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Executive Summary

SIMplY DEFInED, plACEMAkIng IS AbOUT CrEATIng nEIghbOrhOODS AnD 
COMMUnITIES WhErE pEOplE WAnT TO lIvE, WOrk AnD plAY. In MIChIgAn, 
MOrE SpECIFICAllY, plACEMAkIng IS AbOUT TrAnSFOrMIng nEIghbOrhOODS 
AnD DOWnTOWn ArEAS ThAT ArE AUTO-OrIEnTED, DETAChED, STAgnAnT 
plACES InTO pEDESTrIAn-OrIEnTED, COnnECTED vIbrAnT plACES ThAT WIll 
ATTrACT TAlEnTED, knOWlEDgE WOrkErS AnD bUSInESSES. ThErE hAvE 
bEEn SEvErAl rESEArCh EFFOrTS ThAT hAvE gAThErED InFOrMATIOn On 
jUST WhAT IT IS ThAT pEOplE WAnT In ThEIr nEIghbOrhOODS, DOWnTOWnS 
AnD COMMUnITIES. ADDITIOnAllY, rESEArCh hAS bEEn COnDUCTED On WhY 
plACEMAkIng IS SO IMpOrTAnT, AnD WhAT vAlUE IT brIngS TO A COMMUnITY. 
ThIS rEpOrT brIngS TOgEThEr MUCh OF ThE FInDIngS FrOM ThESE STUDIES 
AnD DIgS EvEn DEEpEr InTO ISSUES OF DEMAnD AnD vAlUE.

Simply defined, placemaking is about 

creating neighborhoods and communities 

where people want to live, work and 

play. in michigan, more specifically, placemaking 

is about transforming neighborhoods and 

downtown areas that are auto-oriented, detached, 

stagnant places into pedestrian-oriented, 

connected, vibrant places that will attract 

talented, knowledge workers and businesses. 

There have been several research efforts that 

have gathered information on just what it is that 

people want in their neighborhoods, downtowns 

and communities. additionally, research has been 

conducted on why placemaking is so important, 

and what value it brings to a community. This 

report brings together much of the findings from 

these studies and digs even deeper into issues of 

demand and value.

The second phase of the Rebuilding prosperous 

places project sought to address two major 

questions related to placemaking:

1. how do citizens view placemaking, 

both in terms of what value it has for 

their communities, and what types 
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of “place amenities” they like to have 

within their neighborhoods?

2. What economic value does place-based 

development derive in a neighborhood, as 

measured by the change in housing prices 

in places that boast such characteristics 

as walkability, access to green space and 

mixed-use developments?

in order to address the first research question, 

two surveys were conducted. The first survey was 

conducted on a national scale to determine whether 

people viewed placemaking as a positive economic 

development tool, what amenities they currently 

have in their neighborhoods or communities, and 

what they would like to have, and whether the type 

or quality of an amenity (such as a grocery store, 

restaurant or park) factored into their desire to have 

that amenity in their neighborhood. The survey 

results showed that a majority of people believe that 

there is a connection between 

placemaking and economic 

development, as well as 

between placemaking and 

quality of life. Respondents 

indicated that they would like 

a wide variety of amenities 

within walking distance 

of their homes, including 

neighborhood grocery stores, farmers’ markets, 

independent local merchants, sandwich shops, 

coffee shops, parks with multiple uses, libraries, 

movie cinemas and art fairs. The type and quality of 

these amenities did appear to affect people’s interest 

in having them close to their homes.

This national survey showed, however, that 

there is a general ambivalence about the pros 

and cons of living in denser, busier communities, 

particularly among the rural and suburban 

respondents. several people expressed concern 

about perceived negative externalities associated 

with some amenities, like traffic and crime, and 

many people indicated a preference for rural and 

suburban locations, larger lots, suburban parks 

and a separation of other types of land use from 

housing. at the same time, survey results support 

the growing evidence that there are certain 

demographics, including young people (age 25 to 

34) and non-white households and low-income 

households, which are more likely to live in urban 

environments and actually prefer highly walkable, 

mixed use, green developments with access to a 

variety of amenities. Because these demographic 

groups are large and growing, placemaking 

strategies to attract and retain these populations 

and to improve the quality of life in urban areas, 

should be informed by this better understanding 

of their preferences.

The second survey focused on households in 

midwest cities to gather valuable information 

about what amenities midwest urban residents 

want in their neighborhoods. The survey was 

conducted in six michigan cities (lansing, Royal 

oak, Traverse city, Kalamazoo, Flint and grand 

Rapids) and in five midwest cities (davenport, 

ia; Rochester, mn; lakewood, oh; and madison 

and manitowoc, Wi). survey results suggest that, 

even in the midwest, walkability is a preferred 

neighborhood feature in urban areas. it is one 

of the factors that is often involved in people’s 

decisions to purchase or rent their homes. many 

The survey results 
showed that a majority 
of people believe that 
there is a connection 

between placemaking 
and economic 

development, as well as 
between placemaking 

and quality of life.

iv



views and values of placemaking in michigan, the midwest and the nation

la
nd

 p
ol

ic
y 

in
st

it
ut

e

people in these 11 midwest cities say that they 

prefer to walk to destinations that are within a 

15-minute walk of their home. The aesthetics and 

perceived safety of neighborhoods has an impact 

on whether and how far people are willing to 

walk to reach destinations. midwest respondents 

reported that their neighborhoods are fairly 

walkable for a number of amenities; a majority 

of people could walk to a school, park, transit 

stop, grocery store, convenience store, retail 

store, entertainment venue or eating/drinking 

establishment in 20 minutes or less. Finally, most 

homeowners rated the quality of their nearest 

amenities, including grocery stores, parks, 

restaurants, gas station/convenience stores and 

coffee shops, as high or very high quality. 

To address the second research question, a 

hedonic analysis of residential property prices 

was conducted to isolate the values of place-

based characteristics. The results of the hedonic 

analysis suggest that the value of having a certain 

amenity near a house can have an impact on its 

property price; however, it does not appear that 

one type of amenity always has a positive value in 

every neighborhood, nor that other types always 

have a negative value. across the midwest cities, 

close proximity to some amenities, like schools, 

theatres, bookstores and gift shops, appeared 

to be positively related to home sale price. 

proximity to other amenities, such as grocery 

stores, restaurants, museums and department 

stores, appeared to be negatively related to home 

sale price. These results are somewhat surprising 

since a majority of people surveyed, at least at the 

national level, indicated a preference for grocery 

stores, restaurants and museums within walking 

distance. in addition, having multiple amenities 

within a half mile radius of a home, which would 

suggest walkability, did not show a consistently 

positive relationship to property price. in these 

cities, having great neighbors and a high quality 

look and feel of a walk in the neighborhood were 

positively associated with price. These findings 

suggest that there are other aspects of place-

based characteristics besides close proximity that 

could also affect home price, such as the quality 

or affordability of that amenity. more research is 

needed to better understand the effects of place-

based characteristics on home price.

While this study does suggest support for 

placemaking, and for certain place-based 

characteristics like walkability and green space, 

it is clear that there remains a need for education 

about the benefits and process of effective 

placemaking. When placemaking is done in a 

deliberate way, bringing all of the affected parties 

to the table to vision and plan, concerns about 

possible negative externalities can be addressed 

and allayed. The miplace partnership initiative 

is helping to educate and train the myriad 

stakeholder groups in michigan involved in 

placemaking at the local and regional level. it is 

also providing resources and technical assistance 

to michigan communities to plan and implement 

placemaking projects, which in turn provides 

models to other communities. Through these 

efforts, michigan can achieve downtown—or 

urban core—places that have good function and 

form, generate social activity, evoke positive 

feelings among residents and visitors, and attract 

and retain the knowledge and creative resources 

necessary to a thriving economy.
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In OrDEr TO EMbArk On plACEMAkIng EFFOrTS In ThE MOST EFFECTIvE AnD 
EFFICIEnT MAnnEr, IT IS IMpOrTAnT FOr STATE AnD COMMUnITY lEADErS TO 
UnDErSTAnD hOW ThE prOCESS WOrkS, WhAT vAlUE IT DErIvES FOr ThE 
COMMUnITY, AnD hOW ThE DIFFErEnT pEOplE AnD OrgAnIzATIOnS InvOlvED 
vIEW ThE prOCESS AnD ThEIr rOlES In IT. ThESE InFOrMATIOn nEEDS ArE 
ADDrESSED, In pArT, ThrOUghOUT ThIS rEpOrT.

Part 1: Introduction

Placemaking is a term that is used 

to describe the process of creating 

spaces where people want to live and 

businesses want to locate, because they have a 

high quality of life, including a functional built 

environment, green areas and easy access to 

amenities. communities in michigan have become 

especially interested in this process as a way 

to achieve economic development, following a 

period of serious job loss, economic decline and 

outmigration of many people, including talented 

and skilled workers (adelaja et al., 2009). having 

attractive places that offer more choices in housing 

and transportation; opportunities for improved 

social interaction; more variety in entertainment, 

cultural offerings, green space and recreation; 

more diversity in ages, races, sexual orientation, 

ethnicity and cultural heritage; and more business 

and entrepreneurial opportunities, is a draw for 

talented workers. in the new economy, where 

talented workers go, economic prosperity follows.

in order to embark on placemaking efforts in the 

most effective and efficient manner, it is important 

for state and community leaders to understand 

how the process works, what value it derives for 

the community, and how the different people and 

organizations involved view the process and their 

roles in it. These information needs are addressed, 

in part, throughout this report.

The process of placemaking varies from 

community to community, but it always requires 

engaging and empowering people to participate 

in helping to shape their community. it can 

involve traditional “top-down” methods of 

governance, as well as enabling and facilitating 

“bottom-up” resident empowerment. it often 

involves a partnership of the public, nonprofit 

and private sectors. placemaking projects vary in 

size, from smaller, “cosmetic” activities that can 

be incremental and low cost, to larger, strategic 

development or redevelopment undertakings. 

The latter can involve significant investments of 

time and capital, and they are only successful, in 

most cases, where there is a sturdy foundational 

infrastructure (e.g., schools, water and sewer, 

police and fire, etc.) in the community. Where 

resources are tight, placemaking needs to be 

done in a targeted fashion, directed at community 

centers, nodes and corridors in ways that reflect 

community values, unique assets, emerging 

opportunities and future goals. successful 

placemaking projects create places that are 

alluring from both a physical (aesthetically 
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pleasing and comfortable) and social (functional 

and fun) standpoint.

anecdotally, the benefits of an improved quality 

of life through placemaking are clear. By retaining 

and attracting talent and jobs, it can strengthen 

a community’s global economic competitiveness. 

in can improve a community’s fiscal health by 

growing the tax base and raising tax revenues. 

it can increase the return on investment for 

developers and project financers. it can engage 

and empower citizens, creating a better sense 

of community. it can provide a better quality 

of life for a diverse population, including low-

income families, minorities and others who may 

be marginalized in the community planning and 

development process. The environmental health 

and public health of a community may also be 

positively impacted. There is growing evidence of 

measurable benefits that placemaking can bring to 

a community.

There are many stakeholders that should be 

involved in the placemaking process, including 

developers, local government officials, financial 

institutions, nonprofit organizations, academic 

institutions and general citizens, etc. each of these 

groups has an important role to play in designing 

and building (or rebuilding) their places in ways 

that are functional, yet attractive. developers build 

structures based on market demand and profit 

margins. since the demand is rising for urban and 

suburban places that are people-oriented instead 

of auto-oriented, developers are striving to address 

that change. local governments are evaluating 

their planning, zoning, transportation and other 

policies that could help or hinder placemaking 

activities. Financial institutions, whose funding 

is critical to the success of placemaking, are 

in the early learning stages about return on 

investment for these interconnected and synergistic 

projects. nonprofit organizations are concerned 

that placemaking is done in ways that protect 

disadvantaged populations, such as low-income 

families and people with disabilities. academic 

and other “anchor” institutions (such as hospitals) 

are becoming more involved in identifying ways 

to help their surrounding communities be more 

welcoming to talented people. citizens have a role 

to play in making sure that placemaking projects 

reflect their values and desires for the future. all of 

these stakeholders working together, with the right 

information and tools, can implement successful 

placemaking projects that improve quality of life 

today and create a more sustainable future.

pIlOT STUDY
Research and education efforts are underway to 

address information needs for effective placemaking. 

The michigan state housing development authority 

(mshda) has engaged the michigan state 

university (msu) land policy institute (lpi), the 

msu school of planning, design and construction 

(spdc), the msu center for community and 

economic development and the michigan municipal 

league to provide information and training about 

placemaking through the miplace partnership 

website at www.miplace.org. The mshda and 

the michigan association of Realtors (maR) also 

engaged lpi to assess the value of place-based 

development and to evaluate the perceptions of 

placemaking stakeholder groups. Filling these 

knowledge gaps will help to ensure that michigan 

communities engage in placemaking activities that 

successfully attract and retain talented people and 

boost the economy.

Through the pilot phase of the “Rebuilding 

prosperous places” study, the msu land policy 

institute, in conjunction with numerous partners, 

endeavored to better comprehend placemaking 

and its potential for the enhancement of 

michigan communities. in march 2012, lpi 

released Building prosperous places in michigan: 

2
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understanding the Values of, perceptions of and 

Barriers to placemaking, a report that identifies 

and evaluates barriers to and perceptions about 

placemaking among main stakeholders, the 

economic value of place-based development and 

its impact on property values in select michigan 

cities, and the relationship between place-based 

development and workforce housing (or affordable 

housing within close proximity to the workplace).

The report summarizes survey responses of 

financial institutions, local units of government 

and developers in michigan on their views of 

placemaking. survey results show that:

 � many local officials felt that placemaking 

efforts were often challenged by 

complicated permitting, environmental 

clean-up and developers’ concerns;

 � several of the developers surveyed felt 

that it was very important for better 

information about placemaking’s 

economic and quality-of-life benefits to 

be made available to local governments, 

financial institutions, developers, realtors 

and citizens; and

 � many bankers agreed that placemaking 

needs to be an important part of 

strategies in michigan to create high-

impact economic activity attraction.

an analysis of the relationship between 

characteristics of place-based development (such 

as walkability, access to green space and mixed-

use development) and property values in three 

michigan cities (lansing, Royal oak and Traverse 

city), which is one measure of economic impact, 

returned results that were not black and white. 

For instance, living within walking distance of a 

park, but not right next to it, had a positive impact 

on property values. it is possible that people like 

to live near parks for the recreation that they 

provide, but are concerned about the perceived 

negative aspects (e.g., traffic, crime, lighting, noise, 

etc.) associated with living right next to them. 

similar “gray” results were found for properties 

that were within walking distance of schools, 

grocery stores, book stores and restaurants. There 

were many questions raised by these results that 

suggest the need for further research into the 

relationship between place characteristics and 

property prices. 

While placemaking is seen as being a desirable 

development and redevelopment platform for 

leveraging economic development and attracting 

knowledge and talented workers, there can be 

challenges associated with providing affordable 

housing to segments of the workforce. The report 

also shared strategies and case studies of how 

other cities have dealt with these challenges. For 

more detailed information about the results of the 

pilot study, please see the first report.

overall, the pilot report presents seven 

recommendations for further research, improved 

data collection and applying findings to other 

communities, including:

1. ensuring that local and regional vision 

and assets, as well as the desires of 

target populations, be considered in 

the placemaking process; different 

communities value different amenities in 

their neighborhoods.

2. evaluating the effect that type or 

quality of amenities or businesses have 

on property prices (e.g., it is possible 

that the close proximity of a “big box” 

grocery store would affect property prices 

differently than a convenience store, but 

3



fu
ll 

re
po

rt

ReBuilding pRospeRous places in michigan

those types were not included in the 

initial analysis).

3. considering other house, neighborhood 

and place characteristics in future 

research, such as energy efficiency, 

commute methods, public spaces, 

arts and culture and non-motorized 

transportation enhancements.

4. examining the impact of place-based 

development on property prices in 

places outside of michigan and the 

broader economic impacts within a 

metropolitan region.

5. conducting analysis that translates positive 

neighborhood effects into community 

economic impacts and property tax revenue 

impacts to illustrate the community-based 

benefits of placemaking.

6. providing an education or training 

program detailing the nuances and 

benefits of placemaking for bankers, 

developers and local officials.

7. de-risking the local environment for 

placemaking projects by identifying 

capital resources (such as loan assistance 

programs, public financing or tax credits) 

and providing expedited permitting or 

fast-track approval for developments that 

meet certain placemaking criteria.

While the pilot study uncovered several 

interesting pieces of information about place 

characteristic values and perceptions, further 

work was needed to better understand the impact 

that place-based development has on property 

values (as outlined in the recommendations) and 

to understand the perceptions of other stakeholder 

groups, particularly citizens. The methodology 

established in the pilot phase was used and 

expanded in the follow-up research, which is 

presented in this report.

SECOnD phASE STUDY ObjECTIvES
in the second phase of the “Rebuilding prosperous 

places” study, the msu land policy institute 

again worked with several partners, including the 

michigan state housing development authority 

and the michigan association of Realtors, as well as 

others, to address the following research questions:

1. how do citizens view placemaking, 

both in terms of what value it has for 
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their communities, and what types 

of “place amenities” they like to have 

within their neighborhoods?

2. What economic value does place-based 

development derive in a neighborhood, 

as measured by the change in housing 

prices in places that have such place 

characteristics as walkability, access to 

green space and mixed-use developments?

in order to address the first research question, 

two surveys were conducted. one survey was 

sent to property owners, whose homes had sold 

between 2000 and 2012, in six michigan cities 

and five midwest cities. along with collecting 

additional information to enhance the property 

price analysis, this survey provided valuable 

information about what people in midwest cities 

want in their neighborhoods. The second survey 

was conducted on a national scale, the purpose of 

which was to determine whether people viewed 

placemaking as a positive economic development 

tool, whether they were considering moving to a 

new location (or making other lifestyle changes, 

like walking more, to mitigate higher gas prices), 

and whether the type or quality of an amenity 

(such as a grocery store, restaurant or park) 

factored into their desire to have that amenity in 

their neighborhood. Finally, since both surveys 

included demographic questions, the results were 

intended to illustrate differences in placemaking 

perceptions between population groups.

The economic value of place-based development 

is once again assessed through a hedonic analysis 

(a method that, in lay terms, breaks down the 

price of a home into the prices of its attributes) of 

residential property prices in neighborhoods with 

and without place-based amenities. The pilot study 

analysis was conducted in lansing, Royal oak 

and Traverse city, mi. This analysis was extended 

to three additional michigan cities (Kalamazoo, 

Flint and grand Rapids) and five midwest cities 

(davenport, ia; Rochester, mn; lakewood, oh; 

madison, Wi; and manitowoc, Wi). The reason 

that midwest cities were included in this phase 

of the project was to get a better picture of how 

placemaking works in cities (similar in regional 

characteristics to the michigan case studies) 

outside of the state, and to determine whether 

there are any valuable lessons in their experience 

for michigan communities. The five midwest cities 

were selected based on similarity in population 

size and other factors (such as presence of a large 

university) to the michigan cities. however, some 

of these midwest cities have higher household 

incomes and are experiencing population growth 

(as opposed to the decline in michigan cities), with 

the hope that they provide examples for michigan 

communities to emulate. it is also helpful to assess 

multiple cities in multiple states in order to better 

understand how community values and unique 

assets play into placemaking activities, as was cited 

in fourth recommendation from the first report.

This expansion on the hedonic analysis 

also addresses some of the other research 

recommendations outlined in the first report. For 

instance, through the use of surveying techniques, 

more information was collected on the quality 

of amenities within walking distance of the 

properties in the analysis. also through the use 

of surveys, better data about energy efficiency, 

non-motorized transportation and other property 

purchase/rental decision factors were included in 

the analysis.

prior to conducting the surveys and property price 

analyses, the study team reviewed current trends 
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related to place, as well as literature on previous 

citizen perception and place value research.

plACE TrEnDS
placemaking offers communities an important 

opportunity to address changes in what people 

are looking for in their neighborhoods and 

communities. Those changes are affected by 

external factors, such as rising gas prices, and 

by internal lifestyle factors, such as the number 

of households with children. changes are also 

being driven by trends in the united states’ 

demographic make-up; as the age, ethnicity and 

income distributions of americans change, so does 

the overall demand for certain aspects of the built 

environment that are important to growing or 

declining, population segments.

leinberger (2012) has pointed out that market 

demand for the built environment is moving away 

from the “drivable suburban” approach, which has 

dominated real estate development for the past 

half century, to walkable urban development. he 

even goes so far as to say that previous demand 

for drivable suburban development, or lack of 

alternative market choices, was the “primary 

market cause of the mortgage meltdown that 

triggered the great Recession.” There is, in fact, 

pent-up demand for walkable 

urban development, which is 

demonstrated by rental and 

sales price premiums per-

square-foot in these places. 

in Washington, dc, which 

leinberger calls a model for 

any u.s. city that wants to 

compete in the global economy, rental apartment 

developers have started to aggressively pursue 

walkable urban locations. The percent of the 

region’s new rental apartment space that was built 

in Walkups (or “walkable urban places”) in the 

1990s was only 12%; it is 42% today. in atlanta, 

ga, which was once considered the “poster child 

of sprawl,” 50% of the region’s development (up 

from 10% in 1992) takes place in established 

Walkups, or those places with a Walk score1  of 

70.5 or higher. They also contain 50% of new office 

space, up from 19% in the 1990s (leinberger, 2013).

demographics trends in the united states 

are contributing to the market demand 

transformation. For instance, the latino 

population will triple in size, and will account 

for most of the nation’s population growth from 

2005 to 2050. african americans will be roughly 

the same percentage in 2050 (13%), and asian 

americans will almost double their percentage 

(from 5% to 9%). The non-hispanic white 

population will increase more slowly than other 

racial and ethnic groups. Whites will become 

the minority (47%) by 2050 (passel and cohn, 

2008). This expansion of minority populations 

is important, because a national association of 

Realtors (naR) survey found that roughly seven 

in 10 african-american families (72%) and latinos 

(68%) prefer neighborhoods with a mix of houses 

and businesses, compared to roughly five in 10 

(54%) for caucasian families. in addition, african 

americans and latinos were more likely than 

other racial/ethnic groups to indicate that they 

plan to buy a home in the next three years, and 

1. Walk score has become a useful tool for measuring the 
walkability of a neighborhood, as well as its property 
price impacts. launched in 2007 by the “civic software 
company” Front seat, Walkscore.com is a website that 
uses google maps to calculate the distances between 
any (most commonly residential) address and nearby 
destinations, such as schools, shopping and restaurants. 
locations are given a score between one and 100, with 
a high score indicating a place where the amenities are 
very close to the selected address.

There is, in fact, 
pent-up demand 

for walkable urban 
development, which 
is demonstrated by 

rental and sales price 
premiums per-square-

foot in these places.
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they are more likely to prefer city living than other 

racial/ethnic groups (BRs, 2011).

nearly one in five americans (19%) will be 

an immigrant in 2050, compared with one in 

eight (12%) in 2005 (passel and cohn, 2008). 

historically, immigrants have moved to areas 

where there is already an immigrant population, 

particularly from their home country. many 

immigrants live in sub-standard housing, because 

they have trouble getting landlords to take care 

of repairs (nYic, 2010). having high-quality 

urban places with access to good housing will be 

important to attracting and retaining immigrants, 

particularly the entrepreneurship-minded 

immigrants, who are shown to increase economic 

activity in the places where they choose to locate 

(adelaja et al., 2009).

placemaking is appealing to people of all age 

groups, in particular the Baby Boomers and the 

millennials. as the Baby Boomer generation enters 

the traditional retirement age, the nation’s elderly 

population will more than double in size from 

2005 to 2050 (passel and cohn, 2008). There is a 

trend toward senior development in downtown 

areas for seniors who want convenient access to 

arts, shopping, museums, education, restaurants, 

employment, technology centers and good 

healthcare systems (nyren, 2011).

The “creative class,” of young, talented 

individuals in the sTem fields (science, 

technology, engineering and mathematics), 

prefers urban living with easy access to a variety 

of entertainment and recreation options (adelaja 

et al., 2009). in addition, younger people who are 

unmarried tend to prefer the convenience of dense, 

walkable communities. over the last decade 

(2001–2009), young people (age 16 to 34) have been 

driving far less, delaying or foregoing getting a 

driver’s license, walking and biking more, and 

taking public transportation more often (davis 

and dutzik, 2012). people are waiting until they 

are older to get married; the average age for first 

marriages has climbed to 26.5 years for brides and 

28.7 years for grooms. more importantly, marriage 

rates hit a record low in 2009–2010; they are down 

from 72% in 1960 to 51% today (passel and cohn, 

2008). households with two parents and children 

have dropped from 40% of households in 1970 to 

20% in 2010 (u.s. census Bureau, 2010). These 

demographic changes suggest the possible need for 

smaller living units for individuals and couples, as 

opposed to large families, and for alternatives to 

auto-centric neighborhoods.

Based on a national survey by Beldon, Russonello 

& stewart, llc (2011), those on both ends of the 

socio-economic scale (rich and poor) prefer smart 

growth communities, while the middle class 

prefers the suburbs. The majority of low-income 

families (62%) spent more than one-third of 

their earnings on housing, surpassing a common 

guideline for what is considered affordable 

(ahs, 2011). Transportation costs make up a 

large percentage of household expenses for low-

income and car-dependent societies. compact 

development and greater transit access can help 

reduce household expenditures on transportation 

costs (Benner and pastor, 2012). Transit-oriented 

development, with housing along transportation 

corridors can be critical for providing “affordable 

living” opportunities.

in addition to demographic changes, there are 

other emerging trends that are shifting market 
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demand for the built environment. arthur nelson 

(2013) asserts that six trends will cause a need 

for more rental opportunities and smaller lots 

(and possibly smaller homes) in infill, rather than 

greenfield areas. These trends include: 1) Rising 

energy costs dampening the attractiveness to 

buy homes in exurban locations; 2) lagging 

employment, particularly for minority students 

and disadvantaged groups who are less prepared 

to succeed as a result of poor education; 3) 

Falling incomes and increasing poverty rates that 

make home buying less affordable; 4) shifting 

wealth toward more affluent households, away 

from lower and middle classes; 5) Tighter home 

financing with financial institutions increasing 

down-payment requirements for home buyers 

and home equity declining; and 6) changing 

housing and community preferences toward 

smaller homes (for smaller households) and more 

compact, walkable neighborhoods.

currently, there is a dearth of the type of housing 

needed to meet this changing demand. For 

instance, as nelson (2013) points out, while 40% 

of respondents in the 2011 naR survey would 

choose to live in an attached home (including 

half of people under age 35), less than 30% of the 

current u.s. housing stock is in attached homes. 

in addition, while 60% of respondents would 

choose a home on a smaller lot with a shorter 

commute over a home on a larger lot with a longer 

commute, only 40% of the nation’s detached 

housing stock is on smaller lots (nelson, 2013). 

laurie Volk (2013) asserts that, while only 20% of 

michigan households are families with children, 

and 62% are singles and couples, 72% of michigan 

dwellings are detached homes. it appears that 

michigan has “a housing stock for families in a 

market for singles and couples” (Volk, 2013).

u.s. population 

demographics are 

changing, fuel 

prices are rising 

and support for a 

sustainable lifestyle 

is increasing. 

growing segments 

of the population are looking for dense, walkable, 

mixed-use neighborhoods with access to jobs, 

green space, arts and culture, entertainment, 

housing and transportation options and 

affordable living. There is a growing demand for 

housing and neighborhood types that presently 

are not provided, particularly in michigan 

cities. placemaking efforts are needed to meet 

this market demand and to make cities and 

downtowns more attractive places (especially to 

talented workers) with a high quality of life for 

all residents.

prEvIOUS rESEArCh On CITIzEn 
plACEMAkIng pErCEpTIOnS
This report uses surveys to enhance the place 

characteristics property price assessment and 

to assess the perceptions of residents toward 

placemaking as an economic development and 

quality-of-life improvement tool. as mentioned 

above, the report employs two surveys. First, 

recent homeowners (who purchased their 

home between the years 2000 and 2012) in 

the 11 case-study cities were asked to provide 

more information about their neighborhoods, 

communities and homes; this survey permitted the 

collection of information not consistently available 

in city assessor data. a second survey to a national 

audience was conducted to measure consumer 

attitudes and preferences towards placemaking 

and place characteristics on a national scale.

growing segments of the 
population are looking for 
dense, walkable, mixed-use 
neighborhoods with access 
to jobs, green space, arts 
and culture, entertainment, 
housing and transportation 
options and affordable living.
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The american housing survey (ahs), sponsored 

by the u.s. department of housing and urban 

development (hud), is the most comprehensive 

national housing survey in the united states, 

detailing not only physical aspects of homes 

and neighborhood but also consumer attitudes 

towards the built environment (ahs, 2013). 

Relevant highlights about housing structures from 

the survey include:

 � Thirty-two percent (32%) of homes have a 

room for conducting business.

 � seventy-nine percent (79%) of homes have 

a garage or carport.

 � Forty-six percent (46%) of homes have a 

working fireplace.

 � Forty-two percent (42%) of homes have 

an energy star refrigerator (ahs, 2011).

 � ninety-two percent (92%) of homes have a 

porch, deck, balcony or patio (ahs, 2013).

interesting findings about households from the 

ahs survey include:

 � Thirty-one percent (31%) of households 

have children.

 � sixty-six percent (66%) of housing units 

are owner-occupied, while the remaining 

34% are renter-occupied (ahs, 2011).

 � Twenty-seven (27%) of households have 

three or more cars (ahs, 2013).

other survey results that are relevant to the 

questions and responses in the current study include:

 � main reasons provided for leaving a 

previous residence included financial/

employment related (24%), family/personal 

related (12%) and housing related, e.g., to 

establish own household (40%).

 � seventy-one percent (71%) rated their 

present structure overall between eight 

and 10 on a scale of one to 10 (one being 

the worst, and 10 being the best).

 � sixty-seven percent (67%) rated their 

present neighborhood overall between 

eight and 10 on a scale of one to 10 (one 

being the worst, and 10 being the best).

 � main reasons for the choice of the present 

home included financial reasons (26%), 

room layout/design (12%) and size (11%).

 � main reasons for the choice of the present 

neighborhood included convenience 

to job (14%), convenience to friends/

relatives (9%), house (8%), looks/design of 

neighborhood (7%) and good schools (6%).

 � seventy-nine percent (79%) of 

respondents reported that their health is 

very good to excellent (ahs, 2011).

other surveys have been utilized to better 

measure the qualitative aspects of neighborhood 

and community perceptions related to “place.” 

in 2011, Belden, Russonello & stewart, llc, 

conducted a national community preference 

survey for the national association of Realtors to 

discover “what americans are looking for when 

deciding where to live” (BRs, 2011), with a follow-

up survey conducted in 2013. similarly to 2011, a 

second survey in 2013 found that nearly 60% of 

respondents prefer to live in a neighborhood with 

a mix of uses in easy walking distance, while 35% 

prefer housing-only neighborhoods, where they 

have to drive to other amenities. a large majority 
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prefers houses with smaller yards but a shorter 

commute to work over houses with larger yards 

but a longer commute to work (57% to 36%).

The demographic groups that most prefer the 

walkable community over the conventional 

suburban community are post-graduates, african 

americans, college-educated men and college 

graduates under the age of 45. The demographic 

groups that most prefer the conventional suburban 

community are small town rural residents, 

married women and those who are married with 

kids (BRs, 2013).

high priorities in choosing where to live included 

privacy (86%), sidewalks/places to walk (80%) 

and high-quality public schools (74%). other high 

priorities included being within an easy walk of 

other places and things in the community (69%); 

easy access to the highway (68%); being in an 

established neighborhood with older homes and 

mature trees (65%); and being within a short 

commute to work (65%) (BRs, 2013). americans 

see improving existing communities (57%) and 

building new developments within existing 

communities (32%) as much higher priorities to 

building new developments in the countryside 

(7%) (BRs, 2011).

in comparing the 2011 and 2013 BRs surveys, 

the national association of Realtors noted 

that americans are placing greater importance 

on community diversity, including living in a 

community with a mix of people from various 

racial and ethnic backgrounds (importance rating 

up 11 points from 42% in 2011 to 53% in 2013), with 

a mix of people from various income levels (up 

six points from 42% to 48%), and with people at 

all stages of life (up six points from 60% to 66%). 

also, 2013 respondents placed more importance 

on living in a community that is “at the center of it 

all” than in 2011 (importance rating up 10 points, 

from 34% important to 44%).

Though there is growing evidence of a shift in 

market demand toward smaller housing and 

more compact neighborhoods, many americans 

are uncertain about making the change. There 

is a desire for the convenience of a walkable 

lifestyle, but evidence of the “american dream” 

mindset remains; a large majority of respondents 

to the naR 2013 survey (76%) prefer to live in 

a single family detached home, as opposed to a 

single family attached home, townhouse, condo 

or apartment (although this number has dropped 

from 80% in the 2011 survey). This preference 

may be connected with people’s high priority 

for privacy. in addition, 57% agreed with the 

statement, “For me, car is king. nothing will 

replace my car as my main mode of transportation” 

(BRs, 2013). given the stronger preferences of 

younger americans toward more compact living 

arrangements, the shift in market demand is 

expected to continue, but to what extent remains 

to be seen.

surveys have also been used to better understand 

what makes people feel attached to their 

communities. The “soul of the community 

survey,” conducted by the Knight Foundation in 

partnership with gallup, studied the relationship 

between community attachment and community 

features using a random sample of at least 400 adult 

residents in each of the 26 distinct metropolitan 

areas nationwide (gallup, 2010). detroit, mi, is one 

of the communities included in the study, which 

was conducted from 2008 to 2010. The study found 

three main drivers of community attachment: social 

offerings, openness/welcomeness and aesthetics. 

These factors ranked higher than basic services 

(community infrastructure), local economy, safety, 
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leadership and elected officials and education 

systems. This does not suggest that things like 

jobs and housing aren’t important; meeting basic 

needs is a prerequisite to staying in a community. 

however, forming an emotional connection with 

the community requires form and sociability, as 

noted above.

Researchers also found a significant correlation 

between community attachment and economic 

growth. in addition, they discovered that what 

attaches residents to their communities doesn’t 

change much from place to place and that residents’ 

perceptions of their community were more 

important to attachment than their age, ethnicity, 

work status or other demographic characteristics.

other surveys have been conducted related to 

people’s perceptions of walkability. handy et 

al. (2005) used a survey to supplement physical 

aspects of a community with perspectives of 

neighborhood quality, attractiveness, safety 

and accessibility to assess influence factors for 

walking. The study found that built environment 

features that appear to encourage walkability, 

such as wider sidewalks and more mixed-use 

development, actually led to more walkability 

among residents (handy et al., 2005). This 

relationship is concurrent with the findings of 

leslie et al. (2005), who noted that residents of 

more walkable neighborhoods rate attributes, 

such as residential density, land use mix and street 

connectivity consistently higher than residents of 

less walkable neighborhoods.

also using a survey, gebel et al. (2009) found that 

there was a general agreement between actual and 

perceived walkability; however, adults who were 

less educated, had lower incomes, were overweight 

or who were less physically active (as a means 

of transportation) generally misperceived their 

high walkable neighborhoods as low walkable. 

Van dyck et al. (2011) found that walkability 

and residential density were negatively related 

to neighborhood satisfaction, however this can 

be attributed to the perception that higher 

density is associated with a negative effect on the 

environment and safety. Finally, gfK Research 

(2013) found that though many americans believe 

walking can improve/maintain their health, help 

them lose weight, prevent heart disease, reduce 

stress/anxiety and combat depression, they 

don’t walk more partly because they don’t live in 

neighborhoods where they can walk to services, 

shops, school and work (gfK, 2013).

each of the surveys summarized above that  

was conducted prior to the fall of 2012 informed 

the development of the survey instruments for 

this project.
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prEvIOUS rESEArCh On ThE  
vAlUE OF plACE ChArACTErISTICS
While very few previous studies have included as 

comprehensive an analysis of placemaking as this 

study does, research abounds on the economic 

benefits of separate place elements, including such 

physical attributes as walkability, transit, mixed-

use development, street design, green amenities, etc. 

place-based development also includes building and 

street form and relationships, community design 

and aesthetics, and social activity; these elements 

are difficult to measure and to assess from an 

economic impact standpoint. This study seeks to 

evaluate the more comprehensive and synergistic 

impacts of place elements by analyzing them 

simultaneously, where feasible.

Walkability is an important component of 

place-based development, and it has been studied 

extensively in prior literature. Walkability is “the 

extent to which walking is readily available as 

a safe, connected, accessible and pleasant mode 

of transport” (abeley, 2005). it is included in 

this hedonic analysis as the presence of certain 

amenities, such as grocery stores, businesses, 

green and blue amenities, and arts and culture 

venues, within walking distance of the property. 

studies have shown a positive relationship 

between Walk score and property price. in a 

typical market, an increase of one point in Walk 

score is associated with anywhere between a $500 

and $3,000 increase in home values (cortright, 

2009). in chicago, il, a 10-point increase in Walk 

score is associated with a 1% to 9% increase in 

commercial property value, depending on the 

property type (pivo and Fisher, 2011).

leinberger (2012) found that “walkable urban 

places,” or Walkups, in the Washington, dc, 

area that are regionally significant (places with 

concentrations of employment, as well as anchor 

institutions, like universities or medical centers) 

have home sale prices that are 71% higher than the 

rest of the metropolitan region. The average price 

of housing in dc Walkups is $398 per square foot, 

versus the average price of $222 per square foot in 

drivable suburban areas of the region. Walkups 

in dc also have a 75% premium on office space 

rentals over drivable suburban areas (leinberger, 

2012). in atlanta, ga, leinberger (2013) found that 

rents are 112% higher in Walkups than in drivable 

suburban areas. on the downside, the stronger 

economic performance in atlanta Walkups is 

tempered by lower social equity, though particular 

neighborhoods are working to address this issue 

(leinberger, 2013).

in addition to economic value, there are numerous 

benefits to walkability. These include economic, 

health, social and environmental benefits, among 

others (litman, 2010). Residents living in walkable, 

mixed-use neighborhoods have more social-capital 

as expressed by political participation, social 

involvement and relationships with their neighbors 

(leyden et al., 2011). Through a survey of new 

hampshire residents, Rogers et al. (2011) also found 

a positive relationship between quality of life, social 

capital and neighborhood walkability. Walking as 

a form of transportation can positively contribute 

to improved personal health (Frank et al., 2006; 

sallis et al., 2004; Bassett et al., 2008). compact 

communities and increased walkability show 

promise for reducing regional air pollution levels 

(Frank and engelke, 2005).

Walkability is not the only measure of the 

physical and functional characteristics of place. 

For instance, diao and Ferriera (2010) found a 

positive relationship between property prices and 

accessibility to transit in Boston, ma. another 

study shows that in london, uK, an achievable 

improvement in street design quality can add 
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an average of 5.2% to residential prices (caBe, 

2007). mixed-use development has been shown to 

result in higher office rent premiums (minadeo, 

2009) and higher tax returns to local government 

(minicozzi, 2012). Furthermore, smart growth 

america (sga) identified three major fiscal 

benefits of smart growth development, which is 

founded on similar principles to placemaking:

1. saves an average of 38% on up-front costs 

for new construction of roads, sewers, 

water lines and other infrastructure;

2. saves municipalities an average of 10% on 

police, ambulance and fire service costs; and

3. produces, on an average per-acre basis, 10 

times more tax revenue than conventional 

suburban development (sga, 2013).

another characteristic of place that has been shown 

to have positive economic benefits is green space. 

There are numerous place, social and economic 

benefits of vegetation, urban trees and urban parks. 

crompton (2005) found that the economic impact 

of a park is about 20% on an abutting or fronting 

property in the united states. another study 

showed that a 10% increase in the cover within 100 

meters of a property increased the sale price by an 

average of $1,371 (sander et al., 2010). Burden (2008) 

stated that streets with trees versus comparable 

streets without trees relate a $15,000–$25,000 

increase in home or business value. in Baltimore, 

md, a 10% increase in tree canopy was associated 

with a roughly 12% decrease in crime (Troy et al., 

2012). nature in urban areas is a source of positive 

feelings and beneficial services, which fulfills 

important immaterial and non-consumptive human 

needs (chiesura, 2004).

place “form” is also a key component in place-

based development that can affect economic value 

and quality of life. Form is the arrangement of the 

built environment (buildings, structures, streets 

and other objects) and space (public and private). 

it includes urban design features, such as mass, 

height, setback, relationship to public right-of-

way, door and window openings, etc. having good 

form that is attractive and aesthetically pleasing 

can mean the difference in effective placemaking 

projects. For instance, mouzon (2012) asserts 

that the “Walk appeal” of a street, including 

view changes, street enclosure and shelter, can 

largely influence how far a person is willing to 

walk in their neighborhood or community. good 

form can also impact property prices; Konecny 

(2005) found that homes located in neighborhoods 

with a new urbanist-style urban form (walkable 

neighborhoods containing a range of housing and 

job types) in sacramento, ca, sell for a 4.25% 

premium compared to homes located in a typical 

suburban neighborhood.

according to the project for public spaces 

(2009), successful placemaking is associated 

with sociability. sociability encompasses civic 

engagement, social networks, community pride, 

a welcoming atmosphere, diversity, etc. These 

elements can be hard to quantify from a place-

based development perspective, and therefore 

difficult to value from an economic perspective. 

close proximity to social venues or events can be 

used as a proxy for sociability, or social activity can 

be measured through surveys. one social aspect of 

places that has been measured and assessed from 

a property price perspective is safety. For instance, 

Troy and grove (2008) discovered that proximity 

to a park in Baltimore, md, is positively valued 

by the housing market where the crime rates are 

below a certain threshold, but negatively valued 

where above that threshold.
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susan silberberg and Katie lorah (2013), along 

with a group of researchers from the miT 

department of urban studies and planning, 

outlined several metrics for evaluating the value, 

or impact, of placemaking activities, including: 

1) use and activity – metrics on who is using 

a space, how and when; 2) economic – proxy 

measures like property values and retail vacancy 

rates that help to show a return on investment; 

3) public health/healthy living – improvements 

in mental health, disease rates (like asthma) and 

pedestrian/bike injuries; and 4) social capital – 

measurements of relationship building, education 

and socio-economic status (silberberg and lorah, 

2013). While the current hedonic analysis mainly 

measures the second group of metrics, economics, 

some of these other placemaking metrics are 

apparent in the survey responses.

previous studies have assessed some values of 

the physical, form and sociability aspects of 

placemaking, but work remains to be done to fully 

comprehend the impact of these elements and 

their synergistic effects.

rEpOrT OUTlInE
There are five major parts in the remainder of this 

report. in part 2, the national placemaking survey 

to assess people’s perceptions and preferences is 

described, with results reported and discussed. 

part 3 focuses on the midwest placemaking survey, 

reporting on responses to questions about home 

and neighborhood characteristics, which feed into 

the hedonic property price analysis. The property 

price analysis is presented in part 4. a brief 

description of michigan’s existing state programs 

and policies aimed at enabling placemaking and 

empowering michigan communities is provided in 

part 5. The report ends with conclusions and policy 

recommendations based on study findings in part 6.
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Part 2: National Placemaking Survey
ThE pUrpOSE OF ThE nATIOnAl plACEMAkIng SUrvEY WAS TO gAIn A 
bETTEr UnDErSTAnDIng OF hOW hOMEOWnErS, rEnTErS AnD OThEr 
InDIvIDUAlS nATIOnWIDE vIEW plACEMAkIng, ChAngES In ThEIr hOUSIng/
TrAnSpOrTATIOn/EMplOYMEnT nEEDS, AnD ThEIr pErCEIvED bArrIErS 
TO hAvIng ThEIr nEEDS FUlFIllED. bASED On ThE prEvIOUS lITErATUrE, 
ThE rESEArCh TEAM’S hYpOThESIS WAS ThAT MAnY pEOplE, InClUDIng 
pArTICUlAr pOpUlATIOn SEgMEnTS (SUCh AS 25- TO 34-YEAr-OlDS AnD 
SEnIOrS) prEFEr TO lIvE In nEIghbOrhOODS ThAT ArE WAlkAblE AnD hAvE 
A WIDE vArIETY OF USES (rESIDEnTIAl, rETAIl, rECrEATIOn, ETC.).

The purpose of the national placemaking 

survey was to gain a better understanding 

of how homeowners, renters and other 

individuals nationwide view placemaking, 

changes in their housing/transportation/

employment needs and their perceived barriers to 

having their needs fulfilled. Based on the previous 

literature, the research team’s initial hypothesis 

was that many people, including particular 

population segments (such as 25- to 34-year-olds 

and seniors) prefer to live in neighborhoods that 

are walkable and have a wide variety of uses 

(residential, retail, recreation, etc.). The team 

also hypothesized that certain changes, like the 

current economic downturn and higher gas prices, 

affect people’s decisions about where they would 

prefer to live. Finally, respondents were expected 

to have different views about which amenities 

they wanted in their neighborhood based on the 

type and quality of those amenities, as depicted in 

the visual portion of the survey.

similar surveys have been conducted previously 

that ask questions about neighborhood 

preferences. This survey was unique in that 

it made a connection between “place” and 

the economy, and it included pictures to help 

respondents visualize the neighborhood options 

and indicate their preferences. This was also 

a nationwide survey, whereas other visual 

preference surveys have been conducted on a more 

localized basis.
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SurvEy ProCESS DESCrIPTIoN
The survey instrument was developed by the 

research team in collaboration with a small 

workgroup consisting of stakeholders (from 

the michigan association of Realtors, the 

michigan environmental council, the michigan 

state housing development authority and 

a placemaking consultant). The survey was 

beta tested for understandability and length/

time commitment through survey monkey, 

using a small group of stakeholders (including 

representatives from the michigan sense of place 

council, the community economic development 

association of michigan, public policy associates, 

and others). The survey was approved by the msu 

institutional Review Board. The research team 

also received expert advice in the survey question 

format from the msu institute for public policy 

and social Research.

The national placemaking survey was a web-

enabled survey of adults nationwide using a panel 

built by Qualtrics, an online survey development 

company. Qualtrics guaranteed responses to meet 

the research team quotas, including a sample size 

of 3,431 responses, which was representative of 

the u.s. population in terms of race and income. 

surveys were completed from october 5, 2012, 

through november 12, 2012. The margin of 

sampling error is plus or minus 1.67 percentage 

points at the 95% level of confidence.

The next section includes a basic assessment of the 

survey responses and a breakdown of responses by 

different demographic groups.

