In the process of conducting the literature review eight views of neighborhoods

were found. Each of these views were distinctive enough to be considered neighborhood

paradigms. In an effort to represent the characteristics from all the paradigms, a combined

non-redundant list of 140 characteristics was developed. The literature review previously

discussed the research instrument as the matrix/questionnaire/index. The matrix displayed

the characteristics (140) and their respective source paradigm(s). The questionnaire

constituted the basic survey instrument.The index is the result of the 140 characteristics

being ranked (by the average mean score) based on the 100 appraisers surveyed.
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The Survey

The survey consisted of sending out 398 questionnaires to appraisers in four

states. After a month, 60 surveys had been received and foilowup phone calls were made.

A large number of the non-responding appraisers were contacted and the need for the

survey explained. One frequent reason sited by the appraisers for not responding was that

they were very busy. This is partially confirmed by the fact the overall demand for their

services were high because interest rates were approaching a twenty year low at the time

of the survey. The lower interest rates encouraged home sales and home refinancing thus

requiring increased appraisal work. In the ensuing weeks, after the phone calls, enough

surveys were returned to bring the total to an even one hundred. This represents a twenty-

five percent response rate.

The Questionnaire

The questionnaire was derived from the literature review and is displayed in the

form of a matrix. In the process of producing the matrix/questionnaire/index 140

characteristics were used as descriptors. The questionnaire consisted of eight pages, one

page of instruction, sbc pages of questions and one page that asked for supplemental

neighborhood information. The instruction page contained a definition of terms and

durability criteria. It also included an explanation of the scale used in rating the

significance of the characteristics. The supplemental neighborhood information inventory

requested the names and other pertinent information about three neighborhoods the
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appraiser considered to be durable in their MSA.

To provide some additional structure to the questionnaire it followed the same

format as the matrix i.e. it was divided into five sections with the column headings;

General, Physical, Social, Economic, and Public Services. The general section contained

34 questions, the physical section contained 68 questions, the social section contained 27

questions, the economic section contained five questions and the public services section

contained six questions. A copy of the questionnaire is in the appendix.

Procedures/ Data Analysis

The data from the one hundred surveys were placed on a diskette in the form of a

data matrix and entered into a University of Tennessee main frame computer where the

SAS System was employed for the analysis. The data was examined in several ways. A

reliability analysis on the whole questionnaire was undertaken, mean scores were

calculated for all the questions/characteristics, and a factor analysis performed.

Reliability analysis

A correlation analysis (Cronbach Coefficient Alpha analysis) was performed on the

data set. For comparison a Cronbach Coefficient of 1.00 would be considered to have

perfect reliability and a Cronbach Coefficient of between .60 and .70 would be considered

good. This survey's Cronbach Coefficient was 0.93.

Cronbach's Coefficient Alpha

When a variable value is recorded, the observed value contains a certain degree of
measurement error. Two sets of measurements on the same variable for the same

individual may not have exactly the same value. However, repeated measurements
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of a series of individuals will show some consistency. Reliability is a measure of
internal consistency from one set of measurements to another. An observed value
Y is divided into two components, a true value T and a measurement error E. The
measurement error is assumed to be independent of the true value, that is,

Y = T + E, cov (T, E) = 0

The reliability coefficient is defined as the squared correlation between the
observed value Y and the true T, that is.

p' Y,T) = cov(Y,T)' / (var(Y) var(T))
-  var(T)^ / (var (Y) var (T))
= var(T) / var (Y)

which is the proportion of the observed variance that is due to the true differences
among individuals in the sample. When a measurement consists of two or more
separate parts from which a total score is obtained, var(t) can be estimated.
Cronbach's coefficient alpha (Cronbach 1951), based on a lower bound for var(T),
can be used to estimate the reliability coefficient. (SAS Institute Inc., 1990. p 212-
213.)

Mean Scores

Mean scores were calculated for all of the 140 characteristics. For the first form of

analysis the arithmetic mean was utilized and it is " the most popular and best understood

measure of central tendency for a quantitative data set., the mean of a set of quantitative

data is equal to the sum of the measurements divided by the number of measurements

contained in the data set. Or, in nontechnical terms, the mean is the average value of the

data set." (McClave, J. T. and Benson P. G., 1985, p.59) A mean was calculated for each

question/characteristic that was included in the survey.

Since the mean score summarizes the responses to each of the

questions/characteristics in a single measure, the 140 questions/characteristics can be

ranked in descending order. To discern the most important characteristics from less
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important characteristics the (positive and negative) sides of the numerical continuum

were examined and breakpoints noted.

The Index

The index continuum was formulated from the ranked list of characteristics. It

displays the characteristics in descending order by mean score..

Clusters of Characteristics

After deriving the mean scores for each of the 140 characteristics the SAS system

ranked each question/characteristic (by mean scores) in descending order. The next step

was to examine and compare the ranked mean scores for numerical differences, the largest

difference between mean scores were considered break points. The location of break

points defined clusters of characteristics.

Paradigm Comparison

For sets of characteristics clustered into paradigms, the mean of the mean was

calculated for a comparison between paradigms. The mean of the absolute value ( | m |)

of all the mean scores of characteristics that relate to each paradigm was delineated and

displayed. The use of the absolute value of the mean eliminated the canceling effect of

adding the means of the negative characteristic to the means of positive characteristics.

This allowed for an accurate method of comparison of the strength of the characteristic

(either in a positive or negative direction).

Factor Analysis

As a third form of analysis, factor analysis was also undertaken ;

..factor analysis is used to discover patterns among the variations in values
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of several variables. This is done essentially through the generation of
artificial dimensions (factors) that correlate highly with several of the real
variables and are independent of one another... each subject would
essentially receive a value on that artificial dimension, and the values
assigned would be a good predictor of the observed attributes on each
item...

The output of a factor analysis program consists of columns representing
the several factors (artificial dimensions) generated fî om the observed
relations among variables plus the correlations between each variable and
each factor-called the factor loadings. (Babbie, E. 1989, p.450-451.)

There were initially 36 factors uncovered but only the top five were explored in

more depth primarily because this group explained a relatively high portion of the

variance. Sometimes the use of factor analysis has the disadvantage of having

"factors, .generated without any regard to substantive meaning" (Babbie, p.453). This was

not the case in this study, in identifying the variables (neighborhood characteristics) under

each factor with factor loadings above 0.6 a representative factor name was apparent for

each of the top five factors.

Two types of factor analysis were performed and statistical criteria was established

to cull out the marginal components. The criteria consisted of an explained variance

percentage of above 4.00 and factor components (characteristics) had to have a weight of

|0.6| or better to justify inclusion. The first factor analysis was the Initial Factor Method:

Principal Components, supplementing and verifying this was the second type of factor

analysis, the Rotation Method: Varimax. The Final Communality Estimates: Total =

51.596585 for the five top factors was identical for both factor methods. Even though the

overall factor analysis explained 51.6% of the variance, the total variance explained broke

down differently in each method's five factors. In addition some of the component
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characteristics of each method's respective factors were diflferent.

Factor Analysis 1

In the first analysis five factors were identified and all had characteristics that meet

the established criteria, factor one had eleven characteristics, factor two had five

characteristics, factor three had one characteristic, factor four had one characteristic, and

factor five had two characteristics.

Factor Analysis 2

In the second analysis, five factors were identified and four had characteristics that

meet the established criteria, factor one had ten characteristics, factor two had eight

characteristics, factor three had five characteristics, factor four had zero characteristics

(the characteristics factor weights were all below 0.6), and factor five had two

characteristics. This second analysis was used to verify the findings of the first.
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CHAPTERS

RESULTS OF THE ANALYSIS

Introduction

The three analyses to be discussed in this section are clusters of neighborhood

durability characteristics, paradigm rankings, and factor analysis. From the ranked order of

mean scores of the 140 neighborhood characteristics, sbc clusters of neighborhood

durability characteristics were uncovered. The top eleven positive characteristics and the

top five negative characteristics, fî om the first and last cluster respectively, were deemed

to be most significant. The source of the 140 neighborhood characteristics was the eight

paradigms. These paradigms were ranked by the absolute mean score |m| corresponding to

the characteristics that were related to them. Three paradigms stood out as having the

most impact on the study. The two factor analyzes provided a statistical method of

examining the broader concepts found in the data. This was accomplished by two

methods of factor analysis finding five factors each. Each factor analysis identically

explained 51.6% of the variance.

Results of Analysis I: Ranked Order of Neighborhood Durability Characteristics

After the results of the 100 surveys were tabulated the mean scores for each of the

140 characteristics were ranked in descending order. Out of the 140 characteristics there

were a total of a 109 characteristics with positive means, 78% of the total. The positive

mean scores range ranged from 2.526 to 0.011 with the average positive mean score being
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1.17. Out of the 140 characteristics there were a total of 31 characteristics with negative

means, which was 22% of the total. The negative mean scores ranged from -0.032 to -

2.632 with the average mean score being -1.07. The overall net mean of the 140

characteristics is .673.

Important clusters

Within the total of 140 characteristics there were six clusters. As stated earlier, the

largest differences between mean scores were considered break points. The location of

these break points defined the clusters of characteristics.

The top cluster of characteristics came at a major break in the order of mean

scores between 2.063 (Characteristic #11) and 1.963 (characteristic #12) this allowed for

grouping of durability characteristics above 2.000. This cluster has a total of 11

characteristics out of the 140.

The second cluster of characteristics starts with a mean score of 1.963 a full .100

below the eleventh ranked characteristic. This cluster has a total of 56 characteristics out

of the 140. The last two characteristics of this cluster have the identical mean score of

1.032 which is .075 higher than the highest mean score of the third cluster of

characteristics. This cluster encompasses the mean scores lying between 1.000 and 2.000.

The third cluster of characteristics starts with a mean score of 0.957 which is .075

lower than the lowest mean score of the second cluster of characteristics. This cluster has

a total of 45 characteristics out of the 140. The last characteristic of this cluster has a

mean score of -0.104 which is . 126 higher than the highest mean score of the fourth

cluster of characteristics. There are only three negative characteristics in this cluster.
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The fourth cluster of characteristics starts with a mean score of -0.230 which is

-0.126 lower than the lowest mean score of the third cluster of characteristics. This cluster

has a total of 14 characteristics out of the 140. The last characteristic of this cluster has a

mean score of-0.905 which is -0.219 higher than the highest mean score of the fifth

cluster of characteristics.

The fifth cluster of characteristics starts with a mean score of -1.124 which is

-0.219 lower than the lowest mean score of the fourth cluster of characteristics. This

cluster has a total of nine characteristics out of the 140. The last characteristic of this

cluster has a mean score of -1.895 which is -0.210 higher than the highest mean score of

the sixth and last cluster of characteristics. The range of this cluster is between -1.000 and

-2.000.

The sixth and last cluster of characteristics starts with a mean score of-2.105

which is -0.210 lower than the lowest mean score of the fifth cluster of characteristics.

This cluster has a total of five characteristics out of the 140. The range of this cluster of

characteristics is between -2.000 and -3.000.

The first and last clusters are to be discussed in further detail because of their

importance. They are the most important clusters because they include characteristics

either in the positive or negative direction above 2.000 and -2.000.

The Top Eleven Durability Characteristics

Within the most important cluster a major break in the order of mean scores

conveniently came at the 0.10 difierence point between 2.063 (Characteristic #11) and

1.963 (characteristic #12) this allowed for grouping of durability characteristics all above
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2.000. Listed below is the ranked order of the top eleven neighborhood durability

characteristics, see table 5-1.

TABLE 5-1

THE TOP ELEVEN DURABILITY CHARACTERISTICS

Ranked Mean

Order Neighborhood Characteristics Score

1 Residents exhibit pride in neighborhood and home 2.526

2 Neighborhood is known for its positive reputation 2.456

3 Neighborhood perceived as being safe 2.400

4 Well maintained privately owned homes, buildings, and individual lots 2.365
5 Neighborhood has high status or prestige 2.211

6 Good quality original construction 2.165

7 High homeownership rates 2.125

8 Neighborhood is located in a good school district 2.115

9 Neighborhood has a good, prominent location 2.113

10 Ongoing or continuous reinvestment by property owners 2.094

11 Well maintained publicly owned streets, parks, and facilities 2.063

Groups Within a Cluster

Contained with in this top positive cluster of characteristics are three groups within

a cluster. The number one characteristic with a mean score of 2.526 out of a possible

mean score of 3.000 is residents exhibit pride in neighborhood and home. The second top

characteristic is the neighborhood is known for its positive reputation with a mean score

of 2.456. This characteristic is an extension of the first characteristic in that the city or

community is proud of this neighborhood. The third top characteristic is the neighborhood

perceived as being safe with a mean score of 2.400. All three characteristics relate to the

ideal that it is a positive experience living in the neighborhood.

The fourth top characteristic is well maintained privatelv owned homes, buildings.
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and individual lots with a mean score of 2.365. The fifth top characteristic is the

neighborhood has high status or prestige with a mean score of 2.211. The sixth top

characteristic is good quality original construction with a mean of 2.165. The seventh top

characteristic is high homeownership rates Avith a mean score of 2.125. The eighth top

characteristic is neighborhood is located in a good school district with a mean score of

2.115. The ninth top characteristic is neighborhood has a good, prominent location with a

mean score of 2.113. High quality physical and social standards seem to be integral to this

type of neighborhood.

The tenth top characteristic is ongoing or continuous reinvestment by property

ovyners with a mean of 2.094. The eleventh top characteristic is well maintained publicly

owned streets, parks, and facilities with a mean score of2.063. These characteristics relate

to maintenance of the neighborhood - both the private and public component. The public

sector plays an important role in the long term success of neighborhoods by taking care of

them and providing for them.

To summarize these three groupings of top neighborhood durability

characteristics: it is a positive experience living in the neighborhood with its high quality

physical and social standards and a desire to keep it that way through proactive

maintenance.

The Top Five Negative Durability Characteristics

Utilizing the bottom of the list of mean scores that were ranked in descending

order, the five most important negative characteristics were selected. A major break in the

order of mean scores conveniently came at the -0.21 difference point between -2.105
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(ranked characteristic #136) and -1.895 (ranked characteristic #135) this allowed for the

grouping of negative durability characteristics all below -2.000. Listed below is the

Ranked Order of Negative Neighborhood Durability Characteristics in ascending order.

The top negative characteristics are listed in table 5-2.

TABLE 5-2

RANKED ORDER OF NEGATIVE NEIGHBORHOOD DURABILITY

CHARACTERISTICS

Ranked Mean

Order Neighborhood Characteristics Score

140 Widespread abandonment of homes -2.632
13 9 Neighborhood has vacant littered lots -2.333
138 Buildings are of poor structural condition -2.333
137 Multi-problem welfare families prevalent -2.295
136 Existence of noxious odors in neighborhood -2.105

Contained within the most important negative cluster of characteristics there are

two groups within this cluster. The first worst characteristic is widespread abandonment

of homes with a mean score of -2.632 out of a possible -3.000. The second worst

characteristic is neighborhood has vacant littered lots with a mean score of -2.333. The

third worst characteristic is buildings are of poor structural condition with a mean score of

-2.333. What ties these three characteristics together is that they relate to deteriorated

physical appearances.

The fourth worst characteristic is multi-problem welfare families prevalent with a

mean score of -2.295. The fifth worst characteristic is the existence of noxious odors in

neighborhood with a mean score of -2.105. Both of these characteristics relate to the non-
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physical components of neighborhoods.

The Conqtlete Listing of Calculated Mean Scores

The complete listing of calculated mean scores can be found in the appendix. It lists all

140 characteristics ranked by their corresponding mean score which is also included. Also

included in the appendix is the matrix/questionnaire/index which has been reformatted in

several ways to make reviewing of the information easier. Each of the

matrix/questionnaire/index's described below are contained in the Appendbc eight, nine,

and ten.

Appendix 8: Neighborhood characteristics ranked by mean score and the related
paradigms.

Appendix 9: The original questionnaire with the corresponding mean scores and
paradigms.

Appendix 10: Neighborhood paradigms ranked by mean of the mean.

The next section explores aspects of the paradigms that contributed to the list of

140 durability characteristics along with a procedure for evaluating these paradigms.

Results of Analysis n : Paradigm Comparison

Introduction

In reviewing the literature eight paradigms were uncovered. The characteristics

included in these paradigms were included because their concepts for the most part were

thought to play a positive role in neighborhood stability. The matrix/questionnaire/index

also included old and new concepts of neighborhoods along with incorporating a 10%

contingent of overtly negative concepts used to broaden the scope of the questionnaire.
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These negative characteristics were included because it was realized that the ability of a

neighborhood to limit or restrict the presence of these negative characteristics may play a

role in that neighborhood being durable. From this set of eight paradigms 140

characteristics were extracted.

The Paradigms and Their Associated Characteristics

The 140 characteristics were formulated into one or more of the paradigms to

which they related. The paradigm names and the number of associated characteristics are

listed below in table 5-3.

TABLE 5-3

THE PARADIGM NAMES & NUMBER OF ASSOCIATED CHARACTERISTICS

Paradigm Name # of characteristics

Neighborhood change 24
Appraisal concepts 56
Chapin and Kaiser 57
HUD concepts 67
Jane Jacobs 40

Clarence Perry 12
New communities 9

Neo-Traditional 33

Calculate the Mean of the Mean

The calculation of the mean of the mean for each paradigm was done in order to

make comparisons between the paradigms and to see which paradigms have the highest

average mean score. Since there was already a calculated mean score for each

characteristic, a corresponding mean score was calculated for each paradigm. Since this

calculated mean of the mean used the absolute value of the mean scores, the negative
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scores do not cancel out the positive scores. This better reflects the strength of the impact

that paradigm had in that section of the questionnaire. This also allows for the paradigms

to be ranked by the mean of the mean. From here the top three paradigms with mean of

the mean scores can be enumerated and can be used in another form of analysis.

Ranked Paradigm Means

The purpose of doing this analysis was to find which of the eight paradigms had

the most impact on the study and was most congruent with the results of the study. Ones'

that are not only rich but are also unique in information about neighborhood stability and

dynamics involving paradigm research. To focus even more, the top three paradigms were

selected for characteristics contributed to the matrix/questionnaire/index. This second

level of analysis provides an additional context in the overall study.

Ranked Paradigms

After the mean of the mean was calculated for each paradigm, the paradigms were put in

ranked order by the size of their mean. In the descending order of strength they are listed

in table 5-4. Neighborhood change, appraisal concepts, and Chapin and Kaiser were

ranked one, two, and three respectively, then they are discussed in greater detail. Below is

a sjmopsis of each of the paradigms:

Ranked Paradigm 1

The most important paradigm was the neighborhood change concepts with an

average mean score of 1.87. Since the absolute mean score for the whole

matrix/questionnaire/index was 1.15, this shows that this is an important paradigm, and

perhaps one that appraisers can relate to. Perhaps the neighborhood continuum which
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TABLE 5-4

RANKED PARADIGMS AND MEAN SCORES

Paradigm Mean score

Neighborhood change (L87)
Appraisal concepts (1 44)
Chapin and Kaiser (1 • 28)
HUD concepts (1 04)
Jane Jacobs book (.96)
Clarence Perry (.90)
New communities (.86)
Neo-Traditional (.77)

was the source of this paradigm could be used to evaluate neighborhoods. By using this

information in conjunction with the other results of this study programs could be

developed to fit a neighborhood with an appropriate program.

