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Executive Summary 

Major transit investments such as new Light Rail Transit (LRT) or Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) 
lines often bring significant accessibility benefits to surrounding neighborhoods and lead to the 
physical upgrading of those neighborhoods. Researchers have also begun to explore the social 
changes and community upheaval that occur alongside the physical upgrading of neighborhoods.  

Neighborhood changes are generally associated with many things—including housing 
conversions, racial and demographic changes, and shifts in occupational character and social 
prestige. Most existing research focuses on quantifying neighborhood changes using objective 
data; few studies examine self-reported perceptions of transit-induced neighborhood change 
among neighborhood residents.  

With intentions to fill knowledge gaps and capitalize on the unique opportunities in the Twin 
Cities to better understand individual perceptions of transit-induced neighborhood change, the 
authors surveyed residents in selected neighborhoods along four existing and planned Twin 
Cities transit corridors, including: 

• The existing Hiawatha LRT line, 
• The existing Northstar commuter rail line, 

• The planned Cedar Ave BRT line, and 
• The planned Central Corridor LRT line.

Mechanisms Underlying Transit-Induced Neighborhood Change 
Although improved transit service can be particularly beneficial to poor and/or transit-dependent 
households, it may have unintended social consequences. Growing demand for transit may 
strengthen competition among residents with differing needs and means. Fixed-guideway 
transit’s ability to attract choice riders is frequently discussed in the literature. Multiple studies 
find poor residents moving into station areas in significant numbers. This potential competition 
for access leads to different types of neighborhood change to occur in different neighborhoods. 
The neighborhood may become dominated by low-income households as more affluent 
households move away. In other cases, affluent households can out-bid low-income households. 
In others still, low-income households can live in gentrifying station areas, spending more on 
housing for transit access. These changes can generate social tensions between neighborhood 
residents. It is therefore important to undertake the individual-level investigations into residents’ 
perceptions of and reactions to transit-induced neighborhood change. Such investigations will 
help policy makers to identify “winners” and “losers” within neighborhood change processes and 
further help to propose population-specific solutions for improving social equity. 

Quantifying Neighborhood Change 
Though this study is primarily concerned with exploring residents’ and business’ perceptions of 
neighborhood social change processes as they relate to major transit projects, an analysis of basic 
social change indicators in the Twin Cities metropolitan area provides valuable context. Analysis 
of changes in Census Bureau Longitudinal Employer and Housing Dynamics (LEHD) database 
shows the following trends for the study corridors: 

• Younger workers increase more than in the transit-served area as a whole. 
• Low-income workers increase along Cedar Avenue and Northstar, change little along Central 

Corridor, decrease along Hiawatha. 



 

 

• Middle-income workers decrease by similar percentages along the study corridors to the 
metro as a whole, with the exception of the Cedar Avenue corridor, where they decrease less. 

• High-wage workers increase more than in the metro as a whole or the transit service area 
along the two light rail corridors.   

Low-wage workers increase significantly in the suburbs.    

Survey of Residents 
A key part of the study was examining how residents of neighborhoods near transitway stations 
perceive neighborhood change, as well as how socioeconomic characteristics shape those 
perceptions. This research task involved a random-sampled survey of 750 households located in 
16 neighborhoods along existing and planned Twin Cities transitways.  

The questionnaire sorts respondents into “winners” and “losers” based on their responses to key 
questions about past and future change in the neighborhood and transitway impacts. The 
remainder of the questionnaire explores what respondent characteristics shape perceptions of 
neighborhood change and specific transit impacts 

Results 
The survey produced 750 responses. Central Corridor yielded 195; Hiawatha, Cedar Avenue and 
Northstar generated 192, 190 and 173, respectively. The response rate of the survey was 35%—
meaning 35% of households reached by door-to-door recruiting agreed to participate. Using 
descriptive statistics and ordered probit regression analysis, the following conclusions can be 
drawn about residents’ perceptions: 

• Both urban and suburban corridor residents expect positive changes from transitways. 
However, significant differences appear in how positive from corridor to corridor. 

• Inter-neighborhood and length-of-residency differences call for community-sensitive station-
area and TOD planning. 

• Racial differences in perceptions highlight need for community-sensitive planning, and 
involvement of minority communities in the process. 

• People who have any experience with fixed-guideway transit corridors overwhelmingly had 
positive experiences, suggesting the importance of focusing on non-users to build support. 

• Current frequent transit users and transit-dependent residents see themselves and their 
neighborhoods gaining from rail/BRT development 

• Fixed-guideway transit corridors should not avoid high transit-dependency neighborhoods, 
but strive to serve existing residents. 

• Current riders and transit-dependent could be strong base of support if seriously involved in 
planning process early on.  

• Appropriate interventions— 
o Need to be corridor-, neighborhood-, and population-specific. 
o Can include actual policy changes and/or public education campaigns. 

Survey of Businesses 
Transitways can have profound impacts on the business environments of the neighborhoods they 
serve. Following the completion of the resident survey, the research team conducted a similar 
survey of station-area businesses located in or near the study neighborhoods. 



 

 

The business survey questionnaire largely mirrors the questionnaire employed in the resident 
survey. Once again, the survey revolves around key questions intended to sort respondents into 
those who see themselves as “winners” and “losers” in the transitway development process. The 
remaining questions cover changes in the neighborhood, concerns about transitway construction 
impacts for planned corridors, employee and customer characteristics, and general background 
information on both the business and the respondent. 

Results 
One-hundred sixty businesses responded to the survey, with an even distribution between 
corridors. Response rates varied by corridor from 43% to 22%. Using descriptive statistics and 
ordered logistic regression analysis, the following conclusions can be drawn about residents’ 
perceptions: 

• Businesses are generally more positive about the future than the past. 
• Significant concerns about construction impacts are present in incomplete corridors. 
• Positive perceptions of future impacts out-number negatives for all corridors, but- 

o Significant corridor-to-corridor differences appear in number of positives, and 
o Number and strength of negatives. 

• Some businesses might feel like they’re being “planned out” of transitway areas based on 
sector, size and/or age. 

• Racial/nativity status divisions are powerful, but complex, underscoring need for community 
outreach and dialogue. 

• Belief that customers ride or will ride has a major, positive impact on perceptions. 

Conclusions 
Overall, perceptions of transitways’ neighborhood impacts are positive. Even so, variation from 
corridor to corridor and from neighborhood to neighborhood in the precise mix of positive, 
benign and negative expected impacts demonstrates the existence of groups who see themselves 
as “losers” in the transitway development process. Residents and businesses with positive, 
neutral and negative perceptions all call for targeted outreach efforts.  

Outreach to those with negative perceptions could seek to address concerns about transitway 
projects. The survey results suggest that neighborhood security, continued automotive access and 
pedestrian safety are crucial issues for public involvement. Many suburban residents and 
businesses expect no impact at all from transitways; outreach to these groups should nonetheless 
seek to involve them in the planning process. Community members who expect positive impacts 
should be proactively included in outreach as well to ensure all voices in the neighborhood are 
heard, to tap into a base of community support for transit improvements, and as links with the 
local community to help bring other community members to the table. The survey results suggest 
community development and placemaking impacts of transitways such as attraction of more 
businesses and residents are valuable anchor issues to engage community members with positive 
perceptions. 

Multiple findings of both business and residential surveys demonstrate a need for local 
community-sensitive planning of and around transitways. In addition, the results demonstrate 
that local communities requiring planning consideration and outreach efforts can be defined in 
multiple ways, including geography, cultural identity and time in the neighborhood.
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1  Introduction 

Major transit investments such as new light rail or bus rapid transit lines often bring significant 
accessibility benefits to surrounding neighborhoods and lead to the physical upgrading of those 
neighborhoods. Much research has been conducted on land use changes associated with transit 
improvements (Cervero & Landis, 1997; Polzin, 1999). Researchers have also begun to explore 
the social changes and community upheaval that occur alongside the physical upgrading of 
neighborhoods (Freeman, 2009; Hubbard, 2009; Ley & Dobson, 2008; Perkins, Larsen, & 
Brown, 2009).  

Despite substantial progress in understanding transit-induced neighborhood change, several 
limitations exist. First, neighborhood changes are generally associated with many things—
including housing conversions, racial and demographic changes, and shifts in occupational 
character and social prestige (Atkinson, 2000; Figueroa, 1995). Many existing studies on transit 
and neighborhood change only investigate one dimension (Kahn, 2007; Knaap, Ding, & 
Hopkins, 2001; Lin, 2002), not capturing all impacts of transit improvements on neighborhood 
change. Second, much existing research focuses on gentrification and displacement issues 
(Atkinson, 2000; Immergluk, 2009), with a trend towards separating them  from the wider 
neighborhood change processes associated with transit improvements. Such a trend limits 
understanding of the wider processes at work, and tends to either paint an overly optimistic or 
overly pessimistic picture of transit-induced neighborhood change. Third, most existing research 
focuses on quantifying neighborhood changes using objective socio-demographic data (Pucher & 
Renne, 2003; Sullivan, 2007). Few studies examine self-reported perceptions of transit-induced 
neighborhood change among neighborhood residents.  

The Twin Cities area in Minnesota is in the midst of constructing a regional “transitway” 
system—a series of fixed-guideway transit corridors aimed at providing high quality transit 
service on a regional scale. Figure 1-1 shows the extent of the system proposed for development 
in the years up to 2030. The Twin Cities offer an excellent opportunity to study the 
neighborhood level impacts of transit corridors, as they are in the process of developing multiple 
transitways through varying neighborhood types, utilizing different transit modes.  

Previous research on premium transit in the Twin Cities finds that light rail attracts both low-
income transit-dependent riders as well as middle- and high-income choice riders (Cao & Jordan, 
2009). In addition, residential property values in light rail station areas increased significantly 
after light rail implementation (Goetz, Hagar, Ton, Ko, & Matson, 2010). It has also been found 
that transit accessibility to low-wage jobs increased significantly after the opening of light rail; 
accessibility benefits extend beyond station areas via bus connections (Fan, Guthrie, & Levinson, 
2011). However, accessibility to high-wage jobs increased even more than accessibility to low-
wage jobs after light rail (Fan et al., 2011). Low-wage workers and jobs showed net in-migration 
to some light rail station areas (Fan, Guthrie, & Teng, 2010). Other station areas, however, show 
net out-migration of low-wage workers and net in-migration of high-wage workers (Fan et al., 
2010). The transportation equity and neighborhood change implications of these studies make 
the current research particularly necessary, especially considering they do not directly address 
individual variations in perceived neighborhood change. 
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With intentions to fill knowledge gaps and capitalize on the unique opportunities in the Twin 
Cities to better understand individual perceptions of transit-induced neighborhood change, the 
authors surveyed residents in selected neighborhoods along four existing and planned Twin 
Cities transit corridors.  

 
Figure 1-1: Proposed Twin Cities 2030 Regional Transitway System  

1.1 Study Area and Corridors 

The study covered neighborhoods along four existing and planned fixed-guideway transit 
corridors in the Twin Cities, including:  

• The Hiawatha light rail line serving downtown Minneapolis, several urban residential 
neighborhoods, MSP International Airport and the Mall of America—opened in 2004. 
(Shown in blue.) 

• The Northstar commuter rail line, connecting downtown Minneapolis with inner and 
outer suburbs—opened in 2009. (Shown as railroad line.) 

• The Cedar Avenue bus rapid transit corridor, running from the Mall of America to the 
outer suburbs—partly operational at the time of data collection. Full-featured BRT is 
scheduled to open in 2015. (Shown in red.) 

• The planned Central Corridor light rail line, which will connect downtown Minneapolis 
with downtown Saint Paul—in final design during data collection. Though the alignment 
and station locations were selected, no construction had begun. (Shown in green, with 
solid line.) 
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As shown in Figure 1-2, each of the four corridors was observed at a different point on its 
timeline of implementation. These timeline differences offer opportunities to examine 
perceptions of neighborhood change in relation to the timeline of each transit project, as well as 
to explore events and processes that act as leading indicators of neighborhood change. In 
addition, two of the corridors (Hiawatha and Central Corridor LRT) are primarily in urban, 
central-city areas, while two (Cedar Avenue BRT and Northstar commuter rail) primarily serve 
suburban areas. This contrast allowed the survey to explore urban-suburban differences in 
perceptions. 

 
Figure 1-2: Implementation Timelines of Study Corridors  
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2  Mechanisms Underlying Transit-Induced Neighborhood Change 

2.1  Transit and Neighborhood Change 

Transitways can have profound impacts on the neighborhoods they serve.  The areas 
immediately surrounding transitway stations receive accessibility benefits that set them apart 
from other areas. When a new transitway is constructed through existing neighborhoods, it can 
drive major changes in physical, economic and social characteristics. A review of planning 
literature finds a large body of research on physical neighborhood changes driven by transit, 
particularly focusing on land use, development and urban form impacts.  Less research exists on 
the social impacts of transitways.  Even so, existing research provides important context for 
analyzing the social impacts of Twin Cities transitways.   

2.1.1  Physical Changes 
A large body of research already exists on how transitways influence physical changes in the 
neighborhoods they serve.  Common research topics include the ability of transitways to promote 
denser development and/or greater mixing of land uses, (Cervero, 1984; Guthrie & Fan, 2010; 
Knight & Trygg, 1977; Loukaitou-Siders & Banarjee, 2000; Porter, 1998) as well as the potential 
for such development to support higher levels of transit use. (Cervero, 1996; Holtzclaw, Clear, 
Dittmar, Goldstein, & Haas, 2002; Lund, Cervero, & Willson, 2004)  Transit-Oriented 
Development (TOD), along with conditions that contribute to its success, is another common 
topic. (Boarnet & Compin, 1999; Hess & Lombardi, 2004; Porter, 1998)  Research on physical 
changes as ends in themselves is beyond the scope of this study.  From here on we discuss 
physical changes in terms of how they contribute to specific social change processes. 

2.1.2  Property Values—Residential 
Previous studies have found increased property values in transitway station areas.  Goetz, Ko, 
Hagar, Ton and Matson, find that residential properties in station areas on the west side of 
Minneapolis’ Hiawatha light rail line sold for significantly higher prices than properties more 
than 800m from stations. However, the authors also found that properties in station areas to the 
east of the light rail line do not receive any selling-price premium from proximity to light rail. 
(These properties are isolated from light rail stations by an arterial street and an industrial 
corridor.) Single-family properties sold for $5,229 more on average than homes outside station 
areas after the opening of light rail.  On average, multifamily properties in station areas 
commanded a $15,755 price premium. In addition, the study found a much smaller negative 
impact on values of properties near the LRT line but not near a station. (Goetz, Hagar, Ton, Ko, 
& Matson, 2010) 

Hess and Almeida find that residential property values in Buffalo, New York increase by $2.31 
for every foot closer to a light rail station. Their study used a hedonic model to compare selling 
prices for properties at varying distances from stations while controlling for multiple size and 
design characteristics. (Hess & Almeida, 2007) Cervero also finds that apartments near BART 
rapid transit stations in the  east San Francisco Bay area rent for 10-15% more per square foot 
than similar apartments outside station areas. (Cervero, 1996)  Other studies in the Bay Area, as 
well as multiple studies of San Diego, California and Portland, Oregon consistently find higher 
property values near transit stations. (Al-Mosaind, Dueker, & Strathman, 1993; Chen, Rufolo, & 
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Dueker, 1998; Dueker & Bianco, 1999; Landis, Cervero, Guhathukurta, & Huang, 1995; Lews-
Workman & Brod, 1997) 

The trend towards increased property values near transitway stations is not universal. Nelson 
finds that residential properties near Atlanta, Georgia rapid transit stations increase in low-
income neighborhoods but decrease in high-income neighborhoods. (Nelson, 1992)  Also in a 
study of the Atlanta area, Bowes and Ihlanfeldt found modest property value gains between one 
and three miles from transit stations, but a 19% decrease for properties within a quarter mile. 
(Bowes & Ihlanfeldt, 2001) Landis, et al, find no statistically significant relationship between 
distance to Sacramento, California LRT stations and home values in a study of home sales 
throughout the city. (Landis et al., 1995) 

Goetz, et al, find that the property value increases they identified with proximity to LRT stations 
did not occur before the start of light rail construction, though plans for the line had received 
significant media coverage before ground was broken.  (Goetz et al., 2010)  However, recent 
studies in Atlanta, Georgia and Portland, Oregon find increases in station are housing prices 
along planned light rail routes. (Immergluk, 2009; Knaap, Ding, & Hopkins, 2001) Both Atlanta 
and Portland already had other rail transit lines in operation at the time of these studies. Goetz, et 
all identified lack of an example of modern rail transit in the Twin Cities as a possible obstacle 
for pre-construction increases in property values near the Hiawatha line. (Goetz et al., 2010) 

2.1.3  Property Values—Commercial 
The literature also includes examples of commercial property value premiums near transitway 
stations.  Ko and Cao find increased values for commercial properties in Hiawatha light rail 
station areas.  Their study finds no statistically significant relationship between property values 
and distance from stations before light rail; after light rail, the study finds a significant 
relationship extending roughly 1,400m from stations. (Ko & Cao, 2010) 

Cervero and Duncan compared commercial property values near light rail and commuter rail 
stations as well as freeway interchanges in Santa Clara County, California using hedonic price 
models.  They find that commercial parcels within 0.25mi of a commuter rail station sold for 
roughly $25 per square foot more than parcels farther away, while parcels within the same 
distance of light rail stations commanded a $4 per square foot premium.  Parcels within 0.5mi of 
freeway interchanges, by contrast, sold for around $2 per square foot less than parcels farther 
away. (Cervero & Duncan, 2002) Cervero also finds, in a study of joint public-private transit 
oriented development in Atlanta and Washington D.C., that office rents in joint development 
projects near stations rose by an average of $3 per square foot as rail ridership increased over an 
eleven year period. (Cervero, 1994) 

2.1.4  Gentrification 
Gentrification occurs when new middle- or high-income residents move into low-income 
neighborhoods, upgrade their homes, and cause housing prices to increase throughout the 
neighborhood.  Eventually, rising rents and property values can force long-time residents to 
move, leading to major changes in neighborhood demographics and social structures. (Chapple, 
2009; Newman & Ashton, 2004; Newman & Wyly, 2006; Podagrosi & Vojnovic, 2009; Wyly & 
Hammel, 2004)  Gentrification can occur in any area where the market will bear significantly 
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higher rents than existing tenants currently pay. (Such a situation is referred to as a rent-gap.) 
(Glass, 1964) Since much of the literature associates transitways with increased property values 
and rents, transitway projects can raise concerns about gentrification.  

Lin finds a significant relationship between gentrification and proximity to rapid transit stations 
in Chicago between 1975 and 1991. He finds that property values adjacent to transit stations 
increased 20% more than property values half a mile distant. (Lin, 2002)  In a review of the 2001 
National Household Travel Survey (NHTS), Pucher and Renne describe the incomes of rapid 
transit riders as “bipolar [...] with usage concentrated most among the poor and the affluent.” 
They also report that rail transit’s mode share increased among the highest income households 
between the 1995 NHTS and the 2001 NHTS. The rail mode share among the lowest income 
households declined over the same period. The authors link this change in travel behavior to 
gentrification of urban neighborhoods and increased higher-income transit use. This shift has 
consequences: “low-income households can no longer afford the rising housing costs near some 
rail stations, forcing them to move to areas with less transit accessibility.” (Pucher & Renne, 
2003) Other studies echo this analysis. (Danyluk & Ley, 2007; Kahn, 2007; Podagrosi & 
Vojnovic, 2009) 

In addition to finding general increases in property values near Atlanta’s proposed Beltline light 
rail, Immergluck also finds specific evidence of gentrification.  Immergluck tests for differences 
in the rates of property value appreciation between census tracts near the proposed line and the 
rest of the city. Tracts near the Beltline Tax Increment Finance (TIF) district with mostly low-
income, minority populations demonstrated significantly higher rates of property value gains 
than the city at large.  Predominantly high-income and white tracts near the TIF district did not. 
Immergluck identifies this pattern as “consistent with a notion of the Beltline project spurring 
speculation and gentrification in lower-income areas very close to the TIF district”. (Immergluk, 
2009)  

Not all researchers see the outcomes of gentrification in a negative light, even in relation to long-
time residents. Sullivan finds that residents of two gentrifying neighborhoods in Portland, 
Oregon have positive views about the past changes in their neighborhoods and expect further 
positive changes in the future.  These positive views are shared by whites, minorities, 
newcomers, long-time residents, homeowners and renters, as well as residents with different 
education levels.  However, renters and long-time African-American residents have less strongly 
positive views. (Sullivan, 2007)  Vigdor, Massey and Rivlin argue that gentrification can make 
inner city neighborhoods more attractive to low-income households, as well as to middle- and 
high-income households. The physical upgrading of neighborhoods, potential for increased local 
employment and improved public services are identified as possible benefits for low-income 
households. (Vigdor, Massey, & Rivlin, 2002) Though a strong critic of gentrification, Smith 
acknowledges that many recent urban revitalization initiatives are genuine attempts to improve 
inner-city conditions, even where the boundary between revitalization and gentrification is not 
always clear. (Smith, 2002) 
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2.1.5  Demographic Shifts 
Most research on the neighborhood social impacts of transitways focuses on gentrification. Aside 
from demographic changes of income groups included in gentrification studies, little existing 
research attempts to measure how transit impacts neighborhood demographics.  Cervero finds 
that Bay Area households living in new developments near rapid transit stations “tend to be you 
professionals, singles, and childless couples, with typically one car per household.” Residents of 
rail-based developments were also much more likely than others to work in the central business 
district or other areas with high levels of transit service. (Cervero, 1996) Pucher and Renne echo 
the latter point in terms of the demographics of transit riders, stating that rail transit users who 
are not transit dependent tend to work in central business districts. (Pucher & Renne, 2003)  In 
fact, most demographic research with a transit focus concentrates either on the demographics of 
transit users or the station area demographic conditions that support transit.  

2.1.6  Transportation Access 
Transitways are intended to improve access to important destinations by public transportation. 
(Bent, Hiatt, & Singa, 2008; Cervero, 1984; Fan, Guthrie, & Teng, 2010) However, some raise 
concerns about potential negative effects of transitway development on transit-dependent 
populations. (Black, 1993; Fan et al., 2010) Transitway projects often include a realignment of 
surrounding local bus routes to act as feeder/distributor services. Some transitway projects also 
lead to outright reductions of bus service. Transitways (and rail transit in particular) are often 
seen as primarily serving affluent, white, suburbanites who generally own cars. By contrast, local 
bus service is seen more as serving transit-dependent inner city residents who are often members 
of politically marginalized minority groups. (Cao & Jordan, 2009; Fan et al., 2010; Grengs, 
2002; Pucher & Renne, 2003) Transit accessibility can have profound social impacts on poor, 
transit-dependent individuals, as it determines what employment opportunities they can reach. 
(Alam, 2009; Fan et al., 2010; Lipman, 2006) 

This divide can incite bitter conflicts: one of the best known examples is the case of the Los 
Angeles Bus Riders Union. During development of a regional rail-based rapid transit system, the 
Los Angeles MTA undertook a series of local bus service reductions and bus and rail fare 
increases.  A large well-organized protest movement among urban bus users formed, demanding 
a rollback of fare increases and improvement to inner-city bus service. Legal action undertaken 
by the Bus Riders Union eventually led to a landmark civil rights decision and produced a 
consent decree requiring the MTA to reduce fares and upgrade its bus fleet. (J. Brown, 1998; 
Grengs, 2002; Taylor & Garret, 1998) 

The contention that transitway investments harm transit-dependent populations is contested, 
however. Fan, Guthrie and Levinson find that the construction of the Hiawatha light rail line in 
the Twin Cities significantly improved access to jobs for the working poor. These accessibility 
improvements are not confined to LRT station areas, but extend out from stations along 
connecting bus routes.  Even routes diverted to serve rail stations show significant accessibility 
improvements. (Fan, Guthrie, & Levinson, 2011) The Transit Coalition, a less-publicized Los 
Angeles citizen activist group also argues that many of the problems experienced by bus riders 
result from overly rigid service management requirements of the consent decree. The Coalition 
contends that expanded rail service is a necessary partial solution to slow, overcrowded bus 
travel. (Consent Decree White Paper to Special Master.2002) Cao and Jordan also find that low-
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income and transit-dependent individuals use Twin Cities LRT service in large numbers. Though 
they find that a smaller percentage of light rail riders are low-income and transit-dependent 
compared with local bus riders, the difference is largely due to light rail attracting more middle- 
and upper-income riders, not fewer low-income riders. (Cao & Jordan, 2009) Pucher and Renne 
also find that significant numbers transit riders from very low income households use 
transitways. (Pucher & Renne, 2003) 

2.1.7  Behavioral Changes 
Transitway investments can also impact behavior patterns in the neighborhoods they serve. The 
bulk of research on the behavioral impacts of transitways focuses on travel behavior and/or 
physical activity.  Many studies show significantly higher rates of transit use among residents of 
station areas and/or TOD projects than respective cities or regions.  Lund, Cervero and Williams 
find that surveyed residents of five station areas from four different California rail systems 
commute by transit almost five times as often as residents of surrounding cities. (Lund et al., 
2004) Cervero, Ferrell and Murphy echo this statement for residents of station areas in the San 
Francisco Bay Area, metropolitan Washington, D.C. and Toronto. (Cervero, Ferrell, & Murphy, 
2002) In a study of a Portland, Oregon light rail station area that has been a major focus of TOD 
efforts, Arrington finds that roughly 80% of residents increased their transit usage rates after 
moving into the area. (Arrington, 2000) Cao and Jordan find that most transitway riders in the 
Twin Cities walked more than the quarter mile generally accepted as the maximum pedestrian 
access distance for bus stops. (Cao & Jordan, 2009) Cervero, as well as O’Sullivan and Morrall 
find similar patterns of walking access to transitway stations. (Cervero, 2001; O'Sullivan & 
Morrall, 1996) 

Increased rates of transit use and pedestrian access to transit may also lead to higher rates of 
physical activity in station areas. Brown and Werner find significantly increased rates of physical 
activity and significantly reduced rates of obesity among transit riders compared with non-riders 
in a study of Salt Lake City light rail station areas. Their study made pre- and post-LRT opening 
observations. Twenty-three percent of residents surveyed started using transit after opening, and 
new riders had significantly lower rates of obesity compared with non-riders. (B. Brown & 
Werner, 2009) Besser and Dannenberg, Moudon, et al, and Werner and Evans also find higher 
physical activity rates among transit riders than non-riders, though none of them also consider 
health outcomes. (Besser & Dannenberg, 2005; Moudon et al., 2007; Werner & Evans, 2007) 

2.2  Processes: How Neighborhood Social Change Occurs 

Transit’s growing relevance to neighborhood social change is occurring in the context of more 
general urban social changes. One social change that is particularly relevant to renewed political 
and economic interest in transit is the renewed interest in urban living on the part of the middle 
class. (Belzer et al., 2006; Chapple, 2009; Dittmar et al., 2004) This change in demand for homes 
in cities can raise planners’ hopes for neighborhood revitalization. It can also raise concerns 
about gentrification and displacement of low-income residents.  Though they imply different 
value judgments, gentrification and neighborhood revitalization share many basic processes.  
(Smith, 2002) The follow section summarizes different processes through which neighborhood 
social change can occur. 
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2.2.1  The Wave Model 
At the most basic level, gentrification occurs when a neighborhood characterized by low-cost 
housing and low-income residents becomes desirable to middle- and high-income households. 
This change in desirability creates leads to physical upgrading of residential properties and 
increased housing costs. (Chapple, 2009; Glass, 1964; Ley, 1986; Slater, 2004)  In the traditional 
wave model of gentrification as proposed by Rose Glass, households on the lower income end of 
the middle class move into inner city neighborhoods that have suffered long-term disinvestment. 
(Glass, 1964) As these newcomers purchase and refurbish dilapidated homes, they form the first 
wave of gentrification. This first wave may make the neighborhood attractive to a second wave 
of more solidly middle class households who desire access to the central business district and 
“quality” neighborhood surroundings. The second wave is often accompanied by some degree of 
real estate speculation. The third wave arrives in the form of high-income households and 
developers attracted by the increasing desirability and improved physical condition of the 
neighborhood.  With each successive wave, property values and rent tend to rise, leading to 
displacement of low-income residents. Low-income renters tend to be impacted first, though 
even home-owners may be driven out in time due to rising property tax burdens. (Glass, 1964; 
Ley, 1986; Lin, 2002; McKinnish, Walsh, & White, 2010; Newman & Wyly, 2006; Podagrosi & 
Vojnovic, 2009; Slater, 2004)  

2.2.2  Opposing Pulls 
Lin’s empirical test of the relationship between rail transit and gentrification builds on a theory 
proposed by LeRoy and Sonstelie, who propose that suburbanization of affluent households is a 
situation created by advances in transportation that are not universally affordable.  In their 
theory, the affluent always prefer to live near the CBD, all else equal.  However, high housing 
consumption encourages affluent households to locate far from the CBD, where land values are 
lower. (Alonso, 1964; LeRoy & Sonstelie, 1983; Muth, 1969) When a new transportation mode 
is introduced, it is both faster and more expensive than previous modes: it gives affluent workers 
exclusive access to new, outer suburbs where competition for housing is lower. This situation 
leads to suburbanization of affluent households.  However, LeRoy and Sonstelie point out that 
the automobile had been almost universally adopted by the late Twentieth Century. They explain 
social change in inner city neighborhoods as a consequence of no-longer-exclusive suburbs: 
when most workers commute by the same mode, the advantages of living close to the CBD drive 
the location decisions of more affluent households. (LeRoy & Sonstelie, 1983)  DeSalvo and 
Huq use different methods to arrive at the same conclusions.  They contended, however, that 
rising wages over time may contribute to residential location and mode choice, as well. (DeSalvo 
& Huq, 1996) 

2.2.3  Neoliberal Urbanism 
Some researchers contend that modern-day neighborhood social changes are not caused entirely 
by market forces, but are actively promoted by public policy.  These changes are generally called 
“urban regeneration” or “neighborhood revitalization” by their proponents.  The word 
“gentrification” is generally absent. (Newman & Ashton, 2004; Smith, 2002) Newman and 
Ashton go so far as to argue that “a neoliberal policy regime, emphasizing poverty 
deconcentration, mixed-income neighborhoods, homeownership support, and reliance on the 
private market rather than the state, has played a key role[.]” They find that such policies 
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produce benefits for homebuyers in impacted neighborhoods, but may lead to displacement of 
long-time residents as very low cost housing is replaced with housing of more moderate value. 
(Newman & Ashton, 2004)  Smith identifies gentrification as a central economic development 
strategy of the modern globalized city. With the effective collapse of Keynesian urban policies 
such as social housing and other welfare state programs, Smith points to an emerging “neoliberal 
urbanism.” In this new system, cities in the developed world are no longer major centers of 
production, nor are they functional parts of economic regions such as the industrial Midwest.  
(Smith, 2002)  In this system, cities are effectively interchangeable. These cities do not compete 
for development and investment based on proximity to raw materials or freight transportation 
nodes; they compete by making themselves attractive places to live, work, play and visit.  This is 
actually a basic analysis shared by neoliberal urbanism’s boosters and its critics.  (Florida, 2002; 
Katz, 2001; Smith, 2002) 

In the neoliberal urbanism model, real estate development—particularly for residential uses—is a 
primary means of wealth creation for post-industrial cities. (Smith, 2002) To promote this, 
public-sector revitalization initiatives often focus on creating spaces for middle-class residences 
and recreation.  These spaces can be created in vacant areas or at the expense of existing 
working-class spaces. (Newman & Ashton, 2004; Smith, 2002) Curran identifies a “narrative of 
obsolescence” in the planning field as driving cities to actively plan for the conversion of 
remaining, viable industrial uses into upscale residential uses.  This “gentrification of work” can 
force many of the few remaining family-wage, working-class jobs to relocate to suburban areas 
inaccessible to transit-dependent workers. (Curran, 2004; Curran, 2007)    

Other researchers even find implicit racial overtones in public policies aimed at the revitalization 
of largely low-income, minority neighborhoods. Gonzalez and Lejano claim that planners’ 
concepts of neighborhood revitalization needs are often strongly rooted in Anglo-American 
history and culture. They find that residents of minority neighborhoods do not necessarily share 
the average planner’s concept of needs for redevelopment or desirable development types. 
(Gonzalez & Lejano, 2009) Podagrosi and Vojnovic contend that a recent Houston, Texas 
redevelopment, poverty deconcentration and home ownership initiatives, including the 
construction of a light rail line, have undertones of “social upgrading” as well as physical 
upgrading. Though removal of low-income, minority residents from neighborhood bordering 
downtown Houston is not a stated goal of these initiatives, it is a consistent result. (Podagrosi & 
Vojnovic, 2009) 

2.3  How Transitways Fit In 

Many researchers have found major social changes to be empirically associated with transitways. 
Still, how do these changes come about? Why does high-quality transit once again play a 
significant role in shaping neighborhood social structures? What chains of events leading to 
social change can occur in neighborhoods served by a transitway? The following section 
describes the processes through which transitways can lead to neighborhood social change in the 
context of changes in the larger urban system. 

2.3.1  Growing Demand for Transit 
Transit is no longer only the mode of last resort in the United States. According to the Center for 
Transit-Oriented Development: 
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Whatever the reason — high gas prices, frustration over sitting in traffic or 
newfound convenience and easy access — people who have choices are 
choosing to use transit and regions with and without rail transit are working to 
accommodate this choice. (Belzer et al., 2006) 

In part, renewed demand for transit may be a consequence of renewed demand for urban living. 
As Pucher and Renne point out, transitways can outperform the automobile in inner-city areas 
due to road congestion. (Pucher & Renne, 2003)  Transitways also offer a high level of service to 
the CBD jobs held by many individuals participating in the “back to the city” phenomenon. 
(Cervero, 1996; Chapple, 2009; Fan, Guthrie, & Levinson, 2011; Lin, 2002) Even for those who 
do not work in the CBD, access to the CBD for entertainment and cultural events is an 
increasingly desired amenity.  (Belzer et al., 2006)  Other key reasons for the growth in demand 
for transit include: 

Changes in Consumer Demand—Young people who have recently entered the housing market 
tend to desire denser development and more vibrant urban locations than earlier generations.  
(The New Transit Town: Best Practices in Transit-Oriented Development2004; Dittmar et al., 
2004; Florida, 2002)  

Household Composition Changes—Households composed of singles, childless couples, and 
empty-nesters comprise more of the population than ever before.  Traditional nuclear 
families now account for less than one-in-four American households.  Car-dependent, 
suburban landscapes designed around domesticity and child-rearing are less relevant. 
(Cervero, 1996; Dittmar et al., 2004)   

Aging Population—The general aging of the population contributes to transit demand. As baby 
boomers move towards retirement, many desire neighborhoods where they will not need to 
depend on driving as they age.(Belzer et al., 2006; Dittmar et al., 2004) 

2.3.2  Attraction of Diverse Population Groups 
Transitways attract residents with differing needs and means.  Though transitways’ ability to 
attract choice riders is frequently discussed in the literature, (Cao & Jordan, 2009; Lund, 
Cervero, & Willson, 2004; Pucher & Renne, 2003) transitways are attractive to low-income 
individuals as well. Multiple studies find low-income residents moving into transitway station 
areas in significant numbers. (Bowes & Ihlanfeldt, 2001; Fan, Guthrie, & Teng, 2010; Nelson, 
1992) This attractiveness of transitways to very different income groups can lead to different 
types of social change. The neighborhood may come to be dominated by low-income households 
as more affluent households move away.  (Bowes & Ihlanfeldt, 2001; Nelson, 1992) In other 
cases, more affluent households may consistently out-bid low-income households, leading to the 
gentrification of station areas. (Immergluk, 2009; Lin, 2002) In other cases still, low-income 
households may live in gentrifying station areas, spending increased percentages of their 
incomes on housing for access to the transit service they need. (Belzer et al., 2006; Vigdor, 
Massey, & Rivlin, 2002) The latter may lead to social tension between neighborhood residents, 
particularly when both income groups feel a sense of attachment to/ownership of the 
neighborhood. Low- and high-income residents may have differing social norms.  As a result, 
high-income residents may perceive normal low-income social activities as disorderly and 
uncivil. Low-income residents may perceive high-income concern for neighborhood quality of 
life as intrusive. (Sullivan & Padin, 2008) This pattern can even occur in neighborhoods where 
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both low- and high-income residents view past and expected future neighborhood changes in a 
positive light.  (Sullivan, 2007) 

2.3.3  Transformative Potential 
Transitways can stimulate transformative station-area land use changes.  These changes 
primarily take the form of increased densities and diversified land uses.  (Cervero, 1984; Guthrie 
& Fan, 2010; Hess & Lombardi, 2004; Landis, Cervero, Guhathukurta, & Huang, 1995) Both 
market forces and public policy decisions drive these changes.  (The New Transit Town: Best 
Practices in Transit-Oriented Development2004; Cervero, 1994)  

As discussed earlier, transitway investments can lead to significant increases in station-area 
property values.  When this occurs, land near transitway stations becomes more attractive for 
intense development.   (Cervero & Duncan, 2002; Kahn, 2007) Since development intensity is 
determined both by market demand and local zoning, public policy decisions can have profound 
impacts as well. (The New Transit Town: Best Practices in Transit-Oriented Development2004; 
Kahn, 2007) Kahn finds that public policy can channel transit-oriented housing demand into new 
high-density developments if local governments use zoning to facilitate their construction.  He 
also finds that zoning can lead to greater inflation of surrounding housing prices if used to 
restrict density in station areas. When this is the case, the pent-up demand for housing near 
transitway stations can lead to more rapid and/or complete gentrification of surrounding 
neighborhoods. (Kahn, 2007) The development of a transitway can also provide the initial 
increase in neighborhood desirability that sets successive waves of gentrification in motion, even 
if zoning prohibits major land-use changes.  (Belzer et al., 2006; Immergluk, 2009; Kahn, 2007)   

2.3.4  Transit-Oriented Development 
By creating the market demand for major redevelopment of station areas, and/or providing 
reasons for zoning to allow it, transitway investments also create opportunities to develop the 
types of communities that are highly in demand among growing numbers of middle-class and 
affluent households. (Chapple, 2009; Dittmar et al., 2004; Immergluk, 2009; Kahn, 2007) 
Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) projects have gained favor in recent years as a way to 
improve utilization of transit, encourage more sustainable development patterns, and create 
communities with desirable characteristics of urban life in suburban areas. (The New Transit 
Town: Best Practices in Transit-Oriented Development 2004; Arrington, 2000; Dittmar et al., 
2004)   

TOD projects can lead to community conflict, however.  Residents of surrounding 
neighborhoods may object strongly to increases in density. (The New Transit Town: Best 
Practices in Transit-Oriented Development 2004; Kahn, 2007) In addition, neighborhood 
residents may be wary of large-scale public-private developments around transit stations, 
especially if the private partner is perceived as having too much power.  The Lindbergh City 
Center development in Atlanta offers a particularly stark example of community opposition to a 
TOD for such reasons.  Even if TOD projects so opposed are built, planners may attempt to 
soothe surrounding residents by physically isolating the development from them, leading to 
social isolation between neighborhood and newcomers. (The New Transit Town: Best Practices 
in Transit-Oriented Development2004)  



 

13 

Transit-Oriented Development can also serve as an important tool for accommodating pent-up 
demand for housing near transit without leading to rampant gentrification of surrounding 
neighborhoods. By providing large numbers of new housing units within a relatively small land 
area, TOD’s that include high-density housing can act as “safety-valves” for demand in nearby 
neighborhoods.  (Kahn, 2007)  In addition, the inherent efficiency of high-density development 
can create opportunities for the provision of affordable housing in station areas, acting as a 
further check on gentrification.  The rezonings often required for TOD projects to proceed also 
give local governments some leverage to encourage developers to include affordable housing in 
TOD projects. (The New Transit Town: Best Practices in Transit-Oriented Development2004; 
Belzer et al., 2006)  

Figure 2-1 summarizes some of the social change processes a transitway can set in motion. 