SurvEy rESuLTS
in order to assess a general understanding of and 

beliefs about placemaking, it was important to start 

with a common definition, which was provided 

at the beginning of the survey instrument. For the 

purpose of the survey, “placemaking” is defined as:

“. . . The targeted 

improvement of a place, 

within a neighborhood or 

community, that uniquely 

creates a functional space 

with a variety of uses, that 

is appealing to a wide range 

of people, and that has an 

identifiable character or 

‘sense of place.’”

Respondents were also 

provided with a list of 

place-based development characteristics, which 

are designed for use and enjoyment by people. 

These elements include:

 � mixed uses (diverse options for living above 

or near entertainment and shopping);

 � pedestrian-orientation (sidewalks, paths, 

and other foot-based connections);

 � opportunities for social activity and 

engagement (outdoor seating, community 

festivals, farmers’ markets, etc.);

 � arts, cultural and other entertainment 

opportunities (museums, galleries, 

bowling alleys, clubs, etc.);

 � alternative transportation  

choices (walking, biking, public 

transportation, etc.);

 � public spaces (squares, plazas, 

courtyards, etc.); and

 � green/open spaces (parks, trails, 

playgrounds, etc.).

For the purpose of this study, the survey 

also outlined definitions to describe the area 

surrounding where respondents live, including:

PLACEMAKING
“. . . The targeted 
improvement of place, 
within a neighborhood or 
community, that uniquely 
creates a functional 
space with a variety of 
uses, that is appealing 
to a wide range of 
people, and that has an 
identifiable character or 
‘sense of place.’”
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 � “neighborhood:” places within a 

10-minute walk of the home.

 � “local community:” places within a 

30-minute walk, a 10-minute bike/public 

transportation ride, or a 5-minute drive of 

the home.

 � “Region:” all of the communities within a 

45-minute bike/public transportation ride 

or a 30-minute drive of the home.

These definitions help to ensure that respondents 

have a basic understanding of the concepts and 

terms that were used in the survey and that there 

was not a lot of room for interpretation that could 

cause invalid responses due to misunderstanding.

The survey was broken into four main components:

1. Questions about people’s neighborhoods, 

communities and regions, including their 

views on economic well-being and the 

importance of placemaking.

2. Questions about people’s mobility and 

interest in moving, particularly between 

rural, suburban and urban places.

3. Visual preference questions about 

what types of amenities (e.g. grocery 

stores, parks and arts & cultural 

opportunities) people want in their 

neighborhoods and communities.

4. demographic questions to help us 

better understand who responded to the 

survey, and whether responses differed 

between groups.

Responses to questions in each section are 

summarized below. a complete reporting of all 

responses is provided in appendix a on page 99.

Placemaking and Current Neighborhood/
Community/Region Questions
Based on the definition of placemaking that was 

provided in the survey, respondents were asked to 

react to the following statements: “incorporating 

placemaking in our local community will. . .

 � increase economic activity.”

 � improve opportunities for jobs.”

 � improve the quality of life.”

 � positively affect home prices.”

 � enhance the sense of  

community belonging.”

 � attract new people to our community.”

Between 70%–77% of respondents agree (strongly 

or somewhat) that placemaking will have positive 

economic impacts; around 20% responded 

neutrally on this point, while only a small 

percentage (around 3%) appeared to be unsure 

(see Table 1). There was strongest agreement with 

the statement that incorporating placemaking 

in a community would improve the quality of 

life. There appeared to be a clear understanding 

that placemaking is connected to economic 

development. This finding supports growing 

evidence from the literature showing the positive 

relationship between having a good “place” and 

succeeding economically (adelaja et al., 2012).

Respondents were then asked a series of questions 

about their neighborhoods, defined as the 

area within a 10-minute walk of their home. a 

majority of respondents agreed that there are 

many places to go (for working, eating, shopping, 

drinking, entertainment, recreation, etc.) in their 

neighborhood (56%) and that the neighborhood 

has a mix of residential, retail and commercial 

uses (61%). at the same time, 53% of respondents 
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also indicated that the places where they most 

frequently went in the neighborhood are too far 

to walk. some respondents also agreed that there 

were other barriers to them walking to different 

places in their neighborhood, such as traffic (29%), 

lack of sidewalks (37%) and high crime rates (17%).

a majority of respondents strongly (22%) or 

somewhat agreed (66%) with the statement: 

“my neighborhood has people from different 

income levels.” They also tended to agree that 

their neighborhood is ethnically diverse (57%), 

visually appealing (63%), quiet (71%) and clean-

smelling (70%). however, only 32% agreed that 

there are many opportunities for social activities 

in their neighborhood, and only 44% reported 

knowing most of their neighbors on a first name 

basis. These responses suggest that people feel 

their neighborhoods are fairly diverse, attractive 

and comfortable places to live; however, they 

may not afford them significant opportunities 

for social engagement.

Forty-two percent (42%) of respondents agreed 

with the statement: “property values in my 

neighborhood have remained stable, despite the 

recent economic recession.” Twenty-eight percent 

(28%) disagreed with this statement, while 23% 

responded neutrally.

When asked questions about their local 

community, which was defined as the area 

within a 30-minute walk, a 10-minute bike/public 

transportation ride, or a 5-minute drive from 

home, many agreed that they had arts and cultural 

opportunities (42%), bike lanes or paths/trails 

(50%), reliable/convenient public transportation 

(40%), easy parking (63%) and grocery shopping 

that meets most of their needs (74%). on the 

other hand, they also indicated a general lack 

of job opportunities (56%) in their surrounding 

community. in addition, 57% agreed that they 

had changed their driving habits as a result of the 

rising price of gasoline.

Finally, survey respondents were asked to assess 

the current economic conditions in their region, 

community and neighborhood, relative to the 

past. Within the region, which is defined as all 

of the communities within a 45-minute bike/

public transportation ride or a 30-minute drive 

from home, 47% felt that the economic conditions 

have stayed the same, while 30% said that they are 

getting better and 24% said that they are getting 

worse. at the community level, 56% indicated that 

it is about the same, while 31% indicated it is a 

better place to live and 12% indicated it is a worse 

place to live. conditions at the neighborhood level 

closely followed that of the community level, with 

Table 1: Placemaking relationship to Economic Development

Statement 1: Incorporating 
Placemaking in Our Local 
Community will. . .

Strongly 
Agree

Somewhat 
Agree

Neither 
Agree or 
Disagree

Somewhat 
Disagree

Strongly 
Disagree Unsure

Increase economic activity. 32% 40% 18% 5% 2% 3%

Improve opportunities for jobs. 33% 37% 19% 6% 3% 3%

Improve the quality of life. 41% 36% 16% 3% 2% 2%

positively affect home prices. 33% 37% 21% 4% 2% 3%

Enhance the sense of  
community belonging. 37% 37% 18% 4% 2% 2%

Attract new people to our community. 35% 37% 19% 4% 2% 3%
Source: land policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2014.

18



views and values of placemaking in michigan, the midwest and the nation

la
nd

 p
ol

ic
y 

in
st

it
ut

e

national Survey 
response: “As I get 
older, I want to be 
closer to everything.”

56% choosing “about the same,” 34% choosing 

“better” and 10% choosing “worse.”

Mobility Questions
in the next section of questions, people were 

first asked whether they would move out of their 

current home, if they are able. Forty-five percent 

(45%) of respondents said “yes,” while 36% said 

“no” and 19% are not sure. When asked what type 

of living situation they would choose, if they were 

to move, a majority of respondents (69%) selected 

single family home ownership, followed by 

condominium/apartment ownership (12%), single 

family rental (9%) and multi-family rental (8%). 

among those respondents who selected “other” 

for this question, they indicated living situations, 

such as senior living/retirement homes, mobile 

homes, RV/motor homes and student dormitories.

When asked about barriers to moving to a new 

location, respondents cited financial reasons for 

not being able to move, including affordability of 

other areas (31%), moving costs that are too high 

(24%), inability to sell the current home (19%), 

being under water in a current mortgage (11%) or 

the inability to secure a loan (10%). others noted 

difficulties associated with employment, such 

as not being able to find a job elsewhere (12%). 

many respondents who provided open-ended 

responses under the “other” option indicated that 

the biggest barrier to moving was finding another 

home or neighborhood that they would like as well 

as their current home or that can provide them 

with the types of amenities (such as good schools, 

convenience, transportation, etc.) to which they’ve 

grown accustomed. other important barriers to 

moving were the need for special amenities related 

to physical disabilities and the need to stay close 

to family members to provide care.

community planners often use the concept of 

the “transect” to talk about the types of places 

where people live based on 

the density of buildings (see 

Figure 1). in the survey, the 

following transect diagram 

was provided and people were asked in which 

transect they would like most to live (i.e., they 

could only select one transect):

 � Rural Zone (T2): The home is on large 

piece of land with few or no other houses 

within sight;

 � suburban Zone (T3): The home is on a 

medium to large piece of land with other 

houses nearby;

 � general urban Zone (T4): The home is 

on a small to medium piece of land with 

other houses and businesses nearby;

 � urban center Zone/small Town (T5): The 

home is on a small piece of land with a fair 

amount of commercial and residential/

commercial mixed use nearby; or

 � urban core Zone (T6): The home 

is downtown with a mix of offices, 

apartments and shops.

The natural zone (T1) was not listed as an option 

since this area does not provide residential or 

commercial building.

a plurality of respondents (39%) indicated that 

they would most like to live in the suburban zone 

(T3), followed by the rural zone (T2) at 28%, the 

general urban zone (T4) at 21%, urban center zone 

(T5) at 8% and the urban core zone (T6) at 4%.2 

When asked why they selected these zones, those 

respondents who selected the T2 zone indicated 

2. eighteen percent (18%) of respondents indicated 
that they currently live in a rural zone (T2), while 36% 
indicated that they live in the suburban zone (T3), 30% 
in the general urban zone (T4), 10% in the urban center 
zone (T5) and 5% in the urban core zone (T6).
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national Survey 
response: “I want to live 

in the general urban zone, 
because it has convenient 

services and ability to 
manage without a car 

if needed, leading to a 
lower cost of living and 
less-stressed lifestyle.”

that they prefer the space, 

privacy, quiet, recreation, 

green space and feeling 

of safety afforded by 

rural areas. Respondents 

who selected zones T4, 

T5 and T6 said that they 

like the convenience and 

vitality of city life. Those 

respondents who selected T3 indicated that they 

feel suburban areas give them the best of both 

worlds, i.e., convenient access to amenities with 

more space.

next, respondents were asked to consider 

different life changes and whether or not they 

would want to move to a different transect if one 

or more of these changes were to occur. The life 

change options included:

 � graduating from high school;

 � graduating from college;

 � going back to college;

 � getting married;

 � having children;

 � “empty nest” (children move out);

 � new job;

 � loss of job;

 � divorce;

 � death of spouse;

 � Retirement; and/or

 � other (please specify).

The reasons that people most often indicated 

would cause them to move to a rural or suburban 

area were getting married, having children, 

children moving out and retirement. among the 

reasons that people cited for wanting to move to 

a general urban, urban center or urban core area, 

getting a new job, loss of job and going back to 

Figure 1: Community Planning Transect Zones

Source: Adapted by Sandy Sorlien from a diagram by DPZ & Company.
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national Survey 
response: “I do 
not want the traffic 
[a big box store] 
would bring.”

college were the biggest reasons. Respondents 

also indicated wanting to move to an urban 

area, because of retirement, the death of spouse 

and children moving out, although to a lesser 

degree than those choosing a suburban or rural 

area. other noted life changes that might cause 

respondents to make a move between transects 

included health-related reasons, financial 

improvements/challenges, family-related reasons, 

loss of their home or starting a business.

Finally, this section of the survey asked whether 

rising gas prices have caused respondents to 

change any of their driving-related habits or 

living situations. some respondents indicated 

that they have actually adopted a change with 

respect to moving closer to work or school (15%), 

taking public transportation (16%), biking or 

walking (22%), carpooling (12%), buying a more 

fuel-efficient vehicle (16%) and downsizing their 

home to reduce household expenses (12%). many 

respondents had also considered adopting these 

changes, but there were still several people for 

whom rising gas prices had not caused them to 

adopt or consider adopting a change; for instance, 

63% of respondents had not considered moving 

closer to work or school, 60% had not considered 

carpooling, and 59% had not considered taking 

public transportation.

Visual Preference Questions
in the next set of questions, respondents were 

asked to consider the types of buildings or 

spaces that they would like to have in their 

neighborhood. in seven categories of places, 

including grocery shopping, Retail shopping, 

Restaurants, neighborhood Type, Bars/

Restaurants/entertainment, parks and arts 

and culture, different options were provided, 

with brief descriptions and example pictures 

located in appendix a on page 99. people were 

asked whether they had these options in their 

neighborhood (within a 10-minute walk of 

the home); whether they wanted them in their 

neighborhood, why or why not; and whether 

they wanted them in their local community 

(within a 30-minute walk, a 10-minute bike/

public transportation ride or a 5-minute drive 

from the home).

Grocery Shopping
survey respondents were provided with the 

following options for grocery shopping:

 � Big Box store (a large 

store with groceries, 

pharmacy, clothes, 

automotive, etc.);

 � neighborhood grocery store (a medium-

sized store for daily/weekly food shopping);

 � convenience store (a small store with 

limited grocery items);

 � specialty market (a small store with 

specialty products, such as meat, organics 

or international foods); and

 � Farmers’ market (an indoor or outdoor 

space with many vendors and a variety 

of foods).

about 71% of the people surveyed said that they 

have either a neighborhood grocery or convenience 

store within their neighborhood. Roughly half 

indicated that they have a big box store (49%), 

specialty market (49%) or farmers’ market (57%) in 

their neighborhood. of these options, the grocery 

shopping choices that received the most “yes” 

responses about wanting them in the neighborhood 

were neighborhood grocery store (72%) and 

farmers’ markets (69%). see Figure 2 for an 

illustration of these responses. in most cases, people 
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Figure 2: Grocery Shopping Neighborhood Preferences
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Source: Figure created by the Land Policy Institute, Michigan State university, 2014.

national Survey 
response: “I 
would want [a 
farmers’ market] 
for the freshness of 
products and the 
ability to purchase 
from local farmers.”

who have these grocery shopping options already 

want to keep them, and those who don’t already 

have them don’t seem to want them. however, a 

plurality of people (46%) who don’t currently have 

a farmers’ market would like to have one within 

walking distance. 

When asked why they did or did not want these 

options in their neighborhood, responses indicated 

that people like the convenience, variety and 

lower prices offered by big box stores, but they did 

not like the traffic associated with them. several 

people indicated that they would prefer to have 

big box stores somewhere in their community 

where they could drive to them. 

Responses indicated that people 

would like to have neighborhood 

groceries or convenience stores 

close by so that they could walk 

to them, but some people raised 

concerns about the safety and 

visual appeal of convenience 

stores. They liked specialty stores, 

because they provide new food 

options and are attractive to 

“foodies,” but there were some 

concerns about them being too 

expensive. several people want 

farmers’ markets in their neighborhood, because 

of the access to fresh, healthy, local foods; some 

people noted difficulty with finding parking near 

farmers’ markets.

several respondents indicated that they think all 

of these grocery store options would be good for 

the local economy, with big box stores, specialty 

stores and farmers’ markets cited most frequently. 

others noted that they like the convenience 

of gas stations attached to big box stores and 

convenience stores.

national Survey 
response: “I 

like to have the 
convenience of a 

small grocery store 
in walking distance.”
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national Survey 
response: “Independent 
local Merchant stores 
are always fun to go 
into. You can find 
great buys and things 
that aren’t available 
anywhere else.”

people were more inclined to say that they want 

these options within their local community, rather 

than right in their neighborhood; for instance, 

69% indicated that they want a big box store 

within their community, while only 47% wanted 

one in their neighborhood.

Retail Shopping
survey respondents were provided with the 

following options for retail shopping:

 � interior mall (several shops within a large 

indoor space, with ample parking);

 � strip mall/plaza (a few connected shops 

with ample parking);

 � outlet mall (several connected shops with 

discount goods in an outdoor setting); 

 � lifestyle center (several connected shops 

mixed with restaurants, bars, theatres and 

residential/commercial space above); and

 � independent local merchants (small retail 

shops with limited parking in front).

sixty-two percent (62%) of people surveyed 

have local merchants within a 10-minute walk 

of their home. Fewer have strip malls (56%) or 

interior malls (39%) and only about a quarter 

of people specified that they have outlet malls 

(26%) or lifestyle centers (26%). people selected 

independent local merchants overwhelmingly 

as the type of retail that they would most want 

to have in their neighborhood (67%), followed by 

strip mall/plazas (51%). more respondents said 

“no” (than “yes”) to interior malls (45%), outlet 

malls (48%) or lifestyle centers (39%) in their 

neighborhoods (see Figure 3). 

When asked why they did or did not want these 

options in their neighborhood, people said that 

they like the variety and convenience of interior 

malls, and that they are a 

good place to go for exercise 

and for kids to hang out, 

particularly in the winter. 

however, they don’t like 

the traffic or crowds and 

would rather drive to malls. 

They also noted that the 

interior mall in their community has a lot of empty 

store fronts. similar comments were made about 

strip malls; some respondents noted that there are 

already many strip malls in their community, and 

that the stores have trouble surviving there and 

eventually they look run-down. people commented 

that parking and traffic associated with any type 

of mall can be unappealing. some noted that 

outlet malls have better prices, but that sometimes 

means lower quality products as well.

many respondents were not quite sure what 

a lifestyle center is. some people felt that they 

would be good for the local economy and bring a 

variety of businesses and cultural experiences into 

one location, but others felt that they would be 

expensive places to shop. Respondents indicated 

that having local independent merchants in 

their neighborhood not only added to the local 

economy, but created a sense of community pride 

and character, and promoted the neighborhood. 

some people felt that whether they liked local 

merchants in their neighborhood would depend 

on what kind of products or services they sold.

people seemed to have mixed feelings about 

whether they wanted outlet malls or lifestyle 

centers in their broader community. in fact, a 

significant number of respondents were not sure 

whether they would want a lifestyle center in their 

neighborhood (28%) or community (25%), possibly 

because they are less familiar with this type of 

retail shopping (which was defined in the survey as 
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“several connected shops mixed with restaurants, 

bars, theaters and residential/commercial space 

above”). a majority of respondents indicated 

that they would like to have interior malls (51%), 

strip malls/plazas (60%) and independent local 

merchants (73%) within a 30-minute walk, a 

10-minute bike/public transportation ride or a 

5-minute drive of their home. 

Restaurants
a majority of people responded that they had a 

restaurant within their neighborhood for all six 

option categories:

 � Fast Food Restaurant with drive  

Thru (72%);

 � suburban sit-down Restaurant (could be 

locally-owned or a chain) (66%);

 � sit-down Restaurant in a strip mall/

plaza/mall (53%);

 � coffee shop (could be locally-owned or a 

chain) (61%);

 � neighborhood sandwich shop (61%); and

 � downtown sit-down Restaurant (56%).

The presence of these restaurants roughly follows 

the desire of respondents to have them close by 

(see Figure 4). For all categories, a majority of 

the responses were “yes.” a smaller percentage 

of people (62%) wanted fast food restaurants 

than already have them, and the same is true for 

sit-down restaurants in a strip mall/plaza/mall 

(49%). however, more people want coffee shops 

(64%), neighborhood sandwich shops (68%) and 

downtown sit-down restaurants (59%) than 

currently have them.

When asked why they did or did not want these 

options in their neighborhood, many people 

expressed that they liked the convenience and 

efficiency of fast food drive thrus, but some don’t 

Figure 3: retail Shopping Neighborhood Preferences

Source: Figure created by the Land Policy Institute, Michigan State university, 2014.
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national Survey 
response: “I think the 
local coffee shop is a 
great place for social 
interactions and adds 

value to a neighborhood.”

Figure 4: restaurant Neighborhood Preferences

Source: Figure created by the Land Policy Institute, Michigan State university, 2014.
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national Survey 
response: “[It] 
would be nice to 
have an option within 
walking distance for 
a nice dinner out.”

like the traffic that they 

create or unhealthy foods. 

suburban sit-down and 

strip mall restaurants 

were viewed as family 

friendly and nice for 

occasional meals; there were differing opinions 

about the benefits of co-locating restaurants with 

shopping (as in a strip mall). coffee shops were 

noted for their convenience to stop in and grab 

a cup of coffee, but also for their attractiveness 

as a social gathering spot. people indicated that 

sandwich shops were good for a quick, sometimes 

healthy, meal—a nice break from fast food. With 

respect to downtown sit-down restaurants, 

many people liked the combination of eating 

establishments and other downtown businesses, 

the ability to eat outside (in good weather) and 

the contribution to the local economy. others 

expressed concern that the restaurant pictured 

looks expensive and that their town was too small 

to support such a restaurant.

several people indicated that their community 

was too small to support different kinds of 

restaurants, while others felt 

that they could help draw 

people to the community 

and boost the economy. 

They also wanted a variety 

of eating options close by. a 

few respondents noted that restaurants are good 

places for social gatherings, so it’s nice to have 

them in the neighborhood.

not surprisingly, a majority of respondents want 

to have all six restaurant types within their 

broader community, with neighborhood sandwich 

shops (76%) and suburban sit-down restaurants 

(74%) receiving the most positive responses.
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Figure 5: Neighborhood Type Preferences
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Source: Figure created by the Land Policy Institute, Michigan State university, 2014.

Neighborhood Type
survey respondents were provided with the 

following options for neighborhood type:

 � Rural area with open space (such as 

farmland, forestland, etc.);

 � suburban neighborhood with large lots;

 � neighborhood with small- to medium-

sized lots;

 � downtown Townhomes with small lots;

 � mixed-use Building with Residential 

above and Retail/commercial Below 

(three stories or less); and

 � high-Rise Building (greater than  

three stories).

in terms of the types of neighborhoods that survey 

respondents have within a 10-minute walking 

distance of their homes, more people indicated 

that they have rural areas with open space (48%), 

suburban neighborhoods with large lots (55%) and 

neighborhoods with 

small- to medium-

sized lots (75%) than 

downtown townhomes 

with small lots (31%), 

mixed-use buildings with residential above 

and retail/commercial below (36%) or high-rise 

buildings (23%). 

more people wanted rural areas with open space 

(56%) than already have them (see Figure 5). The 

percentage of people who indicated that they 

would like to have neighborhoods with small- to 

medium-sized lots within a 10-minute walk (65%) 

was lower than those who already do (75%). not 

only did more respondents say “yes” to the rural 

and suburban neighborhood types and “no” to the 

urban neighborhood types, but the percentage 

of people who wanted townhomes, mixed-use 

buildings and high rises was lower—29%, 33% 

and 21%, respectively—than the percentage of 

people who indicated that they already had these 

options nearby. These responses are consistent 

national Survey response: 
“It is necessary to 
have a variety of living 
arrangements for different 
income brackets.”
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with the answers to the question about where (i.e., 

in which transect) people would most like to live.

When asked why they did or did not want these 

options in their neighborhood, answers mirrored 

the reasons given for the question related to 

choosing to live in certain transects. people in 

rural areas liked the space and privacy afforded by 

larger lots. among those who preferred suburban 

areas, many like the mix of large, green spaces 

with the ability to drive to a downtown area 

fairly quickly. people who liked small- to medium-

sized lots note the affordability, old-fashioned 

charm and sociability of these neighborhoods. 

Respondents noted that townhomes look 

expensive, don’t have enough green space and 

would lead to crowding and crime. some people 

felt that mixed-use buildings in downtown areas 

can be attractive, enhance the local economy 

and add to tax revenue and create walkability; 

however, many respondents felt that a mix of 

uses was not right for their neighborhood and 

worried that it would be too noisy, congested and 

expensive. a few respondents indicated that they 

like high rises, because they take up less space 

and provide affordable rental opportunities. many 

people did not like them due to concerns about 

lack of privacy, crime and blocking views of the 

surrounding area.

some respondents from urban areas noted that 

large lots do not belong in cities and vice versa; 

rural respondents did not think that townhomes 

or high rises belong in their area. This point may 

seem obvious, but despite the contradiction, 

many people want the convenience of a city 

without the congestion.

a greater percentage of respondents would like to 

have these neighborhood types in their community, 

as opposed to their neighborhood, for all categories. 

Forty percent (40%) would like to have mixed-use 

buildings in their broader community, while 35% 

would like to have townhomes and 25% would like 

to have high-rise buildings. however, the overall 

pattern holds; that is, the rural and suburban 

neighborhood types received more “yes” than “no” 

responses, while the urban types received more 

“no” than “yes” responses in terms of preferences 

for the local community.

Bars/Restaurants/Entertainment
survey respondents were provided with the 

following options for bars/restaurants/entertainment:

 � Bar in an isolated Building (with ample 

parking, could be locally-owned or a chain);

 � Bar in a strip mall/

plaza/mall (with 

ample parking, could 

be locally-owned or 

a chain);

 � downtown or neighborhood casual 

Bar (with limited parking, but access to 

public transportation);

 � downtown upscale Bar (with 

limited parking, but access to public 

transportation); and

 � downtown nightclub with live music 

(with limited parking, but access to 

public transportation).

less than half of the people surveyed indicated 

that they have any of the bar/restaurant/

entertainment options provided above; bars 

in isolated buildings (41%) and downtown or 

neighborhood casual bars (46%) were most 

prevalent. There were more “no” than “yes” 

national Survey 
response: “I would 
want a bar in a strip 
mall/plaza/mall only if 
public transportation 
is readily available.”

national Survey response: “Small- 
to medium-sized lots make for a 

friendly neighborhood.”
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national Survey 
response: “[I] love 

bars, but it would fit 
better in a multi-use 

building. It would 
also be safer if it was 

more a walk-to and 
less a drive-to place.”

Figure 6: Bar/restaurant/Entertainment 
Neighborhood Preferences
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Source: Figure created by the Land Policy Institute, Michigan State university, 2014.

answers to the question about whether they want 

any of these kinds of bars in their neighborhood 

(see Figure 6). The only category for which there 

were slightly more affirmative responses to the 

“want” versus “have” question was the downtown 

upscale bars.

When asked why they did or did not want these 

options in their neighborhood, many respondents 

indicated that they associate bars with crime, 

drunk driving and noise and, therefore, don’t 

want them in their neighborhoods. There is a 

contradiction between wanting bars in places 

where one has to drive to get to them and the fear 

of drunk driving. The need for 

other modes of transportation 

for bar goers was noted. 

people who wanted bars/

restaurants/entertainment 

in their neighborhood liked 

the idea of being able to have 

a good time and walk home 

afterward. There were very few differences in 

comments between bar types, except that people 

indicated they would go to an upscale bar and/or 

nightclub less frequently than a casual bar, due to 

the expense.

The percentage of people who wanted these bar/

restaurant/entertainment choices in the community 

versus their neighborhood was higher for all five 

categories. however, only one category—downtown 

or neighborhood casual bar—received more “yes” 

than “no” responses at the community level.

Parks
survey respondents were provided with the 

following options for parks:

 � suburban park with specific use (such as 

walking, biking, swimming, etc.);

 � suburban park with multiple uses (such 

as playgrounds, eating, walking, concerts, 

swimming, etc.);
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Figure 7: Park Neighborhood Preferences

Source: Figure created by the Land Policy Institute, Michigan State university, 2014.

national Survey 
response: “An urban 
park would be a good 
place for different 
people to get 
together and be able 
to have fun together.”

 � urban park with specific use (such as 

walking, biking, swimming, etc.);

 � urban park with multiple uses (such as 

playgrounds, eating, walking, concerts, 

festivals, swimming, etc.); and

 � urban pocket park (small green space 

with few uses, such as gardening, sitting, 

viewing art, etc.).

The parks that are most often cited as being 

within a 10-minute walk of respondents homes 

were suburban parks with multiple uses (70%) 

and suburban parks with a specific use (58%). 

urban parks with a specific use were present in 

47% of respondents’ neighborhoods, while urban 

parks with multiple uses and urban pocket parks 

were only present in 34% and 27% of respondents’ 

neighborhoods, respectively.

Respondents appeared to prefer 

suburban parks with single 

or multiple uses to any kind 

of urban park (see Figure 7). 

people seemed to be less sure 

about wanting urban parks 

with multiple uses (41% “yes,” 

41% “no” and 18% “not sure”) and urban pocket 

parks (37% “yes,” 42% “no” and 21% “not sure”), 

possibly because they are less familiar with these 

types of spaces. in most cases, people who have 

these park options already want to keep them, 

and those who don’t already have them don’t want 

them. however, a plurality of people who don’t 

currently have a suburban park with a specific use 

(50%) or a suburban park with multiple uses (45%) 

would like to have one within walking distance.
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national Survey 
response: 

“Museums would 
be great for 
children and 

adults as well.”

When asked why they did or did not want 

these options in their neighborhood, people said 

that they generally like the space, scenery and 

recreational opportunities afforded by larger 

parks in suburban areas. some respondents raised 

concerns that parks in urban areas attract crowds, 

trash and crime. still others felt that having parks 

with many options for activities, including splash 

pads, concerts, festivals and picnics, close by, 

would be a good thing. a few respondents noted 

that urban pocket parks would be good places for 

local artists to display their work, for workers to 

take a break or eat lunch, and for adding beauty to 

the neighborhood.

a larger percentage of respondents indicated 

that they would like to have parks of each type 

in their community than wanted them in their 

neighborhood. There was still a general bias 

toward suburban park types, but there were a 

greater number of “yes” than “no” responses in all 

five categories at the community level.

Arts and Culture
survey respondents were provided 

with the following options for arts 

and culture:

 � library;

 � movie cinema;

 � performing arts center/Theatre (where 

plays, operas, ballets, etc. are held);

 � museum (history, science, children’s, etc.);

 � art museum/gallery; and

 � art Fair/Festival.

a majority of respondents indicated that they have 

a library (70%) and a movie cinema (51%) in their 

neighborhood. most respondents did not have a 

performing arts center/theatre (65%), museum 

(69%), art museum/gallery (73%) or art fair/festival 

(56%) in their neighborhoods.

When asked about whether they would want 

these types of arts and culture venues in their 

neighborhood, a majority of respondents replied in 

the affirmative for libraries (73%), movie cinemas 

(56%) and art fairs/festivals (55%). a plurality 

of respondent also said “yes” to performing arts 

centers/theatres (46%) and museums (44%). The 

only category that received more “no” responses 

was art museums/galleries (see Figure 8).

When asked why they did or did not want these 

options in their neighborhood, many people pointed 

out the versatile uses of libraries, including accessing 

the internet, reading books, socializing, researching 

and borrowing resources. movies were seen as a 

place where the whole family could go for relatively 

inexpensive entertainment. performing arts centers, 

museums and art galleries 

were noted for providing 

cultural learning 

opportunities, attracting 

tourists and supporting 

local artists. Respondents 

often indicated that living 

close to these arts and 

cultural amenities would be especially good for 

engaging and educating children.

The people who indicated that they did not want 

to have one of these arts and culture amenities in 

their neighborhood said that their community was 

too small to support it, they would create too much 

traffic, and they would be too expensive to go to 

often (as in the case of performing arts centers).

at the community level, all categories received a 

majority of “yes” votes, except for art museums/

national Survey response: 
“We have a great library 
and it, along with the 
schools, have become the 
centers of the community 
providing activities and 
culture for all and giving a 
sense of community.”
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Figure 8: Arts and Culture Neighborhood Preferences

Source: Figure created by the Land Policy Institute, Michigan State university, 2014.
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galleries, which had 50% affirmative, 34% 

negative and 17% uncertain responses.

Demographic Questions
Respondents were also asked a series of 

demographic questions to help determine whether 

certain segments of the population responded 

differently than other segments. The first question 

requested the zip code of the respondent’s home 

(see Figure 9 for a map of these zip code locations).

When asked how long they have lived in their 

current residence, 60% of respondents indicated 

their length of residence was 10 years or less. 

Twenty-one percent (21%) have lived in their 

homes for between 11–20 years, while 19% have 

lived in their homes for more than 20 years.

in terms of current residence, a majority of people 

(64%) said that they are single family home 

owners. seventeen percent (17%) were multi-

family renters (apartment, duplex, etc.), while 10% 

were single family renters, and 7% were owners 

of a condominium or apartment. other write-in 

responses included mobile homes, senior living/

retirement homes, RV/motor homes and student 

dormitories. The survey sample had slightly more 

home owners (71%) than the national average 

(66%), according to the american housing survey 

(ahs, 2011).

Fifty-eight percent (58%) of people who answered 

the survey were homeowners, with their name 

on the mortgage. Twenty-eight percent (28%) 

were renters, with their name on the lease/sub-

lease. Five percent (5%) indicated that they were 

living with family, relatives or friends and paying 

rent, while 6% were living rent-free with family, 

relatives or friends. There were several “other” 

responses for people who owned their homes 

outright (no mortgage), which was inadvertently 

omitted as an option on the survey. other 
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responses included living in a dormitory, rent-to-

own and free housing.

in terms of age, respondents were split into the 

following age brackets:

 � eighteen- to 24-years-old: 9%;

 � Twenty-five- to 34-years-old: 18%;

 � Thirty-five- to 45-years-old: 19%;

 � Forty-six- to 55-years-old: 22%;

 � Fifty-six- to 65-years-old: 18%; and

 � age 65 or older: 14%.

This gender distribution is slightly skewed toward 

the female gender. survey respondents were 41% 

male and 59% female; in the u.s. population, 51% are 

female and 49% are male (u.s. census Bureau, 2012).

Thirty-eight percent (38%) of the individuals 

surveyed indicated that they are currently employed 

full-time, while 17% are retired and 13% work part-

time. other people responded that they are home 

makers (10%), unemployed but looking for work 

(9%), disabled (6%), full-time students (3%), students 

working full- or part-time (2%) or unemployed and 

not looking for work (1%). other write-in responses 

included self-employed, freelancer/consultant, intern 

and short-term disability.

Fifty-two percent (52%) of respondents said that 

they are married, while 25% are single (never 

Figure 9: National Placemaking Survey 
respondent Zip Codes Map

Source: Figure created by the Land Policy Institute, Michigan State university, 2014.
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been married), 12% are divorced, 6% are part of an 

unmarried couple and 4% are widowed.

There are no children in the households of 66% 

of the respondents. The remaining households 

have one child (17%), two children (12%), three 

children (4%), four children (1%) or five or more 

(1%) children.

When asked whether their household has more 

than just immediate family (parents and children), 

84% said “no.” Fifteen percent (15%) said “yes,” 

and 1% were “not sure.”

eighty-seven percent (87%) of households surveyed 

do not have an immigrant (e.g., not born in the 

united states) living there, but 13% do. This 

proportion is representative of the u.s. population, 

12% of which were immigrants in 2005 (passel and 

cohn, 2008).

Qualtrics applied a filter to ensure that the survey 

sample would have a racial make-up similar to 

the u.s. population. seventy percent (70%) of 

the respondents indicated that they are white/

caucasian, 18% are black/african american, 

9% are asian, 4% are american indian/alaska 

native and 1% are native hawaiian/other pacific 

islander. “other” responses included arab, 

Filipino, hispanic/latino (although this option 

was provided in the next question regarding 

ethnicity), and mixed race (although respondents 

had the option of selecting all races that were 

represented in their family).

sixteen percent (16%) of respondents indicated 

that they are of hispanic, latino or spanish 

descent, while 84% are not.

in terms of educational attainment, 31% said they 

have completed some college and 26% said they 

have achieved a Bachelor’s degree. The remaining 

responses included attainment of a high school 

diploma/ged (19%), a master’s degree (11%), 

trade school certification (8%), some high school 

(2%) and a phd/terminal degree (2%). in the u.s. 

population age 25 or older, 28% completed high 

school, 21% completed some college, 8% have an 

associate’s degree, 18% have a Bachelor’s degree 

and 11% have a graduate or professional degree 

(acs, 2012).

Finally, Qualtrics applied a filter to ensure that the 

survey sample would have an annual household 

income breakdown similar to that of the united 

states population. The survey respondents 

reported being in the following income brackets:

 � less than $10,000: 6%

 � $10,000–$24,999: 14%

 � $25,000–$49,999: 28%

 � $50,000–$74,999: 24%

 � $75,000–$99,999: 14%

 � more than $100,000: 14%

during 2009, the u.s. population exhibited the 

following income level breakdown:

 � less than $15,000: 13%

 � $15,000–$24,999: 12%

 � $25,000–$49,999: 25%

 � $50,000–$74,999: 18%

 � $75,000–$99,999: 12%

 � more than $100,000: 20%

Finally, respondents were asked to indicate in 

which zone they currently live, again using the 

transect diagram. eighteen percent (18%) of 
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Figure 10: Age by Current Transect

Source: Figure created by the Land Policy Institute, Michigan State university, 2014.
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respondents indicated that they live in a rural 

zone (T2), while 36% indicated that they live in 

the suburban zone (T3), 30% in the general urban 

zone (T4), 10% in the urban center zone (T5) and 

5% in the urban core zone (T6).

CrOSS TAbUlATIOnS
The survey responses were used to determine 

whether certain groups of people (including 

geographic and demographic breakdowns) were 

more or less likely to answer a certain way with 

respect to questions about place characteristics 

or amenities.

cross tabulations of responses were calculated to 

determine whether certain demographic groups 

are more likely to live in urban (T4, T5 and T6), 

suburban (T3) or rural areas (T2). specifically, age, 

race and income demographics were examined 

(see Figures 10–13). in terms of age groups, it 

appears that younger respondents, particularly 

age 18 to 34 (part of the millennial generation), 

are more likely to live in urban areas. generally, 

the older respondents show a tendency to live in 

suburban or rural areas. This finding supports 

prior research that young people, particularly 

millennials, are more likely to live in urban areas; 

however, Baby Boomers in this survey group are 

more likely to live in suburban areas. The age 

bracket where people may have children (age 35 to 

45) and people late in their careers (age 56 to 65) 

appear to be almost as likely to live in the suburbs 

as in urban areas.

perhaps more importantly, younger people are 

more likely to want to live in urban transects. as 

shown in Figure 11, people age 18 to 34 are more 

likely to choose the T4–T6 transects than the rural 

or suburban transects. The desire to live in an 

urban area falls for the middle age brackets (age 

35 to 55), but begins to rise again for the older 

brackets (age 56 to 65 and older). conversely, the 

desire to live in rural areas peaks in the age 46 to 

55 bracket, and then declines for people 56-years-

old and older.
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Figure 11: Age by Desired Transect
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Source: Figure created by the Land Policy Institute, Michigan State university, 2014.

Figure 12: race/Ethnicity by Transect

Source: Figure created by the Land Policy Institute, Michigan State university, 2014.
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Figure 13: Income by Transect

Source: Figure created by the Land Policy Institute, Michigan State university, 2014.
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Figure 12 shows that Black/african american, 

asian, hawaiian/pacific islander, american 

indian and other race respondents are more likely 

to live in urban areas than the White/caucasian 

population. Respondents of hispanic/latino 

descent are more likely to live in urban areas than 

non-hispanic/latinos.

Figure 13 shows that respondents from lower-

income families appear more likely to live in urban 

areas than middle class and wealthy respondents. 

This occurrence could be due to the fact that more 

compact living reduces transportation costs. This 

data suggests that people who earn more money 

live in the suburbs or urban areas.

There appears to be a relationship between these 

demographic groups and geographic locations 

(transect zones).

survey respondents were also asked which 

transect they would prefer to live in; not 

surprisingly, people who currently live in rural 

areas selected the T2 zone as their preference (see 

Figure 14). The same was true for people currently 

living in T3, who selected T3 as their preference. 

people living in urban areas (including T4, T5 

and T6 zones) were also more likely to indicate a 

preference for urban zones, though many of them 

(around 32%, on average) still would prefer to live 

in a suburban area (T3), given the choice.

This interesting finding related to preferences 

of people in the urban transects carries over into 

the survey’s visual preference responses. For 

instance, as shown in Figure 15, people in urban 

transects (T4, T5 and T6) are more likely to want 

townhomes, mixed-use buildings and high-rise 

buildings in their neighborhoods than people in 

the other transects. The closer to the core (T6), 

the more likely they are to select “denser” options. 

however, roughly the same percentage of urban 

core people (T6) who said that they wanted 

townhomes (44%), mixed-use (42%) and high 

rises (40%) also said that they want large lots 

(45%) in their neighborhood. it should be noted 

that respondents were not asked to select one 

neighborhood type over the others; they were 

simply asked to assess each option separately. 
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Figure 14: Current Transect by Desired Transect
(rural, Suburban or urban)

Source: Figure created by the Land Policy Institute, Michigan State university, 2014.
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Figure 15: Neighborhood Type by Current Transect

Source: Figure created by the Land Policy Institute, Michigan State university, 2014.
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Figure 16: Age by Bar/restaurant/Entertainment

Source: Figure created by the Land Policy Institute, Michigan State university, 2014.
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urban transect respondents are also slightly more 

likely to want bars, urban parks and arts and 

culture amenities.

The next analysis looked at whether people of 

the separate age groups answered differently 

regarding the amenities that they wanted in their 

neighborhood, based on the visual preference 

questions. some differences were noted. For 

instance, younger age groups were more likely to 

say “yes” to having a bar in their neighborhood 

than older age groups (see Figure 16). however, 

they were also more likely to say “yes” to arts and 

cultural opportunities as well (see Figure 17). 

These trends are likely related to the findings 

showing that young respondents are more likely 

to live in the urban transect zones and older 

respondents are more likely to live in the suburban 

and rural transects.

Responses also show that people in the lower 

income brackets were more likely to choose 

some arts and cultural opportunities over others 

(see Figure 18). These results could reflect the 

perceived affordability of libraries and movie 

cinemas over museums and art galleries. another 

interesting thing that this graph illustrates is the 

greater likelihood that people in the less than 

$10,000 and $10,000 to $24,999 income brackets 

want these arts and cultural opportunities in their 

neighborhood than those people in the higher 

income brackets.

it appears that there are relationships between the 

responses to questions about place characteristics 

and visual preferences, and current geographic 

location (e.g., transect zone) and demographic group.
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Figure 17: Age by Arts and Culture
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Source: Figure created by the Land Policy Institute, Michigan State university, 2014.

Figure 18: Arts and Culture by Income
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plACEMAkIng AnD  
ECOnOMIC DEvElOpMEnT
The next section describes an analysis to assess 

the potential relationship between place-based 

attributes and economic well-being. First, 

cross tabulations were calculated between 

responses to the question about whether the 

person wanted to move with whether they felt 

that their neighborhood and community were 

better or worse places to live than five years 

ago, and whether they felt economic conditions 

in their region were getting better or worse. 

not surprisingly, people who felt that their 

neighborhood, community and region were 

getting better tended to say that they did not want 

to move. The converse was also true; people who 

felt that their place was getting worse tended to 

say that they would like to move.

of the people who said they felt that their 

neighborhood is a better place to live now than 

five years ago:

 � seventy-four percent (74%) agreed that 

their neighborhood is visually appealing.

 � seventy-one percent (71%) agreed 

that their neighborhood has a mix of 

residential, retail and commercial uses.

 � seventy percent (70%) agreed that their 

neighborhood has many places to go (for 

working, eating, shopping, drinking, 

entertainment, recreation, etc.).

 � sixty-six percent (66%) agreed that their 

neighborhood is ethnically diverse.

 � Fifty-nine percent (59%) disagreed 

that it is too dangerous to walk in their 

neighborhood, because of high crime rates.

 � Fifty-six percent (56%) agreed that 

property values in their neighborhood 

had remained stable, despite the 

economic recession.

of the people who said they felt that their 

neighborhood is a worse place to live now than 

five years ago:

 � sixty-three percent (63%) disagreed 

that their neighborhood has many 

opportunities for social activities.

 � Fifty-six percent (56%) agreed that the 

places they most frequently go to in their 

neighborhood are too far to walk.

of the people who said they felt that their 

community is a better place to live now than five 

years ago:

 � eighty-one percent (81%) agreed that they 

can do most of their grocery shopping 

at stores in their local community 

(compared to 63% of people who said that 

their community is a worse place to live).

 � sixty-two percent (62%) agreed that 

there are bike lanes or paths/trails in 

their local community.

 � Fifty-seven percent (57%) agreed that there 

are many opportunities for arts and cultural 

experiences within their local community.

 � Fifty-three percent (53%) agreed that 

public transportation/transit in their 

community is reliable and convenient.

of the people who said they felt that their 

community is a worse place to live now than five 

years ago:
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 � sixty-nine percent (69%) agreed that 

there is a lack of job opportunities in their 

local community.

despite the relationship between the presence 

or absence of place-based characteristics and a 

person’s belief about changes in the neighborhood 

and community living conditions, the relationship 

of place-based characteristics to the choice of 

whether to move is less clear. For instance, of 

the people who agreed that their neighborhood 

is visually appealing, 44% said that they would 

not move and 37% said that they would move. 

however, of the people who agreed that their 

neighborhood has a mix of residential, retail and 

commercial uses, only 35% said that they would 

not move, while 46% said that they would move.

DISCUSSIOn
The responses from the national placemaking 

survey provide many interesting findings about 

people’s views of placemaking and the place 

amenities that they want in their neighborhood, 

community and region. some of these findings are 

new, some support prior research about place-

based characteristics, and some are contradictory.

With respect to the perceived economic impacts 

of placemaking, a majority of respondents agreed 

that there is a positive relationship, stating that 

including placemaking in their community 

would improve economic activity, jobs, quality of 

life, home prices and sense of community. only 

a small percentage of respondents disagreed 

with these statements. Based on the definition 

of placemaking that was provided, one might 

expect that people would welcome place-based 

development (such as mixed-use, walkability, 

arts and culture, etc.) in their neighborhoods and 

communities in order to improve their economy 

and quality of life. however, answers to questions 

about incorporating place characteristics 

(particularly walkable amenities and mixed 

use) into their neighborhoods received more 

ambivalent responses.

one important thing to note when evaluating 

responses is the proportion of people indicating 

that they live in rural (18% in T2), suburban (36% 

in T3) and urban areas (45% in T4, T5 and T6 

combined). granted, the answers to questions 

about the location of the home within the T2 to 

T6 transect zones are subjective, and the transect 

zones do not follow u.s. census urban/rural 

delineations (i.e., “urban” is defined as those 

communities with more than 50,000 people, 

“urban clusters” with 2,500–50,000 to people, and 

“rural” with less than 2,500 people). however, the 

fact that nearly 70% of the current u.s. population 

lives in places that are considered urban, and only 

10% and 20% live in urban cluster and rural areas 

respectively, suggests that the survey sample may 

be skewed toward rural and suburban areas, thus 

potentially skewing the responses.