Out of the 24 characteristics it contributed to the matrix/questionnaire/ index it

had nine of the most significant 16 positive or negative mean scores. In terms of context, it

was on target with the subject from a neighborhood dynamics point of view. It was similar

to the form of an index because it was structured as a broad continuum with five stages.

The first stage which listed the characteristics of a healthy neighborhood and the last stage

which listed the characteristics of an abandoned neighborhood were used in particular.

Characteristics from the middle stages of the continuum (incipient decline, clearly

declining, and accelerating decline) were only marginally utilized primarily because they

did not offer as strong (positive or negative) a list of characteristics as the best (healthy

neighborhood) and the worst (abandoned) stages. Out of the most significant positive

eleven characteristics it had five of the characteristics and out of the most significant five
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characteristics it had four of the characteristics illustrating the range of characteristics it

offered.

Ranked Paradigm 2

The second most important paradigm was the appraisal concepts with an average

mean score of 1.44. Out of the 56 characteristics it contributed to the

matrix/questionnaire/ index it had 10 of the most significant 16 positive or negative mean

scores. In terms of context, the source of the paradigm was an appraisal form and it was

geared to creating a written image of the property being appraised. Its strengths were that

it was comprehensive yet succinct and focused on finding value. Essentially the appraisers

form is used to facilitate the evaluation of market and replacement value of residential real

estate. Neighborhood evaluation and dynamics are integral to the form but the focus of the

form is on accessing the value of a house. It offered mostly positive characteristics but the

appraisal form also offers some scaled questions and fill in the blank sections which can

account for negative characteristics Out of the most significant positive eleven

characteristics it had eight of the characteristics and out of the most significant negative

five characteristics it had two of the characteristics illustrating the predominantly positive

nature of the appraisers form.

Ranked Paradigm 3

The Third most important paradigm was the Chapin and Kaiser concepts with an

average mean score of 1.28. Out of the 57 characteristics it contributed to the

matrix/questionnaire/ index it had six of the most significant 16 positive or negative mean

scores. In terms of context, this paradigm source originated as an all-inclusive quality of
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life survey located in chapter seven of Chapin and Kaiser's book. It was extremely

thorough, but still not broad enough, in what seemed to be an attempt to list every

possible neighborhood characteristic. It offered a breath of characteristics and a great

variety of "simple" characteristics. Even after limiting the inclusion of many of the

redundant characteristics the sheer number of what turned out to be weak or almost

neutral characteristics diluted the potential strength of this paradigm Out of the most

significant positive eleven characteristics it had five of the characteristics and out of the

most significant five negative characteristics it had one of the characteristics which also

illustrates a predominantly positive nature.

Results of Analysis M: Factor Analysis

Two types of factor analysis were performed. The first type was the Initial Factor

Method; Principal Components, the second type of factor analysis was the Rotation

Method: Varimax. The Initial Factor Method: Principal Components will be discussed

first. Overall 36 separate factors were found but only the first five factors met the duel

criteria of explaining more than four percent of the variance and had at least one

characteristic with a weighing factor of 0.6 or better. As a whole these five factors explain

51.6% of the variance.

Principle Component Method

Out of the total 51.6% of the variance ejqjlained, factor 1 explains 21.9% of the

total variance by itself. Overall three of the five factors explain positive attributes of

durable neighborhoods and two of the factors explain negative influences. Table 5-5
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TABLE 5-5

FIVE FACTOR TITLES : Their Individual Characteristics With Their Factor Loadings

Mean Rank Characteristic Factor Loading

FACTOR 1 : Attractive User Friendly Pedestrian Environment (Var. Explained: 21.89%)

32 Good slope and drainage characteristics 0.69442
63 Street system is designed to allow for bicycle and/or pedestrian use 0.68223
78 A system of non-street paths that lead to public open spaces exist 0.67002
15 High quality lawns and plants materials 0.65255
75 A library or adult education facility is convenient 0.62529
19 Good overall architectural merit of houses 0.62407

67 Neighborhood is known for having a scenic trail or drive 0.61970
55 Recreation/entertainment facilities for children are inside or close to n'd 0.61465

6 Good quality original construction 0.61168
26 Strong neighborhood leadership 0.60396
41 Good street lighting and/or outdoor lighting 0.60115

FACTOR 2 : Under privileged renters and owners (Variance Explained: 11.56%)

130 Residents are primarily of low social-economic status 0.70182
119 Neighborhood offers starter housing 0.65984
133 High proportion of absentee owners 0.62396
137 Multi-problem welfare families prevalent 0.61307
128 Presence of unskilled workers 0.60166

FACTOR 3 : Loud Neighborhood (Variance Explained: 7.08%)

132 Persistent disruptive neighborhood noise 0.64528

FACTOR 4 : High prestige Neighborhood (Variance Explained: 6.07%)

5 Neighborhood has high status or prestige -0.61974

FACTOR 5 : Compatible fronting architecture (Variance Explained: 5.00%)

23 Compatibility of architectural styles
54 Homogeneous housing types and architectural styles

0.68321

0.64665
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contains the factor titles, and the individual characteristics with their factor weight for the

principle component method. In examining the factors, three factors describe positive

aspects of durable neighborhoods and two describe negative aspects of non-durable

neighborhoods. The three positive aspects (factors) are listed in table 5-6. The two

negative factors relating to non-durable neighborhoods are listed in table 5-7.

TABLE 5-6

POSITIVE FACTORS: Factor Analysis 1

Factors Explained Variance

Factor 1 : Attractive User Friendly Pedestrian Environment
Factor 4 : High prestige Neighborhood
Factor 5 : Compatible fronting architecture

21.89%

6.07%

5.00%

TABLE 5-7

NEGATIVE FACTORS: Factor Analysis 1

Factors Explained Variance

Factor 2 : Under privileged renters and owners
Factor 3 : Loud Neighborhood

11.56%

7.08%

Varimax: Rotational Method

A second type of factor analysis was undertaken to look at the data in terms of rotated

vectors, the Rotation Method: Varimax was used. Thirty-six separate factors were found

but only the first five fectors met the duel criteria of explaining more than four percent of

the variance. Four factors of the five top factors had at least one characteristic with a

weighing factor of 0.6 or better. Factor four contained no components that meet the
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criteria of being above 0 .6 and as a result is not listed in any of the tables. As a whole

these five factors explain 51.6% of the variance. Contained in table 5-8 are the factor titles

and the explained variance, with the factor weights. In examining the factors, three

describe positive aspects of durable neighborhoods and one describes negative aspects of

non-durable neighborhoods. The three positive factors are listed in table 5-9. The factor

relating to negative or non-durable neighborhoods is listed in table 5-10. In comparing and

contrasting the two factor analyzes a list of the common elements between the two factor

analyses results was prepared.

The factors relating to durable neighborhoods using the Initial Factor Method.

Principal Components are listed in table 5-11. Factors relating to non-durable

neighborhoods using the Initial Factor Method: Principal Components are listed in table 5-

12. These factors are compared to the factors in the second form of analysis. In table 5-13

are factors relating to durable neighborhoods using the Rotation Method: Varimax. The

factor relating to non-durable neighborhoods using the Rotation Method: Varimax is listed

in table 5-14. When comparing these factor methods notice that both factor analyses have

essentially identical factors relating to durable neighborhoods. However when comparing

the factors relating to non-durable neighborhoods, deteriorated social and phvsical

appearance (variance explained 13.81%) with the Varimax offers a factors with a related

but more encompassing view of a non-durable neighborhood.
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TABLE 5-8

FOUR FACTOR TITLES : Their Individual Characteristics With Their Factor Loadings

Mean Rank Characteristic Factor Loading

FACTOR 1; Attractive User Friendly Pedestrian Environment (Var. explained: 15.47%)

48 A system of recreational spaces or parks scaled to the neighborhood
78 A system of non-street paths that lead to public open spaces exist
87 Neighborhood provides a meeting hall or community center
65 Sidewalks exist throughout
68 A sidewalk system is available where needed
57 Neighborhood has well defined public park, green, square, or plaza
41 Good street lighting and/or outdoor lighting
27 Neighborhood limits through traffic
63 Street system is designed to allow for bicycle and/or pedestrian use
71 Neighborhood connected to a greenbelt system
80 Neighborhood is close to or offers childcare facilities

0.72254

0.71435

0.70219

0.69716

0.69572

0.68652

0.65585

0.65219

0.62921

0.61844

0.60073

FACTOR 2: Deteriorated social and physical appearance (Variance explained 13.81%)

135 Buildings are showing visible deterioration 0.75211
133 High proportion of absentee owners 0.72143
138 Buildings are of poor structural condition 0.66324
134 Public services are inadequate, unresponsive to need 0.64614
130 Residents are primarily of low social-economic status 0.63701
137 Multi-problem welfare families prevalent 0.62334
6 Good quality original construction (Negatively correlated) -0.62826
4 Well maintained privately owned homes, buildings, and individual lots -0.64750

FACTOR 3: Neighborhood known for prestigious amenities (Variance explained 9.07%)

9 Neighborhood has amenity view. 0.66593
22 Neighborhood offers executive housing 0.63152
53 Neighborhood offers a body of water suitable for recreation 0.61476
67 Neighborhood is known for having a scenic trail or drive 0.60521
5 Neighborhood has high status or prestige 0.60040

FACTOR 5: Compatible fi-onting architecture (Variance explained 5.55%)

23 Compatibility of architectural styles
54 Homogeneous housing types and architectural styles

0.70944

0.65028
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TABLE 5-9

POSITIVE FACTORS: Factor Analysis II

Factor Explained Variance

Factor 1: Attractive User Friendly Pedestrian Environment
Factor 3: Neighborhood known for prestigious amenities
Factor 5: Compatible fronting architecture

15.47%

9.07%

5.55%

TABLE 5-10

NEGATIVE FACTORS: Factor Analysis II

Factor Explained Variance

Factor 2: Deteriorated social and physical appearance 13.81%

TABLE 5-11

POSITIVE FACTORS: Factor Method: Principal Components

Factor Explained Variance

Factor 1 : Attractive User Friendly Pedestrian Environment
Factor 4 : High prestige Neighborhood
Factor 5 : Compatible fronting architecture

21.89%

6.07%

5.00%

TABLE 5-12

NEGATIVE FACTORS: Factor Method: Principal Components

Factor Explained Variance

Factor 2 : Under privileged renters and owners
Factor 3 : Loud Neighborhood

11.56%

7.08%
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TABLE 5-13

POSITIVE FACTORS: Rotation Method: Varimax

Factor Explained Variance

Factor 1: Attractive User Friendly Pedestrian Environment
Factor 3; Neighborhood known for prestigious amenities
Factor 5: Compatible fronting architecture

15.47%

9.07%

5.55%

TABLE 5-14

NEGATIVE FACTORS: Rotation Method: Varimax

Factor Explained Variance

Factor 2: Deteriorated social and physical appearance 13.81%
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CHAPTER 6

DISCUSSION OF SIGNIFICANT FINDINGS

Literature Review Summary

The discussion starts where the study began with the literature review. The

literature review provided a foundation for this study. First it was necessary to find an

appropriate definition for neighborhood and then modifying it to accommodate "durable".

This was accomplished by reviewing literature on. neighborhood change; conservation and

preservation of neighborhoods; neighborhood self revitalization; neighborhood d)mamics;

public concerns for neighborhoods; neighborhood boundaries and size; and rural

communities.

The information uncovered by the literature review was integrated into the study

through the use of the matrix/questionnaire/index. This was accomplished through the use

of the eight Neighborhood Durability Paradigms. The study provides a format to explore

neighborhood elements and concepts. Since little was written on neighborhood durability

the literature review and concepts provided the foundation for a better understanding of

neighborhood durability.

Discussion of the First Form of Analysis : Mean Scores

Analysis 1 used mean scores, the analysis narrowed and summarized a list of 140

characteristics and provided the top eleven positive and the five most important negative

durability characteristics. Based on these 16 most important characteristics a definition of
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a durable neighborhood was derived.

One hundred appraisers helped identify eleven characteristics as important

durability characteristics with each having a mean score above 2.00 (out of a possible

range of 3.00 to 0.00). In addition five others were identified that have a mean score

below -2.00 (out of a possible -3.00 to 0.00). This positive (11) and negative (5) group of

characteristics helped describe qualities of a durable neighborhood. Below are listed the

top eleven and the bottom five characteristic and possible explanations of what they mean.

The Top 11 Most Important Characteristics

The number one characteristic with a mean score of2.526 out of a possible 3 is

residents exhibit pride in neighborhood and home. This is an all inclusive statement about

a neighborhood. The residents may feel the neighborhood is an extension of their home.

They feel comfortable about where they live and it shows. They show their pride by the

way they maintain and continually upgrade their property. This attitude and activity is

prevalent throughout the whole neighborhood to the point of being a coordinated effort.

Examples of this would include the incorporation of large quantities of good

quality amenities or renovations and the presence of high quality lawns and plants

materials. In balance with this would be an ongoing public reinvestment.

The second most important characteristic is the neighborhood is known for its

positive reputation with a mean score of 2.456. This characteristic is an extension of the

first characteristic in that the city or community is proud of this neighborhood. Since it is a

durable neighborhood it has earned this reputation over a number of years.
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Through time it has consistently been an attractive, safe, well maintained special

place. Examples of this would include a neighborhood simply being identifiable by name or

being known for having a scenic trail or drive.

The third most important characteristic is the neighborhood perceived as being safe

with a mean score of2.400. Safety is paramount, it ensures the freedom to enjoy your

surroundings without fear. Safety is one of the most basic needs and it has to be

maintained for a neighborhood to be liveable and to have a positive reputation. Leading to

this would be appropriate and efficient public safety (police, fire and utilities), a safe and

effective traffic control system and perhaps the neighborhood has its own supplemental

security service or system.

The fourth most important characteristic is well maintained privately owned

homes, buildings, and individual lots with a mean score of 2.365. In terms of quality it is

listed fourth on this list but in terms of quantity, the concept of maintenance and upkeep of

neighborhood standards is indirectly included to some degree in many of the top eleven

characteristics.

The concept implies that strong individual efforts make for a strong whole. Almost

everything deteriorates over time, neighborhoods are no exception. Durable

neighborhoods are proactively maintained, residents foresee potential problems and

address them to make a positive impact.

The fifth most important characteristic is the neighborhood has high status or

prestige with a mean score of 2.211. This relates to who lives in the neighborhood

(associated social ranking) and who would like to live there. The image the neighborhood
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possesses bolsters its market value and creates a certain amount of inflated value brought

on by strong demand. The neighborhood may be known for being one of the better places

to live and is associated with desirability, wealth, and notoriety. For example the

neighborhood may offer predominately expensive executive and family oriented homes.

While residents would be primarily of high social-economic status and be employed

professionals.

The sixth most important characteristic is good oualitv original construction with a

mean of 2.165. This exemplifies the concept that good quality never goes out of style. It

also follows that good quality construction is inherently more durable, valuable, and

harder to replace. With poor construction the converse of this is usually true. Since

technological advances in construction have been limited and retrofiting is always

available, obsolescence is a rarity when a home has been well maintained.

Some of the details involved with good quality original construction may be good

overall architectural merit and detailing of houses with the developers being aware of how

compatible it is with the rest of the neighborhood. Neighborhood streets could have a

good curbing and drainage system and an abundance of large shade trees in the front yards

or facing the street. The provision of street lighting and sidewalks may play a role along

with the macro aspects of neighborhood design. This could be inclusive of such things as

distinctive natural features, landscapes, buildings, lot dimensions, streets and monuments.

The neighborhood may also contain a prominent entry point and landscaped boulevards.

The seventh most important characteristic is high homeownership rates with a

mean score of 2.125. This is important because many people have an investment in the
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neighborhood. This leads to a more stable neighborhood make up when compared to the

transient tendencies of renters. People are known to take better care of what they own;

because of their greater financial commitment they are better acquainted with their

neighbors and do more good for the neighborhood as a whole. Supplemental to this would

be the neighborhood dynamics of employment stability of the residents and a low or

medium resident turnover for the neighborhood.

The eighth most important characteristic is the neighborhood is located in a good

school district with a mean score of 2.115. This implies that the neighborhood is family

oriented. For a family with children whose parents value education the school would offer

good academic and athletic opportunities. Strong neighborhood leadership, neighbors who

are familiar with one another and communicate and the existence of a good neighborhood

association could yield a neighborhood enough political power to maintain the availability

of a good school system or maintain the presence of a school in the neighborhood.

The ninth most important characteristic is the neighborhood ha-s a good prominent

location with a mean score of 2.113. The location of the neighborhood is well known or

noticed and perhaps even located on higher ground than its surrounding area. Public and

private services are oriented or focused on the neighborhood. A good location speaks for

itself. Augmenting this would be an attractive neighborhood design or layout with well

defined boundaries that also help to limit through traffic. Perhaps the neighborhood offers

an amenity view or a golf course as part of the neighborhood. Or the location is in the

direction of growth. It may also involve the neighborhoods relationship and convenience

to employment centers, schools, shopping, churches, health care facilities,
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recreation/entertainment facilities or a body of water suitable for recreation.

The tenth most important characteristic is ongoing or continuous reinvestment by

property owners with a mean of 2.094. This concept goes beyond simple maintenance but

involves major capital expenditure. Since investment is continuous the neighborhood as a

whole should be steadily increasing in value. Also implied is the confidence the residences

have in their neighborhood.

The eleventh most important characteristic is well maintained publiclv owned

streets, parks, and facilities with a mean score of2.063. The public sector also plays an

important role in the long term success of neighborhoods by maintaining the public

investments in the neighborhood. Neighborhoods need a well maintained infi-astructure

that is in balance with their individual efforts. This is what makes a neighborhood inviting

to its guests. A system of recreational spaces or a well defined public park, green, square,

or plaza scaled to the neighborhood would be an example. More basic examples are well

maintained sidewalks, streets and utilities.

The Five Most Important Negative Characteristics

The first negative characteristic is widespread abandonment of homes with a mean

score of-2.632 out of a possible -3.000. If a neighborhood is being abandoned it is a

neighborhood no more. People have given up hope to the point of leaving their property

behind. It is the end result of a neighborhood that has fully declined.

The second worst characteristic is neighborhood has vacant littered lots with a

mean score of-2.333. The neighborhood has vacant lots because they either never sold or
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what was located on them has been torn down. Since the lots are littered it is obvious that

this is an extreme case of deferred maintenance and the lots have become a dumping

ground because of lack of owner concern or public response. This situation also reveals

apathy on the part of the neighborhood residents for not confronting or handling this

problem.