 
Figure 2-1: Social Change Processes 

2.4  Previous Research on the Twin Cities 

Previous Transitway Impacts Research Program studies have investigated several neighborhood 
change processes in the specific context of the Hiawatha light rail line, the first modern 
transitway to be built in the Twin Cities metropolitan area. Key findings from these studies 
related to the present research include: 
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• Low-income and transit-dependent riders use the Hiawatha light rail line in significant 
numbers. (Cao & Jordan, 2009) 

• The Hiawatha line also carries significant numbers of reverse-commuters toward 
suburban employment centers where many entry-level jobs are located. (Cao & Jordan, 
2009) 

• However, light rail attracts larger percentages of middle- and high-income choice riders 
than surrounding local bus routes. (Cao & Jordan, 2009)  

• Residential property values in light rail station areas increased significantly after light rail 
implementation. (Goetz et al., 2010) 

• Commercial and industrial properties also increased in value after LRT 
implementation.(Ko & Cao, 2010)  

• Transit accessibility to low-wage jobs increased significantly after the opening of light 
rail; accessibility benefits are extended beyond station areas by bus connections. (Fan et 
al., 2010) 

• However, accessibility to high-wage jobs increased even more than accessibility to low-
wage jobs after light rail. (Fan et al., 2010) 

• Low-wage workers and jobs showed net in-migration to some light rail station areas. (Fan 
et al., 2010) 

• Other station areas, however, show net out-migration of low-wage workers and net in-
migration of high-wage workers. (Fan et al., 2010) 

The Twin Cities’ first modern transitway appears to be driving social changes in the 
neighborhoods it serves. The present research will build on what is already known about 
Hiawatha light rail neighborhood impacts, and focus directly on neighborhood social change 
around transitways as a unified process.  
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3  Quantifying Neighborhood Change 

As discussed in the preceding chapter, neighborhood social change processes can take many 
different forms. Though this study is primarily concerned with exploring residents’ and business’ 
perceptions of neighborhood social change processes as they relate to major transit projects, an 
analysis of basic social change indicators in the Twin Cities metropolitan area provides valuable 
context. This context will aid the interpretation of individual perceptions within the overall 
trajectory of social change in the region.  

3.1  LEHD Social Change Indicators 

The Longitudinal Employer and Housing Dynamics (LEHD) Residence Area Characteristics 
(RAC) dataset offers important social status indicators at the geographical precision of the 
census block level.  The RAC data include: 

• Numbers of workers in three age groups (<30, 30-54, >55) 
• Numbers of workers in three monthly income groups (<$1,200, $1,200-$3,400, >$3,400) 
• Numbers of workers in each industry group, as defined by 2-digit NAICS codes 

LEHD data are available annually from 2002 to 2008, allowing for “before-after” analysis of the 
Hiawatha light rail corridor.  While no other Twin Cities transitway was complete at the time the 
latest data were collected, the 2008 data provide a snapshot of the Twin Cities region at a time 
when the Northstar commuter rail line was already under construction and when the Cedar 
Avenue Transitway and Central Corridor were both approaching the status of “sure things” so to 
speak. In addition, Census data are included to provide context for social status indicators not 
addressed by LEHD, such as racial identity and home ownership 

3.1.1  Changes in Worker Characteristics 
As the graphs on the following page show, social standing indicators are changing both along the 
study corridors and in the metro area as a whole.  Figure 3-1 shows that numbers of workers in 
the middle age range and low and middle income ranges decline noticeably in both the metro 
area as a whole and the transit-service area (defined as blocks intersecting a 0.5 mile buffer 
around existing transitway stations, or a 0.25 mile buffer around regular bus stops), while older 
workers and (especially) higher-income workers increase significantly.  While total workers and 
workers under 30 increase for the metro area as a whole, they change relatively little in the 
transit-served portion of it.  Though metro-wide figures continue to be displayed for context, we 
feel the transit-served metro area offers a better comparison to the transitway corridors due to 
urban form characteristics shared between them. 
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Figure 3-1: Raw Changes, Workers 
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Figure 3-2 shows relative (percentage relative to 2002 value) changes for each of these variables, 
broken down by the four study corridors as well.  Overall, the corridors show the same general 
trends as the metro, but several interesting points can be made from the comparison: 

• Younger workers increase by much larger percentages along the study corridors than in 
the transit-served area as a whole. This increase is particularly prominent along the Cedar 
Avenue and Hiawatha corridors.  

• Low-income workers actually increase along the Cedar Avenue and Northstar corridors, 
remain almost constant along Central Corridor and decrease less along Hiawatha than in 
the transit service area as a whole. 

• Middle-income workers decrease by similar percentages along the study corridors to the 
metro as a whole, with the exception of the Cedar Avenue corridor, where they decrease 
less. 

• In spite of these last two trends, high-wage workers increase by noticeably larger 
percentages than in the metro as a whole or the transit service area along the two light rail 
corridors.  This is of particular interest, as it suggests that neighborhood change along 
these corridors is not necessarily be a zero-sum game. 
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Figure 3-2: Relative Changes in Workers by Corridor 

Figures 3-3, 3-4 and 3-5 show localized percentage changes in numbers of workers falling into 
the three income categories.  Though they demonstrate the same broad pattern as Figures 3-1 and 
3-2, several interesting local trends do appear: 

• Low-wage workers increase significantly in the suburbs.  This trend holds for the impact 
areas of the suburban study corridors, but does not appear vastly different from the 
baseline trend. 

• Numbers of low-wage workers either remain roughly constant or increase in most blocks 
along both urban light rail corridors, particularly toward the northern end of the Hiawatha 
corridor and the eastern end of the Central Corridor. 

• Workers in the middle income group decrease in number throughout the metro.  The 
trend holds for the study corridors, with the exception of a small concentration of 
growth/stasis near the northern end of the Hiawatha line.  This concentration extends 
beyond the transitway impact area, as defined here, and appears tied to the Lake Street 
corridor. 

• Workers in the highest LEHD wage category increase in almost all areas.  Some of the 
largest increases percentage-wise occur near the northern end of the Hiawatha corridor 
and the eastern end of the Central Corridor route.
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Figure 3-3: Change in Workers Earning <$1,200/Month  
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Figure 3-4: Change in Workers Earning $1,200 - $3,400/Month 
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Figure 3-5: Change in Workers Earning >$3,400/Month 
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3.1.2  Changes in Industries of Workers 
Figures 3-6 and 3-7 show changes in workers employed in twenty industry groups, as defined by 
two-digit NAICS codes.  Overall, the graph of raw changes in metro-wide and transit-served area 
totals shows that declining industries (such as manufacturing and construction) decline by 
roughly equal absolute numbers in the metro as a whole and the transit-served area.  In other 
words, the transit-served area accounts for most of the net declines in residents employed in 
these sectors.  Growth industries (such as professional, scientific and technical services, 
educational services, as well as health care and social assistance) do grow significantly in the 
transit served area, but often show nearly double that growth in the metro as a whole: roughly 
half the new workers in these industries (in net terms) live outside the transit-served area. 

 
Figure 3-6: Overall Change in Industries of Workers 
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Figure 3-7 shows that residents employed in most industry groups change by generally similar 
percentages in transitway impact areas as in both the transit served area and the metro.   The 
Hiawatha corridor and the suburban corridors demonstrate somewhat larger gains in several 
industry groups associated with white-collar professional jobs, while the Central Corridor area 
show a much smaller gain in managerial employees than any of the other areas, though the 
Hiawatha corridor is the only area that fails to show significant growth in the administration, 
services, waste management and remediation industry group.  For the most part, however, trends 
are nearly always in the same direction for the corridors as for the metro and the transit-served 
area, and magnitudes tend to be similar. (Please note: The forestry, fishing and hunting, mining, 
and utilities industry groups experience relatively small absolute growth, but grow from very 
small bases. They are omitted from the relative change graph to avoid distorting the scale.)  
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Figure 3-7: Relative Changes in Industries of Workers by Corridor
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3.2  Census Data Social Change Indicators 

Figure 3-8 shows Census demographics that are accurate at the block level for the entire metro, 
the transit served area, and each study corridor in 2000. Only data held constant during data 
swapping (and therefore accurate at the block level) are included. The Cedar Avenue and 
Northstar impact areas show very similar demographics to both the metro area as a whole and the 
transit served area.  Hiawatha and Central Corridor, however, differ significantly from the former 
two in terms of racial makeup and home ownership rates.  Both urban LRT corridors have 
significantly lower white and higher African American percentages, and slightly higher Latino 
percentages.  In addition, the Central Corridor impact area has a much larger Asian population 
percentage than any other area, while the Hiawatha impact area has a noticeably larger—though 
still small—percentage of American Indian residents than any other area.  Differences in home-
ownership are equally striking: the Central Corridor and Hiawatha impact areas are the only 
areas in which a majority of occupied housing units are not owner-occupied.  This pattern may 
point to more favorable conditions for rapid neighborhood social change along these corridors 
due to less secure housing tenure, and traditionally high turnover rates for rental housing.  

 
Figure 3-8: Baseline Census Demographics (Year 2000) 
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Figure 3-9 shows the same Census demographics for 2010. Overall, the Twin Cities metropolitan 
area has become somewhat more racially diverse, with non-Hispanic whites accounting for 
roughly ten percentage points less of the metro population as compared with 2000. Modest 
increases in Hispanics’, African Americans’ and Asians’ respective percentages account for 
much of the difference.  Children account for a slightly smaller percentage of the population, 
while home ownership rates change little. Most inter-corridor differences are quite similar to 
those seen in 2000, with the exceptions of Hispanics and African Americans. Hiawatha shows a 
greater difference for Hispanics, while the urban-suburban difference lessens for African 
Americans. 
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Figure 3-9: Census Demographics, 2010 
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Figures 3-10 and 3-11 show percentages of minority residents in Twin Cities census blocks in 
2000 and 2010, respectively.  Significant concentrations of racial minority residents are present 
near the northern end of the Hiawatha corridor and the eastern end of the Central Corridor route.  
These high-minority (often majority-minority) areas stand out from their surroundings.  
Suburban blocks with high minority percentage become much more common in 2010, especially 
in the northwest metro. Figures 3-12 and 3-13 show percentages of owner-occupied housing in 
the same years. Many areas with high concentrations of minority residents match up strikingly 
well with the largest areas of consistently low home-ownership rates in the metro, though less 
change is apparent in housing tenure patterns than in minority residents’ places of residence.  
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Figure 3-10: Percentages of Minority Residents, 2000 
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Figure 3-11: Percentages of Minority Residents, 2010 
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Figure 3-12: Percentages of Owner-Occupied Housing, 2000 
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Figure 3-13: Percentages of Owner-Occupied Housing, 201
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4  Survey of Residents 

A key part of the study was examining how residents of neighborhoods near transitway stations 
perceive neighborhood change, as well as how socioeconomic characteristics shape those 
perceptions. This research task involved a random-sampled survey of 750 households located in 
sixteen neighborhoods along existing and planned Twin Cities transitways. This chapter 
describes the questionnaire and survey process employed. 

4.1  Questionnaire 

The questionnaire revolves around identifying respondents who see themselves “winning” or 
“losing” from changes in their neighborhoods and transitway development.  The four study 
corridors are all at different stages of development, and transitways may continue to drive 
neighborhood changes long after completion. To address these issues, the survey instrument asks 
respondents about changes they observed over the past five years and changes they expect over 
the next five years.  The questionnaire also asks respondents about specific changes in their 
neighborhoods, their preferences of development types, their travel behavior and perceptions of 
transit, as well as background demographic information. 

4.1.1  The Four Key Questions 
The questionnaire sorts respondents into “winners” and “losers” based on their responses to four 
key questions:  (Note: Each questionnaire identifies the transitway corridor in question by name.) 

Overall, has this neighborhood become a better or worse place to live over the 
PAST five years—or since you moved in—or has it stayed about the same? 

Overall, what is your opinion of any effects the [transitway] has had on the 
neighborhood so far? 

Overall, will this neighborhood become a better or worse place to live over the 
NEXT five years, or will it stay about the same? 

Overall, what is your opinion of how the [transitway] will affect this 
neighborhood in the future? 

Answers are multiple-choice, using a five-point Likert scale as follows: much worse, somewhat 
worse, about the same, somewhat better, much better (for the neighborhood questions); strongly 
negative, somewhat negative, neither negative nor positive, somewhat positive, strongly positive 
(for the transitway questions). Based on these answers, respondents can be grouped into those 
who suffer due to overall neighborhood changes and the transitway, those who suffer due to 
overall neighborhood change but gain (or suffer less) due to the transitway, those who gain from 
overall neighborhood change but suffer (or gain less) due to the transitway and those who gain 
from overall neighborhood change and the transitway, as shown in Table 6-1.  
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Table 4-1: Key Questions 

  Transitway Impact 

  Positive Negative 

Neighborhood 
Change 

Better Gain, augmented by 
transitway. 

Gain, offset by 
transitway. 

Worse Loss, alleviated by 
transitway. 

Loss, compounded by 
transitway. 

 

These questions allow us to distinguish between respondents’ perceptions of changes in the 
neighborhood as a whole and their perceptions of the specific impacts of transitways.  Asking 
both the neighborhood and transitway questions in the past tense, then repeating them in the 
future tense allows us to better compare transitways at different stages of development.  

4.1.2  Topics Covered 
The questionnaire is divided into three sections by broad topics of questions.  The first section 
deals with questions about the neighborhood. These questions cover changes the respondent has 
observed in the past five years, current conditions and changes the respondent expects in the next 
five years.  Regarding changes observed/expected in the neighborhood, respondents are asked 
how related each is to the transitway. The goal of this section is to determine how respondents 
perceive: 

• The trajectory of neighborhood change in the recent past, 
• Current social conditions  in and physical attributes of the neighborhood, 
• The ways they expect their neighborhood to change in the future, and 
• The specific impacts the transitway has had and will have on the neighborhood. 

The second section of the questionnaire asks respondents about their travel behavior, including 
place of work and/or school, mode choice for commute and personal trips and attitudes toward 
transit.  Key goals of this section include: 

• Establishing how well respondents’ commutes are served by current and planned transit, 
• Determining how often respondents travel by transit, walking, bicycling and driving for 

commute and personal trips, 
• Examining how respondents perceive the quality of transit service, 
• Measuring how often respondents use/plan to use the transitway in their neighborhood, 

and 
• Exploring what factors drive respondents’ decisions to use/not use the transitway. 

The final section of the questionnaire collects detailed demographic, social and economic 
background information on the respondent and his or her household.  Topics covered include 
age, family type, housing costs and tenure, as well as education, occupation, income, vehicle 
ownership, gender, race/ethnicity and nativity status.  The information gathered by this section 
allows the research team to: 
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• Determine how representative the survey sample is of the study areas’ population through 
comparisons with census data, and to 

• Explore how respondents’ perceptions of neighborhood change and transitways differ 
along the lines of various social groups. 

See Appendix A for an example of the questionnaire employed. 

4.1.3  Versions 
Data collection employed a unique version of the questionnaire for each study corridor, so as to 
reflect key differences in timeline and circumstances. However, these versions were extremely 
similar, and in most cases identical except for verb tense, etc. In limited cases, a question deemed 
important for one or more corridors was clearly not applicable to the others and only appeared in 
the questionnaires it was relevant to. (For example: the Central Corridor questionnaire asks if the 
availability of rail in the neighborhood would make transit more attractive; this question was not 
applicable to completed rail corridors.)  

Due to varying levels of education and English language proficiency along the Central Corridor 
and Hiawatha light rail lines, the survey team conducted a full in-person interview for every 
response on these corridors. Respondents in Cedar Avenue and Northstar neighborhoods were 
offered a choice an in-person interview or a self-administered written questionnaire. (In the end, 
all but four chose the latter.) The personal interview and self-administered versions of the 
questionnaire for each of these corridors were identical with one exception: the self-administered 
versions included formatting, directions and branching instructions intended to make the survey 
experience for a respondent as clear and easy as possible without the aid of a trained interviewer. 

4.2  Survey Process 

4.2.1  Choosing the Study Neighborhoods 
The first stage of applying the survey involved selecting sixteen study neighborhoods: four 
individual neighborhoods along each of the four corridors. The major differences between 
corridors required some differences in precise selection criteria; however, the selection process 
always revolved around the following core principles: 

Representativeness—The authors selected neighborhoods to cover the full range of social 
conditions and development types in areas served by each of the study corridors. 

Relevant definitions—When defining neighborhood boundaries, the authors applied existing 
boundaries of neighborhood planning districts, station areas and park and ride catchment 
areas, as appropriate for areas and development types. 

Oversampling of vulnerable populations—The authors chose neighborhoods to include more 
than a representative portion of populations vulnerable to displacement and other potential 
negative consequences of transit-related neighborhood change. 

Table 4-2 lists study neighborhoods by corridor, as well as their key geographic, physical and 
social characteristics.  
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Table 4-2: Study Neighborhoods 

  

Corridor Neighborhood Definition Description Social Mix 

Central Corridor 

Prospect Park Neighborhood 
planning district 

Urban neighborhood; 
mostly single-family, 
some student 
apartments and public 
housing. 

Affluent single-
family homeowners; 
student renters; 
low-income public 
housing occupants. 

Hamline-Midway 

Neighborhood 
planning 
district, ≤0.5mi 
from stations 

Urban neighborhood; 
primarily single-family, 
some small-scale 
apartments. 

Predominantly 
middle-class; low-
income residents 
mixed in 

Thomas-Dale Neighborhood 
planning district 

Urban neighborhood; 
single family 
homes/duplexes, some 
apartments & public 
housing 

Diverse income mix; 
many African-
Americans and 
Asian immigrants 

Summit-
University 

Neighborhood 
planning 
district, ≤0.5mi 
from stations 

Urban neighborhood; 
single family 
homes/duplexes, some 
apartments & public 
housing 

Diverse income mix; 
many African-
Americans and 
Asian immigrants 

Hiawatha 

North Loop Neighborhood 
planning district 

Downtown edge, 
apartments, condos, 
lofts. Former industrial 

Largely affluent, 
some low-income 

Phillips 

Neighborhood 
planning 
district, ≤0.5mi 
from stations 

Urban neighborhood. 
Ranges from single-
family to high-density 
public housing 

Highly diverse in 
income, 
race/ethnicity, 
nativity. Large 
American-Indian 
community. 

Standish 

Neighborhood 
planning 
district, ≤0.5mi 
from stations 

Urban neighborhood. 
Primarily single-family; 
some duplexes and 
small apartments 

Predominantly 
middle-class and 
white, though other 
income and racial 
groups present. 

Mall of America Neighborhood 
planning district 

Inner suburb. Mostly 
single-family, some 
apartments. 

Overwhelmingly 
white & middle 
class; aging. 
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Table 4-2 (Cont’d) 

Corridor Neighborhood Definition Description Social Mix 

Cedar Ave 

Cedar Grove 
Bounded by freeway 
and major streets 
~0.5mi from station. 

Post-war suburb. 
Single family, with 
some townhomes 
and low-rise 
apartments. 

Middle-class, 
white. 

Apple Valley 
Walk & Ride 

Half-mile radius of 
planned on-line local 
stations. 

Late 20th Century 
suburb. Single 
family, with some 
townhomes and 
apartments near 
Cedar Ave. 

Middle-class, 
white. 

Apple Valley Park 
& Ride 

> 0.5mi, <1mi radius 
from Apple Valley 
Transit Station park 
and ride. 

Late 20th Century 
suburb.  
Predominantly 
single-family 

Middle-class, 
white. 

Lakeville-Cedar 1mi radius from 
station 

Leading edge of 
development. 
Large single-family 
homes, some 
townhomes. 

Middle-class, 
white. 

Northstar 

Fridley 

Bounded by 
Mississippi River 
and major streets 
~0.5 mi from station. 

Post-war suburb. 
Single family, with 
some townhomes 
and low-rise 
apartments. 

Middle-class, 
white. 

Coon Rapids 1mi radius from 
station 

Late 20th Century 
suburb. Single 
family, with some 
townhomes and 
apartments along 
major streets. 

Middle-class, 
white. 

Anoka 

0.5mi radius from 
station; stretched on 
one side to include 
Main Street 

Suburbanized 
small town. Modest 
sized single- 
family, duplexes 
and low-rise 
apartments 

Middle-class, 
white. 

Big Lake City limit 

Small town beyond 
continuous 
development. 
Single-family, 
some townhomes 

Middle-class, 
white. 
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4.2.2   Sampling and Recruitment 
The survey process used a geographic cluster sample, with census blocks as the sampling unit. 
The sampling process aimed for fifty responses per neighborhood. Sampling included three 
stages: 1) the random drawing of census blocks; 2) the recruitment of households; 3) selection 
for gender balance within households.   

Drawing census blocks  In the first stage of sampling, the authors drew a random sample of 
census blocks within each of the sixteen study neighborhoods.  This process began with the 
selection of all census blocks with centroids inside each survey neighborhood using Geographic 
Information Systems (GIS) software. The research team then drew a probability-proportional-to-
size (PPS) random sample of blocks. A PPS sample is a weighted random sample where a 
sampling unit with a larger “size”—or sampling weight—has a greater probability of being 
selected. In this case, the number of households in each block (obtained from the 2000 census) 
served as the sampling weight.  

Recruiting households  To begin the recruitment process, households on the sampled blocks 
received a postcard or flyer advertising the study and promoting the importance of studying 
transitway impacts in their neighborhood. Several days later, researchers went door-to-door on 
sampled blocks, recruiting as many households as possible. If no one answered the door, 
researchers made repeat attempts, varying time of day and day of the week, until they either 
reached a member of the household or made three attempts without success. 

Sampling for gender balance  Door-to-door recruited surveys commonly recruit a 
disproportionately large number of female respondents. This occurs because women tend to 
answer the door more often than men. To compensate for this, when a household agreed to 
participate, the researcher would ask to speak to the adult in the household who had the most 
recent birthday. Since birthdays are randomly distributed for both men and women, this 
technique provides gender balance. For the sake of practicality, if the adult with the most recent 
birthday was not home, or not interested in participating, any adult member of the household 
would be allowed to participate.    

4.3  Results 

4.3.1  Interview Totals and Locations 
The survey produced 750 responses. Central Corridor yielded 195; Hiawatha, Cedar Avenue and 

Northstar generated 192, 190 and 173, respectively. The lower total for Northstar reflects the 
time-consuming nature of door-to-door surveying in the outer suburbs.  The response rate of the 

survey was 35%—meaning 35% of households reached by door-to-door recruiting agreed to 
participate. Interviewers did not record reasons for refusal: consent to participate in research was 
not obtained in such cases. The survey obtained a relatively even distribution of responses—42 

to 60 per neighborhood.  Figures 4-1, 4-2, and 4-3 show neighborhood-by-neighborhood 
breakdowns of response totals, as well as approximate locations and densities of responses. 

(Responses are aggregated to a 100m grid for Central Corridor, Hiawatha and Cedar Avenue so 
as to respondents’ privacy; Northstar responses use a 200m grid due to a smaller map scale.)
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Figure 4-1: Interview Locations, Central Corridor and Hiawatha 
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Figure 4-2: Interview Locations, Cedar Avenue BRT 
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Figure 4-3: Interview Locations, Northstar Commuter Rail 
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4.3.2  Data Distribution 
Figure 4-4 shows key demographic characteristics of the Central Corridor and Hiawatha survey 
samples as compared with race and gender data from Census 2010 and income data from the 
American Community Survey 2005-2009 5-year estimates. Census/ACS data used are at the 
block-group level, for block-groups with centroids inside the sixteen survey neighborhoods. 

The Central Corridor sample distribution follows the distribution of the Census/ACS data 
relatively closely. Though skewed towards white, higher income and female respondents, the 
disparities are not large. These are also all generally common sampling biases in door-to-door 
surveys. 

 
Figure 4-4: Data Distribution as Compared with Census 2010 and 2005-2009 ACS— 
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The Hiawatha distribution departs somewhat more from the Census/ACS data for whites and 
Hispanics, though other categories are generally close together. It is possible that some 
significant concentration of Hispanic residents may exist in blocks that were not sampled. In 
addition, language barriers may have been a factor in low recruitment of Hispanic respondents. 

Figure 4-5 shows the same data distribution for Cedar Avenue and Northstar. Both corridors 
produce very similar distributions to Census/ACS data. Though whites are slightly over-
represented, the Census/ACS percentages for the major minority groups show that 
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neighborhoods along these corridors are quite homogeneous racially. Higher income households 
are slightly over-represented for Cedar Avenue neighborhoods, while middle-to-high income 
households are somewhat over-represented for Northstar neighborhoods, with both low- and 
very-high-income households under-represented. The disparities of gender balance almost 
disappear for the Cedar Avenue and Northstar samples. This may be a result of the strong 
preference of respondents from these corridors for self-administered questionnaires, which could 
be filled out by any adult member of the household. 

 
Figure 4-5: Data Distribution as Compared with Census 2010 and 2005-2009 ACS— 
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5  Perceptions of Neighborhood Change 

5.1  Frequencies of Responses to Key Questions 

5.1.1  Overall Perceptions:  
Figure 5-1 shows the percentages of respondents from each study corridor with positive, negative 
and neutral views of past and future change in their neighborhoods. There is an unmistakable 
divide between urban (Central Corridor and Hiawatha) respondents on the one hand and 
suburban (Cedar Avenue and Northstar) respondents on the other. Urbanites report more positive 
and fewer negative perceptions of the overall change in their neighborhoods than suburbanites. 
In addition, more urbanites expect positive change in the future than report having seen positive 
change in the past. This pattern is absent for suburban respondents. 

 

Figure 5-1: Past and Future Perceptions of Neighborhood Change, by Corridor 
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Figure 5-2 shows respondents’ perceptions of the specific effects they have seen and expect on 
their neighborhoods from their transitway. Perceptions—particularly perceptions of future 
impacts—are quite positive overall. More respondents from each corridor (urban or suburban) 
expect positive impacts in the future than report positive impacts in the past, especially for 
Central Corridor. Hiawatha respondents are the most positive about transit impacts. Cedar 
Avenue is notable as the only corridor without a majority of respondents expecting positive 
future impacts. Modest majorities of Northstar respondents see positive impacts, past and future. 
Once again, there is a major urban-suburban divide. 

The divide between Hiawatha respondents and others is not surprising. The Hiawatha line had 
been operating over five years at the time of data collection—Hiawatha neighborhoods had rail 
transit for the entire “past” period. The divide between urban and suburban perceptions may 
relate to the fact that the suburban neighborhoods studied have low levels of basic bus service—
suburbanites likely have much less experience with any form of transit. 
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Figure 5-2: Past and Future Perceptions of Transitway Impacts, by Corridor 
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5.1.2  Inter-Neighborhood Differences in Perceptions 
Perceptions of both neighborhood change and transitway impacts vary somewhat between 
neighborhoods. Table 5-1 shows mean differences for each neighborhood, as well as which 
differences are statistically significant. Mean difference refers to the mean value for the 
neighborhood in question minus the mean value for all other responses in the corridor along 
which that neighborhood is in question. Significance levels stem from a Wilcoxon Mann-
Whitney test, an independent samples test which produces valid results for an ordinal variable. 

In Central Corridor neighborhoods, only Prospect Park and Thomas-Dale demonstrate 
statistically significant differences from the rest of the corridor, and at that only for respondents’ 
expectations of future changes in the neighborhood. Prospect Park demonstrates a less positive 
view of the neighborhood’s future, while Thomas-Dale demonstrates a more positive view. 

The Hiawatha line produces more statistically significant neighborhood-to-neighborhood 
differences. Both North Loop and Mall of America have statistically significant differences in 
perceptions of past neighborhood change, future neighborhood change and future transitway 
impacts. (Those differences are positive in the case of the former, negative in the case of the 
latter.) In addition, Phillips shows a significant positive difference for future neighborhood 
change. 

None of the Cedar Avenue neighborhoods have statistically significant differences on any of the 
four key questions. Along the Northstar line, however, Coon Rapids has a significant positive 
difference for past transitway impacts, while Anoka also has a significant positive difference for 
past neighborhood change. 
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Table 5-1: Inter-Neighborhood Perception Differences—Wilcoxon Mann-Whitney Test  

    Past Future 
    Neighborhood Transitway Neighborhood Transitway 

Central 
Corridor 

Prospect Park -0.14 0.08 -0.37** 0.08 
Hamline-Midway -0.06 -0.1 0.01 -0.06 

Thomas-Dale 0.05 0.11 0.29* 0.29 
Summit-University 0.16 -0.1 0.1 -0.31 

Hiawatha 

North Loop 0.55*** 0.19 0.67*** 0.5*** 
Phillips 0.07 -0.03 0.38** -0.13 

Standish 0.06 0.01 -0.02 -0.07 
Mall of America -0.63*** -0.16 -0.93*** -0.24*** 

Cedar 
Avenue 

Cedar Grove 0.07 0.15 0.06 0.18 
A.V. Walk-Ride -0.04 -0.03 0.01 -0.08 
A.V. Park-Ride -0.04 -0.17 -0.21 -0.14 

179th St 0.05 0.09 0.17 0.09 

Northstar 

Fridley -0.12 -0.15 -0.16 -0.11 
Coon Rapids -0.14 0.42*** -0.01 0.18 

Anoka 0.39*** -0.23 0.09 -0.05 
Big Lake -0.1 -0.11 0.08 -0.04 

Legend: * p<1; ** p<0.05; *** p<0.01        

5.1.3  Racial Differences in Perceptions 
Particularly with regard to Central Corridor, race has been a significant issue in the Twin Cities 
transitway planning process. Concerns raised by minority communities over gentrification, initial 
plans for especially long station spacings in historically minority neighborhoods, planned 
reductions in local bus service along University Avenue and fears of local business displacement 
due to light rail construction and the permanent loss of most on-street parking have received 
significant media coverage throughout the planning stages of the Central Corridor project. In 
addition, the construction of a major piece of transportation infrastructure along University 
Avenue raises painful memories for some of the demolition of the historically African American 
Rondo neighborhood (part of Summit-University) to make way for Interstate 94 in the nineteen-
sixties. {{182 Yuen, L. 2009}} 

The survey data permit us to test for statistically significant differences in perceptions along 
racial lines. Table 5-2 shows the results of Wilcoxon Mann-Whitney tests for racial differences 
along both Central Corridor and Hiawatha. (The numbers of minority respondents in the Cedar 
Avenue and Northstar samples are too small to permit analysis of racial differences for these 
corridors.) 

Though much media coverage of the Central Corridor process—especially regarding the specter 
of Rondo—has focused on concerns expressed by the African-American community, African-
American respondents only differ significantly from the rest of the sample in the case of past 
overall neighborhood change, though interestingly in the opposite direction from white 
respondents.  Notably, African-American respondents do not demonstrate any statistically 
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significant differences from the rest of the sample regarding future changes in the neighborhood 
or past or future transitway impacts.  

Table 5-2: Racial Perception Differences—Wilcoxon Mann-Whitney Test 
    Past Future 
    Neighborhood Transitway Neighborhood Transitway 

Central 
Corridor 

White -0.23* -0.06 0.09 0.14 
African-American 0.31* 0.16 0.15 0.29 

Asian -0.04 -0.08 -0.34 -0.77** 

Hiawatha 
White -0.25 0 -0.38** -0.16 

African-American 0.18 -0.09 0.35** 0.1 
Legend: * p<1; ** p<0.05 
       

Asian respondents, however, underscore publicly expressed concerns over potential negative 
consequences for minority communities. Asians in the Central Corridor sample have a 
statistically significant, negative difference from other respondents for anticipated future impacts 
of light rail. In addition, the difference of means is relatively large (given a variable with a range 
of 4) at -0.77. It is also significant at the 5% level, as opposed to the 10% level for the significant 
differences found for whites and African-Americans. 

The Hiawatha sample does not include a sufficient number of Asian respondents (only 4) to 
allow analysis of Asians’ perceptions as a group. Even so, white and African-American 
Hiawatha respondent each have a statistically significant difference in perceptions of future 
neighborhood change. This difference is negative for whites and positive for African-Americans. 

5.1.4  Differences in Perception by Current Transit Use 
Though it may at first seem obvious that transit users would be likely to support transit 
improvements such as transitways, there is evidence that this is not universally the case. In fact, 
movements such as the Los Angeles Bus Riders Union and concerns expressed in the Twin 
Cities over proposed reductions to local bus service along the route of Central Corridor suggest 
that transit users’ perceptions of transitways may be more complex. Table 5-3 shows mean 
differences and significance tests comparing frequent transit users with the remainders of their 
respective samples.  

Table 5-3: Transit Users’ Perception Differences—Wilcoxon Mann-Whitney Test 
    Past Future 
    Neighborhood Transitway Neighborhood Transitway 

Central 
Corridor 

Ride ≥ 1x/mo 0.1 0.48*** 0.17 0.65*** 
Ride ≥ 2x/wk -0.12 0.23 0.02 0.44* 

Hiawatha Ride ≥ 1x/mo 0.04 0.3** 0.51*** 0.29*** 
Ride ≥ 2x/wk -0.01 0.44*** 0.56*** 0.42*** 

Cedar 
Avenue Ride ≥ 1x/mo -0.07 0.19 0.22 0.42* 

Northstar Ride ≥ 1x/mo 0.1 0.37 0.45** 0.03 
Legend: * p<1; ** p<0.05; *** p<0.01         
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Statistically significant differences appear in multiple instances for past transitway impacts as 
well as both future neighborhood changes and future transitway impacts. In all cases, these 
differences actually show more positive views of change in the neighborhood as a whole and the 
specific impacts of transitways among current frequent transit users than among other 
respondents. This pattern persists even for Central Corridor, though the most frequent transit 
users only differ significantly from the rest of the sample in their views of future transitway 
impacts. 