While the method of posing the question about 

housing location preference differed between the 

national association of Realtors 2011 and 2013 

community preference surveys and this survey, 

the respondents in this study seemed to lean 

more toward living in places with mostly housing 

(the rural and suburban transects), as opposed to 

places with a mix of housing, offices and retail. 

about 67% of respondents selected T2 and T3, 

while only 33% selected zones T4 to T6. in the 

2013 naR survey, nearly 60% of respondents 

prefer to live in a neighborhood with a mix of 

uses in easy walking distance, while 40% prefer 

housing only neighborhoods, where they have to 

drive to other amenities.

it was clear that certain population segments are 

more likely to live in urban settings, including 

young people, minority households and low-
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income households. it should be noted that their 

presence in urban settings does not necessarily 

indicate their preference to be there. The results of 

the current and preferred transect cross tabulation 

would seem to suggest that some people currently 

living in zones T4, T5 and T6 would like to live 

in a suburban or rural setting, given the choice. 

it was also apparent that people who live in rural 

areas enjoy their lifestyle and feel that increasing 

walkability, mixed uses and density would have 

adverse effects on their lifestyle.

The responses of young people to the visual 

preference questions do appear to suggest 

that they would like to have a variety of 

amenities, including bars and arts and cultural 

opportunities, within walking distance. again, 

based on responses to these same questions, 

seniors (age 65 and older) do not seem more likely 

to choose a neighborhood with more amenities 

within walking distance; in this survey group 

anyway, seniors are more likely to live in rural 

and suburban areas, which could account for their 

visual preference responses.

due to rising gas prices, 15% of respondents said 

that they have moved closer to work and 22% 

said that they have considered doing so. however, 

63% indicated that they have not yet considered 

moving as a result of paying more for gas. similarly 

57% of respondents have not yet considered 

downsizing their home to reduce expenses. While 

the economic downturn and rising gas prices have 

certainly made life difficult for many people, they 

do not appear to be large impetuses for people 

moving into smaller homes closer to work.

Finally, the visual preference questions did show 

that the type and quality of some neighborhood 

amenities had an impact on people’s preferences, 

though some amenities were more susceptible to 

this phenomenon. The type and appearance of 

grocery stores, for instance, was noted in people’s 

responses; whereas bars appeared to be universally 

disliked. While restaurants were generally preferred 

in close proximity to one’s residence, people liked 

different restaurant types for their convenience, 

affordability and social aspects. The type, size and 

usability of parks appeared to have a large influence 

on neighborhood preferences as well.

in general, results support the growing evidence 

that there are groups of people who prefer highly 

walkable, mixed-use and green developments with 

access to a variety of amenities. in several cases, 

neighborhoods and communities with place-based 

development characteristics were viewed as having 

improved in the past five years, while those lacking 

these characteristics were viewed as deteriorating 

(though the degree to which neighborhood features 

have changed and what other factors may be 

involved in that belief are not known). Results also 

show that many people, particularly those who 

currently live in rural and suburban areas, are not 

yet ready to give up their cars and live in denser, 

busier, more vibrant neighborhoods. despite 

an understanding that placemaking improves 

economic well-being, concerns about how it might 

encourage crime, noise and higher expenses still 

exist and should be addressed.
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Part 3: Midwest Placemaking Survey
In ThE SECOnD phASE OF ThE STUDY, ThE hEDOnIC prOpErTY AnAlYSIS WAS 
ExpAnDED TO InClUDE ThrEE ADDITIOnAl MIChIgAn CITIES, AS WEll AS FIvE 
CITIES In ThE MIDWEST. In OrDEr TO EnhAnCE ThE DATA ThAT WAS prOvIDED 
bY ASSESSOr OFFICES In EACh OF ThE 11 CITIES, SUrvEYS WErE SEnT TO hOMES 
ThAT SOlD bETWEEn 2000 AnD 2012 TO COllECT InFOrMATIOn On ADDITIOnAl 
hOUSE, prOpErTY, nEIghbOrhOOD AnD plACE-bASED ChArACTErISTICS, 
InClUDIng STrUCTUrAl ATTrIbUTES (WhErE ThIS InFOrMATIOn WAS 
nOT rEpOrTED In ASSESSOr DATA), qUAlITY OF hOME FEATUrES, EnErgY 
EFFICIEnCY, qUAlITY OF AMEnITIES WIThIn WAlkIng DISTAnCE, rEnTAl 
prICES AnD hOME pUrChASE/rEnT InFlUEnCE FACTOrS.

Based on the results of the pilot study, 

several recommendations were made 

regarding future research, including 

suggestions to:

1. examine the impact of place-based 

characteristics on property prices in 

places outside of michigan.

2. evaluate the effect that the type or 

quality of amenities or businesses have on 

property prices.

3. consider other house, neighborhood 

and place-based characteristics in future 

property price analyses.

Therefore, in the second phase of the study, the 

hedonic property price analysis was expanded to 

include three additional michigan cities, as well as 

five cities in the midwest. in order to enhance the 

data that was provided by assessor offices in each 

of the 11 cities, surveys were sent to homes that 

sold between 2000 and 2012 to collect information 

on additional house, property, neighborhood 

and place-based characteristics, including 

structural attributes (where this information was 

not reported in assessor data), quality of home 

features, energy efficiency, quality of amenities 

within walking distance, rental prices and home 

purchase/rent influence factors.

The first step in this expanded analysis was to 

select the cities that would be studied. cities of 

Flint, Kalamazoo and grand Rapids were chosen 

to represent different regions of michigan, and to 

provide a range of communities from those that 

are becoming vibrant, attractive cities to those 

that are experiencing decline and abandonment. 

similarly, cities in other midwest states were 

selected with three objectives in mind:

1. cities that are similar in size (in terms of 

population and land area/density), ethnic 

diversity and regional importance to the 

case studies in michigan.

2. cities that have experienced either 

population decline (like michigan cities) 

or population growth (which suggests 

that they are attractive places).

3. cities that have had some experience 

with placemaking activities.

For instance, madison, Wi, was selected, because 

it had a similar population size and density in 

2010 to that of grand Rapids. Both cities are part 

of a larger metropolitan region and have a major 

college in them. however, while grand Rapids 

population shrank from 2000–2010 by almost 

5%, the city of madison grew in population by 

more than 12%. madison also has a higher median 

household income ($53,958) than grand Rapids 
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($39,070), suggesting perhaps better opportunities 

for well-paying jobs. Finally, madison is known as 

a vibrant place to live, with a walkable downtown, 

various entertainment opportunities, numerous 

public spaces and jobs for young talent in the 

technology, life science and biotech fields. in recent 

years, grand Rapids has been involved in a variety 

of placemaking activities that have been creating a 

vibrant atmosphere in their downtown, with many 

arts, cultural, entertainment, restaurant and green 

space amenities; these activities will help it to 

compete with places like madison.

Figure 19 shows the locations of the michigan 

and midwest cities in this study. michigan cities 

included lansing, Traverse city, Royal oak, from 

the pilot phase, and Flint, grand Rapids and 

Kalamazoo. midwest cities included davenport, 

ia; Rochester, mn; lakewood, oh; and madison 

and manitowoc, Wi. a description of the selected 

cities is provided below.

prOFIlE OF MIDWEST CITIES
Lansing, Michigan
The capitol city of the state of michigan, lansing 

has a population of 113,996 (part of the lansing-

east lansing metropolitan statistical area, with 

a population of 464,036) and a land area of 36 

square miles, giving it a population density of 3,163 

people per square mile (u.s. census Bureau, 2012). 

once typified as a traditional manufacturing 

city, lansing has made strides in attracting and 

growing entrepreneurs, boosting its finance and 

real estate sectors, nourishing a bio-economy 

and becoming a major insurance center. With an 

average household income of $37,128, jobs in the 

city range from technical to professional (u.s. 

census Bureau, 2010). The city’s largest employers 

are the state of michigan, michigan state 

university (msu) (in neighboring east lansing), 

lansing community college, sparrow health 

system and mclaren-greater lansing (formerly 
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ingham Regional medical center) and general 

motors. lansing has a Walk score of 47, meaning 

it is considered “car dependent,” where most 

errands require a car; it is “somewhat bikable” 

(Walk score, 2013).

lansing is home to:

 � The lansing city market, an 11,000 

square-foot building on the grand River 

that houses more than 30 local businesses;

 � The lansing River Trail, 13 miles of 

paved trail along the grand River and the 

Red cedar River between msu in east 

lansing and dietrich park in northern 

lansing, with year-round use for non-

motorized vehicles and a number of 

special events;

 � The accident Fund insurance company 

of america, which moved its national 

headquarters to the old Board of Water 

and light ottawa street station power 

plant, transforming a long-abandoned 

brownfield site into a leed gold 

certified building;

 � The center for new enterprise 

opportunity, or neo center, an 8,600 

square-foot, leed certified business 

incubator with space for 21 businesses, 

conference rooms, a workout facility and 

office space;

 � peckham, inc., which provides job 

training and employment opportunities 

for the disabled in a leed certified 

250,000 square-foot warehouse;

 � The ingham county land Bank, which 

has purchased, maintained, renovated 

and resold hundreds of blighted 

properties, revitalized neighborhoods and 

put properties back on tax rolls; and

 � many mixed-use developments, including 

the stadium district, a mixed-use, 

walkable, transit-accessible, ecofriendly 

facility on a brownfield site built to 

stimulate job creation and private 

investment, promote the area and inspire 

the entire neighborhood to revitalize. 

Royal Oak, Michigan
Royal oak is an inner-ring suburb of detroit with 

a population of 58,410 and a median household 

income of $62,453 (u.s. census Bureau, 2012). 

covering an area of 11.8 square miles, the city has 

a population density of 4,956 people per square 

mile. Royal oak is both the second wealthiest and 

second densest of the case study cities. Known for 

its shopping, dining and nightlife, the city also 

has numerous place-based characteristics that 

are attractive to young professionals and families. 

Twenty-one percent (21%) of the city’s population 

is between the ages of 24 and 34. it attracts many 

knowledge workers; the largest employers in Royal 
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oak are William Beaumont hospital, metaldyne 

(a designer and supplier of metal components), 

consumers energy and dTe, in addition to 

numerous computer-related and information 

technology businesses. it has been nicknamed the 

“city of Trees,” because of its multitude of flora, 

and has earned the distinction of “Tree city usa” 

from the national arbor day Foundation every 

year since 1976 as a result of its commitment to tree 

planting and natural preservation. Royal oak is 

also known for its commitment to arts and culture 

with several theatres, art galleries and art fairs, 

most notably “arts, Beats and eats,” a weekend-long 

festival with arts exhibitions, food and concerts. 

Royal oak has a Walk score of 59, meaning it is 

“somewhat Walkable,” where some errands can be 

accomplished on foot (Walk score, 2013).

Royal oak is home to:

 � The 71,000 square-foot, $20 million 

emagine movie Theatre and Bowling 

alley, built by paul glantz of emagine 

entertainment on a practically unusable 

piece of land, utilizing a $1.25 million 

Brownfield Tax credit from the michigan 

economic development corp., and 

support from Royal oak’s downtown 

development authority.

 � The main north lofts, a mixed-use center 

with restaurants, fitness and retail on the 

ground floor, residential units on the third 

floor and office space on the fourth floor.

 � The Barbara a. hallman memorial 

plaza, home of the star dream fountain/

sculpture, created by marshall Fredericks 

in 1997, next door to the Royal oak library.

 � a recently established non-motorized 

Transportation plan that seeks to make 

the city safer and incorporates walking, 

biking and mass transit; it is included in 

the city’s overall master plan. 

Traverse City, Michigan
Traverse city is nestled on grand Traverse Bay 

in the northwestern region of michigan’s lower 

peninsula. The Traverse city region has grown 

considerably in population over the past 10 years, 

with grand Traverse county’s population growing 

approximately 12% from 2000 to 2010. The least 

populated case study city, Traverse city has a 

population of 14,911 and the median household 

income is $44,542. The area of city covers 11.8 

square miles, giving it a population density of 1,791 

people per square mile (u.s. census Bureau, 2012). 

The Traverse city area is the country’s largest 
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producer of tart cherries, in addition to being one 

of the centers of wine production in the midwest. 

Famous for its summer and winter tourism, its 

annual cherry Festival and numerous recreational 

activities, much of the Traverse city economy is 

tourism-based; however, it has recently begun to 

diversify the economy with the presence of life-

sciences and technology companies. Traverse city 

has a Walk score of 98, meaning it is considered 

a “Walker’s paradise,” where daily errands do not 

require a car (Walk score, 2013).

Traverse city is home to:

 � The 630 lofts, a five-story, historic 

preservation project with 39 low-income 

residential apartments, several garden-

level retail shops and a common area, 

developed using low-income housing and 

state historic tax credits.

 � a mixed-use Brownfield Redevelopment 

project with a retail outlet, food 

production facility and new residential 

spaces, created by the michigan-based 

firm cherry Republic.

 � The Villages at grand Traverse commons, 

a former mental hospital transformed into 

a mixed-use building with 63 businesses 

and 60 residential suites, including 

affordable housing with rents ranging from 

$450–$759 monthly; it is one of the largest 

examples of historic preservation and 

mixed-use redevelopment in the nation.

 � harbour View centre, a $6 million 

Brownfield Redevelopment project on a 

former coal gasification site, transformed 

into a four-story, mixed-use building 

across the street from grand Traverse Bay.

 � River’s edge, a five-story, Brownfield 

Redevelopment project on the site of the 

former eight-acre Traverse city ironworks 

iron Foundry that was vacant for 15 years, 

creating an urban setting for homes, 

restaurants and offices with views of 

grand Traverse Bay.

Flint, Michigan
Flint has a population of 100,515, an area of 33.6 

square miles, and a population density of 3,008 

people per square mile (u.s. census Bureau, 2012). 

The birthplace of general motors, Flint was once 

one of the nation’s most important industrial 

cities. now, however, Flint has lost more than 22% 

of its population since 2000 and almost half of its 

population since 1970 as a result of disinvestment, 

deindustrialization and population moving to the 

suburbs. median household income is $26,339. 

With large amounts of vacant industrial space 

and widely available tax incentives, the city has 

attempted to diversify its economy in recent years, 

attracting healthcare and life sciences industries 

using former auto assembly sites for offices. The 

city’s largest employer still remains general 

motors, although the auto industry’s collapse 

played a large role in its 9.6% unemployment 

rate. Flint has a Walk score of 48, meaning it is 

considered “car dependent,” where most errands 

require a car (Walk score, 2013).
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Flint is home to:

 � The Riverfront Residence hall, the 

redevelopment of a vacant hotel in 

downtown Flint into a state-of-the-

art, mixed-use, living-learning center 

with housing for 550 students from the 

university of michigan-Flint, Kettering 

university and mott community college.

 � The Flint Riverbank park, a well-situated 

on both sides of the Flint River with a 

series of stepped water attractions, this 

park has garnered community interest as 

a venue for events, like the long-running 

Flint Jazz Festival.

 � The Flint Farmers market, a year-round 

market that has been under revitalization 

since 2002 and is home to 30 vendors 

inside the building and, during warmer 

months, has up to 50 outside vendors 

featuring produce, meat, poultry, breads, 

baked goods, cheese, wine and art in 

addition to a deli, gift stores and middle-

eastern and mexican groceries. 

 � chevy in the hole, a 130-acre vacant 

brownfield site that was once a key 

manufacturing site for general motors 

during the bulk of the 20th century and is 

currently the site of a phyto-remediation 

effort utilizing natural vegetation to 

clean up the subsurface groundwater; the 

future use of the site is not yet known, but 

two potential visions would use the site 

for place-based economic development 

with institutional expansion, riverfront 

development and green space.

Grand Rapids, Michigan
With a population of 190,411, grand Rapids is 

the largest city in West michigan, as well as 

the largest case study city from this state. its 

total land area of 44.6 square miles gives the 

city a population density of 4,289 people per 

square mile, and its median household income 

is $39,070 (u.s. census Bureau, 2012). grand 

Rapids is home to several private and religious 

colleges, including aquinas college, calvin 

college, cornerstone university, grace Bible 

college and Kuyper college, as well as satellite 

campuses of northwood university, grand Valley 

state university, Ferris state university and the 

Kendall college of art and design. The michigan 

state university college of human medicine 

maintains its grand Rapids campus in the secchia 

center medical education building, a $90 million 

building with state-of-the-art facilities. The center 

is located in the well-known medical mile in 

downtown grand Rapids, a hub of world-class 

health science facilities. The city has a diverse 

economy, is home to the headquarters of regional 

super center chain meijer, the consumer goods 

manufacturer alticor/amway, food distributor 

spartan stores and independent bookstore 

schuler Books and music, and it a national 

center for furniture manufacturing. grand 

Rapids has a Walk score of 54, meaning it is 
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“somewhat Walkable,” where some errands can be 

accomplished on foot; it also has a Bikescore of 50, 

meaning it is considered somewhat bikable (Walk 

score, 2013).

grand Rapids is home to:

 � calder plaza, an open square adjoining 

the city and county buildings that host 

large community events; it houses the 

public sculpture “la grand Vitesse” by 

alexander calder.

 � division park avenue, an $11 million 

project by Brookstone capital to renovate 

two previously vacant structures into 

modern, energy-efficient apartments 

intended for low- to middle-income 

tenants; the project is leed certified and 

preserved many historical features of the 

original buildings.

 � The martineau project, a $10.6 million, 

four-building rehabilitation project in the 

historic heartside/arena district that will 

result in 23 apartments for low-income 

artists, as well as 12,410 square feet of 

commercial space for galleries, studios, a 

café and a catering business. 

 � The 38 commerce, a leed certified 

mixed-used development with 35 

apartments, eight condos, 30,000 square 

feet of commercial and office space and a 

parking deck for up to 350 cars.

 � The grand Rapids urban market, a $27 

million, 3.5-acre indoor-outdoor market 

that recently received a $5.7 million in 

grants to clean the land and remove 

dilapidated buildings; the mixed-use 

development combines local food 

production, retail, farmers’ markets and 

nutrition education.

 � The gallery, a leed certified 

redevelopment of a vacant parking ramp 

into 56 apartments, 2,700 square feet 

of retail space and 250 public parking 

spaces; it is also the new home of the 

urban institute for contemporary arts, 

which features a 200-seat film theater, 

a performing arts theater and multiple 

studios and event spaces.

 � artprize, a placemaking activity that brings 

thousands of artists and art enthusiasts to 

downtown grand Rapids for the world’s 

biggest art competition each year.

Kalamazoo, Michigan
With a population of 75,092, Kalamazoo is the 

largest city in the southwest Region of michigan 

and is situated half-way between the large detroit 

and chicago metropolitan areas. The city covers 

24.7 square miles of land, giving it a population 

density of 3,042 people per square mile. The 

city has a median household income of $31,189 
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(u.s. census Bureau, 2012). home to Western 

michigan university, which has four campuses 

in Kalamazoo, and the prestigious Kalamazoo 

college, among other smaller universities, every 

resident graduate of Kalamazoo public schools 

is provided with a scholarship for up to 100% 

of tuition and mandatory fee costs for four 

years at any public university or community 

college in michigan (known as the “Kalamazoo 

promise”). historically, the economy of the city 

was reliant on manufacturing industries, such 

as automobiles and buggies, cigars, paper, stoves, 

windmills and instruments. now, the city 

boasts a diverse economy, is home to three local 

breweries, two of the nation’s leading flavoring 

companies and numerous life sciences firms. 

The largest employers in the area are Borgess 

medical center and Bronson methodist hospital, 

pharmaceutical companies pfizer and perrigo 

and Western michigan university. Kalamazoo 

has a Walk score of 51, meaning it is considered 

“somewhat Walkable,” where some errands can be 

accomplished on foot (Walk score, 2013).

Kalamazoo is home to:

 � The exchange (phoenix properties), 

a $24.5 million eight-story, mixed-use 

complex in downtown Kalamazoo, with 

upscale apartments, a bank, office space 

and retail at the ground-level.

 � peregrine plaza, a $2.4 million Brownfield 

Retrofit of a former charter school into 

mixed-use apartments and retail, with 

11 perimeter retail spaces on the ground 

floor, 10 to 15 interior retail spaces on an 

arcade, 16 residential units above and 

green space on the roof.

 � Kalamazoo commons, a mixed-use 

development in the heart of downtown 

Kalamazoo, with a 14-screen state-of-

the-art Rave movie theatre, 18 residential 

apartment units and 20,000 sq. ft. of 

first-floor retail, restaurant and office/

service space; it has a direct link to the 

nearby Western michigan university, 

Kalamazoo college and Kalamazoo 

Valley community college.

 � The ark services for Youth has provided 

assistance to at-risk youth in the 

Kalamazoo area for 35 years by offering 

short-term housing, job and housing 

counseling, laundry facilities and 

bathrooms, as well as subsidized housing 

(at 30% of a residents income) available 

for 18- to 24-year-olds.

 � arcadia creek Festival place, a community 

gathering place which holds about 50 

events per year, attracting around 150,000 

people to the downtown area. 

Davenport, Iowa
located between chicago, il, and des moines, 

ia, davenport sits on the mississippi River 

and the interstate border. The least dense case 

study city, davenport has a population of 101,363 

and a total area of 62.8 square miles, giving it 

a population density of 1,610 people per square 

miles. The median household income of the city 

is $45,237 (u.s. census Bureau, 2012). it is home 

to the headquarters of lee enterprises, a daily 

50



views and values of placemaking in michigan, the midwest and the nation

la
nd

 p
ol

ic
y 

in
st

it
ut

e

newspaper publisher and Von maur, a department 

store. manufacturing is the city’s largest 

employment sector. nearby John deere and Rock 

island arsenal, the largest government-owned 

weapons manufacturing arsenal in the united 

states, also provide numerous jobs to the city. 

davenport is known for its affordable housing, low 

crime rates and relatively low unemployment rate. 

davenport has a Walk score of 46, meaning it is 

considered “car dependent,” where most errands 

require a car (Walk score, 2013).

davenport is home to:

 � hilltop campus Village, the area between 

the campuses of palmer college of 

chiropractic and st. ambrose university, 

which has seen renovation of more than 50 

buildings and has had $4.6 million invested 

in rehabilitation; it has educational, 

cultural and religious institutions, which 

make it a walking and biking destination 

for students, residents and visitors.

 � The hotel Blackhawk, a nearly 100-year-

old davenport hotel in the vibrant 

downtown area, close to the Rivercenter, 

that was renovated through a public-

private investment.

 � Forrest Block apartments, a 36,000 

square-foot building more than 

135-years-old that was converted into 

an apartment complex with 24 one-, 

two- and three-bedroom apartments, 

an interior courtyard and a rooftop 

garden; the building is designed to have 

retail businesses on the main floor and 

professional offices on the upper floors.

 � The crescent lofts, which is the anchor 

for the crescent Warehouse Revitalization 

district, an area once housing davenport’s 

industrial trade along the mississippi 

River; the building is serviced by “The 

loop” shuttle and provides convenient 

access to local foods and produce at 

davenport’s historic city market just 

¾ mile away, as well as entrances to the 

longest bike path in the state.

Rochester, Minnesota
home of the world-renowned mayo clinic medical 

center, Rochester is the largest city in minnesota 

outside of the minneapolis-st. paul-Bloomington 

metropolitan statistical area, with a population 

of 108,992. Rochester has a population density 

of 1,999 people per square mile and a median 

household income of $63,490 (u.s. census Bureau, 

2012), making it the wealthiest case study city. The 

city has also experienced the greatest percentage 

of population growth of all case study cities, 
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increasing its population by more than 24% from 

2000–2010, and over 50% from 1990–2010. Thirty-

three thousand of the area’s residents are employed 

by the mayo clinic, which draws more than two 

million visitors each year. in addition to the mayo 

clinic, the city has other healthcare providers and 

medical centers and is home to iBm’s Rochester 

campus, one of the company’s most important 

manufacturing centers. With an unemployment 

rate of 4.5%, Rochester also has one of the lowest 

unemployment rates in the country. Rochester has 

a Walk score of 36, meaning it is considered “car 

dependent,” where most errands require a car 

(Walk score, 2013).

Rochester is home to:

 � peace plaza and the First street 

promenade, a renovated public plaza near 

the downtown and mayo clinic, which 

is programmed with year-round events, 

like the summer market, noontime music 

and theatrical performances and a fall 

fashion show, under the guidance of the 

Rochester downtown alliance.

 � The alley Visioning meeting, a design 

charrette focusing on creating a safer, 

cleaner, more pedestrian friendly place 

in the alley of the 300 block between 

Broadway and 1st avenue sW in 

downtown Rochester, using landscaping, 

lighting, murals, decorations and refuse 

handling; the visioning project was 

initiated by residents and businesses of 

this neighborhood.

 � metropolitan market place, home to The 

people’s Food co-op on the ground level 

(offering a selection of fresh, organic 

groceries for the health-conscious 

Rochester community), furnished studios 

and one-, two- and three-bedroom 

apartments in the upper levels, along 

with underground parking; the building 

is energy efficient and walkable to the 

downtown area.

Lakewood, Ohio
lakewood is situated directly West of cleveland 

and south of lake erie. The most densely populated 

case study city, lakewood has a population of 51,385 

people in just 5.5 square miles, or 9,284 people per 

square mile. The median household income for the 

city is $43,958 (u.s. census Bureau, 2012). lakewood 

is known for its wide array of residential housing 

structures and popular commercial districts with 

bars, restaurants and shops. especially attractive to 

young professionals, 20% of the city’s population is 

between the age of 25 and 34. lakewood hospital is 

the city’s largest employer, and many residents work 

in nearby cleveland. lakewood has a Walk score of 

68, meaning it is considered “somewhat Walkable,” 

where some errands can be accomplished on foot 

(Walk score, 2013).

lakewood is home to:

 � Rockport square, a three-part, mixed-

use, residential project by Forest city 

enterprises, which includes two six-story 

loft buildings, with energy efficient units 

and several adjacent mixed-use buildings. 

 � lakewood park, one of the largest 

lakefront parks in ohio, featuring several 

public pavilions, athletic fields, a skate 
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park, an outdoor swimming pool and a 

live concert stage; the park’s lakefront 

promenade offers a view of downtown 

cleveland and an all-purpose trail that 

circles the park.

 � Rosewood place, formerly a vacant used 

car lot, but now a 56,000 sq. ft. mixed-

use development with retail space with 

11 luxury town homes, 13 lofts and office 

space; the development is energy efficient 

and centrally located.

 � The gordon square arts district, which 

houses three unique theatres within a 

two-minute walk of each other within 

lakewood’s art district and offers 

independent films, musicals, theatre and 

dance productions.

Madison, Wisconsin
The capitol of Wisconsin, madison is the largest 

case study city in terms of both population and 

geographic size, with a population of 240,323 and 

a land area of 76.8 square miles. its population 

density is 3,138 people per square mile, and its 

median household income is $53,958 (u.s. census 

Bureau, 2012). madison has also experienced the 

greatest total population growth of the case study 

cities, increasing by 25,155 people from 2000–2010, 

and 41,947 people from 1990–2010. The city, perhaps 

best known for being home of the university 

of Wisconsin(uW)-madison, is also a hub for 

numerous technical, biotech, and life-science firms 

and has attracted numerous young professionals. 

The largest employers in the city are the Wisconsin 

state government and the uW-madison, in 

addition to the university of Wisconsin hospital 

and clinics, one of four major hospitals in the 

city. madison has a Walk score of 55, meaning it 

is considered “somewhat Walkable,” where some 

errands can be accomplished on foot; it also has a 

Bike score of 66 and a Transit score of 37, meaning 

it is somewhat bikable and has some public 

transportation (Walk score, 2013).

madison is home to:

 � Wisconsin state capitol, which is 

situated in a square in the center of 

downtown madison, serving as a 

major intersection in town and a public 

space where people can meet and enjoy 

recreational activities.

 � The east campus gateway, a broad, 

seven-block pedestrian-oriented 

corridor, including private developments, 

university buildings and two public 

gathering places, which serves as a “front 

door” to the university of Wisconsin-

madison; the 2.45 million-square-foot 

project houses an outdoor mall, a 12-story 

mixed-use building with 350 rental 

apartments, 120,000 square feet of retail 

space and numerous academic buildings, 

on lake mendota.

 � museum mile, a corridor with art, 

children’s and history museums that 

stretches from the capitol to the uW-

madison campus.
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Manitowoc, Wisconsin
located on lake michigan, manitowoc has a 

population of 33,383 and is known for its natural 

features and tourism amenities. historically, 

manitowoc has been associated with numerous 

maritime industries and is home of the Wisconsin 

maritime museum and several ship-building 

companies. The median household income for 

the city is $42,579 and the bulk of the city is 

employed in the manufacturing sector. sparsely 

populated, manitowoc is 17.63 square miles of land 

and has a population density of 1,894 people per 

square mile (u.s. census Bureau, 2012). Known 

mostly for its tourism, the city heavily relies 

on lake michigan amenities, but is also home 

to several museums, theatres and wineries. The 

natural amenities of surrounding manitowoc 

county lend themselves to more than 245 miles 

of state-funded snowmobile trails, five major 

parks, 14 parks with lake/river access and 11 

beaches along lake michigan. manitowoc has a 

Walk score of 44, meaning it is considered “car 

dependent,” where most errands require a car 

(Walk score, 2013).

manitowoc is home to:

 � The mariners Trail, a hard-surfaced, 

seven-mile long recreational trail that 

runs along lake michigan and connects 

manitowoc and Two Rivers, Wi.

 � The 2009 master plan, with a vision 

for smart growth, linking downtown 

manitowoc with the lakefront, the 

riverfront and the community’s port, a 

downtown image built upon manitowoc’s 

unique assets, maximization of existing 

infrastructure and the increase of 

downtown connectivity by using one-way 

street conversions, pedestrian and bicycle 

connections and easier waterway access.

 � The Rahr West art museum, which is 

housed in a 19th century mansion near 

downtown manitowoc and serves as a 

community civic art center, featuring local 

and traveling art exhibits, educational 

opportunities and annual events.

There are many similarities between the 11 

cities included in this placemaking study, yet 

it’s clear that they each have unique assets and 

circumstances that will flavor placemaking 

efforts. many of them have been hard hit by the 

decline of the automobile manufacturing industry, 

company closures and population loss. some 

of them have very walkable downtowns, while 

others are still very car-dependent. The example 

placemaking projects listed for each city show 

that there is recognition among city leaders, 

developers and other stakeholder groups about the 

quality of life and economic benefits of creating 
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more walkable, mixed-use, green spaces. public-

private partnerships are often needed to get these 

projects, many of which take place on abandoned 

and contaminated sites, off the ground; there are 

roles for philanthropists, private investors and 

government entities in identifying the capital 

necessary to embrace placemaking. not all projects 

are big developments; there are many “lighter, 

Quicker, cheaper” activities taking place in each 

city (pps, 2011). Finally, placemaking projects that 

capitalize on each city’s major assets, from being 

located on the lakeshore to having significant 

anchor institutions with employment opportunities 

to housing a large arts and cultural community.

SUrvEY prOCESS DESCrIpTIOn
invitations to take an online survey were mailed to 

households in these 11 study cities who purchased 

a home between the years 2000 and 2012. letters 

were directed to the current resident of the home, 

including home owners and/or renters. a random 

sample was drawn from each city proportional to 

the total number of sold houses among all cities. 

The mailing included a letter explaining the study 

and the importance of their participation. The 

letter also included a small magnet as a token of 

appreciation and, upon completion of the survey, 

the opportunity to win a $100 gift card from 

amazon.com (entry was voluntary). 

The survey was available online for about six 

weeks from august 29–october 15, 2012. By the 

close date, 2,049 people had responded, with 1,997 

completing the survey. The margin of sampling 

error is plus or minus 2.2 percentage points at the 

95% level of confidence.

The survey asked owners and renters questions 

about housing and property characteristics along 

with neighborhood and community features. 

Focusing on the neighborhood and community 

features, the survey’s primary aim was to gauge 

the importance of numerous factors in owner’s 

and renter’s decisions to buy/rent their home. a 

few of those factors included being close to parks, 

dining and shopping opportunities, schools and 

jobs. other questions asked how walkable the 

respondent’s neighborhood is, how often he/she 

walks, and the quality of nearby parks, stores, 

cafes and restaurants. To conclude the survey, 

respondents answered questions about their 

socio-economic status, happiness, healthiness and 

basic demographic qualifiers.

having obtained property records from the 

assessor’s office in each city, it was possible to join 

survey responses to parcel records. These records 

contain information regarding sale price, year and 

month, along with structural attributes, such as 

the number of bedrooms and bathrooms, square 

footage, and other essential real estate-based data. 

These structural data are included in the hedonic 

property price analysis (described in the next 

section) to control for their effect on the sale price. 

SUrvEY rESUlTS
The survey was broken into four main components:

1. Questions about housing and property 

characteristics along with neighborhood 

and community features.

2. Questions about the importance of 

numerous factors in owner’s and renter’s 

decisions to buy/rent their home.

3. Questions about how walkable the 

respondent’s neighborhood is, how often 

he/she walks and the quality of nearby 

parks, stores, cafes and restaurants.

4. demographic questions to help us 

better understand who responded to the 

survey, and whether responses differed 

between groups.
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Responses to questions in each section are 

summarized below. a complete reporting of all 

responses is provided in appendix B on page 117.

Housing/Property/Neighborhood/ 
Community Characteristic Questions
ninety-two percent of respondents owned 

and resided at the property where the survey 

invitation was received, while 7% were renters. 

other responses included people who owned 

the property but did not live there, or lived there 

but did not own the property. The remaining 

responses were excluded from the results and 

analysis due to either not living at the property or 

having a unique living situation.

Respondents were asked the year in which year 

they moved into their current home. The response 

data was used to determine how long they had 

been living at the property. Five percent of 

respondents indicated that they had lived in their 

home for less than one year, while 37% had lived 

there for one to four years, 44% had lived there for 

five to 10 years, and 8% had lived there for 11–20 

years. none of the respondents indicated that they 

had lived at the property for more than 20 years.

The next question asked how long they had lived 

in their current neighborhood and city. a plurality 

of respondents (30%) indicated that they had 

lived in their neighborhood for four to six years, 

while 29% had lived there for seven to 10 years, 

25% had lived there for one to three years, 10% 

had lived there for 11–15 years, 4% had lived there 

for less than one year, and only 2% had lived there 

for more than 15 years. a plurality (29%) said that 

they had lived in their current city for more than 

15 years, 21% for seven to 10 years, 19% for four to 

six years, 16% for 11–15 years, 13% for one to three 

years, and only 2% for less than one year. Based 

on these results, it appears that many people 

in the survey move more frequently between 

neighborhoods within a city than they have moved 

between cities.

people were then asked about the features of 

their home, particularly for data that was not 

attainable from the assessor’s office in each city. 

Fifty-one percent (51%) of respondents indicated 

that their home had three bedrooms, 19% had 

two bedrooms, 19% had four bedrooms, 3% had 

five bedrooms, and only 1% had one bedroom. 

almost half (48%) of the surveyed homes had one 

full bathroom, and 35% had two full bathrooms, 

while 10% had three or more full bathrooms. 

Forty-one percent (41%) of homes also had one half 

bathroom, while 36% had none, and 3% had two 

(with a non-response rate of 19%).

in terms of other home features, the following 

percentages of respondents indicated that they 

had a:

 � garage: 88%;

 � Fireplace: 52%;

 � Front porch: 62%;

 � deck (backyard): 61%;

 � Finished basement: 29%;

 � partially finished basement: 37%; and/or

 � pool: 3%.

in terms of parking at the property, 47% of 

respondents said that they had two parking spaces 

in their garage, 29% had one space, 8% had three 

or more and 12% didn’t have any garage parking 

spaces. Forty-three percent (43%) said that they 

had three or more parking spaces in their driveway, 

while 37% had two spaces, 12% had one space and 

3% didn’t have any driveway parking spaces. 
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Respondents were also asked whether their city 

allowed for 24-hour on-street parking. sixty-five 

percent (65%) indicated that it was allowed, 26% 

indicated that it was not, and 9% were “not sure.” 

When asked whether they had a sidewalk in front 

of their home, 84% of respondents said “yes,” and 

16% said “no.” on the other side, 93% said that they 

did not have a dedicated bike lane on their street, 

while 7% said they do and 1% were “not sure.”

next, homeowners were asked to rate the quality 

of certain home features at the time of purchase, 

including bedrooms, roof, siding, kitchen, 

windows, garage, bathrooms, doors, appliances, 

basement, landscaping and insulation R-value. 

The quality of these features is often considered 

in home appraisals at the time of sale and can 

influence purchase price. The quality of the 

bedrooms, roofs and siding rated relatively high, 

while the insulation R-value, landscaping and 

basements received lower ratings.

Following the purchase of the home, 78% of 

homeowners indicated that they have done some 

remodeling, while 22% said that they had not. 

Thirty percent (30%) said that they had spent 

$5,000–$10,000 on remodeling, 23% estimated 

that they had spent $10,001–$20,000, and 20% had 

spent less than $5,000. only 15% of homeowners 

had spent more than $30,000 to fix up their home.

Before purchasing their home, 38% of homeowners 

indicated that energy efficiency improvements 

had been made, while 43% said that they had 

not and 19% were “not sure.” For homes where 

improvements had been made, they were most 

likely to be installation of more energy efficient 

windows (58%), furnace (41%) or insulation (38%). 

energy efficient appliances, water heaters, doors 

and weather stripping were also installed. other 

energy efficiency updates included low-flow 

toilets/showerheads, lighting and programmable 

thermostats. a few homes had solar panels or 

geothermal installed.

The next question asked whether, since buying 

the home, the homeowner had made any energy-

efficiency improvements (such as windows, 

insulation, energy star appliances, doors, furnace, 

solar panels, etc.). improvements could have been 

do-it-yourself or through a contractor or hired 

help. seventy-six percent (76%) said that they had 

made energy efficiency updates, while 23% had 

not. The most common updates were installing 

energy star appliances (64%), insulation (46%) 

and new windows (38%).

homeowners were asked to rate the quality of the 

nearest amenities to their home, including parks, 

grocery stores, gas stations/convenience stores, 

bars, restaurants/cafes and coffee shops. overall, 

most amenities were rated as being high quality. 

seventy-four percent (74%) of respondents rated 

grocery stores as a four or five, with responses 

ranging from 1–5, with one being “very poor 

quality” and five being “very high quality.” parks 

were rated at 69%, restaurants at 66%, gas station/

convenience stores at 60% and coffee shops at 

59%. on the other hand, bars were rated at four or 

five 43% of the time, and at one or two 12% of the 

time; 27% of respondents didn’t know or weren’t 
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sure how to rate the quality of the bar closest to 

their home.

Renters were asked some unique questions on 

the survey. For instance, the survey included a 

question about how much they pay in monthly rent 

for the entire unit (excluding fees and utilities). 

sixty-eight percent (68%) indicated that they 

paid between $500–$1,000 in monthly rent, while 

27% paid $1,001–$2,000, and 4% paid less than 

$500 per month. no respondents indicated paying 

rent more than $2,000 per month. seventy-three 

percent (73%) of renters are living in a single family 

home, 12% in a duplex, 7% in a condominium or 

townhouse and only 4% in an apartment. Fifty 

percent (50%) of renters said that there were two 

separate rental units at their address, with 16% 

with three units, 11% with one unit, 11% with four 

units and 5% with six units or more.

Renters were also asked to rate the quality of the 

nearest amenities to their home, including parks, 

grocery stores, gas stations/convenience stores, 

bars, restaurants/cafes and coffee shops. over 

half of renters rated the quality of parks (64%), 

restaurants (63%), grocery stores (61%) and gas 

station/convenience stores (52%) as either a four or 

a five, with responses ranging from 1–5, with one 

being “very poor quality” and five being “very high 

quality.” less than half of renters rated the quality 

of coffee shops (48%) and bars (47%) as either a 

four or a five.

Finally, survey respondents were asked to provide 

any additional information they felt was relevant 

about their neighborhoods or homes. many people 

indicated that they love their neighborhoods, 

for a variety of different reasons ranging from 

its walkability/bikability to the close-knit 

relationships with neighbors to the income and 

racial diversity/balance. several respondents noted 

the benefits of being close to lakes and trails, 

while others complained about the midwest 

winters. some respondents expressed concerns 

that their neighborhood being less safe than it 

used to be and that community schools were 

poor quality, so while they could send their child 

to a school within walking distance, they have 

chosen to drive them to another school district 

(through schools of choice). The affordability 

of neighborhoods was often noted, with some 

respondents indicating that their home had lost 

value since the recession and some saying that 

their neighborhood had experienced stable home 

prices. These open-ended responses helped to 

support and explain some of the results from 

questions about neighborhood quality, nearby 

amenities, walkability and safety.

Purchase/Rental Decision Factor Questions
homeowners were asked about how much certain 

property and neighborhood features were involved 

in the decision to purchase their home, with 

responses ranging from one to five, with one being 

“not at all” and five being “very much.” Figure 20 

illustrates the survey responses to these questions. 

The factors that received the most positive responses 

(with a rating of four or five) were for the home 

interior (design, layout) and number of bedrooms 

(75% and 70%, respectively). around half of 

respondents also gave a four or five rating to the 

architecture/style, square footage and size of yard. 

The factors that were least often cited as being 

involved in the home purchase decision were on-

street parking, historic significance and street lights.

homeowners were then given a series of 

statements about their home or neighborhood 

and asked to indicate how much those factors 

influenced the decision to purchase their home. 

Response options ranged from one to five, with 

one being “not at all” and five being “very much.” 

Figure 21 illustrates the percentage of responses 
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Figure 20: Home Purchase Decision Factors

Source: Figure created by the Land Policy Institute, Michigan State university, 2014.
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for these ratings within each factor. The top 

statements (i.e., those that received the most four 

and five ratings) were related to neighborhood 

safety, short commute time, home affordability, 

being close to a job, and being able to walk/bike 

to many nearby places that are important to the 

respondent. statements with the least influence 

on respondents’ purchase decisions were great 

access to public transportation, many employment 

opportunities in the city and having an energy 

efficient home.

it is important to note that people were 

asked to rate the influence of the statements, 

not specifically the home or neighborhood 

characteristic highlighted in the statement. in 

other words, if the respondent felt that statement 

was not true about their home or neighborhood, 

they may be less likely to rate it as an important 

influence factor.

Renters were asked similar questions about their 

decision to rent their home. They were first asked 

to indicate the degree to which certain factors 

were involved in their decision, with one being 

Figure 21: Home and Neighborhood Purchase
Decision Statements
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Source: Figure created by the Land Policy Institute, Michigan State university, 2014.
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Figure 22: Home rental Decision Factors
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Source: Figure created by the Land Policy Institute, Michigan State university, 2014.

“not at all” and five being “very much.” Figure 22 

illustrates the survey responses to these questions. 

similarly to the responses for homeowners, 

bedrooms, interior (design, layout) and yard space 

were the top factors for renters, receiving the 

most four and five ratings at 75%, 61% and 53% 

respectively. The factors with the lowest ratings 

were historical significance (10%), road quality 

(12%) and public schools (17%).

Renters were also asked how much certain 

statements influenced their decision to rent 
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Figure 23: Home and Neighborhood rental
Decision Statements

Source: Figure created by the Land Policy Institute, Michigan State university, 2014.
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their home. Figure 23 illustrates the percentage 

of responses for these ratings within each factor. 

once again, neighborhood safety came out as the 

top statement for renters (with 67% of respondents 

rating it a four or five), with short commute 

to job or school (61%) and being close to a job 

(59%) coming in close behind. more than half of 

respondents also highly rated the statements that 

they could do a majority of shopping in nearby 

stores (57%) and the ability to walk/bike to many 

nearby places (54%). The statements with the 

lowest ratings were related to energy efficiency 

(4%) and the availability of many employment 

opportunities in the city (8%). it should again be 

noted that respondents were asked to rate the 

influence of the statements, without specifying 

whether or not they were true statements.

Neighborhood Walkability Questions
Respondents were asked: “about how long would 

it take to get from your home to the nearest places 

listed below if you walked to them?” They were 
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given the choices: a) one to five minutes, b) six to 

10 minutes, c) 11–20 minutes, d) 21–30 minutes, d) 

more than 30 minutes, and e) too far/not practical 

to walk. a plurality of respondents (40%) 

indicated that it would not be practical to walk 

to their job, because it is too far from their home. 

aggregating across choices, 32% said that they 

could walk to work in 20 minutes or less, while 

29% said that it would take more than 20 minutes.

Twenty-seven percent (27%) of survey respondents 

indicated that it would not be practical to walk 

to their university or college, while 41% said that 

the walk would be 20 minutes or less and 32% 

indicated that the walk would be more than 20 

minutes. eighty-eight percent (88%) of people said 

that they could walk to the nearest elementary, 

middle or high school in 20 minutes or less, 

including 38% who said it would be a walk of five 

minutes or less; only 8% said that it would take 

more than 20 minutes.

ninety-five percent (95%) indicated that they 

lived within a 20-minute walk to a transit stop, 

with 63% living within five minutes. ninety-three 

percent (93%) indicated that they lived within a 

20-minute walk to a park, with 55% living within 

five minutes.

in the shopping category, 73% of respondents 

indicated that they live within a 20-minute walk 

of a supermarket or grocery store, while 21% said 

that it would take more than 20 minutes to walk 

to a store. however, 91% said that it would take 

20 minutes or less to walk to a convenience store, 

with 39% saying that it would take five minutes 

or less. sixty-two percent (62%) said that they 

could walk to a retail store (clothing, book/music, 

boutique, etc.) in 20 minutes or less.

seventy-six percent (76%) of respondents said 

that they could walk to an entertainment venue 

(such as a bar) within 20 minutes. For eating and 

drinking establishments, 79% indicated that they 

could walk to a sit-down restaurant or a fast-food 

restaurant within 20 minutes.

The next question asked respondents to rate 

the overall look and feel of a walk in their 

neighborhood, on a scale of one to five, with 

one being very low quality and five being very 

high quality. Forty percent (40%) rated their 

neighborhood walk as very high quality (five), 

with 38% rating it a four and 16% rating it a three. 

Respondents were also asked how safe they feel 

in their neighborhood. seventy-five percent (75%) 

said that they feel “very safe” or “extremely safe,” 

21% said that they feel “moderately safe,” 4% feel 

“slightly safe” and 1% feels “not at all safe.”

The survey also included questions on people’s 

walking habits. They were asked: “Which of the 

following statements best describes the amount 

of walking you do in your neighborhood?” 

Responses included:

 � i walk all the time: 23%;

 � i walk very often: 36%;

 � i tend to walk a bit, but not too much: 27%;

 � i do not walk very often: 11%; and

 � i never walk and prefer to drive: 3%.

it should be noted that this question did not 

specify whether the walking in question was to 

reach a destination, so the responses likely reflect 

walking habits for recreational purposes as well.