The third worst negative characteristic is buildings are of poor structural condition

with a mean score of-2.333. This is a situation where the buildings were poorly built or

because of deferred maintenance have deteriorated to the point where the structure itself is

in risk. This shows a lack of initial and continued investment. Unless something radically

positive happens the neighborhood will continue to depreciate.

The fourth worst negative characteristic is multi-problem welfare families prevalftnt

with a mean score of-2.295. These families are poor and do not have the wherewithal to

properly maintain and improve their residences over time. These families also have a

multitude of problems which may impact the neighborhood in the form of violence or

incidence relating to the use of drugs or other criminal activity.

The fifth worst characteristic is the Existence of noxious odors in the

neighborhood with a mean score of -2.105. The presence of these injurious or harmful

odors are not only annoying but create an unhealthy environment for the residents and

visitors. They are likely to be a cause of neighborhood decline and may be the result of a

problem industry that obviously does not complement the residential characteristics of the

neighborhood.
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Summary: The Neighborhood Definition

This analysis narrowed a list of 140 characteristics down to 16 characteristics that

are a summary of what a durable neighborhood is (the top eleven) and of what does not

exist in a durable neighborhood. Based on these 16 characteristics, a durable

neighborhood can be defined as: One that possesses neighborhood pride, has attained

status and maintains the associated neighborhood standards to the point where

neighborhood pride and status are self-perpetuating; one whose residents

consistently work to maintain and improve the market value of their homes thus

preventing a divergent socioeconomic class from locating in and disrupting the

physical and social equilibrium of the neighborhood.

Discussion of the Second Form of Analysis : Paradigm Comparison

This second level of analysis was important because it provided additional context

and background to the study. It also reinforced the use of value as a factor in

neighborhood durability. In relation to the first analysis the top two paradigms

(Neighborhood change and Appraisal concepts) both have eight of the top eleven

characteristics. The third ranked paradigm (Chapin and Kaiser) have five of the top eleven

characteristics while the fourth and fifth ranked paradigms (HUD concepts and Jane

Jacobs's book) both have four of the top eleven characteristics. In contrast the sbrth,

seventh, and eighth ranked paradigms (Clarence Perry, New Communities, Neo-

Traditional) offered no characteristics included in the top eleven.
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The paradigms are to some degree comprehensive. The top three paradigms are

from three distinct viewpoints. The source of the first one is from a consulting firm hired

by HUD to take a multi-disciplinary look at neighborhood change and decline. The source

of the second one is from a residential appraisal form. The third source is from a planners

reference book by Chapin and Kaiser.

Ranked Paradigm 1

The Neighborhood change paradigm (the top ranked paradigm) explores

neighborhood value from a balanced and comprehensive approach. This paradigm realizes

that for value to be achieved a balance has to be reached between cost (the total cost of

living in the neighborhood) and the social and physical attributes of the neighborhood for

any one moment in time. These neighborhood attributes have to include the

neighborhoods' collective intent, social and economic context, responsibility, and vision.

Over a longer period of time, the stability of the residents' collective income is essential to

provide the ability to pay for maintenance in the long run. This source proved to be usefiil

because the original spectrum of characteristics it offered showed the ratcheting up or

down of neighborhood qualities and provided a baseline neighborhood continuum.

Ranked Paradigm 2

The second ranked paradigm is from the appraisal form which is the result of

appraisers attempts to quantify value. The appraisers have to use their judgement to

measure the components of value and arrive at a relative sum of money that equates to

value. The evaluation form from which the paradigm was derived was fairly straight

forward. It was taken from the open ended sections of the evaluation form that allows for
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interpretation of the more subjective aspects of the neighborhood.

Ranked Paradigm 3

The third ranked paradigm is from Chapin and Kaiser. This paradigm examines

value by looking at it in the context of quality of life. This source essentially provided a

wish list of characteristics that may be actually be impossible to achieve.

Discussion of the Third Form of Analysis: Factor Analysis

The top eleven characteristics define what a durable neighborhood is and what

many might select without ever seeing the list of characteristics. Based on those top eleven

characteristics, the essence of a durable neighborhoods is based on reputation, status, and

the ideal that it is being kept up. What the factor analysis uncovered is more what you can

see, feel, and sense when you experience a durable neighborhood. Factor analysis is a

method of analysis that helps to find a common thread or the stream of consciousness of

the appraisers. It does this by attempting to explain much of the variance inherent in the

survey on 140 different characteristics. Factor analysis does this by looking at correlations

in the way certain groups of characteristics were ranked. Each of those groups are factors.

Only a few of the factors explain enough variance to warrant further analysis. Factor

names were given based on the characteristics in the group. Sometimes in factor analysis it

is hard to arrive at a representative name for the group of characteristics, but this was not

the case in this research. A set of five factors came from the first factor analysis and a set

of four factors came from the second factor analysis. Even though the second factor

analysis examined the data in a different way there was significant redundancy in the
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factors and in the list of characteristics they represent.

The four positive factors relating to durable neighborhoods from the factor

analysis are;

Attractive, user friendly pedestrian environment (Factor 1 : Variance Explained:
21.89% using the Initial Factor Method: Principal Components & Factor 1 : Variance
explained: 15.47% using the Rotation Method: Varimax)

High prestige neighborhood (Factor 4 : Variance Explained: 6.07% using the Initial
Factor Method: Principal Components) and its closely relatedfactor Neighborhood
imown for prestigious amenities (Factor 3: Variance explained 9.07% using the
Rotation Method: Varimax)

Compatible fronting architecture (Factor 5 : Variance Explained: 5.00% using the
Initial Factor Method: Principal Components & Factor 5 : Variance explained 5 .55%
using the Rotation Method: Varimax)

The three negative factors relating to non-durable neighborhoods from the factor

analysis are:

Under privileged renters and owners (Factor 2 : Variance Explained: 11.56% using the
Initial Factor Method: Principal Components)

Loud neighborhood (Factor 3 : Variance Explained: 7.08%) using the Initial Factor
Method: Principal Components

Deteriorated social and physical appearance (Factor 2: Variance explained 13.81%
using the Rotation Method: Varimax).

The question is-what are the integral parts of each of the major factors that make a

neighborhood desirable and appropriately deserving of status, reputation, and upkeep?

The characteristics of the positive factors tell what you will physically see and sense when

you are exploring a durable neighborhood. Conversely, the characteristics of the negative

factors tell what you will not physically see and not sense when you are exploring a

durable neighborhood.
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There are four positive factors (neighborhood known for prestigious amenities is

counted as an individual factor) relating to durable neighborhoods:

Attractive, user friendly pedestrian environment
High prestige neighborhood
Neighborhood knoivn for prestigious amenities
Compatible fronting architecture

There are the three factors (negative) relating to non-durable neighborhoods:

Under privileged renters and owners
Loud neighborhood
Deteriorated social and physical appearance

According to the factor analysis a durable neighborhood for the most part offers an

attractive, user friendly pedestrian environment that is one that either by way of the

an accommodating street system (including street gradient, proper lighting and or limited

traffic), available sidewalks, or non-street paths allow for bicycle and/or pedestrian use to

a publicly available destination. For adults this convenient neighborhood destination could

be a place such as a library, meeting hall or community center. For children this convenient

neighborhood destination could be a childcare or a recreation/entertainment facility. For

both adults and children there are green open spaces available to walk to. For pedestrians

or visitors driving through, good quality homes and yards are apparent and are protected

through strong neighborhood leadership. A durable neighborhood would also be a high

prestige neighborhood which is simply a neighborhood that has high status or prestige.

This neighborhood may have gained that status by being a neighborhood known for

prestigious amenities, which may include all or some of the following amenities: an

amenity view, executive housing, a body of water suitable for recreation and/or is known
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for having a scenic trail or drive. A durable neighborhood may also be known for having

compatible fronting architecture which amounts to compatible and/or homogeneous

housing types and architectural styles.

Also according to the factor analysis a durable neighborhood does not possess

under privileged renters and owners which may be unskilled workers or welfare

families owning or renting small homes. Their presence may also give the neighborhood a

low social-economic status. A non-durable neighborhood may also be a loud

neighborhood with persistent disruptive neighborhood noise and an overall deteriorated

social and physical appearance with buildings of poor structural condition showing

visible deterioration. The neighborhood's buildings and lots are not maintained and the

public services are inadequate and unresponsive to the needs of the residents.

To understand the importance of factor analysis imagine each positive concept

(pertaining to a durable neighborhood) being a mountain in a moimtain range, if you just

look at the top mean scores all you are looking at is the top slice of the mountain peaks.

To more fiilly understand what is making that mountain peak significant you have look at

what is holding it up, what is its foundation and its strata, what are the important

concepts? This was accomplished by conducting a factor analysis. Conversely the negative

concepts make up the bottom of the valley and that void which is the bottom of the valley

are negative concepts (or factors)which a durable neighborhood has avoided.

Durability Model

Based on the findings fi'om this study a conceptual model of durability follows;
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DURABLE NEIGHBORHOOD = Attractive, user friendly pedestrian environment +

High prestige neighborhood + Neighborhood known for prestigious amenities +

Compatible fronting architecture - Under privileged renters and owners - Loud

neighborhood - Deteriorated social and physical appearance.
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CHAPTER 7

CONCLUSIONS

Literature

Little has been written about the concept of neighborhood durability. For the most

part all neighborhoods, according to what has been written, are considered to be on the

path to instability. In the process of conducting the literature review eight paradigms were

identified. Each of these paradigms offered characteristics that could help define durable

neighborhoods. The characteristics taken from the paradigms produced a 140

characteristic matrix/questionnaire/index which was used as the research instrument. The

intent of the study was to identify the most important characteristics, paradigms, and

concepts (factors) that affect neighborhood durability.

Analysis I

One hundred appraisers answered the questionnaires. Based on a correlation

analysis (Cronbach Coefficient Alpha analysis) the data proved to be very reliable with a

Cronbach Coefficient of 0.93 out of a possible 1.00.

In the first analysis the mean of each of the 140 characteristics were ranked in

descending order. This ranked hst of characteristics produced the durability index. From

this ranked list of characteristics break points defined sbc clusters of characteristics. The

top positive and the most important negative cluster on either side of this continuum were

deemed to encompass the most important characteristics of durability. There were eleven
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most important positive characteristics: residents exhibit pride in neighborhood and home;

neighborhood is known for its positive reputation; neighborhood perceived as being safe;

well maintained privately owned homes, buildings and individual lots; neighborhood has

high status or prestige; good quality original construction; high homeownership rates;

neighborhood is located in a good school district; neighborhood has a good, prominent

location; ongoing or continuous reinvestment by property owners; well maintained

publicly owned streets, parks, and facilities. The five most important negative

characteristics were: widespread abandonment of homes; neighborhood has vacant littered

lots; buildings are of poor condition; multi-problem welfare families prevalent; and

existence of noxious odors in neighborhood. Based on these 16 characteristics, a durable

neighborhood is defined as: One that possesses neighborhood pride, has attained

status and maintains the associated neighborhood standards to the point where

neighborhood pride and status are self-perpetuating; one whose residents

consistantly work to maintain and improve the maritet value of their homes thus

preventing a divergent socioecomomic class from locating in and disrupting the

physical and social equibrium of the neighborhood.

Analysis n

In analysis two all the characteristics were assigned to the paradigms from which

they were drawn. Using the mean scores that had been calculated for each characteristic,

an absolute value | m | mean of the mean was calculated for each paradigm. The paradigms

were than ranked in descending order by their mean score. The three most important
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paradigms in order are: the neighborhood change paradigm, the appraisal concepts

paradigm and the Chapin and Kaiser paradigm. The top two paradigms contain a value

orientation which can be attributed to the fact appraisers completed the questionnaires.

Analysis m

In the third analysis two forms of factor analysis were undertaken. Both factor

methods explained the identical amount of variance (51.6 %) however the explained

variance differed. Between the two methods there were seven non-redundant factors. Of

these seven factors four were positive and three were negative. The four positive factors

are: attractive, user friendly pedestrian environment; high prestige neighborhood;

neighborhood known for prestigious amenities; and compatible fronting architecture. The

three negative factors are: under privileged renters and owners; loud neighborhood; and

deteriorated social and physical appearance. From the concepts contained within these

factors a durable neighborhood model was constructed. The conceptual model follows:

DURABLE NEIGHBORHOOD = Attractive, user friendly pedestrian environment +

High prestige neighborhood + Neighborhood known for prestigious amenities +

Compatible fr-onting architecture - Under privileged renters and owners - Loud

neighborhood - Deteriorated social and physical appearance.

Key Conclusions

Neighborhoods are dynamic and they are subject to change, however they do not

have to change in a negative way. This study has discovered factors in successfiil durable
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neighborhoods. It was found that both internally and externally there is a higher level of

confidence associated with these neighborhoods. In addition, these neighborhoods have

boundaries which give them an identifiable area to protect and maintain.

It was found that neighborhood prestige is a key element in the long term success

of a neighborhood. Although upper income residents may predominately reside in durable

neighborhoods, many characteristics of these neighborhoods are applicable to other

neighborhoods. The top eleven characteristics from this study offered a neighborhood

definition which can be used as a goal for all neighborhoods especially if you accept status

as a relative term: a durable neighborhood is one that possesses neighborhood pride, has

attained status and maintains the associated neighborhood standards to the point where

neighborhood pride and status are self-perpetuating. Once this definition is set as a goal by

the neighborhood, strategies and policies can be set. Strategies and policies that encourage

neighborhood pride as outwardly shown by public and private maintenance and

investment. Another strategy or policy would involve keeping the neighborhood

boundaries safe not only from crime but fi"om lowering homeownership rates and

detriments to neighborhood standards. City planners need to evaluate the identifiable

neighborhoods they are responsible for and work to implement strategies and policies to

help those at risk of becoming unstable. It is important to note that it may be hard to

structure a plan for areas that are not clearly identifiable as neighborhoods.

In studying how the paradigms fared in the analysis, neighborhood change and

appraisal concepts were ranked one and two respectively for offering strong explanations

in this study. Likewise this study has affirmed the presence of many of the characteristics
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that exist in both of the original paradigms. In addition, this study has also identified

characteristics that should be considered for inclusion formulating programs.

This study suggests that any thorough neighborhood evaluation should have a

value component. Using the paradigm analysis as a way to review the usefulness of this

study, the study has identified characteristics that affect value, and identified the top two

paradigms that have a foundation in value.

The factor analysis provided a way to understand at the underlying concepts of

neighborhood durability. The predominate concept about a durable neighborhood is that it

provides an attractive, user fiiendlv pedestrian environment. This is important to know

because this concept is generally obtainable in most neighborhoods. Neighborhood

prestige and its associated amenities had a strong presence in the analysis. Compatible

fronting architecture was another concept brought out by the factor analysis, it along with

the attractive, user fiiendlv pedestrian environment concept shows that some of the

elements of a durable neighborhood can be designed into a neighborhood, creating

opportunities for appraisers, planners, and developers.

This analysis also brought out three concepts that were detrimental to a

neighborhoods stability: under privileged renters and owners, a loud neighborhood and a

deteriorated social and phvsical appearance. To prevent these situations fî om starting,

enforceable standards would have to be established and implemented.

Neighborhoods needed to be better understood, so the index can be used to help

evaluate them. Neighborhoods with long term stability exist, so we can learn fî om them.

Since change takes place, the study focused on how to improve neighborhood change.
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Recommendations

The study can broaden the language of planners and open up a new realm of

responsibilities. It does so by bringing the concept of durability to the forefront as a goal

for all neighborhoods. Secondly it gives planners a methodology to address issues in the

context of value and quality. Preserving neighborhood stability, with all of its collateral

rewards, is the most efiBcient and economical way of improving the livability of a city. In

order for planners to accomplish this they need to be willing to discuss social-economic

issues and other affecters of value with neighborhood residents.

Neighborhoods need to be looked at from a value perspective by residents,

because the homes in which the residents live usually represents their greatest financial

asset. In order to preserve this asset, the integrity of the neighborhood needs to be

monitored and maintained. This integrity must be preserved not by restricting individuals

from moving in or leaving a neighborhood, but by working individually and collectively to

maintain and improve the market value of the homes in the neighborhood as a whole. Only

then will neighborhood residents be able ensure people like themselves reside in the

neighborhood. Homeowners set the standards of maintenance in neighborhoods. In

neighborhoods which offer rental units, homeowners need to recognize that they carry a

proportionately larger burden of responsibility for the success of the neighborhood. If this

responsibility is not accepted, it will be reflected in the lower market value of their home.

Neighborhoods need to be encouraged to find ways to foster neighborhood pride,

status, and prestige. Neighborhoods need to develop the mentality and the attitude of
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pride. For instance a poor neighborhood should strive to attain a middle class mentality.

Perhaps a resident with the financial and creative capability could serve as a catalyst

and/or an example for the neighborhood and its residents.

In addition to getting the above concepts across to neighborhood residents,

planners need to examine neighborhoods to help define its situation. 1) Identify

neighborhoods that have identifiable names and boundaries that are stable or durable to

explore ways to use these neighborhood as positive examples and in turn improving its

reputation. 2) Identify neighborhoods where all or some of the neighborhood is at risk of

becoming unstable. 3) Identify all of the remaining neighborhoods that have the potential

to be brought back to a higher level of stability. Based on a neighborhood's situation both

the top eleven neighborhood durability characteristics and the underlying concepts of

neighborhood durability (provided by the factor analysis) need to be used to establish

policies and define activities.

Before a neighborhood plan can be undertaken the social and physical identity of

the neighborhood needs to be explored, defined and perhaps strengthened. This is crucial

because the residents need to feel ownership of an area they can be proud of and will

defend against lowered property values. Once a neighborhood has a strong identity

improvements can be put into place.

Originating fi-om the top eleven neighborhood durability characteristics,

neighborhood safety issues may need to be addressed to the extent required. Possible

solutions for a neighborhood could include better lighting, upgraded police patrols, and /or

improved signage and barriers to lower vehicle/pedestrian conflicts. Maintenance and new
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conistruction issues can be addressed by formal or informal neighborhood design and

maintenance standards, publicity of good neighborhood examples, and the dissemination

of cost effective and attractive approaches can be undertaken. Good schools start with

parents that value education. Good public support starts with an organized neighborhood.

Originating from the factor analysis, the most important concept a neighborhood

needs to develop is an attractive, user friendly pedestrian environment. This should be the

central theme of any neighborhood plan. It is what establishes a neighborhood's internal

strength and identity. Relative to the needs of the neighborhood, a neighborhood should

encourage and develop activities and amenities that will improve the prestige of the

neighborhood. Also, because it plays an important role in the way a neighborhood is

defined and perceived, compatible fronting architecture is recommended for all new

development and redevelopment.