Table 5-4: Perception Differences by Household Income—Wilcoxon Mann-Whitney Test 
    Past Future 
    Neighborhood Transitway Neighborhood Transitway 

Central 
Corridor 

< $50K 0.05 -0.09 -0.24 -0.03 
≥$50K <$100K 0.02 0.1 0.21 -0.13 

≥ 100K -0.15 -0.01 0.12 0.35 

Hiawatha 
< $50K -0.24* -0.16 0.1 -0.13 

≥$50K <$100K -0.09 -0.01 -0.32** 0.01 
≥ 100K 0.57*** 0.31* 0.33* 0.21 

Cedar 
Avenue 

< $50K 0.19* 0.13 -0.04 0.08 
≥$50K <$100K 0.08 0.21 0.07 0.04 

≥ 100K -0.23** -0.31** -0.05 -0.1 

Northstar 
< $50K 0.28* 0.18 0.13 -0.03 

≥$50K <$100K -0.26 -0.19 -0.18 0.01 
≥ 100K 0.03 0.07 0.12 0.03 

Legend: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01 
        

5.1.5  Differences in Perception by Income 
Table 5-4 shows how respondents’ perceptions differ based on their household’s income. No 
income-based differences in average perceptions achieve statistical significance for Central 
Corridor. At least some differences with respect to past neighborhood change are significant for 
the other three corridors. Past transitway impacts are significant for Hiawatha and Cedar Avenue 
respondents with household incomes of $100,000 per year or more. Interestingly, the former 
have more positive perceptions than other respondents, while the opposite is true for the latter. 
Differences in perceptions of expected future neighborhood change are significant only for 
respondents with household incomes from $50,000 to $99,999 and $100,000 or more who live 
along the Hiawatha line. The middle-income group of Hiawatha respondents has a less positive 
perception than the remainder of the sample, while the high-income group’s perceptions are 
more positive. No income-based differences in perceptions of future transitway impacts are 
statistically significant for any corridor or income group. 

5.2  Regression Models 

The authors estimated a set of ordered probit regression models, with the key questions as 
dependent variables, including separate models for urban and suburban corridors and for each 
key question—eight models in all. Explanatory variables focused on respondents’ locations, 
demographics, socioeconomic status and travel behavior. Demographic variables included years 
living in the neighborhood, distance (in meters) to the nearest station or planned station site, 
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household income (ordinal, scale: 1= <$10,000/yr to 6= >$100,000/yr), and education level 
(ordinal, scale: 1 [less than a high school diploma] to 6 [graduate degree]). Also included were 
the following dummy variables where 1=true and 0=false: Home Owner, Married, Children 
Present, Male, Not Employed, African-American, Asian, Other Non-white, Hispanic, and 1st/2nd 
Generation Immigrant (Names indicate the condition identified by a value of 1). Ten percent of 
urban and 25% of suburban respondents refused to provide their household income; income 
values for these respondents were imputed based upon neighborhood, home ownership, presence 
of children, gender, occupation, race, nativity and automobile ownership. 

Travel behavior variables included Transit Frequency (ordinal, scale 0-4,  from “Never” to 
“More than 4 times a week”) and the dummy variables Work in Downtown Minneapolis, Never 
Ridden a Transitway (of the same mode as the one in each respondent’s neighborhood), Strongly 
Positive Previous Experience with Transitways, Commute During Peak (defined as 6:00-
9:00am/3:00-6:30pm), and No Car (in the household). 

Table 5-5: Descriptive Statistics  

  Urban Suburban 
 Variable Mean Std. Dev. Min Max Mean Std. Dev. Min Max 

Dependent 
Variables 

Past Neighborhood Change 3.2865 0.8707 1 5 2.8873 0.7001 1 5 
Past Transit Impacts 3.6207 1.0827 1 5 3.3944 0.8649 1 5 
Future Neighborhood Change 3.4509 0.9584 1 5 2.9099 0.6490 1 5 
Future Transit Impacts 3.8143 1.1025 1 5 3.3183 0.8782 1 5 

Demographics 

Years Living in Neighborhood 12.6489 15.1664 0 65 13.8931 12.4641 0 61 
Dist. to Nearest Station (meter) 747.3086 668.7043 85 3436 1047.4070 700.7937 105 4057 
Home Owner 0.5995 0.4907 0 1 0.8958 0.3060 0 1 
Married 0.4907 0.5006 0 1 0.7239 0.4477 0 1 
Children Present 0.3422 0.4751 0 1 0.3746 0.4847 0 1 
Male 0.4282 0.4955 0 1 0.4793 0.5003 0 1 
Not Employed 0.0690 0.2537 0 1 0.1634 0.3702 0 1 
Household Income 3.5174 1.4001 1 6 4.3242 1.1487 1 6 
Education 4.0997 1.4059 1 6 3.9189 1.4550 1 6 
African-American 0.1883 0.3915 0 1 0.0197 0.1392 0 1 
Asian 0.0637 0.2445 0 1 0.0225 0.1486 0 1 
Other Non-white 0.0477 0.2135 0 1 0.0028 0.0531 0 1 
Hispanic 0.0398 0.1957 0 1 0.0197 0.1392 0 1 
1st/2nd Gen. Immigrant 0.2202 0.4149 0 1 0.1183 0.3234 0 1 

Travel 
Behavior 

Work in Dntwn Minneapolis 0.1326 0.3396 0 1 0.0394 0.1949 0 1 
Never Ridden Transitway 0.1592 0.3663 0 1 0.5014 0.5007 0 1 
Strong Pos. Transitway Exp. 0.5836 0.4936 0 1 0.2028 0.4027 0 1 
Commute During Peak 0.5570 0.4974 0 1 0.4676 0.4997 0 1 
Frequency of Transit Use 1.6472 1.3330 0 4 0.5662 0.9101 0 4 
No Car 0.0928 0.2906 0 1 0.0056 0.0750 0 1 
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Also included were dummy variables identifying each respondent’s neighborhood.  Standish and 
Apple Valley Park & Ride were omitted as reference categories for urban and suburban 
corridors, respectively. The authors feel these neighborhoods represent the best archetypal urban 
and suburban residential neighborhoods in the study area: they have demographic and income 
mixtures near overall averages for the urban and suburban areas, and have easily recognizable 
built forms readers will likely have a concept of without lengthy descriptions. 

5.2.1  Descriptive Statistics 
Table 5-5 shows descriptive statistics for the model variables. Means for the dependent variables 
are higher for the urban corridors than for the suburban corridors.  Larger standard deviations for 
the urban corridors reflect a broader distribution of perceptions and greater numbers of strongly-
positive and -negative perceptions than for the suburban corridors.  

Mean and standard deviation for distance to transit stations are considerably higher for the 
suburban corridors than the urban corridors. Other large urban-suburban divides appear for home 
ownership, service industry employment, household income, minority racial/ethnic identity, 
nativity status, working in downtown Minneapolis, transit use and access to automotive 
transportation.  

5.2.2  Regression Results 
Raw coefficients from the ordered probit model cannot be easily interpreted in the manner of 
OLS regression coefficients. To ease interpretation, Table 5-7 reports both the raw coefficients 
(column “β” in each model) and semi-standardized coefficients (column “βSy*” in each model) 
for the urban corridors (Long & Freese, 2005). With the semi-standardized coefficients, one unit 
increase in x yields βSy*  standard deviations increase in y.  

Ordered probit regression also requires different interpretation of goodness-of-fit: though 
reported here, pseudo R2 values are mainly used for choosing between possible models—they do 
not provide an absolute measure of model fit as with OLS regression. The LR X2 statistics are 
significant across all models, indicating that the explanatory variables of each model are 
significant predictors of the dependent variable. 

As shown in Table 5-6, several neighborhood dummy variables are significant. Central Corridor 
neighborhoods achieve significance most often—all four for past transit corridor impacts, 
Thomas-Dale for future neighborhood change and both Prospect Park and Summit-University for 
future corridor impacts. In the past transit corridor model, Central Corridor neighborhoods have 
significant and negative coefficients, indicating Central Corridor residents have less positive 
perceptions of past transit impacts than Hiawatha residents. 
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Table 5-6: Ordered Probit Regression Models, Urban Corridors 

  Past Future 
 N=344 Neighborhood Transit Corridor Neighborhood Transit Corridor 
 LR Χ2 47.8500  122.4200  87.4300  99.3900  
 Prob > Χ2 0.0080  0.0000  0.0000  0.0000  
 Pseudo R2 0.0571  0.1240  0.0935  0.1073  
  β βSy* β βSy* β βSy* β βSy* 

Demographics 

Years in the Neighborhood -0.0066 -0.0061 -0.0096 -0.0078 -0.0060 -0.0052 -0.0089* -0.0075 
Dist. to Nearest Station 0.0003 0.0003 0.0003 0.0002 0.0002 0.0002 0.0003 0.0002 
Home Owner 0.2422 0.2230 0.2028 0.1659 0.2347 0.2030 0.1088 0.0914 
Married 0.0707 0.0651 0.0513 0.0420 -0.0468 -0.0405 0.2938* 0.2467 
Children Present -0.1001 -0.0922 -0.0181 -0.0148 -0.1081 -0.0934 0.0831 0.0698 
Male 0.1535 0.1413 0.1971 0.1612 0.1799 0.1555 0.1523 0.1279 
Not Employed -0.0257 -0.0236 0.3423 0.2800 -0.1479 -0.1279 0.1943 0.1632 
Household Income 0.0724 0.0667 0.0362 0.0296 0.0257 0.0223 0.0104 0.0087 
Education -0.0711 -0.0655 -0.0107 -0.0088 0.1125* 0.0973 0.0416 0.0349 
African-American 0.3701** 0.3407 0.0694 0.0567 0.2915 0.2521 0.1802 0.1513 
Asian -0.2072 -0.1908 0.1949 0.1594 -0.1120 -0.0969 -0.5624* -0.4723 
Other Non-white 0.1227 0.1130 0.0811 0.0663 -0.1115 -0.0965 0.6787* 0.5700 
Hispanic -0.2541 -0.2339 0.3126 0.2557 0.5878 0.5083 0.2396 0.2012 
1st/2nd Gen. Immigrant 0.3713* 0.3419 0.0325 0.0266 0.0939 0.0812 0.3741* 0.3141 

Travel 
Behavior 

Work in Downtown Mpls -0.2827 -0.2603 -0.1702 -0.1392 -0.1759 -0.1521 -0.2080 -0.1747 
Never Ridden Transitway -0.1349 -0.1242 0.0496 0.0405 0.0928 0.0803 -0.1887 -0.1585 
Strong Pos. Experience 0.0483 0.0444 0.5265*** 0.4306 0.4648** 0.4020 0.5713*** 0.4798 
Commute During Peak -0.2575* -0.2371 -0.2196 -0.1796 -0.1312 -0.1134 -0.1147 -0.0963 
Frequency of Transit Use -0.0434 -0.0400 0.1490* 0.1218 0.1146* 0.0991 0.0844 0.0709 
No Car 0.1056 0.0972 0.2840 0.2323 0.3498 0.3025 0.6119* 0.5139 

Location 

Prospect Park -0.2517 -0.2317 -0.9222*** -0.7542 -0.3042 -0.2631 -0.3391 -0.2847 
Hamline-Midway -0.1716 -0.1579 -1.0647*** -0.8708 0.0971 0.0840 -0.3071 -0.2579 
Thomas-Dale -0.0408 -0.0375 -1.0243* -0.8378 0.4404* 0.3809 -0.0997 -0.0837 
Summit-University 0.0410 0.0377 -1.0118*** -0.8275 0.2970 0.2569 -0.3452 -0.2899 
North Loop 0.3101 0.2855 0.0659 0.0539 0.3988 0.3449 0.4332 0.3638 
Phillips -0.0916 -0.0843 -0.1616 -0.1321 0.3239 0.2801 -0.5052* -0.4243 
Mall of America -1.3730*** -1.2642 -0.6308 -0.5160 -1.1291** -0.9764 -0.6894 -0.5790 

Thresholds 

y = 1 -2.1200*** -1.8330*** -0.8271*  -1.0850** 
y = 2 -1.1820**  -1.0230**  0.0178  -0.2939  
y = 3 0.5367  0.0472  1.4370*** 0.1519  
y = 4 1.4350***  1.1840**  2.5050*** 1.5910*** 

Legend: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01         
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Among the Hiawatha LRT neighborhoods, the Mall of America neighborhood is significant for 
past and future neighborhood change, with large negative coefficients. This finding was expected 
as the neighborhood’s residential areas are separated from the station by mall parking and 
transportation infrastructure, and as local light-rail use is largely park-and-ride. Isolated park-
and-ride facilities may make the neighborhood seem unconnected to the rail line. 

Strongly positive fixed-guideway transit experience and frequency of transit use are significant 
in multiple instances, with positive coefficients. No Car is also significant, with a positive 
coefficient, for future corridor impacts.  

Other significant variables in the urban corridor models include African-American (positive), 
1st/2nd Generation Immigrant (positive), and Commute During Peak (negative) for past 
neighborhood change, Education (positive) for future neighborhood change, Years in the 
Neighborhood (negative) for past and future transit corridor impacts, along with Phillips 
(negative), Married (positive), Asian (negative), Other non-white (positive) and 1st/2nd 
Generation Immigrant (positive) for future transit corridor impacts. 

Table 5-7 shows regression results for the suburban corridors. Once again, multiple 
neighborhood dummy variables are significant: Anoka for past neighborhood change, Cedar 
Grove and Coon Rapids for past transit corridor impacts, Cedar Grove and Anoka for future 
neighborhood change, and Cedar Grove, Fridley, Coon Rapids and Anoka for future corridor 
impacts. All produce positive coefficients, predicting that their residents have more positive 
perceptions than residents of the reference neighborhood, Apple Valley park-and-ride. 

Frequency of Transit Use is significant for all suburban corridor models except past 
neighborhood change; its coefficients are positive.  Other significant variables include Male 
(positive) and Work in Downtown Minneapolis (negative) for past neighborhood change, 
Strongly Positive Transitway Experience (positive), and Commute During Peak (negative) for 
past transit corridor impacts, as well as Years in the Neighborhood (negative) for future 
neighborhood change. 

In contrast to the urban corridors, no demographic variables are significant other than gender for 
past neighborhood change and length of residency for future neighborhood change. The 
suburban sample is quite homogenous in demographic terms, leading to small sample sizes for 
most demographic groups besides relatively well-educated, middle-class, white family 
households. Though accurate, according to Census/ACS data, this homogenous sample limits our 
ability to determine how demographics relate to suburbanites’ perceptions. 

5.2.3  Model Predictions 
Tables 5-8 and 5-9 shows predicted probabilities for values of the dependent variables when the 
values of statistically significant explanatory variables are manipulated. Explanatory variables 
except the one being manipulated are held at medians, except for mutually exclusive dummy 
variables (such as the neighborhoods), where others are set equal to zero. Reference categories 
for dummy variables are shown in parentheses; though they are not explicitly included in the 
models, reference category probabilities can be predicted by setting all other categories equal to 
zero. 
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Table 5-7: Ordered Probit Regression Models, Suburban Corridors 

  Past Future 
 N=312 Neighborhood Transit Corridor Neighborhood Transit Corridor 
 LR Χ2 38.9800  62.4400  47.1700  40.5100  
 Prob > Χ2 0.0636  0.0001  0.0095  0.0459  
 Pseudo R2 0.0623  0.0788  0.0767  0.0511  
  β βSy* β βSy* β βSy* β βSy* 

Demographics 

Years in the Neighborhood -0.0004 -0.0003 -0.0013 -0.0011 -.0126* -0.0109 0.0015 0.0014 
Dist. to Nearest Station 0.0002 0.0001 0.0003 0.0003 0.0001 0.0001 0.0002 0.0001 
Home Owner 0.1353 0.1250 -0.2827 -0.2427 0.0390 0.0338 -0.1103 -0.0982 
Married -0.0332 -0.0306 0.0191 0.0164 -0.2362 -0.2044 -0.0943 -0.0840 
Children Present -0.0351 -0.0324 0.2106 0.1808 -0.1947 -0.1685 0.0738 0.0657 
Male 0.3766*** 0.3478 -0.0004 -0.0003 0.1754 0.1518 0.0213 0.0190 
Not Employed 0.0935 0.0863 -0.0938 -0.0805 -0.1235 -0.1069 -0.0703 -0.0626 
Household Income -0.0694 -0.0641 -0.0298 -0.0255 0.0669 0.0579 0.0390 0.0347 
Education -0.0285 -0.0263 -0.0565 -0.0485 -0.0288 -0.0249 0.0135 0.0120 
African-American 0.3224 0.2978 0.5560 0.4772 0.8212 0.7108 0.7996 0.7118 
Asian -0.1252 -0.1156 0.4509 0.3870 -0.2157 -0.1867 -0.2693 -0.2397 
Other Non-white -0.5538 -0.5115 4.9370 4.2371 5.9010 5.1080 5.7150 5.0872 
Hispanic 0.3518 0.3249 0.4213 0.3616 0.5716 0.4948 0.2149 0.1913 
1st/2nd Gen. Immigrant 0.1817 0.1678 0.0810 0.0695 0.2288 0.1980 0.1820 0.1620 

Travel 
Behavior 

Work in Downtown Mpls -0.6568* -0.6067 0.0281 0.0241 -0.5330 -0.4614 -0.4595 -0.4090 
Never Ridden Transitway -0.2090 -0.1930 0.0972 0.0834 0.0804 0.0696 0.0009 0.0008 
Strong Pos. Experience 0.0772 0.0713 0.4616** 0.3962 0.2405 0.2082 0.1870 0.1665 
Commute During Peak -0.0927 -0.0856 -0.3079** -0.2642 -0.1329 -0.1151 -0.1580 -0.1406 
Frequency of Transit Use 0.1217 0.1124 0.1817** 0.1560 .3175*** 0.2748 0.2145*** 0.1910 
No Car -1.4800 -1.3670 -0.9079 -0.7793 0.1997 0.1728 -0.5480 -0.4879 

Location 

Cedar Grove 0.3431 0.3169 0.5189** 0.4454 0.4927* 0.4265 0.4677* 0.4163 
Apple Valley Walk & Ride 0.1147 0.1059 0.2465 0.2115 0.4420 0.3825 0.2240 0.1994 
Lakeville-Cedar 0.1585 0.1464 0.1140 0.0979 0.3062 0.2651 0.2400 0.2136 
Fridley 0.0924 0.0853 0.3815 0.3275 0.2117 0.1832 0.5098* 0.4538 
Coon Rapids 0.2032 0.1877 0.8001*** 0.6867 0.4265 0.3691 0.7084*** 0.6306 
Anoka 0.7437** 0.6870 0.2555 0.2193 0.6237** 0.5398 0.6049** 0.5384 
Big Lake 0.0557 0.0515 -0.2078 -0.1783 0.2401 0.2078 0.2572 0.2289 

Thresholds 

y = 1 -1.976***  -2.258***  -1.645***  -1.3470** 
y = 2 -0.6475  -1.0820*  -0.2796  -0.2523  
y = 3 1.4300**  0.3684  1.8030*** 0.8268  
y = 4 2.428***  1.581***  3.1280*** 2.4720*** 

Legend: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01         
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Neighborhood Change  Table 5-8 shows predicted probabilities for neighborhood change 
perceptions with the urban corridors listed first, and the suburban corridors below. Only 
significant explanatory variables are shown. As shown in Table 5-8, the urban corridor model 
predicts higher probabilities of positive past overall neighborhood change perceptions for 
African-Americans and first- or second-generation immigrants than for whites and non-
immigrants. Predicted probabilities of positive neighborhood change in the future increase 
gradually with a resident’s level of education. 

Among urban corridor neighborhoods, the difference between Standish, the reference 
neighborhood, and Mall of America is stark, with only a 3% probability of positive past 
perceptions and a 10% of probability of positive future perception for Mall of America residents. 
Thomas-Dale residents show many more strong positives and fewer negatives than Standish 
residents when it comes to future neighborhood change perceptions. 

Urban, rush-hour commuters are slightly less likely to have positive perceptions of past 
neighborhood change than non-rush-hour commuters. For future neighborhood change, strongly 
positive experiences with transit corridors increase probabilities of positive perceptions. The 
predicted probabilities of positive perceptions increase with the frequency of a resident’s transit 
use, growing from 39% for residents who never use transit to 56% for residents who use transit 
more than four times a week. Figure 5-3 shows how urbanites’ perceptions of future 
neighborhood change vary with frequency of transit use in graphic form. 

 
Figure 5-3: Future Urban Neighborhood Change, by Current Transit Use 
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Along the suburban corridors, men are ten percentage points more likely than women to perceive 
their neighborhoods as being about the same as they were five years previously, while women 
are ten percentage points more likely than men to perceive their neighborhoods as slightly worse. 
Long-time suburban residents have a higher probability of negative perceptions regarding future 
neighborhood change compared to newer residents in the same neighborhoods.  This pattern may 
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partly be caused by self-selection on the part of recently-arrived residents, some of whom may 
have deliberately moved near transit corridors. 

Along the suburban corridors, downtown commuters are much more likely to have negative 
perceptions of past neighborhood change than others. Frequency of transit use has a much larger 
impact on future neighborhood change perceptions among suburban corridor residents than 
urban corridor residents—the suburban model predicts a 3%-28% gap in positive perception 
between non-transit users and those who use transit more than four times a week, as compared to 
a 39%-56% gap predicted by the urban model. Figure 5-4 shows how suburbanites’ perceptions 
of future neighborhood change vary with frequency of transit use in graphic form. Comparison 
of the two graphs underscores the difference found in the relationships. 

 
Figure 5-4: Future Suburban Neighborhood Change, by Current Transit Use 
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For the suburban corridors, Anoka residents are more likely than residents of the reference 
neighborhood (Apple Valley park-and-ride) to have positive perceptions of past and future 
neighborhood change, and less likely to have negative perceptions, though “About the same” has 
the highest probability. Cedar Grove residents are more likely to expect no future change, and 
less likely to expect negative changes. In all suburban neighborhoods, the models predict the 
highest probability for no change. 
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Table 5-8: Predicted Probabilities of Neighborhood Change Variables 

   Past Future 

   Much 
Worse 

Some- 
what 
Worse 

About 
the 
Same 

Some- 
what 
Better 

Much 
Better 

Much 
Worse 

Some- 
what 
Worse 

About 
the 
Same 

Some- 
what 
Better 

Much 
Better 

U 
r b

 a 
n 

De
m

og
ra

ph
ics

 

<High School - - - - - 4% 14% 51% 24% 6% 
H.S. Diploma - - - - - 3% 13% 50% 27% 7% 
Some College - - - - - 2% 11% 49% 30% 9% 
Assoc./Tech. - - - - - 2% 9% 47% 32% 10% 
Bachelors - - - - - 1% 8% 44% 34% 13% 
Graduate - - - - - 1% 6% 41% 36% 15% 
(White) 1% 8% 56% 24% 9% - - - - - 
African-American 0% 4% 47% 31% 17% - - - - - 
(Not Immigrant) 1% 8% 56% 24% 9% - - - - - 
1st/2nd Gen. Immigrant 0% 4% 47% 31% 17% - - - - - 

Tr
av

el 
Be

ha
vio

r 

(Ridden, Not Strong Pos.) - - - - - 5% 17% 52% 21% 4% 
Strong Pos. Experience - - - - - 2% 9% 47% 32% 10% 
(No Peak Commute) 1% 5% 50% 29% 15% - - - - - 
Commute During Peak 1% 8% 56% 24% 9% - - - - - 
Transit Never - - - - - 2% 11% 49% 30% 9% 
Transit <1x/mo - - - - - 2% 9% 47% 32% 10% 
Transit 1-4x/mo - - - - - 1% 7% 44% 34% 13% 
Transit 2-4x/wk - - - - - 1% 6% 41% 36% 15% 
Transit >4x/wk - - - - - 1% 5% 38% 38% 18% 

Lo
ca

tio
n (Standish) 1% 8% 56% 24% 9% 2% 9% 47% 32% 10% 

Thomas-Dale - - - - - 1% 4% 35% 39% 21% 
Mall of America 19% 34% 44% 3% 0% 17% 29% 45% 9% 1% 

S 
u 

b 
u 

r b
 a 

n 

De
m

og
ra

ph
ics

 0 Years in Nbhd - - - - - 4% 32% 60% 4% 0% 
5 Years in Nbhd - - - - - 5% 34% 58% 4% 0% 
10 Years in Nbhd - - - - - 6% 35% 56% 3% 0% 
20 Years in Nbhd - - - - - 7% 39% 52% 2% 0% 
(Female) 6% 35% 56% 3% 0% - - - - - 
Male 3% 25% 66% 6% 1% - - - - - 

Tr
av

el 
Be

ha
vio

r 

(Not Work DT Mpls) 6% 35% 56% 3% 0% - - - - - 
Work in Downtown Mpls 19% 48% 33% 1% 0% - - - - - 
Transit Never - - - - - 6% 35% 56% 3% 0% 
Transit <1x/mo - - - - - 3% 27% 64% 6% 0% 
Transit 1-4x/mo - - - - - 1% 18% 69% 11% 1% 
Transit 2-4x/wk - - - - - 1% 11% 70% 17% 1% 
Transit >4x/wk - - - - - 0% 7% 65% 25% 3% 

Lo
ca

tio
n (Apple Valley Park & Ride) 6% 35% 56% 3% 0% 6% 35% 56% 3% 0% 

Cedar Grove - - - - - 2% 22% 68% 8% 0% 
Anoka 1% 16% 70% 12% 2% 1% 18% 69% 10% 1% 



 

54 

Transit Corridor Impacts  Table 5-9 shows predicted probabilities for perceptions of transit 
corridor impacts with the urban corridors listed first, and the suburban corridors below. Only 
significant explanatory variables are shown. Long-time residents of urban neighborhoods are less 
likely to have strongly positive perceptions of either past or future transit corridor impacts than 
recent arrivals. Differences vary 6-7 percentage points between 0 and 20 years’ residency. No 
other demographic variables are significant for past urban transit corridor impacts. Asian 
respondents are only half as likely as whites to expect strongly positive impacts in the future; 
Asians are also significantly more likely to expect negative impacts than whites. The Central 
Corridor study neighborhoods are home to a large Southeast Asian immigrant community, with 
local businesses and community organizations, as well as Hmong and other Asian-language 
newspapers. Asian small business owners have repeatedly expressed concerns that visions for the 
revitalization and redevelopment of the Central Corridor area do not give impacts on their 
businesses sufficient consideration (Yuen, 2011). In addition, language barriers may hamper 
project planners’ outreach efforts. It must be noted, however, that the model still predicts a 52% 
probability of Asian urban residents expecting somewhat positive future impacts. First- and 
second-generation immigrants are fourteen percentage points more likely than non-immigrants to 
have strongly positive perceptions of future transit corridor impacts—the model predicts a 50% 
probability for this value alone. Figure 5-5 shows race- and nativity-based perception differences 
in graphic form. 

 
Figure 5-5: Future Urban Transitway Impacts, by Race and Nativity Status 
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Regarding urban travel behavior variables, perceptions of transit corridor impacts are similar to 
perceptions of neighborhood change: residents with strongly positive transit corridor 
experiences, frequent transit users and residents of carless households are much more likely to 
have positive perceptions of past and/or future corridor impacts.  

Urban residents with strongly positive past transit experiences are slightly more likely to have a 
somewhat positive view of past and future corridor impacts, and much more likely to have a 
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strongly positive view than residents without strongly positive transit experiences—36% as 
opposed to 17% for future impacts. In addition, though similar percentages of frequent, 
infrequent and non-transit users perceive past transit corridor impacts as somewhat positive, 
frequent users are more likely to perceive these impacts as strongly positive. Figure 5-6 shows 
the relationships between previous transitway experience and perceptions of transitway impacts, 
with perceptions of future neighborhood change included for comparison. Household automobile 
ownership is also included for future perceptions of transitway impacts.   

 
Figure 5-6: Urban Respondents’ Perceptions, by Transitway Experience/Auto Ownership 
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Regression modeling predicts much lower probabilities of positive perceptions of past corridor 
impacts for all Central Corridor neighborhoods than for Hiawatha Standish residents. In the 
Central Corridor neighborhoods, the model predicts 40%-45% probabilities of positive 
perceptions, compared with a 79% probability of positive perceptions for Standish. For predicted 
expectations of future transit corridor impacts, however, none of the Central Corridor 
neighborhoods are significant. The Phillips neighborhood along the Hiawatha light rail line has 
significantly lower probabilities than Standish of strongly positive perceptions of future corridor 
impacts: only 19% of Phillips residents will expect strongly positive future transit corridor 
impacts, compared with 36% of Standish respondents. 
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Table 5-9: Predicted Probabilities of Transit Corridor Impacts Variables 

   Past Future 

 
  Strongly 

Negative 
Some- 
what 
Neg. 

No 
Im-
pact 

Some- 
what 
Pos. 

Strongly 
Positive 

Strongly 
Negative 

Some- 
what 
Neg. 

No 
Im- 
pact 

Some- 
what 
Pos. 

Strongly 
Positive 

U 
r b

 a 
n 

De
m

og
ra

ph
ics

 

0 Years in Nbhd 0% 2% 17% 41% 39% 1% 5% 7% 49% 38% 
5 Years in Nbhd 0% 3% 18% 42% 38% 1% 5% 8% 50% 36% 
10 Years in Nbhd 0% 3% 19% 42% 36% 1% 6% 8% 51% 35% 
20 Years in Nbhd 1% 4% 21% 43% 32% 1% 7% 9% 52% 32% 
(Unmarried) - - - - - 2% 9% 11% 53% 25% 
Married - - - - - 1% 5% 8% 50% 36% 
(White) - - - - - 1% 5% 8% 50% 36% 
Asian - - - - - 4% 13% 14% 52% 18% 
Other Non-white - - - - - 0% 1% 3% 34% 62% 
(Not Immigrant) - - - - - 1% 5% 8% 50% 36% 
Immigrant - - - - - 0% 3% 4% 42% 50% 

Tr
av

el 
Be

ha
vio

r 

(Not Strong Pos.) 2% 7% 30% 41% 19% 4% 13% 14% 52% 17% 
Strong Pos. Experience 0% 3% 18% 42% 37% 1% 5% 8% 50% 36% 
Transit Never 1% 4% 21% 43% 31% - - - - - 
Transit <1x/mo 0% 3% 18% 42% 37% - - - - - 
Transit 1-4x/mo 0% 2% 15% 40% 43% - - - - - 
Transit 2-4x/wk 0% 1% 12% 38% 49% - - - - - 
Transit >4x/wk 0% 1% 10% 35% 54% - - - - - 
(≥1 Car) - - - - - 1% 5% 8% 50% 36% 
No Car - - - - - 0% 1% 3% 36% 60% 

Lo
ca

tio
n 

(Standish) 0% 3% 18% 42% 37% 1% 5% 8% 50% 36% 
Prospect Park 4% 13% 38% 35% 10% - - - - - 
Hamline-Midway 5% 16% 39% 32% 8% - - - - - 
Thomas-Dale 5% 15% 39% 32% 9% - - - - - 
Summit-University 5% 15% 39% 33% 9% - - - - - 
Phillips - - - - - 4% 12% 13% 52% 19% 

S 
u 

b 
u 

r b
 a 

n 

Tr
av

el 
Be

ha
vio

r 

(Not Strong Pos.) 4% 25% 53% 17% 2% - - - - - 
Strong Pos. Experience 1% 14% 51% 28% 5% - - - - - 
(No Peak Commute) 2% 19% 53% 23% 3% - - - - - 
Peak Commute 5% 26% 52% 16% 2% - - - - - 
Transit Never 3% 22% 53% 19% 2% 8% 30% 40% 22% 1% 
Transit <1x/mo 2% 18% 53% 24% 3% 5% 24% 41% 28% 1% 
Transit 1-4x/mo 1% 14% 51% 28% 5% 3% 19% 40% 35% 2% 
Transit 2-4x/wk 1% 11% 48% 33% 7% 2% 15% 38% 42% 4% 
Transit >4x/wk 1% 8% 44% 37% 10% 1% 11% 34% 48% 6% 

Lo
ca

tio
n 

(Apple Valley P & R) 3% 22% 53% 19% 2% 8% 30% 40% 22% 1% 
Cedar Grove 1% 11% 49% 32% 7% 3% 18% 40% 36% 3% 
Fridley - - - - - 3% 18% 39% 37% 3% 
Coon Rapids 0% 7% 42% 39% 11% 2% 13% 37% 44% 5% 
Anoka - - - - - 2% 16% 38% 40% 4% 
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Many fewer variables are statistically significant in suburban neighborhoods than in urban 
neighborhoods for transit corridor impacts. This pattern echoes the lower expectations of either 
positive or negative transit impacts found in the suburbs and the limitation of a demographically 
homogenous suburban sample. Non-rush hour commuters and residents with strongly positive 
previous transit corridor experiences are more likely to have positive perceptions of past transit 
corridor impacts than others. For past and future, the probability of a suburban corridor resident 
having positive perceptions of corridor impacts increases substantially with transit use frequency. 

The Coon Rapids neighborhood on the Northstar line and the Cedar Grove neighborhood on the 
Cedar Avenue BRT corridor have consistently higher predicted probabilities of positive 
perceptions of past transitway impacts than the reference neighborhood. For future transit 
corridor impacts, Cedar Grove, Fridley, Coon Rapids and Anoka all have significantly lower 
predicted probabilities of negative perceptions than the reference. 

5.3  Specific Neighborhood Changes 

In addition to asking respondents about the overall trajectory of change in their neighborhoods, 
the survey also asked respondents to rate the importance of eighteen specific neighborhood 
qualities. Respondents also identified whether each quality had increased, decreased or remained 
constant over the previous five years, and whether they expected it to increase decrease or 
remain constant over the next five years. Finally, respondents rated how related those changes 
were to the transitway. 

The fine-grained, longitudinal data gained from these questions allow us to examine 
respondents’ observations and expectations of neighborhood change on multiple dimensions at 
once. The following section contains a series of importance-change-relevance graphs intended to 
identify potential targets for policy interventions around transitways based on their importance to 
neighborhood residents, the types of changes observed and expected, and the relevance of 
transitways to those changes.  

5.3.1  Importance-Change-Relevance—Central Corridor 
Figure 5-7 shows changes Central Corridor respondents have observed in their neighborhoods 
and expect to see in the future, as well as the importance they ascribe to those changes, and how 
related they believe plans for light rail have been/will be to those changes. As with all the graphs 
in this section, Figure 5-7 plots the mean observed direction of change on the horizontal axis, 
with positive values representing increases, and negative values representing decreases. The 
mean importance respondents ascribe to each quality is plotted on the vertical axis. For both 
change and importance, a reference line shows the mean of means (the mean of the mean values 
for all neighborhood qualities). These reference lines divide the graph into four quadrants. 
Clockwise from the upper left, these quadrants represent neighborhood qualities perceived as 
having high importance and negative change, high importance and positive change, low 
importance and positive change, and low importance and negative change. In similar fashion, the 
color of each point represents whether the mean relevance of transitway development to each 
change is greater or less than the mean of means. 
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Figure 5-7: Importance-Change-Relevance—Central Corridor 

Though the actual survey questions only asked respondents whether they had seen/expected to 
see more or less of each quality, those qualities were deliberately worded so that increases can 
generally be taken as changes for the better and decreases as change for the worse. For example, 
few respondents are likely to view a reduction in the number of good schools as an improvement. 
As such, the upper left quadrant of the graph can be said to represent aspects of the neighborhood 
which residents see as more important than most, and as either showing decline or less-than 
average improvement. This top-left quadrant identifies key neighborhood qualities to target for 
intervention. With particular regard to transitway planning and related community development 
planning, green points in the upper left quadrant are particularly notable. These points represent 
changes with a stronger-than-average relationship to the transitway, above-average importance 
and below-average improvement. 

A few caveats before proceeding: this focus on more-important, less-satisfying changes should 
not be taken as casting transitways’ neighborhood impacts in a negative light. The consistently 
positive perceptions of transitways’ overall impacts discussed previously demonstrate that 
respondents tend strongly to view transitways as beneficial to their neighborhoods. In spite of 
those overall positive perceptions, however, many respondents identify specific negative impacts 
they believe transitways have had or may have on their neighborhoods. Focusing on these 
concerns is mainly a question of helping neighborhoods served by transitways achieve the 
maximum possible benefit. In addition, many of the neighborhood qualities that fall into the 
quadrant targeted for intervention actually have positive mean values—more respondents see 
them improving than declining. Respondents simply do not see these aspects of their 
neighborhoods improving as much as others. 

Regarding the past graph for Central Corridor, most changes in the critical high-importance, less 
improvement quadrant are not seen as highly related to plans for light rail. A perceived increase 
in congestion (on major streets) stands out as one highly important negative change that 
respondents do perceive as related to light rail plans, even before construction. 



 

59 

Regarding future changes, the critical upper-left quadrant contains most of the same changes for 
the future as for the past. However,  all of those expected changes are seen as highly related to 
light rail in the future. In fact, light rail has above-average relevance to most of the specific 
changes perceived as both negative and important. Increased neighborhood shopping 
opportunities stands out as an important, strongly positive change expected to be highly related 
to light rail. Overall, Central Corridor respondents expect light rail will be more related to 
physical and transportation changes in their neighborhoods than to social changes. 

5.3.2  Importance-Change-Relevance—Hiawatha 
Figure 5-8 shows the specific changes Hiawatha respondents have observed and expect in their 
neighborhoods. The past period includes most of the time since the line opened. In contrast with 
past observations from Central Corridor, Hiawatha respondents see light rail as having been 
relevant to important and unimportant positive and negative changes in the recent past. Many of 
the critical-quadrant changes are the same as for Central Corridor, including pedestrian safety, 
security, congestion on major streets and quiet neighborhood streets. 