The next question asked: “generally speaking, 

how many minutes are you willing to walk to 

reach a destination (such as a restaurant, store, 

park, or other places you might frequently visit)?” 

Responses included:
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 � one to five minutes: 7%;

 � six to 10 minutes: 21%;

 � eleven to 15 minutes: 29%;

 � sixteen to 20 minutes: 23%;

 � Twenty-one to 25 minutes: 7%;

 � Twenty-six to 30 minutes: 8%; and

 � Thirty minutes or longer: 5%.

Demographic Questions
Respondents were asked to select the community 

type that best described where they grew up. 

Thirty percent (30%) indicated that they were 

raised in a city, 28% were raised in the suburbs, 

26% were raised in a small town, 11% were raised 

in the country and 5% were raised on a farm.

in terms of age, respondents were split into the 

following age brackets:

 � eighteen- to 24-year-olds: 2%;

 � Twenty-five- to 34-year-olds: 33%;

 � Thirty-five- to 45-year-olds: 31%;

 � Forty-six- to 55-year-olds: 16%;

 � Fifty-six- to 65-year-olds: 14%; and

 � age 66 or older: 5%.

The survey group was markedly younger than the 

general u.s. population, with the following age 

bracket percentages of people 20 years or older 

(u.s. census Bureau, 2010):

 � Twenty- to 24-year-olds: 10%;

 � Twenty-five- 34-year-olds: 19%;

 � Thirty-five- 44-year-olds: 18%;

 � Forty-five- 54-year-olds: 20%;

 � Fifty-six- 64-year-olds: 16%; and

 � age 65 or older: 18%.

survey respondents were 46% male and 54% 

female. This gender distribution is fairly 

representative of the u.s. population, which is 51% 

female and 49% male (u.s. census Bureau, 2010).

Forty-one percent (41%) of respondents indicated 

that they have a Bachelor’s degree, with 28% 

having a master’s degree, 12% having an 

associate’s/professional degree, 9% having a 

doctoral degree and 10% having a high school 

diploma. This educational attainment was high, 

compared to the midwest region.3 in the midwest 

population over the age of 25, 31% had completed 

high school, 22% had completed some college, 9% 

have an associate’s degree, 18% have a Bachelor’s 

degree and 10% have a graduate or professional 

degree (acs, 2012).

in terms of marital status, 60% of respondents 

were married, while 23% were single, 10% are 

divorced, 6% were in a domestic partnership and 

1% they were widowed. Fifty-one percent (51%) 

indicated that one adult (age 18 or older) lived in 

3. The midwest Region as defined by the u.s. census 
Bureau contains the north-central states of illinois, 
indiana, iowa, Kansas, michigan, minnesota, 
missouri, nebraska, north dakota, ohio, south 
dakota and Wisconsin.
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the home with them, 21% said two and 20% said 

none. This question could have been confusing to 

respondents who weren’t sure whether to count 

themselves among the number of adults.

Fifty-nine percent (59%) of households that 

responded had no children (age 17 or younger) 

living in the home. sixteen percent (16%) had two 

children and 15% had one child living in the home. 

only 6% had three or more children.

in terms of employment, 73% of respondents said 

they were employed full-time, while 10% were 

employed part-time. eight percent (8%) were 

retired, 4% were unemployed and not seeking 

employment, 3% were unemployed and currently 

sought employment and 2% were students.

When asked about race, 94% indicated that they are 

caucasian. other the remaining respondents, 2% are 

Black/african american, 2% are asian, 2% are mixed 

race and 1% indicated that they are of hispanic, 

latino or spanish descent. This racial breakdown 

was not as diverse as the midwest average, where 

82% are caucasian, 10% are Black/african american, 

3% are asian, 2% are some other race and 2% are two 

or more races (acs, 2012). nearly 5% of households 

in the midwest are hispanic or latino origin (u.s. 

census Bureau, 2010).

in terms of political views, 15% identified 

themselves as being very liberal, 32% as liberal, 

33% as moderate/independent, 17% as conservative 

and 3% as very conservative.

The survey respondents reported being in the 

following household income brackets:

 � $20,000 or less: 4%;

 � $20,001–30,000: 6%;

 � $30,001–40,000: 8%;

 � $40,001–50,000: 10%;

 � $50,001–80,000: 29%;

 � $80,001–100,000: 16%; and

 � more than $100,000: 27%.

This household income breakdown was not 

representative of the midwest population, where:

 � less than $20,000: 19%;

 � $20,000–29,999: 11%;

 � $30,000–39,999: 11%;

 � $40,000–49,999: 9%;

 � $50,000–74,999: 19%;

 � $75,000–99,999: 12%; and

 � $100,000 or more: 19%.

There is some concern that the higher household 

incomes of survey respondents could skew the 

responses, making them less representative of the 

populations in the 11 midwest cities. The same 

skewness concerns are present for age, educational 

attainment and race. With online surveys, the 

sample size is less random, because people self-

select to participate; there is some evidence that 

younger, more educated, wealthier individuals are 

more likely to respond to an internet-based survey.

Finally, survey takers were asked about their 

overall happiness and physical health. Fifty-seven 

percent (57%) said that they are “very happy,” 

while 26% are “moderately happy,” 14% are 

“extremely happy,” 2% are “slightly happy” and 1% 

are “not at all happy.” similarly, 51% said that they 

are “very healthy,” 32% are “moderately healthy,” 

12% are “extremely healthy,” 4% are “slightly 

healthy” and 1% are “not at all healthy.”
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CrOSS TAbUlATIOnS
The survey responses were used to determine 

whether certain groups of people were more 

or less likely to answer a certain way with 

respect to home, neighborhood and place-based 

characteristics questions.

Quality of Nearest Amenities
cross tabulations were calculated to determine 

whether there was a relationship between the 

way people rated their closest amenities, and their 

walking habits and safety. For instance, 84% of 

the people who rated the quality of their nearest 

park as five, or “very high,” on a scale of one to five 

said that they feel very to extremely safe in their 

neighborhood. on the other hand, 74% of people 

who rated the quality of their nearest park as one, 

or “very poor,” said that they feel slightly to not 

at all safe. similarly, 71% of people who rated the 

quality of their nearest park as very high said that 

they walk very often or all of the time; 59% of those 

people who rated the park as very poor also said 

that they do not walk very often or never walk. 

These relationships are not as strong for some of the 

other amenity categories, but it is still apparent.

Walking, Aesthetics and Safety
cross tabulations were calculated to determine 

whether there was a relationship between the 

way people rated the look and feel of a walk in 

their neighborhood, and how safe they felt, with 

how often they walk. ninety-three percent (93%) 

of people who rated the look and feel of a walk 

in their neighborhood as very high quality also 

felt that the neighborhood was very to extremely 

safe. it does appear that the safer people feel, the 

more often they walk. sixty-eight percent (68%) 

of people who responded that they feel extremely 

safe in their neighborhood said that they walk 

very often or all of the time. conversely, 55% 

of people who said that they feel not at all safe 

indicated that they do not walk very often or never 

walk in their neighborhood. Finally, 72% of people 

who rated the look and feel of a walk in their 

neighborhood as very high indicated that they 

walk very often or all of the time; 68% of people 

who rated the look and feel of a neighborhood 

walk as very low also said that they do not walk 

very often or never walk.

it also appears that a higher quality walk results 

in a willingness to walk farther. For instance, for 

a low-quality walk (rated one out of five), only 

12% of people were willing to walk 16–20 minutes; 

whereas, for a high-quality walk (rated five out 

of five), 26% of people were willing to walk the 

same distance. The same holds true for safety and 

willingness to walk farther. in a neighborhood 

that is perceived to be not at all safe (rated one), 

only 15% of people were willing to walk 16–20 

minutes; whereas, in a neighborhood perceived to 

be extremely safe (rated five), 27% of people were 

willing to walk the same distance.

Health and Walking
unsurprisingly, there appeared to be a 

relationship between how often people professed 

to walk and their overall physical health. seventy-

four percent (74%) of people who said that they 

are extremely healthy indicated that they walk 

very often or all of the time. conversely, 78% who 

said that they are not at all healthy indicated that 

they do not walk often or never walk. of course, 

many people are limited by health conditions to 

the amount that they are able walk.

health also appeared to be related to some 

home purchase influence factors; 58% of people 

who claimed to be extremely healthy said that 

nearby parks and recreation areas were involved 

(at a rating of four to five) in their decision to 

purchase their home. sixty-seven percent (67%) 
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of extremely healthy individuals indicated that 

the statement “i am able to walk/bike to many 

nearby places that are important to me,” had a 

strong influence (a rating of four to five) on their 

home purchase decision. Fifty-eight percent 

(58%) of extremely healthy people also said that 

having access to fresh and healthy foods strongly 

influenced the decision to buy their home.

Happiness
of the people who said that they are extremely 

happy, 88% indicated that they feel very or 

extremely safe in their neighborhood. seventy 

percent (70%) of these extremely happy 

respondents said that they walk often or all of the 

time. sixty-one percent (61%) of extremely happy 

individuals indicated that the statement “i am 

able to walk/bike to many nearby places that are 

important to me,” had a strong influence (a rating 

of four to five) on their home purchase decision. 

Fifty-six percent (56%) of people who claimed 

to be extremely happy said that the statement, 

“There is a strong sense of community,” had a 

strong influence on their home buying decision as 

well. Finally, 86% of extremely happy people also 

indicated that they were very to extremely healthy.

City Differences
There were some clear differences between cities 

among responses to certain questions about place. 

These responses provide some insights into what 

residents like about their cities, and what they 

would like to see changed. The following are the 

strongest city differences:

 � While 34% of overall survey respondents 

rated the quality of the nearest park as 

very high, people in lakewood, oh, and 

Traverse city, mi, ranked their parks even 

higher, at 56% and 53% respectively.

 � The quality of the nearest restaurant 

received very high marks from 33% of 

survey respondents on average, but 49% 

of Royal oak, mi, respondents rated their 

restaurants as very high, while only 11% in 

Flint, mi, and 19% in lansing, mi, reported 

very high quality restaurants nearby.

 � lakewood, oh, respondents were 

more likely to indicate that they have 

elementary, middle or high schools 

within a one- to five-minute walk of their 

home, with 56% of responses, as opposed 

to the survey average of 38%. on the 

other side, nearly 20% of Rochester, mn, 
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residents said that it would take more 

than 30 minutes (or too far) to walk to 

school, compared to the survey average 

6% for this question.

 � more Royal oak, mi, residents indicated 

that they live within a one- to five-minute 

walk of a park (74% compared to 55% 

survey average); however, they were less 

likely to say that they live within one- to 

five-minute walk of a public transit stop 

(38% compared to 63% survey average).

 � Respondents from lansing, mi, did not 

feel that their neighborhoods contained 

walkable entertainment and retail, 

29% indicating that it would be too 

far to walk to the closest retail store 

(compared to 14% survey average) and 

22% indicating that it would take more 

than 30 minutes (or too far) to walk to 

the closest entertainment (compared to 

12% survey average).

 � While less than 10% of the overall survey 

respondents said that walking to a sit-

down restaurant would take more than 

30 minutes or too long, 25% of Rochester, 

mn, residents responded this way.

 � in Flint, mi, only 25% of respondents 

felt very to extremely safe in their 

neighborhood (compared to 75% on 

average and 93% in manitowoc, Wi). 

at the same time, 25% said that the 

overall look and feel of a walk in their 

neighborhood was low to very low quality 

(compared to 6% survey average).

 � on average, almost 14% of survey 

respondents indicated that they don’t 

walk very often, if ever. in Traverse city, 

mi, only 4% of residents responded this 

way, while in lansing and Flint, both in 

mi, more than 31% of respondents walk 

this infrequently.

DISCUSSIOn
in addition to providing detailed data for the 

hedonic property price analysis, the midwest 

placemaking survey also identified some 

interesting trends and relationships related 

to people’s current housing, neighborhoods 

and communities, as well as their views on the 

characteristics of place.

With respect to housing structures, many 

respondents indicated that their house has a 

garage (88%), one or more driveway parking 

spaces (92%) and 24-hour on-street parking (65%), 

suggesting that these neighborhoods cater to 

cars. eighty-four percent (84%) of respondents 

indicated that they have a sidewalk in front of 

their home, while 95% said that they do not have 

a dedicated bike lane on their street; this result 

suggests that these neighborhoods are more 

walkable than bikable. however, the presence 

of bike lanes on low-volume streets, where many 

houses are located, is not as important to place-

based development as bike lanes on collector, 

minor and major arterial streets.

seventy-eight percent (78%) of households had 

done some remodeling after moving into their 

homes, and 76% indicated that they have made 

energy efficiency upgrades, including installing 

energy star appliances, insulation and new 

windows. Federal and state programs offering tax 

credits to homeowners for these upgrades, as well 

as rising energy prices during the study time frame, 

may have been an incentive for retrofitting.

in terms of neighborhood amenities, a majority 

of homeowners and renters rated the quality of 

the closest grocery store, park, restaurant and gas 
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station/convenience store at a high or very high 

level. Bars were viewed as being of lower quality 

by both groups, and less than half of renters felt 

that the nearest coffee shop was high quality.

The factors that were cited most often for being 

involved in home purchase decisions were the 

home interior, number of bedrooms, architectural 

style, square footage and size of yard. interestingly, 

on-street parking, historic significance and street 

lights were cited the least often. it is possible that 

on-street parking was less important, because 88% 

of homes have garages, and 92% have driveway 

parking. historic significance is often linked to 

the unique character of the neighborhood and 

sense of community, and street lights are viewed 

as important for safety (or at least the perception 

of safety).

While renters noted the same top factors that 

were involved in their decision to rent a given 

home, they were less likely to choose road quality 

and public school quality as important issues. in 

this survey, renters are less likely to have garages 

and ranked availability of on- and off-street 

parking as lower factors as well, so it is possible 

that they have fewer cars and care less about road 

quality than homeowners (although this was not 

a major factor for them, either). Renters were also 

more likely than homeowners to be single and to 

not have any children, which could explain the 

lower ranking of public school quality.

homeowners and renters, when asked to rate the 

influence of certain neighborhood and community 

features on their purchase and rental decisions, 

illustrated in a series of statements, put safety, 

commute time, affordability and walkability at 

the top of their lists. The least influential factors 

were access to public transportation, employment 

opportunities and energy efficiency. These responses 

may seem strange given what the literature says 

about the need for affordable 

transportation and housing 

and good jobs. it could be 

that these factors are just 

not as important to people 

as safety, affordability and 

walkability. however, 

the wording of the 

question is important to 

consider in interpreting 

the results. For instance, 

if respondents disagreed 

with the statement, “i have great access to public 

transportation,” they would be less likely to choose 

it as an influential factor. in other words, this is a 

measure of reality, not necessarily desirability.

in terms of walking preferences, 59% of 

respondents indicated that they walk often or 

all of the time. more than half of those surveyed 

(57%) prefer to walk to destinations that are less 

than 15 minutes away, with the remaining 43% 

willing to walk to places that are farther away. 

among those surveyed, the older age brackets 

appear slightly more likely to walk often (age 40 

to 64) and slightly more willing to walk farther 

distances than their younger counterparts (age 

50 and older). Younger people (age 18 to 34, in 

particular) prefer to walk to destinations that are 

less than 20 minutes away.

There appears to be a relationship between 

the quality of nearby amenities and people’s 

perceptions of safety, as well as the amount of 

walking that they do. in addition, of the people 

willing to walk longer distances (in particular 

16–20 minutes), twice as many people rated the 

look and feel as very high, and the perceived safety 

as extremely high. This finding is consistent with 

prior literature showing that the quality of the 

homeowners and 
renters, when asked to 
rate the influence of 
certain neighborhood 
and community features 
on their purchase 
and rental decisions, 
illustrated in a series of 
statements, put safety, 
commute time, afford 
ability and walkability 
at the top of their lists.
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surrounding environment influences people’s 

walking habits (e.g., mouzon, 2012).

health and happiness ratings, while related to 

each other, also appear to be related to some 

walking preferences and neighborhood walkability 

features. healthier people claim to walk more and 

also tended to list healthy neighborhood features, 

such as access to nearby parks and recreational 

opportunities and the ability to walk or bike to 

nearby destinations, as influence factors in their 

home purchase decisions. happier individuals also 

indicated a preference for walking and were more 

likely to list walkability and sense of community 

among the factors that were involved in their 

decision to purchase their home.

Finally, some cities are viewed by their residents 

as having more amenities within walking distance 

of their home, as well as having a higher quality 

walk and feeling safer. For instance, respondents 

from Royal oak and Traverse city, both in mi, 

indicated that they have high-quality parks 

and restaurants close by. These cities have two 

of the highest Walk scores among the 11 case 

studies. Respondents from Rochester, mn, and 

manitowoc, Wi, report feeling very safe in their 

neighborhoods. interestingly, Rochester and 

manitowoc have the two lowest Walk scores of 

the group. alternatively, respondents in lansing, 

mi, report being too far away from retail stores 

and entertainment to walk there, which may 

contribute to the fact that they tend to walk less 

often. also, feeling unsafe in Flint, mi, may be 

contributing to residents’ tendency to walk less 

often, if at all.

in general, there are many people in these 11 

cities who walk often and who prefer to walk to 

destinations that are within a 15-minute walk 

of their home. Walkability is one of the factors 

that is involved in people’s decisions to purchase 

or rent their home. The aesthetics and perceived 

safety of neighborhoods has an impact on 

whether and how far people are willing to walk 

to reach destinations. Walking also has a positive 

relationship to health and happiness. Therefore, 

placemaking efforts that make neighborhoods 

and communities more walkable (functional) and 

aesthetically pleasing (form) are important to 

residents’ quality of life and the economy (as home 

preferences tend to drive home prices, which will 

be evaluated in the next section).

Respondents reported that their neighborhoods 

are fairly walkable for a number of amenities; a 

majority of people (though not all) could walk 

to a school, park, transit stop, grocery store, 

convenience store, retail store, entertainment venue 

or eating/drinking establishment in 20 minutes 

or less. at the same time, survey results suggest 

that some aspects of existing neighborhoods in 

these eleven cities may be more auto-oriented 

than people-oriented. There are more garages 

than front porches; plenty of parking spaces, but 

very few dedicated bike lanes; and many people 

said that it would be impractical to walk to work 

or university/college. consequently, there is an 

opportunity for placemaking efforts in these cities 

to create more walkable, livable neighborhoods.
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ThIS AnAlYSIS bUIlDS UpOn prEvIOUS hEDOnIC prOpErTY prICE AnAlYSES 
In ThE lITErATUrE, InClUDIng TrADITIOnAl STrUCTUrAl AnD lOCATIOnAl 
ATTrIbUTES, WhIlE ADDIng CErTAIn plACE-bASED ElEMEnTS. SpECIFICAllY, 
ThE vArIAblES OF grEATEST InTErEST ArE MEASUrEMEnTS OF ThE AMEnITIES 
ThAT ExIST WIThIn WAlkIng DISTAnCE (ESTIMATED AT OnE-hAlF MIlE) OF 
A hOME. AMEnITIES InClUDE grEEn SpACES (SUCh AS pArkS Or OUTDOOr 
rECrEATIOnAl OppOrTUnITIES), SChOOlS, ShOppIng (InClUDIng rETAIl, 
grOCErY, phArMACIES, DEpArTMEnT STOrES, ClOThIng STOrES, bOOk/
MUSIC STOrES AnD lIqUOr STOrES), EnTErTAInMEnT (SUCh AS AMUSEMEnT 
pArkS, rESTAUrAnTS, bArS AnD SpECTATOr SpOrTS) AnD ArTS AnD CUlTUrE 
(InClUDIng ThEATErS, ArT DEAlErS AnD pErFOrMIng ArTS CEnTErS).

Part 4: Midwest Property Price Analysis

using the 11 midwest cities as case study 

examples, this analysis seeks to assess 

the value of place-based features (such as 

walkability, mixed-use and access to green space) 

using the hedonic property price method, which 

prescribes that the value (or price) of a house is 

based on its structural and locational attributes. 

structural attributes include such things as the 

number of bedrooms and bathrooms, square 

footage, porches, garages and siding, etc. locational 

attributes often include nearby parks, schools, 

forests and water features. in hedonic property 

price regression analysis, the structural and 

locational features are regressed on the sale price of 

the home to, in effect, break down that price into 

its component prices (the price of each attribute). 

The regression coefficients that are estimated from 

the hedonic analysis represent the component 

(often referred to as implicit or marginal) prices of 

housing attributes. coefficients that are significant 

and positive suggest a positive relationship between 

that home attribute and its sale price; vice versa for 

coefficients that are significant and negative.4

4. For a more detailed description of the hedonic property 
price method, please see the lpi report Building Prosperous 
Places in Michigan: Understanding the Values of, Perceptions of and 
Barriers to Placemaking: http://www.landpolicy.msu.edu/
modules.php?name=documents&op=viewlive&sp_id=2083.

This analysis builds upon previous hedonic 

property price analyses in the literature, including 

traditional structural and locational attributes, 

while adding certain place-based elements. 

specifically, the variables of greatest interest are 

measurements of the amenities that exist within 

walking distance (estimated at one-half mile) 

of a home. amenities include green spaces (such 

as parks or outdoor recreational opportunities), 

schools, shopping (including retail, grocery, 

pharmacies, department stores, clothing stores, 

book/music stores and liquor stores), entertainment 

(such as amusement parks, restaurants, bars and 

spectator sports) and arts and culture (including 
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theaters, art dealers and performing arts centers). 

The objective of the analysis is to build a regression 

model that returns coefficients for traditional 

variables that are consistent with previous studies, 

while providing some new information about the 

potential effect of unique variables calculated 

specifically for this study.

DATA AnD ESTIMATIOn
The data used for this analysis include many 

variables pulled from existing information 

resources (secondary data), variables that 

were created using existing resources (such as 

geographic information systems) and variables 

collected through surveys (primary data). These 

data and their sources include:

1. home sale price and sale Year;

2. structural and property Features;

3. neighborhood socio-economic 

characteristics; and

4. place-Based Features.

a full list of the variables and the data sources or 

methods for development is included in appendix c 

on page 130.

information was collected from assessor offices in 

each of the 11 cities. This information contained 

sale price and sale year for all homes sold between 

2000 and 2012. sale price is the variable against 

which all of the home structural and locational 

variables were regressed; it is known as the 

“dependent variable,” because the model tests the 

relationship of each “independent variable” to sale 

price. The sale price variable was transformed into 

its natural log, which produces a more normal 

distribution of the data. The resulting model 

coefficients are interpreted as percentages.

The year that the home sold was also included 

as a variable. including this information helped 

to isolate housing market fluctuations, like the 

housing market collapse of 2009. sale years were 

included in the model as “dummy variables,” 

which means that the coefficient of each year 

explained how prices changed compared to the 

base year. in this model, all sales from 2006–2012 

were compared to sale prices in 2005.

The assessor data also contains information 

on the structural and property features of the 

home, including such variables as the number 

of bedrooms, the number of bathrooms, square 

footage of the house, presence of a garage, presence 

of a fireplace, presence of a front porch, presence 

of a back deck, presence of a finished basement, 

presence of a partially finished basement, and 

presence of a pool. The coefficients of these 

variables in the regression explained whether 

these features had a significant marginal price, 

and whether they had a positive or negative 

relationship to the home sale price.

one of the challenges associated with the 

structural attributes of the home for this 

model was that the information provided by 

the assessors’ offices was not consistent across 

the case study cities. For instance, if a variable 

like the number of bedrooms was not provided 

consistently across cities, it had to be dropped 

from the model including all cities. The number of 

bathrooms and square footage, which were often 

correlated with the number of bedrooms, were 

kept. one of the cities did not include sales farther 

back than 2005, so all observations for all cities 

were dropped from 2000–2004.

including data about neighborhood socio-

economic characteristics helped to show 

how and why property prices differ between 

neighborhoods within each city and between 

72



views and values of placemaking in michigan, the midwest and the nation

la
nd

 p
ol

ic
y 

in
st

it
ut

e

cities. such variables as percent vacancy (how 

many nearby properties were vacant), racial 

diversity (indicating whether the racial make-

up of the neighborhood was homogeneous 

or heterogeneous), educational attainment 

(percentage of people in the neighborhood who 

had obtained a high school, Bachelor’s, associate’s, 

master’s, phd or other terminal degree), median 

household income and percent poverty (how 

many households in the neighborhood fell below 

the poverty line) were all readily available or 

transformable from u.s. census data at the tract, 

block or block group level. The socio-economic 

variables utilized in the model were included to 

control for neighborhood conditions. 

one type of variable that represented place-based 

features was the distance to certain amenities, 

specifically to a city’s downtown, lakes and rivers. 

The proximity of homes to these features was 

tested at 50 feet, 100 feet, 150 feet and 200 feet to 

determine the distance at which these features 

began to be associated with property price changes. 

another type of variable that represented 

place-based development was the proximity to 

amenities, including parks, outdoor recreational 

opportunities, schools, retail, grocery, pharmacies, 

department stores, clothing stores, book/music 

stores, liquor stores, amusement parks, restaurants, 

bars , spectator sports venues, theatres, art dealers 

and performing arts centers. data on the location 

of these amenities was drawn from land use spatial 

data layers and esri Business analyst, which 

included the location of businesses across the 

country in different industrial classifications based 

on north american industry classification system 

(naics) codes. an explanation of the various 

naics codes used in this analysis is provided 

in appendix d on page 133. The variables for the 

model indicate how many of each type of amenity 

was available within a half-mile radius of the home. 

The measurements of several of these features were 

calculated using gis, which allowed the inclusion 

of many variables that are not traditionally 

available in public databases.

additional variables were added to test the 

synergistic effect of having more than one type of 

amenity within walking distance of a home. For 

instance, an “interaction variable” was created to 

identify whether a home had both a restaurant 

and a school within a half-mile radius of their 

home. The coefficient of this variable can then 

be compared to the coefficients of the singular 

amenity variables (in this case, the restaurant 

variable and the school variable) to identify any co-

location effects.

Finally, other place-based development variables 

were drawn from the results of the midwest 

placemaking survey, described in the previous 

section. Variables were created based on the 

following survey questions and tested in the model:

1. how would you rate the overall look and 

feel of a walk in your neighborhood?

2. how safe do you feel in this neighborhood?

3. is there a sidewalk in front of your home?

4. is there a dedicated bike lane on your street?

5. how would you rate the quality of the 

nearest park, grocery store, gas station/

convenience store, bar, restaurant or café 

and coffee shop?

6. Before you purchased your home, were any 

energy-efficiency improvements made?

7. please indicate the degree to which the 

following things were involved in your 

decision to purchase your home:
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a. public schools.

b. nearby parks and recreation areas.

c. grocery stores are close by.

d. Retails shopping stores are close by.

e. convenience stores are close by.

f. street lights.

g. shade trees.

h. Road quality.

i. on-street parking availability.

j. number of private off-street 

parking spaces.

k. architecture (or style).

l. interior (design, layout).

m. historic significance.

n. number of bedrooms.

o. number of bathrooms and  

half-bathrooms.

p. Total square feet.

q. Yard space.

8. please indicate how much the following 

statements influenced your decision to 

purchase your home:

a. i am close to my job.

b. i am able to walk/bike to many nearby 

places that are important to me.

c. i am able to do a majority of my 

shopping at nearby stores.

d. The neighborhood is safe.

e. great neighbors live in  

the neighborhood.

f. i have good access to fresh and 

healthy foods.

g. There is a strong sense of community.

h. There are many employment 

opportunities in this city.

i. The home is energy efficient.

j. i have great access to  

public transportation.

k. homes in my neighborhood  

are affordable.

l. commuting time to job or school  

is short.

rEgrESSIOn AnAlYSIS AnD rESUlTS
This study included three regression analyses, 

based on subsets of the larger dataset:

1. entire midwest dataset: This analysis 

included all home sales in each of the 11 

cities over the time period of 2005–2012.

2. separate city dataset: This analysis 

utilized the same model from the first 

analysis, but the dataset was broken down 

into the individual cities to compare 

coefficients across the case study area.

3. surveyed homes dataset: This analysis 

included only home sales for which 

completed surveys were received.

Entire Midwest Dataset Analysis
after filtering out properties that sold for less 

than $1,000; had zero bathrooms or square feet; 

and exhibited obvious errors or were extreme 

outliers (e.g., more than 50,000 square feet), the 

resulting number of cases was 51,112 properties 
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throughout davenport, ia; Flint, grand Rapids, 

Kalamazoo, lansing, Royal oak and Traverse city, 

mi; Rochester, mn; lakewood, oh; and madison 

and manitowoc, Wi. 

The adjusted R-squared for the model was 0.596, 

meaning that close to 60% of the variance of the 

natural log of sale price was explained by the 

independent variables.

Variables used to predict in a typical hedonic 

pricing analysis were used in this model. due to 

the limitations associated with collecting data 

across multiple cities, the number of structural, 

socio-economic and neighborhood variables are 

not as prevalent as in previous studies. This data 

circumstance likely resulted in a lower adjusted 

R-squared value than might typically be seen in 

this type of analysis.

The number of bathrooms and square footage 

of the house were used to control for structural 

attributes of the house. all else being equal, 

each additional bathroom was associated with a 

marginal sale price of 12.8%. The coefficient on 

the 100-square footage variable was positive and 

significant, indicating that each additional 100 

square feet of floor space was associated with 

a 1.8% higher home price. These coefficients for 

structural variables were consistent with previous 

hedonic studies.

For each additional percentage increase in poverty 

in the census tract, home prices were 0.1% 

higher. This result suggests that impoverished 

neighborhoods actually have higher property 

prices, which is counter intuitive; it is possible 

that the bias in the survey respondents toward 

wealthier individuals had an impact on this 

variable. one possible explanation is that the 

geographic area of analysis (census tract) is too 

large to accurately assess the relationship between 

poverty proportion at the neighborhood scale and 

property price at the individual house level.

For each percentage increase in people age 25 or 

older with an associate’s degree or higher, home 

prices were 0.9% higher, all else remaining equal.

Two green amenity features were included in this 

model: proximity to rivers and lakes. instead of 

measuring a linear distance, a dummy variable 

was used to indicate if a home was located within 

200 feet of a river or lake. The coefficients were 

positive and significant. houses within 200 feet 

of a river sold for 3.8% more, ceteris paribus, and 

houses within 200 feet of a lake sold for 30.5% 

more than those that were not.

The year of sale and city in which the sale 

occurred were used to control for market and 

regional differences. The years 2006 through 2012 

were analyzed, with all coefficients compared 

to the year 2005. With the coefficients for 2006 

and 2007 being insignificant, the subsequent five 

years (2008–2012) were significant and negative, 

indicating that home prices were declining from 

2008 onward. all else equal, houses sold for 3% 

less in 2008; 6.2% less in 2009; 6.7% less in 2010; 

3.5% less in 2011; and 11.6% less in 2012 than they 

did in 2005. The coefficients closely mirror the 

national recession. however, the difference in 
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coefficients between 2011 and 2012 is interesting. 

it would appear that home prices improved over 

one year, then heavily dipped again into 2012 

(compared to 2005 prices).

The city in which the sale occurred was also 

included in the model. lansing, mi, was excluded 

from the model, meaning that the coefficients 

were compared to this city. lansing was selected, 

because it is close to the median size, in terms 

of metropolitan population and land area, for 

the study cities. all of the coefficients were 

significant, except for lakewood, oh, suggesting 

that similar houses in lakewood and lansing 

sell for about the same price. dummy variable 

coefficients showed that:

 � houses in davenport, ia, sold for 9.1% 

more, ceteris paribus (or all else equal);

 � houses in Flint, mi, sold for 30.2% less;

 � houses in grand Rapids, mi, sold for 

14.8% more;

 � houses in Kalamazoo, mi, sold for  

5.4% less;

 � houses in madison, Wi, sold for  

56.2% more;

 � houses in manitowoc, Wi, sold for 

10.9% more;

 � houses in Rochester, mn, sold for  

14.8% less;

 � houses in Royal oak, mi, sold for 41.9% 

more; and

 � houses in Traverse city, mi, sold for 

49.3% more than lansing.

it is not clear why a similar house in Rochester, 

mn, would sell for less than a similar house in 

lansing, mi, when the average housing price in 

Rochester ($183,023) is higher than the lansing 

average ($104,458). one explanation could be that, 

in this dataset, the average house size in Rochester 

(3,217 square feet) was quite a bit bigger than in 

lansing (1,216 square feet) and, in fact, bigger than 

the other cities’ average house sizes. The average 

price per square foot in Rochester is $56.89, while 

in lansing, it’s $85.90. Therefore, a 1,200 square 

foot house in lansing, ceteris paribus, could sell 

for less in the Rochester market simply because 

larger homes are available at comparable prices. 

additional statistics on the city data are available 

in appendix F on page 142.

The target variables for this model included the 

presence of specified amenities within a half 

mile (walkable distance) of the house, as well as 

interaction variables noting the presence of more 

than one amenity. dummy variables were created 

to indicate: 1) Zero instances of the amenity within 

a half mile; 2) one instance of the amenity within 

a half mile; and 3) more than one instance of the 

amenity within a half mile. in the case of bars 

and restaurants, an additional dummy variable 

was calculated to increase the variation between 

dummies, including: 1) Zero, 2) one to two, 3) three 

to five and 4) more than five amenities present 

within a half mile. in the case of parks, only two 

dummies were calculated, including: 1) Zero and 2) 

one or more. Table 2 indicates the degree and sign 

of amenity variable coefficients. 

The coefficient values from the statistical analysis 

reflect the relationship of the presence of that 

place-based characteristic within a half mile of 

the home to the home’s sale price. For example, 

proximity to a grocery store within a half mile 

was associated with a 3.3% lower sale price, all 

else remaining equal. conversely, the presence of a 
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Table 2: Amenity variable Coefficients for Entire Midwest Analysis

Source: land policy institute, Michigan State University, 2014.

Description
Interpreted 
Coefficient

1 grocery Store within a 1/2 Mile -3.3%

Multiple grocery Stores within a 1/2 Mile -4.5%

1 or 2 restaurants within a 1/2 Mile -1.8%

3 to 5 restaurants within a 1/2 Mile -1.7%

1 or 2 bars within a 1/2 Mile not Significant

1 School within a 1/2 Mile 6.4%

Multiple Schools within a 1/2 Mile 3.2%

1 Museum within a 1/2 Mile -1.4%

1 Other recreation within a 1/2 Mile -1.4%

1 religious Institution within a 1/2 Mile not Significant

Multiple religious Institutions within a 1/2 Mile -1.4%

1 performing Arts Theater within a 1/2 Mile 5.7%

1 hobby/Toy/game Store within a 1/2 Mile not Significant

1 Department Store within a 1/2 Mile -11.4%

1 bookstore within a 1/2 Mile 4.5%

Multiple bookstores within a 1/2 Mile -2.7%

1 Clothing Store within a 1/2 Mile -1.9%

Multiple gift Shops within a 1/2 Mile 8.7%

1 Florist within a 1/2 Mile -3.5%

1 Supplemental grocery Store within a 1/2 Mile -5%

bookstore within a half mile was associated with 

a 4.5% higher sale price, all else equal.

some of the regression results for these amenities 

support prior literature and studies. For instance, 

a school within a half mile of a home was found 

to have a positive significant relationship to that 

home’s sale price, which supports findings from 

previous hedonic analyses that suggest school 

quality is related to property price (although the 

variable in this model only refers to location, not 

quality). in addition, Walk score, which is based 

on proximity of a home to several amenities, 

including cultural venues like theatres, showed a 

positive relationship to sale price (cortright, 2009; 

pivo and Fisher, 2011). however, Walk score also 

includes proximity to shopping, but proximity 

to grocery stores and department stores all 

showed negative relationships to property price 

in this model. also, other cultural venues, like 

museums, showed up as negative or insignificant 

relationships in the model.

it was also interesting to compare the results 

of the hedonic analysis to the results from the 

national and midwest placemaking surveys. 

For instance, a majority of respondents from the 

national survey indicated that they did not want 

a bar located within walking distance of their 

home; here, bars have an insignificant relationship 

to home price. on the other hand, a majority of 

respondents said that they would like to have 
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grocery shopping close by their home, and these 

variables’ coefficients came up negative; once 

again, the type of grocery store may have an effect 

here, but the data could not be broken down into 

grocery store type for the hedonic analysis. a 

majority of respondents did want to have retail 

shopping nearby their home, but not malls, which 

seemed consistent with the negative relationship 

between department stores and home sale price. 

a surprising result in the hedonic analysis was 

the negative, significant relationship between 

proximity to restaurants and property price; most 

people in the national survey indicated that they 

wanted restaurants within walking distance.

one of the most important elements of place is 

the mix of amenities within a walkable distance 

of a home. Therefore, interaction variables were 

used in the model to indicate the presence of more 

than one type of amenity. For instance, a variable 

that shows the presence of both one grocery store 

and one florist was created using the product 

of the values for these two variables (i.e., one 

grocery store and one museum within a ½ mile). 

if the value for both variables is one, the value 

for the interaction variable is one as well. if the 

value for either variable is zero, the value for the 

interaction variable will be zero. Table 3 indicates 

the degree and sign of selected interaction variable 

coefficients (with the remaining coefficients 

reported in appendix e on page 137).

There did not appear to be a clear relationship 

between amenities that were positive or negative 

factors on their own and the interactions of 

these amenities. it should be noted that the two 

amenities were not necessarily located right next 

to each other; because the dummy variables only 

indicate whether each amenity is within a half 

mile of the home, they could, in effect, be as much 

as one mile apart in opposite directions from the 

home. conversely, the two amenities could be 

located in the same building or right next two 

each other (as in an interior mall or strip mall); 

this model did not distinguish between malls 

and independent local merchants, which proved 

to be an important distinction in the national 

placemaking survey.

some of these interaction relationships made 

intuitive sense. For instance, the co-location of 

multiple restaurants and a bar or recreational 

facility (like a bowling alley or fitness center) 

had a positive and significant relationship to the 

sale price of the home. also, having a grocery 

store and a florist located near a house had a 

positive marginal price. These interactions made 

sense, because the co-location of these activities 

for convenience or a more robust entertainment 

experience seemed appealing, despite the fact that 

these amenities, on their own, were negatively 

related to sale price. on the other hand, having a 

bar co-located with a religious institution resulted 

in a negative significant relationship to sale price. 

When two activities don’t seem to mix well, a 

negative marginal price was expected.

other interaction relationships were difficult 

to explain. For instance, having a school and a 

bookstore within a half mile of a home would 

intuitively have a positive relationship, since 

both amenities have positive coefficients on their 

own. however, this interaction had a significant, 

negative relationship to sale price. it should also be 

noted that interactions one might expect to have 

had a positive relationship to sale price did not 

even show up in the model, because of their lack of 

significance and/or importance. For instance, one 

might expect that having multiple restaurants near 

a theatre would create a positive experience and, 

thus, a positive impact on housing value, but this 

interaction proved to be unimportant in the model.
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Source: land policy institute, Michigan State University, 2014.

Table 3: Interaction variable Coefficients for Entire Midwest Analysis

Description
Interpreted 
Coefficient

1 grocery Store and 1 Museum within a 1/2 Mile -2.7%

1 grocery Store and 1 performing Arts Theater within a 1/2 Mile -3.1%

Multiple grocery Stores and 1 Florist within a 1/2 Mile 3.1%

1 or 2 restaurants and 1 Other recreation within a 1/2 Mile 4.1%

3 to 5 restaurants and 1 or 2 bars within a 1/2 Mile 3.4%

1 or 2 bars and Multiple religious Institutions within a 1/2 Mile -8.2%

1 School and 1 bookstore within a 1/2 Mile -11.3%

1 School and Multiple bookstores within a 1/2 Mile -6%

Multiple Schools and 1 Other recreation within a 1/2 Mile -9.2%

1 Other recreation and 1 Department Store within a 1/2 Mile not Significant

1 Other recreation and 1 bookstore within a 1/2 Mile 2.5%

1 religious Institution and 1 bookstore within a 1/2 Mile -3.3%

Multiple religious Institutions and 1 bookstore within a 1/2 Mile -5.1%

1 performing Arts Theater and 1 hobby/Toy/game Store within a 1/2 Mile not Significant

1 hobby/Toy/game Store and 1 Department Store within a 1/2 Mile not Significant

1 Clothing Store and Multiple gift Shops within a 1/2 Mile -13.7%

1 Supporting grocery Store and Multiple religious Institutions within a 1/2 Mile not Significant

1 Supporting grocery Store and Multiple gift Shops within a 1/2 Mile 7.1%

These unclear findings could result from a number 

of circumstances. First, there could be some 

selection bias in the model, because only sold 

homes are included as observations. This selection 

is not random; for instance, the fact that many 

people had a difficult time selling their homes 

following the housing market crisis in 2008-2009 

would suggest a possible bias in the data. second, 

there could be endogeneity of the target variables; 

that is, there are other factors affecting the location 

and co-location of these amenities that are not 

included in the model. another potential challenge 

would be correlation between the target amenity 

variables, but a statistical correlation test of the 

coefficients did not return any problematic results.

Finally, while the relationship of the proximity to 

a home was significant for a number of amenities 

and their interactions, it was possible that the 

relationships were not linear. For instance, 

living within 200 feet of a restaurant might have 

a negative significant impact on sale price, but 

living 500 feet away from a restaurant could have 

a positive significant impact. Furthermore, that 

relationship could lessen the farther away from the 

home the restaurant was located. Walk score, for 

instance, was based on an algorithm that assumes 

the relationship between sale price and nearby 

amenities was not linear. Further research is 

needed to better understand these relationships.

it should be noted that these results were 

unique to this model and can not necessarily 

be generalized beyond this group of cities, and 

certainly not beyond the midwest. it has already 

been mentioned that midwest cities have had 
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a difficult time moving from an auto-oriented 

design to a pedestrian-oriented design. Because 

it was limited to 11 midwest cities, this analysis 

should not be purported to broadly represent 

the potential economic impact of place-based 

elements. Furthermore, there appeared to be 

differences in the marginal prices of amenities 

(and amenity interactions) between cities, which 

will be examined in the next section.

Tables with the variable descriptive statistics and 

the regression coefficients for this analysis were 

provided in appendix e on page 137.

Separate City Dataset Analysis
The same model, including the same variables, that 

was used for the entire dataset analysis was also 

used when assessing the hedonic property price 

impacts for each city separately. This method allows 

for comparability across city analysis coefficients.

some differences between cities were apparent 

with respect to the traditional hedonic variables. 

For instance, six of the cities experienced a 

declining trend in housing prices between 

2005 and 2012 (lansing, Flint, grand Rapids, 

Kalamazoo and Royal oak, mi; and lakewood, 

oh), while three cities saw housing prices climb 

(davenport, ia; madison, Wi; and Rochester, 

mn), although madison did experience a 

decline in property prices in 2012. Two cities had 

relatively steady housing prices over the seven-year 

period (Traverse city, mi; and manitowoc, Wi). 

interestingly, davenport, madison and Rochester 

all experienced population growth between 2000 

and 2010, at rates of 1%, 12% and 24% respectively. 

Traverse city and manitowoc had relatively 

stable populations as well, while the other six 

cities experienced an outmigration. This pattern 

suggested a link between housing prices and 

population change.

unsurprisingly, the number of bathrooms, square 

footage and percent of the population with an 

associate’s degree or higher were variables with 

significant and positive coefficients for every city. 

however, while having a river or lake within 200 

feet of the property had a positive, significant 

relationship to sale price in the entire dataset 

model, close proximity to rivers was only positive 

and significant for the city of madison, Wi. close 

proximity to lakes was positive and significant for 

madison and Rochester, mn. Being within 200 

feet of a river actually had a strong negative impact 

in lakewood, oh, and Traverse city, mi. This 

result was somewhat counter-intuitive, as people 

tend to believe that living on water increases 

property values. previous research has shown that 

the quality of a natural feature, such as a river, 

can affect this relationship. For instance, having a 

dam along a river, greater flood potential or having 

poor water quality could contribute to the negative 

coefficients for this variable in these three cities.

some coefficients from the regression analysis 

illustrated differences between the cities in terms 

of the relationship between amenities within a 

half mile and sale price. The city of madison, Wi, 

had the most amenity variables with positive, 

significant coefficients. having three to five 

restaurants, more than one school, one museum, 

one other recreation facility, one/multiple religious 

organizations, one theatre, one department store, 

one book store and more than one gift shop within 

a half mile all had a positive relationship to sale 

price. additionally, marginal prices for several 

interaction variables were positive and significant; 

for instance, having multiple restaurants and bars 

within a half mile of a home added to the property 

price. These results support the idea that madison, 

a city that is well known for its vibrant, walkable 

downtown, was experiencing a growing demand 

for its housing, reflected in higher prices.
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differences in amenity impacts between cities 

also could suggest that communities value 

amenities differently. For instance, proximity to 

department stores had a negative relationship to 

property price in davenport, grand Rapids and 

Rochester, but a positive relationship to property 

price in lansing and madison, Wi. These results 

may suggest that people in lansing, mi, and 

madison like to have department stores within 

walking distance, while people in davenport, ia; 

grand Rapids, mi; and Rochester, mn, prefer 

to drive to these stores. it was also important 

to note that some large amenities (such as a golf 

course or mall) may be near lots of properties 

in the analysis, and the quality of that specific 

amenity could have had a sizable impact on that 

aggregate amenity’s marginal price. The values of 

residents and significant amenities that serve as 

assets (or potentially as disamenities, if they are 

of poor quality) can have a major impact on the 

effectiveness of placemaking efforts, as well as 

property prices.

Tables with the variable descriptive statistics and 

the regression coefficients for this analysis are 

provided in appendix F on page 142. differences in 

the marginal prices of proximity to amenities can 

be noted across cities in these regression tables.

in the final regression analysis, an attempt is 

made to determine whether perceptions of 

amenities and amenity quality, rather than the 

mere presence of amenity types within a half mile, 

have an impact on property prices in the eleven 

midwest cities. This analysis was smaller, because 

it incorporates responses from the midwest 

placemaking survey, and therefore narrows 

the dataset to that group of homes from which 

completed surveys were received.

Surveyed Homes Dataset Analysis
surveys were sent to home buyers in the 11 cities 

examined in this study. information collected 

from the surveys was combined with assessor’s 

data to analyze how home buyer perceptions and 

preferences related to home prices. The online 

survey returned 2,008 usable responses. after 

filtering out properties with obvious outliers (e.g., 

properties that sold for less than $1,000) or with 

missing data for target variables, the resulting 

number of observations in the model was 1,682 

properties throughout the 11 cities. only home 

owner responses were included in this analysis, 

because there was not enough renter observations 

to create a similar model regressing hedonic 

characteristics on rental prices.