Research opportunities

One potential research opportunity would be to send an identical survey to

planners and see how planners results differ from appraisers. To extend this idea further a

survey could also be sent to the residents of the durable neighborhoods identified by the

appraisers in this study to get an internal look at perceptions of neighborhood durabihty.

To obtain a more complete model of a durable neighborhood, durable

neighborhoods need to be looked at externally and internally. The appraisers responding to

the second part of the questionnaire listed 154 separate durable neighborhoods in four

states. In most cases the appraisers also Usted the neighborhood boundaries and some even
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included the census tract numbers. A researcher with good maps and a city directory can

obtain the names and addresses of the residents of these durable neighborhoods. A

modified questiormaire could be sent to residents to get an internal view of significant

durability characteristics. This combination of studies would help define the internal and

external dynamics of durable neighborhoods.

Opportunities exist for neighborhoods to be durable. As long as neighborhoods are

looked at in a positive way, methods can be found to impact and strengthen them.

85



REFERENCES

86



REFERENCES

Ahlbrant, R. S. (Nov. 1986). Public-private partnerships for neighborhood renewal. Annals
of the American Academv of Political and Social Science .488 :120-134. (From Saee
Urban Studies Abstracts 1987, Abstract No. 316)

American Institute of Certified Planners. (1990). AICP 1990/91 ROSTER. Washington,
DC.: American Institute of Certified Planners.

American Psychological Association. (1983). Publication Manual of the American
Psvcholoeical Association (3rd ed ). Washington, D C.: American Psychological
Association.

Appraisal Institute. (1992). Appraisal Institute 1992 Directorv of Members. Chicago. IL:
Appraisal Institute.

Appraisal Institute. (1993). Appraisal Institute 1993 Directorv of Members. Chicago. IL:
Appraisal Institute.

Association of Realtors. (1983). The Appraisal of Real Estate. U.S. A: American Institute
of Real Estate Appraisers of National Association of Realtors.

Baba, Y. and Austin, D.M. (1989) Neighborhood environment satisfaction, victimization,
and social participation as determinants of perceived neighborhood safety
Environment and Behavior (From Saee Urban Studies Abstracts. 1990,1^ Abstract
No.393)

Babbie. E. (1989V The Practice of Social Research. Bailment, Ca.: Wadsworth Publishing
Company.

Baillie, S. (1990). Dwelling Features as Intervening Variables in Housing Satisfection and
Propensity to Move. Housing and Society. 17(31. pp. 1-15

Baneijee, T. and Baer, W. (1984). Bevond the Neighborhood Unit. New York, NY: Plenum
Press.

Baratz, M.; Galster, G.; Grigsby, W.; and MacLennan, D. (1978). The Dynamics of
Neighborhood Change and Decline. Great Britain: Pergamon Journals Ltd. pp. 3-59.

Barkley, D. L. and Cory, D. C. (1985) The relationship between neighborhood
characteristics and residential values: a Laspeyres indexation appraisal. Journal of the
Community Development Society. 16 (11:1-15. (From Sage Urban Studies Abstracts
1986,14, Abstract No. 030)

87



Basile, R. J. (February, 1992). Negotiating Public/Private Deals in Tough Times, Urban
Land , no. 2 pp. 26-30

Beauregard, K A. (1990). Trajectories of neighborhood change; the case of gentrification.
Environment and Planning. (From Saee Urban Studies Abstracts. 1991,19, Abstract
No.065)

Beiment, A. (November, 1990). Personal Communication, Knoxville Metropolitan
Planning Commission.

Black, J.T. (1977). Private-Market Housing Renovation in Older Urban Areas .
Washington, D C.: The Urban Land Institute.

Blanton, J. (November, 1990). Personal Communication, Knoxville Metropolitan
Planning Commission.

Bode, M. E., Crull, S. R., and Morris, E. W. (1991). Two Tests of the Housing Adjustment
Model of Residential Mobility. Housing and Societv. 18(3), pp. 53-65.

Bolton, C. (1980) U.S. Department of Interior: Citizen's Action Manual Washington.
D C.: U.S. Government Printing Office.

Bond, E. and Coulson, E. (September, 1989). Externalities, filtering, and neighborhood
change. Journal of Urban Economics.

Bookout, L. W. (January, 1992). Neotraditional Town Plarming: A New Vision for the
Suburbs?, Urban Land, 51 (1) pp. 21-25.

Bookout, L. W. (February, 1992). Neotraditional Town Planning: Cars, Pedestrians, and
Transit. Urban Land , M (2) pp. 10-15

Bookout, L. W. (April, 1992). Neotraditional Town Planning: Bucking Conventional
Codes and Standards, Urban Land, 51 (4) pp. 19-25

Bookout, L. W. (June, 1992). Neotraditional Town Planning: The Test of the Marketplace,
Urban Land .51 (61 pp. 12-17

Bookout, L. W. (August, 1992). Neotraditional Town Plarming: Toward a Blending of
Design Approaches, Urban Land, 51, (8) pp. 15-19

Bossard, E. G. (November, 1989). Japan's Notable New Towns, Planning pp. 16-18

Bradford, C. P., &Rubinowitz, L.S. (1975). The urban-suburban investment-disinvestment
process: consequences for older neighborhoods. The Armals of the Academy of

88



Politick and Social Science. 422. pp. 77-86. (From Sociological Abstracts. 1982,
Abstract No. 7611063)

Bressi, T. (June 1990). Retrofits, Planning, 56 (6) pp. 5-7

Burchell, R. W. and Listokin, D. (1981). The Adaptive Reuse Handbook. New Jersey:
Rutgers, The State University of New Jersey.

Bureau of Census. (1990). Statistical Abstract of the United States: 1990 (110 ed.).
Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office.

Case, F. E. (1972). Inner-Citv Housing and Private Enterprise. Washington. D C.: Praeger
Publishers.

Callies, D.L. and Freilich. (1986). Cases and Materials on Land Use St. Paul, Minnesota:
West Publishing Co.

Center For Urban and Environmental Studies. (May, 1975) How To Measure
Neighborhood Decline. Dallas, Texas: Center for Urban and Environmental Studies
Southern Methodist University.

Chapin, S. Jr., Kaiser, E. (1979). Urban Land Use Planning. Urbana, IL: University of
Illinois Press.

Child, D. (1990). The Essentials of Factor Analvsis. 2nd Ed., London, England: Cassell
Educational Ltd.

Clay, P. L. (1979). Neighborhood Renewal Lexington. Massachusetts: Lexington
Books.

Committee on Hygiene of Housing. (1948). Planning the Neighborhood. Chicago, XL:
American Public Association.

Crispell, D. (November, 1992) The Numbers News Ithaca, NY: American Demographics,
Inc.

Cronbach, L.J. and Gleser, G. C. (1965). Phvchological Tests and Personnel Decisions 2nd
Ed. Urbana IL : University of Illinois Press.

Cunningham, J. (1965). The Resurgent Neighborhood. Notre Dame, IN: Fides Publishers
Inc.

Cutter, S. L. (1985). Rating Places: A Geographer's View on Oualitv of Life. Washington
DC: Association Of American Geographers, 1985. (From Sage Urban Studies

89



Abstracts 1986,14, Abstract No. 755)

Davison, D. P. Ed. (1962). The Book Review Digest: Fifty-Seventh Annual Cumulation.
New York; The H. W. Wilson Co.

Delsohn, G. (December, 1989). The First Pedestrian Pocket, Planning pp. 20-22.

Dixon, J. M. (June 1992). Neighborhoods by Design: UDA Projects and Principles,
Progressive Architecture pp. 98-101.

Donaghy, K. P. and Tannian, F. X. (1989). Neighborhoods and industrial restructuring
Kcnnnmic Development Quarterly. (From Sage Urban Studies Abstracts. 1989,17.
Abstract No.689)

Downs, A (1973). Opening up the SuburbsiAn Urban Strategy For America. New Haven,
CT: Yale University Press.

Duany, A. (1991, March). Suburban Sprawl or Livable Neighborhoods Proceedings of the
1991 National Planning Conference of the American Planning Association. New
Orleans, LA

Ewing, R. (1991). Developing Successful New Communities Washinton D.C.: Urban
Land Institute.

Exline, C., Peters, G, and Larkin, R (1982). The Citv: Pattems and Processes in the
Urban Ecosystem. Boulder, CO.: Westview Press.

Fisher T. (June 1992). Neighborhoods by Design: Windsor, Florida, Progressive
Architecture, pp. 102-107.

Fondersmith, J. (November 1988). Downtown: The Best is Yet to Come, Platming. 54(11)
pp. 13-15.

Frieden, B. (1964). The Future of Old Neighborhoods. Cambridge. MA: MIT press.

Gale, D. E. (1984). Neighborhood Revitalization and the Postindustrial Citv. Lexington,
Massachusetts.: Lexington Books.

Galster, G. C. 119871. Homeowners and neighborhood reinvestment. Durham. North
Carolina: Duke University Press. (From Sage Urban Studies Abstracts 1987,15,
Abstract No. 554)

Gilford, R (1987). Environmental psychology: principles and practice. Boston: Allyn
and Bacon. (From Sage Urban Studies Abstracts 1987,15, Abstract No. 499)

90



Giloth, R. and Betancur, J. (Summer 1978-1987). Where downtown meets neighborhood:
industrial displacement in Chicago. Journal of the American Planning Association.
54(3): 279-290. (From Saee Urban Studies Abstracts. 1989,17, Abstract No. 184)

Glynn, T. J. (Oct. 1986). Neighborhood and sense of community. Journal of Community
Psychology, 14(41:341-352. (From Sage Urban Studies Abstracts 1987,15, Abstract
No. 060)

Goetze, R, Colton, K, ODonnell, V. (1977). Stabilizing Neighborhoods: A Fresh
Approach to Housing Dynamics and Perceptions. Cambridge, MA. : Boston
Redeyelopment Authority.

Grogan, C. (19851. PUDs in Practice. Washington D.C.: Urban Land Institute.

Gruber, K. J. and Shelton, G. G. (1987). Assessment of Neighborhood Satisfection by
Residents of Three Housing Types. Social Indicators Research. 19(31. pp. 303-315.
(From Sociological Abstracts. 1988, Abstract No. 88T6110)

Gruber, K. J., Shelton, G. G., and Godwin, D. D., (1985). Housing Satisfaction and Type
of Residence. Housing and Society. 12(21. 97-106.

Grupe, G. "Fritz" Jr. (April, 1992). Marketing the Dream, Urban Land. 51(41 pp. 10-14.

Ha, M. (1989). The determinants of residential enyironmental qualities and satisfaction:
Toward deyeloping residential quality indices. Unpublished doctoral dissertation,
Oklahoma State Uniyersity.

Ha, M. and Weber, M. J. (1991). The Determinants of Residential Enyironmental Qualities
and Satisfaction: Effects of Financing, Housing Programs and Housing Regulations.
Housing and Society. 18(31. pp. 65-71.

Hallman, H. W. (1984) Neighborhoods: Their Place in Urban Life Beyerly Hills,CA:
Sage Publications.

Hare, P. (February 1988). Peter Pan Suburb Grows Up, Plaiming. 54 (2 )pp. 24-27.

Harris, D. K. (1967). Some Factors Associated With The Isolate In A Suburban
Community. Master of Arts Thesis: Uniyersity of Tennessee, Knoxyille.

Harrison, H. S. (1989). Appraising Residences and Income Properties New Hayen,
Connecticut: If Company

Hedman, R (December, 1989). Suburban Sketchbook, Planning pp. 18-19.

91



Heilbum, J. (1981). Urban Economics and Public Policy. New York: St. Martin's Press,
Inc.

Helper, R. (1979). Social Interaction in Racially Mixed Neighborhood. Housing and
Society. 6(1), 20-38.

Helper, R. (1986). Success and resistance factors in the maintenance or racially mixed
neighborhoods. Goering, J.M. ed. Housing desegregation and federal policy. Chapel
Hill: Uniyersity of North Carolina Press. (From Sage Urban Studies Abstracts 1987,
15. Abstract No. 525)

Herzog, H. W. and Schlottmann, A M. (Jan. 1986). The metro waiting game: What can be
learned from the recent migrants? Growth and Change, 10 (l):37-50. (From Sage
Urban Studies Abstracts 1987,15, Abstract No. 008)

Housing and Community Deyelopment, (March 1991). Urban Land: Special Trends Issue,
^(3) pp. 32-43.

Houstoun, L. O. Jr. (June 1990). From Street to Mall and Back Again, Planning ̂  (6) pp.
4-10.

Huckfeldt, R. (1986). Politics in context: Assimilation and conflict in urban
neighborhoods. New York: Agathon Press. (From Sage Urban Studies Abstracts
1987,15, Abstract No.207)

Jacobs, J. (1961). Death and Life of Great American Cities. New York: Random House
Inc.

Jeffres, L. W., Dobos, J., and Sweeney, M. (1987). Communication and commitment to
community. Communication Research. (From Sage Urban Studies Abstracts 1987.
15. Abstract No. 629)

Kaplan, S. H. (Noyember, 1990). The Holy Grid: A Skeptic's View, Planning pp. 10-11.

Kaplan, I. M. (1985). Ayailability of Similar Others, Frequency of Social Interaction and
Community Satisfection. Housing and Society. 12(3), 123-132.

Kliment, S., ed.(1975). Neighborhood Conseryation: A Source Book. New York: Watson-
Guptill Publications.

Knack, R. (February 1988). America in Ruins? Not Quite, Planning , M (2) pp. 9-14.

Knack, R. E. (Noyember 1988). Rules Made to be Broken, Planning, M (11) PP- 16-20.

92



Knack, R. E. (August, 1989). Repent, Ye Sinners, Repent, Planning pp. 4-13.

Knack, R. E. (December, 1991). Tony Nelesson's Do-It-Yourself Neotraditionalism,
Planning. 57 02) pp. 18-22.

Knack, R. E. (March 1990). Bucks County Village Planning Handbook, Planning pp. 6-7.

Kolias, K., Naparstek, A, and Haskell, C. (1977). Neighborfiood Reinvestment. A
Citizen's Compendium for Programs and Strategies. Washington, D.C.: The National
Center for Urban and Ethnic Afiairs.

Krohe, J. Jr. (November 1988). Places in the Heart, Planning, 54 (11), pp. 4-10.

Lam, J. A (1985). Type of Structure, Satisfaction, and Propensity to Move. Housing and
Societv. 12(1), 32-44.

Lee, B. A, & Guest, A M. (1983). Determinants of neighborhood satisfection: a
metropolitan-level analysis. The Sociological Ouarterlv. 24(2). pp. 287-303. (From
Sociological Abstracts. 1983, Abstract No. 83N4684)

Levine, R. v., Miyake K., and Lee, M. (1989). Places rated revisited; Psycho-social
pathology in metropolitan areas. Environment and Behavior. (From Sage Urban
Studies Abstracts. 1990,18, Abstract No.238)

Listokin, D. and Beaton. P. W. (1983). Revitalizing the Older Suburb . New Jersey:
Rutgers, The State University of New Jersey.

Little, J. T., Daniels, L. D., Leven, C. L., and Sheppard, S. (19801 Neighborfiood Change
in the Seventies St. Lewis, Missouri: Institute for Urban and Regional Studies,
Washington University.

Lynch, K. and Hack, G. (1984). Site Planning. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Maida-Herman, L. M., Thesis: Belmont: A Communitv Fighting to Survive. March 23,
1987 New York: Fordham University Library.

Margulis, H. L. and Sheets, C. (June 1985). Housing Rehabilitation impacts on
neighborfiood stability in a declining industrial city. Journal of Urban Affairs , 7(3):
19-38. (From Sage Urban Studies Abstracts 1986,14, Abstract No. 043)

Mark, J. H. and Goldberg, M. A (July 1985). Revisiting neighborfiood change from
Canadian perspective: Some supporting evidence from Vancouver. Annals of
Regional Science 19(21:29-46. (From Sage Urban Studies Abstracts 1986,14,
Abstract No. 064)

93



Mays, V. (June 1992). Neighborhoods by Design: Randolph Neighborhood, Richmond,
Virginia, Progressive Architecture. pp. 92-95.

Mays, V. (June 1992). Neighborhoods by Design: Middletowne Arch, Norfork, Virginia,
Progressive Architecture . pp. 96-97.

McClave, J. T. (1985). Statistics for Business and Economics San Francisco : Dellen
Publishing Company.

McCloud, J. (June 1990). The Little Shops on Main Street, Planning, 56, (6) pp. 8-10.

Mendelson, R. E. and Quinn M. A. (1980). Changing Investment Patterns in City
Neighborhoods: The St. Louis City. Housing and Society. ̂(2), 80-90.

Miller, F. D. The Impact of Organizational Membership on Residential Satisfaction. New
York: New York University Press. (From Sociological Abstracts. 1978, Abstract
NO.78S09196)

Moughtin, C. (1991). The European City Street, Part 1: Paths and Places, Town Planning
Review, 62 (1) pp. 51-76.

Moughtin, C. (1991). The European City Street, Part 2: Relating Form and Function, Town
Plaiming Review. 62 (1) pp. 153-199.

Myers, D. (1987). Community-relevant measurement of quality of life: A focus on local
trends. Urban Affairs Ouarterlv. (From Sage Urban Studies Abstracts 1987,15,
Abstract No.254)

Mykletun, S. N. (1980). Renovation on the Hill: The Dynamics of Revitalizing St. Paul's
Historic Ramsey Hill. Housing and Society. 7(2), 91-110.

Nachmias, C. and Palen, J. (1990). Neighborhood Revitalization and the Community
Question. (From Sociological Abstracts. Inc.. Abstract No. 90S23124)

O'Brien, D. J. and Lange, J. K. (Summer 1986). Racial composition and neighborhood
evaluation. Journal of Urban Affairs. (From Sage Urban Studies Abstracts 1987,15,
Abstract No. 496)

Olsen, D.B. (1973). A Comparative Analysis of Some Selected Methodologies For
Dp^ftrmininp The Boundaries Of Subareas and Their Effects On Indexes of
Dissimilarity. Doctor of Philosophy Dissertation: University of Tennessee, Knoxville.

Perry, C. (1939). Housing For the Machine Age. New York: Russell Sage Foundation.

94



Phillips Jr., R. P. (1979). The Evolution of the Neighborhood Unit Concept As A Physical
Development Tool of Planners. Master of Science Thesis: University of Tennessee,
Knoxville.

Poplin, D. (1972). Communities: A Survev of Theories and Methods of Research. New
York: MacMillan Company.

Porter, D. R. (June, 1992). Facing Growth with a Plan: Tracy and Carlsbad: Show how it
can be done. Urban Land, ̂  (1) pp. 18-22.

Public Affairs Counseling. (December 1975). The Dvnamics of Neighborhood Change.
San Francisco: Real Estate Research Corporation.

Rea, L. M. (1978). Residential Satisfaction and Intraurban Mobility. Housing and Societv.
5(1), 2-11.