 
Figure 5-8: Importance-Change-Relevance—Hiawatha 

Though respondents do expect light rail will continue to be relevant to future changes in their 
neighborhoods, they also expect fewer changes will be highly related to light rail than in the past. 
In the critical quadrant, only congestion and pedestrian safety are seen as highly related to light 
rail. Once again, physical and transportation changes are perceived as more related to light rail 
than social changes. In a notable difference from Central Corridor’s future expected changes, 
worsening neighborhood security is not seen as highly related to light rail. Though respondents 
do expect parking to get more difficult, and consider the change highly related to light rail, they 
do not consider it highly important. Parking actually has the lowest importance of any change 
with above-average relevance. 

5.3.3  Importance-Change-Relevance—Cedar Avenue 
Figure 5-9 shows Cedar Avenue respondents’ past and future perceptions of specific changes. 
Plans for and early phases of bus rapid transit are perceived as highly related to important 
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negative changes and less-important positive changes. Though most changes with high mean 
relevance have to do with physical characteristics of neighborhoods and transportation, 
neighborhood security is also perceived as highly related to BRT. In addition, security has the 
highest importance and most negative observed change of any neighborhood quality the 
questionnaire asked respondents about. 

 
Figure 5-9: Importance-Change-Relevance—Cedar Avenue 

Overall, the pattern of expected future changes is quite similar to the pattern of observed past 
changes. However, the mean values of the positive changes respondents expect to see in the 
future are smaller than the mean values for those same changes in the past. The one exception to 
this pattern is bus service, which is a high-end outlier for positive change in the future and highly 
related to bus rapid transit, but not perceived as highly important.  

Once again, neighborhood security stands out as highly important and highly related to BRT, 
and, once again, respondents expect it to change for the worse. For the future, an expected 
decline in quiet neighborhood streets overtakes neighborhood security for the most negative 
change, but is not perceived to be as important. 

5.3.4  Importance-Change-Relevance—Northstar 
Figure 5-10 shows respondents’ observations of past neighborhood changes and expectation of 
future neighborhood changes from neighborhoods around Northstar commuter rail stations. 
Overall, residents’ perceptions form a very similar pattern to those of Cedar Avenue respondents. 
Again, neighborhood security is seen as declining, highly important and highly related to the 
transitway. Also, echoing all three other corridors, commuter rail is perceived as being more 
relevant to transportation changes and changes in neighborhood physical characteristics than to 
changes in neighborhood social characteristics. In contrast to the other three corridors, both 
positive and negative change mean values are closer to zero, suggesting that fewer Northstar 
respondents observed either positive or negative changes. 
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More changes are expected to be highly related to commuter rail in the future than were in the 
past. Again, the transitway is seen as highly relevant primarily to important, negative changes 
and less-important positive changes. In a departure from the trend of the highest relevance values 
almost exclusively belonging to physical and transportation changes, Northstar respondents 
expect to see a decline in the diversity of neighborhood residents which they also expect to be 
highly related to commuter rail (even though most do not consider the change highly important). 
More Northstar respondents expect neighborhood security to decline than any other important 
change; they also assign it the highest average importance and expect its decline to be highly 
related to commuter rail. 

 
Figure 5-10: Importance-Change-Relevance—Northstar 

5.4  Discussion 

Overall, residents of the study neighborhoods perceive fixed-guideway transit corridors as 
having positive impacts on their neighborhoods. Residents also expect transit corridors to have 
more positive impacts in the future than in the past. Significant differences exist between urban 
and suburban areas and between individual neighborhoods. Urban residents are considerably 
more likely to expect positive change in their neighborhoods, and somewhat more likely to 
expect positive specific impacts from transit corridors. These findings are not surprising as urban 
neighborhood residents likely have more experience of transit service in general. It is possible 
that suburban residents may need more exposure to premium transit to see it as a positive for 
their neighborhoods.  

Central Corridor residents were less likely than Hiawatha residents to perceive positive past 
impacts of transit development. However, this pattern does not persist for expectations of future 
transit corridor impacts. Similar percentages of Central Corridor and Hiawatha residents expect 
positive transit corridor impacts in the future. This pattern is not surprising either, given the 
timeline differences between the two corridors: indeed, many Central Corridor residents may 
base their concept of how light rail will affect their neighborhoods on the nearby Hiawatha line.  
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When it comes to suburban corridors, Northstar respondents have more positive perceptions of 
transit corridor impacts than Cedar Avenue respondents. Cedar Avenue’s phased implementation 
is unique among the corridors studied—it may confuse residents over what the final form of the 
corridor will be. Cedar Avenue is also the only bus corridor studied. Unlike Central Corridor, 
following another light rail line, it will be the first BRT service in Minnesota. Experience with 
the fully-implemented corridor may be necessary to “win over” some residents. 

The significant inter-neighborhood variation found in perceptions of transit corridor impacts, 
especially between central-city and suburban neighborhoods, shows that the characteristics, 
wishes and concerns of differing communities must be considered and addressed in the transit 
planning process. Addressing concerns may mean tailoring station-area planning and TOD 
activities to differing urban and suburban community types; it may also mean tailoring public 
outreach and education efforts to those communities based on neighborhood concerns and levels 
of experience with transit.  

Planning for transit corridors should also consider the wishes and concerns of long-time station 
area residents. The negative relationships found between length of residency in a neighborhood 
and expectations of transit impacts are likely due in part to self-selection among recently arrived 
residents. Still, the results show it is critical for planners to treat station-area neighborhoods as 
existing, functioning, valued communities as well as show places for transit-oriented 
revitalization and transformation. Planners should integrate the preservation of current 
neighborhood characteristics valued by existing residents into station area planning goals. 

The demographic variables were much less consistent predictors of respondents’ perceptions in 
regression analysis than in simple tests of significance. This indicates that some racial 
differences observed in the significance tests may actually be explained—at least in part—by 
other factors the regression models are better able to account for.  In addition, though tests of 
significance find multiple perception differences based on income, the income variable is not 
significant in any of the regression models.  Though some race variables do achieve significance 
in regression analysis, they do not do so consistently. Also, when significant, these variables 
often predict higher probabilities of positive perceptions for minorities (such as African 
Americans) or immigrants than for whites or non-immigrants—with the notable exception of 
Asian residents of urban neighborhoods. This finding runs against some local media coverage 
articulating strongly-held community concerns over gentrification and displacement of minority 
residents from Central Corridor neighborhoods. (Havens, 2010; Yuen, 2009; Yuen, 2011) 

The finding that residents in the historically low-income Phillips neighborhood and Asian 
urbanites have significantly lower levels of positive perceptions compared with other residents is 
cause for concern. Transit planners should pay special attention to ethnic and cultural 
communities as well as geographic areas with concentrated poverty. The starkest departure from 
the overall highly positive perceptions of fixed-guideway transit projects found in the survey was 
among Asian residents of urban neighborhoods. The model finds this departure from the trend to 
be separate from income, education, automobile ownership and other factors that might influence 
perceptions. When a transit project passes through historic minority communities, planners 
should involve community members in the planning process, and recognize such communities as 
having desires and concerns to be addressed just as with physical neighborhoods. 
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Several travel behavior variables are consistently significant for both urban and suburban 
corridors, all pointing to the same conclusion: current frequent transit users and transit-dependent 
residents of the study area have significantly more positive perceptions of transit corridor 
impacts than infrequent or non-users and residents with access to a motor vehicle. Residents of 
the study neighborhoods whose lives are most directly affected by transit planning decisions see 
themselves and their neighborhoods as benefiting from fixed-guideway transit projects. These 
results demonstrate that planners of fixed-guideway transit corridors should not shy away from 
neighborhoods with high levels of transit dependency over concerns about impacts on existing, 
conventional bus service. Planners of major transit projects should instead specifically involve 
transit-dependent station-area residents and current bus riders to help build a coalition of support 
in the community as well as to ensure that the future transit system continues to meet the needs 
of current transit users.  

In the importance-change-relevance analysis of respondents’ perceptions of specific 
neighborhood changes, pedestrian safety and traffic congestion are the only two changes that 
appear in the critical, high importance/negative change quadrant for all four corridors. These are 
also the only highly important, negative and related changes that Hiawatha respondents expect in 
the future. Given that Hiawatha respondents are likely to have significantly more experience with 
an operating transitway than others, these may be important areas to focus on in the planning of 
future transitways, as well as any traffic engineering or pedestrian design changes in the 
Hiawatha corridor. For Central Corridor and Cedar Avenue, this finding may also call for better 
communication of the pedestrian improvements included in transitway plans. The consistent 
appearance of security/crime and street quietness with the notable exception of Hiawatha 
suggests a need for further public outreach. The Hiawatha line had been operating for nearly 
seven years at the time of data collection. The fact that residents of Hiawatha neighborhoods did 
not perceive these factors as major problems provides an opportunity to present a real-world 
example of transitway implementation in the Twin Cities not leading to perceived increases in 
crime or losses of quiet streets.  
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6  Development Preferences 

In addition to investigating perceptions of neighborhood change and transitway impacts, the 
survey included a brief visual preference survey to investigate respondents’ preferences for 
future development/redevelopment in their neighborhoods. The results find both obstacles and 
opportunities for the acceptance of Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) on the part of 
neighborhood residents, as well as differences between areas and socio-demographic groups. 

6.1  Visual Preference Survey Design 

The visual preference survey comprised two four-part questions in which respondents were 
asked to rate how they would like to see various types of residential and commercial 
development in or near their neighborhoods. Precise question wordings and answer choices are 
shown in Table 6-1. 

Table 6-1: Visual Preference Survey Questions and Images 

 

Respondents rated each development type independently, rather than ranking them. In other 
words, a respondent could like all eight development types a lot, not like any of them at all or 
give any combination of answers in between. Answer choices were on a one-to-four scale as 
follows: 

1 = Not like it 
at all 

2 = Not like it 
much 

3 = Like it 4 = Like it a 
lot 

Residential 
question: 

How would you like to see each of the following types of residential 
development in your neighborhood? Would you not like it at all, not like it much, 
like it or like it a lot? 

Residential 
types: 

  
  

Names used 
in results: Single family Townhomes High-density 

apartments 
Small apartment 

building 

Commercial 
question: 

How would you like to see each of the following types of commercial 
development in or near your neighborhood? Would you not like it at all, not like 
it much, like it or like it a lot? 

Commercial 
types: 

    
Names used 

in results: 
Traditional 
storefront 

Automobile-
oriented detached  

High-density 
mixed-use 

Contemporary 
storefront 
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The directions for the commercial question asked respondents to focus on whether or not they 
would like to see each general type of commercial building in or near their neighborhood, and 
not to base their answers on the type of business they believed to be present. 

6.2  Responses 

For residential types, the single-family home is invariably the most popular and least 
controversial. There is also relatively little variation between respondents (with the exception of 
Hiawatha) about the high-density apartment building: they consistently dislike it. The small 
apartment building does reasonably well among Central Corridor and Hiawatha respondents—
better than the townhomes, in fact. This pattern does not persist for Cedar Avenue and Northstar. 
The townhomes do second-best for these corridors, though they are significantly less popular 
than the single-family home. 

Figure 6-1 compares the popularity of each housing type between the four study corridors in 
graphic form. The high popularity of the single family home is quite apparent, as are the lower 
levels of support for the other choices. The graph also underscores the divide over the two 
apartment buildings between Central Corridor and Hiawatha on the one hand and Cedar Avenue 
and Northstar on the other. Also underscored are the relatively small differences of opinion on 
the single family and townhome examples.  

 
Figure 6-1: Percentages of Respondents Who Like Each Housing Type  
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For commercial development, the high-density mixed-use development is consistently the most 
popular. For Central Corridor and Hiawatha, the traditional storefront is the second most popular, 
followed relatively closely by the contemporary storefront. In both cases, the automobile-
oriented detached building is least popular. Cedar Avenue and Northstar responses paint a very 
different picture. For these corridors, the automobile-oriented detached building has the second 
highest percentage of “like” responses, after the high-density mixed-use choice. For Cedar 
Avenue and Northstar, the two storefronts are both generally unpopular, with the traditional 
storefront the least popular of all.  
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Figure 6-2: Percentages of Respondents Who Like Each Commercial Development Type 
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Percentages of positive responses to the four commercial development types are shown in Figure 
6-2. The uniformly high popularity of the high-density mixed-use development is especially 
clear, with barely any variation between corridors. The urban-suburban divide over the other 
three development types is also apparent, particularly for the two storefront-style buildings, 
which receive nearly as many positive responses as the high-density mixed-use development.  

6.3  How Preferences Differ 

6.3.1  Inter-Neighborhood Differences in Preferences 
In addition to varying significantly between corridors, respondents’ preferences for development 
types show considerable variation between individual neighborhoods. Table 6-2 shows mean 
differences in development preferences between each neighborhood and the rest of its corridor, 
with statistically significant differences identified. 

In Central Corridor neighborhoods, several divides appear between Prospect Park and/or 
Hamline-Midway on the one hand, and Thomas-Dale and/or Summit-University on the other. In 
terms of differences that achieve statistical significance, this divide is completely consistent. The 
automobile-oriented commercial building is an excellent example, less popular than in the rest of 
the corridor for Prospect Park and Hamline-Midway, more popular for Thomas-Dale and 
Summit-University. The traditional storefront commercial building presents another example of 
the pattern with all four neighborhood’s differences significant. At least one neighborhood has a 
statistically significant difference in development preferences from the others for all residential 
and commercial development types with the exceptions of the small apartment building and the 
contemporary storefront. In every case, Prospect Park and Hamline-Midway react more 
favorably to less intense, neighborhood scale development types, while the opposite is true for 
Thomas-Dale and Summit-University.  
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Table 6-2: Inter-Neighborhood Differences in Development Preferences— 
Wilcoxon Mann-Whitney Test 

    Housing Commercial 

  

  
Single 
Family 

Town-
homes 

High-
Density 
Apart-
ments 

Small 
Apart-
ment 
Building 

Traditional 
Storefront 

Auto-
Oriented 
Detached 

High-
Density 
Mixed-
Use 

Contemp-
orary 
Storefront 

Central 
Corridor 

Prospect Park -0.18 -0.22 -0.63*** -0.21 0.28* -0.57*** -0.3** -0.01 
Hamline-

Midway 0.23* -0.31* -0.22 0.07 0.26* -0.42** 0.1 0.2 

Thomas-Dale -0.07  0.27* 0.43*** 0.15 -0.3* 0.51*** 0.26** -0.07 
Summit-

University 0.03  0.28* 0.47** 0 -0.28* 0.56*** -0.05 -0.14 

Hiawatha 

North Loop -1.39*** 0.24 1.00*** 1.05*** 0.14 -0.51*** 0.17 0.74*** 
Phillips 0.16  0.37** -0.11 0.16 0.3* 0.24 0.08 -0.3* 

Standish 0.48*** -0.49*** -0.43*** -0.38* 0.23 -0.46*** -0.3* 0.22 
Mall of 

America 0.44*** -0.07 -0.26 -0.64*** -0.65*** 0.62*** 0.14 -0.53*** 

Cedar 
Avenue  

Cedar Grove 0.44 0.41 0.1 0.69** 0.85** 0.31 0.13 0.56 
A. V. Walk-

Ride -0.65 0.25* -0.05 -0.39 -0.97 -0.16 -0.47 -0.97** 

A.V. Park-Ride 0.95* -0.15 0.1 0.09 0.12 -0.1 -0.02 0.35 
Lakeville-

Cedar  -0.34 -0.44 0.12 -0.06 0.1 -0.07 0.47 0.58* 

Northstar 

Fridley -0.05 0.23 0.19 0.28 -0.28* 0.19 0.42** -0.05 
Coon Rapids -0.14 0.14 -0.14 -0.24 -0.19 0.18 -0.12 -0.08 

Anoka -0.02 -0.26 -0.01 0.06 0.22 -0.61*** -0.46*** -0.09 
Big Lake 0.21 -0.12 -0.02 -0.06 0.28* 0.22 0.15 0.22 

Legend: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01  
              
In Hiawatha neighborhoods, a similar, polarized pattern appears with North Loop on the one 
hand and Standish and Mall of America on the other. Each statistically significant difference 
between North Loop and the other Hiawatha neighborhoods is accompanied by a significant 
difference in the opposite direction for one or both of the latter two. The sole exception is for the 
automobile-oriented commercial building; here, North Loop and Standish both have less positive 
opinions, while Mall of America has more positive opinions. Phillips only produces three 
significant differences from the other neighborhoods, more positive for the townhomes and the 
traditional storefront, less positive for the contemporary storefront. 

Fewer inter-neighborhood differences are significant for Cedar Avenue and Northstar. Among 
the Cedar Avenue neighborhoods, only three significant differences appear for housing types, all 
of them positive: Apple Valley Park-and-Ride for the single-family home, Apple Valley Walk-
and-Ride for the townhomes, and Cedar Grove for the small apartment building. No differences 
in housing preferences are significant in Northstar neighborhoods. 
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Figure 6-3: Percentages of Positive Responses by Neighborhood—Central Corridor  
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For commercial development, Cedar Grove respondents have more positive opinions than others 
from the Cedar Avenue corridor of the traditional storefront. Respondents from the Apple Valley 
Walk-and Ride-neighborhood have less positive opinions of the contemporary storefront, while 
Lakeville-Cedar respondents have more positive opinions of it. Among Northstar neighborhoods, 
Fridley respondents have less positive views of the traditional storefront and more positive views 
of the high-density mixed-use development, while Anoka respondents have less positive 
reactions to both the automobile-oriented detached building and the high-density mixed-use 
development. Big Lake respondents have significant, more favorable views of the traditional 
storefront than respondents from other Northstar neighborhoods. 

Figure 6-3 shows percentages of Central Corridor respondents who answered either “like it” or 
“like it a lot” for each type of development in the visual preference survey. Large differences 
between neighborhoods are apparent for the high-density apartments and the automobile-oriented 
detached commercial building. In both cases, Thomas-Dale and Summit-University have many 
more positive responses than Prospect Park and Hamline-Midway. There is also a stark divide in 
the other direction regarding the traditional storefront. 

Figure 6-4 shows percentages of positive responses for Hiawatha neighborhoods. Here, the 
differences between the North Loop and the other neighborhoods found in the significance tests 
are dramatically illustrated. In terms of residential development preferences, North Loop 
respondents give responses nearly opposite those of the other three neighborhoods. North Loop 
is the only neighborhood on any corridor to have a majority negative view of single-family 
development, or a majority positive view of the high-density apartments. The popularity of the 
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small apartment building is striking, approaching 100%. The other neighborhoods actually 
demonstrate a similar pattern to Central Corridor on residential development.  

 
Figure 6-4: Percentages of Positive Responses by Neighborhood—Hiawatha 
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In terms of commercial development, traditional storefronts are highly popular everywhere 
except in the suburban Mall of America neighborhood, though surprisingly large differences 
appear for the contemporary storefront. The high-density mixed-use development is popular in 
all four neighborhoods. As one might expect, the automobile-oriented detached commercial 
building is popular in the Mall of America neighborhood and unpopular in the North Loop and 
Standish. It is surprisingly popular, however, in Phillips. 

Figure 6-5 shows positive responses from Cedar Avenue neighborhoods. In contrast to the two 
urban light rail corridors, Cedar Avenue neighborhoods demonstrate very little variation in 
development preferences. For residential development, only the townhomes and the small 
apartment building show any real variation. The Apple Valley Walk-and-Ride neighborhood 
shows more positives for the townhomes, and is the only Cedar Avenue neighborhood with a 
majority positive view of any residential type other than single family. Cedar Grove has more 
positive responses to the small apartment building than the other neighborhoods, though those 
positives are still in the minority. 

Regarding commercial development, Cedar Avenue neighborhoods are in general agreement on 
their strongly negative view of the traditional storefront, their positive view of the automobile-
oriented detached building and their strongly positive view of the high-density mixed-use 
development. Only the contemporary storefront shows much variation, with Cedar Grove and 
Lakeville-Cedar having somewhat less negative views than the other two neighborhoods. 
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Figure 6-5: Percentages of Positive Responses by Neighborhood—Cedar Avenue 
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Figure 6-6 shows percentages of positive responses for Northstar neighborhoods. Once again, 
little variation is apparent between neighborhoods. For residential development, Fridley is 
slightly more positive—and majority positive, as well—about the townhomes, while Coon 
Rapids is even more negative than the others about both types of apartments. 

Slightly more variation appears for commercial development. Anoka, in particular breaks from 
the overall corridor trend, and is roughly half positive for traditional storefronts, along with Big 
Lake. Anoka is the only Northstar neighborhood with a majority of negative responses to the 
automobile-oriented development type, and is also less positive than the others about the high-
density mixed-use development, though this is still the most popular commercial development 
type for Anoka. 
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Figure 6-6: Percentages of Positive Responses by Neighborhood—Northstar 
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6.3.2  Racial Differences in Preferences 
Future development and redevelopment are likely to have a profound impact on future 
neighborhood change in transitway station areas. In addition, transit-oriented development 
entailing changes to the character of development is a goal of station area planning along all four 
study corridors. In light of the racial differences in perceptions of neighborhood change and 
transitway impacts observed for Central Corridor and Hiawatha respondents, an exploration of 
racial differences in development preferences is warranted. Table 6-3 shows differences from 
corridor means for the visual preference survey, with statistically significant differences 
identified. 

  



 

72 

Table 6-3: Racial Divides in Development Preferences—Wilcoxon Mann-Whitney Test  
    Housing Commercial 

    Single-
family 

Town-
homes 

Hi-density 
apartments 

Small 
apartment 
building 

Trad. 
storefront 

Auto-
oriented 
detached  

Hi-density 
mixed-use 

Contemp. 
storefront 

Central 
Corridor 

White 0.218** -0.420*** -0.527*** -0.165 0.402** -0.763*** 0.022 0.439*** 
Black -0.135 0.652*** 0.517*** 0.182 -0.291 0.764*** -0.07 -0.202 
Asian -0.252* 0.009 0.443** 0.105 -0.550** 0.429* 0.234 -0.728*** 

Hiawatha 
White -0.024 -0.541*** 0.015 -0.183 -0.035 -0.826*** -0.433*** 0.269* 
Black 0.091 0.678*** 0.491* 0.474** 0.107 0.861*** 0.375** -0.115 

Note: * p<0.1; ** p<0.05; *** p<0.01. 
             

Many racial differences in development preferences are statistically significant. Differences over 
housing types are particularly prevalent. In general, minority respondents rated attached and 
multi-family housing types significantly higher than others, while white respondents tended to 
rate them lower than others. In Central Corridor neighborhoods, differences over the high-
density apartments are especially stark: all three major racial groups represented in the sample 
have statistically significant differences from the rest of the sample. Whites, as a group, have a 
significantly lower opinion of the high-density apartment building than others, while African-
Americans and Asians both have significantly higher opinions of it. The differences over single-
family homes and townhomes are more complex. For the single family residential image, white 
respondents have a significant, higher opinion than the remainder of the sample, while Asian 
respondents have a significant, lower opinion. African-American respondents do not show a 
statistically significant difference from the rest of the sample. For townhomes, whites show a 
significant, negative difference from other members of the sample, while African-Americans 
show a significant, negative difference. In this case, Asian respondents do not show a statistically 
significant difference from the remainder of the sample. Along Central Corridor, no racial 
differences are statistically significant for the small apartment building. 

Along the Hiawatha line, a somewhat different pattern of differences between white and African-
American respondents appears. For townhomes, the same directions of significant differences 
appear as in Central Corridor neighborhoods, and each group’s difference from other members of 
the sample is slightly larger still. For the two types of apartment buildings included in the visual 
preference survey, African-Americans have statistically significant, more positive views than 
other members of the sample, while whites’ differences from others are not significant. 
Differences in opinions of the single family home are insignificant. 

Regarding commercial development, the automobile-oriented detached building produced the 
most race-based differences: along both corridors, every group tested has a statistically 
significant difference from the rest of the sample. In both cases, white respondents have a 
significantly lower opinion of the automobile-oriented development example. All minority 
groups tested have significantly higher opinions. The high-density mixed-use development—
most popular over all—shows a striking difference in racial divides between the two corridors. 
For this development type, no racial differences are statistically significant among Central 
Corridor respondents. Among Hiawatha respondents, however, African-American and white 
respondents both show statistically significant differences from other members of the sample: 
white opinions are more favorable as a group, African-American opinions less so. Both 
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traditional and contemporary storefronts are significantly more popular among whites and less 
popular among Asians along Central Corridor. In Hiawatha neighborhoods, only the 
contemporary storefront is significantly more popular among whites. 
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Figure 6-7: Positive Opinions of Housing Types—Racial Differences 

Figure 6-7 shows the percentage of favorable responses given by each racial group to each 
residential development type. The size of the racial divides on townhomes and high-density 
apartments are striking, especially between white and black respondents. African-American 
Central Corridor respondents actually rate the townhomes and the small apartment building 
almost as highly as the single-family home. African-Americans are also almost as tolerant of 
high-density apartments as whites are of townhomes in Central Corridor Neighborhoods. Asian 
Central Corridor respondents fall in between whites and African-Americans on the townhomes 
and high-density apartments. Asians’ responses mirror those of whites quite closely for the 
single-family home and small apartment building. As suggested by the significance tests, racial 
divides along the Hiawatha line form a similar pattern to black-white differences along Central 
Corridor, with slightly smaller differences between groups. 

Favorable responses by race to the four commercial development types appear in Figure 6-8. 
Once again, the high-density mixed-use development is universally popular, with only relatively 
small differences of opinion between groups. In Central Corridor neighborhoods, the other three 
types all show large racial divides, as suggested by the significance tests. The largest differences 
for both corridors occur with regard to the automobile-oriented detached building, with more 
than thirty percentage points between the most favorable group of whites and the least favorable 
minority group. There is a notable difference between corridors regarding both types of 
storefronts. Moderate racial divides appear for both traditional and contemporary storefronts in 
Central Corridor neighborhoods. Among Hiawatha respondents, only a small racial difference 
appears for contemporary storefronts, while positive responses to traditional storefronts are 
nearly identical between whites and African-Americans. 
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Figure 6-8: Positive Opinions of Commercial Development types—Racial Differences 
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6.4  Discussion 

The most critical finding from the visual preference survey is that desirable and even tolerable 
types of development around transitways vary widely between different areas of the region, 
individual neighborhoods and even individual residents’ own backgrounds. This result has 
important implications for Transit Oriented Development planning going forward, particularly 
because several types of development consistent with TOD are appear likely to face significant 
neighborhood resistance in many case. 

The general unpopularity of the high-density apartments, a popular TOD component due to the 
high residential densities they permit within optimal walking distance of stations suggests there 
may be some limits to very high-intensity TOD projects in the Twin Cities, at least in cases 
where TOD projects are in or directly adjacent to existing residential neighborhoods. (The 
Reflections condominium development at the Hiawatha Line’s Bloomington Central Station 
offers an example of a very high-intensity transit-oriented redevelopment project in an area 
unlikely to face neighborhood opposition, due to its separation from existing residential areas. 
The large parcels of vacant land around several Northstar stations, as well as disused industrial 
sites along Central Corridor may offer similar opportunities.) It must be noted that security 
measures common among large apartment buildings—and even smaller suburban apartment 
buildings—hampered recruitment of apartment dwellers, especially in the suburbs. The 
popularity of the high-density apartments may be somewhat understated as a result, since 
suburbanites who live in apartments are likely under-represented in the survey sample. 

The considerably higher popularity of the small apartment building along the two light rail 
corridors, however, suggests that residents may be willing to accept higher densities as long as 
they are more in scale and integrated with the existing neighborhood. Developments of this type 
may prove quite valuable for increasing densities near urban transitway stations because of their 
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popularity among residents, and because they can be feasibly built on the small parcels prevalent 
in urban neighborhoods.  

In addition, the universally high popularity of the high-density mixed-use commercial 
development is a positive sign for the TOD prospects of neighborhoods along Twin Cities 
transitways, even in suburban areas. It is particularly interesting that suburban residents 
consistently rated this development type almost as highly as urban residents did despite 
consistently rating even the small apartment building much lower. Unfortunately, the survey data 
do not permit direct examination of the reasons behind this pattern. One possibility is that 
suburban residents, accustomed to large shopping centers and segregated land uses, may simply 
assume their neighborhoods will be afforded some degree of separation from any development 
containing commercial uses. Another is that suburban residents might be more willing to accept 
density nearby if they see it as including something for them—such as an attractive commercial 
and entertainment district they might see themselves patronizing. 

The racial differences in development preferences found along Central Corridor and Hiawatha 
drive home the point that where a parcel of land is located is not the only factor in determining 
what type of development nearby residents will support or oppose for it. The considerably higher 
opinion minority respondents have of multi-family housing compared with whites is instructive: 
On the one hand, this finding suggests that African-American and Asian communities may be 
valuable partners in TOD efforts. Such partnerships can only succeed, however, if members of 
minority communities are directly included in the benefits of TOD project.   Indeed, on the other 
hand, the finding suggests a need to pay special attention to environmental justice and social 
equity concerns in the interest of ensuring TOD projects do not harm the potentially vulnerable 
communities that appear most likely to welcome them in. 

Over all, the visual preference survey demonstrates that plans for development around 
transitways must be context-sensitive. Moreover, it seems critical that Twin Cities TOD projects 
be sensitive to multiple different types of context, from location within the metro area and 
immediate neighborhood to the community structures and cultural norms of existing residents.  



 

76 

7  Travel Behavior 

In addition to gathering data on residents’ perceptions of neighborhood change and transitway 
impacts, as well as their development preferences, the survey explored residents’ travel behavior 
and perceptions of transit service in their neighborhoods. Specifically, the survey collected 
detailed information on mode choice for commute and personal trips, commute destinations, 
personal trip purposes, respondents’ assessments of the pedestrian environment in their 
neighborhoods, importance of and satisfaction with multiple aspects of transit service, along with 
respondents’ use of the transitway serving their neighborhood and the quality of their experience 
with it. (Respondents from Central Corridor and Cedar Avenue indicated how often they 
expected to use the transitway in their neighborhood after its completion.) Table 7-1 summarizes 
the travel behavior information collected by the survey. 

Table 7-1: Travel Behavior Topics & Information 

General Topic Specific Data 

Commute trips 

Work and/or school location 

Distance(s) 

Trip time(s) 

Times of day 

Frequency by mode 

Personal trips 
Frequency by mode 

Trip purposes by mode 

Perceptions of non-auto 
modes 

Perception of pedestrian infrastructure and conditions 

Importance of transit service characteristics 

Perception of transit service quality 

Experience using transitways 

7.1  Mode Choice 

Along with respondents’ perceptions and preferences, respondents’ choices of transportation 
modes are an additional important outcome variable of the survey. The questionnaire asked 
respondents who stated they were employed and/or in school how frequently they make their 
commute by transit, walking, bicycle, automobile, taxi, telecommuting or some other mode. 
Answer choices—borrowed from the Metropolitan Council’s regular on-board survey of Twin 
Cities transit users—range from “Never” to “More than four times a week.” Table 7-2 shows all 
answer choices, as well as specific modes grouped into categories.  
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Table 7-2: Mode Choice Questions—Wordings and Answer Choices 

Modes Answer choices (for each) 

General Specific Category Answer 

Transit 
“Walk or bike to a stop and then take a bus or train” Non-user Never 

“Drive to a stop and then take a bus or train.” Occasional 
user 

<1 time/month 

Non-
motorized 

“Walking for your whole commute” 1-4 times/month 

“Bicycling for your whole commute” Frequent 
user 

2-4 times/week 

Motor 
vehicle 

“Car or motorcycle for your whole commute” >4 times/week 

“Taxi” 

 No travel “Telecommuting or working from home” 

Other “Any other type of transportation” (Specify) 

By asking respondents how frequently they use each mode for their commute, rather than what 
mode they use most often, the survey captures respondents who do not always use the same 
commute mode. Though commuting is often quite habitual, many cases may exist of respondents 
who use different modes for travel to work and school, or depending on errands to be run after 
work, or due to the weather, etc. In addition, the questionnaire splits transit into walk/bike-and-
ride transit users and park-and-ride transit users to prevent confusion for transit users due to 
varying access modes. 

Figure 7-1 shows commute mode choices for the urban corridors. Both Central Corridor and 
Hiawatha neighborhoods show significant percentages of respondents commuting by transit at 
least twice a week—23% for the former and 28% for the latter, even considering only walk/bike-
and-ride users. It is interesting to note that Hiawatha’s transit mode share is actually larger than 
Central Corridor’s, in spite of higher income levels and lower levels of transit dependency. Park 
and ride mode shares are quite small, though urban corridor neighborhoods were selected largely 
based on walk-ride access. Significant minorities report frequently commuting on foot or by 
bicycle as well—ranging from nine to fourteen percent. While driving—either alone or in a 
carpool—has the largest mode share for both corridors, it is worth noting that 26% of employed 
Central Corridor respondents and 32% of employed Hiawatha respondents report not commuting 
by automobile more than once a week. Roughly 8% of Central Corridor respondents and 10% of 
Hiawatha respondents report telecommuting or working from home at least twice a week. 
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Figure 7-1: Commute Mode Choice, Urban Corridors 

 
Figure 7-2: Commute Mode Choice, Suburban Corridors 
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Figure 7-2 shows commute mode choice for the suburban corridors. Major differences are 
present from urban corridor mode choice patterns. All alternative modes have less than ten 
percent of employed respondents reporting use at least twice a week, though 9% of Cedar 
Avenue respondents and 6% of Northstar respondents report frequent park and ride use.  
Roughly 8% of Cedar Avenue respondents and 6% of Northstar respondents work from home at 
least twice a week. In spite of low use rates for individual alternative modes in the suburban 
neighborhoods, 21% of employed Cedar Avenue respondents and 14% of employed Northstar 
respondents report driving to work no more than once a week. 

 
Figure 7-3: Personal Trip Mode Choice, All Corridors 
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Figure 7-3 shows mode choices for personal trips along all four study corridors. Significant 
urban-suburban divides appear for non-motorized transportation and transit. While 46% of 
Central Corridor respondents and 52% of Hiawatha respondents make personal trips by walking 
or bicycling at least twice a week, only 18% and 15%, respectively, of Cedar Avenue and 
Northstar respondents do. The urban-suburban divide for personal transit trips is, if anything, 
even more stark. Twenty percent of Central Corridor respondents and 16% of Hiawatha 
respondents make personal trips via transit at least twice a week. Roughly 2% of Northstar 
respondents do likewise; no Cedar Avenue respondents use transit for personal trips more than 
once a week. 

Surprisingly, however, no urban-suburban divide appears for personal trips made by driving. At 
least in the urban neighborhoods, it appears that frequent use of automobiles and alternative 
modes are not mutually exclusive for personal transportation. It must be noted that there is some 
room for variation within each of the frequency categories. Even so, the lack of significant inter-
corridor differences for automotive personal travel is striking. 
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7.1.1  Transit Use by Neighborhood 
Figure 7-4 shows overall transit use rates (for any trip purpose) for individual urban 
neighborhoods, with neighborhoods whose rates of use show a statistically significant difference 
from the others identified based on a Wilcoxon Mann-Whitney test. 

 
Figure 7-4: Overall Transit Use along Urban Corridors, by Neighborhood 
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Several inter-neighborhood differences appear; four neighborhoods’ transit use rates differ from 
the remainder of the urban corridor sample in a statistically significant manner. While 35% of 
Thomas-Dale respondents use transit at least twice a week—and 54% do at least once a month—
only 12% of Hamline-Midway respondents ride twice a week or more; the rate only increases to 
28% for all respondents using transit at least monthly. Along the Hiawatha line, 40% of 
respondents from the Phillips neighborhood use transit at least twice a week, and 59% do at least 
once a month. Ten percent of Mall of America area respondents, however, ride at least twice a 
week; 31% do so at least monthly. 

Figure 7-5 shows overall transit use rates along the suburban corridors by neighborhood. No 
suburban neighborhood’s use rates differ from the remainder of the suburban sample in a 
statistically significant manner. No suburban neighborhood has more than 10% of respondents 
reporting transit use more than twice a week. 
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Figure 7-5: Overall Transit Use along Suburban Corridors, by Neighborhood 

7.2  Workplace Locations and Transit Commuting 

Transit use patterns among workers are often strongly influenced by workplace locations. 
Certain areas—such as central business districts—tend to have high levels of transit service, as 
well as congested roads and expensive parking. Figure 7-6 shows percentages of employed 
respondents from each of the four study corridors who work in three areas of the Twin Cities 
metropolitan area where all of these conditions are present: downtown Minneapolis, downtown 
Saint Paul (defined here as Metro Transit’s downtown fare zones) and the University of 
Minnesota. For comparison, the graph also shows percentages of workers who do not work in 
any of these three areas. 