The adjusted R-squared for the model was 0.657, 

meaning that close to 66% of the variance of the 

natural log of sale price was explained by the 

independent variables.

assessor’s data was supplemented with survey 

responses on structural attributes of the home. 

surveys made it possible to include such features 

as porches, basements, garages and others, as 

well as bedrooms, where they were not available 

in assessor’s data consistently across cities. in 

many cases, the survey responses provided more 

accurate data. For instance, thousands of the 

observations in the original assessor dataset 

showed that the house had zero bedrooms; these 

observations were removed from the analysis.

as previous hedonic analyses have shown, 

structural variables, such as the number of 

bathrooms and square footage had a positive, 

significant relationship to property price. an 

additional bathroom added 6.2% to the property’s 

price, and an additional 10 square feet of space 

added 2.5%. The presence of a garage, fireplace, 
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finished basement and partially finished 

basement also had positive coefficients at the 5% 

significance level, with marginal prices of 14.2%, 

11.4%, 12.4% and 6.4% respectively. The presence 

of a porch was negative and significant at the 

10% level, subtracting 2.7% from the property 

price, all else equal. previous literature has shown 

that porches can have a positive relationship to 

property price, and placemaking proponents 

associate the presence of porches, in front of the 

house near the sidewalk, with welcoming, friendly 

neighborhoods with a good sense of community.

in terms of neighborhood attributes, the percentage 

of the population in the census tract with an 

associate’s degree or higher was positive and 

significant; for every 1% larger this population was, 

the sale price of a home was 0.5% higher, all else 

remaining equal. The portion of the population in 

the surrounding census tract that was below the 

poverty line had a small but positive, significant 

relationship to property price in this model; for a 

1% increase in households in poverty, property price 

was higher by 0.2%, all else equal. This result was 

unexpected as higher poverty neighborhoods tend to 

have lower property prices, but once again could be 

explained the scale difference between poverty rates 

at the census tract and prices at the property level. 

The presence of a lake within 200 feet of the home 

was associated with a 33.3% higher property price, 

while the presence of a river within 200 feet did not 

have a significant relationship to property price.

The year that the house sold was significantly 

related to the sale price. all years in the model 

were compared to 2000 sale prices. While 

2001 was not statistically different from 2000, 

coefficients for 2002 through 2011 showed prices 

were higher than in 2000, with sale prices peaking 

around 2007. evidence of the housing market crisis 

of 2008 was apparent in the lower, though still 

positive, coefficients for years 2009–2011.

The city in which the sale occurred was also 

included in the model. lansing, mi, was excluded 

from the model, meaning that the coefficients 

were relative to this city. Fewer coefficients were 

statistically significant in this model than in the 

previous model, perhaps due to having a smaller 

sample size. significant coefficients showed that: 

 � houses in Flint, mi, sold for 25.2% less;

 � houses in Kalamazoo, mi, sold for  

8.5% less;

 � houses in madison, Wi, sold for  

38.8% more;

 � houses in Rochester, mn, sold for 

29.4% less;

 � houses in Royal oak, mi, sold for 38.5% 

more; and

 � houses in Traverse city, mi, sold for 

34.3% more than lansing.

once again, it appears that a house in Rochester 

would sell for less than a similar house in lansing, 

possibly, because the average price per square foot 

was lower in Rochester than in lansing.

Two questions on the survey asked the subject to 

rate whether specific features influenced their 

decision to purchase their home. These questions 

were asked on a one-to-five scale (with one being 

“not at all” and five being “very much”). The 

responses to these questions were converted to 

dummy variables. When a respondent answered 

four or five, it was re-coded to one; answers one 

through three were converted to zero. Thus, a 

one indicated a high level of influence related to 
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the question on the survey, and a zero indicated 

the opposite (including a low level of influence, 

or no influence). When entered into the hedonic 

regression, it was possible to answer the question: 

do people pay more or live in higher priced 

homes when they feel that specific place- and 

community-based features are influential?

all influence factors were tested separately and 

together in the model. in the final model, variables 

were reduced to those that were either the most 

influential factors, based on survey responses, and/

or had significant coefficients.

another question in the survey asked people about 

the quality of different close-by amenities, and 

the look and feel of a walk in their neighborhood. 

These questions were asked on a one-to-five scale 

(with one being “very poor quality” and five 

being “very high quality”). The responses to these 

questions were converted to dummy variables. 

When a respondent answered four or five, it 

was re-coded to one; answers one through three 

were converted to zero. Thus, a one indicated a 

high level of quality related to the question on 

the survey, and a zero indicated the opposite 

(including neutral to very poor quality). When 

entered into the hedonic regression, it was 

possible to answer the question: do people pay 

more or live in higher-priced homes when they feel 

that the nearest amenities to their home were of 

high quality, or that the look and feel of a walk in 

their neighborhood is high quality?

since safety was one of the biggest influence 

factors for home purchase decisions, a variable 

on the perceived safety of the neighborhood was 

included. This question was asked on a one-to-

five scale (with one being “not at all safe” and five 

being “extremely safe”). The responses to these 

questions were converted to dummy variables. 

When a respondent answered four or five, it 

was re-coded to one; answers one through three 

were converted to zero. Thus, a one indicated a 

perception of the neighborhood being very to 

extremely safe, and a zero indicated the opposite 

(including moderately safe to not at all safe). 

When entered into the hedonic regression, it was 

possible to answer the question: do people pay 

more or live in higher priced homes when they 

feel that the neighborhood is very to extremely 

safe? This variable did not have a significant 

relationship to sale price in the model.

The survey asked some questions for which 

answers could be related. For instance, the 

influence of the ability to walk and bike to nearby 

places was somewhat correlated with the look 

and feel of a walk in the neighborhood. There was 

also significant correlation between each of the 

responses about the quality of the closest amenity; 

this result could be because there was an actual 

relationship between quality of amenities (i.e., in a 

nice neighborhood, all of the amenities tend to be 

of better quality), or due to survey bias (i.e., people 

tend to rate most options on one end of the quality 

scale or the other). Because of these relationships, 

only one variable among similar variable types was 

included in the model. 

The results showed that the strong influence of 

street lighting had a negative relationship to sale 

price; that is, if the homeowner stated that the 

presence of street lighting had a strong influence 

on their decision to purchase the home, the home 

had a 5.5% lower sale price, all else equal. While 

street lighting has been linked to perceptions about 

safety, this result could suggest that people do not 

like bright lights coming through their windows 
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at night. one survey respondent indicated that 

he/she moved to their home partly because their 

neighborhood did not have street lights.

The strong influence of shade trees was associated 

with a 6.6% higher sale price, all else equal, 

suggesting that people were willing to pay more 

for a house with a green canopy. This result was 

consistent with prior studies that found trees 

can add to a property’s value (sander et al., 2008). 

The strong influence of parks and recreation 

had a positive relationship to property price, 

significant at the 10% level; this influence was 

associated with a 3.3% higher property price. This 

finding was somewhat consistent with a study by 

crompton (2005), which found that the economic 

impact of a park was about 20% on an abutting or 

fronting property in the united states.

Respondents who indicated that the investment 

potential of a home and the availability of 

affordable housing in the neighborhood were 

strong influence factors in their home purchase 

decision paid 4.3% and 7.6% less, respectively. 

This finding was intuitive since people who 

are looking to purchase a home for its income 

potential generally look for lower priced homes 

that can be fixed up and turn a profit when resold, 

while people looking for affordable housing would 

hopefully find a cheaper house, as well.

people who cited the presence of great neighbors 

nearby as an influential factor in their decision to 

purchase their home paid 4.2% more, all else equal. 

This factor appears to support findings from the 

soul of the community research that welcomeness 

and openness were important elements for 

community attachment (gallup, 2010).

despite being cited as important factors, the 

influence of home interior, commute to job 

or school and nearby shopping did not show 

significant relationships to home sale price. in 

addition, the perception of safety, that is the 

indication that one felt very to extremely safe 

in their neighborhood, also did not show a 

significant coefficient. however, as was previously 

stated in the survey results section, responses 

about the look and feel of a walk and perceived 

safety appear to be related.

it was hypothesized that having energy efficiency 

improvements made in the home before its sale 

might have a positive impact on sale price, because 

it would, theoretically, reduce utility costs. 

however, this variable did not have a significant 

relationship to sale price in the model.

Finally, the presence of a sidewalk and dedicated 

bike lane in front of the home were tested in the 

model. neither variable returned a significant 

coefficient. This result could be due to the fact 

that there was not a large degree of variability 

for either of these characteristics. While 84% of 

homes had a sidewalk in front, 93% of homes did 

not have a dedicated bike lane.

in summary, some elements of place as measured 

by resident perceptions appeared to have a 

positive relationship to the sale price of a home; 

the strong influence of parks and recreation, shade 

trees and having great neighbors, as well as a high-

quality look and feel of a walk in the neighborhood 

added to home prices in these 11 cities. however, a 

few factors that people cited as being important to 

their home purchase decision, like home interior, 

commute and nearby shopping, did not register 

a strong association with sale price. in addition, 

the presence of a porch, an important measure 

of sense of community in placemaking efforts, 

had a negative marginal price. some results could 

be affected by survey bias and/or relationships 

between the model’s independent variables.
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Tables with the variable descriptive statistics and 

the regression coefficients for this analysis are 

provided in appendix g on page 159.

DISCUSSIOn
This section provides a brief summary of the 

interesting findings from the three hedonic 

property price models.

one proxy for place in this analysis was measured 

by the presence of certain amenities within a half-

mile (walkable distance) of a home. The proximity 

of some amenities, including one or more schools, 

a theatre company/dinner theatre, a bookstore or 

more than one gift/novelty/souvenir store, had a 

positive relationship to the sale price of a home. 

however, the proximity of several other amenities, 

including one or more grocery stores, one or more 

restaurants, a museum, a recreational facility, more 

than one religious organization, a department 

store, more than one bookstore, a clothing store, 

a florist or a supplemental grocery store, had a 

negative relationship to property price. in some 

cases, these results were consistent with previous 

literature that suggests schools are often a positive 

factor for home buyers, while a department store 

may be viewed as less desirable. however, the 

finding that the presence of multiple restaurants 

was a negative factor seemed surprising given 

survey responses that showed people’s desire to 

have them close by.

The impact of the presence of different amenities 

became less clear when measured together 

through interaction variables. While one might 

expect having two amenities with a positive 

marginal property price within a half mile of a 

home to have a positive, perhaps larger coefficient, 

this result was not borne by the model. in many 

cases, the interaction of two positive amenities 

resulted in a negative coefficient, while the 

interaction of two negative amenities resulted in 

a positive coefficient. These results could be the 

product of statistical errors in the model, or could 

suggest that there are other relevant, untested 

aspects of these amenities other than their 

location within a half mile radius of a home. They 

could also suggest that placemaking is not a clear-

cut process, whereby co-locating a certain mix of 

amenities within a walkable neighborhood will, in 

isolation, stimulate higher property prices.

proximity of amenities appears to be related to 

home sale price in different ways between the 11 

midwest cities, suggesting that community values 

or amenity 

quality vary from 

community to 

community, and 

possibly from 

neighborhood to 

neighborhood. it 

was discovered 

that in madison, Wi, a city with a growing 

population, had more positive coefficients for close 

amenities than any of the other cities in the analysis.

using survey responses in the hedonic analysis 

allows for the evaluation of residents’ perceptions, 

as opposed to physical locations measured by 

spatial data. This distinction was important as 

a home may be located close by a park, but the 

resident could not walk there due to obstacles like 

traffic or fences. in this property price analysis, 

some elements of place as measured by resident 

perceptions, like parks and recreation, shade trees 

and having great neighbors, appeared to have a 

positive relationship to sale price. a high-quality 

look and feel of a walk in the neighborhood also 

added to home prices in these 11 cities. however, 

place-based elements, such as porches, short 

proximity of amenities appears 
to be related to home sale price 
in different ways between the 11 
Midwest cities, suggesting that 
community values or amenity 
quality vary from community to 
community, and possibly from 
neighborhood to neighborhood.
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commutes and nearby shopping, did not register a 

positive association with sale price. 

another interesting finding, although not part of 

the hedonic analysis per se, was the connection 

between city Walk scores and property prices. 

midwest cities with a higher Walk score than 

lansing (47), included Royal oak, mi (59), 

Traverse city, mi (98), grand Rapids, mi (54), 

and madison, Wi (55), also appeared to have high 

property prices. This trend did not hold true for 

Flint, mi, which had a slightly higher Walk score 

than lansing (48), but significantly lower property 

prices (by 36%), nor for lakewood, oh, which had 

a Walk score of 68, but property prices that were 

not statistically different from lansing. davenport, 

ia, and manitowoc, Wi, had slightly lower 

Walk scores (46 and 44, respectively), but higher 

property prices (by 8.7% and 10.3%, respectively).

While these results support the hypothesis 

that place elements can have positive economic 

benefits, as measured by increased property 

prices, not all amenities had the expected result, 

and the marginal price of certain amenities within 

walking distance of a home (one half mile) varies 

when compared across midwest cities or when 

interacted with other amenities.

Further research on this dataset could include an 

analysis to measure the coefficients of interaction 

variables indicating the presence of one amenity 

(such as a school) and the absence of another (such 

as a liquor store). This analysis could provide 

additional information about the co-location of 

amenities with positive and negative coefficients. 

another analysis could assess the “donut effect” of 

amenities; it has been suggested that people would 

like to be within walking distance of certain 

amenities without having them right next door. 

measuring the presence of amenities between 

500 feet and a ½ mile, for instance, could possibly 

capture this phenomenon. of course, if the donut 

effect were significant, it would suggest some 

preferences (or lack thereof) for a mix of certain 

uses with housing.

The most important step for furthering this line 

of research would be to perform a similar hedonic 

analysis on a national, and perhaps international, 

scale. one problem with limiting the analysis 

to midwest cities is that they tend to be more 

auto- than pedestrian-oriented. By analyzing 

the impact of place elements on property prices 

in cities that are already walkable, the presence 

of a relationship may be more readily apparent. 

This evaluation of model cities for place-

based development would provide additional 

information on the potential economic benefit for 

midwest cities, in particular michigan cities, to 

embrace placemaking activities.

The next section provides a brief overview of 

current placemaking policies and programs 

within michigan that seek to help michigan 

communities to transform their downtowns to 

be more pedestrian-oriented, more appealing to 

young talent, more economically viable and in 

general, more sustainable places.
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OUT OF ThE WOrk OF ThE SEnSE OF plACE COUnCIl AnD ThE InTErDEpArTMEnTAl 
COllAbOrATIOn COMMITTEE CAME An InITIATIvE CAllED ThE MIplACE 
pArTnErShIp, WhICh WAS CrEATED TO prOvIDE EDUCATIOn AnD TrAInIng, 
TOOlS AnD TEChnICAl ASSISTAnCE WITh rEgIOnAl AnD lOCAl plAnS TO 
MIChIgAn COMMUnITIES. ThE gOAl OF ThE MIplACE pArTnErShIp InITIATIvE 
IS TO CrEATE MOrE jObS, ATTrACT AnD rETAIn TAlEnTED WOrkErS, AnD 
rAISE InCOMES, AT lEAST In pArT, ThrOUgh TArgETED lOCAl AnD rEgIOnAl 
plACEMAkIng ACTIvITIES; ThErEbY rESTOrIng prOSpErITY In MIChIgAn.

Part 5: Michigan’s Current Policies and Programs 
(MIplace Partnership Initiative)

In an address in 2011, 
Michigan governor 
rick Snyder stated, 
“I don’t separate 
placemaking 
from economic 
development. They 
are intertwined.”

In the first phase of this study, it was discovered 

that there was a lack of understanding among 

several key stakeholder groups, including 

developers and lending institutions, about 

placemaking. in addition, a 2012 survey by lpi 

and msu’s institute for public policy and social 

Research revealed that only 1.4% of michigan’s 

population was “very familiar” with the term 

“placemaking” and another 13.1% were “somewhat 

familiar” with the term. The surveys that lpi 

conducted showed that many local government 

officials, developers, financial institution 

representatives and the general public believe in 

the positive economic impact of placemaking, 

though the process, methods and logistics are less 

clear. These findings suggest the need for some 

intervention by state leaders to provide stakeholders 

at the local and regional level with some education, 

training, tools and technical assistance to affect 

placemaking in michigan communities.

The michigan sense of place council was formed 

by the michigan municipal league (mml) 

and the michigan state housing development 

authority (mshda), to bring together a diverse 

group of public, private and non-profit leaders 

to promote principles and practices that create 

attractive places to live, work and play, as well as 

encourage strategic activities that lead to retention 

and attraction of talent. This council has worked 

diligently to coordinate state resources around 

“place-based” community investment, to support 

regional planning, and to gather evidence of the 

positive impacts of placemaking. The partnership 

of these stakeholder groups has been very 

important to the infusion of placemaking into 

policies and programs around the state and, in 

particular, in the state government.

in an address in 2011, 

michigan governor Rick 

snyder stated, “i don’t 

separate place making from 

economic development. 

They are intertwined.” 

This commitment 

to place-based development has permeated 

state-level outlooks and actions over the 
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past few years. it sparked the creation of a 

placemaking partnership subcommittee of the 

interdepartmental collaboration committee 

(icc), a group of state agency directors and 

managers that harnesses the varied expertise 

of the different agencies to address complex 

challenges through balanced, consistent and 

innovative approaches. The icc members include 

michigan departments of agriculture and Rural 

development; environmental Quality; licensing 

and Regulatory affairs; natural Resources; 

Technology, management & Budget; Treasury; 

Transportation; the michigan land Bank 

authority; and the mshda. The objectives of the 

icc include fostering and promoting collaboration 

among and between entities engaged in economic 

development and placemaking.

out of the work of the sense of place council and 

the icc came an initiative called the miplace 

partnership, which was created to provide 

education and training, tools and technical 

assistance with regional and local plans to 

michigan communities. The goal of the miplace 

partnership initiative is to create more jobs, 

attract and retain talented workers, and raise 

incomes, at least in part, through targeted local 

and regional placemaking activities; thereby 

restoring prosperity in michigan. The miplace 

initiative, led by mshda with michigan state 

university and the mml serving as major 

partners, consists of the following programs.

plACEMAkIng TOOlkIT
The icc placemaking partnership subcommittee 

has identified a number of existing state grant 

and loan programs that could be modified to assist 

local placemaking without statutory or rules 

changes. in addition, the group established a set 

of criteria to guide state agencies in making grant, 

loan and technical assistance decisions based 

on local commitment to strategic placemaking 

principles. These existing programs, including 

both financial resources and technical assistance 

programs, are provided in a searchable database at 

the miplace initiative website: www.miplace.org. 

The website also includes information about what 

michigan downtowns and neighborhoods have to 

offer, placemaking research studies, placemaking 

publications available online, michigan case 

studies, news and events.

EDUCATIOn AnD TrAInIng
during 2013, the miplace partners created and 

rolled out the first comprehensive curriculum 

on placemaking ever developed anywhere in 

the nation. This six module series (more than 

2,200 slides) is available at three levels (teacher/

practitioner – 300 level; interested stakeholder – 

200 level; and introductory – 100 level). Teaching 

time for all six modules varies from 36 hours 

(about six hours per module at the 300 level) down 

to six hours (about one hour for each module at 

the 100 level). about 3,800 people were exposed to 

the curriculum between July 1, 2012 and June 30, 

2013; and another 1,200 were targeted for the rest 

of 2013. more than 300 staff within six major state 

agencies were trained on placemaking through 

this curriculum. The curriculum includes:

 � module 1: people, places and placemaking;

 � module 2: economics of place;

 � module 3: neighborhoods, streets  

and connections;

 � module 4: Form planning and Regulation;

 � module 5: collaborative public 

involvement; and

 � module 6: applied placemaking.
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Trainings will continue to be offered by the 

miplace partnerships over the next two years 

to interested stakeholder groups. classes will 

be taught by the 120 individuals who have 

been trained in the instruction of placemaking 

curriculum. a guidebook synthesizing the 

curriculum is being prepared by the msu land 

policy institute in spring 2014.

plACEplAnS
Through “placeplans,” the michigan municipal 

league and msu school of planning, design and 

construction (spdc) are assisting communities 

in planning a specific, high-impact, place-based 

project to spark momentum for long-term 

success. activities include cataloguing assets; 

setting strategic priorities; integrating place-

based development within master plans and 

other formalized strategies; selecting technical 

expertise for preparing specific studies, materials, 

designs and plans (such as a downtown 

residential market study; a design charrette for a 

key public space; or a multi-modal transportation 

plan), executing public engagement strategies and 

implementing on-the-ground projects.

in the first phase that took place from July 2012 

through august 2013, mml and msu completed 

four placeplans to demonstrate how planning 

can be used to identify and prepare for local 

placemaking implementation efforts. in the 

current phase that started september 2013 and 

will wrap up at the end of august 2014, products 

will include eight placeplans; four by mml and its 

consultant team, and four by faculty and students 

at msu’s spdc. For each community project, the 

final product to the community will include a:

 � catalogue of place-based assets and a 

comprehensive list of key stakeholders;

 � prioritization of potential place projects;

 � specific action plan, and/or conceptual 

design related to a selected project; and

 � Final report document that recaps 

methodology, relevant findings, potential 

barriers to success and suggestions for 

leveraging resources and partnerships.

plACEMArkET
placemarket is a marketplace of successful, 

completed placemaking projects that enhance the 

stability of a community and the quality of life 

within it through physical improvements, as well 

as social and entrepreneurial activities, which 

create a sense of place. These are scalable solutions 

that include step-by-step guides, supporting 

materials and documentation. placemarket also 

serves as a network of place makers on the ground, 

doing the work.

The michigan municipal league and other 

members of the sense of place council have 

created more than 37 placemarket case studies of 

placemaking in action at the local level in michigan, 

which are all available at the miplace website.

in the current phase of the miplace initiative, the 

number and range of placemarket case studies 

will be expanded.

MEASUrEMEnT AnD OUTCOMES
in order to assess the progress of the miplace 

initiative, various metrics are under development 

to document work completed and its impact, 

including surveys of people participating in 

a training, and those using various tools and 

technical assistance resources. The lpi will 

analyze participant data from training programs 

using the curriculum and feed data into the 

metrics analysis for the initiative. The lpi and 

msu extension greening michigan institute have 

created a follow-up survey instrument and process 

89



fu
ll 

re
po

rt

ReBuilding pRospeRous places in michigan

to send to persons that attended the placemaking 

training a few months earlier and will feed results 

into this process as well.

The miplace partnership initiative seeks to 

create jobs, raise incomes and restore prosperity 

in michigan through targeted local and regional 

placemaking activities. The most effective 

approach to achieving this goal encompasses broad 

education/training of state and local government 

staff and officials and key stakeholders about the 

“what” and “how” of placemaking; toolkits and 

direct technical assistance for local officials and 

stakeholders; regional and local strategic action 

plans for targeted placemaking improvements; 

local engagement; and specific local project 

action plans. a significant amount of state, 

regional, local and private resources in michigan 

will be marshaled to make significant physical 

change in a relatively short period of time, 

through the support and guidance of the sense 

of place council, icc placemaking partnership 

subcommittee and the miplace initiative.
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bASED On ThE rESUlTS OF ThIS plACEMAkIng STUDY, ThE FOllOWIng 
rECOMMEnDATIOnS FOr FUrThEr rESEArCh, OUTrEACh AnD IMplEMEnTATIOn 
ArE prOpOSED.

Part 6: recommendations

Based on the results of this placemaking 

study, the following recommendations 

for further research, outreach and 

implementation are proposed.

1. MOvE bEYOnD MIDWEST 
bOUnDArIES TO UnDErSTAnD 
AnD MODEl plACEMAkIng: 
naturally, a study performed for michigan 

began with research phases in the state 

and the broader midwest region. however, 

given the understanding that this state, 

as the birthplace of the automobile, is 

predisposed to auto-orientated community 

design, it would seem to be beneficial to 

extend the analysis outside of michigan 

and the midwest to assess the economic 

value of place-based characteristics in more 

pedestrian-oriented locations. While there 

is general concern that successful models 

from other places won’t be applicable to 

michigan urban areas, there are ways to 

adapt place-based development techniques 

to cooler weather climates. if people, 

particularly young knowledge workers, 

are attracted to places like chicago, il; 

minneapolis, mn; portland, oR; and 

seattle, Wa, weather will not deter them 

from coming to michigan cities with the 

right urban atmosphere.

2. DISCOvEr hOW FOrM AnD 
SOCIAbIlITY InTErACT WITh 
FUnCTIOn TO CrEATE pOSITIvE 
plACE-bASED DEvElOpMEnT: one 

limitation of the property price study 

was its main focus on the functional 

characteristics of place, largely based on 

secondary data and people’s perceptions 

of existing infrastructure. While an 

attempt was made to better understand 

the “quality” aspect of place-based 

characteristics through the midwest 

placemaking survey, the data reflects 

subjective perceptions, rather than a 

consistent, objective assessment. The 

results instigate more questions. is 

the grocery store around the corner 

a “mom and pop” or big box store? 

how many people use this park on the 

weekend? Would parents feel safe letting 

their children cross the street at this 

intersection? Further analysis with on-

the-ground data collection about form 

and sociability characteristics of place, 

and their interaction with function, could 

create a more robust model and permit 

the further investigation of the value of 

place-based development.

3. TAkE A hOlISTIC vIEW OF 
ThE SOCIAl, ECOnOMIC AnD 
EnvIrOnMEnTAl IMpACTS OF 
plACEMAkIng: This study begins 

to evaluate some of the local economic 

impacts of place-based development, 

but property price effects are simply one 

measure of the benefits of placemaking. 

other studies have assessed the impacts 

of place-based characteristics, or the 

products of placemaking. For instance, 

leinberger’s Walkup studies include 

measures of social equity in walkable 
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urban places. The miT’s department of 

urban studies and planning suggests 

the following categories of metrics for 

placemaking success: use & activity, 

economic, public health/healthy living 

and social capital (miT, 2013). in addition, 

the actual process of placemaking, not 

just its creations, can have benefits 

for improving governmental, business 

and civic processes. Furthermore, 

placemaking, like any other policy or 

program, can have unintended, negative 

consequences. as was mentioned in the 

first lpi report on Building Prosperous Places 

in Michigan, placemaking efforts can lead to 

developments that are not affordable for 

workforce or low-income households. To 

obtain a truly comprehensive view of the 

value of placemaking, these other potential 

and real impacts should be measured.

4. DEvElOp A COMprEhEnSIvE 
“plACE” METrIC Or SET OF 
METrICS: Walk score is probably 

the best existing aggregate measure 

of place-based development, but it has 

some limitations. Walk score uses 

proprietary algorithms and data on 

locations of a variety of destinations 

(weighted for importance) to measure 

the walkability of a physical address. For 

instance, the presence of a grocery store 

within walking distance of a property 

contributes to a higher Walk score. 

given the finding of this study that 

presence of grocery stores can sometimes 

be negatively related to property price, 

these destinations may not consistently 

enhance walkability or other place values. 

Walk score is limited in its ability to 

account for other things, such as street 

width, sidewalk width, block length, 

street design, safety from crime and 

traffic, topography, natural walking 

barriers, bodies of water or inclement 

weather conditions (carr et al., 2010). 

Furthermore, walkability only comprises 

a part of what place-based development is 

really about; it is an excellent proxy, but 

not a full measure. on the other end of the 

spectrum, the irvine minnesota inventory 

(imi) to measure Built environments 

is a 162-item audit tool that can be used 

to collect objective data on a variety 

of aspects of place, such as aesthetics, 

connectivity, form, pedestrian amenities, 

safety, public safety, traffic, etc. While 

Walk score is readily attainable through 

the internet, and based on existing gis 

data, the imi requires intensive primary 

data collection. developing an in-between 

scoring system, with the accessibility of 

Walk score and the thoroughness of the 

imi, would be beneficial to establishing 

place benchmarks and metrics. These 

metrics can then be used to evaluate the 

efficacy of placemaking efforts.
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5. COnDUCT TArgET MArkET 
AnAlYSIS FOr ThE rESIDEnTIAl 
AnD COMMErCIAl ASpECTS 
OF plACE: it is important to include 

existing community residents and 

businesses in placemaking activities; 

their values, ideas and goals for the places 

where they live and work are important to 

preserving and enhancing quality of life. 

however, with so many demographic and 

economic changes at play in michigan, the 

nation and the world, it is also critical to 

understand the values, ideas and goals of 

other people and businesses that currently 

don’t reside in these communities, 

especially those that we want to attract 

for creating more diverse, welcoming, 

economically competitive places. Target 

market analyses can help communities 

to be more informed about what growing 

population segments want to see in their 

neighborhoods and communities, aiding 

in the effective implementation of place-

based economic development. 

6. DEFInE bEST prACTICES FOr 
InClUDIng pEOplE (ESpECIAllY 
UnDErrEprESEnTED 
pOpUlATIOnS) In ThE 
plACEMAkIng prOCESS: once again, 

placemaking is about creating spaces with 

a high quality of life that is attractive to 

people and businesses. in order to do so, 

placemaking efforts need to engage and 

empower people to participate in helping 

to shape their community. some groups, 

such as low-income households, lgBTQ 

(lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender or 

questioning) individuals, minorities, 

persons with disabilities, immigrants and 

students, tend to be underrepresented 

in community planning processes. 

communities that engage in placemaking 

need a set of best practices for ensuring 

that underrepresented populations are 

included. activities like easily accessible 

charrettes, online/social media surveys 

and “lighter, Quicker, cheaper” projects 

can help to engage people from a variety of 

backgrounds in the placemaking process.
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AT ThE nATIOnAl lEvEl, pEOplE bElIEvE ThAT ThErE IS A COnnECTIOn 
bETWEEn plACEMAkIng AnD ECOnOMIC DEvElOpMEnT, AS WEll AS bETWEEn 
plACEMAkIng AnD qUAlITY OF lIFE. ThEIr pErCEpTIOnS AbOUT WhEThEr 
ThEIr nEIghbOrhOOD AnD COMMUnITY ArE bATTEr plACES TO lIvE nOW 
ThAn FIvE YEArS AgO AppEArS TO bE ASSOCIATED WITh plACE-bASED 
ChArACTErISTICS, SUCh AS vISUAl AppEAl, MIxED-USE, ShOppIng, SOCIAl 
ACTIvITIES, bIkE lAnES Or pAThS/TrAIlS, ArTS AnD CUlTUrE ExpErIEnCES 
AnD pUblIC TrAnSpOrTATIOn. pEOplE STATED ThAT ThEY WAnT A vArIETY 
OF AMEnITIES WIThIn A 10-MInUTE WAlk OF ThEIr hOME, InClUDIng 
nEIghbOrhOOD grOCErY STOrES, FArMErS’ MArkETS, InDEpEnDEnT lOCAl 
MErChAnTS, SAnDWICh ShOpS, COFFEE ShOpS, pArkS WITh MUlTIplE USES, 
lIbrArIES, MOvIE CInEMAS AnD ArT FAIrS. ThESE FInDIngS ArE COnSISTEnT 
WITh pAST STUDIES ThAT SOUghT TO UnDErSTAnD WhAT pEOplE WAnT In 
ThEIr nEIghbOrhOODS, lIkE ThE nATIOnAl ASSOCIATIOn OF rEAlTOrS’ 
COnSUMEr prEFErEnCE SUrvEY.

Part 7: Conclusion

The second phase of the Rebuilding 

prosperous places project sought to address 

two major questions related to placemaking:

1. how do citizens view placemaking, 

both in terms of what value it has for 

their communities and what types 

of “place amenities” they like to have 

within their neighborhoods?

2. What economic value does place-based 

development derive in a neighborhood, as 

measured by the change in housing prices 

in places that boast such characteristics 

as walkability, access to green space and 

mixed-use developments?

at the national level, people believe that there is a 

connection between placemaking and economic 

development, as well as between placemaking and 

quality of life. Their perceptions about whether 

their neighborhood and community are better 

places to live now than five years ago appears to 

be associated with place-based characteristics, 

such as visual appeal, mixed-use, shopping, social 

activities, bike lanes or paths/trails, arts and 

culture experiences and public transportation. 

people stated that they want a variety of 

amenities within a 10-minute walk of their home, 

including neighborhood grocery stores, farmers’ 

markets, independent local merchants, sandwich 

shops, coffee shops, parks with multiple uses, 

libraries, movie cinemas and art fairs. These 
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findings are consistent with past studies that 

sought to understand what people want in their 

neighborhoods, like the national association of 

Realtors’ consumer preference survey.

however, there is a general ambivalence about 

the pros and cons of living in denser, busier 

communities, particularly among the rural and 

suburban respondents. many people indicated a 

preference for rural and suburban locations, larger 

lots, suburban parks and a separation of other types 

of land use from housing. Though the survey may 

be skewed toward rural and suburban respondents, 

some respondents from urban transects also noted 

these preferences. due to the negative externalities 

associated with some amenities, like traffic and 

crime, people prefer not to have certain amenities 

(like bars and malls) within walking distance, 

but somewhere else in their community. despite 

an understanding that placemaking improves 

economic well-being, concerns about how it might 

encourage crime, noise and higher expenses still 

exist and should be addressed.

certain demographics, including young people 

(age 25 to 34), non-white households and low-

income households, are more likely to live in 

urban areas, whether by choice or necessity. 

Results support the growing evidence that there 

are groups of people who prefer highly walkable, 

mixed-use, green developments with access to a 

variety of amenities. Young people are more likely 

than older age groups to want bars, entertainment, 

restaurants and arts and cultural venues within 

walking distance of their home. Because these 

demographic groups are large and growing, their 

desires are likely to be influential in downtown 

revitalization, assuming that they have access to 

planning and placemaking processes.

in the midwest, walkability was noted as a 

preferred neighborhood feature. it is one of the 

factors that is often involved in people’s decisions 

to purchase or rent their homes. many people 

in these 11 midwest cities indicated that they 

walk often (most likely for recreation, as well 

as to reach destinations) and prefer to walk to 

destinations that are within a 15-minute walk of 

their home. among those surveyed, the older age 

brackets appear slightly more likely to walk often 

(age 40 to 64) and slightly more willing to walk 

farther distances than their younger counterparts. 

Younger people (age 18 to 34) exhibited a stronger 

preference to walk to destinations that are 

less than 20 minutes away. The aesthetics and 

perceived safety of neighborhoods has an impact 

on whether and how far people are willing to 

walk to reach destinations, as did safety. Walking 

showed a positive relationship to health and 

happiness, as well. midwest respondents reported 

that their neighborhoods are fairly walkable for 

a number of amenities; a majority of people could 

walk to a school, park, transit stop, grocery store, 

convenience store, retail store, entertainment 

venue or eating/drinking establishment in 20 

minutes or less. most homeowners rated the 

quality of their nearest amenities, including 

grocery stores, parks, restaurants, gas station/

convenience stores and coffee shops, as high or 

very high quality. 

not all place-based attributes were viewed as 

important. among the factors that were least 

likely to affect the decision to purchase or rent a 

home were historic significance, energy efficiency 

and the availability of employment opportunities. 

in addition, while being close to one’s job or 

having a short commute time, was viewed as 

important, most people said that walking to 

work would be impractical, because it was too 

far away. There are many garages and plenty 

of off- and on-street parking in these midwest 

neighborhoods, which suggests auto-orientation. 
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historic preservation, energy efficiency and job 

opportunities have been notes as important 

components of placemaking.

Just as there appear to be some mixed preferences 

for place-based attributes based on survey 

responses, the connection between place features 

and economic value (specifically, property prices) 

in the 11 midwest cities varied as well. The results 

of the hedonic analysis suggested that the value of 

having a certain amenity near a house could have 

an impact on its property price; however, it does 

not appear that one type of amenity always had a 

positive value in every neighborhood, while other 

types always had a negative value.

across the midwest cities, close proximity to 

some amenities, like schools, theatres, bookstores 

and gift shops, appeared to be positively related 

to home sale price. however, proximity to other 

amenities, like grocery stores, restaurants, 

museums and department stores, appeared 

to be negatively related to home sale price. 

These results were somewhat surprising since 

a majority of people surveyed, at least at the 

national level, indicated a preference for grocery 

stores, restaurants and museums within walking 

distance. Furthermore, having two amenities 

with a positive marginal price within a half 

mile of a home did not necessarily have a greater, 

positive marginal price than those amenities 

independently. in fact, in most cases, the effect of 

two positive amenities within a half mile had a 

negative marginal price. conversely, having two 

amenities with negative marginal prices within a 

half mile sometimes had a positive relationship to 

home sale price. again, these results are confusing, 

because having multiple amenities within a half 

mile suggests true walkability, which was a noted 

preference among midwest survey respondents 

and has also been shown to be positively related 

to residential housing a commercial prices 

(cortright, 2009; leinberger, 2013).

The marginal price of proximity to a certain 

amenity does not appear to be the same across 

the 11 midwest cities. This result could mean 

that people in one city value being able to walk 

to that amenity, while people in another city 

don’t. it could also be the result of “noise” or 

omissions in the models; that is, the amenity’s 

other characteristics or other features of the 

neighborhood are making it difficult to measure 

the impact of amenity proximity.

it is likely that there are other aspects of the amenity 

besides close proximity that could also affect 

home price, such as the quality or affordability of 

that amenity. it is also likely that the relationship 

between amenity proximity and home sale price 

was not linear; that is, having the amenity abutting 

the property could have a negative marginal price, 

while being a little farther down the block could 

have a positive marginal impact. Further research 

is needed to discover what other neighborhood 

elements related to placemaking, such as quality 

of amenities, form (streetscape, aesthetics, etc.) 

and affordability, are related to property prices. a 

better understanding of the nature of the proximity 

relationship is also needed. a more detailed analysis, 

with primary data collection of both quantitative 

and qualitative information, should be conducted on 

a national scale.

The hedonic model that utilized perception-based 

data (from the midwest survey), as opposed 

to physical locations measured by spatial data, 

returned mixed results as well. some elements 

of place-based development, like parks and 

recreation, shade trees and having great neighbors, 

appear to have a positive relationship to sale 

price. a high-quality look and feel of a walk in the 
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neighborhood also added to home prices in these 11 

cities. however, other place-based elements, such 

as porches, short commutes and nearby shopping, 

did not register a positive association with sale 

price, despite being noted as influential factors in 

the decision to purchase one’s home.

it is clear that people recognize 

the value of placemaking 

activities, particularly to 

economic development 

and quality of life in their 

communities, but there is 

still a gap in understanding 

about placemaking concepts 

and capacity to carry out 

these activities. There is also a 

general mindset, particularly 

among rural and suburban 

residents, that more compact 

development can have negative impacts on 

neighborhoods, creating an environment where 

there is more traffic, crime, lack of affordability and 

general congestion. however, when placemaking 

is done in a deliberate way, bringing all of the 

affected parties to the table to vision and plan, 

these negative externalities can be minimized.

While these findings support previous literature 

on place trends, the value of place-based elements 

and citizen perceptions of placemaking, certain 

results suggest that many people maintain a 

“sprawl” mindset toward community design 

and development (including separation of uses, 

low-density development and isolated residential 

areas); that downtown areas, particularly in the 

midwest, still exemplify an auto-oriented, as 

opposed to people-oriented, built environment; 

that close proximity to single amenities does 

not have a clear relationship to sale price across 

geographic areas; and that there is not yet a “magic” 

recipe for a mix of amenities within a walkable 

neighborhood, at least with respect to higher 

property prices. These circumstances warrant 

further investigation into the quantifiable benefits 

of placemaking; continued education of community 

leaders, stakeholders and citizens as to the benefits 

and logistics of placemaking; and provision 

of resources, tools and technical assistance to 

communities interested in placemaking. The 

miplace partnership initiative is helping to educate 

and train the myriad stakeholder groups involved 

in placemaking at the local and regional level and 

providing resources and technical assistance to 

implement these strategies.

Rural and suburban communities, many with a 

high quality of life, are available to people who 

would prefer to have the space, privacy and 

isolation afforded by low density neighborhoods. 

however, existing downtowns and major urban 

centers, particularly in michigan, are in need of 

targeted strategies to improve the quality of life 

for residents and to attract young talent. in order 

to be globally competitive in aggregating the 

knowledge and creative resources necessary to a 

thriving economy, michigan and other midwest 

states must have functional downtown, or urban 

core, places that have good form and evoke positive 

feelings among residents and visitors. placemaking 

efforts can help these communities to achieve 

more choices in housing and transportation; 

opportunities for improved social interaction; more 

variety in entertainment, cultural and recreational 

offerings; more green space; greater human 

diversity; and more business and entrepreneurial 

activities—places where people want to live, work 

play and, most importantly, stay.

It is clear that people 
recognize the value 

of placemaking 
activities, particularly 

to economic 
development and 

quality of life in their 
communities, but 

there is still a gap in 
understanding about 

placemaking concepts 
and capacity to carry 

out these activities.
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Definitions
For the purpose of this survey, “placemaking” is 

defined as: . . . The targeted improvement of a place, 

within a neighborhood or community, that uniquely 

creates a functional space with a variety of uses, that 

is appealing to a wide range of people and that has 

an identifiable character, or “sense of place.”

placemaking typically include elements that are 

designed for use and enjoyment by people. These 

elements include:

 � mixed uses (diverse options for living above 

or near entertainment and shopping);

 � pedestrian-orientation (sidewalks, paths 

and other foot-based connections);

 � opportunities for social activity and 

engagement (outdoor seating, community 

festivals, farmers’ markets, etc.);

 � arts, cultural and other entertainment 

opportunities (museums, galleries, 

bowling alleys, clubs, etc.);

 � alternative transportation  

choices (walking, biking, public 

transportation, etc.);

 � public spaces (squares, plazas, 

courtyards, etc.);

 � green/open spaces (parks, trails, 

playgrounds, etc.)

For the purpose of this study, please consider 

the following definitions to describe the area 

surrounding where survey respondents live:

 � “neighborhood”: places within a 

10-minute walk of your home.

 � “local community”: places within a 

30-minute walk, a 10-minute bike/public 

transportation ride, or a five-minute drive 

of your home.

 � “Region”: all of the communities within a 

45-minute bike/public transportation ride 

or a 30-minute drive of your home.

Questions about Your Neighborhood, 
Community and Region

Table 4: Please Indicate your Level of Agreement or Disagreement
with the Following Statements about Placemaking

Statement 1: Incorporating 
Placemaking into Our Local 
Community Will . . . 

Strongly 
Agree

Somewhat 
Agree

Neither 
Agree or 
Disagree

Somewhat 
Disagree

Strongly 
Disagree Unsure

Increase economic activity. 32% 40% 18% 5% 2% 3%

Improve opportunities for jobs. 33% 37% 19% 6% 3% 3%

Improve the quality of life. 41% 36% 16% 3% 2% 2%

positively affect home prices. 33% 37% 21% 4% 2% 3%

Enhance the sense of  
community belonging. 37% 37% 18% 4% 2% 2%

Attract new people to  
our community. 35% 37% 19% 4% 2% 3%

Source: land policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2014.
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Table 5: Please Indicate your Level of Agreement or Disagreement with the
Following Statements about Getting around in your Neighborhood

Statement 2: Answer
Strongly 

Agree
Somewhat 

Agree

Neither 
Agree or 
Disagree

Somewhat 
Disagree

Strongly 
Disagree Unsure

There are many places to  
go (for working, eating, shopping, 
drinking, entertainment, recreation, 
etc.) in my neighborhood. 25% 31% 10% 16% 17% 1%

My neighborhood has a mix of 
residential, retail and commercial uses. 27% 34% 12% 12% 14% 1%

It is hard to walk in my  
neighborhood, because of traffic. 12% 17% 14% 22% 34% 2%

It is hard to walk in my neighborhood 
due to lack of sidewalks. 18% 19% 12% 16% 32% 2%

It is too dangerous to  
walk in my neighborhood,  
because of high crime rates. 7% 10% 14% 18% 47% 3%

The places I most frequently go to in 
my neighborhood are too far to walk. 25% 28% 15% 14% 17% 1%

There is not enough time to  
walk to the places I most  
frequently go in my neighborhood. 18% 25% 22% 15% 18% 2%

Source: land policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2014.

Statement 3: Answer
Strongly 

Agree
Somewhat 

Agree

Neither 
Agree or 
Disagree

Somewhat 
Disagree

Strongly 
Disagree Unsure

My neighborhood  
attracts a lot of visitors. 13% 23% 22% 21% 20% 2%

My neighborhood is ethnically diverse. 22% 35% 17% 13% 11% 2%

My neighborhood has people from 
different income levels. 22% 44% 17% 11% 4% 2%

My neighborhood is too isolated 
from the rest of the community. 8% 15% 19% 27% 30% 2%

I know many of my  
neighbors on a first-name basis. 15% 29% 17% 18% 19% 1%

My neighborhood has many 
opportunities for social activities. 10% 22% 21% 21% 23% 2%

My neighborhood is  
visually appealing. 25% 38% 21% 10% 6% 1%

My neighborhood is quiet. 30% 41% 15% 9% 5% 1%

My neighborhood has  
clean-smelling air. 32% 38% 19% 7% 4% 1%

property values in my neighborhood 
have remained stable, despite the 
recent economic recession. 14% 28% 23% 16% 12% 7%

Source: land policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2014.

Table 6: Please Indicate your Level of Agreement or Disagreement with the
Following Statements about your Neighborhood
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Statement 4: Answer
Strongly 

Agree
Somewhat 

Agree

Neither 
Agree or 
Disagree

Somewhat 
Disagree

Strongly 
Disagree Unsure

There are many opportunities for  
arts and cultural experiences within 
my local community. 14% 28% 17% 20% 20% 2%

There is a lack of job opportunities in 
my local community.  25% 31% 21% 14% 6% 3%

I can do most of my grocery shopping 
at stores in my local community. 42% 32% 10% 7% 8% 1%

It is difficult to find parking in local 
community shopping areas. 7% 12% 16% 25% 38% 2%

I have changed my driving habits, as 
a result of the rising price of gasoline. 27% 30% 20% 11% 11% 1%

There are bike lanes or  
paths/trails in my local community. 21% 29% 13% 14% 21% 3%

public transportation/transit in my 
community is reliable and convenient. 18% 22% 18% 13% 24% 5%

Source: land policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2014.

Table 7: Please Indicate your Level of Agreement or Disagreement with the
Following Statements about your Local Community

101

Question 5: Zone Percent

T2: rural 18%

T3: Suburban 36%

T4: general Urban 30%

T5: Urban Center/Small Town 10%

T6: Urban Core 5%
Source: land policy Institute, Michigan State 
University, 2014.