Roach, M. J., and O' Brien, D. J. (1982). The impact of different kinds of neighborhood
involvement on resident's overall evaluations of their neighborhoods. Sociological
Focus. 16(4). pp. 379-391. (From Sociological Abstracts. 1983, Abstract No.
83M9734)

Rohe, W. and Gates, L. (1985). Planning With Neighborhoods. Chanel Hill. NC: The
University of North Carolina Press.

Roske, M. (1983). Housing in Transition. New York, NY: CBS College Publishing.

St. John, C. (1987). Racial Differences in Neighborhood Evaluation Standards, Urban
Affairs Oiiartfirlv 22(3), pp. 377-398. (From Sociological Abstracts. 1988, Abstract
No. 88T2204)

Saltman, J. A. (1990). Fragile movement: the struggle for neighborhood stabilization
Westport, CT: Greenwood Press. (From Sage Urban Studies Abstracts. 1990,18.
Abstract No.743)

SAS Institute Inc., SAS/ ST AT Users Guide. Version 6. Forth Edition. Volume 1. (1989).
Cary, NC : SAS Institute Inc.

Schaffer, D. (1982). Garden Cities for America: The Radbum Experience. Philadelphia:
Temple University Press.

Schiefloe, P. M. (1990). Networks in urban neighborhoods: lost, saved or liberated
communities? Scandinavian Housing and Planning Research (From Sage Urban

Studies Abstracts. 1991,1^ Abstract No.239)

95



Schoenberg, S., and Rosenbaum, B. (1980). Neighborhoods That Work: Sources for
Viability in the Inner Citv. New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press.

Schwab, W. A. (1987). The Predictive Value of Three Ecological Models, A Test of the
Life-Cycle, Arbitrage, and Composition Models of Neighborhood Change. Urban
Affairs Quarterly, 23(2), pp. 295-308. (From Sociological Abstracts. 1988, Abstract
No. 88T0811)

Segal, D. (1979). The Economics of Neighborhood. New York; Academic Press.

Shlay, A. B. (Sept. 1985). Castles in the sky: Measuring housing and Neighborhood
ideology. Environment and Behavior, 17(51:593-626. Sept. 1985. (From Sage Urban
Studies Abstracts 1986,14, Abstract No. 054)

Shlay, A. B. and DiGregorio, D. A. (Sept. 1985). Same city, different worlds: examining
gender- and work-based differences in perceptions of neighborhood desirability.
T Irhan Affairs Quarterly ,21(1): 66-86. (From Sage Urban Studies Abstracts 1986,14.
Abstract No. 055)

Shye, S. (1989). The systemic life quality model: a basis for urban renewal evaluation.
Social Indicators Research. (From Sage Urban Studies Abstracts. 1990,18, Abstract
No.352)

Sim Van der Ryn and Calthorpe P. (1986). Sustainable Communities. San Francisco:
Sierra Club Books.

Skogan, W. (1986). Fear of crime and neighborhood change. Reiss, A J. Jr. and Tonry,
M. eds. Communities and crime. Crime and Justice. 8 Chicago: University of
Chicago Press. (From Sage Urban Studies Abstracts 1987,15, Abstract No. 638)

Smith, D. A. (1986). The neighborhood context of police behavior. Reiss, A. Jr. and
Tonry, M. eds. Communities and Crime. Crime and Justice. 1 Chicago: University
of Chicago Press. (From Sage Urban Studies Abstracts 1987,1^ Abstract No. 640)

Spain, D. (1988). The effect of changing household composition on neighborhood
satisfaction. Urban Affairs Onartftrly (From Sage Urban Studies Abstracts 1989,17,
Abstract No. 066)

Stein, C. S., Wright, H., Ackerman, F. L., Thomas, A. J., and Thomson, J. R, (1966).
Toward New Towns in America. M.I.T. Press.

Sutro, S. (1990). Reinventing the Village: Planning. Zoning, and Design Strategies.
Washington, D C.: The American Planning Association, pp. 1-42.

96



Tennenbaum, R. (May 1990). Hail, Columbia, Planning 56. (5) pp. 16-17.

Thompson, J. (February, 1991). The Spirit of the Place, Town & Country Planning 60 (2)
pp. 36-37.

United States. Dept. of Housing and Urban Development and Research. Division of Policy
Studies. (1978) The 1978 HUD survev on the Qualitv of conununitv life: a data book.
HH 1.2: C 73/17/ 978) Washington, DC: Dept. of Housing and Urban Development,
Office of Policy Development and Research, Division of Policy Studies.

Varady, D. P. (1982). Neighborhood stabilization in Jewish communities: a comparative
analysis. Contemporarv Jewrv. 6 (1) pp. 18-35. (From Sociological Abstracts. 1983,
Abstract No. 83M9739)

Varady, D. (1986). Neighborhood Upgrading: A Realistic Assessment. Albany, New
York: State University of New York Press.

Vemon. R. 09631. Metropolis 1985. Garden City, New York: Anchor Books Double
Day and Company, Inc.

Wellman, Barry. The Commiinitv Question: An Evaluation of Three Arguments. Ontario,
Canada: University of Toronto Press. (From Sociological Abstracts. 1978, Abstract
No. 78S10159)

Winbum, William A. IV. (August, 1992). The Development Realities of Traditional Town
Design, Urban Land 51. (8) pp. 20-47

White, D. (1990). MIA Appraiser Personal Communication. Donald White and Associates.

White, M. J. (1988). American Neighborhoods and residential differentiation . New York:
Russell Sage Foundation. (From Sage Urban Studies Abstracts. 1989,17, Abstract
No.742)

97



APPENDIX

98



APPENDIX 1

LIST OF TERMS

99



LIST OF TERMS

Definitions from Webster's New Collegiate Dictionary, 1977 edition

TERM MEANING

Stability : The strength to stand or endure. The property of a body that causes it
when disturbed from a condition of equilibrium or steady motion to
develop forces or moments that restore the original condition.

Vitality : Capacity to live and develop; a power of enduring

Viable ; Capable of working, functioning, or developing adequately

Integrity ; An unimpaired condition ; soundness

Survivablity : Resulting or permitting survival

Defensible : Capable of being defended

Persistence : Existing for a long or longer than usual time or continuously
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G G EMPLOYEE RELOCATION COUNCIL

RESIDENTIAL APPIRAISAL REPORT
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VALUATION SECTION

IMPORTANT
'GROSS UVtNG AREA (square footage) ts defined as it>e caicUaiton of tt>e total livng area, whictt ts a measurement taken around irte outside

of the house and includes finished ar>d haOilaOle a0ove-9rade livng area only. Finished (and unfinished) basement areas are catcuaied and shown
seoaratety (n both the Room List and Mahtei Data Analysts sections of the appraisal report) but are not included n the total gross livng area.

fhe .tppraisef r>as reoiM three recent saies oi Drooerties rnesi smtar and proimate to swbieci and has considered these n the maniei anaiv»s the oescronon nciuoes

j dollar adiustment. re'iectng market reaction to those nems oi siqntieani vanainn between the subiect and comoarebia orooertias. 1 a ngntcani aam n me comoaraoie
orooerty is superior ;o. or more favorable than, the sutxect prooerty. a mnua t-) adsistment is made, thus reducng the mdicaied value of suDiecc <1 a siqniiicai>t .lem
1 ine comparable is mieoor to. or lesa lavoreoie tnan. me subiect orooerty, a oms (•) admsunent is maoe, thus ncreasmq itw mowated vaAie of tne suOiect

ITEM Subject Prooerty COMPAPAeLE fVO. I COMPARABLE NO 2 COMPARABLE NO 3

■j»>«i , DESCRIPTION DESCRIPTION :  oescwption aajAilrim . OBSCRIPTION
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Admsimem' "Sates or finaneng Concessions' should nckjde adiusshenis for lenrd of sate.
Reconoia eacn of tha vakie-reiated drtterenees between the subieei property and the ndmduai eomparabiea. rtduomg out not iawied to iwwKmg. lerma. condition,
locaiion. 00000. deferred mamrenance. utility, style, view, aoyt-on-manm. and otnor amontiot-

Comparable Sate • 1

Comparable Sale '2 _

Comparable Saie *3 _

Comments on Market Data and Fnai Reconeluior .

I
INOtCATED VAUUE BY MARKET DATA APPROACH

The above rweaied vaAie by the market

Consirviciien Warranty

It yes IS It translarabie? i Yesi

data approach is aiso to appear on pega 6.

Name ol Warranty Program i _ Warranty Coverage Eipees .

TO ORDER BLAKEWOOO BUSINESS PORfj^S 1 <800) 443- lOOA ERC-2 Rev t-8b
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GENERAL QUESTIONAIRE AND MATRIX

nekjHborhooo characteristics

Neo-Traditional Appraisal concepts Neighborhood change Hud concepts Ch nipa&Kaiser

jr

J

1
1
-s

Cl ecneraPerry New Communities

General

1. Neighborhood has well defined boundanes X

2. Neighborhood has high status or prestige X

3. Neighbortiood is identifiable by name X

4. Neighbortiood location is in the direction of growth X

5. Neighbortiood has a good, prominent location X X

6. Attractive neighborhood design or layout X X

7. Neighborhood has a prominent entry point X X

e. Persistant disruptive neighbortiood noise X

9. Existenca of noxious odors in neighbortiood X

10. Neighbortiood has amenity view. X X

11 .Typical housing is very affordable (low costfsq. ft) X X

12. Typical housing Is affordable (medium cost/sq. ft.) X X

13. Typicai housing is expensive (high cost/sq. ft.) X X

14. Convenient to employment centers X X X

15. Convenient to health care facilities X X

16. Low density devefopment (large lots) X X X

1 /.Medium density development (small Ms) X X X X

18.Hlgh density development (multifamiiy buildings) X X X X X

19. Mixed density development X X

20. Distinctive neighborhood character (buildings, structures, streets, and monuments) X

21. Disbnctive natural features or landscape X

22. Neighbortiood caters to a variety of martcel segments X X

23. Neighbortiood offers rental housing X X X X X

24. Neighborhood offers starter housing X X X X X
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25. Neighbortraod offers move up housing

26. Neighborhood offers executive housing

27. Neighborftood offers empty nest housing

28. Neighborftood caters to primarily one market segment

29. Neighbortiood has low or medium resident turnover

30. Neighborhood has high resident turnover

31. Neighborhood is school centered

32. Neighbortiood is convenient to schools

33. Neighborhood is close to or offers childcare facilities

34. Neighborhood is located in a good school district (High standard test scores, etc.)

Physical

35. Boundaries form a spacious neighborhood

36. Boundaries form a compact neighbarhood

37. Neighbortiood contains landscaped boulevards

38. Neighbortwod has single entry/exit points

39. Neighbortiood has multiple entry/exit points

40. NeighbortKxxl connected to a greenbelt system

4t. Neighbarhood is bounded by arterial streets

42. Neighborhood limits through traffic

43. A system of recreational spaces or parks scaled to the neighborhood exist

44. A system of non-street paths that lead to public open spaces exist

45. Neighbortiood has well defined public park, green, square, or plaza

46. Neighbortiood has vacant littered lots

47. Widespread abandonment of homes

48. A golf course is part of the neighbortiood

49. Neighborhood provides a meeting hall or community center

r
■5

I
s

6 B
D

E
E

<3
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Neo-Traditional Apprai&al concestp Neighborhood change Hud concepts

s

I

1

Jane Jacobs book Clarence Perry New Communities

so. Neighbortiood Is purely residential and removed from sliopping areas X

51. Nelghtwrfiood is purely residential and is close to sliopping X X X

52. Home tiased businesses are Integrated into tlie nelghbortiood X X

53. Key locations are occupied by convenience businesses X X X X

54. Main sliopping area lias mixed use development, including residentlai use X X X

55. Neigtibortiood has a defined main sliopping and ofTice street or square X X X X

56. Recreation/entertainment facilities for adults are Inside or close to nelghbortiood X X X

57. Recreation/entertainment facilities for children are inside or close to neighborhood X X X

58. Recreation/entertainment facilities for teenagers are Inside or close to neighbortioci X X X

59. Public off-street paridng provided X X

60. No on-street paridng available or allowed X

61. Streets are intended to be used also for on-street paridng X X X

62. Street system is designed to allow for bicycle and/or pedestrian use X X

63. Some streets terminate at a destination (public building, plaza, park, or landmark) X X

64. Short residential blocks X X

65. Random curvaiinear streets for aesthetic reasons X

66. Streets are designed with loops and/or cul-de-sacs X

67. Rectilinear patterns of streets and blocks X X

68. Hierarchy of streets with widths based on the type and intensity of use X

69. Uniformly wide streets X

70. Uniformly narrow streets X

71. Vehicle access to residences are only from the front street X

72, Carports and garages are linked to rear service alleys X X

73. Buildings have shallow setbacks X

74. Buildings have deep settiacks X

75. Sidewalks exist throughout X X X X
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1
'3
3.

&

I
•&

3
0

E
E

5

76. A sidewalk system is available wtiere needed

77. No sidewalks exist

78. Buildings are of poor structural conditian

79. Weil maintained privately owned homes, buildings.and individual lots

60. Well maintained publicly owned streets, parks, and facilities

81. Neight>orhood streets have good curbing and drainage system

62. Neighborhood offers a body of water suitable only for aestfietic reasons

63. Neighborhood offers a body of water suitable for recreation

64. Good slope and drainage characteristics

65. Neighbortxxxl is known for having a scenic trail or drive

86. Regular placement of street trees

67. Inegular placement of street trees

66. No street trees

69. Abundance of large shade trees in ttw front yards or facing the street

90. High quality lawns and plants materials

91. Good quality original construction

92. Buildings are showing visible deterioration

93. Good quality housing amenities or renovations

94. Urge quanities of good quality amenities or renovations

95. Compatibility of architectural styles

96. Diversity of housing types or architectural styles

97. Homogeneous housing types and architectural styles

98. Fronting streets, buildings have a comparable scale and appearance

99. Buildings have a great deal of architectural detailing

100. Good overall architectural merit of houses

101. Existence of a wide range in the ages of homes

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
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102. Neighborhood encourages Infill construction

Social

103. Neighbors are familiar with one another and communicate

104. Neighborhood perceived as being safe

105. Residents exhibit pride in neighborhood and home

106. Neighborhood is known for its positive reputation

107. Neighborhood possesses good political power

108. Strong neighborhood leadership

109. A good neighborhood association (administrative) exists

110. Existence of community social organization

111. A library or adult education facility is convenient

112. Churches are located in or convenient to the neighboihood

113. Multi-problem welfare families prevalent

114. Predominately homes of young singles and couples

115. Predominately family oriented homes

116. Predominately homes of elderty

117. Diversity in ages of residents

118. Variety of working classes

119. Presence of unskilled worlters

120. Presence of blue collar workers

121. Presenoe of white collar workers

122. Social-economic diversity of residents

123. Residents are primarily of low social-economic status

124. Residents are primarily of medium social-ecoriomic status

125. Resideflts are primarily of high social-economic status

126. Lack of social cohesion

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
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127. Ethnic/racial unifofmity

128. Ethnic/racial diveisity

129. Ethnic/racial balance

Economic

130. Employment stability In ndghbortxxid

131. High homeownership rates

132. Ongoing or continuous reinvestment by propery owners

133. Ongoing public reinvestment

134. High proportion of absentee owners

Public Services

135. Public services are Inadequate, unresponsive to need

136. Safe and effective traRic control system

137. Good street lighting and/or outdoor UghUng

138. Appropriate and efliclent public safety (police, lire, and utilities)

139. Neighborhood has its own supplemental security service or system

140. Good mass transportatiori available

.9>

o
Q.

8

I
z
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METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS

Below is a of list Metropolitan Statistical Areas included in the
study. Beside each MSA is the total number of appraisers located in
that MSA. The Four state total is 398.

Birmingham, AL 48

Dothen, AL 2

Florence, AL 2

Gadsden, AL 4

Huntsville, AL 20

Mobile, AL 14

Montgomery, AL 14

Tuscaloosa, AL 5

Lexington-Fayette, KY 26

Louisville, KY-IN 39

Owensboro, KY 2

Jackson, MS 28

Pascagoula, MS 1

Chattanooga, TN-GA 22

Clarksville-Hopkinsville TN-KY 2

Jackson, TN 2

Johnson City-Kingsport-Bristol, TN-VA 20

Knoxville, TN 32

Memphis, TN-AR-MS 48

Nashville, TN 67
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NEIGHBORHOOD QUESTIONNAIRE
SURVEY AND INVENTORY OF DURABLE NEIGHBORHOODS

INSTRUCTIONS

Please read over the Definitions for this Study and answer the questions on the following
pages.

Definition Of Terms

Neighborhood Definition : A cohesive residential community that is usually identifiable
by name and has boundaries that can be estimated. This differentiation does not place a
restriction on the presence of complementary land uses nor does it define a minimum or
maximum population in a neighborhood.

Durability Criteria:

1. Durable in terms of time period - the basic neighborhood has been built or
originated before World War II (1941) and are thus approximately 50 years old
or older.

2. Durable in terms of stability of value - Neighborhood resale values have kept
pace with inflation or have exceeded inflation relative to the local area. Overall
marketability of residences has compared favorably through out its history with
other local neighborhoods ruid current neighborhood developments.

Using your knowledge rate neighborhood characteristics for their effect on durability on
the scale below.