While a majority of employed respondents from all four corridors do not work in either 
downtown area or the University, a significant urban-suburban divide does appear. Workers in 
the Central Corridor and Hiawatha samples are significantly more likely to work in one of the 
three popular transit destinations shown than workers in the Cedar Avenue and Northstar 
samples. Hiawatha respondents are by far the most likely to work in downtown Minneapolis—
28% do—while Central Corridor respondents are most likely to work either in downtown Saint 
Paul or at the University. Similar percentages of Central Corridor and Cedar Avenue respondents 
work in downtown Minneapolis, 10% and 9%, respectively. Few Northstar respondents work in 
any of the three areas.  
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Figure 7-6: Workplace Locations, by Corridor 
Figure 7-7 shows the percentages of employed respondents who commute via transit frequently 
by workplace and corridor. Based on a Wilcoxon Mann-Whitney test, the difference in transit 
commuting between respondents who work in either downtown area or at the University of 
Minnesota and those who work elsewhere is statistically significant for all four corridors. It is 
interesting to note that the urban-suburban divides observed for overall transit use are absent—
Cedar Avenue actually has the highest rate of transit use, 69%, for commute trips when only 
respondents who work downtown or at the University are considered. At least half of all 
Hiawatha and Northstar respondents who work in one of these three areas commute by transit at 
least twice a week, compared with 42% for Central Corridor. The urban-suburban divide one 
might be more inclined to expect does appear, however, for workers who work elsewhere. 
Sixteen and seventeen percent of employed Central Corridor and Hiawatha respondents, 
respectively, who do not work in either downtown or at the University are frequent transit 
commuters, compared with 4% of similar workers on Cedar Avenue and Northstar.  
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Figure 7-7: Transit Use Frequency, by Workplace 
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7.3  Respondents’ Experience with Transitways 

Given the different neighborhood types surveyed and the timeline differences between study 
corridors, determining respondents’ level of experience with transitways is crucial to fully 
understanding how transitways are perceived throughout the study area. Figure 7-8 shows urban 
respondents’ previous experience with light rail transit—the mode in operation in the Hiawatha 
corridor and planned for the Central Corridor. Positive experiences are overwhelmingly common 
across both corridors and neighborhoods. In fact, the only neighborhood in which “Strongly 
Positive” is not the most common response is Summit-University, where slightly more 
respondents have never used light rail than had strongly positive experiences with it. Even in this 
neighborhood, the positive responses put together account for a majority of respondents. The 
results for Hiawatha neighborhoods are impressive, with 65% to 79% of all respondents having 
both ridden light rail and had a strongly positive experience with it. 
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Figure 7-8: Urban Respondents’ Transitway Experiences, by Neighborhood 
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Figure 7-9 shows Cedar Avenue and Northstar respondents’ experiences with bus rapid transit 
and commuter rail, the respective modes of the transitways in their neighborhoods. Though 
respondents have most commonly never used the mode of transit in question, positive 
experiences are generally the next most common, with the exception of the Apple Valley Park 
and Ride neighborhood in the Cedar Avenue corridor. In general, more residents of Northstar 
neighborhoods than residents of Cedar Avenue neighborhoods have used a transitway before, 
and the experiences of those who have are more positive in Northstar neighborhoods. 
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Figure 7-9: Suburban Respondents’ Transitway Experiences 
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7.4  Perceptions of Transit Service—Importance-Satisfaction 

Two questions in the travel behavior section asked respondents about their perceptions of transit 
service in their neighborhoods: 

For public transit to be a better option for you than it is now, how important 
would the following things be? Not important at all, slightly important, 
somewhat important or very important? 

Do you agree or disagree with each of the following statements about public 
transit service in this neighborhood? Strongly disagree, somewhat disagree, 
somewhat agree or strongly agree? 
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The first question was followed by a list of possible improvements to transit service, the second 
by a parallel list of positive statements about transit service quality.  Table 7-3 shows the 
individual aspects of transit service covered in the survey. In analyzing the results, the former 
question provides the importance dimension, while the latter question provides the satisfaction 
dimension. 

Table 7-3: Aspects of Transit Service Quality Considered 

Aspects Wordings 
 Importance Satisfaction 

Accessing 
Transit 

Closer stops to home and/or destination Stops are close to your home and 
destinations 

Safer or more pleasant walking routes to 
stops 

Walking routes to stops are safe and 
pleasant 

More attractive stops, stations or waiting 
areas 

Waiting areas at stops are attractive and 
pleasant 

Vehicle 
Characteristics 

More comfortable buses/trains Buses and/or trains are comfortable 
Easier boarding and exiting of buses/ 
trains 

Buses and/or trains are easy to board and 
exit 

Service 
Characteristics 

Service to more places you go You can get everywhere you need to go by 
public transit 

Faster travel speeds/quicker trips You can get around quickly by public transit 
More frequent service at the times you 
travel Service is frequent at the times you travel 

Buses or trains that run on time more 
often 

Buses and/or trains are almost always on 
time 

Information Better information on where routes go 
and when they run 

It is easy to find out where routes go and 
when they run 

Cost Lower fare Public transit is a good value for the fare 

Automotive 
Negatives 

Higher gas prices Riding public transit costs less than driving 
Increasing road congestion or worse 
traffic 

Buses and/or trains can get around traffic 
jams quickly 
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Figure 7-10: Importance-Satisfaction, Central Corridor 

Figure 7-10 shows mean results of the importance-satisfaction questions for Central Corridor 
respondents. The aspect of transit service with the highest importance, and second-lowest 
satisfaction is service to all needed destinations, possibly reflecting relatively low levels of cross-
town service in some areas along Central Corridor. Of the four remaining aspects in the top left, 
above-average importance/below-average satisfaction quadrant, three (fast journey times, on-
time performance and frequent service) relate to transit schedules. Fewer traffic delays than 
driving is also in the high-importance/low-satisfaction quadrant. 

Respondents also rated easily accessed transit information, safe and pleasant walking routes to 
stops, and stops close to home and destinations as having above-average importance, but also 
reported high levels of satisfaction. Respondents were also generally satisfied with transit fares, 
cost compared with driving and transit vehicle characteristics, but ascribed them lower 
importance.  
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Figure 7-11: Importance-Satisfaction, Hiawatha 

Figure 7-11 shows mean results of the importance-satisfaction questions for Hiawatha 
respondents.  Service to all needed destinations has both the highest average importance and 
lowest average satisfaction for Hiawatha respondents.  The three schedule factors—fast journey 
times, on-time performance and frequent service—are all in the high-importance/low-satisfaction 
quadrant. Easily accessed transit information also rates highly in terms of mean importance, and 
just below the mean-of-means line in terms of satisfaction. 

Favorable price and travel time comparisons with driving, as well as stops close to home and 
destinations all have above-average importance, but respondents also report above-average 
satisfaction. Transit fares, safe and pleasant walking routes to stops, and transit vehicle 
characteristics show high satisfaction, but relatively low importance. As with Central Corridor, 
only attractive & pleasant waiting areas at stops shows both below average importance and 
below average satisfaction. 
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Figure 7-12: Importance-Satisfaction, Cedar Avenue 

Figure 7-12 shows mean results of the importance-satisfaction questions for Cedar Avenue 
respondents. Service to all needed destinations, fast journey times and frequent service once 
again fall into the high-importance/low-satisfaction quadrant; they are joined in this instance by 
easily accessed transit information. Service to all needed destinations once again ranks as having 
the highest importance, but fast journey times has the lowest satisfaction level. 

Fewer traffic delays than driving and on-time performance are the only aspects of transit service 
to fall into the high-importance/high-satisfaction quadrant for Cedar Avenue. Transit vehicle 
characteristics demonstrate high satisfaction coupled with low importance, as do cost factors, 
attractive and pleasant waiting areas at stops and nearness of stops—the latter may reflect 
significant park and ride access in the corridor. Safe and pleasant walking routes to stops is the 
only aspect of transit service to have both low average importance and low average satisfaction 
among Cedar Avenue respondents, again possibly reflecting the importance of park and ride 
access to transit in the area. 
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Figure 7-13: Importance-Satisfaction, Northstar 

Figure 7-13 shows mean results of the importance-satisfaction questions for Cedar Avenue 
respondents. Only service to all needed destinations and frequent service fall into the high-
importance/low-satisfaction quadrant. This fact may reflect the fast, high quality service 
provided by the Northstar line at infrequent intervals to a limited number of destinations.  

Cost factors, comparisons with driving, transit information, on-time performance and nearness of 
stops all have high average importance, but also high average satisfaction. Characteristics of 
stations, stops and transit vehicles also have high average satisfaction, but low average 
importance. Fast journey times is the only aspect of transit service in Northstar neighborhoods to 
have below average satisfaction and importance. 

7.5  Pedestrian Infrastructure and Conditions 

Figure 7-14 shows percentages of respondents who gave positive assessments of specific aspects 
of the pedestrian environment in their neighborhoods. A large urban-suburban divide appears for 
the presence of sidewalks, with 98% of Central Corridor respondents and 77% of Hiawatha 
respondents reporting that most or all streets in their neighborhoods have sidewalks, compared 
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with less than half the sample for Cedar Avenue and Northstar. Shade along sidewalks in 
summer, as well as interesting buildings show a similar divide, though of a smaller magnitude. 
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Figure 7-14: Positive Perceptions of Pedestrian Environment, by Corridor 

Snow removal actually shows the opposite pattern, with barely half of all Central Corridor 
respondents giving positive assessments, as compared with over 70% each for Hiawatha and 
Cedar Avenue, and over 80% for Northstar. It must be noted, however, that data collection 
followed a relatively harsh winter, during which the City of Saint Paul experienced significant 
budgetary strains related to snow removal. This fact may depress positive perceptions among 
Central Corridor respondents. 

Sidewalk maintenance, however, shows little difference between corridors at all. Though a slight 
urban-suburban divide appears on the presence of trees and scenery, it is small overall, and 
smaller than several other differences between individual urban or suburban corridors. 

Easy street crossings produces a more complex pattern of inter-corridor differences. While 
Central Corridor and Northstar respondents have similar perceptions—67% and 68% 
respectively—Hiawatha respondents have somewhat more positive perceptions (77%) and Cedar 
Avenue respondents have fewer (59%). 

7.6  Discussion 

Large differences appear between corridors for numbers of frequent transit users, particularly 
between urban and suburban corridors. This pattern is present for both commuting and personal 
trips. However, the urban-suburban divide disappears—at least for commute trips—when only 
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respondents who work at three popular, well-served transit destinations are considered. Though 
more such workers live along the urban corridors, on the whole, they commute by transit at 
similar rates whether they live along urban or suburban corridors. On the other hand, most 
employed respondents do not work in either downtown area or at the University of Minnesota, 
and a large urban-suburban divide is present for that majority. While these findings demonstrate 
premium transit’s ability to attract trips to major regional destinations, they also underscore the 
importance of maintaining and strengthening downtown employment and of providing local 
transit connections to transitways, as well as cross-town service. 

Respondents who have had any experience with transitways overwhelmingly report having had 
positive experiences. The experiences of Hiawatha respondents in particular illustrate the power 
of transitways to attract people to try transit—and also to instill positive perceptions in riders. 
These findings point to non-users as an important avenue for ridership growth in transitway 
corridors. 

Though urban-suburban divides do appear for respondents’ perceptions of the pedestrian 
environment in their neighborhoods, they are not as stark as the urban-suburban differences 
found for non-motorized travel. Though significant minorities of suburban respondents do report 
frequently making personal trips by walking or bicycling, very few do so for commute trips. This 
difference based on trip purpose is much greater than that found for urban respondents. In 
general, the findings suggest that lower rates of non-motorized travel among suburban 
respondents may have more to do with distances than pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure. 

Regarding respondents’ perceptions of transit service, coverage (number of destinations 
reachable) and service frequency, speed and/or reliability consistently dominate the group of 
transit service aspects to which respondents ascribe high importance and low satisfaction. The 
latter three factors—for the incomplete corridors, at least—are likely to be significantly 
addressed by transitway implementation. The eventual build-out of the regional transitway 
network would also significantly increase the numbers of destinations reachable from study 
neighborhood, at least in a reasonable amount of time. However, these findings also underscore 
the importance for transit of serving complex trip patterns with a combination of transitways and 
other radial routes, cross-town service and local connections.  
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8  Survey of Businesses 

Transitways can have profound impacts on the business environments of the neighborhoods they 
serve. Prior to the implementation of a transitway, businesses along the route often express 
concerns about construction. Following the completion of the resident survey, the research team 
conducted a similar survey of 160 station-area businesses located in or near the study 
neighborhoods. Owners and managers of businesses were eligible to participate. This chapter 
will describe the survey process and results, as well as policy implications suggested by business 
perceptions of transitways. 

8.1  Questionnaire 

The business survey questionnaire largely mirrors the questionnaire employed in the resident 
survey. Once again, the survey revolves around four “key questions” intended to sort 
respondents into those who see themselves as “winners” and “losers”, so to speak, in the 
transitway development process. As in the resident survey, these questions cover the overall 
trajectory of change in the neighborhood and the specific impacts of the transitway, and both are 
asked twice: once concerning observed changes and impacts over the last five years, once 
concerning expected changes and impacts over the next five years. All four ask about changes 
and impacts as they affect the respondent’s business, with exact wordings as follows: (Note: each 
questionnaire mentions the relevant transitway by name.) 

Overall, has the neighborhood become a better or worse place for your business 
over the PAST five years or since you’ve been in business here, or has it stayed 
about the same? 

Overall, what is your opinion of any effects the [transitway] may have had on 
your business over the PAST five years or since you’ve been in business in the 
neighborhood? 

Overall, do you think the neighborhood will become a better or worse place for 
your business over the long term—in the NEXT five years, or will it stay about 
the same? 

Overall, what is your opinion of any effects you think the [transitway] will have 
on your business over the long term—in the NEXT five years? 

The remaining questions cover: 

• Changes in the neighborhood; 
• Short-term concerns about transitway construction impacts (for Central Corridor and 

Cedar Avenue businesses only); 
• Employee and customer characteristics; and 
• General background information on both the business and the respondent.  
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The sections covering employee and customer characteristics, as well as respondent background 
included questions dealing with current perceived travel behavior and perceived or expected use 
of the relevant transitway. (See Appendix B) 

All respondents had their choice of an in-person interview or a self-administered questionnaire. 
However, the research team obtained the vast majority of responses through in-person 
interviews, due to a low retrieval rate for self-administered surveys. 

8.2  Survey Process 

8.2.1  Study Neighborhoods 
The business survey relied on the same neighborhood definitions as the resident survey to the 
greatest extent possible. Recruitment of participants always began within the boundaries used in 
the resident survey. In the cases of Standish, Cedar Grove, Fridley and Big Lake, low rates of 
response and/or limited numbers of businesses within the original neighborhood necessitated the 
inclusion of some businesses outside the resident survey neighborhood. In all such cases, the 
nearest businesses outside the resident survey neighborhood were approached first. Table 8-1 
lists the built form and predominant business types of each study neighborhood. 

8.2.2  Sampling and Recruitment 
The survey employed a simple random sample of businesses drawn at the neighborhood level. 
Owners and managers of sampled businesses were eligible to participate. The sampling frame 
was based on a Dunn and Bradstreet database of metro-area businesses.  Due to high turnover 
rates in multiple study neighborhoods, the research team confirmed each sample with an on-the-
ground walk through of each study neighborhood.  

Sampled businesses received a letter introducing the research, informing them of the voluntary 
nature of the study, assuring them all responses would be private and confidential, outlining 
options for participation, and encouraging them to contact the project manager with any 
questions. Businesses were then contacted by telephone and asked to participate, with repeat 
attempts made until receipt of either a firm assent or refusal, or until it became clear that an 
owner or manager could not be reached.  

8.3  Characteristics of Interviewed Businesses 

8.3.1  Interview Totals and Locations 
The survey captured 160 responses, ten per neighborhood, with an even distribution between 
corridors and neighborhoods. Responses rates varied from corridor to corridor: Central Corridor 
had the highest response rate, at 43%, followed by Hiawatha, with 37%, Cedar Avenue, with 
27% and Northstar, with 22%. 

Figures 8-1, 8-2, and 8-3 show the approximate locations and concentrations of businesses that 
participated in the survey. (Responses are aggregated to a 100m grid for Central Corridor, 
Hiawatha and Cedar Avenue so as to protect respondents’ privacy; Northstar responses use a 
200m grid  due to a smaller map scale.) 
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Table 8-1: Business Survey Neighborhoods 

  

Corridor Neighborhood Built Form Business Types 

Central Corridor 

Prospect Park 
Mix of traditional storefronts, 
mid-rise office buildings and 
light industry 

Food service, retail, small tech 
companies, light industry 

Hamline-Midway 

Mostly traditional storefronts, 
light industrial, office 
conversion of large 
warehouses 

Food service, retail, salons, 
publishing, wide variety of 
personal and business 
services 

Thomas-Dale 
Traditional storefronts, auto 
shops/dealers, small office 
buildings 

Food service, retail, auto 
repair/sales, personal & 
business services; many 
Asian immigrant 
owned/oriented businesses 

Summit-University 
Traditional storefronts, auto 
shops/dealers, small office 
buildings, one mall 

Food service, retail, auto 
repair/sales, personal & 
business services; many 
Asian immigrant 
owned/oriented businesses 

Hiawatha 

North Loop 

Warehouses (many 
repurposed), light industrial 
plants, rail/transit/highway 
infrastructure, Target Field; 
mixed with upscale 
multifamily residential. 

Diverse professional 
services—architects, design 
firms, publishers, commercial 
photographers; food service; 
light industry 

Phillips 

Traditional storefronts, small 
strip centers, neo-traditional 
smart-growth storefronts, 
converted houses 

Retail, food service, many 
businesses owned by/serving 
Native American and African 
immigrant communities. 

Standish 

Traditional storefronts almost 
exclusively; a few detached 
auto shops & converted 
houses 

Food service, retail, personal 
legal/financial services, auto 
repair, alternative health 
services 

Mall of America 

Large regional mall 
dominates area. Some small-
scale offices and auto-
oriented suburban retail in 
surrounding area 

Retail and food service. Some 
business services (IT, 
engineering, etc.) 
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Table 8-1 (Cont’d): 

 

  

Corridor Neighborhood Built Form Business Types 

Cedar Avenue 

Cedar Grove 
Strip centers, office parks, 
some ground-floor retail in 
large apartment complex 

Diverse business services, 
wholesalers, convenience 
retail, food service 

Apple Valley Walk-
Ride 

Strip centers, some mid-rise 
office building 

Food service, retail, personal 
financial services, health 
services 

Apple Valley Park-
Ride 

Strip centers, big-box retail, 
some mid-rise office 
buildings 

Food service, retail, personal 
financial services, health 
services, hair and nail salons 

179th St 
Large strip center, some 
individual commercial 
buildings 

Food service, retail, health 
services, hair and nail salons 

Northstar 

Fridley Strip centers, light industrial 
plants, auto service stations 

Food service, retail, personal 
financial services, health 
services, light manufacturing, 
auto repair 

Coon Rapids Big box retail, strip centers 
Food service, retail, personal 
financial services, health 
services 

Anoka 

Traditional storefronts, 
repurposed industrial 
buildings, light and heavy 
industrial plants 

Food service, retail, personal 
financial services, business 
services, entertainment, 
health services, light and 
heavy manufacturing, auto 
repair 

Big Lake 

Strip centers, traditional 
storefronts, detached 
buildings, office parks, 
converted houses 

Retail, food service, personal 
and business services, 
wholesale, light 
manufacturing, agriculture-
oriented businesses, auto 
repair, hospitality 
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Figure 8-1: Approximate Interview Locations, Central Corridor and Hiawatha Light Rail 
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Figure 8-2: Approximate Interview Locations, Cedar Avenue Bus Rapid Transit 



 

99 

 
Figure 8-3: Approximate Interview Locations, Northstar Commuter Rail 
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8.3.2  Data Distribution 
Figure 8-4 shows industry sectors for the survey sample by corridor. Predominant sectors vary 
considerably from corridor to corridor. Retail businesses account for a large percentage of the 
sample in all cases—16-36%. Percentages of Accommodation and Food Services businesses are 
surprisingly variable, however, ranging from only 5% of the Cedar Avenue sample to 25% of the 
Hiawatha sample. Though percentages of Health Care and Social Assistance, as well as Other 
Services businesses are also variable, this variation can largely be explained by differing mixes 
of businesses present in the four corridors. For example, University Avenue’s traditional status 
as a significant regional location for car dealerships and repair shops is likely reflected in the 
large percentage of Other Services in the Central Corridor sample. The large percentages of 
businesses in this sector for Cedar Avenue—and Central Corridor as well—also partly reflect 
high numbers of hair and nail salons along these corridors, particularly Cedar Avenue. 

 
Figure 8-4: Industry Sectors—Survey Sample 

Figure 8-5 shows industry sector breakdowns, by corridor, for the entire survey population. 
(Dunn & Bradstreet, 2012) Comparison of Figures 8-4 and 8-5 shows a moderate sample bias 
towards retail and personal service businesses. This may partly reflect differing levels of interest 
in the survey among businesses in different sectors. Retail, food service and personal service 
businesses, for example, are likely to experience both positive and negative impacts from 
transitways especially acutely.  
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Figure 8-5: Industry Sectors—Survey Population 

Regardless of the mix of sectors represented, the majority of businesses in all four corridors’ 
samples were quite small. Table 8-2 lists descriptive statistics on employment for each of the 
four corridors. On average, businesses in the sample had eight to thirteen employees, depending 
on corridor, while the population as a whole averaged five to seven employees. Though all four 
corridors included some larger businesses, 59% to 77% of businesses surveyed in each corridor 
had less than ten employees total. Looking at the entire study area, 83% to 90% of businesses 
have less than ten employees. In the survey sample, Cedar Avenue businesses averaged the 
smallest, while Central Corridor businesses averaged the largest. Figure 8-6 shows annual sales, 
both for the survey sample, and the entire study area. The sample shows bias in favor of 
businesses with sales between $250,000 and $1,000,000, and against those with sales less than 
$250,000 and more than $1,000,000.  
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Table 8-2: Employment Per Business, by Corridor 

    Mean <10 total 

Central Corridor Sample 13.1 71% 
Population 6.4 87% 

Hiawatha Sample 10.1 59% 
Population 7.4 83% 

Cedar Avenue Sample 7.8 75% 
Population 5.1 90% 

Northstar 
Sample 10.9 77% 

Population 7.3 86% 

 

 

Figure 8-6: Annual Sales: Sample and Population 
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Figure 8-7: Perceptions of Neighborhood Change, by Corridor 

8.4  Results 

8.4.1  Response Frequencies to Key Questions 
Figure 8-7 shows response frequencies for the neighborhood change questions, by corridor. A 
significant divide appears between urban and suburban businesses. However, differences in 
perceptions between individual corridors, as well as between past and future are significant as 
well. Central Corridor businesses show a distinct pattern of increasing polarization. While “about 
the same” is the most common answer concerning neighborhood change over the past five years, 
it accounts for less than five percent of responses to the question concerning expected changes 
over the next five years. While positive perceptions increase to just over 60% for future 
neighborhood change, negative perceptions increase significantly as well. Hiawatha businesses 
have highly positive perceptions of recent past change in their neighborhoods, and are 
overwhelmingly optimistic about the future. Roughly 80% of Hiawatha businesses expect 
positive changes in their neighborhoods as places to do business over the next five years. Most 
Cedar Avenue businesses perceive their neighborhoods as being about the same as they were five 
years ago, and most expect their neighborhoods to be about the same five years in the future. 
Northstar businesses show a similar pattern for their perceptions of past neighborhood change, 
but are more optimistic about the future, with over 60% expecting at least somewhat positive 
changes in the coming five years.  

Figure 8-8 shows response frequencies for the key questions concerning perceptions of 
transitways’ specific impacts. Once again, a significant urban-suburban divide appears, as well 
as clear differences between individual corridors. Though most Central Corridor businesses have 
seen no impacts from their light rail project over the past five years, roughly 90% expect to light 
rail to have some direct impact on them over the next five years. While positive perceptions 
increase to 50% from less than 10% for the future as compared with the past, negative 
perceptions only decline slightly overall; strongly negative perceptions actually increase. 
Hiawatha businesses are very positive about light rail. For both past and future impacts, over 
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70% of respondents have positive perceptions. No Hiawatha respondents reported having a 
strongly negative perception of either past or future impacts. Cedar Avenue and Northstar 
respondents generally see transitways as benign with regard to their businesses. Respondents 
from both suburban corridors do have more positive perceptions of future impacts than past 
impacts. 

 
Figure 8-8: Perceptions of Transitway Impacts, by Corridor 
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With the exceptions of Hiawatha businesses reflecting on the past five years and Cedar Avenue 
businesses looking forward to the next five years, more businesses have positive perceptions of 
neighborhood change than of transitway impacts. This pattern is especially striking for 
businesses in Central Corridor neighborhoods. More than 40% of Central Corridor businesses 
perceive past neighborhood changes as positive, while less than 10% perceive positive impacts 
from the early phases of the light rail project. Though construction had not yet begun at the time 
of data collection, many businesses did perceive past transitway impacts—over 40% of them 
perceived negative impacts, more than twice as many as had negative perceptions of past 
neighborhood change. 

Hiawatha businesses depart from the general pattern, with slightly more than 70% perceiving 
positive past and future transitway impacts, though nearly 10% fewer expect strongly positive 
impacts in the future than perceived them in the past. Positive perceptions of neighborhood 
change, however, increase from roughly 60% to slightly over 80% between the past and future 
questions. Hiawatha businesses appear to believe that the strongest effects of light rail have 
already occurred, but that their neighborhoods will continue to improve into the future.   
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Figure 8-9: Levels of Concern over Transitway Construction, by Corridor 
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8.4.2  Construction Concerns 
Businesses along planned fixed-guideway transit corridors often express concerns over lost 
business during transit construction. The survey included two questions about Central Corridor 
and Cedar Avenue business’ concerns about construction impacts. One question asked 
respondents’ levels of concern, on a scale from “Not concerned at all” to “Very concerned”. 
Respondents who did not answer “Not concerned at all” were then asked a follow-up question 
about their specific concerns. 

Figure 8-9 shows levels of construction concerns for businesses located along the two planned 
corridors in the study. In both cases, roughly 60% of businesses have moderate to serious 
concerns about transitway construction. Central Corridor businesses are somewhat more likely 
overall to be concerned, and almost ten percentage points more likely to be very concerned than 
Cedar Avenue businesses. 
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Figure 8-10: Specific Construction Concerns, by Corridor 

Figure 8-10 shows respondents’ levels of concern about potential specific construction impacts. 
Here, more differences appear between Central Corridor and Cedar Avenue businesses than do 
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for overall levels of concern. Central Corridor respondents are similarly concerned about most 
specific impacts, with slightly fewer concerns of customers not knowing their businesses will be 
open during construction, along with slightly more concerns of customers not knowing how to 
reach their businesses and fewer people passing by during construction. Cedar Avenue 
respondents’ concerns, however, are dominated by concerns over customers not knowing how to 
reach their businesses and over fewer people passing by during construction. 

8.4.3  Travel Behavior 
Figure 8-11 shows current travel behavior of surveyed businesses’ employees and customers, to 
the best of respondents’ knowledge. To ease the task of estimating modes used by employees and 
customers (which may not be closely observed by respondents), the questionnaire used a four-
point Likert scale: “None”, “A few”, “Many” or “Most”.  To simplify interpretation, Figure 8-11 
aggregates these categories as follows: 

• “Some Walk/Bike/Use Transit”—all respondents who answered “A Few”, “Many” or 
“Most” to the pedestrian, bicycle or transit question. 

• “Most Don’t Drive”—all respondents who did not answer “Most” for the automotive 
question. 

A major urban-suburban divide appears, with the somewhat surprising exception of suburban 
customers’ use of non-motorized modes to reach surveyed businesses. Anecdotally, many 
suburban respondents mentioned that neighborhood children and teens walk and/or bike to their 
businesses. Business districts in both suburban corridors are surrounded by residential areas, 
which do tend to be dominated by family-sized single family homes. It must also be noted that 
business owners’ and managers’ perceptions of their customers’ travel behavior may not always 
be accurate.  

 
Figure 8-11: Alternative Mode Use among Employees and Customers 
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Though urban employees show more use of alternative modes than suburban employees, 
employees along all four corridors use  alternative modes less than customers do. Hiawatha 
business’ customers stand out: almost three quarters of Hiawatha respondents report that some of 
their customers reach their businesses by transit, and roughly 35% report that most of their 
customers do not drive to their businesses. Hiawatha respondents also report significantly higher 
rates of transit use for both employees and customers than Central Corridor respondents, even 
though Central Corridor businesses tend to be closer to transit stops.  
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Figure 8-12: Employees’ and Customers’ Use of Transitways 

Figure 8-12 shows employees’ and customers’ transitway use. Rates of use for Hiawatha and 
Northstar businesses reflect respondents’ perceptions of how many of their employees and 
customers currently use their respective transitways. Central Corridor and Cedar Avenue 
respondents were asked how many of their employees and customers they expect will use their 
respective transitways once they are fully implemented. 

8.5  Business Perceptions—Regression Modeling 

The authors estimated a set of ordered probit regression models, with the key questions as 
dependent variables, including separate models for each key question—four models in all. (The 
business survey’s smaller sample size compared with the resident survey prevented estimating 
separate models for urban and suburban corridors.) Explanatory variables focused on locations, 
business characteristics, respondents’, employees’ and customers’ travel behavior, and 
respondents’, employees’ and customers’ demographics. Location variables included dummy 
variables identifying which of the four study corridors each business is located on. Hiawatha is 
omitted as the reference category, allowing the other three corridors to be compared to the best 
known of the study corridors. The models also include the distance (in meters) between 
businesses and the transitway alignment. Earlier models using distance to stations did not 
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perform as well; in addition, businesses located along the two yet-to-be completed corridors may 
not know the location of the nearest planned station site as well as they know the location of the 
alignment itself. 

Business characteristics considered in the models include Age (years in present location) and CY 
2010 Sales (ordinal, scale: 1= <=$100,000 to 6= >$5,000,000), as well as the following dummy 
variables where 1=true and 0=false: Retail, Food-Service, Auto Sales/Service, Health Care, 
Traditional Storefront Building, Detached Building, Multi-Story Office Building, and Building 
Owned by Business.  

Travel behavior variables included Customers’ Transitway Use (ordinal, scale 1-4,  from “None” 
to “Most”) as well as the dummy variables Many Employees Use Alternative Transportation, 
Respondent Uses Alternative Transportation ≥2x/wk and Street Parking Important (meaning that 
many or most employees and/or customers park on the street).  

All demographic variables were dummy variables, including: Minority Respondent, Many 
African-American Employees, Many Asian Employees, Many Hispanic Employees, Many 
African-American Customers, Many Asian Customers, Many Hispanic Customers and Many 
Immigrant Customers.  

8.5.1  Descriptive Statistics 
Table 8-3 shows descriptive statistics for the variables included in regression analysis. Mean 
values for the dependent variables are all greater than the mid-point of the response scale, 
indicating generally positive perceptions overall. Standard deviations consistently near 1 (for a 
scale with a range of 4) indicate the presence of significant differences in perceptions in the 
sample. 

Though the mean distance to transitway alignments is relatively short, at 343m, a standard 
deviation of 400m shows the variation of distances resulting from studying both high-density 
urban corridors and low-density suburban corridors. A mean age of more than 15 years indicates 
a relatively well-established sample of businesses, though, once again, a greater standard 
deviation indicates significant variation in the age of sampled businesses.  

It appears worth noting that roughly a third of all respondents report using some form of 
alternative transportation (transit and/or non-motorized) at least twice a week. A mean of 1.79 
for Customers’ Transitway Use also suggests a significant minority of businesses either believe 
some of their customers use the transitway or believe they will once their neighborhood’s 
transitway opens. 
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Table 8-3: Descriptive Statistics 

  Variable Mean Std. Dev. 

Dependent 
Variables 

Past Neighborhood Change 3.32 1.02 
Past Transitway Impacts 3.08 0.98 
Future Neighborhood Change 3.51 1.04 
Future Transitway Impacts 3.40 0.99 

Location Distance from Alignment (m) 343.19 399.99 

Business 
Characteristics 

Age (years in current location) 15.45 17.82 
CY 2010 Sales 2.94 1.32 
Retail 0.28 0.45 
Food Service 0.13 0.34 
Auto Sales/Service 0.09 0.28 
Health Care 0.08 0.27 
Traditional Storefront 0.20 0.40 
Detached Building 0.25 0.43 
Multi-Story Office Building 0.17 0.38 
Business Owns Building 0.36 0.48 

Travel Behavior 

Customers’ Transitway Use 1.79 0.71 
Many Emp. Use Alt. Transportation  0.24 0.43 
Respondent Alt. Transportation ≥2x/wk 0.35 0.48 
Street Parking Important 0.22 0.41 

Demographics 

Minority Respondent 0.15 0.36 
Many African-American Emp. 0.26 0.44 
Many Asian Emp. 0.31 0.47 
Many Hispanic Emp. 0.25 0.43 
Many African-American Cust. 0.12 0.32 
Many Asian Cust. 0.12 0.32 
Many Hispanic Cust. 0.10 0.30 
Many Immigrant Cust. 0.13 0.34 

 

8.5.2  Regression Results 
Table 8-4 shows results of the four ordered logistic regression models. As in the ordered probit 
regression models estimated for the resident survey, ordered logistic regression coefficients 
cannot be easily interpreted in the manner of OLS regression coefficients. Once again, the 
authors report both raw coefficients (β) and semi-standardized coefficients (β Sy*), where one unit 
increase in x yields βsy*  standard deviations increase in y.  
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Table 8-4: Regression Results 

All three corridor dummy variables are significant, with negative coefficients, for past transitway 
impacts. With the Hiawatha corridor omitted as the reference category, this indicates that 
businesses along Central Corridor, Cedar Avenue and Northstar have less positive perceptions of 
how transitways have affected their businesses over the past five years than businesses along 
Hiawatha. Only Cedar Avenue is significant, however, for future transitway impacts, though 
once again with a negative coefficient. Distance from Alignment is significant for all models 
except past neighborhood change. Its coefficients are positive, indicating that businesses farther 
from transitways have more positive perceptions. 

    Past Future 
  N=105 Neighborhood Transitway Neighborhood Transitway 
  LR X2 30.50   97.23   43.62   83.25   
  Prob > X2 0.25   0.00   0.02   0.00   
  Pseudo R2 0.10   0.37   0.15   0.31   
    β β Sy* β β Sy* β β Sy* β β Sy* 

Location 

Central Corridor -0.781   -0.363 -3.505 *** -1.079 0.144   0.063 -0.809   -0.278 
Cedar Avenue -0.934   -0.435 -4.294 *** -1.321 -0.391   -0.170 -1.748 ** -0.601 
Northstar -0.727   -0.338 -2.939 *** -0.905 -0.748   -0.327 0.050   0.017 
Distance from Alignment (m) 0.000   0.000 0.003 *** 0.001 0.002 *** 0.001 0.002 * 0.001 

Business 
Characteristics 

Age (years in current location) -0.010   -0.005 -0.050 *** -0.016 -0.010   -0.004 -0.022 * -0.008 
CY 2010 Sales 0.108   0.050 0.294   0.090 0.330 * 0.144 0.606 *** 0.208 
Retail 0.317   0.148 0.007   0.002 0.507   0.221 -0.080   -0.028 
Food Service 0.845   0.393 0.069   0.021 -0.823   -0.359 0.045   0.015 
Auto Sales/Service -1.573 ** -0.732 -2.002 ** -0.616 -1.967 ** -0.858 -2.995 *** -1.029 
Health Care 0.173   0.081 1.097   0.338 0.333   0.145 0.526   0.181 
Traditional Storefront 0.657   0.306 -1.290   -0.397 -0.865   -0.377 -1.798 ** -0.618 
Detached Building 0.035   0.016 -0.346   -0.106 -0.933   -0.407 -1.702 ** -0.585 
Multi-Story Office Building 0.269   0.125 -0.086   -0.026 -0.856   -0.374 -2.049 *** -0.704 
Business Owns Building 0.549   0.255 0.848   0.261 0.609   0.266 1.137 * 0.391 

Travel Behavior 

Employees’ Alt. Transpo. Use  -1.874 ** -0.873 0.450   0.139 1.600 * 0.698 0.677   0.233 
Customers’ Transitway Use 0.288   0.134 1.400 *** 0.431 0.677 ** 0.295 2.375 *** 0.816 
Respondent Alt. Transpo. ≥2x/wk -0.135   -0.063 0.529   0.163 0.505   0.220 -1.233 ** -0.424 
Street Parking Important 0.534   0.249 -1.264 * -0.389 -0.410   -0.179 -0.377   -0.130 

Demographics 

Minority Respondent -0.046   -0.021 -2.849 ** -0.877 2.040 ** 0.890 -1.648   -0.566 
Many African-American Emp. 0.108   0.050 4.888 *** 1.504 0.414   0.181 3.928 *** 1.350 
Many Asian Emp. 0.476   0.221 0.686   0.211 1.022   0.446 1.094   0.376 
Many Hispanic Emp. 1.124   0.523 -4.386 *** -1.350 -1.871   -0.816 -3.947 *** -1.357 
Many African-American Cust. 2.311 * 1.076 0.207   0.064 1.404   0.613 3.136 ** 1.078 
Many Asian Cust. -0.530   -0.247 -1.410   -0.434 -1.077   -0.470 -0.292   -0.100 
Many Hispanic Cust. -1.680   -0.782 -0.534   -0.164 -0.022   -0.009 -0.991   -0.341 
Many Immigrant Cust. -0.099   -0.046 0.258   0.080 -0.307   -0.134 -2.263 ** -0.778 

  

Constants 

-3.363 ***   -4.104 ***   -0.930     -0.683     
  -1.232     -2.160     0.735     1.206     
  0.977     2.944 *   2.144 *   4.444 ***   
  2.453 **   5.545 ***   4.964 ***   8.305 ***   

Legend: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01                         
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Age is significant for past and future transitway impacts, but not for either neighborhood change 
dependent variable. Coefficients are negative; the longer a business has been in its current 
location, the less positive perceptions of transitway impacts are likely to be. Calendar Year 2010 
sales is significant for future neighborhood change and transitway impacts, with positive 
coefficients.  