Table 8: “Transect” and What Zone People Live In
Community planners often use the concept of the “transect” to talk about the types of places where people 
live based on the density of buildings. Using the transect diagram on page 20 as a guide, do you live in a . . .?

Question 6: Answer Percent

getting better 34%

getting Worse 10%

Staying the Same 56%
Source: land policy Institute, 
Michigan State University, 2014.

Table 9: How Would you Say your 
Neighborhood, overall, is as a Place to Live 
Today, as Compared to Five years Ago?
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Question 7: Answer Percent

getting better 31%

getting Worse 12%

Staying the Same 56%
Source: land policy Institute, 
Michigan State University, 2014.

Table 10: How Would you Say your 
Local Community, overall, is as a 
Place to Live Today as Compared to 
Five years Ago?

Question 8: Answer Percent

getting better 30%

getting Worse 24%

Staying the Same 47%
Source: land policy Institute, 
Michigan State University, 2014.

Table 11: right Now, Do you Think that 
Economic Conditions in your region, 
as a Whole, are Getting Better, 
Getting Worse or Staying the Same?

Questions about Moving to a New Location
This next set of questions asked survey respondents  about their interest in moving to a new home, 

neighborhood, community or region, and any challenges they may face in moving.
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Question 9: Answer Percent

Yes 45%

no 36%

not Sure 19%
Source: land policy Institute, Michigan 
State University, 2014.

Table 12: If you Were 
Able to Move out of your 
Current Home, Would you?

Question 10: Answer Percent

I can’t sell my house. 19%

I owe more on my mortgage than the house is worth. 11%

Moving costs are too high (e.g., closing costs, moving van, etc.). 24%

I (or my spouse) can’t find a job elsewhere. 12%

I can’t get a loan. 10%

I can’t afford a house where I want to live. 31%

There is a lack of transportation options elsewhere. 5%

personal reasons (divorce, family, health, etc.). 18%

Other 8%

none 20%

Table 13: If you Were to Move, What Do you See as the Main Barriers to
Moving for you?*

*Note: Survey respondents were able to choose more than one option.
Source: land policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2014.
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Question 11: Answer Percent

Single family home ownership. 69%

Condominium/apartment ownership. 12%

Single family rental. 9%

Multi-family (apartment, duplex, condo) rental. 8%

Other 2%

Table 14: If you Were Able to Move, Which Type of Home Would you
Most Likely Choose?

Source: land policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2014.
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Question 12: Zone Percent

T2: rural 28%

T3: Suburban 39%

T4: general Urban 21%

T5: Urban Center/Small Town 8%

T6: Urban Core 4%

Source: land policy Institute, Michigan State 
University, 2014.

Table 15: “Transect” and Types of Places Where People Want to 
Live Based on the Density of Buildings* 

Community planners often use the concept of the “transect” to talk about the types of places where people 
live based on the density of buildings. Using the transect diagram on page 20 as a guide, in which zone would 
you most want to live?

Question 14: Answer
Rural 
(T2)

Suburban 
(T3)

General 
Urban 
(T4)

Urban 
Center 

(T5)

Urban 
Core 
(T6)

Would 
Not 

Move Unsure

Not 
Applicable 

to Me

graduating from high school 6% 9% 7% 5% 3% 7% 3% 65%

graduating from college 4% 11% 8% 7% 4% 6% 4% 63%

going back to college 3% 9% 11% 9% 4% 9% 6% 56%

getting married 6% 15% 10% 7% 3% 6% 6% 55%

having children 7% 17% 9% 5% 3% 6% 4% 57%

“Empty nest” (children move out). 12% 19% 11% 6% 4% 10% 6% 40%

new job 8% 17% 17% 13% 9% 7% 11% 35%

loss of job 6% 12% 12% 7% 5% 10% 14% 42%

Divorce 5% 10% 9% 7% 4% 8% 11% 51%

Death of spouse 7% 12% 10% 6% 5% 9% 12% 45%

retirement 16% 20% 11% 6% 3% 10% 10% 33%

Other 4% 6% 6% 4% 2% 4% 10% 66%

Table 16: Which of the Following Life Changes Might Cause you to 
Consider Moving to a Different Zone? If So, Which Zone?*

*Note: Survey respondents were able to choose more than one option.
Source: land policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2014.
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Question 15: Answer
Have 

Adopted
Considering 

Adopting

Not an 
Option to 
Consider

Moving closer to work or school 15% 22% 63%

Taking public transportation 16% 24% 59%

biking or walking 22% 27% 51%

Carpooling 12% 28% 60%

buying a more fuel efficient vehicle 16% 47% 37%

Downsizing my home to reduce household expenses 12% 31% 57%
Source: land policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2014.

Table 17: As a result of Higher Gas Prices, Would you Consider the
Following Changes?
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Tables 18a–c: Grocery Shopping

Question 16a: Do You Have an Option Like This in 
Your Neighborhood?  

large store with groceries,
pharmacy, clothes, 
automotive, etc.

Yes no

big box Store 49% 51%

Medium-sized store for daily/
weekly food shopping

Yes no

neighborhood 
grocery Store 71% 29%

Small store with limited 
grocery items

Yes no

Convenience Store 71% 29%

Small store with specialty 
products, such as meat, 
organics, or international foods

Yes no

Specialty Market 49% 51%

Indoor or outdoor space  
with many vendors and a 
variety of foods

Yes no

Farmers’ Market 57% 43%

Question 16b: Would You  
Want an Option Like This in 
Your Neighborhood?  Yes No

Not 
Sure

big box Store 47% 33% 20%

neighborhood grocery Store 72% 16% 12%

Convenience Store 55% 26% 19%

Specialty Market 53% 23% 23%

Farmers’ Market 69% 18% 14%

Question 16c: Do You Want This 
Option in Your Local Community?* Yes No

big box Store 69% 31%

neighborhood grocery Store 84% 16%

Convenience Store 68% 32%

Specialty Market 71% 29%

Farmers’ Market 81% 19%
*note: A “not Sure” response option was inadvertently not 
provided for this question.

Source: land policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2014.

Questions about Place Preferences in Your 
Neighborhood/Community
This set of questions asked survey respondents 

to consider the types of buildings or spaces that 

they would like to have in their neighborhood.

They were also asked to tell us why they would 

like the specified building or space in their 

neighborhood, or why not. examples could include 

that the place looks like:

 � There are too many/not enough people.

 � it is too noisy/quiet.

 � There is (not) enough parking/

 � it is expensive/affordable.

 � it is (not) convenient.
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Tables 19a–c: retail Shopping

Question 17a: Do You Have an Option  
Like This in Your Neighborhood?  

Several shops within a 
large indoor space, with 
ample parking

Yes no

Interior Mall 39% 61%

A few connected shops 
with ample parking

Yes no

Strip Mall/plaza 56% 44%

Several connected shops 
with discount goods in 
an outdoor setting

Yes no

Outlet Mall 26% 74%

Several connected shops 
mixed with restaurants, 
bars, theaters, and 
residential/commercial 
space above

Yes no

lifestyle Center 26% 74%

Small retail shops with 
limited parking in front

Yes no

Independent 
local Merchants 62% 38%

Question 17b: Would You  
Want an Option Like This in 
Your Neighborhood?  Yes No

Not 
Sure

Interior Mall 39% 45% 16%

Strip Mall/plaza 51% 34% 15%

Outlet Mall 34% 48% 18%

lifestyle Center 33% 39% 28%

Independent local Merchants 67% 20% 13%

Question 17c: Do You Want This 
Option in Your Local Community?  Yes No

Not 
Sure

Interior Mall 51% 35% 14%

Strip Mall/plaza 60% 26% 14%

Outlet Mall 43% 42% 16%

lifestyle Center 39% 36% 25%

Independent local Merchants 73% 16% 11%

Source: land policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2014.
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Tables 20a–c: restaurants

Question 18a: Do You Have an Option 
Like This in Your Neighborhood?  

Fast food restaurant with 
drive thru 

Yes no

Fast Food restaurant 
with Drive Thru 72% 28%

Could be locally-owned or 
a chain

Yes no

Suburban Sit- 
Down restaurant

66% 34%

Sit-down restaurant in a 
strip mall/plaza/mall

Yes no

Sit-Down restaurant in 
a Strip Mall/plaza/Mall 53% 47%

Could be locally-owned or 
a chain

Yes no

Coffee Shop 61% 39%

neighborhood sandwich 
shop

Yes no

neighborhood 
Sandwich Shop 61% 39%

Downtown sit- 
down restaurant

Yes no

Downtown Sit- 
Down restaurant 56% 44%

Question 18b: Would You  
Want an Option Like This in 
Your Neighborhood?  Yes No

Not 
Sure

Fast Food restaurant with  
Drive Thru 62% 27% 11%

Suburban Sit-Down restaurant 65% 24% 11%

Sit-Down restaurant in a Strip 
Mall/plaza/Mall 49% 34% 17%

Coffee Shop 64% 24% 12%

neighborhood Sandwich Shop 68% 21% 11%

Downtown Sit-Down restaurant 59% 27% 14%

Question 18c: Do You Want This 
Option in Your Local Community?  Yes No

Not 
Sure

Fast Food restaurant with  
Drive Thru 72% 18% 9%

Suburban Sit-Down restaurant 74% 17% 9%

Sit-Down restaurant in a Strip 
Mall/plaza/Mall 59% 26% 14%

Coffee Shop 71% 19% 10%

neighborhood Sandwich Shop 76% 15% 9%

Downtown Sit-Down restaurant 69% 20% 12%

Source: land policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2014.
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Tables 21a–c: Neighborhood Type

Question 19a: Do You Have an Option 
Like This in Your Neighborhood?  

Such as farmland, 
forestland, etc.

Yes no

rural Area with 
Open Space

48% 52%

Suburban 
neighborhood with 
large lots

Yes no

Suburban 
neighborhood with 

large lots 55% 45%

neighborhood with 
small- to medium- 
sized lots

Yes no

neighborhood with 
Small- to Medium-

Sized lots 75% 25%

Downtown 
townhomes with 
small lots

Yes no

Downtown 
Townhomes with 

Small lots 31% 69%

Three stories or less

Yes no

Mixed-Use building 
with residential 

above and retail/
Commercial below 36% 64%

greater than  
three stories

Yes no

high-rise building 23% 77%

Question 19b: Would You Want an Option 
Like This in Your Neighborhood?  Yes No

Not 
Sure

rural Area with Open Space 56% 28% 17%

Suburban neighborhood with large lots 56% 28% 16%

neighborhood with Small- to  
Medium-Sized lots 65% 22% 12%

Downtown Townhomes with Small lots 29% 53% 18%

Mixed-Use building with residential above 
and retail/Commercial below 33% 46% 21%

high-rise building 21% 61% 19%

Question 19c: Do You Want This Option in 
Your Local Community?  Yes No

Not 
Sure

rural Area with Open Space 61% 25% 15%

Suburban neighborhood with large lots 60% 26% 14%

neighborhood with Small- to  
Medium-Sized lots 69% 21% 10%

Downtown Townhomes with  
Small lots 35% 48% 17%

Mixed-Use building with residential above 
and retail/Commercial below 40% 42% 18%

high-rise building 25% 59% 16%

Source: land policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2014.
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Tables 22a–c: Bars/restaurants/Entertainment

Question 20a: Do You Have an Option Like This in 
Your Neighborhood?  

With ample parking, could be 
locally-owned or a chain

Yes no

bar in  
Isolated building 41% 59%

With ample parking, could be 
locally-owned or a chain

Yes no

bar in Strip Mall/
plaza/Mall 38% 62%

With limited parking, but access 
to public transportation

Yes no

Downtown or 
neighborhood 

Casual bar 46% 54%

With limited parking, but access 
to public transportation

Yes no

Downtown 
Upscale bar 30% 70%

With limited parking, but access 
to public transportation

Yes no

Downtown 
nightclub with 

live Music 30% 70%

Question 20b: Would You Want an 
Option Like This in Your Neighborhood?  Yes No

Not 
Sure

bar in Isolated building 30% 53% 17%

bar in Strip Mall/plaza/Mall 30% 55% 16%

Downtown or neighborhood Casual bar 39% 46% 14%

Downtown Upscale bar 31% 53% 16%

Downtown nightclub with live Music 28% 56% 15%

Question 20c: Do You Want This Option 
in Your Local Community?  Yes No

Not 
Sure

bar in Isolated building 38% 45% 17%

bar in Strip Mall/plaza/Mall 37% 46% 16%

Downtown or neighborhood Casual bar 45% 40% 15%

Downtown Upscale bar 37% 46% 17%

Downtown nightclub with live Music 35% 50% 15%

Source: land policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2014.
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Tables 23a–c: Parks
Question 21a: Do You Have an Option Like 
This in Your Neighborhood?  

Such as walking, 
biking, swimming, etc.

Yes no

Suburban park with 
Specific Use

58% 42%

Such as 
playgrounds, eating, 
walking, concerts, 
swimming, etc.

Yes no

Suburban park with 
Multiple Uses 70% 30%

Such as walking, 
biking, swimming, etc.

Yes no

Urban park with 
Specific Use 47% 53%

Such as playgrounds, 
eating, walking, 
concerts, festivals, 
swimming, etc.

Yes no

Urban park with 
Multiple Uses 34% 66%

Small green space 
with few uses, such 
as gardening, sitting, 
viewing art, etc.

Yes no

Urban pocket park 27% 73%

Question 21b: Would You Want an Option 
Like This in Your Neighborhood?  Yes No

Not 
Sure

Suburban park with Specific Use 73% 17% 10%

Suburban park with Multiple Uses 77% 16% 7%

Urban park with Specific Use 57% 29% 14%

Urban park with Multiple Uses 41% 41% 18%

Urban pocket park 37% 42% 21%

Question 21c: Do You Want This Option in 
Your Local Community?  Yes No

Not 
Sure

Suburban park with Specific Use 77% 14% 9%

Suburban park with Multiple Uses 81% 12% 7%

Urban park with Specific Use 62% 25% 14%

Urban park with Multiple Uses 48% 37% 16%

Urban pocket park 42% 37% 20%

Source: land policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2014.
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Tables 24a–c: Arts and Culture

Question 22a: Do You Have an Option Like 
This in Your Neighborhood?  

library

Yes no

library 70% 30%

Movie Cinema

Yes no

Movie Cinema 51% 49%

Where plays, operas, 
ballets, etc. are held

Yes no

performing Arts 
Center/Theater 35% 65%

history, science,  
children’s, etc.

Yes no

Museum 31% 69%

Art museum/gallery

Yes no

Art Museum/
gallery 27% 73%

Art Fair/Festival

Yes no

Art Fair/Festival 44% 56%

Question 22b: Would You  
Want an Option Like This in 
Your Neighborhood?  Yes No

Not 
Sure

library 73% 18% 9%

Movie Cinema 56% 33% 11%

performing Arts Center/Theater 46% 37% 16%

Museum 44% 39% 16%

Art Museum/gallery 40% 42% 18%

Art Fair/Festival 55% 32% 14%

Question 22c: Do You Want This 
Option in Your Local Community?  Yes No*

Not 
Sure

library 83% 11% 6%

Movie Cinema 68% 22% 10%

performing Arts Center/Theater 57% 28% 16%

Museum 55% 30% 15%

Art Museum/gallery 50% 34% 17%

Art Fair/Festival 63% 24% 13%

Source: land policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2014.
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Question 24: Answer Count Percent

less than One Year 235 7%

1 to 2 Years 500 15%

3 to 4 Years 397 12%

5 to 7 Years 496 15%

8 to 10 Years 381 11%

11 to 20 Years 713 21%

21 to 30 Years 326 10%

31 to 40 Years 197 6%

41 to 50 Years 67 2%

More than 50 Years 46 1%

Source: land policy Institute, Michigan State 
University, 2014.

Table 25: How Long Have you Lived in your Current Address?

Demographic Questions

Figure 9: National Placemaking Survey
respondent Zip Codes Map*

Source: Figure created by the Land Policy Institute, Michigan State university, 2014.
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Figure 9 represents the responses to Question 23 in the national survey about “What is your 
zip code?”
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Question 28: Answer Percent

Male 41%

Female 59%

Source: land policy Institute, Michigan 
State University, 2014.

Table 29: Do you Most Closely 
Identify as Male or Female?

Question 27: Answer Percent

18- to 24-Years-Old 9%

25- to 34-Years-Old 18%

35- to 45-Years-Old 19%

46- to 55-Years-Old 22%

56- to 65-Years-Old 18%

More than 65-Years-Old 14%
Source: land policy Institute, Michigan 
State University, 2014.

Table 28: What is your Age?

Question 25: Answer Percent

Single Family home Ownership 64%

Condominium/Apartment Ownership 7%

Single Family rental 10%

Multi-Family (Apartment, Duplex, Condo) rental 17%

Other 3%

Source: land policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2014.

Table 26: Which of the Following Best Describes your Current residence?

Question 26: Answer Percent

homeowner (name is on Mortgage). 58%

renter (name is on a lease/Sub-lease). 28%

living with Family, relatives or Friends  
(paying rent; name is not on the lease). 5%

living with Family, relatives or Friends 
(not paying rent; name is not on the lease). 6%

Other. 2%

Source: land policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2014.

Table 27: Are you a . . . ? (resident Type)
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Question 29: Answer Percent

Employed Full-Time 38%

Employed part-Time 13%

Full-Time Student 3%

Student and Working Full- or part-Time 2%

retired 17%

Unemployed, looking for Work 9%

Unemployed, not looking for Work 1%

homemaker 10%

Disabled 6%

Other 1%

Source: land policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2014.

Table 30: What is your Employment Status? 
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Question 31: Answer Percent

none 66%

1 17%

2 12%

3 4%

4 1%

5 or More 1%
Source: land policy Institute, Michigan 
State University, 2014.

Table 32: How Many Children 
under the Age of 17 Live in 
your Household?

Question 32: Answer Percent

Yes 15%

no 84%

not Sure 1%
Source: land policy Institute, 
Michigan State University, 2014.

Table 33: Does your Household 
Have More than Just Immediate 
Family (Parents and Children)?

Question 30: Answer Percent

Single, never been Married 25%

Married 52%

Divorced 12%

Widow/Widower 4%

Member of an Unmarried Couple 6%
Source: land policy Institute, Michigan State 
University, 2014.

Table 31: What is your Marital Status? 

Question 33: Answer Percent

Yes 13%

no 87%

not Sure 0%

Source: land policy Institute, Michigan 
State University, 2014.

Table 34: Is Someone in your 
Household an Immigrant (Not 
Born in the united States)?

Question 34: Answer(s) Percent

black/African American 18%

Asian 9%

native hawaiian/Other pacific Islander 1%

American Indian/Alaska native 4%

White/Caucasian 70%

Other 6%

*Note: respondents were able to choose more than one option.
Source: land policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2014.

Table 35: What race(s) represent 
the People in your Household 
(Check All that Apply)?*

Question 35: Answer Percent

Yes 16%

no 84%

Source: land policy Institute, Michigan 
State University, 2014.

Table 36: Are you or Any Member 
of your Household of Hispanic, 
Latino or Spanish Descent?
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Question 36: Answer Percent

Some high School 2%

high School Diploma or gED 19%

Some College 31%

Trade School Certification 8%

bachelor’s Degree 26%

Master’s Degree 11%

phD of Other Terminal Degree 2%
Source: land policy Institute, Michigan State 
University, 2014.

Table 37: What is the Highest Level of 
Education that you Have Attained?

Question 37: Answer Percent

less than $10,000 6%

$10,000–$24,999 14%

$25,000–$49,999 28%

$50,000–$74,999 24%

$75,000–$99,999 14%

More than $100,000 14%

Source: land policy Institute, 
Michigan State University, 2014.

Table 38: What is the range of 
your Annual Household Income?
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Statement 1: Answer Count Percent

I am the owner and live here. 1,879 92%

I rent this home and live here. 140 7%

I do not live here. 5 0%

Other 20 1%

Table 39: Please Indicate Which of the Following Best represents 
your Current Living Situation at this Address

Source: land policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2014.

Table 40: In What year Did you 
Begin to Live at this Address?

Question 2: Answer Percent

less than 1 Year Ago 5%

1 to 2 Years Ago 18%

3 to 4 Years Ago 19%

5 to 7 Years Ago 26%

8 to 10 Years Ago 18%

11 to 20 Years Ago 8%

21 to 30 Years Ago 0%

31 to 40 Years Ago 0%

41 to 50 Years Ago 0%

More than 50 Years Ago 0%

no response 5%
Note: Data was used to calculate how 
many years the respondent lived in  
the residence. 
Source: land policy Institute, Michigan 
State University, 2014.

All Respondents
The following questions were asked of all respondents, including homeowners and renters. some 

questions and responses that were unique to homeowners or renters are presented below.
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AppEnDIx b: MIDWEST SUrvEY rESpOnSES 
The first question in this survey asked the respondent to indicate resident status. This survey included 

questions for both homeowners and renters to answer and, then, featured questions specific to 

homeowners and questions specific to renters. 

117



fu
ll 

re
po

rt

ReBuilding pRospeRous places in michigan

Question 4a: 
Bedrooms Percent

1 1%

2 19%

3 51%

4 19%

5 3%

6 or More 0%

no response 7%

Tables 42a–c: How Many Bedrooms and Bathrooms are in your House?

Question 4b:  
Full Bathrooms Percent

0 0%

1 48%

2 35%

3 9%

4 or More 1%

no response 7%

Question 4c: 
Half Bathrooms Percent

0 36%

1 41%

2 3%

3 or More 0%

no response 19%

Source: land policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2014.

Question 5: Answer
1 to 5 

Minutes
6 to 10 

Minutes
11 to 20 
Minutes

21 to 30 
Minutes

31 or 
More 

Minutes

Too Far/
Not 

Practical

Your job 8% 10% 14% 12% 17% 40%

School (University, College or Trade School) 8% 13% 20% 15% 17% 27%

nearest Elementary, Middle or high School 38% 31% 19% 5% 3% 3%

public Transit Stop 63% 24% 8% 2% 0% 2%

park 55% 26% 12% 4% 1% 2%

Supermarket/grocery 19% 26% 28% 14% 7% 6%

Convenience Store 39% 33% 19% 5% 2% 2%

retail Store (Clothing, book/Music, boutique, etc.) 13% 22% 27% 16% 9% 14%

Entertainment (bar, venue) 25% 25% 26% 12% 5% 7%

Dining (Sit-Down) 27% 28% 24% 11% 5% 4%

Dining (Fast Food) 25% 28% 26% 12% 5% 5%

Table 43: About How Long Would it Take to Get from your Home to the
Nearest Places Listed Below if you Walked to Them?

Source: land policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2014.
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Question 3: 
Answer

Less than 
1 Year 1 to 3 Years 4 to 6 Years 7 to 10 Years 11 to 15 Years

More than 
15 Years

neighborhood 4% 25% 30% 29% 10% 2%

City 2% 13% 19% 21% 16% 29%

Table 41: How Many years Have you Lived in this . . . ? (Neighborhood/City)

Source: land policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2014.
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Question 6: Answer Percent

1 (very low quality) 2%

2 4%

3 16%

4 38%

5 (very high quality) 40%

not practical/I Don’t Walk 0%

Source: land policy Institute, Michigan State 
University, 2014.

Table 44: How Would you rate 
the overall Look and Feel of a 
Walk in your Neighborhood? Question 7: Answer Percent

Extremely Safe 23%

very Safe 52%

Moderately Safe 21%

Slightly Safe 4%

not at All Safe 1%

Source: land policy Institute, 
Michigan State University, 2014.

Table 45: How Safe do you 
Feel in this Neighborhood? 

Question 8: Answer Percent

I walk all the time. 23%

I walk very often. 36%

I tend to walk a bit, but not too much. 27%

I do not walk very often. 11%

not practical/I do not walk. 3%

Source: land policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2014.

Table 46: Which of the Following Statements Best Describes the 
Amount of Walking you Do in your Neighborhood? 
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Question 9: Answer Percent

1 to 5 Minutes 7%

6 to 10 Minutes 21%

11 to 15 Minutes 29%

16 to 20 Minutes 23%

21 to 25 Minutes 7%

26 to 30 Minutes 8%

30 Minutes or longer 5%

Source: land policy Institute, Michigan 
State University, 2014.

Table 47: Generally Speaking, How 
Many Minutes are you Willing to 
Walk to reach a Destination (such 
as a restaurant, Store, Park or other 
Places you Might Frequently visit)? 

Question 10: Answer Percent

Yes 84%

no 16%

not Sure 0%

Source: land policy Institute, Michigan 
State University, 2014.

Table 48: Is There a Sidewalk 
in Front of your Home? 

Question 11: Answer Percent

Yes 7%

no 93%

not Sure 1%
Source: land policy Institute, Michigan 
State University, 2014.

Table 49: Is There a 
Dedicated Bike Lane 
on your Street? 



fu
ll 

re
po

rt

ReBuilding pRospeRous places in michigan

Question 15: Answer Percent

City 30%

Small Town 26%

Suburbs 28%

Country 11%

Farm 5%
Source: land policy Institute, Michigan 
State University, 2014.

Table 53: Which of the 
Following Best Describes 
Where you Grew up? 
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Question 12: Answer Percent

Yes 65%

no 26%

not Sure 9%

Source: land policy Institute, 
Michigan State University, 2014.

Table 50: Does your 
City Allow for 24-Hour 
on-Street Parking? Question 13a: 

In the Garage Percent

0 12%

1 29%

2 47%

3 or More 8%

no response 4%

Source: land policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2014.

Tables 51a–b: How Many off-Street Parking 
Spaces are Available at your Home? 

Question 13b: 
In Driveway Percent

0 3%

1 12%

2 37%

3 or More 43%

no response 4%

Question 14: Answer Percent

garage 88%

Fireplace 52%

Front porch 62%

Deck (backyard) 61%

Finished basement 29%

partially Finished basement 37%

pool 3%

*Note: respondents were able to choose more 
than one option.
Source: land policy Institute, Michigan State 
University, 2014.

Table 52: Does your Home Have Any of 
the Following (Check All that Apply)?* 
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Homeowners
The following responses for questions 16–25 were unique to homeowners from the midwest survey.

Question 16: Answer
1 (Not 
at All) 2 3 4

5 (Very 
Much)

public School quality 36% 16% 17% 18% 13%

nearby parks and recreation Areas 13% 15% 27% 26% 19%

grocery Stores are Close by 13% 19% 29% 27% 11%

retail Shopping Stores are Close by 19% 20% 29% 22% 9%

Convenience Stores are Close by 29% 24% 24% 16% 8%

Street lights 34% 28% 25% 10% 3%

Shade Trees 17% 19% 27% 25% 13%

road quality 22% 29% 31% 14% 3%

On-Street parking 52% 22% 17% 7% 2%

Off-Street parking 24% 12% 19% 23% 21%

Architecture (or Style) 9% 14% 25% 31% 22%

Interior (Design, layout) 2% 5% 17% 36% 39%

historic Significance 57% 17% 12% 9% 4%

Income/Investment potential 23% 18% 25% 22% 12%

number of bedrooms 2% 7% 21% 39% 31%

number of bathrooms 11% 17% 28% 29% 15%

Total Square Feet 4% 12% 33% 37% 14%

Size of Yard 9% 14% 28% 30% 20%

property Taxes 18% 23% 36% 17% 6%

Table 54: Please Indicate How Much the Following Things Were 
Involved in your Decision to Purchase your Home.

Source: land policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2014.
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Question 18: Answer

1 (Very 
Poor 

Quality) 2 3 4

5  
(Very 
High)

Don’t 
Know/

Not Sure

park 2% 5% 20% 35% 34% 5%

grocery Store 2% 6% 17% 35% 39% 2%

gas Station/Convenience Store 2% 8% 28% 38% 22% 2%

bar 4% 8% 17% 21% 22% 27%

restaurant or Cafe 2% 5% 22% 33% 33% 5%

Coffee Shop 2% 4% 15% 26% 33% 20%

Table 56: How Would you rate the Quality of the Nearest . . . ? 

Source: land policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2014.

Statement 17: Answer
1 (Not 
at All) 2 3 4

5 (Very 
Much)

I am close to my job. 13% 8% 17% 29% 33%

I am able to walk/bike to many nearby places that are important to me. 14% 17% 18% 22% 30%

I am able to do a majority of my shopping at nearby stores. 10% 13% 27% 31% 20%

The neighborhood is safe. 3% 4% 15% 37% 41%

great neighbors live in the neighborhood. 10% 14% 28% 28% 21%

I have good access to fresh and healthy foods. 18% 14% 23% 26% 19%

There is a strong sense of community. 12% 17% 27% 26% 17%

There are many employment opportunities in this city. 26% 20% 26% 19% 8%

The home is energy efficient. 15% 24% 32% 21% 8%

I have great access to public transportation. 43% 20% 17% 11% 9%

homes in my neighborhood are affordable. 4% 9% 24% 37% 26%

Commuting time to job or school is short. 10% 7% 14% 32% 36%

Table 55: Please Indicate How Much the Following Statements 
Influenced your Decision to Purchase your Home 

Source: land policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2014.
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Question 22: Answer Percent

Yes 38%

no 43%

not Sure 19%

Source: land policy Institute, Michigan 
State University, 2014.

Table 60: Before you Purchased 
your Home, Were Energy-
Efficiency Improvements Made? 

Table 57: How Would you rate the Quality of the Following Features of
your Home at the Time of Purchase? 

Source: land policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2014.

Question 19: Answer

1 (Very 
Low 

Quality) 2 3 4

5 (Very 
High 

Quality)

Not 
Applicable/
Don’t Know

roof 6% 14% 25% 32% 21% 1%

Windows 12% 19% 28% 24% 17% 0%

Doors 6% 18% 37% 27% 11% 0%

Siding 5% 12% 30% 31% 16% 6%

Insulation r-value (quality of Insulation) 13% 20% 28% 19% 11% 9%

Appliances 11% 19% 32% 24% 11% 4%

garage 7% 14% 29% 27% 14% 9%

kitchen 8% 18% 32% 27% 15% 0%

bedrooms 2% 7% 35% 41% 16% 0%

bathrooms 6% 17% 38% 27% 12% 0%

basement 8% 19% 31% 24% 11% 7%

landscaping 11% 23% 34% 22% 10% 1%

Question 20: Answer Percent

Yes 78%

no 22%

Source: land policy Institute, Michigan 
State University, 2014.

Table 58: Since Buying 
your Home, Have you 
Done Any remodeling? 

Question 21: Answer Percent

less than $5,000 20%

$5,000–$10,000 30%

$10,001–$20,000 23%

$20,001–$30,000 11%

More than $30,000 15%

Source: land policy Institute, Michigan 
State University, 2014.

Table 59: If So, About How 
Much Did you Spend on All 
remodeling Efforts? 
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Question 24: Answer Percent

Yes 76%

no 23%

not Sure 1%

Source: land policy Institute, Michigan 
State University, 2014.

Table 62: Since Buying your Home, 
Have you Made Any Energy-
Efficiency Improvements? (Windows, 
Insulation, EnergyStar Appliances, 
Doors, Furnace, Solar Panels, 
etc.) (Improvements Could Have 
Been Done yourself or through a 
Contractor, Hired Help, etc.) 

Question 25: Answer Percent

More Efficient Windows Installed 38%

Insulation Added 46%

EnergyStar Appliances 64%

More Efficient Doors 35%

More Efficient Furnace 31%

More Efficient Water heater 36%

Solar panels 1%

Weather Stripping 35%

Other 18%

*Note: respondents were able to choose more than 
one option.
Source: land policy Institute, Michigan State 
University, 2014.

Table 63: If So, Which 
Improvements Were Made 
(Check All that Apply)?* 
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Question 23: Answer Percent

More Efficient Windows Installed 58%

Insulation Added 38%

EnergyStar Appliances 35%

More Efficient Doors 17%

More Efficient Furnace 41%

More Efficient Water heater 31%

Solar panels 1%

Weather Stripping 17%

Other 9%

* Note: respondents were able to choose more than 
one option.
Source: land policy Institute, Michigan State 
University, 2014.

Table 61: If So, which 
Improvements Were Made 
(Check All that Apply)?* 
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Question 26: Answer Percent

less than $500 4%

$500–$1,000 68%

$1,001–$2,000 27%

More than $2,000 0%
Source: land policy Institute, Michigan 
State University, 2014.

Table 64: How Much Does This 
unit Cost per Month (Total rent 
for the Entire unit, Not including 
Fees or utilities)? Question 27: Answer Percent

Single Family home 73%

Duplex 12%

Condominium or Townhouse 7%

Apartment (More than 2 Units) 4%

Other 4%
Source: land policy Institute, Michigan State 
University, 2014.

Table 65: Is This residence a . . . ? 
(residence Type)

Renters
The following responses for questions 26–31 were unique to renters from the midwest survey.

Question 28: Answer Percent

1 11%

2 50%

3 16%

4 11%

5 0%

6 or More 5%

Don’t know 8%
Source: land policy Institute, Michigan 
State University, 2014.

Table 66: How Many 
Total Separate units are 
at this Address? 
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Statement 29: Answer
1 (Not 
at All) 2 3 4

5 (Very 
Much)

public Schools 65% 9% 9% 11% 6%

nearby parks and recreation Areas 14% 16% 30% 23% 17%

grocery Stores are Close by 11% 22% 28% 25% 14%

retail Shopping Stores are Close by 22% 25% 23% 19% 11%

Convenience Stores are Close by 22% 27% 24% 19% 8%

Street lights 36% 20% 18% 19% 7%

Shade Trees 27% 26% 19% 19% 9%

road quality 32% 29% 26% 9% 3%

On-Street parking Availability 41% 24% 16% 13% 7%

number of private Off-Street parking Spaces 32% 13% 25% 20% 10%

Architecture (or Style) 22% 22% 22% 24% 10%

Interior (Design, layout) 7% 11% 20% 35% 26%

historic Significance 59% 19% 12% 8% 2%

number of bedrooms 1% 9% 15% 36% 39%

number of bathrooms and half-bathrooms 18% 20% 23% 23% 15%

Total Square Feet 7% 15% 37% 34% 8%

Yard Space 9% 16% 22% 24% 29%

Table 67: Please Indicate the Degree to Which the Following 
Things Were Involved in your Decision to rent your Home.

Source: land policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2014.
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Table 68: Please Indicate How Much the Following Statements 
Influenced your Decision to rent your Home.

Source: land policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2014.

Statement 30: Answer

1 (Not 
at 

All) 2 3 4

5 
(Very 
Much)

I am close to my job. 14% 9% 18% 23% 36%

I am able to walk/bike to many  
nearby places that are important to me. 14% 17% 15% 20% 34%

I am able to do a majority of  
my shopping at nearby stores. 13% 16% 13% 36% 21%

The neighborhood is safe. 6% 6% 21% 41% 26%

great neighbors live in the neighborhood. 17% 22% 24% 21% 15%

I have good access to fresh and healthy foods. 19% 15% 24% 19% 23%

There is a strong sense of community. 21% 25% 26% 18% 10%

There are many employment opportunities in this city. 32% 22% 22% 16% 8%

The home is energy efficient. 22% 29% 30% 16% 4%

I have great access to public transportation. 35% 16% 9% 21% 20%

homes in my neighborhood are affordable. 13% 10% 32% 27% 18%

Commuting time to job or school is short. 10% 6% 23% 20% 41%
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Question 31: Answer

1 (Very 
Poor 

Quality) 2 3 4

5 
(Very 
High)

Don’t 
Know/

Not Sure

park 1% 6% 24% 29% 35% 5%

grocery Store 1% 12% 22% 24% 37% 4%

gas Station/Convenience Store 5% 15% 24% 29% 23% 4%

bar 5% 8% 14% 25% 22% 26%

restaurant or Cafe 3% 7% 17% 33% 30% 10%

Coffee Shop 5% 5% 15% 25% 23% 26%

Table 69: How Would you rate the Quality of the Nearest . . . ? 

Source: land policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2014.
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Question 33: Answer Percent

Male 46%

Female 54%

Source: land policy Institute, Michigan 
State University, 2014.

Table 71: Are you Male 
or Female? 

Question 34: Answer Percent

primary School 0%

high School 10%

Associates/professional Degree 12%

bachelor’s Degree 41%

Master’s Degree 28%

Doctorate 9%

Source: land policy Institute, Michigan State 
University, 2014.

Table 72: What is your Highest 
Level of Education Completed? 

Question 32: Answer Percent

18- to 24-Years-Old 2%

25- to 34-Years-Old 33%

35- to 45-Years-Old 31%

46- to 55-Years-Old 16%

56- to 65-Years-Old 14%

More than 65-Years-Old 5%
Source: land policy Institute, Michigan 
State University, 2014.

Table 70: How old are you? 

Demographic Questions
The following responses were asked of all the midwest survey respondents, including homeowners 

and renters..
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Question 35: Answer Percent

Single 23%

Married 60%

Widowed/Widower 1%

Domestic partnership 6%

Divorced 10%

Source: land policy Institute, Michigan 
State University, 2014.

Table 73: Which of the Following 
Best Describes your Marital Status? 

Question 37: Answer Percent

0 59%

1 15%

2 16%

3 4%

4 or More 2%

no response 4%

Source: land policy Institute, Michigan 
State University, 2014.

Table 75: How Many Children 
(Age 17 or under) Currently 
Live in your Home with you? 

Question 36: Answer Percent

0 20%

1 51%

2 21%

3 3%

4 or More 1%

no response 4%
Source: land policy Institute, Michigan 
State University, 2014.

Table 74: How Many Adults 
(Age 18 or older) Live in 
your Home with you? 
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Question 38: Answer Percent

Employed Full-Time 73%

Employed part-Time 10%

not Employed (Currently Seeking Employment) 3%

not Employed (not Currently Seeking Employment) 4%

not Employed (retired) 8%

not Employed (because I’m a Student) 2%

Source: land policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2014.

Table 76: Which of the Following Best Describes your Employment Status? 

Question 39: Answer Percent

White 94%

black or African American 2%

hispanic, latino or Spanish Origin 1%

American Indian and Alaska native 0%

Asian 2%

native hawaiian and Other pacific Islander 0%

Some Other race 0%

Two or More races 2%
Source: land policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2014.

Table 77: Which of the Following Best Describes your race? 

Question 40: Answer Percent

very liberal 15%

liberal 32%

Moderate/Independent 33%

Conservative 17%

very Conservative 3%

Source: land policy Institute, Michigan 
State University, 2014.

Table 78: Which of the 
Following Best Describes 
your Political views? 

Question 41: Answer Percent

Extremely happy 14%

very happy 57%

Moderately happy 26%

Slightly happy 2%

not at All happy 1%

Source: land policy Institute, Michigan 
State University, 2014.

Table 79: Generally 
Speaking, How Happy 
Would you Say you are? 
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Question 43: Answer Percent

$0–$20,000 4%

$20,001–$30,000 6%

$30.001–$40,000 8%

$40,001–$50,000 10%

$50,001–$80,000 29%

$80,001–$100,000 16%

$100,000 or More 27%

Source: land policy Institute, Michigan 
State University, 2014.

Table 81: What is your 
Annual Household Income? 

Question 42: Answer Percent

Extremely healthy 12%

very healthy 51%

Moderately healthy 32%

Slightly healthy 4%

not at All healthy 1%

Source: land policy Institute, Michigan 
State University, 2014.

Table 80: How Physically 
Healthy Are you? 
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APPENDIx C: DATA SourCES

Table 82: Data Sources

Variable 
Data 

Source* Data Calculations

Sale price 1 –

natural log of Sale Year 1 natural log of Sales price

Sold in 2000 1 Dummy for Sale Year (0,1)

Sold in 2001 1 Dummy for Sale Year (0,1)

Sold in 2002 1 Dummy for Sale Year (0,1)

Sold in 2003 1 Dummy for Sale Year (0,1)

Sold in 2004 1 Dummy for Sale Year (0,1)

Sold in 2005 1 Dummy for Sale Year (0,1)

Sold in 2006 1 Dummy for Sale Year (0,1)

Sold in 2007 1 Dummy for Sale Year (0,1)

Sold in 2008 1 Dummy for Sale Year (0,1)

Sold in 2009 1 Dummy for Sale Year (0,1)

Sold in 2010 1 Dummy for Sale Year (0,1)

Sold in 2011 1 Dummy for Sale Year (0,1)

Sold in 2012 1 Dummy for Sale Year (0,1)

# of bathrooms 1 –

Square Footage in Tens of Square Feet 1 Divided Square Feet by 100

% of households with Associate’s Degree or higher 2 Summed % with Associate’s Degrees or higher

% of households below poverty line 2 –

river within 200 Feet 3 Dummy for Distance to river (0,1)

lake within 200 feet 3 Dummy for Distance to lake (0,1)

lansing, MI 1 Dummy for City ID (0,1)

Traverse City, MI 1 Dummy for City ID (0,1)

royal Oak, MI 1 Dummy for City ID (0,1)

Flint, MI 1 Dummy for City ID (0,1)

grand rapids, MI 1 Dummy for City ID (0,1)

kalamazoo, MI 1 Dummy for City ID (0,1)

Davenport, IA 1 Dummy for City ID (0,1)

rochester, Mn 1 Dummy for City ID (0,1)

lakewood, Oh 1 Dummy for City ID (0,1)

Madison, WI 1 Dummy for City ID (0,1)

Manitowoc, WI 1 Dummy for City ID (0,1)

*listing of Data Sources:
– no data calculations were performed for this variable.

1. City Assessor’s Office for each state, 2000–2012.
2. U.S. Census bureau, 2010 Census Data.
3. land Use/land Cover Spatial Data (2012).
4. Environmental Systems research Institute, business Analyst, 2012.
5. land policy Institute, Michigan State University, East lansing, MI, 2012 Midwest placemaking Survey.
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Table 82: Data Sources (cont.)

Variable 
Data 

Source* Data Calculations

no grocery Stores within a 1/2 Mile 4 Dummy for Amenity presence (0,1) Using gIS

1 grocery Store within a 1/2 Mile 4 Dummy for Amenity presence (0,1) Using gIS

Multiple grocery Stores within a 1/2 Mile 4 Dummy for Amenity presence (0,1) Using gIS

no restaurants within a 1/2 Mile 4 Dummy for Amenity presence (0,1) Using gIS

1 to 2 restaurants within a 1/2 Mile 4 Dummy for Amenity presence (0,1) Using gIS

3 to 5 restaurants within a 1/2 Mile 4 Dummy for Amenity presence (0,1) Using gIS

no bars within a 1/2 Mile 4 Dummy for Amenity presence (0,1) Using gIS

1 or 2 bars within a 1/2 Mile 4 Dummy for Amenity presence (0,1) Using gIS

no Schools within a 1/2 Mile 4 Dummy for Amenity presence (0,1) Using gIS

1 School within a 1/2 Mile 4 Dummy for Amenity presence (0,1) Using gIS

Multiple Schools within a 1/2 Mile 4 Dummy for Amenity presence (0,1) Using gIS

no Museums within a 1/2 Mile 4 Dummy for Amenity presence (0,1) Using gIS

1 Museum within a 1/2 Mile 4 Dummy for Amenity presence (0,1) Using gIS

no Other recreation within a 1/2 Mile 4 Dummy for Amenity presence (0,1) Using gIS

1 Other recreation within a 1/2 Mile 4 Dummy for Amenity presence (0,1) Using gIS

no religious Institutions within a 1/2 Mile 4 Dummy for Amenity presence (0,1) Using gIS

1 religious Institution within a 1/2 Mile 4 Dummy for Amenity presence (0,1) Using gIS

Multiple religious Institutions within a 1/2 Mile 4 Dummy for Amenity presence (0,1) Using gIS

no performing Arts Theaters within a 1/2 Mile 4 Dummy for Amenity presence (0,1) Using gIS

1 performing Arts Theater within a 1/2 Mile 4 Dummy for Amenity presence (0,1) Using gIS

no hobby/Toy/game Stores within a 1/2 Mile 4 Dummy for Amenity presence (0,1) Using gIS

1 hobby/Toy/game Store within a 1/2 Mile 4 Dummy for Amenity presence (0,1) Using gIS

no Department Stores within a 1/2 Mile 4 Dummy for Amenity presence (0,1) Using gIS

1 Department Store within a 1/2 Mile 4 Dummy for Amenity presence (0,1) Using gIS

no bookstores within a 1/2 Mile 4 Dummy for Amenity presence (0,1) Using gIS

1 bookstore within a 1/2 Mile 4 Dummy for Amenity presence (0,1) Using gIS

Multiple bookstores within a 1/2 Mile 4 Dummy for Amenity presence (0,1) Using gIS

no Clothing Stores within a 1/2 Mile 4 Dummy for Amenity presence (0,1) Using gIS

1 Clothing Store within a 1/2 Mile 4 Dummy for Amenity presence (0,1) Using gIS

no gift Shops within a 1/2 Mile 4 Dummy for Amenity presence (0,1) Using gIS

Multiple gift Shops within a 1/2 Mile 4 Dummy for Amenity presence (0,1) Using gIS

no Florists within a 1/2 Mile 4 Dummy for Amenity presence (0,1) Using gIS

1 Florist within a 1/2 Mile 4 Dummy for Amenity presence (0,1) Using gIS
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Table 82: Data Sources (cont.)