Positive Influences I Negative Influences

3  2 I 0 -1 -2 -3
BEST GOOD FAIR NEUTRAL SLIGHT BAD WORST
EFFECT EFFECT EFFECT EFFECT EFFECT EFFECT

Rate all applicable characteristics of the neighborhood for their significance for contributing
to the durability of the neighborhood in positive or negative way. Please circle the appropriate
number. Answer as many questions as you can. It may help to consider the "durable
neighborhoods" you are familiar with. Please be careful to only concern yourself with "durable
neighborhoods" and not what you would consider to be an "ideal neighborhood".
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GENERAL QUESTIONAIRE ON NEIGHBORHOOD DURABILITY
Rale Neighborhood characteristics for their effect on durability

NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTICS SIGNIFICANCE RATING

General

1. Neighborhood has well defined boundaries 3 2 1 0 -1 -2 -3

2. Neighborhood has high status or prestige 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3

3. Neighborhood is Identifiable by name 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3

4. Neighborhood location is in the direction of growth 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3

5. Neighborhood has a good, prominent location 3 2 1 0 -1 -2 -3

6. Attractive neighborhood design or layout 3 2 1 0 -1 -2 -3

7. Neighborhood has a prominent entry point 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3

8. Persistent disruptive neighborhood noise 3 2 1 0 -1 -2 -3

9. Existence of noxious odors in neighborhood 3 2 1 0 -1 -2 -3

10. Neighborhood has amenity view. 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3

11 .Typical housing is very affordable (low cost/sq. ft.) 3 2 1 0 -1 -2 -3

12. Typical housing is affordable (medium cost/sq. ft.) 3 2 1 0 -1 -2 -3

13. Typical housing is expensive (high cost/sq. ft.) 3 2 1 0 -1 -2 -3

14. Convenient to employment centers 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3

15. Convenient to health care facilities 3 2 1 0 -1 -2 -3

16. Low density development (large lots) 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3

17.Medium density development (small lots) 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3

IS.High density development (multifamily buildings) 3 2 1 0 -1 -2 -3

19. Mixed density development * 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3

20. Distinctive neighborhood character (buildings, structures, streets, and monumenti 3 2 1 0 -1 -2 -3

21. Distinctive natural features or landscape 3 2 1 0 -1 -2 -3

22. Neighborhood caters to a variety of marlret segments 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3

117



23. Neighborhood offers rental housing 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3

24. Neighborhood offers starter housing 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3

25. Neighljorhood offers move up housing 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3

26. Neighborhood offers executive housing 3 2 1 0 -1 -2 -3

27. Neighborhood offers empty nest housing 3 2 1 0 -1 -2 -3

28. Neighborhood caters to primarily one market segment 3 2 1 0 -1 -2 -3

29. Neighborhood has low or medium resident turnover 3 2 1 0" -1 -2 -3

30. Neighborhood has high resident tumover 3 2 1 0 -1 -2 -3

31. Neighborhood is school centered 3 2 1 0 -1 -2 -3

32. Neighborhood is convenient to schools 3 2 1 0 -1 -2 -3

33. Neighborhood is close to or offers childcare facilities 3 2 1 0 -1 -2 -3

34. Neighborhood is located in a good school district 3 2 1 0 -1 -2 -3

Physical

35. Boundaries form a spacious neighborhood 3 2 1 0 -1 -2 -3

36. Boundaries form a compact neighborhood 3 2 1 0 -1 -2 -3

37. Neighborhood contains landscaped boulevards 3 2 1 0 -1 -2 -3

38. Neighborhood has single entry/exit points 3 2 1 0 -1 -2 -3

39. Neighborhood has multiple entry/exrt points 3 2 1 0 -1 -2 -3

40. Neighborhood connected to a greenbelt system 3 2 1 0 -1 -2 -3

41. Neighborhood is bounded by arterial streets 3 2 1 0 -1 -2 -3

42. Neighborhood limits through traffic 3 2 1 0 -1 -2 -3

43. A system of recreational spaces or parks scaled to the neighborhood exist 3 2 1 0 -1 -2 -3

44. A system of non-street paths that lead to public open spaces exist 3 2 1 0 -1 -2 -3

45. Neighborhood has well defined public park, green, square, or plaza 3 2 1 0 -1 -2 -3

46. Neighborhood has vacant littered lots 3 2 1 0 -1 -2 -3
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47. Widespread abandonment of homes 3 2 1 0 -1 -2 -3

48. A golf course Is part of the neighborhood 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3

49. Neighborhood provides a meeting hall or community center 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3

50. Neighborhood Is purely residential and removed from shopping areas 3 2 1 0 -1 -2 -3

51. Neighborhood is purely residential and Is close to shopping 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3

52. Home based businesses are Integrated into the neighborhood 3 2 1 0 -1 -2 -3

53. Key locations are occupied by convenience businesses 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3

54. Main shopping area has mixed use development, including residential use 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3

55. Neighborhood has a defined main shopping and office street or square 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3

56. Recreation/entertainment facilities for adults are inside or close to neighborhood 3 2 1 0 -1 -2 -3

57. Recreation/entertainment facilities for children are inside or close to neighborhood 3 2 1 0 -1 -2 -3

58. Recreation/entertainment facilities for teenagers are Inside or close to nelghborhc 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3

59. Public off-street parWng provided 3 2 1 0 -1 -2 -3

60. No on-street paddng available or allowed 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3

61. Streets are Intended to be used also for on-street parking 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3

62. Street system Is designed to allow for bicycle and/or pedestrian use 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3

63. Some streets terminate at a destination (public building, plaza, park, or landmark} 3 2 1 0 -1 -2 -3

64. Short residential blocks 3 2 1 0 -1 -2 -3

65. Random curvallnear streets for aesthetic reasons 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3

66. Streets are designed with loops and/or cul-de-sacs 3 2 1 0 -1 -2 -3

67. Rectilinear pattems of streets and blocks 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3

68. Hierarchy of streets with widths based on the type and Intensity of use 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3

69. Uniformly wide streets 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3

70. Uniformly narrow streets 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3

71. Vehicle access to residences are only from the front street 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3
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72. Carports and garages are linKed to rear service alleys 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3

73. Buildings have shallow setbacks 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3

74. Buildings have deep setbacks 3 2 1 0 -1 -2 -3

75. SIdevralks exist throughout 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3

76. A sidewalk system Is available where needed 3 2 1 0 -1 -2 -3

77. No sidewalks exist 3 2 1 0 -1 -2 -3

78. Buildings are of poor structural condition 3 2 1 0 -1 -2 -3

79. Well maintained privately owned homes, buildings,and Individual lots 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3

80. Well maintained publicly owned streets, parks, and facilities 3 2 1 0 -1 -2 -3

81. Neighborhood streets have good curbing and drainage system 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3

82. Neighborhood offers a body of water suitable only for aesthetic reasons 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3

83. Neighborhood offers a body of water suitable for recreation 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3

84. Good slope and drainage characteristics 3 2 1 0 -1 -2 -3

85. Neighborhood Is known for having a scenic trail or drive 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3

88. Regular placement of street trees 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3

87. Inegular placement of street trees 3 2 1 0 -1 -2 -3

88. No street trees 3 2 1 0 -1 -2 -3

89. Abundance of large shade trees In the front yards or facing the street 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3

90. High quality lawns and plants materials 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3

91. Good quality original construction 3 2 1 0 -1 -2 -3

92. Buildings are showing visible deterioration 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3

93. Good quality housing amenities or renovations 3 2 1 0 -1 -2 -3

94. Large quanhles of good quality amenities or renovations 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3

95. Compatibility of architectural styles 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3

98. Diversity of housing types or architectural styles 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3
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97. Homogeneous housing types and architectural styles 3 2 1 0 -1 -2 -3

98. Fronting streets, buildings have a comparable scale and appearance 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3

99. Buildings have a great deal of architectural detailing 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3

100. Good overall architectural merit of houses 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3

101. Existence of a wide range In the ages of homes 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3

102. Nelghbomood encourages Infill construction 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3

Social

103. Neighbors are familiar with one another and communicate 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3

104. Neighborhood perceived as being safe 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3

105. Residents exhibit pride In nelghbomood and home 3 2 1 0 -1 -2 -3

106. Nelghbomood Is known for Its positive reputation 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3

107. Nelghbomood possesses good political power 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3

108. Strong nelghbomood leadership 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3

109. A good nelghbomood association (administrative) exists 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3

110. Existence of community social organization 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3

111. A library or adult education facility Is convenient 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3

112. Churches are located In or convenient to the nelghbomood 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3

113. Multi-problem welfare families prevalent 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3

114. Predominately homes of young singles and couples 3 2 1 0 -1 -2 -3

115. Predominately family oriented homes 3 2 1 0 -1 -2 -3

116. Predominately homes of elderly 3 2 1 0 -1 -2 -3

117. Diversity In ages of residents 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3

118. Variety of working classes 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3

119. Presence of unskilled workers 3 2 1 0 -1 -2 -3

120. Presence of blue collar workers 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3
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121. Presence of white collar workers 3 2 1 0 -1 -2 -3

122. Social-economic diversity of residents 3 2 1 0 -1 -2 -3

123. Residents are primarily of low social-economic status 3 2 1 0 -1 -2 -3

124. Residents are primarily of medium social-economic status 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3

125. Residents are primanly of high social-economic status 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3

126. Lack of social cohesion 3 2 1 0 -1 -2 -3

127. Ethnic/racial uniformity 3 2 1 0 -1 -2 -3

128. Ethnic/racial diversity 3 2 1 0 -1 -2 -3

129. Ethnic/racial balance 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3

Economic

130. Employment stability in neighborhood 3 2 1 0 -1 -2 -3

131. High homeownership rates 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3

132. Ongoing or continuous reinvestment by propery owners 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3

133. Ongoing public reinvestment 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3

134. High proportion of absentee owners 3 2 1 0 -1 -2 -3

Public Services

135. Public services are inadequate, unresponsive to need 3 2 1 0 -1 -2 -3

136. Safe and effective traffic control system 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3

137. Good street lighting and/or outdoor lighting 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3

138. Appropriate and effldent public safety (police, fire, and utilities) 3 2 1 0 -1 -2 -3

139. Neighborhood has its own supplemental security service or system 3 2 1 0 -1 -2 -3

140. Good mass transportation available 3 2 1 0 -1 -2-3
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NEIGHBORHOOD INVENTORY

Please list 3 neighboifaoods that you consider durable in your MSA. Please list the
neighborhood name, the boundaries that define it, the City and State it is located, and the
Census tract it belongs in.

1. Neighboihood Name_

Boundaries

City State_

Census Tract Number(s)

2. Neighborhood Name_

Boundaries

City State_

Census Tract Number(s)

3. Neighborhood Name_

Boundaries

City State

Census Tract Number(s)

SPECIAL REOUESTS OR NOTES:
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Ranked Order of Neighborhood Durability Characteristics

ORDER NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTICS MEAN SCORE

1 Residents exhibit pride in neighborhood and home 2.526

2 Neighborhood is known for its positive reputation 2.456

3 Neighborhood perceived as being safe 2.400

4 Well maintained privately owned homes, buildings,and individual lots 2.365

5 Neighbomood has high status or prestige 2.211
6 Good quality original construction 2.165

7 High homeownership rates 2.125

8 Neighborhood is located in a good school district (High standard test scores, etc.) 2.115

9 Neighborhood has a good, prominent location 2.113

10 Ongoing or continuous reinvestment by propery owners 2.094

11 Well maintained publicly owned streets, paries, and facilities 2.063

12 Large quanities of good quality amenities or renovations 1.963

13 Appropriate and efficient public safety (police, fire, and utilities) 1.928

14 Employment stability in neighborhood 1.927

15 High quality lawns and plants materials 1.906

16 Good quality housing amenities or renovations 1.895

17 Neighborhood is identifiable by name 1.835

18 Attractive neighborhood design or layout 1.833

19 Good overall architectural merit of houses 1.823

20 Neighborhood has well defined boundaries 1.800

21 Neighborhood streets have good curbing and drainage system 1.773

22 Neighborhood offers executive housing 1.726

23 Compatibility of architectural styles 1.719

24 Neighborhood has low or medium resident tumover 1.667

25 Abundance of large shade trees in the front yards or facing the street 1.656

26 Strong neighborhood leadership 1.635
27 Neighborhood limits through traffic 1.604

28 Convenient to employment centers 1.588

29 Neighborhood is convenient to schools 1.573

30 Predominately family oriented homes 1.552

31 Residents are primarily of high social-economic status 1.547

32 Good slope and drainage characteristics 1.526

33 Buildings have a great deal of architectural detailing 1.458

34 Ongoing public reinvestment 1.438

35 Neighborhood is purely residential and is close to shopping 1.432

36 Neighbors are familiar with one another and communicate 1.427

37 Churches are located in or convenient to the neighborhood 1.423

38 Neighborhood possesses good political power 1.417

39 Neighborhood has amenity view. 1.368

40 A good neighborhood association (administrative) exists 1.365
41 Good street lighting and/or outdoor lighting 1.361

42 A golf course Is part of the neighborhood 1.358

43 Typical housing Is expensive (high cost/sq. ft.) 1.337

44 Neighborhood location is in the direction of growth 1.337

45 Distinctive natural features or landscape 1.320
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46 Safe and effective traffic control system 1.313
47 Distinctive neight>ortiood character (buildings, structures, streets, and monuments) 1.313
48 A system of recreational spaces or paries scaled to the neighborhood exist 1.284
49 Neighborhood is school centered 1,260
50 Neighborhood contains landscaped boulevards 1.247
51 Convenient to health care facilities 1,237
52 Fronting streets, buildings have a comparable scale and appearance 1.219
53 Neighborhood offers a body of water suitable for recreation 1.213
54 Homogeneous housing types and architectural styles 1.177
55 Recreation/entertainment facilities for children are inside or close to neighborhood 1.168
56 Presence of white collar workers 1.158
57 Neighborhood has well defined public park, green, square, or plaza 1,158
58 Neighbomood has a prominent entry point 1.104
59 Low density development (large lots) 1.083
60 Streets are designed with loops and/or cul-de-sacs 1.074
61 Buildings have deep setbacks 1,074
62 Neighborhood has its own supplemental security service or system 1.073
63 Street system is designed to allow for bicycle and/or pedestrian use 1.063
64 Regular placement of street trees 1.042
65 Sidewalks exist throughout 1.041
66 Random curvalinear streets for aesthetic reasons 1.032
67 Neighborhood is known for having a scenic trail or drive 1.032

68 A sidewalk system is available where needed 0.957
69 Recreation/entertainment faciltties for teenagers are Inside or close to neighborhood 0.937
70 Neighborhood offers empty nest housing 0.926
71 Neighborhood connected to a greenbelt system 0.916
72 Neighborhood offers a body of water suitabie only for aesthetic reasons 0.915
73 Boundaries form a spacious neighborhood 0.907
74 Existence of community social organization 0.883
75 A library or adult education facility is convenient 0.866
76 Neighborhood caters to primarily one market segment 0.833
77 Ethnic/racial uniformity 0.802
78 A system of non-street paths that lead to public open spaces exist 0.779
79 Typical housing is affordable (medium cost/sq. ft.) 0.779
80 Neighborhood is close to or offers childcare facilities 0.773
81 Diversity In ages of residents 0.740
82 Neighborhood is purely residential and removed from shopping areas 0.723
83 Good mass transportation avaiiable 0.722
84 Uniformly wide streets 0.691
85 Diversity of housing types or architectural styles 0.688
86 Recreation/entertainment facilities for adults are inside or close to neighborhood 0.681
87 Neighborhood provides a meeting hall or community center 0.670
88 Hierarchy of streets with widths based on the type and intensity of use 0.634
89 Neighborhood offers move up housing 0.594
90 Neighborhood is bounded by arterial streets 0.563
91 Neighbomood has a defined main shopping and office street or square 0.495
92 Boundaries fomn a compact neighbomood 0.453
93 Some streets terminate at a destination (public building, plaza, park, or landmark) 0.409
94 Public off-street parking provided 0.400
95 Neighbomood has single entry/exit points 0.379
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96 Medium density development (small lots) 0.365
97 Irregular placement of street trees 0.362
98 Vetilcle access to residences are only from the front street 0.351
99 Nelghtxirhood has multiple entry/exit points 0.351
100 Residents are primarily of medium social-economic status 0.347
101 Short residential blocks 0.287
102 Rectilinear patterns of streets and blocks 0.242
103 Carports and garages are linked to rear service alleys 0.227
104 Neighborhood encourages Infill construction 0.172
105 Predominately homes of elderly 0.135

106 Key locations are occupied by convenience businesses 0.128
107 Existence of a wide range In the ages of homes 0.042

108 No on-street parking available or allowed 0.011

109 Main shopping area has mixed use development, Including residential use 0.011

110 Ethnic/racial balance -0.032
111 Neighborhood caters to a variety of market segments -0.052
112 Predominately homes of young singles and couples -0.104

113 Variety of working classes -0.230

114 Social-economic diversity of residents -0.242
115 Streets are Intended to be used also for on-street parking -0.281

116 Typical housing Is very affordable (low cost/sq. ft.) -0.383

117 Presence of blue collar workers -0.479
118 Home based businesses are Integrated Into the neighborhood -0.505
119 Neighborhood offers starter housing -0,505

120 No sidewalks exist -0.505
121 Ethnic/racial diversity -0.642

122 Mixed density development -0.667
123 Uniformly narrow streets -0.796

124 Buildings have shallow setbacks -0.821

125 No street trees -0.840

126 High density deveiopment (multifamily buildings) -0.905

127 Neighborhood offers rental housing -1.124

128 Presence of unskilled workers -1.125

129 Lack of social cohesion -1.226

130 Residents are primarily of low social-economic status -1.421

131 Neighborhood has high resident turnover -1.442

132 Persistent disruptive neighborhood noise -1.629

133 High proportion of absentee owners -1.876

134 Public services are inadequate, unresponsive to need -1.884

135 Buildings are showing visible deterioration -1.895

136 Existence of noxious odors in neighborhood -2.105
137 Multi-problem welfare families prevalent -2.295

138 Buildings are of poor structural condition -2.333

139 Neighborhood has vacant littered lots -2.333
140 widespread abandonment of homes -2.632
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NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTICS RANKED BY MEAN SCORE

AND THE RELATED PARADIGMS

NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTICS

Neo-Traditional Appraisal concepts Neighborhood change Hud cor)cept& Chapin &Kaiser Jane Jacobs book

Question number / Characteristic Me in Seeres

105. Residents exhitxt pride in neighborhood and home 2.53 253 2.53 2.53

106. Neighborhood is known for its positive reputation 2.48

104. Neighborhood perceived as being safe 240 2.40 2.40 2.40 2.40

79. Well mainlained privately owned homes, buildings.and individual lots 2.38 2.38 2.38 2.36

2. Neighbortiood has high status or prestige 221

91. Good quality original construction 217 2.17 2.17

131. High homeownership rates 2.13

5. Neighborhood has a good, prominent location 211 2.11

34. Nelghbortioad is located in a good school district (High standard test scares, etc.) 2.11

132. Ongoing or continuous reinvestment by propery owners 209 2.09 209

80. Well maintained publicly owned streets, parks, and facilities 208 2.08 206 208

94. Large quanlHes of good quality amenities or renovations 1 97 1.97 1.97

130. Employment stability In neighborhood 1.93

138. Appropriate and efficient public safety (police, fire, and utilities) 1.93 1.93 1.93

90. High quality lawns and plants materials 1.91 1.91

93. Good quality housing amenities or renovations 1.89 1.89 1.89

3. Neighborhood is identifiable by name' T84

8. Attractive neighbortiood design or layout 1.83 1.83

100. Good overall archkecturai merit of houses 1.82 1.82 1.82

1. Neighborhood has well defined boundaries 1.80

81. Neighborhood streets have good curbing and drainage system 1.77 1.77

28. Neighborhood offers executive housing 1.73 1.73 1.73 1.73 1.73

95. Compatibility of architectural styles 1.72 1.72
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29. Neighborhood has low or medium resident turnover 1.67