Only one of the sector dummy variables included—Auto Sales/Service—is significant, though it 
is significant in all four models, with negative coefficients. All the building type dummy 
variables are significant, with negative coefficients, for future transitway impacts. This likely 
reflects the fact that respondents from the Mall of America had overwhelmingly positive 
perceptions of future impacts. Attempts to include a “Mall” building type variable caused serious 
multicolinearity problems with the models, since all the mall businesses interviewed were part of 
the Hiawatha sample. 

All of the travel behavior variables are significant in at least one instance—several in multiple 
instances. Whether or not many employees use alternative transportation is significant for both 
past and future neighborhood change perceptions, though with a negative coefficient for the past 
and a positive coefficient for the future. In addition, the number of customers who use the 
transitway is significant with positive coefficients for all perceptions except past neighborhood 
change. 

The demographic variables present a more complex pattern; though most are significant for at 
least one dependent variable, they are less consistent than other categories of explanatory 
variables. For example, while the minority respondent dummy variable (identifying respondents 
who self-identified as non-white and/or Hispanic) has a negative coefficient for past transitway 
impacts, it has a positive coefficient for future neighborhood change and is statistically 
insignificant for the other two dependent variables. In a similar fashion for future transitway 
impacts, the dummy variables many African American employees and many African American 
customers both have positive coefficients, while many Hispanic employees and many immigrant 
customers both have negative coefficients. 

8.5.3  Model Predictions 
Tables 8-5 and 8-6 show predicted probabilities for values of the dependent variables when the 
values of statistically significant explanatory variables are manipulated. Explanatory variables 
except the one being manipulated are held at medians, except for mutually exclusive dummy 
variables (such as the neighborhoods), where others are set equal to zero. Reference categories 
for dummy variables are shown in parentheses; though they are not explicitly included in the 
models, reference category probabilities can be predicted by setting all other categories equal to 
zero. 
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Table 8-5: Model Predictions, Neighborhood Change Perceptions 

  Past Future 

  
Much 
Worse 

Some- 
what 
Worse 

About 
the 
Same 

Some- 
what 
Better 

Much 
Better 

Much 
Worse 

Some- 
what 
Worse 

About 
the 
Same 

Some- 
what 
Better 

Much 
Better 

Lo
ca

tio
n 0m from Alignment - - - - - 4% 14% 30% 46% 6% 

500m from Alignment - - - - - 1% 6% 16% 60% 16% 
1,000m from Alignment - - - - - 0% 2% 7% 54% 37% 
1,500m from Alignment - - - - - 0% 1% 2% 32% 64% 

Bu
sin

es
s C

ha
ra

ct
er

ist
ics

 Sales <=$100K - - - - - 5% 16% 31% 43% 5% 
Sales $100-250K - - - - - 3% 12% 27% 50% 7% 
Sales $250-500K - - - - - 2% 9% 24% 55% 10% 
Sales $500K-$1M - - - - - 2% 7% 19% 59% 13% 
Sales $1-5M - - - - - 1% 5% 16% 61% 17% 
Sales >$5M - - - - - 1% 4% 12% 60% 23% 
(Not Auto Sales/Svc) 2% 11% 44% 29% 15% 2% 9% 24% 55% 10% 
Auto Sales/Svc 7% 33% 46% 10% 4% 15% 33% 31% 19% 2% 

Tr
av

el 
Be

ha
vio

r (Not Many Emp Alt Trans) 2% 11% 44% 29% 15% 2% 9% 24% 55% 10% 
Many Emp Alt Trans 10% 38% 42% 8% 3% 1% 2% 7% 55% 35% 
No Cust Use Transitway - - - - - 5% 16% 31% 43% 5% 
A Few Cust Use Transitway - - - - - 2% 9% 24% 55% 10% 
Many Cust Use Transitway - - - - - 1% 5% 15% 61% 18% 
Most Cust Use Transitway - - - - - 1% 3% 9% 58% 30% 

De
m

o-
 

gr
ap

hi
cs

 (White Respondent)           2% 9% 24% 55% 10% 
Minority Respondent           0% 1% 5% 48% 46% 
(Not Many Black Cust) 2% 11% 44% 29% 15% - - - - - 
Many Black Cust 0% 1% 10% 24% 64% - - - - - 

Though only three explanatory variables are significant for perceptions of past neighborhood 
change, interesting patterns of variation in perceptions based on explanatory variable values do 
appear. In particular, businesses where many or most employees commute by alternative modes 
are much more likely to perceive past changes in their neighborhoods as negative than other 
businesses. Businesses where many or most of the customers are African-American, however, 
are much more likely than others to perceive recent changes in their neighborhoods as positive. 

For future neighborhood change perceptions, businesses further from transitway alignments and 
businesses with greater annual sales (as of calendar year 2010) are more likely to expect positive 
changes in their neighborhoods. Automobile sales and/or service businesses demonstrate a sharp 
divide from businesses in all other sectors, with nearly opposite trends in perceptions. 

In contrast to perceptions of past neighborhood change, businesses where many or most 
employees commute by transit are actually more likely than others to expect positive future 
changes in their neighborhoods. In a similar pattern, businesses that observe/expect significant 
numbers of customers to use the transitways in their neighborhoods are much more likely to 
expect positive future change than businesses that do not. 
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Table 8-6: Model Predictions, Transitway Impacts Perceptions 
  Past Future 

  
Strong 
Neg. 

Some- 
what 
Neg. Neutral 

Some- 
what 
Pos. 

Strong 
Pos. 

Strong 
Neg. 

Some- 
what 
Neg. Neutral 

Some- 
what 
Pos. 

Strong 
Pos. 

Lo
ca

tio
n 

(Hiawatha) 0% 0% 30% 55% 15% 0% 0% 9% 74% 16% 
Central Corridor 1% 7% 85% 6% 1% - - - - - 
Cedar Avenue 3% 13% 81% 3% 0% 0% 2% 36% 58% 3% 
Northstar 1% 4% 84% 10% 1% - - - - - 
0m from Alignment 0% 0% 46% 45% 8% 0% 1% 13% 75% 12% 
500m from Alignment 0% 0% 18% 57% 25% 0% 0% 7% 71% 22% 
1,000m from Alignment 0% 0% 5% 38% 57% 0% 0% 3% 59% 37% 
1,500m from Alignment 0% 0% 1% 15% 84% 0% 0% 2% 43% 56% 

Bu
sin

es
s C

ha
ra

ct
er

ist
ics

 

Age 0yrs 0% 0% 19% 57% 24% 0% 0% 8% 72% 20% 
Age 5yrs 0% 0% 23% 57% 20% 0% 0% 8% 73% 18% 
Age 10yrs 0% 0% 28% 56% 16% 0% 0% 9% 74% 16% 
Age 15yrs 0% 0% 33% 54% 13% 0% 0% 10% 74% 15% 
Age 20yrs 0% 0% 39% 50% 10% 0% 0% 11% 75% 14% 
Sales <=$100K - - - - - 0% 1% 25% 68% 5% 
Sales $100-250K - - - - - 0% 1% 16% 74% 10% 
Sales $250-500K - - - - - 0% 0% 9% 74% 16% 
Sales $500K-$1M - - - - - 0% 0% 5% 68% 26% 
Sales >$1M - - - - - 0% 0% 3% 58% 39% 
(Not Auto Sales/Svc) 0% 0% 30% 55% 15% 0% 0% 9% 74% 16% 
Auto Sales/Svc 0% 2% 74% 21% 2% 1% 7% 61% 31% 1% 
(Strip Center) - - - - - 0% 0% 9% 74% 16% 
Storefront - - - - - 0% 2% 37% 57% 3% 
Detached - - - - - 0% 2% 35% 59% 3% 
Multi-Storey Office - - - - - 1% 3% 43% 52% 2% 
(Business Rents Space) - - - - - 0% 0% 9% 74% 16% 
Business Owns Space - - - - - 0% 0% 3% 59% 38% 

Tr
av

el 
Be

ha
vio

r 

No Cust Use Transitway 0% 1% 63% 32% 4% 1% 4% 50% 44% 2% 
A Few Cust Use Transitway 0% 0% 30% 55% 15% 0% 0% 9% 74% 16% 
Many Cust Use Transitway 0% 0% 10% 49% 41% 0% 0% 1% 32% 67% 
Most Cust Use Transitway 0% 0% 3% 24% 74% 0% 0% 0% 4% 96% 
(Resp Not Freq Alt Trans) - - - - - 0% 0% 9% 74% 16% 
Resp Freq Alt Trans - - - - - 0% 1% 26% 67% 5% 
(Street Prk Not Important) 0% 0% 30% 55% 15% - - - - - 
Street Parking Important 0% 1% 60% 35% 5% - - - - - 

De
m

og
ra

ph
ics

 

(White Respondent) 0% 0% 30% 55% 15% - - - - - 
Minority Respondent 1% 4% 84% 11% 1% - - - - - 
(Not Many Black Emp)  0% 0% 30% 55% 15% 0% 0% 9% 74% 16% 
Many Black Emp 0% 0% 0% 4% 96% 0% 0% 0% 9% 91% 
(Not Many Latino Emp) 0% 0% 30% 55% 15% 0% 0% 9% 74% 16% 
Many Latino Emp 3% 15% 80% 3% 0% 3% 15% 67% 15% 0% 
(Not Many Black Cust) - - - - - 0% 0% 9% 74% 16% 
Many Black Cust - - - - - 0% 0% 0% 18% 82% 
(Not Many Immigrant Cust) - - - - - 0% 0% 9% 74% 16% 
Many Immigrant Cust - - - - - 1% 3% 47% 47% 2% 
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Though none of the corridor dummy variables were significant for either past or future 
neighborhood change perceptions, Hiawatha respondents are much more likely to report positive 
impacts from their transitway in the recent past than respondents from any other corridor. 
Hiawatha businesses are more likely to expect positive transitway impacts in the future than 
Cedar Avenue businesses, but the difference is considerably less than for past impacts, with a 
comfortable majority of Cedar Avenue businesses expecting at least somewhat positive future 
impacts. (The model does not predict a statistically significant difference in future impacts 
perceptions between Hiawatha businesses on the one hand and either Central Corridor or 
Northstar businesses on the other.) Figure 8-13 shows inter-neighborhood differences in 
perceptions in graphic form. 

 
Figure 8-13: Predicted Perceptions of Transitway Impacts, by Corridor 
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For both past and future transitway impacts, businesses farther from transitway alignments and 
newer businesses are more likely to have positive perceptions of transitway impacts. Though this 
trend is present for both past and future impacts, it is much more moderate for future impacts in 
both cases. (Figures 8-14 and 8-15 show alignment distance and business age based perception 
differences in graphic form.) In both cases, though the slope of the dividing line between the 
green positive areas and the tan neutral areas is the same for past and future, it is much gentler 
and shifted down the graph for future perceptions. 
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Figure 8-14: Transitway Impacts Perceptions, by Distance from Alignment 
 

Figure 8-15: Transitway Impacts Perceptions, by Business Age 
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In addition, businesses with greater CY2010 sales volumes are more likely to expect positive 
future impacts. Figure 8-16 shows differences in perceptions based on sales in graphic form. 
Though perceptions are quite positive overall, there is a significant decline in the probabilities of 
positive perceptions for businesses with the smallest sales volumes, along with an increase in 
negative perceptions. All else equal, businesses with $100,000 or less in CY2010 sales were the 
only ones with less than a 50% probability of expecting positive future impacts from the 
transitways serving their neighborhoods. 

 
Figure 8-16: Future Transitway Impacts Perceptions, by CY2010 Sales 
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As seen for perceptions of neighborhood change, automobile sales and/or service businesses 
differ significantly from businesses in all other sectors, both for perceptions of past and future 
impacts. The divide is not, however, as stark as that found for neighborhood change perceptions. 
Figure 8-17 shows future perceptions for automotive businesses, compared with all other 
businesses in graphic form; the differences are striking. In particular, the fact that automotive 
businesses have nearly a 50% probably of perceiving their neighborhoods as becoming worse 
places to do business stands out, especially in comparison to such businesses’ more benign 
perceptions of future transitway impacts. 

Differences in perceptions along race and nativity status lines are present for the transitway 
impacts dependent variables, but are once again complex. Figure 8-18 shows selected race and 
nativity differences in graphic form. The differences in future impacts perceptions between 
businesses where many or most employees are African American and those where many or most 
of the employees are Hispanic are particularly striking, as well as the differences between 
businesses with no or few minority customers, businesses where many or most customers are 
African American customers, and businesses where many or most customers are immigrants. 



 

117 

 
Figure 8-17: Future Perceptions of Auto Sales/Service Businesses 

 

 
Figure 8-18: Perceptions by Race and Nativity  
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Striking differences in perceptions of transitway impacts also arise out of the travel behavior 
variables. Businesses where many or most of the customers who drive park on the street are 
much less likely than others to perceive past transitway impacts as positive, though this variable 
is not significant for future transitway impacts. Interestingly, respondents who themselves 
commute using alternative modes at least twice a week are less likely to expect positive future 
transitway impacts than respondents who use alternative modes once a week or less. 

The differences in perceptions that appear based on a respondent’s estimate of how many of their 
customers use or will use the transitway itself are particularly striking. Figure 8-19 shows 
differences in future perceptions by customers’ transitway use in graphic form. 

 
Figure 8-19: Future Perceptions by Customers' Transitway Use 

A belief that customers use or will use the transitway leads to much high probabilities of positive 
perceptions of the overall trajectory of change in the neighborhood, even when all expected 
changes—including any unconnected with the transitway—are included. The trend is even more 
pronounced for perceptions of direct transitway impacts: even a shift in customers’ transitway 
use from “none” to “a few” yields an increase in positive perceptions from 46% to 90%. 
Increases in strongly positive perceptions follow a similar pattern, with a 67% probability for 
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8.6  Business Perceptions—Specific Impacts 

In addition to asking about the overall trajectory of change in their neighborhoods, the survey 
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previous five years, and whether they expected it to increase, decrease or remain constant over 
the next five years. Finally, businesses rated how related those changes were to the transitway. 

The fine-grained, longitudinal data gained from these questions allow us to examine businesses’ 
observations and expectations of neighborhood change on multiple dimensions at once. The 
following chapter contains a series of importance-change-relevance graphs intended to identify 
potential targets for policy interventions around transitways based on their importance to 
neighborhood businesses, the types of changes observed and expected, and the relevance of 
transitways to those changes.  

8.6.1  Importance-Change-Relevance Analysis 
Each importance-change-relevance graph plots the mean observed direction of change on the 
horizontal axis, with positive values representing positive changes, and negative values 
representing negative changes. The mean importance businesses ascribe to each quality is plotted 
on the vertical axis. For both change and importance, a reference line shows the mean of means 
(the mean of the mean values for all neighborhood qualities). These reference lines divide the 
graph into four quadrants. Clockwise from the upper left, these quadrants represent 
neighborhood qualities perceived as having high importance and negative change, high 
importance and positive change, low importance and positive change, and low importance and 
negative change. In similar fashion, the color of each point represents whether the mean 
relevance of transitway development to each change is greater or less than the mean of means. 

As such, the upper left quadrant of the graph can be said to represent aspects of the neighborhood 
which businesses see as more important than most, and as either showing decline or less-than 
average improvement. This top-left quadrant identifies key neighborhood qualities to target for 
intervention. With particular regard to transitway planning and related community economic 
development planning, green points in the upper left quadrant are particularly notable. These 
points represent changes with a stronger-than-average perceived relationship to the transitway, 
above-average importance and below-average improvement. (For a more detailed explanation of 
importance-change-relevance analysis, please see Section 5.3 Specific Neighborhood Changes.) 

Central Corridor  Figure 8-20 shows past and future importance-change-relevance graphs for 
Central Corridor businesses. Concerns about automotive access and parking dominate the high-
importance/negative-change quadrant, to the exclusion of all other highly relevant changes for 
the past. Looking to the future, affordable commercial space also moves into the critical 
quadrant, though still with less negative perceived change and lower rated importance than the 
automotive access variables.  
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Figure 8-20: Importance-Change-Relevance, Central Corridor 

A low crime rate has similar importance to automotive access, but respondents generally see 
positive change and low relevance to light rail. No other variable produces importance ratings as 
high as automobile access and convenient parking. In addition, businesses generally report more 
positive changes in the remaining variables, with most falling into the “overkill” (positive-
change/low-importance) quadrant. 

Hiawatha  Figure 8-21 shows past and future importance-change-relevance graphs for Hiawatha 
businesses. For past changes, crime, automobile access, affordable commercial space and 
convenient parking are clustered together in the critical quadrant. All of these variables have 
higher importance ratings than any variable on the positive change side of the graph. Only 
automobile access, however, is perceived as highly related to light rail. Transit access is the only 
specific change perceived as having high importance and positive change; it is also seen as 
highly related to light rail. 

Looking to the future, the same four specific changes occupy the high-importance/negative-
change quadrant. However, issues with automobile access are no longer perceived as highly 
related to LRT, while affordable commercial space is. Once again, transit access is the only 
specific change perceived as having high importance and positive change. With the exception of 
few competitors nearby, the remaining specific changes are all perceived as less important, and 
showing positive changes. 
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Figure 8-21: Importance-Change-Relevance, Hiawatha 
Cedar Avenue  Figure 8-22 shows past and future importance-change-relevance graphs for 
Cedar Avenue businesses. In the past, Cedar Avenue businesses perceive less change overall; of 
highly important changes, only a perceived decline in automotive access is seen as highly related 
to the BRT project. Auto access remains a key concern moving to the future, but is joined by an 
expected increase in the crime rate, which is also seen as highly related to BRT. 

 

Figure 8-22: Importance-Change-Relevance, Cedar Avenue 
Cedar Avenue businesses do expect consistently more positive specific changes in the future. In 
addition, “more people in the neighborhood” is perceived as important, changing in a positive 
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direction and highly related to BRT. Though transit access is expected to show positive changes, 
and to be highly related to BRT, it has one of the lowest importance ratings. 

Northstar  Figure 8-23 shows past and future importance-change-relevance graphs for Northstar 
businesses. Overall, a similar pattern to that found for Cedar Avenue businesses appears. 
Northstar businesses report little past change in the specific neighborhood qualities included in 
the questionnaire. Though crime and convenient parking are perceived as highly related to 
commuter rail and fall into the critical quadrant, they both actually show slightly positive 
absolute perceived changes. All perceived changes—with the exception of transit access, which 
has a low importance rating—are very close to the mean-of-means.  

Looking to the future, the picture changes very little. In the high-importance/negative-change 
quadrant, convenient parking is no longer seen as related to commuter rail; crime, however is. (A 
similar pattern appeared for perceived crime impacts of transitways in the Cedar Avenue and 
Northstar residential surveys.) Expected increases in complementary businesses and people 
moving into the neighborhood are perceived to be important, as in the past graph. In a break 
from past perceptions, they are now expected to show positive changes and be highly related to 
commuter rail. Transit access in and of itself, however, is still perceived as improving, highly 
related to commuter rail and relatively unimportant. 

 
Figure 8-23: Importance-Change-Relevance, Northstar 

8.7  Discussion 

Overall, more businesses in the study neighborhoods are positive about the future than the past. 
This pattern holds for all four corridors, though significant differences appear in the precise 
numbers of positive perceptions from corridor to corridor, and between urban and suburban 
corridors.  
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Along Central Corridor and Cedar Avenue—the two corridors not yet complete at the time of 
data collection—most respondents are concerned about negative impacts on their businesses 
from transitway construction. Differences in specific construction concerns, however, suggest a 
need for community-specific business outreach and mitigation strategies. The two yet-to-be built 
corridors studied offer insights into how appropriate mitigation strategies may differ for urban 
and suburban transit corridors. For example, the dominance of “Customers not knowing how to 
reach your business during construction” and “Fewer people passing by during construction” for 
Cedar Avenue businesses may mean future business outreach and impact mitigation along 
suburban transitways should place extra focus on customer convenience concerns. The nearly 
even levels of concern about specific construction impacts reported by Central Corridor 
businesses, on the other hand, may suggest a more uniform strategy along future urban corridors, 
focusing heavily on all potentially disruptive aspects of construction. 

Along all four study corridors, more businesses expect positive future impacts from transitways 
than negatives. However, large differences again appear between corridors in terms of precise 
numbers and strengths of both positive and negative perceptions. On the one hand, respondents 
along both urban corridors are nearly unanimous in their expectations that the transitway in their 
neighborhood will have impacts on their businesses, even if some disagree as to what those 
impacts will be. Among suburban respondents, on the other hand, there is no broad agreement 
that transitways will have any impact on their businesses. This divide suggests that planners in 
suburban areas have further work to do in terms of convincing station area businesses of the 
economic relevance of transitways. The pattern also likely reflects suburban station sites with 
fewer businesses nearby than are common in urban station areas. 

Though significant majorities of businesses along the urban corridors expect positive future 
impacts from transitways, nearly 40% of businesses surveyed along Central Corridor expect 
negative impacts from light rail in the future. Though a minority, these respondents represent a 
sizeable portion of the Midway business community who are unconvinced that light rail will be 
beneficial to the neighborhoods it will soon serve. As a result, Central Corridor businesses 
remain key targets for outreach efforts. 

In analysis of specific impacts businesses expect transitways to have on their neighborhoods, 
concerns about automotive access and convenient parking appear repeatedly, and are considered 
highly important. Though automobile access factors are not always considered highly relevant, 
this finding, along with the generally positive perceptions businesses have of transitways, shows 
a need for the current automobile-dominated transportation system to continue functioning well 
as the new regional transit system is built. 

Regression modeling demonstrates that businesses with certain characteristics are less likely to 
share in the general optimism found by the survey. Specifically, automobile sales and service 
businesses, businesses with smaller sales volumes and older businesses are less likely than others 
to expect positive impacts from transitways. These businesses may feel they are being “planned 
out” of transitway neighborhoods, especially considering the history of University Avenue as a 
popular location for automobile dealers and repair shops. Certainly, some change in the type and 
intensity of neighborhood businesses may be a legitimate objective of the type of major 
redevelopment activities that often surround transitways. Even so, businesses that believe there 
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may not be a place for them in the future form of the neighborhood may present a significant 
opportunity to encourage further buy-in if they can be shown evidence to the contrary. 

The regression models also suggest that demographic factors such as race, ethnicity and nativity 
status play significant roles in shaping perceptions of transitways’ business impacts. The pattern 
of differences is complex, however, with white, native born respondents and businesses that have 
primarily white, native born employees and customers tending to have positive perceptions, 
some minority businesses having more positive perceptions still, and others having significantly 
less positive perceptions. These differences underscore the need for community outreach and 
dialogue. 

Finally, the dramatic relationship between the belief that customers use (or will use) transitways 
and business’ perceptions of their impacts shows that businesses believe transitways can be 
economically relevant. Further, this relationship demonstrates the importance of providing 
effective, convenient connections between transitway stations and surrounding businesses.  
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9  Conclusions 

Residents and businesses in transitway station areas clearly have strong, complex perceptions of 
and opinions about transitways. Though individual perceptions vary widely, multiple overall 
trends of potential use to regional and local planners appear. The following chapter synthesizes 
major conclusions from the research and proposes policy recommendations arising out of them. 

9.1  Overall Perceptions 

Both residents and businesses in the study neighborhoods tend to have positive perceptions of the 
transitways that serve—or soon will serve—their neighborhoods. In particular, more residents 
and businesses along each of the four corridors expect positive future impacts from transitways 
than expect negative impacts. Even so, variation from corridor to corridor and from 
neighborhood to neighborhood in the precise mix of positive, benign and negative expected 
impacts demonstrates the existence of groups who see themselves as “losers” in the transitway 
development process. Though transit improvements are popular, planners must bear in mind that 
they are not a consensus position, even at the neighborhood level. 

9.1.1  Getting to Yes—Addressing Negative Perceptions 
Analysis of specific negative impacts residents and businesses expect transitways to have on 
their neighborhoods suggests that many negative perceptions of transitways may stem from 
anticipated issues which might be addressed by outreach and public involvement initiatives, as 
well as mitigation measures. Some negative perceptions may also stem from expected impacts 
unlikely to materialize at all—such as increased crime rates; in these cases, public education may 
be the most effective strategy for planners to use in addressing community members’ concerns. 
While absolute unanimity of support need not be a requirement of transitway planning, 
opportunities appear to exist for making the process less contentious, and for increasing 
proportions of community members who perceive positive outcomes. By targeting specific 
impacts residents and businesses consider important, planners can make informed decisions 
about allocating finite outreach, mitigation and education resources. The importance-change-
relevance analysis in Sections 5.3 and 8.6 suggests several specific impacts as focal points: 

Crime—Residents and businesses both (especially in suburban neighborhoods) often expressed 
concerns that transitways would bring increased crime rates to their neighborhoods. 
Neighborhood security was invariably rated as highly important by community members. 
Public education efforts explaining the facts of the issue and demonstrating secure design 
features of transit stations may represent an especially low-cost/high-benefit strategy for 
allaying some community members’ concerns.  

Continued automotive access—Community members consistently reported expecting 
automobile access in their neighborhoods to worsen as a result of transitways. Though 
transitway projects invariably include significant traffic mitigation strategies intended to 
preserve automobile access, these mitigations may not be as widely publicized as the projects 
themselves. Improved communication of local traffic engineering and parking changes may 
be warranted. In addition, the prevalence of concerns about continued automotive access 
shows that community involvement is essential in planning the aspects of transitway projects 
that deal with the road system, as well as the transit and non-motorized systems. 
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Pedestrian safety—Residents consistently expressed concerns about transitways creating a less-
safe environment for pedestrians, along with a loss of quiet neighborhood streets. All four 
corridors studied include major pedestrian-safety-oriented design features, and in many ways 
have improved/will improve pedestrian safety. As many more residents of the study 
neighborhoods currently walk in their neighborhoods regularly than use transit regularly, 
such concerns may have significant impacts on perceptions. Improved communication of 
pedestrian improvements may improve the situation. In addition, expansion of the geographic 
areas targeted for pedestrian improvements around stations—to the extent budgetary factors 
allow—may lead more station area residents to perceive transitways as positives for their 
neighborhoods. 

9.1.2  Why it All Matters—Addressing the Neutrals 
Though nearly all residents and businesses in the study neighborhoods along Central Corridor 
and Hiawatha expected their transitways to have impacts on their neighborhoods—whether for 
better or for worse—large percentages of respondents from Cedar Avenue and Northstar 
neighborhoods did not expect any impacts one way or the other. While an expectation of no 
impact may be arguably preferable to an expectation of negative impacts, the fact that significant 
proportions of the communities along the suburban corridors do not see transitways as relevant to 
them is cause for concern.  

To some extent, this pattern may be a consequence of suburban transitways being relatively new 
to the Twin Cities, and the as-yet-unfinished Cedar Avenue BRT line being the first in the region 
intended to provide an all-day, bidirectional service in the manner of the Hiawatha LRT line. 
Looking to the future, Cedar Avenue may provide a valuable demonstration to other suburban 
areas of the metro. In the nearer term, drawing parallels between aspects of suburban corridors 
and aspects of the Hiawatha corridor may prove particularly valuable in increasing community 
engagement. Examples of the roles suburban transit corridors play in other regions may also 
prove useful. 

9.1.3  Playing to Strengths—How Positive Perceptions Factor In 
Residents and businesses who perceive transitways in a positive light may tempt planners with 
limited time and resources to leave well enough alone; there are compelling reasons, however, 
not to take such a course. Community members who expect positive impacts from transitways 
may offer a valuable base of grass-roots support, but may not be as strongly motivated to 
participate in public involvement efforts as residents and businesses with concerns. As such, they 
also represent real, sizeable segments of station area neighborhoods whose views may be ignored 
if all attention is focused on addressing the concerns of residents and businesses with negative 
perceptions. Finally, community members with positive perceptions of transitways may help 
lend credibility to outreach efforts, and help bring their neighbors to the table, so to speak, even 
if the latter have deeper concerns than the former. The importance-change-relevance analysis in 
Sections 5.3 and 8.6 suggests that both residents and businesses in the study neighborhoods see 
important community development and/or placemaking effects of transitways in a positive light, 
and as highly related to transit improvements. Specifically, residents consistently expect positive 
change in nearby shopping opportunities—and often entertainment opportunities as well—and 
generally believe these changes will be strongly related to the transitway projects in their 
neighborhoods. In addition, businesses consistently expect increased numbers of people—and 
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often complementary businesses—moving into study neighborhoods, and believe these changes 
will be related to transitways. Though these changes do not generally achieve as high relative 
importance ratings as shopping and entertainment opportunities do for residents, this is partly 
due to the high-end outlier importance ratings ascribed to automotive access factors. Importance 
ratings for more people in the neighborhood and complementary businesses nearby are 
moderately high overall. 

These findings demonstrate one example of an instance in which individual residents’ and 
businesses’ interests appear to align in terms of specific, easily communicated benefits they 
expect from transitways. In addition, such community development impacts confer benefits on 
residents and businesses whether or not they, their employees or their customers use transit. If 
such residents and businesses can be actively engaged with and brought together early in the 
transitway planning process, they may offer planners both a strong anchor of support in local 
communities, as well as links with those communities to ease the opening of dialogue with more 
skeptical community members. 

9.2  Transit Use and Perceptions 

Residents who currently use transit frequently and businesses who believe/expect their customers 
use/will use transitways appear to represent another instance of local residents and businesses 
whose interests align around transitways. Based on the regression analyses in Sections  5.2.3 and 
8.5.3 such residents and businesses are much more likely than others to expect positive future 
change in their neighborhoods and/or impacts from transitways. This pattern is present for both 
urban and suburban residents; all businesses are included in the business survey regression 
models. Though these residents and businesses may not represent as broad a potential base of 
support as those who expect positive community development and placemaking effects from 
transitways, the strength of the relationship between transit use and perceptions suggests the base 
of support and links with local communities they do offer may be quite deep. As such, current 
transit users and businesses likely to attract transitway users as customers should be key targets 
for outreach efforts in the planning process for future transitways.  

9.3  Community-Sensitive Planning Needed 

Multiple findings of both business and residential surveys demonstrate a need for local 
community-sensitive planning of and around transitways. In addition, the results demonstrate 
that local communities requiring planning consideration and outreach efforts can be defined in 
multiple ways, including: 

Geography—In addition to the basic concept of station areas, both surveys show numerous 
urban-suburban differences in the ways residents and businesses perceive transitways and the 
types of development that may occur around them. Transformative, more sustainable 
redevelopment and travel behavior shifts are often a goal of transitway projects. The survey 
results are a reminder that such goals must be pursued with respect for the differing values 
residents and businesses in different areas place on various aspects of their communities. 

Cultural Identity—Both surveys reveal powerful, complex differences in perceptions of 
transitways based on race, ethnicity and/or nativity status. These differences are often present 
within neighborhoods or corridors that have well-defined geographic identities of their own 
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in terms of perceptions. Though proactively bringing issues like race or nationality into the 
public involvement process for transitway planning may be a very delicate process for 
planners, the survey results demonstrate the importance of reaching out to the multiple 
communities of culture and identity that often exist within a single community of geography. 

Time in the Neighborhood—According to the surveys, the more recently a resident or business 
has moved into a neighborhood, the more likely they are to perceive transitways as having 
positive impacts. Though some of this pattern is likely the result of self-selection among 
recent arrivals, the inclusion of one relatively new and two incomplete corridors suggests that 
self-selection may not explain the entire relationship. Though transitways may act as 
important symbols of progress for the transit system and the region, these findings 
demonstrate the importance of considering the present while planning for the future.  



 

References 

Alam, B. (2009). “Transit accessibility to jobs and employment prospects of welfare recipients 
without cars: A study of Broward County, Florida, using geographic information systems 
and an economic model.” Transportation Research Record, 2110, 78-86.  

Al-Mosaind, M., Dueker, K., & Strathman, J. (1993). “Light rail transit stations and property 
values: A hedonic price approach.” 72nd Annual Meeting of the Transportation Research 
Board, Washington, D.C.  

Alonso, W. (1964). Location and land use. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 

Arrington, G. (2000). “Reinventing the American dream of a livable community: Light rail and 
smart growth in Portland.” Investment for the Future: 8th Joint Conference on Light Rail 
Transit, Transportation Research Board, Baltimore.  

Atkinson, R. (2000). “Measuring gentrification and displacement in greater London.” Urban 
Studies, 37(1), 149-165.  

Belzer, D., Berstein, S., Goerwitz, C., Makarewicz, C., McGraw, J., Poticha, S., Thorne-
Lynman, A., & Zimmerman, M. (2006). Preserving and promoting diverse transit-
oriented neighborhoods. (Research Report). Chicago: Center for Transit-Oriented 
Development.  

Bent, E., Hiatt, R., & Singa, K. (2008). “Full-featured bus rapid transit in San Francisco, 
california: Toward a comprehensive planning approach and evaluation framework.” 
Transportation Research Record, 2072, 89-100.  

Besser, L., & Dannenberg, A. (2005). “Walking to public transit steps to help meet physical 
activity recommendations.” American Journal of Preventive Medicine, 29(4), 273-280.  

Black, A. (1993). “The recent popularity of light rail transit in North America.” Journal of 
Planning Education and Research, 12, 150-159.  

Boarnet, M., & Compin, N. (1999). “Transit-oriented development in San Diego county: The 
incremental implementation of a planning idea.” Journal of the American Planning 
Association, 65(1), 80.  

Bowes, D., & Ihlanfeldt, K. (2001). “Identifying the impacts of rail transit stations on property 
values.” Journal of Urban Economics, 50, 1-25.  

Brown, B., & Werner, C. (2009). “Before and after a new light rail stop: Resident attitudes, 
travel behavior, and obesity.” Journal of the American Planning Association, 75(1), 5-12.  

Brown, J. (1998). “Race, class, gender, and public transportation planning: Lessons from the bus 
riders union.” Critical Planning, Spring, 3-20.  

129 



 

130 

Cao, X., & Jordan, R. (2009). Understanding transportation impacts of transitways: 
Demographic and behavioral differences between transitway riders and other transit 
riders. Minneapolis: Center for Transportation Studies, University of Minnesota.  

Cervero, R. (1984). “Light rail transit and urban development.” Journal of the American 
Planning Association, 50(2), 133-147.  

Cervero, R. (1994). “Rail transit and joint development: Land market impacts in Washington, 
DC and Atlanta.” Journal of the American Planning Association, 60(1), 83-94.  

Cervero, R. (1996). “Transit-based housing in the San Francisco bay area: Market profiles and 
rent premiums.” Transportation Quarterly, 50(3), 33-49.  

Cervero, R. (2001). “Walk-and-ride: Factors influencing pedestrian access to transit.” Journal of 
Public Transportation, 3(4), 1-23.  

Cervero, R., & Duncan, M. (2002). “Transit’s value-added effects: Light and commuter rail 
services and commercial land values.” Transportation Research Record, 1805, 8-15.  

Cervero, R., Ferrell, C., & Murphy, S. (2002). Research results digest. ( No. 52). Washington, 
D.C.: Transit Cooperative Research Program.  

Cervero, R., & Landis, J. (1997). “Twenty years of the bay area rapid transit system: Land use 
and development impacts.” Transportation Research Part A - Policy and Practice, 31(4), 
309-333.  

Chapple, K. (2009). Mapping susceptibility to gentrification: The early warning toolkit. 
Berkeley: Center for Community Innovation, University of California.  

Chen, H., Rufolo, A., & Dueker, K. (1998). “Measuring the impact of light rail systems on 
single-family home prices: A hedonic approach with GIS applications.” 77th Annual 
Meeting of the Transportation Research Board, Washington, D.C.  

Consent decree white paper to special master. (2002). Sylmar, CA: The Transit Coalition.  

Curran, W. (2004). “Gentrification and the nature of work: Exploring the links in Williamsburg, 
Brooklyn.” Environment and Planning, 36, 1243-1258.  

Curran, W. (2007). "From the frying pan to the oven": Gentrification and the experience of 
industrial displacement in Williamsburg, Brooklyn. Urban Studies, 44(8), 1427-1440.  

Danyluk, M., & Ley, D. (2007). “Modalities of the new middle class: Ideology and behaviour in 
the journey to work from gentrified neighbourhoods in Canada.” Urban Studies, 44(11), 
2195-2210.  

Dunn & Bradstreet. (2012). Million dollar database. Retrieved 2/16, 2012, from 
http://www.dnbmdd.com/mddi/. 



 

Fan, Y., Guthrie, A., & Levinson, D. (2012). “Impact of light rail implementation on labor 
market accessibility.” Journal of Transport and Land Use, 5(3). 