Variable 
Data 

Source* Data Calculations

no Supplemental grocery Stores within a 1/2 Mile 4 Dummy for Amenity presence (0,1) Using gIS

1 Supplemental grocery Store within a 1/2 Mile 4 Dummy for Amenity presence (0,1) Using gIS

1 grocery Store and 1 Museum within a 1/2 Mile 4 Interaction Dummy for presence of both Amenities (0,1)

1 grocery Store and 1 performing  
Arts Theater within a 1/2 Mile 4 Interaction Dummy for presence of both Amenities (0,1)

Multiple grocery Stores and 1 Florist within a 1/2 Mile 4 Interaction Dummy for presence of both Amenities (0,1)

1 to 2 restaurants and  
1 Other recreation within a 1/2 Mile 4 Interaction Dummy for presence of both Amenities (0,1)

3 to 5 restaurants and 1 or 2 bars within a 1/2 Mile 4 Interaction Dummy for presence of both Amenities (0,1)

1 to 2 bars and Multiple  
religious Institutions within a 1/2 Mile 4 Interaction Dummy for presence of both Amenities (0,1)

1 School and 1 bookstore within a 1/2 Mile 4 Interaction Dummy for presence of both Amenities (0,1)

1 School and Multiple bookstores within a 1/2 Mile 4 Interaction Dummy for presence of both Amenities (0,1)

Multiple Schools and 1 Other recreation 
within a 1/2 Mile 4 Interaction Dummy for presence of both Amenities (0,1)

1 Other recreation and  
1 Department Store within a 1/2 Mile 4 Interaction Dummy for presence of both Amenities (0,1)

1 Other recreation and 1 bookstore within a 1/2 Mile 4 Interaction Dummy for presence of both Amenities (0,1)

1 religious Institution and 1 bookstore within a 1/2 Mile 4 Interaction Dummy for presence of both Amenities (0,1)

Multiple religious Institutions and  
1 bookstore within a 1/2 Mile 4 Interaction Dummy for presence of both Amenities (0,1)

1 performing Arts Theater and  
1 hobby/Toy/game Store within a 1/2 Mile 4 Interaction Dummy for presence of both Amenities (0,1)

1 hobby/Toy/game Store and  
1 Department Store within a 1/2 Mile 4 Interaction Dummy for presence of both Amenities (0,1)

1 Clothing Store and Multiple  
gift Shops within a 1/2 Mile 4 Interaction Dummy for presence of both Amenities (0,1)

1 Supplemental grocery Store and  
Multiple religious Institutions within a 1/2 Mile 4 Interaction Dummy for presence of both Amenities (0,1)

1 Supplemental grocery Store and  
Multiple gift Shops within a 1/2 Mile 4 Interaction Dummy for presence of both Amenities (0,1)

*listing of Data Sources:
– no data calculations were performed for this variable.

1. City Assessor’s Office for each state, 2000–2012.
2. U.S. Census bureau, 2010 Census Data.
3. land Use/land Cover Spatial Data (2012).
4. Environmental Systems research Institute, business Analyst, 2012.
5. land policy Institute, Michigan State University, East lansing, MI, 2012 Midwest placemaking Survey.
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AppEnDIx D: nOrTh AMErICAn InDUSTrY 
ClASSIFICATIOn SYSTEM (nAICS) CODE ExplAnATIOnS 
Entertainment/Leisure Businesses
7112 — Spectator Sports
This industry comprises 1) sports teams or clubs primarily participating in live sporting events before a 

paying audience; 2) establishments primarily engaged in operating racetracks; 3) independent athletes 

engaged in participating in live sporting or racing events before a paying audience; 4) owners of racing 

participants, such as cars, dogs and horses, primarily engaged in entering them in racing events or other 

spectator sports events; and 5) establishments, such as sports trainers, primarily engaged in providing 

specialized services to support participants in sports events or competitions. The sports teams and 

clubs included in this industry may or may not operate their own arena, stadium or other facility for 

presenting their games or other spectator sports events.

7131 — Amusement Parks and Arcades
This industry group comprises establishments primarily engaged in operating amusement parks and 

amusement arcades and parlors. 

Includes: Theme parks.

7139 — Other amusement and recreation services
Includes: golf courses, country clubs, skiing facilities, marinas, fitness and recreational sports centers, 

and bowling centers.

51213 — Motion Picture and Video Exhibition
This industry comprises establishments primarily engaged in operating motion picture theaters and/or 

exhibiting motion pictures or videos at film festivals, and so forth. 

Includes: motion picture theaters and drive-in motion picture theaters.

7132 — Gambling Industries
This industry group comprises establishments (except casino hotels) primarily engaged in operating 

gambling facilities, such as casinos, bingo halls and video gaming terminals, or in the provision of gambling 

services, such as lotteries and off-track betting. casino hotels are classified in industry 72112, casino hotels.

Cultural/Educational Businesses
71111 — Theater Companies and Dinner Theaters
This industry comprises 1) companies, groups or theaters primarily engaged in producing the following 

live theatrical presentations: musicals; operas; plays; and comedy, improvisational, mime and puppet 

shows; and 2) establishments, commonly known as dinner theaters, engaged in producing live theatrical 

productions and in providing food and beverages for consumption on the premises. Theater groups or 

companies may or may not operate their own theater or other facility for staging their shows.

Includes: comedy troupes, opera companies, live theatrical productions (except dance), theatrical stock 

or repertory companies and musical theater companies.
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71131 — Promoters of Performing Arts, Sports and Similar Events with Facilities
This industry comprises establishments primarily engaged in 1) organizing, promoting, and/or 

managing live performing arts productions, sports events and similar events, such as state fairs, county 

fairs, agricultural fairs, concerts and festivals, held in facilities that they manage and operate; and/or 2) 

managing and providing the staff to operate arenas, stadiums, theaters or other related facilities for rent 

to other promoters.

712 — Museums, Historical Sites and Similar Institutions
industries in the museums, historical sites and similar institutions sub-sector engage in the 

preservation and exhibition of objects, sites and natural wonders of historical, cultural and/or 

educational value.

Includes: Zoos, botanical gardens and nature parks.

45293 — Art Dealers
This industry comprises establishments primarily engaged in retailing original and limited-edition art 

works. included in this industry are establishments primarily engaged in displaying works of art for 

retail sale in art galleries.

8131 — Religious Organizations
This industry comprises 1) establishments primarily engaged in operating religious organizations, 

such as churches, religious temples and monasteries; and/or 2) establishments primarily engaged in 

administering an organized religion or promoting religious activities.

Includes: churches, shrines, monasteries (except schools), synagogues, mosques and temples.

Grocery Stores
4451 — Grocery Stores
This industry group comprises establishments primarily engaged in retailing a general line of food products.

Includes: supermarkets and convenience stores.

4521 — Department Stores
This industry comprises establishments known as department stores primarily engaged in retailing 

a wide range of the following new products with no one merchandise line predominating: apparel, 

furniture, appliances and home furnishings; and selected additional items, such as paint, hardware, 

toiletries, cosmetics, photographic equipment, jewelry, toys and sporting goods. merchandise lines are 

normally arranged in separate departments.

4452 — Specialty Food Stores
This industry group comprises establishments primarily engaged in retailing specialized lines of food.

Includes: meat markets, fish and seafood markets, fruit and vegetable markets, baked goods stores, and 

confectionary and nut stores.
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446191 — Food (Health) Supplement Stores
This u.s. industry comprises establishments primarily engaged in retailing food supplement products, 

such as vitamins, nutrition supplements and body enhancing supplements.

Restaurants
722511 — Full-Service Restaurants
This u.s. industry comprises establishments primarily engaged in providing food services to patrons 

who order and are served while seated (i.e., waiter/waitress service) and pay after eating. These 

establishments may provide this type of food service to patrons in combination with selling alcoholic 

beverages, providing carry out services or presenting live non-theatrical entertainment.

722513 — Limited-Service Restaurants
This u.s. industry comprises establishments primarily engaged in providing food services (except snack and 

non-alcoholic beverage bars) where patrons generally order or select items and pay before eating. Food and 

drink may be consumed on premises, taken out or delivered to the customer’s location. some establishments 

in this industry may provide these food services in combination with selling alcoholic beverages.

includes: delicatessen restaurants, pizza delivery shops, limited-service family restaurants, takeout 

eating places, fast-food restaurants, takeout sandwich shops and limited-service pizza parlors.

Bars
7224 — Drinking Places (Alcoholic Beverages)
This industry comprises establishments known as bars, taverns, nightclubs or drinking places primarily 

engaged in preparing and serving alcoholic beverages for immediate consumption. These establishments 

may also provide limited food services.

Shopping
311811 — Retail Bakeries
This u.s. industry comprises establishments primarily engaged in retailing bread and other bakery 

products not for immediate consumption made on the premises from flour, not from prepared dough.

4453 — Beer, Wine and Liquor Stores
This industry comprises establishments primarily engaged in retailing packaged alcoholic beverages, 

such as ale, beer, wine and liquor.

44611 — Pharmacies and Drug Stores
This industry comprises establishments known as pharmacies and drug stores engaged in retailing 

prescription or nonprescription drugs and medicines.

448 — Clothing and Clothing Accessories Stores
industries in the clothing and clothing accessories stores subsector retail new clothing and clothing 

accessories merchandise from fixed point-of-sale locations. establishments in this subsector have similar 

display equipment and staff that is knowledgeable regarding fashion trends and the proper match of styles, 

colors and combinations of clothing and accessories to the characteristics and tastes of the customer.
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Includes: men’s clothing stores; women’s clothing stores; children’s and infant’s clothing stores; shoe 

stores; and jewelry, luggage and leather goods stores.

45112 — Hobby, Toy and Game Stores
This industry comprises establishments primarily engaged in retailing new toys, games and hobby and 

craft supplies (except needlecraft).

45114 — Musical Instruments and Supplies Stores
This industry comprises establishments primarily engaged in retailing new musical instruments, sheet 

music and related supplies; or retailing these new products in combination with musical instrument 

repair, rental or music instruction.

Includes: musical instrument stores, sheet music stores and piano stores.

4521 — Department Stores
This industry comprises establishments known as department stores primarily engaged in retailing 

a wide range of the following new products with no one merchandise line predominating: apparel, 

furniture, appliances and home furnishings; and selected additional items, such as paint, hardware, 

toiletries, cosmetics, photographic equipment, jewelry, toys and sporting goods. merchandise lines are 

normally arranged in separate departments.

45311 — Florists
This industry comprises establishments known as florists primarily engaged in retailing cut flowers, 

floral arrangements and potted plants purchased from others. These establishments usually prepare the 

arrangements they sell.

453220 — Gift, Novelty and Souvenir Stores
This industry comprises establishments primarily engaged in retailing new gifts, novelty merchandise, 

souvenirs, greeting cards, seasonal and holiday decorations and curios.

Includes: Balloon shops, greeting card shops, christmas stores, novelty shops, curio shops, souvenir 

shops and gift shops.

Books
4512 — Book Stores and News Dealers
This industry comprises establishments primarily engaged in retailing new books, newspapers, 

magazines and other periodicals.

51912 — Libraries and Archives
This industry comprises establishments primarily engaged in providing library or archive services. These 

establishments are engaged in maintaining collections of documents (e.g., books, journals, newspapers and 

music) and facilitating the use of such documents (recorded information regardless of its physical form and 

characteristics) as are required to meet the informational, research, educational or recreational needs of their 

user. These establishments may also acquire, research, store, preserve and generally make accessible to the 

public historical documents, photographs, maps, audio material, audiovisual material and other archival 

material of historical interest. all or portions of these collections may be accessible electronically.

136



views and values of placemaking in michigan, the midwest and the nation

la
nd

 p
ol

ic
y 

in
st

it
ut

e

137

Source: land policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2014.

AppEnDIx E: DESCrIpTIvE STATISTICS

Description Mean Std. Dev. Min. Max.

Sale price $172,507.83 $129,172.44 $1000 $5,555,000

natural log of Sale price 11.89 0.59 6.91 15.53

Sold in 2006 0.18 0.39 0 1

Sold in 2007 0.17 0.37 0 1

Sold in 2008 0.12 0.33 0 1

Sold in 2009 0.13 0.33 0 1

Sold in 2010 0.11 0.32 0 1

Sold in 2011 0.08 0.26 0 1

Sold in 2012 0.01 0.09 0 1

# of bathrooms 2 0.91 1 10

Square Footage in Tens of Square Feet 17.49 10.23 2.69 131.62

% of households with Associate’s Degree or higher 48.67% 18.10% 2.80% 93.40%

% of households below poverty line 13.33% 11.07% 0.50% 92.40%

river Within 200 Feet 0.01 0.09 0 1

lake Within 200 Feet 0 0.05 0 1

1 grocery Store within a 1/2 Mile 0.22 0.41 0 1

Multiple grocery Stores within a 1/2 Mile 0.17 0.38 0 1

1 or 2 restaurants within a 1/2 Mile 0.22 0.42 0 1

3 to 5 restaurants within a 1/2 Mile 0.13 0.34 0 1

1 or 2 bars within a 1/2 Mile 0.16 0.37 0 1

1 School within a 1/2 Mile 0.27 0.45 0 1

Multiple Schools within a 1/2 Mile 0.11 0.32 0 1

1 Museum within a 1/2 Mile 0.07 0.26 0 1

1 Other recreation within a 1/2 Mile 0.19 0.40 0 1

1 religious Institution within a 1/2 Mile 0.23 0.42 0 1

Multiple religious Institutions within a 1/2 Mile 0.44 0.50 0 1

1 performing Arts Theater within a 1/2 Mile 0.05 0.22 0 1

1 hobby/Toy/game Store within a 1/2 Mile 0.10 0.30 0 1

1 Department Store within a 1/2 Mile 0.04 0.19 0 1

1 bookstore within a 1/2 Mile 0.14 0.35 0 1

Multiple bookstores within a 1/2 Mile 0.58 0.49 0 1

1 Clothing Store within a 1/2 Mile 0.16 0.37 0 1

Multiple gift Shops within a 1/2 Mile 0.09 0.29 0 1

1 Florist within a 1/2 Mile 0.12 0.33 0 1

Table 83: Descriptive Statistics for the Entire Midwest
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Description Mean Std. Dev. Min. Max.

1 Supplemental grocery Store within a 1/2 Mile 0.15 0.36 0 1

1 grocery Store and 1 Museum within a 1/2 Mile 0.02 0.14 0 1

1 grocery Store and 1 performing Arts Theater within a 1/2 Mile 0.01 0.12 0 1

Multiple grocery Stores and 1 Florist within a 1/2 Mile 0.05 0.22 0 1

1 or 2 restaurants and 1 Other recreation within a 1/2 Mile 0.05 0.23 0 1

3 to 5 restaurants and 1 or 2 bars within a 1/2 Mile 0.04 0.19 0 1

1 or 2 bars and Multiple religious Institutions within a 1/2 Mile 0.10 0.31 0 1

1 School and 1 bookstore within a 1/2 Mile 0.04 0.19 0 1

1 School and Multiple bookstores within a 1/2 Mile 0.19 0.40 0 1

Multiple Schools and 1 Outdoor recreation within a 1/2 Mile 0.03 0.16 0 1

1 Other recreation and 1 Department Store within a 1/2 Mile 0.01 0.11 0 1

1 Other recreation and 1 bookstore within a 1/2 Mile 0.02 0.15 0 1

1 religious Institution and 1 bookstore within a 1/2 Mile 0.04 0.20 0 1

Multiple religious Institutions and 1 bookstore within a 1/2 Mile 0.04 0.21 0 1

1 performing Arts Theater and 1 hobby/Toy/game Store within a 1/2 Mile 0.01 0.10 0 1

1 hobby/Toy/game Store and 1 Department Store within a 1/2 Mile 0.01 0.10 0 1

1 Clothing Store and Multiple gift Shops within a 1/2 Mile 0.01 0.10 0 1

1 Supplemental grocery Store grocery Store and  
Multiple religious Institutions within a 1/2 Mile 0.10 0.30 0 1

1 Supplemental grocery Store grocery Store and  
Multiple gift Shops within a 1/2 Mile 0.02 0.15 0 1

lansing, MI 0.02 0.15 0 1

Traverse City, MI 0.01 0.12 0 1

royal Oak, MI 0.07 0.26 0 1

Flint, MI 0.05 0.22 0 1

grand rapids, MI 0.09 0.29 0 1

kalamazoo, MI 0.05 0.22 0 1

Davenport, IA 0.15 0.35 0 1

rochester, Mn 0.17 0.38 0 1

lakewood, Oh 0.04 0.20 0 1

Madison, WI 0.31 0.46 0 1

Manitowoc, WI 0.04 0.19 0 1

Table 83: Descriptive Statistics for the Entire Midwest (cont.)

Source: land policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2014.
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Description Mean Std. Dev. Min. Max.

1 Supplemental grocery Store within a 1/2 Mile 0.15 0.36 0 1

1 grocery Store and 1 Museum within a 1/2 Mile 0.02 0.14 0 1

1 grocery Store and 1 performing Arts Theater within a 1/2 Mile 0.01 0.12 0 1

Multiple grocery Stores and 1 Florist within a 1/2 Mile 0.05 0.22 0 1

1 or 2 restaurants and 1 Other recreation within a 1/2 Mile 0.05 0.23 0 1

3 to 5 restaurants and 1 or 2 bars within a 1/2 Mile 0.04 0.19 0 1

1 or 2 bars and Multiple religious Institutions within a 1/2 Mile 0.10 0.31 0 1

1 School and 1 bookstore within a 1/2 Mile 0.04 0.19 0 1

1 School and Multiple bookstores within a 1/2 Mile 0.19 0.40 0 1

Multiple Schools and 1 Outdoor recreation within a 1/2 Mile 0.03 0.16 0 1

1 Other recreation and 1 Department Store within a 1/2 Mile 0.01 0.11 0 1

1 Other recreation and 1 bookstore within a 1/2 Mile 0.02 0.15 0 1

1 religious Institution and 1 bookstore within a 1/2 Mile 0.04 0.20 0 1

Multiple religious Institutions and 1 bookstore within a 1/2 Mile 0.04 0.21 0 1

1 performing Arts Theater and 1 hobby/Toy/game Store within a 1/2 Mile 0.01 0.10 0 1

1 hobby/Toy/game Store and 1 Department Store within a 1/2 Mile 0.01 0.10 0 1

1 Clothing Store and Multiple gift Shops within a 1/2 Mile 0.01 0.10 0 1

1 Supplemental grocery Store grocery Store and  
Multiple religious Institutions within a 1/2 Mile 0.10 0.30 0 1

1 Supplemental grocery Store grocery Store and  
Multiple gift Shops within a 1/2 Mile 0.02 0.15 0 1

lansing, MI 0.02 0.15 0 1

Traverse City, MI 0.01 0.12 0 1

royal Oak, MI 0.07 0.26 0 1

Flint, MI 0.05 0.22 0 1

grand rapids, MI 0.09 0.29 0 1

kalamazoo, MI 0.05 0.22 0 1

Davenport, IA 0.15 0.35 0 1

rochester, Mn 0.17 0.38 0 1

lakewood, Oh 0.04 0.20 0 1

Madison, WI 0.31 0.46 0 1

Manitowoc, WI 0.04 0.19 0 1
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Variable Name Coeff. Std. Err.

Constant $50,412.78 0.02***

Sold in 2006 – –

Sold in 2007 – –

Sold in 2008 -3.05% 0.01***

Sold in 2009 -6.20% 0.01***

Sold in 2010 -6.67% 0.01***

Sold in 2011 -3.54% 0.01***

Sold in 2012 -11.57% 0.02***

# of bathrooms 12.75% 0***

Square Footage in Tens of Square Feet 1.82% 0***

% of households with Associate’s Degree or higher 0.90% 0***

% of households below poverty line 0.10% 0***

river Within 200 Feet 3.77% 0.02**

lake Within 200 Feet 30.47% 0.03***

1 grocery Store within a 1/2 Mile -3.25% 0.01***

Multiple grocery Stores within a 1/2 Mile -4.50% 0.01***

1 or 2 restaurants within a 1/2 Mile -1.78% 0.01***

3 to 5 restaurants within a 1/2 Mile -1.69% 0.01***

1 or 2 bars within a 1/2 Mile – –

1 School within a 1/2 Mile 6.40% 0.01***

Multiple Schools within a 1/2 Mile 3.15% 0.01***

1 Museum within a 1/2 Mile -1.39% 0.01*

1 Other recreation within a 1/2 Mile -1.39% 0.01**

1 religious Institution within a 1/2 Mile – –

Multiple religious Institutions within a 1/2 Mile -1.39% 0.01**

1 performing Arts Theater within a 1/2 Mile 5.65% 0.01***

1 hobby/Toy/game Store within a 1/2 Mile – –

1 Department Store within a 1/2 Mile -11.40% 0.01***

1 bookstore within a 1/2 Mile 4.50% 0.01***

Multiple bookstores within a 1/2 Mile -2.66% 0.01***

1 Clothing Store within a 1/2 Mile -1.88% 0.01***

Multiple gift Shops within a 1/2 Mile 8.65% 0.01***

1 Florist within a 1/2 Mile -3.54% 0.01***

Table 84: regression results for Entire Midwest

* Significant at the 0.10 confidence level.
** Significant at the 0.05 confidence level.
*** Significant at the 0.01 confidence level.
– This variable is not significant.
Source: land policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2014.
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Variable Name Coeff. Std. Err.

1 Supplemental grocery Store within a 1/2 Mile -4.97 0.01***

1 grocery Store and 1 Museum within a 1/2 Mile -2.66% 0.02*

1 grocery Store and 1 performing Arts Theater within a 1/2 Mile -3.05% 0.02*

Multiple grocery Stores and 1 Florist within a 1/2 Mile 3.05% 0.01***

1 or 2 restaurants and 1 Other recreation within a 1/2 Mile 4.08% 0.01***

3 to 5 restaurants and 1 or 2 bars within a 1/2 Mile 3.36% 0.01***

1 or 2 bars and Multiple religious Institutions within a 1/2 Mile -8.15% 0.01***

1 School and 1 bookstore within a 1/2 Mile -11.31% 0.01***

1 School and Multiple bookstores within a 1/2 Mile -6.01% 0.01***

Multiple Schools and 1 Other recreation within a 1/2 Mile -9.24% 0.01***

1 Other recreation and 1 Department Store within a 1/2 Mile – –

1 Other recreation and 1 bookstore within a 1/2 Mile 2.53% 0.01*

1 religious Institution and 1 bookstore within a 1/2 Mile -3.34% 0.01***

Multiple religious Institutions and 1 bookstore within a 1/2 Mile -5.07% 0.01***

1 performing Arts Theater and 1 hobby/Toy/game Store within a 1/2 Mile – –

1 hobby/Toy/game Store and 1 Department Store within a 1/2 Mile – –

1 Clothing Store and Multiple gift Shops within a 1/2 Mile -13.67% 0.02***

1 Supplemental grocery Store and Multiple religious Institutions within a 1/2 Mile – –

1 Supplemental grocery Store and Multiple gift Shops within a 1/2 Mile 7.14% 0.01***

Traverse City, MI 49.33% 0.02***

royal Oak, MI 41.91% 0.01***

Flint, MI -30.23% 0.01***

grand rapids, MI 14.80% 0.01***

kalamazoo, MI -5.35% 0.01***

Davenport, IA 9.09% 0.01***

rochester, Mn -14.79% 0.01***

lakewood, Oh – –

Madison, WI 56.21% 0.01***

Manitowoc, WI 10.85% 0.02***

Table 84: regression results for Entire Midwest (cont.)
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AppEnDIx F: SEpArATE CITY AnAlYSIS rESUlTS

Lansing Traverse City Royal Oak Flint Grand Rapids Kalamazoo

Variable Name Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev.

Sale price $104,457.79 $49,639.68 $192,166.19 $151,302.81 $177,691.15 $74,236.20 $68,424.08 $43,367.76 $131,431.46 $54,069.51 $117,221.38 $69,607.88

natural log of Sale price 11.46 0.48 12.03 0.50 12.01 0.43 10.99 0.54 11.72 0.38 11.53 0.54

Sold in 2006 0.25 0.43 0.18 0.38 0.18 0.38 0.24 0.43 0.21 0.41 0.24 0.43

Sold in 2007 0.13 0.34 0.18 0.39 0.14 0.35 0.18 0.38 0.15 0.36 0.17 0.37

Sold in 2008 0.10 0.29 0.15 0.36 0.12 0.32 0.11 0.31 0.12 0.33 0.12 0.32

Sold in 2009 0.13 0.34 0.14 0.34 0.13 0.33 0.08 0.27 0.13 0.33 0.12 0.32

Sold in 2010 0.10 0.30 0.20 0.40 0.14 0.35 0.06 0.23 0.12 0.32 0.10 0.31

Sold in 2011 0 0 0 0 0.07 0.25 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sold in 2012 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

# of bathrooms 1.59 0.71 1.90 0.82 1.74 0.75 1.52 0.77 1.84 0.76 1.79 0.82

Square Footage in Tens of Square Feet 12.16 5.05 13.90 5.88 12.63 4.31 11.78 5.55 14.01 4.64 14.28 5.93

% of households with Associates Degree of higher 31.68% 14.38% 46.63% 8.23% 54.67% 7.37% 26.42% 13.85% 39.51% 14.30% 43% 18.49%

% of households below poverty line 22.47% 10.01% 12.30% 3.53% 6.51% 2.94% 25.25% 10.40% 17.87% 12.02% 28.91% 14.72%

river Within 200 Feet 0.01 0.07 0.01 0.10 0 0 0 0.02 0 0.07 0 0.05

lake Within 200 Feet 0 0 0.03 0.18 0 0 0 0.02 0 0.03 0 0.03

1 grocery Store within a 1/2 Mile 0.31 0.46 0.38 0.49 0.42 0.49 0.36 0.48 0.25 0.43 0.32 0.47

Multiple grocery Stores within a 1/2 Mile 0.16 0.37 0.13 0.34 0.1 0.32 0.30 0.46 0.19 0.39 0.18 0.39

1 or 2 restaurants within a 1/2 Mile 0.26 0.44 0.09 0.29 0.27 0.44 0.36 0.48 0.24 0.43 0.25 0.44

3 to 5 restaurants within a 1/2 Mile 0.16 0.36 0.41 0.49 0.21 0.41 0.18 0.38 0.16 0.36 0.17 0.37

1 or 2 bars within a 1/2 Mile 0.12 0.32 0.23 0.42 0.20 0.40 0.40 0.49 0.20 0.40 0.13 0.33

1 School within a 1/2 Mile 0.35 0.48 0.31 0.46 0.30 0.46 0.49 0.50 0.29 0.46 0.41 0.49

Multiple Schools within a 1/2 Mile 0.08 0.28 0.13 0.34 0.03 0.18 0.05 0.22 0.19 0.39 0.15 0.35

1 Museum within a 1/2 Mile 0.02 0.14 0.25 0.43 0.02 0.13 0.03 0.18 0.03 0.18 0.12 0.32

1 Other recreation within a 1/2 Mile 0.19 0.39 0.20 0.40 0.30 0.46 0.26 0.44 0.23 0.42 0.27 0.44

1 religious Institution within a 1/2 Mile 0.26 0.44 0.23 0.42 0.31 0.46 0.19 0.40 0.19 0.39 0.29 0.45

Multiple religious Institutions within a 1/2 Mile 0.51 0.50 0.52 0.50 0.38 0.49 0.58 0.49 0.71 0.45 0.52 0.50

1 performing Arts Theater within a 1/2 Mile 0.02 0.13 0.10 0.29 0.03 0.18 0.01 0.12 0.03 0.18 0.04 0.20

1 hobby/Toy/game Store within a 1/2 Mile 0.07 0.25 0.13 0.34 0.18 0.38 0.01 0.09 0.09 0.29 0.19 0.39

1 Department Store within a 1/2 Mile 0.03 0.16 0.04 0.19 0.03 0.18 0.05 0.22 0.04 0.19 0.05 0.21

1 bookstore within a 1/2 Mile 0.11 0.32 0.08 0.28 0.09 0.28 0.07 0.26 0.16 0.37 0.09 0.29

Multiple bookstores within a 1/2 Mile 0.44 0.50 0.73 0.44 0.90 0.30 0.93 0.26 0.68 0.47 0.88 0.33

1 Clothing Store within a 1/2 Mile 0.17 0.37 0.19 0.40 0.26 0.44 0.18 0.39 0.20 0.40 0.22 0.42

Multiple gift Shops within a 1/2 Mile 0.05 0.22 0.10 0.30 0.13 0.33 0.09 0.29 0.23 0.42 0.05 0.22

1 Florist within a 1/2 Mile 0.06 0.24 0.32 0.47 0.09 0.28 0.12 0.33 0.14 0.35 0.21 0.41

Table 85: Descriptive Statistics for Michigan Cities

Source: land policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2014.
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Lansing Traverse City Royal Oak Flint Grand Rapids Kalamazoo

Variable Name Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev.

Sale price $104,457.79 $49,639.68 $192,166.19 $151,302.81 $177,691.15 $74,236.20 $68,424.08 $43,367.76 $131,431.46 $54,069.51 $117,221.38 $69,607.88

natural log of Sale price 11.46 0.48 12.03 0.50 12.01 0.43 10.99 0.54 11.72 0.38 11.53 0.54

Sold in 2006 0.25 0.43 0.18 0.38 0.18 0.38 0.24 0.43 0.21 0.41 0.24 0.43

Sold in 2007 0.13 0.34 0.18 0.39 0.14 0.35 0.18 0.38 0.15 0.36 0.17 0.37

Sold in 2008 0.10 0.29 0.15 0.36 0.12 0.32 0.11 0.31 0.12 0.33 0.12 0.32

Sold in 2009 0.13 0.34 0.14 0.34 0.13 0.33 0.08 0.27 0.13 0.33 0.12 0.32

Sold in 2010 0.10 0.30 0.20 0.40 0.14 0.35 0.06 0.23 0.12 0.32 0.10 0.31

Sold in 2011 0 0 0 0 0.07 0.25 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sold in 2012 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

# of bathrooms 1.59 0.71 1.90 0.82 1.74 0.75 1.52 0.77 1.84 0.76 1.79 0.82

Square Footage in Tens of Square Feet 12.16 5.05 13.90 5.88 12.63 4.31 11.78 5.55 14.01 4.64 14.28 5.93

% of households with Associates Degree of higher 31.68% 14.38% 46.63% 8.23% 54.67% 7.37% 26.42% 13.85% 39.51% 14.30% 43% 18.49%

% of households below poverty line 22.47% 10.01% 12.30% 3.53% 6.51% 2.94% 25.25% 10.40% 17.87% 12.02% 28.91% 14.72%

river Within 200 Feet 0.01 0.07 0.01 0.10 0 0 0 0.02 0 0.07 0 0.05

lake Within 200 Feet 0 0 0.03 0.18 0 0 0 0.02 0 0.03 0 0.03

1 grocery Store within a 1/2 Mile 0.31 0.46 0.38 0.49 0.42 0.49 0.36 0.48 0.25 0.43 0.32 0.47

Multiple grocery Stores within a 1/2 Mile 0.16 0.37 0.13 0.34 0.1 0.32 0.30 0.46 0.19 0.39 0.18 0.39

1 or 2 restaurants within a 1/2 Mile 0.26 0.44 0.09 0.29 0.27 0.44 0.36 0.48 0.24 0.43 0.25 0.44

3 to 5 restaurants within a 1/2 Mile 0.16 0.36 0.41 0.49 0.21 0.41 0.18 0.38 0.16 0.36 0.17 0.37

1 or 2 bars within a 1/2 Mile 0.12 0.32 0.23 0.42 0.20 0.40 0.40 0.49 0.20 0.40 0.13 0.33

1 School within a 1/2 Mile 0.35 0.48 0.31 0.46 0.30 0.46 0.49 0.50 0.29 0.46 0.41 0.49

Multiple Schools within a 1/2 Mile 0.08 0.28 0.13 0.34 0.03 0.18 0.05 0.22 0.19 0.39 0.15 0.35

1 Museum within a 1/2 Mile 0.02 0.14 0.25 0.43 0.02 0.13 0.03 0.18 0.03 0.18 0.12 0.32

1 Other recreation within a 1/2 Mile 0.19 0.39 0.20 0.40 0.30 0.46 0.26 0.44 0.23 0.42 0.27 0.44

1 religious Institution within a 1/2 Mile 0.26 0.44 0.23 0.42 0.31 0.46 0.19 0.40 0.19 0.39 0.29 0.45

Multiple religious Institutions within a 1/2 Mile 0.51 0.50 0.52 0.50 0.38 0.49 0.58 0.49 0.71 0.45 0.52 0.50

1 performing Arts Theater within a 1/2 Mile 0.02 0.13 0.10 0.29 0.03 0.18 0.01 0.12 0.03 0.18 0.04 0.20

1 hobby/Toy/game Store within a 1/2 Mile 0.07 0.25 0.13 0.34 0.18 0.38 0.01 0.09 0.09 0.29 0.19 0.39

1 Department Store within a 1/2 Mile 0.03 0.16 0.04 0.19 0.03 0.18 0.05 0.22 0.04 0.19 0.05 0.21

1 bookstore within a 1/2 Mile 0.11 0.32 0.08 0.28 0.09 0.28 0.07 0.26 0.16 0.37 0.09 0.29

Multiple bookstores within a 1/2 Mile 0.44 0.50 0.73 0.44 0.90 0.30 0.93 0.26 0.68 0.47 0.88 0.33

1 Clothing Store within a 1/2 Mile 0.17 0.37 0.19 0.40 0.26 0.44 0.18 0.39 0.20 0.40 0.22 0.42

Multiple gift Shops within a 1/2 Mile 0.05 0.22 0.10 0.30 0.13 0.33 0.09 0.29 0.23 0.42 0.05 0.22

1 Florist within a 1/2 Mile 0.06 0.24 0.32 0.47 0.09 0.28 0.12 0.33 0.14 0.35 0.21 0.41
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Table 85: Descriptive Statistics for Michigan Cities (cont.)

Source: land policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2014.

Lansing Traverse City Royal Oak Flint Grand Rapids Kalamazoo

Variable Name Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev.

1 Supplemental grocery Store within a 1/2 Mile 0.16 0.37 0.12 0.33 0.10 0.30 0.17 0.38 0.18 0.38 0.11 0.31

1 grocery Store and 1 Museum within a 1/2 Mile 0.01 0.07 0.14 0.34 0 0 0.01 0.11 0.01 0.09 0.04 0.20

1 grocery Store and 1 performing Arts Theater within a 1/2 Mile 0 0.07 0 0.06 0.02 0.13 0.01 0.09 0.02 0.14 0.01 0.07

Multiple grocery Stores and 1 Florist within a 1/2 Mile 0.04 0.20 0.07 0.26 0.01 0.12 0.01 0.11 0.06 0.24 0.04 0.19

1 or 2 restaurants and 1 Other recreation within a 1/2 Mile 0.06 0.24 0.03 0.16 0.09 0.28 0.12 0.32 0.05 0.22 0.07 0.26

3 to 5 restaurants and 1 or 2 bars within a 1/2 Mile 0.02 0.14 0.11 0.31 0.05 0.22 0.09 0.29 0.06 0.24 0.05 0.23

1 or 2 bars and Multiple religious Institutions within a 1/2 Mile 0.07 0.26 0.16 0.37 0.06 0.24 0.31 0.46 0.18 0.38 0.12 0.33

1 School and 1 bookstore within a 1/2 Mile 0.07 0.25 0.01 0.09 0.05 0.21 0.03 0.18 0.04 0.20 0.05 0.22

1 School and Multiple bookstores within a 1/2 Mile 0.13 0.34 0.26 0.44 0.25 0.43 0.45 0.50 0.22 0.42 0.36 0.48

Multiple Schools and 1 Other recreation within a 1/2 Mile 0.03 0.18 0.01 0.10 0.01 0.09 0.02 0.13 0.03 0.18 0.08 0.27

1 Other recreation and 1 Department Store within a 1/2 Mile 0.01 0.07 0 0.05 0.01 0.07 0.02 0.14 0.03 0.16 0.02 0.14

1 Other recreation and 1 bookstore within a 1/2 Mile 0.04 0.19 0.02 0.14 0.02 0.12 0.04 0.19 0.04 0.19 0.02 0.13

1 religious Institution and 1 bookstore within a 1/2 Mile 0.04 0.19 0 0.06 0.04 0.19 0.03 0.18 0.06 0.23 0.03 0.17

Multiple religious Institutions and 1 bookstore within a 1/2 Mile 0.05 0.21 0.05 0.22 0.01 0.08 0.02 0.14 0.09 0.28 0.04 0.20

1 performing Arts Theater and 
1 hobby/Toy/game Store within a 1/2 Mile 0.01 0.08 0.02 0.14 0 0.05 0 0 0.01 0.12 0 0.04

1 hobby/Toy/game Store and 1 Department Store within a 1/2 Mile 0 0.05 0 0 0.01 0.08 0 0.06 0.02 0.15 0.03 0.18

1 Clothing Store and Multiple gift Shops within a 1/2 Mile 0.01 0.09 0.01 0.09 0.03 0.16 0.01 0.11 0.03 0.17 0 0.05

1 Supplemental grocery Store and  
Multiple religious Institutions within a 1/2 Mile 0.09 0.29 0.07 0.25 0.05 0.22 0.11 0.31 0.16 0.37 0.05 0.21

1 Supplemental grocery Store and  
Multiple gift Shops within a 1/2 Mile 0.02 0.13 0 0.05 0.02 0.15 0 0.02 0.09 0.29 0 0.05
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Lansing Traverse City Royal Oak Flint Grand Rapids Kalamazoo

Variable Name Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev.

1 Supplemental grocery Store within a 1/2 Mile 0.16 0.37 0.12 0.33 0.10 0.30 0.17 0.38 0.18 0.38 0.11 0.31

1 grocery Store and 1 Museum within a 1/2 Mile 0.01 0.07 0.14 0.34 0 0 0.01 0.11 0.01 0.09 0.04 0.20

1 grocery Store and 1 performing Arts Theater within a 1/2 Mile 0 0.07 0 0.06 0.02 0.13 0.01 0.09 0.02 0.14 0.01 0.07

Multiple grocery Stores and 1 Florist within a 1/2 Mile 0.04 0.20 0.07 0.26 0.01 0.12 0.01 0.11 0.06 0.24 0.04 0.19

1 or 2 restaurants and 1 Other recreation within a 1/2 Mile 0.06 0.24 0.03 0.16 0.09 0.28 0.12 0.32 0.05 0.22 0.07 0.26

3 to 5 restaurants and 1 or 2 bars within a 1/2 Mile 0.02 0.14 0.11 0.31 0.05 0.22 0.09 0.29 0.06 0.24 0.05 0.23

1 or 2 bars and Multiple religious Institutions within a 1/2 Mile 0.07 0.26 0.16 0.37 0.06 0.24 0.31 0.46 0.18 0.38 0.12 0.33

1 School and 1 bookstore within a 1/2 Mile 0.07 0.25 0.01 0.09 0.05 0.21 0.03 0.18 0.04 0.20 0.05 0.22

1 School and Multiple bookstores within a 1/2 Mile 0.13 0.34 0.26 0.44 0.25 0.43 0.45 0.50 0.22 0.42 0.36 0.48

Multiple Schools and 1 Other recreation within a 1/2 Mile 0.03 0.18 0.01 0.10 0.01 0.09 0.02 0.13 0.03 0.18 0.08 0.27

1 Other recreation and 1 Department Store within a 1/2 Mile 0.01 0.07 0 0.05 0.01 0.07 0.02 0.14 0.03 0.16 0.02 0.14

1 Other recreation and 1 bookstore within a 1/2 Mile 0.04 0.19 0.02 0.14 0.02 0.12 0.04 0.19 0.04 0.19 0.02 0.13

1 religious Institution and 1 bookstore within a 1/2 Mile 0.04 0.19 0 0.06 0.04 0.19 0.03 0.18 0.06 0.23 0.03 0.17

Multiple religious Institutions and 1 bookstore within a 1/2 Mile 0.05 0.21 0.05 0.22 0.01 0.08 0.02 0.14 0.09 0.28 0.04 0.20

1 performing Arts Theater and 
1 hobby/Toy/game Store within a 1/2 Mile 0.01 0.08 0.02 0.14 0 0.05 0 0 0.01 0.12 0 0.04

1 hobby/Toy/game Store and 1 Department Store within a 1/2 Mile 0 0.05 0 0 0.01 0.08 0 0.06 0.02 0.15 0.03 0.18

1 Clothing Store and Multiple gift Shops within a 1/2 Mile 0.01 0.09 0.01 0.09 0.03 0.16 0.01 0.11 0.03 0.17 0 0.05

1 Supplemental grocery Store and  
Multiple religious Institutions within a 1/2 Mile 0.09 0.29 0.07 0.25 0.05 0.22 0.11 0.31 0.16 0.37 0.05 0.21

1 Supplemental grocery Store and  
Multiple gift Shops within a 1/2 Mile 0.02 0.13 0 0.05 0.02 0.15 0 0.02 0.09 0.29 0 0.05
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Davenport, IA Rochester, MN Lakewood, OH Madison, WI Manitowoc, WI

Variable Name Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev.

Sale price $128,094.98 $74,236.51 $183,022.89 $110,711.31 $132,319.85 $112,503.02 $240,738.85 $170,623.13 $117,221.69 $56,652.74

natural log of Sale price 11.62 0.54 11.97 0.55 11.64 0.56 12.29 0.42 11.57 0.45

Sold in 2006 0.16 0.37 0.17 0.37 0.16 0.36 0.19 0.39 0.14 0.34

Sold in 2007 0.15 0.35 0.18 0.38 0.14 0.35 0.17 0.38 0.20 0.40

Sold in 2008 0.14 0.35 0.14 0.34 0.14 0.35 0.11 0.32 0.16 0.37

Sold in 2009 0.15 0.36 0.13 0.34 0.15 0.36 0.12 0.32 0.15 0.36

Sold in 2010 0.14 0.34 0.11 0.31 0.12 0.33 0.10 0.30 0.13 0.34

Sold in 2011 0.11 0.32 0.10 0.30 0.11 0.31 0.09 0.28 0.13 0.34

Sold in 2012 0 0 0.01 0.07 0 0 0.02 0.15 0 0

# of bathrooms 1.78 0.76 2.27 0.88 1.67 0.79 2.29 1 1.68 0.74

Square Footage in Tens of Square Feet 14.18 5.86 32.17 13.30 18.12 6.71 15.17 6.30 14.87 5.38

% of households with Associates Degree of higher 35.83% 14.92% 56.20% 12.39% 44.32% 10.60% 60.67% 15.22% 28.45% 7.90%

% of households below poverty line 15.78% 9.30% 7.25% 6% 14.67% 8.09% 10.97% 10.17% 9.16% 3.73%

river Within 200 Feet 0.03 0.17 0.01 0.11 0 0.04 0 0.04 0.02 0.13

lake Within 200 Feet 0 0 0 0.07 0 0 0 0.06 0 0.05

1 grocery Store within a 1/2 Mile 0.23 0.42 0.12 0.33 0.20 0.40 0.16 0.36 0.21 0.41

Multiple grocery Stores within a 1/2 Mile 0.17 0.38 0.09 0.29 0.64 0.48 0.15 0.36 0.17 0.38

1 or 2 restaurants within a 1/2 Mile 0.31 0.46 0.17 0.37 0.09 0.29 0.18 0.39 0.35 0.48

3 to 5 restaurants within a 1/2 Mile 0.17 0.38 0.04 0.21 0.16 0.36 0.10 0.30 0.11 0.32

1 or 2 bars within a 1/2 Mile 0.18 0.38 0.04 0.19 0.27 0.45 0.15 0.36 0.14 0.35

1 School within a 1/2 Mile 0.24 0.43 0.19 0.39 0.58 0.49 0.21 0.40 0.36 0.48

Multiple Schools within a 1/2 Mile 0.12 0.33 0.09 0.29 0.17 0.38 0.11 0.31 0.16 0.37

1 Museum within a 1/2 Mile 0.08 0.27 0.04 0.19 0.20 0.40 0.09 0.28 0.18 0.38

1 Other recreation within a 1/2 Mile 0.23 0.42 0.08 0.27 0.18 0.39 0.18 0.39 0.21 0.41

1 religious Institution within a 1/2 Mile 0.24 0.43 0.21 0.41 0.09 0.28 0.24 0.43 0.22 0.41

Multiple religious Institutions within a 1/2 Mile 0.46 0.50 0.27 0.44 0.83 0.38 0.39 0.49 0.38 0.49

1 performing Arts Theater within a 1/2 Mile 0.03 0.18 0.02 0.15 0.09 0.29 0.09 0.29 0 0

1 hobby/Toy/game Store within a 1/2 Mile 0.09 0.28 0.04 0.21 0.35 0.48 0.08 0.27 0.13 0.34

1 Department Store within a 1/2 Mile 0.07 0.25 0.03 0.16 0 0 0.03 0.16 0.10 0.31

1 bookstore within a 1/2 Mile 0.22 0.41 0.10 0.30 0.01 0.10 0.17 0.38 0.21 0.41

Multiple bookstores within a 1/2 Mile 0.35 0.48 0.29 0.45 0.99 0.10 0.61 0.49 0.40 0.49

1 Clothing Store within a 1/2 Mile 0.17 0.38 0.10 0.30 0.22 0.42 0.13 0.34 0.14 0.35

Multiple gift Shops within a 1/2 Mile 0.05 0.22 0.06 0.23 0.12 0.33 0.09 0.28 0.10 0.30

1 Florist within a 1/2 Mile 0.17 0.38 0.08 0.27 0.15 0.36 0.11 0.31 0.11 0.31

Table 86: Descriptive Statistics for Midwest Cities

Source: land policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2014.
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Davenport, IA Rochester, MN Lakewood, OH Madison, WI Manitowoc, WI

Variable Name Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev.