89. Abundance of large shade trees in the front yards or facing the street 1.66

108. Strong neighborhood leadership 1.64 1.64 1.64

42. Neighborhood limits through traffic 1.60 1.60

14. Convenient to employment centers 1.59 1.59 1.59

32. Neighborhood is convenient to schools 1.57 1.57 1.57 1.57

Its. Predominately family oriented homes 1.55

125. Residents are primarily of high social-economic status 1.55

84. Good slope and drainage characteristics - 1.53 1.53

99. Buildings have a great deal of architectural detailing 1.46 1.46

133. Ongoing public reinvestment 1.44

51. Neighbortiood is purely residential and is close to shopping 1.43 1.43 1.43

103. Neighbors are familiar with one another and communicate 1.43 1.43 1.43

107. Neighborhood possesses good political power 1.42

112. Churches are located in or convenient to the neighborhood 1.42 1.42

10. Neighborhood has amenity view. 1.37 1.37

48. A golf course is part of the neighborhood 1.36 1.36 1.36

109. A good neighborhood association (administrative) exists 1.36

137. Good street lighting and/or outdoor lighting 1.36 1.36 1.M

4. Neighborhood location is in the direction of growth 1.34

13. typical housing is expensive (high cost/sq. ft.) 1.34 1.34

21. Distinctive natural features or landscape 1.32

20. Di^nctive neighbortiood character (buildings, structures, streets, and monuments)  ̂ ^ 1.31

136. Safe and effective trafTic control system 1.31 1.31 1.31

43. A system of recreational spaces or parks scaled to the neighborhood exist 1.28 1.28 1.28 1.28 1.28 1.28

31. Neighborhood is school centered 1.26 1.26

37. Neighborhood contains landscaped boulevards 1.25 1.25

15. Convenient to health care facilities 1.24 1.24

98. Fronting streets, buildings have a comparable scale and appearance 1.22 1.22 1.22

83. Neighbortiood offers a body of water suitable for recreation 1.21 1.21 1.21

97. Homogeneous housing types and architectural styles 1.18

57. Recreation/entertainment facilities for chiWren are inside or close to neighborhood 1.17 1.17 1.17
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45. Neighborhood has well defined public park, green, square, or plaza 1.16 1.16 1.16 1.16

121. Presence of while collar workers 1.16

7. Neighborhood has a prominent entry point 1.10 1.10

16. Low density development (large lots) 1.08 1.08 1.08

66. Streets are designed with loops and/or cul-de-sacs 1.07

74. Buildings have deep sett>acks 1.07

139. Neighborhood has its own supplemental security service or system 1.07 1.07

62. Street system is designed to allow for bicycle and/or pedestrian use 1.06 1.06

75. Sidewalks exist throughout 1.04 1.04 1.04 1.04

86. Regular placement of street trees 1.04 1.04 1.04

65. Random curvallnear streets for aesthetic reasons 1.03

85. Neighborhood is known for having a scenic trail or drive 1.03

76. A sidewalk system Is available where needed 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96

58. Recreation/entertainment facilities for teenagers are inside or close to neighborhor d 0.94 0.94 0.94

27. Neighbortrood offers empty nest housing 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

40. Neighborhood connected to a greenbelt system 0.92 0.92

35. Boundaries form a spacious neighbortuxxt 0.91

82. Neighborhood offers a body of water suitable only for aesthetic reasons 0.91 0.91

110. Existence of community social organization 0.88 0.88

111. A library or adult education facility is convenient 0.87 0.87 0.87

28. Neighborhood caters to primarily one market segment 0.83

127. Ethnic/racial uniformity 0.80 0.80

12. Typical housing Is affordable (medium cost/sq. It.) 0.78 0.78

44. A system of non-street paths that lead to public open spaces exist 0.78 0.78 0.78

33. Neighborhood is close to or offers childcare kilties 0.77

117. Diversity in ages of residents 0.74 0.74

140. Good mass transportation available 0.72 0.72 0.72

50. Neighborhood Is purely residential and removed from shopping areas 0.72

69. Uniformly wide streets 0.69

96. Diversity of housing types or architectural styles 0.69 0.69

56. Recreation/entertainment facilities for adults are inside or close to neighborhood 0.68 0.68 0.68

49. Neighborhood provides a meeting hall or community center 0.67 0.67 0.67 0.67
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68. Hierarchy of streets with widths tiased on the type and intensity of use 0.63

25. Neighborhood offers move up housing 0.59 0.59 0.59 0.59 0.59

41. Neighborhood is bounded by artenai streets 0.56

55. Neighborhood has a defined main shopping and office street or square 0.49 0.49 0.49 0.49

36. Boundaries forni a compact neighborhood 0.45 0.45

63. Some streets terminate at a destination (public building, plaza, park, or landmark) 0.41 0.41

59. Public off-street parking provided 0.40 0.40

38. Neighborhood has single entry/exit points 0.38

17.Medium density development (small lots) 0.36 0.36 0.36 0.36

87. Irregular placement of street trees 0.36

39. Neighborhood has multiple entry/exit points 0.35

71. Vehicle access to residences are only from the front street 0.35

124. Residents are primahly of medium social-economic status 0.35 0.35 0.35

64. Short residential blocks 0.29 0.29

67. Rectilinear patterns of streets and blocks 0.24 0.24

72. Carports and garages are linked to rear service alleys 0.23 0.23

116. Predominately homes of elderty 0.14

53. Key locations are occupied by convenience businesses 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13

101. Existerwe of a wide range In ttie ages of homes 0.04

102. Neighborhood encourages infill construction 0.04

54. Main shopping area has mixed use development. Including residential use 0.01 0.01 0.01

60. No on-street parking available or allowed 0.01

22. Neighborhood caters to a variety of market segments ■O.05 -0.05

114. Predominately homes of young singles and couples -0.10

129. Ethnic/racial balance -0.03 •0.23

118. Vanety of working classes -0.23 -0.23

122. Social-economic diversity of residents -0.24 -0.24 -0.24

61. Streets are Intended to be used also for on-street parking -0.28 -0.28 -0.28

11 .Typical housing is very affordatrle (low cost/sq. ft.) -0.38 -0.38

120. Presence of blue collar workers -0.48

52. Home based businesses are integrated into the neighborhood -0.51 -0.51

77. No sidewaiks exist -0.51
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128. Ethnic/raciai diversity

19. Mixed density development

70. Uniformly narrow streets

73. Buildings have shallow sett>acks

88. No street trees

18. High density development (muttifamily buildings)

23. Neighborhood offers rental housing

119. Presence of unskilled workers

126. Lack of social cohesion

123. Residents are pnmarily of low social-economic status

30. Neighborhood has high resident tuiDover

8. Persistent disruptive neighborhood noise

134. High proportion of absentee owners

135. Public services are inadequate, unresponsive to need

92. Buildings are stwwing visible deterioration

9 Existence of noxious odors in nelghbortKxxl

113. Multi-problem welfare families prevalent

78. Buildings are of poor structural condition

46. Neighborhood has vacant littered lots

47. Widespread abandonment of homes

NUMBER OF PARADIGM CHARACTERISTICS

PARADIGM MEAN SCORES

Neo-Tradftionai

Appraisal Concepts
Neighborhood Change

Hud Concepts

Chapin & Kaiser
Jane Jacobs Book

Clarence Perry
New CommunHies

-0.64

-0.67

•0.80

-0.82

-0.91

-1.12

-0.91

-1.12

-1.23

-0.91

■1.12

-1.13

-1.23

1.42

-0.67

-0.84

•0.91

■1.12

-1.23

-0.91

-1.12

•1.23

-1.44

-1.63

-1.6

-2.11

'Z23

-1.88

-1.88

-1.90

•2.29

-2.33

-2.34

-2.63

-1.88 -1.88

-2.33

33 56 24 67 57 40

0.77
1.44

1.87
1.04

1.28

12

0.96
0.90

0.65
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APPENDIX 9

THE ORIGINAL QUESTIONNAIRE WITH THE COORESPONDING MEAN
SCORES AND PARADIGMS
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THE ORIGINAL QUESTIONAIRE
WITH THE COORESPONDING MEAN SCORES AND PARADIGMS

NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTICS

GENERAL

GENERAL MEAN OF THE MEANS

1. Neighborhood has well defined boundaries

2. Neighborhood has high status or prestige

3. Neight)orhood is identifiable by name

4. NeighbortHMd location is in the direction of growth

5. Neighborhood has a good, prominent location

6. Attractive neightjorhood design or layout

7. Neighbortiood has a prominent entry point

8. Persistant disruptive neighborhood noise

9. Existence of noxious odors in neighbortwod

10. Neighborhood has amenity view.

11 .Typical housing is very affordable (low cost/sq. ft.)

12. Typical housing is affordable (medium cost/sq. It.)

13. Typical housing is expensive (high cost/sq. It.)

14. Convenient to employment centers

15. Convenient to health care facilities

16. Low density development (large lots)

IT.Medium density development (small lots)

IS.HIgh density development (muKifamily buildings)

19. Mbred density development

20. Distinctive neighborhood character (buildings, structures, streets, and monuments)

21. Distinctive natural features or landscape

22. Neighborhood caters to a variety of market segments

23. Neighborhood offers rental housing

0.36

-0.91

-0.05

Neighborhood Paradigms

o
O)

s i
a

P 1. 1
c

8 1 i
s
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•a
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1
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§ c

1
a 0»

0)

z
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X

'1
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o

g

B C 0 E F

1.21 2.16 1.11 1.04 1.05

2.21

1.84

1.34

2.11 2.11

1.83 1.83

1.10 1.10

-1.63

-2.11

1.37 1.37

-0.38 •0.38

0.78 0.78

1.34 1.34

1.59 1.59 1.59

1.24 1.24

1.08 1.08 1.08

0.36 0.36 0.36

-0.91 -0.91 -0.91 -0.91

-0.67 -0.67

1.31

1.32

-0.05

-1.12 -1.12 -1.12 -1.12

£•
li
0.

8
c

§
0

1.42 0.00
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GENERAL (continued)
24. Neighticrtiood offers starter housing

A

0.51

B

0.51

C D

0.51

E

0.51

F

0.51

G H

25. Nelghtiorhood offers move up housing 0.59 0.59 0.59 0.59 0.59

26. Neightxirhood offers executive housing 1.73 1.73 1.73 1.73 1.73

27. Neightiorhood offers empty nest housing 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

28. Neighborhood caters to primarily one market segment 0.83

29. Neighborhood has low or medium resident turrrover 1.67

30. Neighborhood has high resident turnover -1.44

31. Neighborhood is school centered 1.26 1.26

32. Neighborhood is convenient to schools 1.57 1.57 1.57 1.57

33. Neighbortiood is close to or offers childcare facilities 0.77

34. Neighborhood is located in a good school district (High standard test scores, etc.) 2.11

PHYSICAL

PHYSICAL MEAN OF THE MEANS 0.73

A

1.51

B

2.08

C

1.04

D

1.25

E

0.56

F

0.78

G

0.85

H

35. Boundaries form a spacious neighborhood 0.91

36. Boundaries forni a compact neighborhood 0.45 0.45

37. Neighborhood contains landscaped boulevards 1.25 1.25

38. Neighborhood has single entry/exit points 0.38

39. Neighbortiood has multiple entry/exit points 0.35

40. Neighborhood connected to a greenbelt system 0.^ 0.92

41. Neighbortiood Is bounded by arterial streets 0.56

42. Neighborhood limits through traffic 1.60 1.60

43. A system of recreational spaces or parks scaled to the neighbortiood exist 1.28 1.28 1.28 1.28 1.28 1.28

44. A system of non-street paths that lead to public open spaces exist 0.78 0.78 0.78

45. Neighborhood has well defined public park, green, square, or plaza 1.16 1.16 1.16 1.16

46. Neighborhood has vacant littered lots -2.34

47. Widespread abandonment of homes -2.63

48. A golf course is part of the neighbortiood 1.36 1.36 1.36

49. Neighborhood provides a meeting hall or community center 0.67 0.67 0.67 0.67

50. Neighborhood is purely residential and removed from shopping areas 0.72

51. Neighborhood Is purely residential and is close to shopping 1.43 1.43 1.43
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PHYSICAL (continued)
52. Home based businesses are integrated into ttie neighborhood

A

-0.51

B C D

-0.51

E F

53. Key locations are occupied by convenience businesses 0.13 0.13 0.13

54. Main shopping area has mixed use development, including residential use 0.01 0.01 0.01

55. Neighborhood has a defined main shopping and office street or square 0.49 0.49 0.49

56. Recreation/entertainment facilities for adults are inside or dose to neighboihood 0.68 0.68 0.68

57. Recreation/entertainment facilities for children are inside or close to neighborhood 1.17 1.17 1.17

56. Recreation/entertainment facilities for teenagers are inside or close to neighborhood 0.94 0.94 0.94

59. Public off-street parking provided 0.40

60. No on-street parking available or allowed 0.01

61. Streets are intended to be used also for on-street parking •0.28 ■0.28 -0.26

62. Street system is designed to allow for bicycle and/or pedestrian use 1.06 1.06

63. Some streets terminate at a destinatiori (public building, pla23, park, or landmark) 0.41 0.41

64. Short residential blocks 0.29 0.29

65. Random curvailnear streets for aesthetic reasons

66. Streets are designed with loops and/or cul-de-sacs

67. Rectilinear patterns of streets and blocks 0.24 0.24

68. Hierarchy of streets with widttis based on the type and Intensity of use

69. Unlfonnly wide streets

70. Uniformly narrow streets -0.80

71. Vehicle access to residences are only from the front street

72. Carports and garages are linked to rear service alleys 0.23 0.23

73. Buildings have shallow setbacks -0.82

74. Buildings have deep setbacks

75. Sidewalks exist throughout 1.04 1.04 1.04 1.04

76. A sktewaik system is available where needed 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96

77. No sidewalks exist -0.51

78. Buildings are of poor structural condition -233 -2.33 -233

79. Well maintained privately owned homes, buildlrigs,and individuai lots 2.36 236 236 236

80. Well maintained publiciy owned streets, parks, and facilities 2.06 206 2.06 206

81. Neighborhood streets have good curtxng and drainage system 1.77 1.77

82. Neighborhood offers a body of water suitable only for aesthetic reasons 0.91 0.91

G

0.13

0.49

0.40

1.03

1.07

0.63

0.69

0.35

1.07
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PHYSICAL (continued)
83. NeighbortKxxt offers a body of water suitable for recreation

A B

1.21

C D

1.21

E

1.21

F G H

84. Good slope and drainage cliaracteristics 1.53 1.53

85. Neigtibortiood is known for taving a scenic trail or drive 1.03

86. Regular placement of street trees 1.04 1.04 1.04

87. Irregular placement of street trees 0.36

88. No street trees -0.84

89. Abundance of large stiade trees In ttie front yards or facing the street 1.66

90. High quality lawrts and plants materials 1.91 1.91

91. Good quality original construction 2.17 2.17 2.17

92. Buildings are stiowing visible deterioration -1.90

93. Good quality Itouslng amenities or renovabons 1.89 1.89 1.89

94. Large quanlties of good quality amenities or renovations 1.97 1.97 1.97

95. Compatibility of arcfiitectural styles 1.72 1.72

96. Diversity of housing types or architectural styles 0.69 0.69

97. Homogeneous housing types and architectural styles 1.18

98. Fronting streets, buildings have a comparable scale and appearance 1.22 1.22 1.22

99. Buildings have a great deal of architectural detailing 1.46 1.46

too. Good overall architectural merit of houses 1.82 1.82 1.82

101. Existence of a wide range In the ages of homes 0.04

102. Nelghbortiaad encourages infill construction 0.04

SOCIAL MEAN OF THE MEANS -0,24

A

1S3

B

1.54

C

0S1

D

1.53

E

1Z1

F

0J7

G

0.00

H

103. Neighbors are familiar with one another and communicate 1.43 1.43 1.43

104. Neighborhood perceived as being safe 2.40 Z40 Z40 2.40 240

105. Residents exhibit pride in neighborhood and home 2.53 Z53 Z53 253

106. Neighbortiood is known for Its positive reputation 2.46

107. Neighborhood possesses good political power 1.42

106. Strong neighborhood leadership 1.64 1.64 1.64

109. A good neighborhood association (administrative) exists 1.36

110. Existence of community social organization 0.88 0.88
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SOCIAL (continued)
111. A library or adult education facility Is convenient

A B

0.87

C D E

0.87

F G

0.87

H

112. Cliurctws are located in or convenient to tlie neigtibortiood 1.42 1.42

113. Multi-problem welfare families prevalent -2.29

114. Predominately homes of young singles and couples -0.10

115. Predominately family oriented homes 1.55

116. Predominately homes of elderly 0.14

117. Diversity in ages of residents 0.74 0.74

118. Variety of wortdng classes -0.23 -0.23

119. Presence of unskilled workers -1.13

120. Presence of blue collar workers -0.48

121. Presence of white collar workers 1.16

122. Social-economic diversity of residents -0.24 -0.24 -0.24

123. Residents are primarily of low social-economic status -1.42

124. Residents are primarily of medium sociai-econamic status 0.35 0.35 0.35

125. Residents are primarily of high social-economic status 1.55

126. Lack of social cohesion -1.23 -1.23 -1.23 -1.23

127. Ethnic/racial uniformity 0.80 0.80

126. Ethnic/racial diversity 41.64

129. Ethnic/racial balance -0.03 -0.23

ECONOMIC

ECONOMIC MEAN OF THE MEANS 0.00

A

1.00

B

1.99

C

0.00

0

0.00

E

2.09

F

0.00

G

0.00

H

130. Employment stability in neighborhood 1.93

131. High homeownership rates 2.13

132. Ongoing or continuous reinvestment by propery owners 2.09 Z09 2.09

133. Ongoing public reinvestment 1.44

134. High proportion of absentee owners -1.88
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PUBLIC SERVICES

PUBUC SERVICES MEAN OP THE MEANS

135. Public services are inadequate, unresponsive to need

136. Safe and effective traffic control system

137. Good street ligtiting and/or cutdocr lighting

138. Appropriate and efTicient public safety (police, fire, and utilities)

139. Neighborhood has its own supplemental security sen/ice or system

140. Good mass transportation available

PARADIGM MEAN SCORES

NEO-TRADITIONAL

APPRAISAL CONCEPTS

NEIGHBORHOOD CHANGE

HUD CONCEPTS

CHAPIN AND KAISER

JANE JACOBS BOOK

CLARENCE PERRY

NEW COMMUNITIES

0.00

A

1.38

B

-1.88

1.31

1.36

1.93

1.07

0.72

1.68

C

-1.88

1.39

D

-1.88

1.36

1.93

1.07

0.72

1.71

E

-1.88

1.31

1.93

1.13

F

1.31

1.36

0.72

0.00

G

0.00

H

A 8 C D E F G H

0.77

1.44

1.87

1.04

1.28

0.96

0.90

0.85
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APPENDIX 10

NEIGHBORHOOD PARADIGMS RANKED BY THE MEAN OF THE MEAN
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NEIGHBORHOOD PARADK3MS RANKED BY THE MEAN OF THE MEAN

NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTICS

QueaUon number I Characterlctlc

RANKED NEIGHBORHOOD CHANGE CONCEPTS ( MEAN: 1.87)

2. Netghborbood has high status or prestige

91. Good quality original construction

5. Neighbortiood has a good, prominent location

132. Ongoing or continuous reinvestment by propeiy owners

SO. Well maintained publicly owned streets, paries, and facilities

94. Large quanities of good quality amenities or renovations

93. Good quality housing amenities or renovations

115. Predominately family oriented homes

125. Residents are primarily of high social economic status

97. Homogeneous housing types and architecturai styles

121. Presence of white collar woricers

127. Ethnic/racial uniforTnity

124. Residents are primarily of medium socia|.economic status

126. Lack of social cohesion

135. Public services are inadequate, unresponsive to need

134. High proportion of atisentee owners

92. Buildings are showing visible deterioration

113. MuKHirobiem vreifare families prevalent

78. Buildings are of poor structural condition

46. Neighborhood has vacant littered lots

47. Widespread abandonment of Ironies

104. Neighborhood perceived as being safe

79. Weil maintained privately owned homes, buildings,and individuai lots

Neighborhood Paradkims

I  A

Z17

zii

2.09

Z06

1.97

1.89

1.88

-233

240

236

Mean Scores

C I D 1 E I F

221

2.17

211

2.09

2.06

1.97

1.89

1.55

1.55

1.16

1.16

0.80

0.36

-1.23

-1.1

-1.88

-1.90

-229

-233

-234

-263

240

2.36

2.06

0.80

0.36

-1.23

-186

2.40

236

2.17

2.06

1.97

1.89

■1.23

■1.68

-233

240

236

0
1

209

0.36

-1.23

240

142



RANKED APPRAISAL CONCEPTS | MEAN: 1.44) A B c D E F G H

105. Residents exhibit pride in neighbcrtioad aixl home 253 253 253 253

104. Neighbortiood perceived as being safe 2.40 240 240 2.40 2.40

79. Weil maintained privateiy owned homes, buildings,and individual lots 2.36 2.36 2.36 236

91. Good quality originai construction 217 217 217

131. High homeownership rates 213

5. Neighborhood has a good, prominent location 2.11 211

132. Ongoing or continuous reinvestment by propery owners 2.09 209 209

80. Well maintained publicly owned streets, partrs, and facilibes 2.06 2.06 206 206

94. Large quaniUes of good quality amenities or renovations 1.97 1.97 1.97

130. Employment stability In neighborhood 1.93

138. Appropriate and efficient public safety (police, lire, and utilities) 1.93 1.93 1.93

90. High quality lawns and plants materials 1.91 1.91

93. Good quality housing amenities or renovations 1.89 1.89 1.89

6. Attractive neightxxhood design or layout 1.83 1.83

100. Good overall architectural merit of houses 1.82 1.82 1.82

81. Neighbortiood streets have good curtxng and drainage system 1.77 1.77

26. Neighborhood offers executive housing 1.73 1.73 1.73 1.73 1.73

96. Compatitrinty of arctiitectuiai styles 1.72 1.72

29. Neighborhood has low or medium resident turnover 1.67

14. Convenient to employment centers 1E8 i.99 1.59

32. Neighborhood is convenient to schools 1.57 1.57 1.57 1.57

84. Good slope and drainage ctnracteristics 1.53 1.53

133. Ongoing publio reinvestment 1.44

51. Neighborhood is purely residential and is close to shopping 1.43 1.43 1.43

10. Neighborhood has amenity view. 1.37 1.37

137. Good street lighting andAx outdoor lighting 1.36 1.36 1.36

4. Neighbortiood location is in the direction of growth 1.34

13. Typical housing is expensive (high cost/sq. ft.) 1.34 1.34

136. Safe and effective traffic control system 1.31 1.31 131

43. A system of recreational spaces or parirs scaled to the neighbortiood exist 1.28 1.28 1.28 1.28 1.28 1.28
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S3. Neighbartiaod ofTers a body of water suitable for recreation 1.21 1.21 1.21

139. Neigtibortiood has ib own supplemental security service or system 1.07 1.07

75. Sidewalks exist throughout 1.04 1.04 1.04 1.04

76. A sidewalk system is available where needed 0.98 0.x 0.x 0.x

SB. Recreation/enteftainment facilities for teenagers are inside or close to nelghbortwod 0.94 0.94 0.94

27. Neighborhood offers empty nest housing 0.93 0.33 OX O.X

82. Neighbortwod offers a body of water suitable only for aesthetic reasons 0.91 0.91

111. A library or adult education facility is convenient 0.87 0.87

28. Neighborhood caters to primarily one market segment 0.83

12. Typical housing is affordable (medium cost/sq. ft.) 0.78 0.78

140. Good mass transportation available 0.72 0.72 0.72

56. Recreation/enteitainment facilities for adults are inside or dose to neighborhood 0.68 O.X O.X

25. Neighborhood offers move up housing 0.59 0.59 0.59 0.59 OX

55. Nelghbortiood has a defined main shopping and ollica street or square 0.49 0.49 0.49

17.Medlum derislty developmeiit (small lots) 0.x 0.x 0.x 0.x

11 .Typical housing is very affordable (low cost/sq. ft.) -0.x -OX

19. Mixed density development -0.87 0.87

IS.HIgh density developmerit (multifam9y buildings) •0.91 -0.91 0.91 -0.91 -0.91

23. Neighborhood offers rental housing -1.12 -1.12 -1.12 -1.12 -1.12

X. Nelghbortiood has high resident turnover -1.44

8. Peislstant disruptive neighborhood noise -1.83

IX. Public services are inadequate, unrespcnsive to need -1.x -1.x -1.x -1.x

9. Existence of noxious odors in nelghboctiood -2.11

78. Suildirigs are of poor structural condition -ZX -2X -ZX

IX. Residents exhibit pride In nelghbortiood and home 2.53 Z53 ZX ZX

104. Neighborhood perceived as being safe 2.40 Z40 Z40 2.40 2.40

79. Well maintained privately owned homes, bulldlngs.and individual lots ZX ZX ZX ZX

RANKED CHAPIN AND KAISER CONCEPTS (MEAN:1.2S) |:a-| B c 0 E F  1

IX. Residents exhibit pride in neighbortwod and home Z53 Z53 ZX ZX

104. Neighborhood perceived as being safe Z40 Z40 Z40 2.40 2.40

79. Well maintained privately owned homes, bulldlngs.and individual lots 2.x ZX ZX ZX

0.87

0.«
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91. Good quality original constructian 2.17 Z17 2.17

SO. Well maintained publicly owned streets, paria, and facilities 2.06 Z08 Z06 Z06

94. Large quanities of good quality amenities or renovations 1.97 1.97 1.97

138. Appropriate and efficient pubiic safety (poiice, fire, and utiiities) 1.93 1.93 1.93

90. High quaiity lawns and plants materials 1.91 1.91

93. Good quality housing amenities or renovabons 1.89 1.89 1.89

ICQ. Good overail architectural merit of houses 1.82 1.82 1.82

81. Neighborhood streets have good curbing and drainage system 1.77 1.77

26. Neigtibortiood offers executive housing 1.73 1.73 1.73 1.73 1.73

89. Abundance of large shade trees in the front yards or facing the street 1.66

108. Strong neighbortiood leadership 1.64 1.64 1.64

42. Neighborhood limits through traffic 1.60 1.80

14. Convenient to employment centers 1.59 1.59 1.59

32. Neighbortiood Is convenient to schools 1.57 1.57 1.57 1.57

84. Good slope and drainage characteristics 1.53 1.53

99. Bulldirigs have a great deal of architectural detailing

51. Neighbortwod is purely residential and Is dose to shopping f.43 l'.« 1.43

103. Neighbors are famHiar with one another and communicate i..io" i .43 1.43

11Z Churches are located in or corivenierit to the neighbortiood 1.« 1.42

10. Neighbortiood has amenity view. 1.37 1.37

109. A good neighborhood association (adminislratlve) exists "fM

136. Safe and effective traffic control system 'l.^ 131 1.31

43. A system of recreational spaces or paries scaled to the neighborhood exist 1.28 1Z8 1J28 1.i28 138 138

IS. Convenient to health care facilities 1Z4 1.24

83. Neighbortiood offers a body of water suitable for recreation 1.21 1.21 1.21

57. Recreation/enteitainment facilities for children are inside or dose to neighbortiood 1.17 1.17 1.17

45. Netghbortiood has well defined public parir, green, square, or plaza 1.16 i!i6 1.16 1.18

7. Neighborhood has a prominent entry pdnt 1.10 1.10

16. Low density development (large Ms) 1.C8 1.CB 1.08

62. Street system is designed to allow for bicycle andfOr pedestnan use 1.C6 1.06

86. Regular placement of street trees 1.04 1.04 1.04
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75. Sidewalks exist ttiroughout 1.04 1.04

E

1.04 1.04

76. A sidewalk syste<n Is available where needed 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96

56. Recreation/entertainment facilities for teenageis are inside or close to neighborhood 0.94 0.94 0.94

110. Existence of community social organization 0.88 0.88

111. A library or adult education facility is convenient 0.87 0.87 0.87

33. Neighbortxxxf is close to or offers childcare facilities 0.77

56. Recreation/entertainment facilities for adults are inside or close to neighborhood 0.68 0.68 0.68

49. Neighboihood provides a meeting hall or community center 0.67 0.67 0.67 0.67

25. Neighborhood offers move up housing 0.59 0.59 0.59 0.59 0.59

59. Public off-street parking provided 0.40 0.40

38. Neighborhood has single entry/exit points 0.38

17.Medium density development (small lots) 0.36 0.36 0.36 0.36

87. Irregular placement of street trees 0.36

60. No on-stieel parking available or allowed 0.01

61. Streets are Interxled to be used also for on-street parking -0.28 -0.28 -0.28

77. No sidewalks exist -0.51

19. Mixed density development -0.67 -0.67

88. No street trees ■0.84

18.Hlgh density development (multifamily buildings) -0.91 -0.^ •0.91 ■0.91 ■0.91

23. Neighborhood offers rental housing -1.12 -1.12 -1.12 -1.12 -1.12

126. Lack of social cotiesion -1.23 -1.23 -1.23 -193

135. Public services are inadequate, unresponsive to need -1.M -1.88 -1.88 -1.86

78. Buildings are of poor stnicturai condition -2.33 -933 -933

105. Residents exhibit pride in neighborhood and home 953 2.53 953 953

RANKED JANE JACOBS CONCEPTS (MEAN: 0,96) A B C D E F G H

106. Neighborhood is known for its positive reputation 946

104. Neighbortiood perceived as being safe 2.40 940 940 940 940

132. Ongoing or contlnuoua reinvestment by propery owners 2.09 909 909

26. Neighborhood offers executive housing 1.73 1.73 1.73 1.73 1.73
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108. Strong neighljartwod leadersliip 1.64 1.64 1.64

14. Convenient to empjoyment centers 1.59 1.99 1.59

103. Neightxxs are familiar with one another and communicate 1.43 1.43 1.43

112. Churches are located in or convenient to the neighlxxhood 1.42 1.42

107. Neighlxxhood possesses good politicaJ power 1.42

137. Good street lighting andAx outdoor lighting 1.36 1.36 1.36

136. Safe and effective traffic control system 1.31 1.31 1.31

43. A system of recreational spaces or perlts scaled to the neighborhood exist 1.28 1.28 1.28 1.28 1.23

98. Fronting streets, buildings have a comparable scale and appearance 1.22 1.22 1.22

45. Neighbortiood has well defined public park, green, square, or plaza 1.16 1.16 1.16 1.16

62. Street system is designed to allow for bicycle andAx pedestrian use 1.06 1.06

75. Sidewalks exist throughout 1.04 1.04 1.04 1.04

76. A sidewalk system is available where needed 0.96 0.96 0S6 0.96

27. Neighbortxxxl offers empty nest housing 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93

110. Existence of community social organization 0.88 0.88

117. Diversity in ages of residents 0.74 0.74

140. Good mass transportation available 0.72 0.72 0.72

96. Diversity of housing types or architectural styles 0.69 0.89

25. Neighborhood offers move up housing 0.59 0.59 0.59 0.59 0.59

124. Residents are primarily of medium sociai-economic status 0.35 0.35 0.35

30. Neighborhood has multiple entry/exit points 0.36

64. Short resxierTtial blocks 0.29 0.29

67. Rectilinear patterns of streets and blocks 0.24 0.24

72. Carports and garages are linked to rear service alleys 0.23 0.23

S3. Key locations are occupied by convenience businesses 0.13 o!i3 0.13

101. Existence of a wide range in the ages of homes 0.04

102. Neighborhood encourages inflil construction 0.04

54. Main shopping area has mixed use development. Including residential use 0.01 0.01 0.01

1.28

0.13
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129. Ettinlc/racial balance -0.03 -0.23

118. Variety of wotldng classes •0.23 -0.23

122. Sccial-aconomic diversity of residents -0.24 -0.24 -0.24

61. Streets are intended to be used also for on-street parldng -0.28 -0.28 -0.28

IS.High density developinent (inultifamily buildings) ■0.91 -0.91 -0.91 -0.91 0.91

23. Netghborbood offers rental housing -1.12 -1.12 -1.12 -1.12 -1,12

126. Lack of social cotiesion -1.23 -1.23 -1.23 -1.23

RANKED CLARENCE PERRrS CONCEPTS (MEAN: DM) A B C 0 E F 0 H

42. Neighborhood limits through traffic 1.60 1.60

32. Neighborhood is convenient to sclwols 1.57 1.57 1.57 157

43. A system of recreational spaces or parks scaled to the neighborhood exist 1.28 1.28 1.28 1.28 1.28 1.28

31. Neighborhood is sclwol centered 1.26 1.26

35. Boundaries form a spacious neighborhood 0.91

111. A library or adult education facility is convenient 0.87 0.87 0.87

44. A system of non-street paths that lead to public open spaces exist 0.78 0.78 0.78

49. Neighbothood provides a meeting hail or community canter 0.67 O.OT 0.67 0.67

68. Hierarchy of streets with widths based on the type and intensity of use 6.83

41. Neighborhood is bounded by arterial streets 056

55. Neighborhood has a defiried main shopping and ofHcs street or square ai 0.49 d49 0.49

53. Key locations are occupied by convenience businesses 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13

RANKED NEW COMMUNITY CONCEPTS (MEAN: O.IS) A " B c" 6 E " F G H

48. A golf course is part of the neighbothood 1.36 1.36 1.36

86. Streets are designed with loops and/br cul-de-sacs 1.07

74. Buildings have deep setbacks 1.07

65. Random curvallnear streets for aesthetie reasons 1.00

40. Neighborhood connected to a greenbelt system 0.92 0.92

50. Neighborhood Is purely residential and removed from shopping areas 0.72

69. Uniformly wide streets 0.69
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99. Public ofT-street parking provided 0.40

71. Vebicie access to residences are only from ttw front street

RANKED NEO-TRAOmONAL CONCEPTS (MEAN: 0.77] A B C 0 E F G

1. Neigtibortiood tias well defined boundaries 1.00

26. Neigtibortiood offers executive txxjsing 1.73 1.73 1.73 1.73 1.73

96. Buildings have a great deal of architectural detailing 1.46 1.46

dS. A golf course is part of the neighbortiood 1.36 1.36

43. A system of recreatianal spaces or parts scaled to the neighbomood exist 1.28 1.28 1.28 1.28 1.28 1.28

37. Neighboihood contains landscaped boulevards 1.25 1.25

96. Fronting streeS, buildings have a comparable scale and appearance 1.22 1.22 1.22

45. Neighbortiood has well defined public parit, green, square, or plaza 1.16 1.16 1.18 1.16

75. Sidewalis axist throughout 1.04 1.04 1.04 1.04

86. Regular placement of street trees 1.04 1.04 1.04

76. A sidewalk system is avaiiabie where needed 0.96 066 0.96 0.96

27. Neighbortioad offers empty nest housing 0^93 0.93 0.93 0.93

44. A system of non-street paths that lead to public open spaces exist 0.78 0.78 0.78

96. Diversity of housing types or arctiitectural styles 0.66 0.66

46. Neighbortiood providas a meeting halt or community center 0.67 O.OT 0.67 0.67

25. Netghtxktxxxj offers move up housing 0.99 0.99 6.99 059 059

55. Neighbortiood has a defined main sliopping and office street or square 0.46 0.46 0.46 6.«

36. Boundaries form a compact neighbartKiod 0.45 0.45

63. Some streets terminate at a destination (puUlc building, plaza, park, or landmark) 0.41 0.41

17.Medium density deveiopment (small lets) 0.36 0.38 0.36 0.36

64. Short residential blocks 0.29 0.29

67. Rectilinear patterns of streets and blocks 0.24 0.24

72. Carports and garages are linked to rear service alleys 0.23 0.23

53. Key locations are occupied by convenience businesses 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13

54. Main stropping area lias mixed use development. Including residential use 0.01 0.01 0.01

22. Neighbortiood caters to a variety of market segments -0.06 -0.05

122. Social-economic diversity of residents -0.24 ■0.24 -0.24

61. Streets are intended to be used also for on-street parking -0.28 -0.28 -0.28

H
0.4}

0.36

H

1.36
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S2. Home based businmses are intagratad into the neighbofhood
A

■0.51 0.51

7D. Unifomily narrow streets -o.eo

73. Buildings have shallow setbacks -0.82

iS.HIgh density developnient (multlfamily buildings) •0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.91

23. Neighborhood ofters rental housing -1.12 -1.12 -1.12 -1.12 -1.12
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VITA

Luke Frederick Stapel was bom in St. Petersburg, Florida on November 2, 1960.

Ehiring the next ten years Luke moved along with his family to Knoxville, Tennessee;

Long Island, New York; Sidney, Australia; and finally settled in Knoxville, Tennessee in

November of 1970. He then went onto to attend West Hills Elementary, Bearden Junior

High School and Bearden High School. He graduated from Bearden High School in June

of 1979. Also in June of 1979 he started his own landscaping business and operated it until

December of 1988. In addition to operating his own business, in September of 1979 he

entered the University of Tennessee in Knoxville and in June of 1985 received the degree

of Bachelor of Science in Ornamental Horticulture and Landscape Design. He immediately

reentered the University of Tennessee in Knoxville and in March of 1987 received the

degree of Bachelor of Science in Business Administration. From December of 1988

through August of 1990 he worked as a business broker in Knoxville. In August of 1990

he reentered the University of Tennessee in Knoxville. While in school, starting in October

of 1991, he worked as an economic development intern at TVA in Knoxville until

Febmary of 1993. In May of 1995 he received the degree of Master of Science in

Planning.

Since May of 1993, Luke has been employed as a regional planner at the

Southeast Tennessee Development District. His primary responsibilities include housing

rehabilitation project coordination, business counseling, and parks and recreation grant

procurement.
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