Fan, Y., Guthrie, A., & Teng, R. (2010). Impact of twin cities transitways on regional labor 
market accessibility: A transportation equity perspective. ( No. 10-06). Minneapolis: 
Center for Transportation Studies, University of Minnesota.  

Figueroa, R. (1995). “A housing-based delineation of gentrification - A small-area analysis of 
Regina, Canada.” Geoforum, 26(2), 225-236.  

Freeman, L. (2009). “Neighbourhood diversity, metropolitan segregation and gentrification: 
What are the links in the US?” Urban Studies, 46(10), 2079-2101.  

Goetz, E., Hagar, A., Ton, H., Ko, K., & Matson, J. (2010). The Hiawatha line: Impacts on land 
use and residential housing value. ( No. 10-09). Minneapolis: Center for Transportation 
Studies, University of Minnesota.  

Havens, C. (2010, 1/19). “Coalition files suit against central corridor light rail planners.” 
Minneapolis Star-Tribune, Retrieved from 
http://www.startribune.com/local/stpaul/82071777.html. 

Hubbard, P. (2009). “Geographies of studentification and purpose-built student accommodation: 
Leading separate lives?” Environment and Planning, 41, 1903-1923.  

Immergluk, D. (2009). “Large redevelopment initiatives, housing values and gentrification: The 
case of the Atlanta beltline.” Urban Studies, 46(8), 1723-1745.  

Kahn, M. (2007). “Gentrification trends in new transit-oriented communities: Evidence from 14 
cities that expanded and built rail transit systems.” Real Estate Economics, 35(2), 155-
182.  

Knaap, G., Ding, C., & Hopkins, L. (2001). “Do plans matter? the effects of light rail plans on 
land values in station areas.” Journal of Planning Education and Research, 21, 32-39.  

Ley, D., & Dobson, C. (2008). “Are there limits to gentrification? the contexts of impeded 
gentrification in Vancouver.” Urban Studies, 45(12), 2471-2498.  

Lin, J. (2002). “Gentrification and transit in northwest Chicago.” Transportation Quarterly, 
56(4), 175-191.  

Long, J. S., & Freese, J. (2005). Regression models for categorical outcomes using stata (Second 
edition ed.). College Station, TX: Stata Press. 

Perkins, D., Larsen, C., & Brown, B. (2009). “Mapping urban revitalization: Using GIS spatial 
analysis to evaluate a new housing policy.” Journal of Prevention and Intervention in the 
Community, 37(1), 48-65.  

131 

http://www.startribune.com/local/stpaul/82071777.html


 

132 

Polzin, S. (1999). “Transportation/land-use relationship: Public transit's impact on land use.” 
Journal of Urban Planning and Development-Asce, 125(4), 135-151.  

Pucher, J., & Renne, J. (2003). “Socioeconomics of urban travel: Evidence from the 2001 
NHTS.” Transportation Quarterly, 57(3), 49-77.  

Sullivan, D. (2007). “Reassessing gentrification: Measuring residents' opinions using survey 
data.” Urban Affairs Review, 42(4), 583-592.  

Wyly, E., & Hammel, D. (2004). “Gentrification, segregation, and discrimination in the 
American urban system.” Environment and Planning, 36, 1215-1241.  

Yuen, L. (2009, 4/6). “Rondo haunting light rail debate: Memories of ‘lost’ neighborhood stir 
new fear.” Saint Paul Pioneer Press. 

Yuen, L. (2011). Rondo plaintiffs get partial victory in light rail ruling. Retrieved 11/15, 2011, 
from http://minnesota.publicradio.org/display/web/2011/01/27/central-corridor-rondo-
lawsuit/. 

 

http://minnesota.publicradio.org/display/web/2011/01/27/central-corridor-rondo-lawsuit/
http://minnesota.publicradio.org/display/web/2011/01/27/central-corridor-rondo-lawsuit/


 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix A: Example Residential Questionnaire 
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TRANSIT & NEIGHBORHOOD SOCIAL CHANGE: 
A Survey Conducted by the University of Minnesota for the Transitway Impacts Research Program 

Case # _____ 

Parcel ID #_________________________ Unit_________ 

Time & Date _______________________ 

(INTERVIEWER: There are two types of questions in this survey: those with a single, direct response and those with multiple 
sub-questions, each of which requires its own response.  Sub-questions for multi-part questions are identified by LETTERS in 
parentheses.  Answer choices are identified by NUMBERS in parentheses.  ALWAYS read sub-questions to the respondent. 
ONLY read answer choices to the respondent IF directed to.  Read everything else to the respondent EXCEPT text in 
parentheses.) 

 

Introduction 

Good afternoon. My name is     [name of interviewer]     and I’m a researcher at the University of Minnesota. We’re studying how the Central 

Corridor light rail line along University Avenue will impact nearby neighborhoods.  The results of the study will lead to policies that benefit 

neighborhood residents and improve their qualities of life. 

Your block has been randomly selected to be part of the study.  It is important that we interview every household on your block.  Your 

participation is completely voluntary and confidential. None of the answers you give will be reported in any way that could identify you. The 

survey should take about 20- 30 minutes.  At the end of the survey, we will offer you a gift of University merchandise to thank you  for your 

participation. 

 

CENTRAL CORRIDOR 
Light Rail Transit 



 

 A-2 

QA.1  Could I talk to the person over age 18 who had the most recent birthday in this household?  (If needed: “This helps us 
avoid biased results due to who we interview.”) (Circle only ONE answer.) 

(1) THAT’S ME (OR SIMILAR)     (ASK THE NEXT QUESTION.) 

(2) YES (A DIFFERENT PERSON IN THE HOUSEHOLD) (ONCE THEY ARRIVE, REREAD INTRODUCTION; ASK THE NEXT QUESTION) 

(0) NO       (ASK QUESTION QA.3.) 

(-8) D/K      

(-9) R/A     

QA.2 Would you be willing to participate in this study about Central Corridor? (Circle only ONE answer.) 

(1) YES  (SKIP TO SECTION B.) 

(0) NO  (ASK THE NEXT QUESTION.) 

QA.3  Could I come back another time? (Circle only ONE answer.) 

(1) COME BACK ANOTHER TIME  (ASK THE NEXT QUESTION.) 

(0) NO     (THANK THE RESPONDENT FOR HIS/HER TIME AND STOP.) 

(-8) D/K      

(-9) R/A      

QA.4  What would be a better day and time for me to return? __________________________________________________ 
(Write answer. THANK the respondent and STOP.) 

(-8) D/K 

(-9) R/A 

 
 



 

 A-3 

Section B: Your View of the Neighborhood 

I’m going to begin with questions about how you view your neighborhood, and about what you see as its strengths and challenges.   

QB.1  In what year did you move into this neighborhood?  ____________________   (Write answer.)  D/K (-8)     R/A (-9) 

QB.2  What was your old address BEFORE you moved into this neighborhood?  (Write answer.)   

(If respondent moved from a different metropolitan area, get their old CITY and STATE/COUNTRY as well.) 

 (1) ADDRESS    __________________________________________________________________________ 

 (If needed→) Street and cross-street? ZIP Code? Neighborhood? Landmark? (Circle ONE of the categories below & write 
answer.) 

 

(2) STREET/CROSS-STREET  __________________________________________________________________________ 

(3) ZIP CODE    __________________________________________________________________________ 

(4) NEIGHBORHOOD   __________________________________________________________________________ 

(5) LANDMARK    __________________________________________________________________________ 

(-8) D/K      

(-9) R/A      

 
 

  



 

 A-4 

 

 

QB.3  What neighborhood would you say you live in? ________________________________________________(Write answer.) 

(-8) D/K      

(-9) R/A  

(Hand street map sheet to respondent.) 

 

QB.4  Could you draw the boundaries of what you think of as your neighborhood on this map?  There is no right or wrong 
answer.  (Retrieve street map sheet; place in large, manila envelope.) 

(-8) D/K      

(-9) R/A  

  



 

 A-5 

 

 

 

 

Next, I’m going to ask about changes you have seen in this neighborhood over the PAST five years or since you moved here if that was less than 

five years ago.  To save time, I’d like you to mark your answers on this sheet.  You may mark your answers in whatever order is easiest for you. I 

can also ask the question verbally if you prefer. (Hand the respondent the YELLOW response sheet, or ask the next three questions verbally, as 

directed by the respondent.) 



 

 A-6 

QB.5 How important is each of the following neighborhood qualities to you?  Not important at all, slightly important, somewhat 
important or very important?  (Circle only ONE answer for each sub-question.) 

             (1) NOT IMPORTANT    (2) SLIGHTLY   (3)SOMEWHAT       (4) VERY   (-8)D/K (-9)R/A 
                               AT ALL             IMPORTANT     IMPORTANT       IMPORTANT | | 
(A) INEXPENSIVE HOUSING           □  □  □  □ □ □ 

(B) WELL-MAINTAINED/WELL-KEPT BUILDINGS AND YARDS    □  □  □  □ □ □ 

(C) SHOPPING AREAS NEARBY       □  □  □  □ □ □ 

(D) ENTERTAINMENT LIKE RESTAURANTS, CLUBS, THEATERS, EVENTS NEARBY   □  □  □  □ □ □ 

(E) ACCESS TO HIGHWAYS        □  □  □  □ □ □ 

(F) EASE OF DRIVING ON MAJOR STREETS OR LOW CONGESTION   □  □  □  □ □ □ 

(G) EASE OF FINDING A PARKING SPACE IN THE NEIGHBORHOOD   □  □  □  □ □ □ 

(H) QUIETNESS OF NEIGHBORHOOD STREETS     □  □  □  □ □ □ 

(I) TRAFFIC SAFETY ALONG WALKING ROUTES     □  □  □  □ □ □ 

(J) GOOD, FREQUENT BUS SERVICE                    □  □  □  □ □ □ 

(K) GOOD SCHOOLS NEARBY        □  □  □  □ □ □ 

(L) GOOD PARKS, PLAYGROUNDS, RECREATION FACILITIES NEARBY   □  □  □  □ □ □ 

(M) GOOD LIBRARIES AND COMMUNITY CENTERS NEARBY    □  □  □  □ □ □ 

(N) NEIGHBORS W/  SIMILAR INCOMES AND EDUCATION LEVELS TO YOUR OWN □  □  □  □ □ □ 

(O) NEIGHBORS FROM YOUR OWN RACE OR ETHNIC GROUP   □  □  □  □ □ □ 

(P) NEIGHBORS WHO ARE FRIENDLY AND GET ALONG WITH EACH OTHER  □  □  □  □ □ □ 

(Q) SENSE OF SECURITY, LIKE LOW CRIME      □  □  □  □ □ □ 

(R) ANY OTHER IMPORTANT QUALITY?  _________________________________ □  □  □  □ □ □ 
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QB.6 Have you seen more, no change or less of each neighborhood quality over the PAST five years/since you moved in?  (Circle only 
ONE answer for each sub-question.) 

QB.7 How related do you think these changes are to the Central Corridor light rail project?  Not related at all, slightly related, 
somewhat related or very related? Don’t answer if you’ve seen no change.  (Circle only ONE answer for each sub-question.)  

 (QB.6)       (QB.7)  
                           (1)NOT RELATED (2)SLIGHTLY (3)SOMEWHAT  (4) VERY   (-8)D/K  (-9)R/A     

    (1) MORE        (2)NO CHANGE       (3)  LESS (-8)D/K  (-9)R/A      AT ALL               RELATED             RELATED           RELATED       | | 

(A)  □  □  □ □ □ □  □  □  □    □ □ 
(B)  □  □  □ □ □ □  □  □  □    □ □ 
(C)  □  □  □ □ □ □  □  □  □    □ □ 
(D)  □  □  □ □ □ □  □  □  □    □ □ 
(E)  □  □  □ □ □ □  □  □  □    □ □ 
(F)  □  □  □ □ □ □  □  □  □    □ □ 
(G)  □  □  □ □ □ □  □  □  □    □ □ 
(H)  □  □  □ □ □ □  □  □  □    □ □ 
(I)  □  □  □ □ □ □  □  □  □    □ □ 
(J)  □  □  □ □ □ □  □  □  □    □ □ 
(K)  □  □  □ □ □ □  □  □  □    □ □ 
(L)  □  □  □ □ □ □  □  □  □    □ □ 
(M)  □  □  □ □ □ □  □  □  □    □ □ 
(N)  □  □  □ □ □ □  □  □  □    □ □ 
(O)  □  □  □ □ □ □  □  □  □    □ □ 
(P)  □  □  □ □ □ □  □  □  □    □ □ 
(Q)  □  □  □ □ □ □  □  □  □    □ □ 
(R)  □  □  □ □ □ □  □  □  □    □ □ 
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QB.8  Overall, has this neighborhood become a better or worse place to live over the PAST five years—or since you moved in—
or has it stayed about the same?  Much worse, somewhat worse, about the same, somewhat better or much better?  (Circle 
only ONE answer.) 

(1) MUCH WORSE   

(2) SOMEWHAT WORSE  

(3) ABOUT THE SAME  

(4) SOMEWHAT BETTER  

(5) MUCH BETTER 

(-8) D/K 

(-9) R/A   

QB.9  Overall, what is your opinion of any effects the Central Corridor light rail project has had on the neighborhood so far? 
Strongly negative, somewhat negative, somewhat positive or strongly positive? (Circle only ONE answer. Do NOT read “Neither 
Negative nor Positive;” only circle if volunteered by respondent.) 

(1) STRONGLY NEGATIVE   

(2) SOMEWHAT NEGATIVE 

(3) (NEITHER NEGATIVE NOR POSITIVE)      

(4) SOMEWHAT POSITIVE   

(5) STRONGLY POSITIVE 

(-8) D/K 

(-9) R/A   
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QB.10  How satisfied are you with each of the following aspects of your neighborhood?  Not satisfied at all, mildly satisfied, somewhat 
satisfied or very satisfied? (Hold up YELLOW show-card. Circle ONE for each sub-question.) 

 

                    (1) NOT SATISFIED     (2) MILDLY    (3)SOMEWHAT     (4) VERY    (-8)D/K  (-9)R/A 
                                   AT ALL            SATISFIED           SATISFIED       SATISFIED | | 

(A) AFFORDABILITY OF HOUSING       □  □  □  □ □ □ 

(B) MAINTENANCE OR UPKEEP OF  BUILDINGS AND YARDS    □  □  □  □ □ □ 

(C) LOCAL SHOPPING OPPORTUNITIES      □  □  □  □ □ □ 

(D) LOCAL ENTERTAINMENT LIKE RESTAURANTS, CLUBS, THEATERS, EVENTS □  □  □  □ □ □ 

(E) ACCESS TO HIGHWAYS        □  □  □  □ □ □ 

(F) EASE OF DRIVING ON MAJOR STREETS OR LOW CONGESTION   □  □  □  □ □ □ 

(G) EASE OF FINDING A PARKING SPACE IN THE NEIGHBORHOOD   □  □  □  □ □ □ 

(H) QUIETNESS OF NEIGHBORHOOD STREETS     □  □  □  □ □ □ 

(I) TRAFFIC SAFETY ALONG WALKING ROUTES     □  □  □  □ □ □ 

(J) QUALITY OF BUS SERVICE        □  □  □  □ □ □ 

(K) QUALITY OF LOCAL SCHOOLS       □  □  □  □ □ □ 

(L) QUALITY OF NEARBY PARKS, PLAYGROUNDS, RECREATION FACILITIES  □  □  □  □ □ □ 

(M) QUALITY OF NEARBY LIBRARIES AND COMMUNITY CENTERS   □  □  □  □ □ □ 

(N) MIX OF NEIGHBORS WITH DIFFERENT INCOMES AND EDUCATION LEVELS □  □  □  □ □ □ 

(O) MIX OF NEIGHBORS FROM DIFFERENT RACIAL OR ETHNIC GROUPS  □  □  □  □ □ □ 

(P) FRIENDLINESS OF NEIGHBORS/HOW WELL NEIGHBORS GET ALONG  □  □  □  □ □ □ 

(Q) NEIGHBORHOOD SECURITY, LIKE LOW CRIME     □  □  □  □ □ □ 

(R) ANY OTHER IMPORTANT ASPECT?  __________________________________ □  □  □  □ □ □ 
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QB.11  What portion of the people in your neighborhood do you think are your own race? (Hold up WHITE show-card.  If 
needed, read the following categories:) Practically all, nine of every ten, eight of every ten, seven of every ten, six of every ten, 
five of every ten, four of every ten, three of every ten, two of every ten, one of every ten, less than one of every ten or none 
but yourself or family? (Circle only ONE answer.) 

(1) PRACTICALLY ALL 

(2) NINE OF EVERY TEN 

(3) EIGHT OF EVERY TEN 

(4) SEVEN OF EVERY TEN 

(5) SIX OF EVERY TEN 

(6) FIVE OF EVERY TEN 

(7) FOUR OF EVERY TEN 

(8) THREE OF EVERY TEN 

(9) TWO OF EVERYT TEN 

(10) ONE OF EVERY TEN 

(11) LESS THAN ONE OF EVERY TEN 

(12) NONE BUT YOURSELF OR FAMILY 

(-8) D/K 

(-9) R/A 

QB.12  In your ideal neighborhood, what portion of the people would be from your own race? (Hold up WHITE show-card.  If 
needed, read the following categories:) Practically all, nine of every ten, eight of every ten, seven of every ten, six of every 
ten, five of every ten, four of every ten, three of every ten, two of every ten, one of every ten, less than one of every ten or 
none but yourself or family? (Circle only ONE answer.)  

(1) PRACTICALLY ALL 

(2) NINE OF EVERY TEN 

(3) EIGHT OF EVERY TEN 

(4) SEVEN OF EVERY TEN 

(5) SIX OF EVERY TEN 

(6) FIVE OF EVERY TEN 

(7) FOUR OF EVERY TEN 

(8) THREE OF EVERY TEN 

(9) TWO OF EVERYT TEN 

(10) ONE OF EVERY TEN 

(11) LESS THAN ONE OF EVERY TEN 

(12) NONE BUT YOURSELF OR FAMILY 

(-8) D/K 

(-9) R/A 
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QB.13  How often do you do the following things?  Never, less than once a month, one to four times a month, two to four 
times a week or more than four times a week? (Hold up GREEN show-card. Circle ONE for each sub-question.) 

                       (0)          (1)          (2)         (3)          (4)         (-8)        (-9) 

                     NEVER | <1/MO | 1-4/MO|2-4/WK|>4/WK | D/K  |  R/A 

(A) SAY HELLO TO A NEIGHBOR        □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

(B) TALK WITH A NEIGHBOR FOR 10 MINUTES OR MORE    □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

(C) INVITE YOUR NEIGHBORS TO YOUR HOME      □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

(D) BORROW THINGS FROM/LEND THINGS TO A NEIGHBOR    □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

(E) PARTICIPATE IN COMMUNITY ACTIVITIES LIKE CHURCH, SCHOOL EVENTS, SPORTS □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

QB.14 How do the following groups of people get along in your neighborhood?  Not at all, not well, well or very well? (Hold 
up BLUE show card. Circle ONE for each sub-question.) 

        (1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  (-8) (-9) 

                        NOT AT ALL     |      NOT WELL      |       WELL        |    VERY WELL             D/K        R/A 

(A) FAMILIES AND SINGLES    □  □  □  □  □ □ 

(B) LONG-TIME RESIDENTS AND NEW RESIDENTS □  □  □  □  □ □ 

(C) RENTERS AND HOMEOWNERS   □  □  □  □  □ □ 

(D) STUDENTS AND NON-STUDENTS   □  □  □  □  □ □ 

(E) WHITE RESIDENTS AND MINORITY RESIDENTS □  □  □  □  □ □ 

(F) RESIDENTS FROM DIFFERENT MINORITY GROUPS □  □  □  □  □ □ 

(G) IMMIGRANTS AND NON-IMMIGRANTS  □  □  □  □  □ □ 

(H) RESIDENTS WITH DIFFERENT INCOME LEVELS □  □  □  □  □ □ 
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QB.15  Have you heard of any public meetings, open houses and/or other community events dealing with the Central 
Corridor? (Circle only ONE answer.) 

(1) YES (Ask the next question.) 

(0) NO (Skip the next question.) 

(-8) D/K 

(-9) R/A 

QB.16  How many events have you or a member of your family attended, if any? ________________ (Write answer.) 

 (-8) D/K 

 (-9) R/A 

QB.17  How long do you expect to stay in this neighborhood? Less than a year, one to five years, six to ten years or more than 
ten years? (Circle only ONE answer.) 

(1) LESS THAN A YEAR  

(2) ONE TO FIVE YEARS  

(3) SIX TO TEN YEARS  

(4) MORE THAN TEN YEARS  

(-8) D/K 

(-9) R/A 
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Earlier, I asked you about changes you’ve seen in this neighborhood over the PAST five years or since you moved in. Now, I’m going to ask you 

about what changes you think will happen in this neighborhood over the NEXT five years. 

(Either hand respondent the GREEN response sheet, or ask the next two questions verbally.  Do the same as for QB.5, 6 & 7.) 
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QB.18 Do you think you’ll see more, no change or less of each of the following neighborhood qualities over the NEXT five 
years? (Circle ONE for each sub-question.) 

 

              (1) MORE         (2)NO CHANGE       (3) LESS  (-8)D/K  (-9)R/A 

 (A) INEXPENSIVE HOUSING         □  □  □ □ □ 

 (B) WELL-MAINTAINED/WELL-KEPT BUILDINGS AND YARDS    □  □  □ □ □ 

 (C) SHOPPING AREAS NEARBY       □  □  □ □ □ 

 (D) ENTERTAINMENT LIKE RESTAURANTS, CLUBS, THEATERS, EVENTS NEARBY  □  □  □ □ □ 

 (E) ACCESS TO HIGHWAYS        □  □  □ □ □ 

 (F) EASE OF DRIVING ON MAJOR STREETS OR LOW CONGESTION   □  □  □ □ □ 

 (G) EASE OF FINDING A PARKING SPACE IN THE NEIGHBORHOOD   □  □  □ □ □ 

 (H) QUIETNESS OF NEIGHBORHOOD STREETS     □  □  □ □ □ 

 (I) TRAFFIC SAFETY ALONG WALKING ROUTES     □  □  □ □ □ 

 (J) GOOD, FREQUENT BUS SERVICE                    □  □  □ □ □ 

 (K) GOOD SCHOOLS NEARBY        □  □  □ □ □ 

 (L) GOOD PARKS, PLAYGROUNDS, RECREATION FACILITIES NEARBY   □  □  □ □ □ 

 (M) GOOD LIBRARIES AND COMMUNITY CENTERS NEARBY    □  □  □ □ □ 

 (N) NEIGHBORS W/  SIMILAR INCOMES AND EDUCATION LEVELS TO YOUR OWN □  □  □ □ □ 

 (O) NEIGHBORS FROM YOUR OWN RACE OR ETHNIC GROUP   □  □  □ □ □ 

 (P) NEIGHBORS WHO ARE FRIENDLY AND GET ALONG WITH EACH OTHER  □  □  □ □ □ 

 (Q) SENSE OF SECURITY, LIKE LOW CRIME      □  □  □ □ □ 

 (R) ANY OTHER IMPORTANT QUALITY  __________________________________ □  □  □ □ □  
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QB.19 How related do you think each change will be to the Central Corridor light rail project?  Not related at all, slightly 
related, somewhat related or mostly related? Don’t answer if you anticipate no change.  (Circle ONE for each sub-question.)  

(1)  NOT RELATED   (2)SLIGHTLY  (3) SOMEWHAT     (4) MOSTLY  (-8)D/K  (-9)R/A     
          AT ALL                RELATED            RELATED           RELATED        | | 

(A) □  □  □  □    □ □ 

(B) □  □  □  □    □ □ 

(C) □  □  □  □    □ □ 

(D) □  □  □  □    □ □ 

(E) □  □  □  □    □ □ 

(F) □  □  □  □    □ □ 

(G) □  □  □  □    □ □ 

(H) □  □  □  □    □ □ 

(I) □  □  □  □    □ □ 

(J) □  □  □  □    □ □ 

(K) □  □  □  □    □ □ 

(L) □  □  □  □    □ □ 

(M) □  □  □  □    □ □ 

(N) □  □  □  □    □ □ 

(O) □  □  □  □    □ □ 

(P) □  □  □  □    □ □ 

(Q) □  □  □  □    □ □ 

(R) □  □  □  □    □ □ 
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QB.20  Overall, will this neighborhood become a better or worse place to live over the NEXT five years, or will it stay about 
the same?  Much worse, somewhat worse, about the same, somewhat better or much better? (Circle only ONE answer.) 

(1) MUCH WORSE  

(2) SOMEWHAT WORSE  

(3) ABOUT THE SAME 

(4) SOMEWHAT BETTER 

 (5) MUCH BETTER 

 (-8) D/K 

(-9) R/A 

 

QB.21  Overall, what is your opinion of how the Central Corridor light rail project will affect this neighborhood in the future? 
Strongly negative, somewhat negative, somewhat positive or strongly positive? (Circle only ONE answer. Do NOT read 
“Neither Negative nor Positive;” only circle if volunteered by respondent.) 

(1) STRONGLY NEGATIVE   

(2) SOMEWHAT NEGATIVE 

(3) (NEITHER NEGATIVE NOR POSITIVE)      

(4) SOMEWHAT POSITIVE   

(5) STRONGLY POSITIVE 

(-8) D/K 

(-9) R/A   

Next, I’m going to show you several pictures of different types of neighborhoods.  

(Hand HOUSING picture card to the respondent.)   
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QB.22  How would you like to see each of the above housing types in or near your neighborhood? Would you not like it at all, 
not like it much, like it or like it a lot? (Hold up ORANGE show-card. Circle only ONE answer for each sub-question.) 

                               (1) NOT LIKE IT AT ALL   (2) NOT LIKE IT MUCH                (3) LIKE IT                   (4) LIKE IT A LOT        (-8)D/K  (-9)R/A 

(A)    □   □   □   □  □ □ 

(B)    □   □   □   □  □ □ 

(C)    □   □   □   □  □ □ 

(D)    □   □   □   □  □ □ 

A 

C 

B 

D 
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(Hand BUSINESS picture card to the respondent.) 

QB.23  How would you like to see each of the above business districts in or near your neighborhood? Would you not like it at 
all, not like it much, like it or like it a lot? (Hold up ORANGE show-card. Circle only ONE answer for each sub-question.) 

                               (1) NOT LIKE IT AT ALL   (2) NOT LIKE IT MUCH                (3) LIKE IT                   (4) LIKE IT A LOT        (-8)D/K  (-9)R/A 

(A)    □   □   □   □  □ □ 

(B)    □   □   □   □  □ □ 

(C)    □   □   □   □  □ □ 

(D)    □   □   □   □  □ □ 

A 

C 

B 

D 
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Section C: Transportation 

Next, I’m going to ask you some questions about your job and how you get around.  

QC.1  Which of the following describe your current employment status?  There may be more than one category that applies.  
(Circle only ONE answer for each sub-question.) 

                (1) YES   (0) NO   (-8) D/K  (-9) R/A 

(A) EMPLOYED FULL-TIME   □ □ □ □ (IF YES, Ask the next question.)  

(B) EMPLOYED PART-TIME   □ □ □ □ (IF YES, Ask the next question.)  

(C) FULL-TIME STUDENT    □ □ □ □ (IF YES, Ask the next question.) 

(D) PART-TIME STUDENT    □ □ □ □ (IF YES, Ask the next question.) 

(E) HOMEMAKER/NOT EMPLOYED BY CHOICE □ □ □ □ (IF ONLY YES, skip to QC.8.) 

(F) RETIRED     □ □ □ □ (IF ONLY YES, skip to QC.8.) 

(G) UNEMPLOYED     □ □ □ □ (IF ONLY YES, skip to QC.8.) 
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QC.2  Where is your workplace or school LOCATED?  We only need the address where you work not the name of your 
company.    If you work AND go to school, please tell me about both.  If you work more than one job, tell me about the job 
you work the most hours at. 

(A) WORK:  

 (1) ADDRESS ______________________________ (Write answer.) 

(B) SCHOOL:  

 (1) ADDRESS    ______________________________ (Write answer.)     

(If needed:) Could you tell me the street and cross-street, the ZIP code or a nearby landmark? (If U of M, ASK WHICH 
CAMPUS.) 

(A) WORK: (Circle ONE & write answer.) 

 (2) STREET/CROSS-STREET    ______________________________ 

 (3) ZIP CODE   ______________________________  

 (4) LANDMARK   ______________________________  

 (-8) D/K 

 (-9) R/A 

(B) SCHOOL:  (Circle ONE & write answer.) 

 (2) STREET/CROSS-STREET    ______________________________ 

 (3) ZIP CODE   ______________________________ 

 (4) LANDMARK   ______________________________  

 (-8) D/K 

 (-9) R/A 
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QC.3 How many miles is your commute to work and/or school? (Write answer for all that apply.) 
(A) WORK ______  MILES 

(B) SCHOOL ______  MILES

(-8) D/K (-9) R/A 

(-8) D/K (-9) R/A

QC.4  How many minutes does your commute to work and/or school normally take? (Write answer for all that apply.) 
(A) WORK ______  MINUTES 

(B) SCHOOL ______  MINUTES

(-8) D/K (-9) R/A 

(-8) D/K (-9) R/A

 QC.5  What times of day do you usually make those commuting trips? (Write answer for all that apply.) 

(A) GOING TO WORK   ____________________ (-8) D/K (-9) R/A 

(B) GOING TO SCHOOL  ____________________ (-8) D/K (-9) R/A 

(C) COMING HOME   ____________________ (-8) D/K (-9) R/A 

QC.6  How often do you make your commute in each of the following ways? Never, less than once a month, one to four times 
a month, two to four times a week or more than four times a week? (Hold up GREEN show-card.  Circle only ONE answer for 
each sub-question.) 

           (0) (1) (2) (3) (4) (-8) (-9) 
               NEVER | <1/MO | 1-4/MO|2-4/WK|>4/WK | D/K  |  R/A 

(A) WALKING  OR BICYCLING TO PUBLIC TRANSIT LIKE A BUS OR TRAIN  □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

(B) DRIVING TO PUBLIC TRANSIT—PARK & RIDE     □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

(C) WALKING         □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

(D) BICYCLING         □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

(E) AUTOMOBILE OR MOTORCYCLE AS DRIVER OR PASSENGER   □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

(F) TAXI          □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

(G) TELECOMMUTING OR WORKING FROM HOME    □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

(H) ANY OTHER TYPE OF TRANSPORTATION __________________________ □ □ □ □ □ □ □  
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(Skip the next question if the respondent answered NEVER to PUBLIC TRANSIT for the last question.) 

 QC.7 Which bus or rail routes do you use for your commute to work and/or school? ______________________ 
 (Write answer.) 

(-8) D/K 
(-9) R/A 

Next, I’m going to ask you about personal trips, meaning any trips you make that are not related to work or school.  

QC.8  How often do you make personal trips—that is, non-work or school related trips—by walking or bicycling? Never, less 
than once a month, one to four times a month, two to four times a week, or more than four times a week? (Circle only ONE 
answer.)  

(0) NEVER  

(1) LESS THAN ONCE A MONTH 

(2) 1-4 TIMES A MONTH 

(3) 2-4 TIMES A WEEK 

(4) MORE THAN 4 TIMES A WEEK 

(-8) D/K 

(-9) R/A   

QC.9 How often do you make personal trips—that is, non-work or school related trips—by public transit like a bus or train, 
including walking or biking to a stop or station AND park & ride? Never, less than once a month, one to four times a month, 
two to four times a week, or more than four times a week? (Circle only ONE answer.) 

(0) NEVER   (SKIP the next question.) 

(1) LESS THAN ONCE A MONTH  (ASK the next question.) 

(2) 1-4 TIMES A MONTH   (ASK the next question.) 

(3) 2-4 TIMES A WEEK   (ASK the next question.) 

(4) MORE THAN 4 TIMES A WEEK  (ASK the next question.) 
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(-8) D/K     (ASK the next question.) 

(-9) R/A  (SKIP the next question.) 

QC.10 Which bus/rail routes do you use for personal trips?____________________________________ (Write answer.) 

(-8) D/K 

(-9) R/A  

QC.11 How often do you make personal trips—that is, non-work or school related trips—by car, either as a driver OR a 
passenger? Never, less than once a month, one to four times a month, two to four times a week, or more than four times a 
week? (Circle only ONE answer.) 

(0) NEVER 

(1) LESS THAN ONCE A MONTH 

(2) 1-4 TIMES A MONTH 

(3) 2-4 TIMES A WEEK 

(4) MORE THAN 4 TIMES A WEEK 

(-8) D/K 

(-9) R/A  
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QC.12  Please tell me if you have made any of the following kinds of personal trips within or starting from your neighborhood 
by bicycle or on foot, by public transit like a bus or train, or by car.  Say all that apply. 

(Circle ALL answers that apply.) 

 
                    (1) BICYCLE OR FOOT    (2)TRANSIT       (3) CAR   (-8)D/K  (-9)R/A     
 (A) WALK OR RIDE FOR FUN OR EXERCISE, NO PARTICULAR DESTINATION  □     □ □ 

(B) SHOPPING          □  □  □ □ □ 

(C) GETTING TO BANK, POST OFFICE, DOCTOR’S OFFICE, OR SIMILAR  □  □  □ □ □ 

(D) TAKING  CHILDREN TO/PICKING  CHILDREN UP FROM SCHOOL OR DAYCARE □  □  □ □ □ 

(E) VISITING FRIENDS OR RELATIVES       □  □  □ □ □ 

(F) DINING OUT OR GOING TO A BAR OR CLUB     □  □  □ □ □ 

(G) GETTING TO PARKS, RECREATIONAL SPORTS OR FITNESS CENTER  □  □  □ □ □ 

(H) GOING TO CHURCH, SYNAGOUGE, MOSQUE, OR SIMILAR   □  □  □ □ □ 

(I) ATTENDING PUBLIC MEETINGS, VOTING OR OTHER CIVIC FUNCTIONS  □  □  □ □ □ 

(J) ANY OTHER TYPE OF PERSONAL TRIPS _______________________________ □   □  □ □ □ 
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QC.13 Do you agree or disagree with the following statements about walking conditions in this neighborhood? Strongly disagree, 
somewhat disagree, somewhat agree or strongly agree? (Hold up PINK show-card. Circle only ONE answer for each sub-question.) 

                                                  (1)STRONGLY  (2) SOMEWHAT (3) SOMEWHAT  (4) STRONGLY        (-8)D/K (-9)R/A 
                                                                                                                                        DISAGREE           DISAGREE              AGREE                 AGREE 

(A) ALL OR MOST STREETS IN THE NEIGHBORHOOD HAVE SIDEWALKS □  □  □  □  □ □ 

(B) SIDEWALKS AND PAVEMENT ARE WELL MAINTAINED   □  □  □  □  □ □ 

(C) SNOW REMOVAL IS THOROUGH AND TIMELY    □  □  □  □  □ □ 

(D) SIDEWALKS ARE SHADY IN SUMMER     □  □  □  □  □ □ 

(E) MAJOR STREETS ARE EASY TO CROSS     □  □  □  □  □ □ 

(F) THERE ARE INTERESTING BUILDINGS OR OTHER THINGS TO LOOK AT □  □  □  □  □ □ 

(G) THERE ARE MANY TREES AND MUCH ATTRACTIVE SCENERY  □  □  □  □  □ □ 

(H) ANY OTHER IMPORTANT WALKING  CONDITION _________________ □  □  □  □  □ □ 
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QC.14  For public transit to be a better option for you than it is now, how important would the following things be? Not important at 
all, slightly important, somewhat important or very important?  (Hold up LAVENDER show card. Circle only ONE answer for each sub-
question.) 

               (1) NOT IMPORTANT    (2) SLIGHTLY   (3)SOMEWHAT       (4) VERY          (-8)D/K (-9)R/A 
                                AT ALL             IMPORTANT     IMPORTANT       IMPORTANT  | | 

(A) CLOSER STOPS TO HOME AND/OR DESTINATION   □  □  □  □  □ □ 

(B) SAFER OR MORE PLEASANT WALKING ROUTES TO STOPS  □  □  □  □  □ □ 

(C) MORE ATTRACTIVE STOPS, STATIONS OR WAITING AREAS  □  □  □  □  □ □ 

(D) MORE COMFORTABLE BUSES/TRAINS     □  □  □  □  □ □ 

(E) EASIER BOARDING AND EXITING OF BUSES OR TRAINS   □  □  □  □  □ □ 

(F) AVAILABILITY OF RAIL TRANIST      □  □  □  □  □ □ 

(G) SERVICE TO MORE PLACES YOU GO     □  □  □  □  □ □ 

(H) FASTER TRAVEL SPEEDS/QUICKER TRIPS     □  □  □  □  □ □ 

(I) MORE FREQUENT SERVICE AT THE TIMES YOU TRAVEL   □  □  □  □  □ □ 

(J) BUSES OR TRAINS THAT RUN ON TIME MORE OFTEN   □  □  □  □  □ □ 

(K) BETTER INFORMATION ON WHERE ROUTES GO AND WHEN THEY RUN □  □  □  □  □ □  

(L) LOWER FARE        □  □  □  □  □ □ 

(M) HIGHER GAS PRICES       □  □  □  □  □ □ 

(N) INCREASING ROAD CONGESTION OR WORSE TRAFFIC   □  □  □  □  □ □ 

(O) ANY OTHER IMPORTANT FACTOR ____________________________ □  □  □  □  □ □
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(Ask the following question ONLY if the respondent has EVER used BUS or RAIL for commuting or personal trips.) 