Sale price $128,094.98 $74,236.51 $183,022.89 $110,711.31 $132,319.85 $112,503.02 $240,738.85 $170,623.13 $117,221.69 $56,652.74

natural log of Sale price 11.62 0.54 11.97 0.55 11.64 0.56 12.29 0.42 11.57 0.45

Sold in 2006 0.16 0.37 0.17 0.37 0.16 0.36 0.19 0.39 0.14 0.34

Sold in 2007 0.15 0.35 0.18 0.38 0.14 0.35 0.17 0.38 0.20 0.40

Sold in 2008 0.14 0.35 0.14 0.34 0.14 0.35 0.11 0.32 0.16 0.37

Sold in 2009 0.15 0.36 0.13 0.34 0.15 0.36 0.12 0.32 0.15 0.36

Sold in 2010 0.14 0.34 0.11 0.31 0.12 0.33 0.10 0.30 0.13 0.34

Sold in 2011 0.11 0.32 0.10 0.30 0.11 0.31 0.09 0.28 0.13 0.34

Sold in 2012 0 0 0.01 0.07 0 0 0.02 0.15 0 0

# of bathrooms 1.78 0.76 2.27 0.88 1.67 0.79 2.29 1 1.68 0.74

Square Footage in Tens of Square Feet 14.18 5.86 32.17 13.30 18.12 6.71 15.17 6.30 14.87 5.38

% of households with Associates Degree of higher 35.83% 14.92% 56.20% 12.39% 44.32% 10.60% 60.67% 15.22% 28.45% 7.90%

% of households below poverty line 15.78% 9.30% 7.25% 6% 14.67% 8.09% 10.97% 10.17% 9.16% 3.73%

river Within 200 Feet 0.03 0.17 0.01 0.11 0 0.04 0 0.04 0.02 0.13

lake Within 200 Feet 0 0 0 0.07 0 0 0 0.06 0 0.05

1 grocery Store within a 1/2 Mile 0.23 0.42 0.12 0.33 0.20 0.40 0.16 0.36 0.21 0.41

Multiple grocery Stores within a 1/2 Mile 0.17 0.38 0.09 0.29 0.64 0.48 0.15 0.36 0.17 0.38

1 or 2 restaurants within a 1/2 Mile 0.31 0.46 0.17 0.37 0.09 0.29 0.18 0.39 0.35 0.48

3 to 5 restaurants within a 1/2 Mile 0.17 0.38 0.04 0.21 0.16 0.36 0.10 0.30 0.11 0.32

1 or 2 bars within a 1/2 Mile 0.18 0.38 0.04 0.19 0.27 0.45 0.15 0.36 0.14 0.35

1 School within a 1/2 Mile 0.24 0.43 0.19 0.39 0.58 0.49 0.21 0.40 0.36 0.48

Multiple Schools within a 1/2 Mile 0.12 0.33 0.09 0.29 0.17 0.38 0.11 0.31 0.16 0.37

1 Museum within a 1/2 Mile 0.08 0.27 0.04 0.19 0.20 0.40 0.09 0.28 0.18 0.38

1 Other recreation within a 1/2 Mile 0.23 0.42 0.08 0.27 0.18 0.39 0.18 0.39 0.21 0.41

1 religious Institution within a 1/2 Mile 0.24 0.43 0.21 0.41 0.09 0.28 0.24 0.43 0.22 0.41

Multiple religious Institutions within a 1/2 Mile 0.46 0.50 0.27 0.44 0.83 0.38 0.39 0.49 0.38 0.49

1 performing Arts Theater within a 1/2 Mile 0.03 0.18 0.02 0.15 0.09 0.29 0.09 0.29 0 0

1 hobby/Toy/game Store within a 1/2 Mile 0.09 0.28 0.04 0.21 0.35 0.48 0.08 0.27 0.13 0.34

1 Department Store within a 1/2 Mile 0.07 0.25 0.03 0.16 0 0 0.03 0.16 0.10 0.31

1 bookstore within a 1/2 Mile 0.22 0.41 0.10 0.30 0.01 0.10 0.17 0.38 0.21 0.41

Multiple bookstores within a 1/2 Mile 0.35 0.48 0.29 0.45 0.99 0.10 0.61 0.49 0.40 0.49

1 Clothing Store within a 1/2 Mile 0.17 0.38 0.10 0.30 0.22 0.42 0.13 0.34 0.14 0.35

Multiple gift Shops within a 1/2 Mile 0.05 0.22 0.06 0.23 0.12 0.33 0.09 0.28 0.10 0.30

1 Florist within a 1/2 Mile 0.17 0.38 0.08 0.27 0.15 0.36 0.11 0.31 0.11 0.31
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Davenport, IA Rochester, MN Lakewood, OH Madison, WI Manitowoc, WI

Variable Name Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev.

1 Supplemental grocery Store within a 1/2 Mile 0.15 0.36 0.08 0.28 0.47 0.50 0.16 0.37 0.10 0.30

1 grocery Store and 1 Museum within a 1/2 Mile 0.03 0.16 0 0.05 0.04 0.21 0.02 0.14 0.03 0.17

1 grocery Store and 1 performing Arts Theater within a 1/2 Mile 0.02 0.14 0 0 0.01 0.12 0.02 0.14 0 0

Multiple grocery Stores and 1 Florist within a 1/2 Mile 0.09 0.28 0.04 0.19 0.11 0.32 0.05 0.21 0.02 0.16

1 or 2 restaurants and 1 Other recreation within a 1/2 Mile 0.08 0.28 0.04 0.20 0.01 0.12 0.03 0.18 0.04 0.21

3 to 5 restaurants and 1 or 2 bars within a 1/2 Mile 0.04 0.20 0.01 0.08 0.07 0.26 0.03 0.18 0.01 0.10

1 or 2 bars and Multiple religious Institutions within a 1/2 Mile 0.12 0.32 0.02 0.14 0.24 0.43 0.08 0.28 0.07 0.26

1 School and 1 bookstore within a 1/2 Mile 0.04 0.20 0.03 0.18 0 0.04 0.02 0.15 0.12 0.33

1 School and Multiple bookstores within a 1/2 Mile 0.11 0.32 0.09 0.29 0.58 0.49 0.16 0.36 0.13 0.34

Multiple Schools and 1 Other recreation within a 1/2 Mile 0.04 0.20 0.02 0.14 0.02 0.14 0.02 0.15 0.03 0.17

1 Other recreation and 1 Department Store within a 1/2 Mile 0.02 0.14 0.01 0.09 0 0 0 0.05 0.04 0.20

1 Other recreation and 1 bookstore within a 1/2 Mile 0.04 0.20 0.01 0.09 0 0.03 0.02 0.13 0.07 0.26

1 religious Institution and 1 bookstore within a 1/2 Mile 0.07 0.26 0.02 0.15 0 0.03 0.04 0.19 0.05 0.23

Multiple religious Institutions and 1 bookstore within a 1/2 Mile 0.09 0.28 0.02 0.13 0 0 0.04 0.21 0.06 0.24

1 performing Arts Theater and 
1 hobby/Toy/game Store within a 1/2 Mile 0.01 0.11 0 0.05 0.01 0.07 0.02 0.13 0 0

1 hobby/Toy/game Store and 1 Department Store within a 1/2 Mile 0.02 0.12 0 0.05 0 0 0 0.04 0.06 0.24

1 Clothing Store and Multiple gift Shops within a 1/2 Mile 0.01 0.10 0.01 0.08 0.02 0.13 0 0.05 0.02 0.14

1 Supplemental grocery Store and  
Multiple religious Institutions within a 1/2 Mile 0.11 0.31 0.06 0.24 0.43 0.50 0.08 0.28 0.05 0.22

1 Supplemental grocery Store and  
Multiple gift Shops within a 1/2 Mile 0.01 0.10 0.02 0.15 0.09 0.29 0.01 0.11 0.02 0.13

Table 86: Descriptive Statistics for Midwest Cities (cont.)

Source: land policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2014.

148



views and values of placemaking in michigan, the midwest and the nation

la
nd

 p
ol

ic
y 

in
st

it
ut

e

Davenport, IA Rochester, MN Lakewood, OH Madison, WI Manitowoc, WI

Variable Name Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev.

1 Supplemental grocery Store within a 1/2 Mile 0.15 0.36 0.08 0.28 0.47 0.50 0.16 0.37 0.10 0.30

1 grocery Store and 1 Museum within a 1/2 Mile 0.03 0.16 0 0.05 0.04 0.21 0.02 0.14 0.03 0.17

1 grocery Store and 1 performing Arts Theater within a 1/2 Mile 0.02 0.14 0 0 0.01 0.12 0.02 0.14 0 0

Multiple grocery Stores and 1 Florist within a 1/2 Mile 0.09 0.28 0.04 0.19 0.11 0.32 0.05 0.21 0.02 0.16

1 or 2 restaurants and 1 Other recreation within a 1/2 Mile 0.08 0.28 0.04 0.20 0.01 0.12 0.03 0.18 0.04 0.21

3 to 5 restaurants and 1 or 2 bars within a 1/2 Mile 0.04 0.20 0.01 0.08 0.07 0.26 0.03 0.18 0.01 0.10

1 or 2 bars and Multiple religious Institutions within a 1/2 Mile 0.12 0.32 0.02 0.14 0.24 0.43 0.08 0.28 0.07 0.26

1 School and 1 bookstore within a 1/2 Mile 0.04 0.20 0.03 0.18 0 0.04 0.02 0.15 0.12 0.33

1 School and Multiple bookstores within a 1/2 Mile 0.11 0.32 0.09 0.29 0.58 0.49 0.16 0.36 0.13 0.34

Multiple Schools and 1 Other recreation within a 1/2 Mile 0.04 0.20 0.02 0.14 0.02 0.14 0.02 0.15 0.03 0.17

1 Other recreation and 1 Department Store within a 1/2 Mile 0.02 0.14 0.01 0.09 0 0 0 0.05 0.04 0.20

1 Other recreation and 1 bookstore within a 1/2 Mile 0.04 0.20 0.01 0.09 0 0.03 0.02 0.13 0.07 0.26

1 religious Institution and 1 bookstore within a 1/2 Mile 0.07 0.26 0.02 0.15 0 0.03 0.04 0.19 0.05 0.23

Multiple religious Institutions and 1 bookstore within a 1/2 Mile 0.09 0.28 0.02 0.13 0 0 0.04 0.21 0.06 0.24

1 performing Arts Theater and 
1 hobby/Toy/game Store within a 1/2 Mile 0.01 0.11 0 0.05 0.01 0.07 0.02 0.13 0 0

1 hobby/Toy/game Store and 1 Department Store within a 1/2 Mile 0.02 0.12 0 0.05 0 0 0 0.04 0.06 0.24

1 Clothing Store and Multiple gift Shops within a 1/2 Mile 0.01 0.10 0.01 0.08 0.02 0.13 0 0.05 0.02 0.14

1 Supplemental grocery Store and  
Multiple religious Institutions within a 1/2 Mile 0.11 0.31 0.06 0.24 0.43 0.50 0.08 0.28 0.05 0.22

1 Supplemental grocery Store and  
Multiple gift Shops within a 1/2 Mile 0.01 0.10 0.02 0.15 0.09 0.29 0.01 0.11 0.02 0.13
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Table 87: regression results for Michigan Cities

* Significant at the 0.10 confidence level.
** Significant at the 0.05 confidence level.
*** Significant at the 0.01 confidence level.
– This variable is not significant.
Source: land policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2014.

Lansing Traverse City Royal Oak Flint Grand Rapids Kalamazoo

Variable Name Coeff. Std. Err. Coeff. Std. Err. Coeff. Std. Err. Coeff. Std. Err. Coeff. Std. Err. Coeff. Std. Err.

(Constant) $51,947.08 0.06*** $66,568.38 0.22*** $70,755.52 0.09*** $48,921.86 0.09*** $56,782.44 0.03*** $56,953.05 0.06***

Sold in 2006 – – – – -2.86% 0.02* -4.78% 0.02*** – – – –

Sold in 2007 -6.39% 0.03** – – -8.79% 0.02*** -10.42% 0.02*** – – -4.11% 0.02**

Sold in 2008 -7.13% 0.04** – – -19.51% 0.02*** -23.51% 0.03*** -6.95% 0.01*** -10.42% 0.02***

Sold in 2009 -21.65% 0.03*** -11.04% 0.05** -32.36% 0.02*** -33.03% 0.03*** -11.75% 0.01*** -15.21% 0.02***

Sold in 2010 -31.13% 0.04*** – – -33.30% 0.02*** -47.53% 0.03*** -17.30% 0.01*** -21.49% 0.03***

Sold in 2011 – – – – -37.62% 0.02*** – – – – – –

Sold in 2012 – – – – – – – – – – – –

# of bathrooms 6.50% 0.02*** 11.96% 0.02*** 7.14% 0.01*** 6.61% 0.02*** 10.08% 0.01*** 8.44% 0.01***

Square Footage in Tens of Square Feet 3.05% 0*** 3.56% 0*** 4.39% 0*** 4.39% 0*** 2.74% 0*** 4.19% 0***

% of households with Associates Degree of higher 0.90% 0*** 0.70% 0** 0.70% 0*** 0.30% 0** 0.80% 0*** 0.80% 0***

% of households below poverty line – – – – – – -1.49% 0*** 0.40% 0*** -0.60% 0***

river Within 200 Feet – – -37.25% 0.14*** – – – – – – – –

lake Within 200 Feet – – – – – – – – -26.51% 0.14** – –

1 grocery Store within a 1/2 Mile -9.43% 0.03*** – – -2.47% 0.01** 7.04% 0.02*** -3.34% 0.01*** – –

Multiple grocery Stores within a 1/2 Mile -8.33% 0.04** – – – – – – -4.69% 0.02*** -5.92% 0.03**

1 or 2 restaurants within a 1/2 Mile – – – – – – – – -2.66% 0.01** -4.40% 0.02**

3 to 5 restaurants within a 1/2 Mile – – – – – – – – -6.39% 0.02*** -5.07% 0.02**

1 or 2 bars within a 1/2 Mile – – -15.13% 0.09* – – 7.90% 0.03** – – -20.31% 0.10**

1 School within a 1/2 Mile – – – – – – – – – – – –

Multiple Schools within a 1/2 Mile – – – – 12.52% 0.04*** -13.15% 0.04*** -7.04% 0.01*** – –

1 Museum within a 1/2 Mile – – – – – – -13.93% 0.05*** – – 10.85% 0.03***

1 Other recreation within a 1/2 Mile – – 10.85% 0.04** – – – – -9.24% 0.02*** – –

1 religious Institution within a 1/2 Mile 7.90% 0.03** -9.15% 0.05* -3.44% 0.02** – – – – -5.35% 0.02**

Multiple religious Institutions within a 1/2 Mile 6.50% 0.03** – – -4.40% 0.02*** 6.50% 0.03** – – -6.67% 0.03***

1 performing Arts Theater within a 1/2 Mile -56.92% 0.15*** – – – – – – – – -16.39% 0.05***

1 hobby/Toy/game Store within a 1/2 Mile – – 24.11% 0.06*** 3.15% 0.02** – – 20.92% 0.02*** 14.22% 0.02***

1 Department Store within a 1/2 Mile 15.72% 0.08* – – – – – – -13.15% 0.04*** – –

1 bookstore within a 1/2 Mile – – – – – – – – 14.34% 0.04*** -18.45% 0.07***

Multiple bookstores within a 1/2 Mile -6.76% 0.03** – – – – – – -10.68% 0.02*** -17.72% 0.04***

1 Clothing Store within a 1/2 Mile – – -9.79% 0.04** – – 4.71% 0.02** 5.13% 0.01*** -5.16% 0.02***

Multiple gift Shops within a 1/2 Mile – – 20.92% 0.08** – – – – – – – –

1 Florist within a 1/2 Mile – – – – – – – – – – 4.08% 0.02*
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Lansing Traverse City Royal Oak Flint Grand Rapids Kalamazoo

Variable Name Coeff. Std. Err. Coeff. Std. Err. Coeff. Std. Err. Coeff. Std. Err. Coeff. Std. Err. Coeff. Std. Err.

(Constant) $51,947.08 0.06*** $66,568.38 0.22*** $70,755.52 0.09*** $48,921.86 0.09*** $56,782.44 0.03*** $56,953.05 0.06***

Sold in 2006 – – – – -2.86% 0.02* -4.78% 0.02*** – – – –

Sold in 2007 -6.39% 0.03** – – -8.79% 0.02*** -10.42% 0.02*** – – -4.11% 0.02**

Sold in 2008 -7.13% 0.04** – – -19.51% 0.02*** -23.51% 0.03*** -6.95% 0.01*** -10.42% 0.02***

Sold in 2009 -21.65% 0.03*** -11.04% 0.05** -32.36% 0.02*** -33.03% 0.03*** -11.75% 0.01*** -15.21% 0.02***

Sold in 2010 -31.13% 0.04*** – – -33.30% 0.02*** -47.53% 0.03*** -17.30% 0.01*** -21.49% 0.03***

Sold in 2011 – – – – -37.62% 0.02*** – – – – – –

Sold in 2012 – – – – – – – – – – – –

# of bathrooms 6.50% 0.02*** 11.96% 0.02*** 7.14% 0.01*** 6.61% 0.02*** 10.08% 0.01*** 8.44% 0.01***

Square Footage in Tens of Square Feet 3.05% 0*** 3.56% 0*** 4.39% 0*** 4.39% 0*** 2.74% 0*** 4.19% 0***

% of households with Associates Degree of higher 0.90% 0*** 0.70% 0** 0.70% 0*** 0.30% 0** 0.80% 0*** 0.80% 0***

% of households below poverty line – – – – – – -1.49% 0*** 0.40% 0*** -0.60% 0***

river Within 200 Feet – – -37.25% 0.14*** – – – – – – – –

lake Within 200 Feet – – – – – – – – -26.51% 0.14** – –

1 grocery Store within a 1/2 Mile -9.43% 0.03*** – – -2.47% 0.01** 7.04% 0.02*** -3.34% 0.01*** – –

Multiple grocery Stores within a 1/2 Mile -8.33% 0.04** – – – – – – -4.69% 0.02*** -5.92% 0.03**

1 or 2 restaurants within a 1/2 Mile – – – – – – – – -2.66% 0.01** -4.40% 0.02**

3 to 5 restaurants within a 1/2 Mile – – – – – – – – -6.39% 0.02*** -5.07% 0.02**

1 or 2 bars within a 1/2 Mile – – -15.13% 0.09* – – 7.90% 0.03** – – -20.31% 0.10**

1 School within a 1/2 Mile – – – – – – – – – – – –

Multiple Schools within a 1/2 Mile – – – – 12.52% 0.04*** -13.15% 0.04*** -7.04% 0.01*** – –

1 Museum within a 1/2 Mile – – – – – – -13.93% 0.05*** – – 10.85% 0.03***

1 Other recreation within a 1/2 Mile – – 10.85% 0.04** – – – – -9.24% 0.02*** – –

1 religious Institution within a 1/2 Mile 7.90% 0.03** -9.15% 0.05* -3.44% 0.02** – – – – -5.35% 0.02**

Multiple religious Institutions within a 1/2 Mile 6.50% 0.03** – – -4.40% 0.02*** 6.50% 0.03** – – -6.67% 0.03***

1 performing Arts Theater within a 1/2 Mile -56.92% 0.15*** – – – – – – – – -16.39% 0.05***

1 hobby/Toy/game Store within a 1/2 Mile – – 24.11% 0.06*** 3.15% 0.02** – – 20.92% 0.02*** 14.22% 0.02***

1 Department Store within a 1/2 Mile 15.72% 0.08* – – – – – – -13.15% 0.04*** – –

1 bookstore within a 1/2 Mile – – – – – – – – 14.34% 0.04*** -18.45% 0.07***

Multiple bookstores within a 1/2 Mile -6.76% 0.03** – – – – – – -10.68% 0.02*** -17.72% 0.04***

1 Clothing Store within a 1/2 Mile – – -9.79% 0.04** – – 4.71% 0.02** 5.13% 0.01*** -5.16% 0.02***

Multiple gift Shops within a 1/2 Mile – – 20.92% 0.08** – – – – – – – –

1 Florist within a 1/2 Mile – – – – – – – – – – 4.08% 0.02*
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Lansing Traverse City Royal Oak Flint Grand Rapids Kalamazoo

Variable Name Coeff. Std. Err. Coeff. Std. Err. Coeff. Std. Err. Coeff. Std. Err. Coeff. Std. Err. Coeff. Std. Err.

1 Supplemental grocery Store in 1/2 Mile -7.60% 0.04* 21.53% 0.08*** – – – – – – -7.32% 0.03**

1 grocery Store and 1 Museum within a 1/2 Mile – – – – – – – – – – – –

1 grocery Store and 1 performing Arts Theater within a 1/2 Mile 71.60% 0.20*** – – – – – – – – -16.89% 0.10*

Multiple grocery Stores and 1 Florist within a 1/2 Mile – – – – – – – – 21.90% 0.03*** -11.66% 0.05***

1 or 2 restaurants and 1 Other recreation within a 1/2 Mile – – – – – – – – 5.97% 0.03** – –

3 to 5 restaurants and 1 or 2 bars within a 1/2 Mile -16.39% 0.09** – – – – – – 10.63% 0.03*** -7.69% 0.05*

1 or 2 bars and Multiple religious Institutions within a 1/2 Mile – – – – – – -15.72% 0.04*** -16.14% 0.03*** 25.99% 0.10**

1 School and 1 bookstore within a 1/2 Mile – – – – – – 16.42% 0.06** – – – –

1 School and Multiple bookstores within a 1/2 Mile 9.42% 0.05* – – – – – – – – – –

Multiple Schools and 1 Other recreation within a 1/2 Mile – – – – – – – – – – -11.49% 0.05***

1 Other recreation and 1 Department Store within a 1/2 Mile -50.88% 0.18*** – – – – – – – – – –

1 Other recreation and 1 bookstore within a 1/2 Mile – – 31.13% 0.14* 9.31% 0.05* – – – – – –

1 religious Institution and 1 bookstore within a 1/2 Mile – – -38.98% 0.28* -9.70% 0.04** – – -11.49% 0.04*** – –

Multiple religious Institutions and 1 bookstore within a 1/2 Mile – – -30.51% 0.15** – – – – -20.15% 0.04*** 22.02% 0.07***

1 performing Arts Theater and 1 hobby/Toy/game Store within a 1/2 Mile 84.97% 0.19*** – – – – – – -16.97% 0.05*** – –

1 hobby/Toy/game Store and 1 Department Store within a 1/2 Mile – – – – – – – – – – – –

1 Clothing Store and Multiple gift Shops within a 1/2 Mile -22.74% 0.12** – – – – -21.73% 0.08*** -17.39% 0.03*** – –

1 Supplemental grocery Store and  
Multiple religious Institutions within a 1/2 Mile – – -18.94% 0.10** – – -8.79% 0.04** – – – –

1 Supplemental grocery Store and Multiple gift Shops within a 1/2 Mile – – – – – – – – 12.08% 0.03*** – –

Table 87: regression results for Michigan Cities (cont.)

* Significant at the 0.10 confidence level.
** Significant at the 0.05 confidence level.
*** Significant at the 0.01 confidence level.
– This variable is not significant.
Source: land policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2014.

152



views and values of placemaking in michigan, the midwest and the nation

la
nd

 p
ol

ic
y 

in
st

it
ut

e

Lansing Traverse City Royal Oak Flint Grand Rapids Kalamazoo

Variable Name Coeff. Std. Err. Coeff. Std. Err. Coeff. Std. Err. Coeff. Std. Err. Coeff. Std. Err. Coeff. Std. Err.

1 Supplemental grocery Store in 1/2 Mile -7.60% 0.04* 21.53% 0.08*** – – – – – – -7.32% 0.03**

1 grocery Store and 1 Museum within a 1/2 Mile – – – – – – – – – – – –

1 grocery Store and 1 performing Arts Theater within a 1/2 Mile 71.60% 0.20*** – – – – – – – – -16.89% 0.10*

Multiple grocery Stores and 1 Florist within a 1/2 Mile – – – – – – – – 21.90% 0.03*** -11.66% 0.05***

1 or 2 restaurants and 1 Other recreation within a 1/2 Mile – – – – – – – – 5.97% 0.03** – –

3 to 5 restaurants and 1 or 2 bars within a 1/2 Mile -16.39% 0.09** – – – – – – 10.63% 0.03*** -7.69% 0.05*

1 or 2 bars and Multiple religious Institutions within a 1/2 Mile – – – – – – -15.72% 0.04*** -16.14% 0.03*** 25.99% 0.10**

1 School and 1 bookstore within a 1/2 Mile – – – – – – 16.42% 0.06** – – – –

1 School and Multiple bookstores within a 1/2 Mile 9.42% 0.05* – – – – – – – – – –

Multiple Schools and 1 Other recreation within a 1/2 Mile – – – – – – – – – – -11.49% 0.05***

1 Other recreation and 1 Department Store within a 1/2 Mile -50.88% 0.18*** – – – – – – – – – –

1 Other recreation and 1 bookstore within a 1/2 Mile – – 31.13% 0.14* 9.31% 0.05* – – – – – –

1 religious Institution and 1 bookstore within a 1/2 Mile – – -38.98% 0.28* -9.70% 0.04** – – -11.49% 0.04*** – –

Multiple religious Institutions and 1 bookstore within a 1/2 Mile – – -30.51% 0.15** – – – – -20.15% 0.04*** 22.02% 0.07***

1 performing Arts Theater and 1 hobby/Toy/game Store within a 1/2 Mile 84.97% 0.19*** – – – – – – -16.97% 0.05*** – –

1 hobby/Toy/game Store and 1 Department Store within a 1/2 Mile – – – – – – – – – – – –

1 Clothing Store and Multiple gift Shops within a 1/2 Mile -22.74% 0.12** – – – – -21.73% 0.08*** -17.39% 0.03*** – –

1 Supplemental grocery Store and  
Multiple religious Institutions within a 1/2 Mile – – -18.94% 0.10** – – -8.79% 0.04** – – – –

1 Supplemental grocery Store and Multiple gift Shops within a 1/2 Mile – – – – – – – – 12.08% 0.03*** – –
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Davenport, IA Rochester, MN Lakewood, OH Madison, WI Manitowoc, WI

Variable Name Coeff. Std. Err. Coeff. Std. Err. Coeff. Std. Err. Coeff. Std. Err. Coeff. Std. Err.

(Constant) $48,629.20 0.02*** $58,570.29 0.05*** $162,916.63 0.17*** $73,938.32 0.01*** $50,210.53 0.09***

Sold in 2006 – – – – – – 2.12% 0.01*** 4.71% 0.02**

Sold in 2007 7.36% 0.01*** – – -8.24% 0.04** 2.94% 0.01*** – –

Sold in 2008 6.61% 0.01*** 4.92% 0.02*** -28.11% 0.04*** 6.82% 0.01*** – –

Sold in 2009 7.68% 0.01*** 3.77% 0.02** -24.80% 0.04*** 2.22% 0.01** – –

Sold in 2010 5.65% 0.01*** 4.29% 0.02** -23.97% 0.04*** 6.18% 0.01*** – –

Sold in 2011 – – 11.29% 0.02*** -31.27% 0.04*** 3.15% 0.01*** – –

Sold in 2012 – – 16.53% 0.07** – – -11.13% 0.02*** – –

# of bathrooms 22.88% 0.01*** 9.64% 0.01*** 5.44% 0.02*** 5.65% 0*** 8.87% 0.01***

Square Footage in Tens of Square Feet 2.43% 0*** 1.51% 0*** 1.11% 0*** 2.94% 0*** 3.67% 0***

% of households with Associates Degree of higher 1.01% 0*** 0.40% 0*** 0.60% 0*** 0.70% 0*** 0.90% 0***

% of households below poverty line -0.90% 0*** 0.40% 0*** -0.90% 0*** 0.60% 0*** 1.11% 0***

river Within 200 Feet – – – – -40.19% 0.27* 10.74% 0.05* – –

lake Within 200 Feet – – 25.99% 0.07*** – – 41.62% 0.04*** – –

1 grocery Store within a 1/2 Mile – – – – -15.89% 0.04*** -9.79% 0,01*** -12.19% 0.03***

Multiple grocery Stores within a 1/2 Mile – – – – -22.04% 0.03*** -10.24% 0.01*** -6.11% 0.03**

1 or 2 restaurants within a 1/2 Mile – – – – – – – – -3.44% 0.02*

3 to 5 restaurants within a 1/2 Mile 2.94% 0.01** – – – – 3.46% 0.01*** -10.86% 0.03***

1 or 2 bars within a 1/2 Mile – – -12.89% 0.05*** – – -6.48% 0.01*** – –

1 School within a 1/2 Mile – – 12.19% 0.02*** – – -4.59% 0.02*** -9.52% 0.03***

Multiple Schools within a 1/2 Mile -8.06% 0.02*** 9.31% 0.02*** 18.06% 0.04*** 7.14% 0.01*** -14.53% 0.03***

1 Museum within a 1/2 Mile – – – – – – 1.82% 0.01* – –

1 Other recreation within a 1/2 Mile – – -10.24% 0.03*** – – 1.92% 0.01** – –

1 religious Institution within a 1/2 Mile 3.46% 0.01*** – – -16.14% 0.06*** 2.53% 0.01*** – –

Multiple religious Institutions within a 1/2 Mile -6.11% 0.01*** -3.44% 0.02* -26.21% 0.05*** 2.94% 0.01*** -5.82% 0.03**

1 performing Arts Theater within a 1/2 Mile – – -6.20% 0.04* – – 8.33% 0.01*** – –

1 hobby/Toy/game Store within a 1/2 Mile -4.02% 0.02** – – -12.63% 0.03*** – – -8.06% 0.04**

1 Department Store within a 1/2 Mile -19.67% 0.02*** -15.21% 0.05*** – – 5.13% 0.02*** – –

1 bookstore within a 1/2 Mile 5.65% 0.02*** 6.08% 0.03** – – 7.68% 0.01*** -14.10% 0.04***

Multiple bookstores within a 1/2 Mile -11.93% 0.01*** – – – – -4.30% 0.01*** -17.88 0.04***

1 Clothing Store within a 1/2 Mile -3.25% 0.01*** – – -10.68% 0.03*** -3.73% 0.01*** -7.60% 0.03***

Multiple gift Shops within a 1/2 Mile – – – – – – 8.98% 0.01*** -15.63% 0.05***

1 Florist within a 1/2 Mile -8.15% 0.02*** -12.10% 0.03*** -17.88% 0.06*** – – -8.24% 0.03***

Table 88: regression results for Midwest Cities

* Significant at the 0.10 confidence level.
** Significant at the 0.05 confidence level.
*** Significant at the 0.01 confidence level.
– This variable is not significant.
Source: land policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2014.
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Davenport, IA Rochester, MN Lakewood, OH Madison, WI Manitowoc, WI

Variable Name Coeff. Std. Err. Coeff. Std. Err. Coeff. Std. Err. Coeff. Std. Err. Coeff. Std. Err.

(Constant) $48,629.20 0.02*** $58,570.29 0.05*** $162,916.63 0.17*** $73,938.32 0.01*** $50,210.53 0.09***

Sold in 2006 – – – – – – 2.12% 0.01*** 4.71% 0.02**

Sold in 2007 7.36% 0.01*** – – -8.24% 0.04** 2.94% 0.01*** – –

Sold in 2008 6.61% 0.01*** 4.92% 0.02*** -28.11% 0.04*** 6.82% 0.01*** – –

Sold in 2009 7.68% 0.01*** 3.77% 0.02** -24.80% 0.04*** 2.22% 0.01** – –

Sold in 2010 5.65% 0.01*** 4.29% 0.02** -23.97% 0.04*** 6.18% 0.01*** – –

Sold in 2011 – – 11.29% 0.02*** -31.27% 0.04*** 3.15% 0.01*** – –

Sold in 2012 – – 16.53% 0.07** – – -11.13% 0.02*** – –

# of bathrooms 22.88% 0.01*** 9.64% 0.01*** 5.44% 0.02*** 5.65% 0*** 8.87% 0.01***

Square Footage in Tens of Square Feet 2.43% 0*** 1.51% 0*** 1.11% 0*** 2.94% 0*** 3.67% 0***

% of households with Associates Degree of higher 1.01% 0*** 0.40% 0*** 0.60% 0*** 0.70% 0*** 0.90% 0***

% of households below poverty line -0.90% 0*** 0.40% 0*** -0.90% 0*** 0.60% 0*** 1.11% 0***

river Within 200 Feet – – – – -40.19% 0.27* 10.74% 0.05* – –

lake Within 200 Feet – – 25.99% 0.07*** – – 41.62% 0.04*** – –

1 grocery Store within a 1/2 Mile – – – – -15.89% 0.04*** -9.79% 0,01*** -12.19% 0.03***

Multiple grocery Stores within a 1/2 Mile – – – – -22.04% 0.03*** -10.24% 0.01*** -6.11% 0.03**

1 or 2 restaurants within a 1/2 Mile – – – – – – – – -3.44% 0.02*

3 to 5 restaurants within a 1/2 Mile 2.94% 0.01** – – – – 3.46% 0.01*** -10.86% 0.03***

1 or 2 bars within a 1/2 Mile – – -12.89% 0.05*** – – -6.48% 0.01*** – –

1 School within a 1/2 Mile – – 12.19% 0.02*** – – -4.59% 0.02*** -9.52% 0.03***

Multiple Schools within a 1/2 Mile -8.06% 0.02*** 9.31% 0.02*** 18.06% 0.04*** 7.14% 0.01*** -14.53% 0.03***

1 Museum within a 1/2 Mile – – – – – – 1.82% 0.01* – –

1 Other recreation within a 1/2 Mile – – -10.24% 0.03*** – – 1.92% 0.01** – –

1 religious Institution within a 1/2 Mile 3.46% 0.01*** – – -16.14% 0.06*** 2.53% 0.01*** – –

Multiple religious Institutions within a 1/2 Mile -6.11% 0.01*** -3.44% 0.02* -26.21% 0.05*** 2.94% 0.01*** -5.82% 0.03**

1 performing Arts Theater within a 1/2 Mile – – -6.20% 0.04* – – 8.33% 0.01*** – –

1 hobby/Toy/game Store within a 1/2 Mile -4.02% 0.02** – – -12.63% 0.03*** – – -8.06% 0.04**

1 Department Store within a 1/2 Mile -19.67% 0.02*** -15.21% 0.05*** – – 5.13% 0.02*** – –

1 bookstore within a 1/2 Mile 5.65% 0.02*** 6.08% 0.03** – – 7.68% 0.01*** -14.10% 0.04***

Multiple bookstores within a 1/2 Mile -11.93% 0.01*** – – – – -4.30% 0.01*** -17.88 0.04***

1 Clothing Store within a 1/2 Mile -3.25% 0.01*** – – -10.68% 0.03*** -3.73% 0.01*** -7.60% 0.03***

Multiple gift Shops within a 1/2 Mile – – – – – – 8.98% 0.01*** -15.63% 0.05***

1 Florist within a 1/2 Mile -8.15% 0.02*** -12.10% 0.03*** -17.88% 0.06*** – – -8.24% 0.03***
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Davenport, IA Rochester, MN Lakewood, OH Madison, WI Manitowoc, WI

Variable Name Coeff. Std. Err. Coeff. Std. Err. Coeff. Std. Err. Coeff. Std. Err. Coeff. Std. Err.

1 Supplemental grocery Store within a 1/2 Mile -11.22% 0.02*** – – – – – – – –

1 grocery Store and 1 Museum within a 1/2 Mile – – – – – – 3.46% 0.02* – –

1 grocery Store and 1 performing Arts Theater within a 1/2 Mile -16.14% 0.05*** – – – – 5.76% 0.02*** – –

Multiple grocery Stores and 1 Florist within a 1/2 Mile – – 10.30% 0.05** – – 11.18% 0.02*** 19.24% 0.06***

1 or 2 restaurants and 1 Other recreation within a 1/2 Mile – – – – 17.94% 0.10* – – – –

3 to 5 restaurants and 1 or 2 bars in 1/2 Mile -6.39% 0.02*** – – – – 6.93% 0.02*** – –

1 or 2 bars and Multiple religious Institutions within a 1/2 Mile -4.50% 0.02** 23.86% 0.06*** – – – – – –

1 School and 1 bookstore within a 1/2 Mile -12.45% 0.03*** -28.54% 0.04*** – – – – – –

1 School and Multiple bookstores within a 1/2 Mile -7.60% 0.02*** -7.87% 0.03*** – – 11.07% 0.02*** 8.11% 0.04*

Multiple Schools and 1 Other recreation within a 1/2 Mile -8.97% 0.03*** 14.80% 0.05*** – – -10.24% 0.02*** – –

1 Other recreation and 1 Department Store within a 1/2 Mile 20.20% 0.04*** – – – – – – – –

1 Other recreation and 1 bookstore within a 1/2 Mile – – 38.82% 0.06*** – – – – – –

1 religious Institution and 1 bookstore within a 1/2 Mile -4.59% 0.02* – – – – -6.11% 0.02*** – –

Multiple religious Institutions and 1 bookstore within a 1/2 Mile -11.66% 0.02*** – – – – -6.01% 0.02*** – –

1 performing Arts Theater and  
1 hobby/Toy/game Store within 1/2 Mile – – – – – – – – – –

1 hobby/Toy/game Store and  
1 Department Store within a 1/2 Mile 13.77% 0.04*** – – – – 25.11% 0.07*** 16.30% 0.06***

1 Clothing Store and Multiple gift Shops within a 1/2 Mile – – – – 37.16% 0.09*** -8.52% 0.05* 14.22% 0.07**

1 Supplemental grocery Store and  
Multiple religious Institutions within a 1/2 Mile 7.47% 0.02*** -15.04% 0.04*** – – – – – –

1 Supplemental grocery Store and  
Multiple gift Shops within a 1/2 Mile 12.30% 0.05** 13.77% 0.05** – – -5.92% 0.03** -16.72% 0.07***

Table 88: regression results for Midwest Cities (cont.)

* Significant at the 0.10 confidence level.
** Significant at the 0.05 confidence level.
*** Significant at the 0.01 confidence level.
– This variable is not significant.
Source: land policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2014.
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Davenport, IA Rochester, MN Lakewood, OH Madison, WI Manitowoc, WI

Variable Name Coeff. Std. Err. Coeff. Std. Err. Coeff. Std. Err. Coeff. Std. Err. Coeff. Std. Err.

1 Supplemental grocery Store within a 1/2 Mile -11.22% 0.02*** – – – – – – – –

1 grocery Store and 1 Museum within a 1/2 Mile – – – – – – 3.46% 0.02* – –

1 grocery Store and 1 performing Arts Theater within a 1/2 Mile -16.14% 0.05*** – – – – 5.76% 0.02*** – –

Multiple grocery Stores and 1 Florist within a 1/2 Mile – – 10.30% 0.05** – – 11.18% 0.02*** 19.24% 0.06***

1 or 2 restaurants and 1 Other recreation within a 1/2 Mile – – – – 17.94% 0.10* – – – –

3 to 5 restaurants and 1 or 2 bars in 1/2 Mile -6.39% 0.02*** – – – – 6.93% 0.02*** – –

1 or 2 bars and Multiple religious Institutions within a 1/2 Mile -4.50% 0.02** 23.86% 0.06*** – – – – – –

1 School and 1 bookstore within a 1/2 Mile -12.45% 0.03*** -28.54% 0.04*** – – – – – –

1 School and Multiple bookstores within a 1/2 Mile -7.60% 0.02*** -7.87% 0.03*** – – 11.07% 0.02*** 8.11% 0.04*

Multiple Schools and 1 Other recreation within a 1/2 Mile -8.97% 0.03*** 14.80% 0.05*** – – -10.24% 0.02*** – –

1 Other recreation and 1 Department Store within a 1/2 Mile 20.20% 0.04*** – – – – – – – –

1 Other recreation and 1 bookstore within a 1/2 Mile – – 38.82% 0.06*** – – – – – –

1 religious Institution and 1 bookstore within a 1/2 Mile -4.59% 0.02* – – – – -6.11% 0.02*** – –

Multiple religious Institutions and 1 bookstore within a 1/2 Mile -11.66% 0.02*** – – – – -6.01% 0.02*** – –

1 performing Arts Theater and  
1 hobby/Toy/game Store within 1/2 Mile – – – – – – – – – –

1 hobby/Toy/game Store and  
1 Department Store within a 1/2 Mile 13.77% 0.04*** – – – – 25.11% 0.07*** 16.30% 0.06***

1 Clothing Store and Multiple gift Shops within a 1/2 Mile – – – – 37.16% 0.09*** -8.52% 0.05* 14.22% 0.07**

1 Supplemental grocery Store and  
Multiple religious Institutions within a 1/2 Mile 7.47% 0.02*** -15.04% 0.04*** – – – – – –

1 Supplemental grocery Store and  
Multiple gift Shops within a 1/2 Mile 12.30% 0.05** 13.77% 0.05** – – -5.92% 0.03** -16.72% 0.07***
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Source: land policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2014.

Table 89: Descriptive Statistics for Surveyed Homes

Description Mean Std. Dev. Min. Max.

Sold in 2000 0.05 0.21 0 1

Sold in 2001 0.05 0.22 0 1

Sold in 2002 0.07 0.26 0 1

Sold in 2003 0.08 0.28 0 1

Sold in 2004 0.10 0.30 0 1

Sold in 2005 0.11 0.32 0 1

Sold in 2006 0.11 0.31 0 1

Sold in 2007 0.10 0.29 0 1

Sold in 2008 0.09 0.28 0 1

Sold in 2009 0.11 0.31 0 1

Sold in 2010 0.09 0.29 0 1

Sold in 2011 0.04 0.19 0 1

Sold in 2012 0 0.03 0 1

# of bathrooms 1.87 0.87 0 6

Square Footage in Tens of Square Feet 16.19 8.74 2.69 72.12

% of households below poverty line 14.42% 10.84% 0.50% 77.30%

% of households with Associate’s Degree or higher 47.79% 16.55% 8.70% 89.50%

river Within 200 Feet 0.01 0.08 0 1

lake Within 200 Feet 0 0.06 0 1

Influence of parks and recreation 0.45 0.50 0 1

Influence of Street lighting 0.15 0.35 0 1

Influence of Shade Trees 0.37 0.48 0 1

Influence of Interior 0.75 0.43 0 1

Influence of Investment potential 0.33 0.47 0 1

Influence of having great neighbors nearby 0.48 0.50 0 1

Influence of Affordable housing in neighborhood 0.62 0.49 0 1

Influence of Commute to job or School 0.68 0.47 0 1

Influence of nearby Shopping 0.51 0.50 0 1

AppEnDIx g: SUrvEYED hOMES AnAlYSIS rESUlTS
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Description Mean Std. Dev. Min. Max.

high-quality Walking 0.78 0.41 0 1

presence of garage 0.85 0.35 0 1

presence of Fireplace 0.50 0.50 0 1

presence of porch 0.60 0.49 0 1

presence of Deck 0.59 0.49 0 1

presence of Finished basement 0.28 0.45 0 1

presence of partially Finished basement 0.36 0.48 0 1

Energy Efficiency Improvements Made before purchase 0.38 0.49 0 1

Sidewalk presence at house 0.84 0.37 0 1

bike lane presence at house 0.06 0.25 0 1

perceived Safety of neighborhood 0.95 0.21 0 1

lansing, MI 0.12 0.33 0 1

Traverse City, MI 0.11 0.31 0 1

royal Oak, MI 0.13 0.33 0 1

Flint, MI 0.04 0.20 0 1

grand rapids, MI 0.09 0.28 0 1

kalamazoo, MI 0.12 0.32 0 1

Davenport, IA 0.06 0.24 0 1

rochester, Mn 0.09 0.29 0 1

lakewood, Oh 0.06 0.23 0 1

Madison, WI 0.16 0.36 0 1

Manitowoc, WI 0.04 0.19 0 1

Table 89: Descriptive Statistics for Surveyed Homes (cont.)

Source: land policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2014.
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Table 90: regression results for Surveyed Homes
Variable Name Coeff. Std. Err.

Constant $37,384.07 0.07***

Sold in 2001 – –

Sold in 2002 9.09% 0.04**

Sold in 2003 15.03% 0.04***

Sold in 2004 19.36% 0.04***

Sold in 2005 27.25% 0.04***

Sold in 2006 25.73% 0.04***

Sold in 2007 27.89% 0.04***

Sold in 2008 21.77% 0.04***

Sold in 2009 8.87% 0.04**

Sold in 2010 14% 0.04***

Sold in 2011 15.37% 0.05***

Sold in 2012 – –

# of bathrooms 6.18% 0.01***

Square Footage in Tens of Square Feet 2.53% 0***

% of households below poverty line 0.20% 0*

% of households with Associates Degree or higher 0.50% 0***

river Within 200 Feet – –

lake Within 200 Feet 38.82% 0.14**

Influence of parks and recreation 3.25% 0.02*

Influence of Street lighting -5.54% 0.02**

Influence of Shade Trees 6.61% 0.02***

Influence of Interior – –

Influence of Investment potential -4.30%  0.02***

Influence of having great neighbors nearby 4.19% 0.02***

Influence of Affordable housing in neighborhood -7.60% 0.02***

* Significant at the 0.10 confidence level.
** Significant at the 0.05 confidence level.
*** Significant at the 0.01 confidence level.
– This variable is not significant.
Source: land policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2014.
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Variable Name Coeff. Std. Err.

high-quality Walking 8.11% 0.02***

Influence of Commute to job or School – –

Influence of nearby Shopping – –

presence of garage 14.22% 0.03***

presence of Fireplace 11.40% 0.02***

presence of porch -2.66% 0.02*

presence of Deck – –

presence of Finished basement 12.41% 0.02***

presence of partially Finished basement 6.40% 0.02***

Energy Efficiency Improvements Made before 
purchase – –

Sidewalk presence at house – –

bike land presence at house – –

perceived Safety of neighborhood – –

Traverse City, MI 34.31% 0.04***

royal Oak, MI 38.54% 0.04***

Flint, MI -25.17% 0.05***

grand rapids, MI – –

kalamazoo, MI -8.52% 0.03***

Davenport, IA -25.17% 0.05***

rochester, Mn -29.39% 0.05***

lakewood, Oh – –

Madison, WI 38.82% 0.03***

Manitowoc, WI – –

Table 90: regression results for Surveyed Homes (cont.)

* Significant at the 0.10 confidence level.
** Significant at the 0.05 confidence level.
*** Significant at the 0.01 confidence level.
– This variable is not significant.
Source: land policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2014.
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michigan state university has been advancing knowledge and transforming lives through innovative 

teaching, research and outreach for more than 150 years. msu is known internationally as a major public 

university, with global reach and extraordinary impact. its 17 degree-granting colleges attract scholars 

worldwide who are interested in combining education with practical problem solving. www.msu.edu

The land policy institute was founded in 2006 and focuses on research and outreach related to land use, 

regional strategic growth in the new economy and sustainable communities. The institute is affiliated 

with the msu school of planning, design and construction, and collaborates with many faculty, centers 

and institutes across campus, as well as stakeholders outside the university. The land policy institute 

delivers innovative solutions, transitioning knowledge from a variety of experts to the community.  

www.landpolicy.msu.edu

land policy Institute

School of planning, Design and Construction

The school of planning design and construction will be known for leading education, research 

and outreach towards the integration of planning, design and construction to create a sustainable 

built and natural environment. The goal of spdc is to create knowledge that enriches communities, 

advances economic and family life through leadership, fosters the development of entrepreneurial 

creativity, imbues a sense of social responsibility, promotes the appreciation of cultural relevance, 

and above all, advances the understanding of environmentally beneficial planning, design and 

construction. www.spdc.msu.edu

http://www.msu.edu
http://www.landpolicy.msu.edu
http://www.spdc.msu.edu
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The Full report
This full report is available for download online at

www.landpolicy.msu.edu/RebuildingprosperousplacesinmiReport.

The summary report is also available for download online at

www.landpolicy.msu.edu/RebuildingprosperousplacesinmiReport/summary.

Photos by Alan Light, pg. 51 top; iStock, pg. 52; Jeff Dawson, Lester Public Library, pg. 54; J. Stephen Conn, pg. 53; the Mayo Clinic, pg. 51 
bottom; and the Michigan Municipal League, front cover and pgs. iii, 1, 4, 11, 15, 42, 44–47, 49–50, 57, 64, 67, 71, 75, 87, 90, 93 and 95.
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