 QC.15 Do you agree or disagree with each of the following statements about public transit service in this neighborhood? Strongly 
disagree, somewhat disagree, somewhat agree or strongly agree? (Hold up PINK show-card.  Circle ONE answer for each sub-
question.) 

                                                  (1)STRONGLY  (2) SOMEWHAT (3) SOMEWHAT  (4) STRONGLY        (-8)D/K (-9)R/A 
                                                                                                                                        DISAGREE           DISAGREE              AGREE                 AGREE 

(A) STOPS ARE CLOSE TO YOUR HOME AND DESTINATIONS   □  □  □  □  □ □ 

(B) WALKING ROUTES TO STOPS ARE SAFE AND PLEASANT   □  □  □  □  □ □ 

(C) WAITING AREAS AT STOPS ARE ATTRACTIVE AND PLEASANT  □  □  □  □  □ □ 

(D) BUSES AND/OR TRAINS ARE COMFORTABLE    □  □  □  □  □ □ 

(E) BUSES AND/OR TRAINS ARE EASY TO BOARD AND EXIT   □  □  □  □  □ □ 

(F) YOU CAN GET EVERYWHERE YOU NEED TO GO BY PUBLIC TRANSIT □  □  □  □  □ □ 

(G) YOU CAN GET AROUND QUICKLY BY PUBLIC TRANSIT   □  □  □  □  □ □ 

(H) SERVICE IS FREQUENT AT THE TIMES YOU TRAVEL   □  □  □  □  □ □ 

(I) BUSES AND/OR TRAINS ARE ALMOST ALWAYS  ON TIME   □  □  □  □  □ □ 

(J) IT IS EASY TO FIND OUT WHERE ROUTES GO AND WHEN THEY RUN □  □  □  □  □ □ 

(K) PUBLIC TRANSIT IS A GOOD VALUE FOR THE FARE   □  □  □  □  □ □ 

(L) RIDING PUBLIC TRANSIT COSTS LESS THAN DRIVING   □  □  □  □  □ □ 

(M) BUSES AND/OR TRAINS CAN GET AROUND TRAFFIC JAMS QUICKLY □  □  □  □  □ □ 

(N) ANYTHING ELSE IMPORTANT ________________________________ □  □  □  □  □ □ 
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QC.16  Have you ever used the Hiawatha light rail line, or a light rail line in a different city? (Circle all answers that apply.) 

(1) HIAWATHA   (Ask the next question.) 

(2) DIFFERENT LINE (Ask the next question.) 

(0) NO   (Skip the next question.)

(-8) D/K (Skip the next question.) 

(-9) R/A (Skip the next question.)

QC.17 What is your overall opinion of light rail?  Strongly negative, somewhat negative, somewhat positive or strongly 
positive? (Circle only ONE answer. Do NOT read “Neither Negative nor Positive;” only circle if volunteered by respondent.) 

(1) STRONGLY NEGATIVE   

(2) SOMEWHAT NEGATIVE 

(3) (NEITHER NEGATIVE NOR POSITIVE)      

(4) SOMEWHAT POSITIVE   

(5) STRONGLY POSITIVE 

(-8) D/K 

(-9) R/A  

QC.18  (Not applicable to this corridor.) 
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QC.19  How often will you use the Central Corridor light rail line once it opens? Never, less than once a month, one to four 
times a month, two to four times a week, or more than four times a week? (Circle only ONE answer.) 

(0) NEVER      (Ask question QC.20.)    

(1) LESS THAN ONCE A MONTH   (Ask question QC.20.) 

(2) 1-4 TIMES A MONTH   (Ask question QC.21.) 

(3) 2-4 TIMES A WEEK   (Ask question QC.21.) 

(4) MORE THAN 4 TIMES A WEEK  (Ask question QC.21.) 

(-8) D/K 

(-9) R/A 

 
QC.20 How important to you is each of the following reasons to not ride Central Corridor, or not ride more often?   Not important at 
all, slightly important, somewhat important or very important?  (Hold up LAVENDER show-card. Circle only ONE answer for each 
sub-question.) 

                            (1) NOT IMPORTANT   (2) SLIGHTLY  (3)SOMEWHAT       (4) VERY   (-8)D/K (-9)R/A 
                               AT ALL             IMPORTANT     IMPORTANT       IMPORTANT | | 

(A) DRIVING COSTS LESS THAN THE FARE      □  □  □  □ □ □ 

(B) THE ROADS YOU USE AREN’T BADLY CONGESTED    □  □  □  □ □ □ 

(C) YOU DON’T HAVE TROUBLE PARKING AT PLACES YOU GO   □  □  □  □ □ □ 

(D) YOU PREFER THE FLEXIBILITY OF YOUR CAR     □  □  □  □ □ □ 

(E) LIGHT RAIL WILL TAKE TOO LONG TO GET WHERE YOU’RE GOING  □  □  □  □ □ □ 

(F) LIGHT RAIL WON’T GO WHERE YOU NEED TO     □  □  □  □ □ □ 

(G) LIGHT RAIL STATIONS WILL BE FARTHER FROM HOME THAN BUS STOPS □  □  □  □ □ □ 

(H) BAD EXPERIENCES WITH LIGHT RAIL      □  □  □  □ □ □ 

(I) ANY OTHER REASON ______________________________________________ □  □  □  □ □ □ 
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QC.21  How important to you is each of the following reasons to ride Central Corridor?   Not important at all, slightly important, 
somewhat important or very important?  (Hold up LAVENDER show-card. Circle only ONE answer for each sub-question.) 

                            (1) NOT IMPORTANT   (2) SLIGHTLY  (3)SOMEWHAT       (4) VERY   (-8)D/K (-9)R/A 
                               AT ALL             IMPORTANT     IMPORTANT       IMPORTANT | | 

(A) BEING ABLE TO SAVE ON GAS, TIRES, CAR REPAIR, OR SIMILAR   □  □  □  □ □ □ 

(B) BEING ABLE TO AVOID ROAD CONGESTION OR TRAFFIC    □  □  □  □ □ □ 

(C) NOT NEEDING TO FIND A PARKING SPACE AT YOUR DESTINATION  □  □  □  □ □ □ 

(D) BEING ABLE TO REDUCE POLLUTION OR YOUR CARBON FOOTPRINT  □  □  □  □ □ □ 

(E) FASTER, MORE FREQUENT OR MORE RELIABLE SERVICE THAN THE BUS  □  □  □  □ □ □ 

(F) ABILITY TO READ OR WORK WHILE TRAVELING     □  □  □  □ □ □ 

(G) STATIONS WILL BE CLOSE TO YOUR HOME AND PLACES YOU GO  □  □  □  □ □ □ 

(H) GOOD EXPERIENCES WITH LIGHT RAIL      □  □  □  □ □ □ 

(I) ANY OTHER REASON ______________________________________________ □  □  □  □ □ □ 

 

Section D: General Background 

In conclusion, I’m going to ask you for some general background information.  This information will give us a better overall understanding of 

the neighborhood.  Once again, all of your answers will be kept strictly confidential, and will not be linked to your identity in any way.   

QD.1  In what year were you born?  19_____  (Write answer.) (-8) D/K (-9) R/A 

 
 



 

 A-31 

QD.2  Do you live with a spouse or partner in the same household? (Circle only ONE answer.) 

(1) YES → (ASK THE NEXT QUESTION.) 

(0) NO → (SKIP THE NEXT QUESTION.) 

(-8) D/K → (SKIP THE NEXT QUESTION.) 

(-9) R/A → (SKIP THE NEXT QUESTION.) 

QD.3  Is your spouse/partner employed and/or a student? Full or part-time? (Circle only one answer for each sub-question.) 

                    (1) YES   (0) NO (-8) D/K (-9) R/A  

(A) EMPLOYED FULL-TIME         □ □ □ □ 

(B) EMPLOYED PART-TIME         □ □ □ □ 

(C) FULL-TIME STUDENT          □ □ □ □ 

(D) PART-TIME STUDENT          □ □ □ □ 

QD.4  How many children under age 18 live with you in your home?_____ (Write answer.) (-8) D/K (-9) R/A 

(If >0, ask the next question.  If 0, skip the next question.) 

QD.5  How old is your child/are your children? (Write answer.) 

(A) CHILD 1 _______ (-8) D/K (-9) R/A 

(B) CHILD 2 _______ (-8) D/K (-9) R/A 

(C) CHILD 3 _______ (-8) D/K (-9) R/A 

(D) CHILD 4 _______ (-8) D/K (-9) R/A 

(E) CHILD 5  _______ (-8) D/K (-9) R/A 
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QD.6  Do you own your home? (Circle only ONE answer.) 

(1) YES  (Ask the next question.)   

(0) NO  (Skip to QD.11.) 

(-8) D/K  (Skip to QD.13.) 

(-9) R/A  (Skip to QD.13.) 

QD.7  Do you have a mortgage or home equity loan on your home? (Circle only ONE answer.) 

(1) YES  (Ask the next question.) 

(0) NO  (Skip to QD.13.) 

(-8) D/K  (Skip to QD.13.) 

(-9) R/A  (Skip to QD.13.) 

QD.8  Which of the following categories does your monthly loan payment fall into? (Read answer choices to the respondent. 
Circle only ONE answer.) 

(1) $1 - $499 

(2) $500 - $749 

(3) $750 - $999 

(4) $1,000 - $1,499 

(5) $1,500 - $1,999 

(6) $2,000 - $2,499 

(7) $2,500 OR MORE 
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QD.9  Does this include taxes and insurance? (Circle only ONE answer.) 

(1) YES (Skip the next question.) 

(0) NO  (Ask the next question.) 

(-8) D/K (Skip the next question.) 

(-9) R/A (Skip the next question.) 

QD.10  How much do you pay a year in taxes and insurance? _________________________________ (Write answer.) 

(-8) D/K 

(-9) R/A 

(Skip to question QD.13.) 
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(Ask the next two questions ONLY if the respondent DOES NOT own his/her home.) 

QD.11  Which of the following categories does your monthly rent fall into: ( Read answer choices to the 
respondent. Circle only ONE answer.) 

(1) NO RENT 

(2) $1 - $499 

(3) $500 - $749 

(4) $750 - $999 

(5) $1,000 - $1,499 

(6) $1,500 - $1,999 

(7) $2,000 - $2,499 

(8) $2,500 OR MORE 

QD.12  Which utilities—if any—does the rent include? (Circle ONE  for each sub-question.) 

           (1) YES   (0) NO   (-8) D/K  (-9) R/A 

(A) HEAT    □ □ □ □ 

(B) WATER    □ □ □ □ 

(C) NATURAL GAS   □ □ □ □ 

(D) ELECTRICITY   □ □ □ □ 

(E) NONE    □ □ □ □  
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QD.13  If you are currently employed, which of the following best describes the type of work you do?  If retired or 
unemployed, which best describes the last job you worked in? (Read answer choices to the respondent.  Circle only ONE 
answer.) 

(0) NEVER BEEN EMPLOYED 

(1) SALES OR SERVICE 

(2) CLERICAL OR ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT 

(3) MANUFACTURING, CONSTRUCTION OR MAINTENANCE 

(4) PROFESSIONAL, MANAGERIAL OR TECHNICAL 

(5) ANY OTHER TYPE OF WORK ____________________________________________ 

(-8) D/K 

(-9) R/A 

QD.14  Which of the following categories describes your household’s income in 2009, before taxes? (Read answer choices to 
the respondent. Circle only ONE answer.) 

(1) $0 - $9,999 

(2) $10,000 - $24,999 

(3) $25,000 - $49,999 

(4) $50,000 - $74,999 

(5) $75,000 - $99,999 

(6) $100,000 OR MORE 

(-8) D/K 

(-9) R/A  
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QD.15  What is your highest level of education? (Read answer choices to the respondent.  Circle only ONE answer.) 

(1) LESS THAN A HIGH SCHOOL DIPLOMA 

(2) HIGH SCHOOL DIPLOMA 

(3) ASSOCIATES OR TECHNICAL SCHOOL DEGREE 

(4) SOME COLLEGE, NO DEGREE YET 

(5) BACHELORS DEGREE 

(6) GRADUATE DEGREE 

(-8) D/K 

(-9) R/A 

QD.16  Do you have a valid driver’s license? (Circle only ONE answer.) 

(1) YES 

(0) NO 

(-8) D/K 

(-9) R/A 

QD.17  Besides yourself, how many licensed drivers are there in your household? ___________ (-8) D/K (-9) R/A 

QD.18  How many working cars are there available to your household?___________  (-8) D/K (-9) R/A  

QD.19  Do you consider yourself Hispanic or Latino/a? (Circle ONE.) 

(1) YES 

(0) NO 

(-8) D/K 

(-9) R/A 
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QD.20  Which of the following racial groups do you consider yourself part of? There may be more than one category that 
applies.  (Circle ONE for each sub-question.)  

            (1) YES   (0) NO   (-8) D/K  (-9) R/A 

(A) WHITE     □ □ □ □ 

(B) BLACK OR AFRICAN-AMERICAN □ □ □ □ 

(C) ASIAN     □ □ □ □ 

(D) AMERICAN INDIAN   □ □ □ □ 

(E) ANY OTHER RACE _______________ □ □ □ □ 

 

 
QD.21  Were you or either of your parents born outside the US?  (Circle ONE for each sub-question.)  

             (1) YES  (0) NO  (-8) D/K  (-9) R/A 

(A) YOU      □ □ □ □  

(B) YOUR MOTHER   □ □ □ □ 

(C) YOUR FATHER    □ □ □ □ 
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(Ask the next question only if the respondent answered YES to at least one item in the last question.)  

QD.22  Where did you/they immigrate from? There may be more than one category that applies. (Circle ONE for each sub-
question.) 

            (1) YES   (0) NO   (-8) D/K  (-9) R/A 

(A) EUROPE    □ □ □ □ 

(B) LATIN AMERICA   □ □ □ □ 

(C) AFRICA     □ □ □ □ 

(D) ASIA     □ □ □ □ 

(E) CANADA    □ □ □ □ 

(F) SOMEWHERE ELSE  _____________ □ □ □ □ 

Next, I’m going to ask you a question about your sexual orientation. This information is useful because many studies have indentified 

relationships between the sexual orientations of neighborhood residents and some types of neighborhood changes.  Your answer will be 

completely confidential. I won’t see it because the page with your answer will be sealed in this envelope.  Still, please feel free not to answer if 

you are at all uncomfortable.  Could I get you to fill in the question on this page, then place the page in the envelope and seal it? 

(Hand the BLUE response sheet and the small envelope to respondent.) 
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QD.23  Which of the following best describes your sexual orientation? (Circle only ONE answer.) 

(1) STRAIGHT 

(2) GAY/LESBIAN 

(3) BISEXUAL 

(4) ANY OTHER ORIENTATION _______________ 

Thank you very much for your time and cooperation.  Have a good evening.  
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(Interviewer Observations:) 

(QD.24  What is the respondent’s gender?)  (Circle only ONE answer.) 

(1) MALE  (SKIP the next question.) 

(0) FEMALE (SKIP the next question.) 

(-8) D/K  (ASK the next question.) 

 (ONLY ask the next question if you are unsure of the respondent’s gender.) 

QD.25  What gender do you consider yourself?  (Circle only ONE answer.) 

(1) MALE  

(0) FEMALE 

(-8) D/K 

(-9) R/A  

(QD.26  What type of home does the respondent live in?)  (Circle only ONE answer.) 

(1) SINGLE FAMILY, DETACHED HOUSE  

(2) DUPLEX—A BUILDING COMPRISING TWO DWELLING UNITS EITHER SIDE-BY-SIDE OR ON DIFFERENT FLOORS    

(3) TOWNHOUSE—A ROW-HOUSE THAT SHARES WALLS WITH NEIGHBORS BUT HAS ITS OWN ENTRANCE   

(4) APARTMENT/CONDO    

(Place all response materials in the large, manila envelope.  Seal the large, manila envelope.  STOP.)
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TRANSIT & NEIGHBORHOOD BUSINESS IMPACTS: 
A Survey Conducted by the University of Minnesota for the Transitway Impacts Research Program 

Case # _____ 

Business Name ___________________________________ 

Address  ________________________________________ 

Time & Date _______________________ 

(INTERVIEWER: There are two types of questions in this survey: those with a single, direct response and those with multiple 
sub questions, each of which requires its own response.  Sub-questions for multi-part questions are identified by LETTERS in 
parentheses.  Answer choices are identified by NUMBERS in parentheses.  ALWAYS read sub-questions to the respondent. 
ONLY read answer choices to the respondent IF directed to.  Read everything else to the respondent EXCEPT text in 
parentheses.) 

 

Introduction 

Good afternoon. My name is     [name of interviewer]     and I’m a researcher at the University of Minnesota. We’re studying how the Central 

Corridor light rail line along University Avenue will impact nearby neighborhoods.  The results of the study will inform policies affecting 

neighborhood businesses. 

Your business has been randomly selected to be part of the study.  It is important that we interview an owner or general manager of your 

business.  Your participation is completely voluntary and confidential. None of the answers you give will be reported in any way that could 

identify you. The survey should take 15-20 minutes. 

 

 

CENTRAL CORRIDOR 

Light Rail Transit 
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Section A: Consent 

QA.1  Would you be willing to participate in this study about Central Corridor? (Circle only ONE answer.) 

(1) YES ------------- SKIP TO SECTION B. 

(0) NO ------------- CONTINUE WITH QA.2. 

 (SKIP TO SECTION B.) 

QA.2  Could I come back another time? (Circle only ONE answer.) 

(1) COME BACK ANOTHER TIME---------- ASK THE NEXT QUESTION. 

(0) NO ------------------------------------------- THANK THE RESPONDENT FOR HIS/HER TIME AND STOP.      

QA.3  What would be a better day and time for me to return? __________________________________________________ 
(Write answer. THANK the respondent and STOP.) 

(-7) N/A 

(-8) D/K 

(-9) R/A 
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Section B: Your Business in the Neighborhood 
QB.1  Are you the full owner, part owner or manager of the business? (Circle only ONE answer.) 

(1) FULL OWNER  (-7) N/A 

(2) PART OWNER  (-8) D/K 

(3) MANAGER  (-9) R/A 

QB.2  Since what year has the business been open in this location? (Write answer or circle one.) ________ 

(-7) N/A     (-8) D/K  (-9) R/A 

QB.3  Are you concerned about the short-term impacts light rail construction may have on your business?  Not concerned at 
all, slightly concerned, concerned or very concerned? (Circle only ONE answer.) 

(1) NOT CONCERNED AT ALL --------------- SKIP TO QUESTION QB.5 

(2) SLIGHTLY CONCERNED 

(3) CONCERNED    CONTINUE WITH QUESTION QB.4 

(4) VERY CONCERNED    

(-7) N/A   (-8) D/K (-9) R/A--------- SKIP TO QUESTION QB.5  

QB.4  Which of the following are you concerned about? Say yes to all that apply. (Circle only ONE answer for each part.) 

 (1) 
YES 

(0) 
NO 

(-7) 
N/A 

(-8) 
D/K 

(-9) 
R/A 

(A) CUSTOMERS NOT KNOWING YOU’LL BE OPEN DURING CONSTRUCTION □ □ □ □ □ 
(B) CUSTOMERS NOT KNOWING HOW TO REACH YOUR BUSINESS □ □ □ □ □ 
(C) TRUCKS NOT BEING ABLE  TO REACH YOUR BUSINESS  □ □ □ □ □ 
(D) FEWER PEOPLE PASSING BY □ □ □ □ □ 
(E) NOISE AND DUST FROM CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT □ □ □ □ □ 
(F) LACK OF PARKING DURING CONSTRUCTION □ □ □ □ □ 
(G) ANY OTHER CONCERN ___________________________________________________ □ □ □ □ □ 
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Next, I’m going to ask you about specific qualities of the neighborhood.  We first want to know how important each quality is to your business, 
then how satisfied you are with that quality AS THINGS ARE NOW. 

 
 

 

 

QB.5  How important is each of the following 
neighborhood qualities to your business? Not 
important at all, slightly important, important 
or very important? (Circle only ONE answer for 
each part.) 

QB.6  How satisfied are you with each of the 
following neighborhood qualities? Not satisfied 
at all, slightly satisfied, satisfied or very 
satisfied? (Circle only ONE answer for each part.) 

 
(1)  NOT 
IMPORT-

ANT 

(2)  
SLIGHTLY 
IMPORT-

ANT 

(3) 
IMPORT-

ANT 

(4)  VERY 
IMPORT-

ANT 

(-7) 
N/A 

(-8) 
D/K 

(-9) 
R/A 

(1) NOT 
SATISFIED 

AT ALL 

(2) 
SLIGHTLY 
SATISFIED 

(3) 
SATISFIED 

(4) VERY 
SATISFIED 

(-7) 
N/A 

(-8) 
D/K 

(-9) 
R/A 

(A) AFFORDABLE COMMERCIAL SPACE □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(B) CONVENIENT PARKING □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(C) EASY ACCESS BY CAR □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(D) EASY ACCESS BY PUBLIC TRANSIT □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(E)  EASY ACCESS BY WALKING  □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(F)  EASY ACCESS BY BIKING □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(G) PEOPLE PASSING BY/WINDOW SHOPPERS □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(H) COMPLEMENTARY BUSINESSES NEARBY □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(I)  FEW COMPETITORS NEARBY □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(J)  RESIDENTS MOVING IN; MORE PEOPLE IN 

NEIGHBORHOOD □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(K)  DIVERSITY AMONG NEARBY RESIDENTS □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(L) SENSE OF SECURITY, LIKE LOW CRIME □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(M) ANY OTHER IMPORTANT QUALITY 

 _____________________________________ 
□ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
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Next, I’m going to ask you about changes you may have seen in this neighborhood over the PAST five years and whether you think they were 
related to the Central Corridor light rail project. 

 (Circle only ONE answer for each part. ONLY ask the parts of 
QB.8 that correspond with parts of QB.7 to which the 
respondent answered “LESS” or “MORE”.) 
 

QB.7 Have you seen less or 
more of each of the 
following in this 
neighborhood over the PAST 
five years, or since you’ve 
been in business, or have 
you seen no change? 

QB.8 How related do you think that 
change was to the Central Corridor light 
rail project? Not related at all, related or 
very related? 

 (1) 
LESS 

(2) NO 
CHANGE 

(3) 
MORE 

(-7) 
N/A 

(-8) 
D/K 

(-9) 
R/A 

(1) NOT 
RELATED 
AT ALL 

(2) 
SLIGHTLY 
RELATED 

(3) 
RELATED 

(4) VERY 
RELATED 

(-7) 
N/A 

(-8) 
D/K 

(-9) 
R/A 

(A) AFFORDABLE COMMERCIAL SPACE □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(B) CONVENIENT PARKING □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(C) EASY ACCESS BY CAR □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(D) EASY ACCESS BY PUBLIC TRANSIT □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(E)  EASY ACCESS BY WALKING  □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(F)  EASY ACCESS BY BIKING □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(G) PEOPLE PASSING BY/WINDOW SHOPPERS □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(H) COMPLEMENTARY BUSINESSES NEARBY □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(I)  FEW COMPETITORS NEARBY □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(J)  RESIDENTS MOVING IN; MORE PEOPLE IN NEIGHBORHOOD □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(K)  DIVERSITY AMONG NEARBY RESIDENTS □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(L)  SENSE OF SECURITY, LIKE LOW CRIME □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(M) ANY OTHER IMPORTANT QUALITY ____________________ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
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QB.9  Overall, has the neighborhood become a better or worse place for your business over the PAST five years or since 
you’ve been in business here, or has it stayed about the same?  Much worse, somewhat worse, about the same, somewhat 
better or much better? (Circle only ONE answer choice.) 

(1)  MUCH WORSE     (-7) N/A 

(2)  SOMEWHAT WORSE    (-8) D/K 

(3)  ABOUT THE SAME    (-9) R/A 

(4)  SOMEWHAT BETTER 

(5)  MUCH BETTER 

QB.10  Overall, what is your opinion of any effects the Central Corridor light rail project may have had on your business over 
the PAST five years or since you’ve been in business in the neighborhood?  Strongly negative, somewhat negative, neither 
negative nor positive, somewhat positive or strongly positive? (Circle only ONE answer choice.) 

(1)  STRONGLY NEGATIVE     (-7) N/A 

(2)  SOMEWHAT NEGATIVE    (-8) D/K 

(3) NEITHER NEGATIVE NOR POSITIVE   (-9) R/A 

(4)  SOMEWHAT POSITIVE 

(5)  STRONGLY POSITIVE  

QB.11  How many open houses, meetings or other public engagement events dealing with the Central Corridor project has 
your business participated in, if any? (IF NEEDED: Include all events, regardless of organizer.  Write answer or circle one.)  

______________    (-8) N/A  (-9) D/K-R/A 
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Next, I’m going to ask you about changes you anticipate over the long term—in the next five years, and whether you think those changes will 
be related to the line.  

 

 

(Circle only ONE answer for each part. ONLY ask the parts of 
QB.13 that correspond with parts of QB.12 to which respondent 
answers “LESS” or “MORE”.) 
 

QB.12 Do you expect to see 
less or more of each of the 
following in this 
neighborhood over the long 
term, or do you anticipate 
change? 

QB.13 How related do you think that 
change will be to the Central Corridor light 
rail project? Not related at all, related or 
very related? 

 (1) 
LESS 

(2) NO 
CHANGE 

(3) 
MORE 

(-7) 
N/A 

(-8) 
D/K 

(-9) 
R/A 

(1) NOT 
RELATED 
AT ALL 

(2) 
SLIGHTLY 
RELATED 

(3) 
RELATED 

(4) VERY 
RELATED 

(-7) 
N/A 

(-8) 
D/K 

(-9) 
R/A 

(A) AFFORDABLE COMMERCIAL SPACE □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(B) CONVENIENT PARKING □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(C) EASY ACCESS BY CAR □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(D) EASY ACCESS BY PUBLIC TRANSIT □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(E)  EASY ACCESS BY WALKING  □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(F)  EASY ACCESS BY BIKING □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(G) PEOPLE PASSING BY/WINDOW SHOPPERS □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(H) COMPLEMENTARY BUSINESSES NEARBY □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(I)  FEW COMPETITORS NEARBY □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(J)  RESIDENTS MOVING IN; MORE PEOPLE IN NEIGHBORHOOD □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(K)  DIVERSITY AMONG NEARBY RESIDENTS □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(L)  SENSE OF SECURITY, LIKE LOW CRIME □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(M) ANY OTHER IMPORTANT QUALITY _______________________ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
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QB.14  Overall, do you think the neighborhood will become a better or worse place for your business over the long term—in 
the next five years, or will it stay about the same?  Much worse, somewhat worse, about the same, somewhat better or 
much better? (Circle only ONE answer.) 

(1)  MUCH WORSE      (-7) N/A 

(2)  SOMEWHAT WORSE     (-8) D/K 

(3)  ABOUT THE SAME     (-9) R/A 

(4)  SOMEWHAT BETTER 

(5)  MUCH BETTER  

QB.15  Overall, what is your opinion of any effects you think the Central Corridor light rail project will have on your business 
over the long term—in the next five years?  Strongly negative, somewhat negative, neither negative nor positive somewhat 
positive or strongly positive? (Circle only ONE answer.) 

(1)  STRONGLY NEGATIVE     (-7) N/A 

(2)  SOMEWHAT NEGATIVE    (-8) D/K 

(3) NEITHER NEGATIVE NOR POSITIVE   (-9) R/A 

(4)  SOMEWHAT POSITIVE 

(5)  STRONGLY POSITIVE 
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Section C: Your Employees and Customers 

QC.1  Not including yourself, how many full-time and part-time employees does your business have?  (Write answer, or circle one for each 
part.) 

(A) FULL-TIME—35 HOURS/WK. OR MORE:  __________   (-7) N/A (-8) D/K (-9) R/A 

(B) PART-TIME:  __________       (-7) N/A (-8) D/K (-9) R/A 

QC.2  How many of your business’ employees fall into each of the following categories?  None, a few, many or most? 
 (1) 

NONE 
(2) A 
FEW 

(3) 
MANY 

(4) 
MOST 

(-7) 
N/A 

(-8) 
D/K 

(-9) 
R/A 

(A) WAGES LESS THAN $1,200/MO. (LESS THAN $14,400/YR.) □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(B) WAGES $1,200/MO TO $3,400/MO. ($14,400/YR – $40,800/YR) □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(C) WAGES MORE THAN $3,400/MO (MORE THAN $40,800/YR.) □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(D) WHITE □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(E) BLACK OR AFRICAN AMERICAN □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(F) ASIAN □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(G) HISPANIC OR LATINO □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(H) AMERICAN INDIAN □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(I) ANY OTHER RACE            ______________________________________________________ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(J) IMMIGRANTS □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(K) MALE □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(L) FEMALE □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
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QC.3  How many of your EMPLOYEES get to work using each of the following types of transportation?  None, a few, many or 
most? (Circle only ONE answer for each part.) 

 (1) 
NONE 

(2) A 
FEW 

(3) 
MANY 

(4) 
MOST 

(-7) 
N/A 

(-8) 
D/K 

(-9) 
R/A 

(A) WALKING □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(B) BICYCLING □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(C) PUBLIC TRANSIT □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(D) CAR OR MOTORCYCLE □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(E) TAXI □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(F) TELECOMMUTING OR WORKING FROM HOME □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(G) ANY OTHER TYPE OF TRANSPORTATION __________________________________ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

 
QC.4  How many of your  employees park in each of the following places? Please say all that apply. (Circle ALL answers that 
apply.) 

 (1) 
NONE 

(2) A 
FEW 

(3) 
MANY 

(4) 
MOST 

(-7) 
N/A 

(-8) 
D/K 

(-9) 
R/A 

(A) ON-STREET PARKING ON UNIVERSITY/WASINGTON AVENUE □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(B) ON-STREET PARKING ON SIDE STREETS □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(C) YOUR OWN PARKING LOT/RAMP □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(D) PARKING LOT/RAMP  SHARED  WITH THE BUILDING OR NEIGHBORING BUSINESSES □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(E)  ANYWHERE ELSE _____________________________________________________ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

QC.5 How many of your employees do you think will use the Central Corridor light rail line once it opens? None, a few, many 
or most? (Circle only ONE answer.) 

(1) NONE   (-7) N/A 

(2) A FEW   (-8) D/K  

(3) MANY   (-9) R/A 

(4) MOST   
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 QC.6  Which of the following BEST describes your most important customers? (Circle only ONE answer.) 

(1)  ONE OR TWO FIRMS         (-7) N/A 

(2)  ONE OR TWO INDUISTRIES (SUCH AS FIRMS IN STEEL OR LUMBER, ETC.)   (-8) D/K   SKIP TO QC.8. 

(3)  BUSINESSES IN GENERAL        (-9) R/A 

(4)  GOVERNMENTS, INCLUDING PUBLIC SCHOOLS AND HOSPITALS, ETC. 

(5)  THE GENERAL PUBLIC ----------------------------------------------------------------------------------- CONTINUE WITH THE NEXT QUESTION. 

QC.7  Currently, how many of your CUSTOMERS belong to each of the following groups?  None, a few, many or most? (Circle only 
ONE answer for each part.) 

 (1) 
NONE 

(2) A 
FEW 

(3) 
MANY 

(4) 
MOST 

(-7) 
N/A 

(-8) 
D/K 

(-9) 
R/A 

(A) PEOPLE FROM LOW-INCOME HOUSEHOLDS (IF NEEDED: <$30,000/YR) □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(B) PEOPLE FROM MIDDLE-INCOME HOUSEHOLDS (IF NEEDED: $30,000-$80,000/YR) □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(C) PEOPLE FROM HIGH-INCOME HOUSEHOLDS (IF NEEDED: >$80,000/YR) □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(D) WHITES □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(E) AFRICAN-AMERICANS  □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(F) ASIANS □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(G) LATINOS □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(H) AMERICAN INDIANS □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(I) ANY OTHER RACE _________________________________________________________ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(J) IMMIGRANTS   □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(K) MEN □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(L) WOMEN □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(M) ANY OTHER CUSTOMER GROUP ____________________________________________ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
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 QC.10 How many of your CUSTOMERS do you think will use the Central Corridor light rail line once it opens? 

(1) NONE   (-7) N/A 

(2) A FEW   (-8) D/K 

(3) MANY   (-9) R/A 

(4) MOST 

QC.8  How many of your CUSTOMERS get to your business using each of the following types of transportation?  None, a few, 
many or most? (Circle only ONE answer for each part.) 

 (1) 
NONE 

(2) A 
FEW 

(3) 
MANY 

(4) 
MOST 

(-7) 
N/A 

(-8) 
D/K 

(-9) 
R/A 

(A) WALKING □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(B) BICYCLING □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(C) PUBLIC TRANSIT □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(D) CAR OR MOTORCYCLE □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(E) TAXI □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(F) INTERNET, PHONE OR MAIL-ORDER □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(G) ANY OTHER TYPE OF TRANSPORTATION __________________________________ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 

QC.9  Of your  CUSTOMERS who drive, how many park in each of the following places? Please say all that apply. (Circle ALL 
answers that apply.) 

 (1) 
NONE 

(2) A 
FEW 

(3) 
MANY 

(4) 
MOST 

(-7) 
N/A 

(-8) 
D/K 

(-9) 
R/A 

(A) ON-STREET PARKING ON UNIVERSITY/WASINGTON AVENUE □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(B) ON-STREET PARKING ON SIDE STREETS □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(C) YOUR OWN PARKING LOT □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(D) PARKING LOT/RAMP  SHARED  WITH THE BUILDING OR NEIGHBORING BUSINESSES □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(E)  ANYWHERE ELSE _____________________________________________ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
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Section D: Business and Owner Background Information 

In conclusion, I’m going to ask you for some general background information.  This information will give us a better overall understanding of  

neighborhood business conditions.  Once again, all of your answers will be kept strictly confidential.  

QD.1 What is the form of business/ownership? (Read answer choices; circle only ONE answer.) 

(1) SOLE PROPRIETORSHIP 

(2) PARTNERSHIP 

(3) CORPORATION; INC. 

(4) “SUB-CHAPTER S” CORPORATION 

(5) LIMITTED LIABILITY COMPANY 

(6) OTHER _______________ 

(-7) N/A 

(-8) D/K 

(-9) R/A 

QD.2  Has each of the following measures of your business’ size increased or decreased over the PAST five years, or since you’ve been in 
the neighborhood, or have they stayed about the same? Decreased a lot, decreased a little, stayed the same, increased a little or 
increased a lot? (Circle only ONE answer choice for each part.) 

 (1) DECREASED 
A LOT 

(2) DECREASED 
A LITTLE 

(3) STAYED 
THE SAME 

(4) INCREASED 
A LITTLE 

(5) INCREASED 
A LOT 

(-7) 
N/A 

(-8) 
D/K 

(-9) 
R/A 

(A) SALES □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(B) PROFITS □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(C) NUMBER OF EMPLOYEES □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(D) EMPLOYEES’ WAGE LEVELS □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
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QD.3  What was your net sales total in calendar year 2010? (Write answer or circle one. If needed, ask for their best CY 
estimate from FY totals.) 

(1) $100,000 OR LESS 

(2) MORE THAN $100,000, BUT LESS THAN OR EQUAL TO $250,000 

(3) MORE THAN $250,000, BUT LESS THAN OR EQUAL TO $500,000 

(4) MORE THAN $500,000, BUT LESS THAN OR EQUAL TO $1 MILLION 

(5) MORE THAN $1 MILLION, BUT LESS THAN OR EQUAL TO $5 MILLION 

(6) $5 MILLION OR MORE  

(-7) N/A 

(-8) D/K 

(-9) R/A 

 

QD.4  Do you expect each of the following measures of your business’ size will increase or decrease over the NEXT five years, or will they 
stay about the same? Decrease a lot, decrease a little, stay the same, increase a little or increase a lot? (Circle only ONE answer choice for 
each part.) 

 (1) DECREASE 
A LOT 

(2) DECREASE 
A LITTLE 

(3) STAY 
THE SAME 

(4) INCREASE 
A LITTLE 

(5) INCREASE 
A LOT 

(-7) 
N/A 

(-8) 
D/K 

(-9) 
R/A 

(A) SALES □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(B) PROFITS □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(C) NUMBER OF EMPLOYEES □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(D) EMPLOYEES’ WAGE LEVELS □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
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QD.5  What are your hours? (Write answer or circle one for each part.) 

 (I) OPEN (II) CLOSE (0) NOT OPEN (-7) N/A (-8) D/K (-9) R/A 

(A) MONDAY __________ __________ □ □ □ □ 
(B) TUESDAY __________ __________ □ □ □ □ 
(C) WEDNESDAY __________ __________ □ □ □ □ 
(D) THURSDAY __________ __________ □ □ □ □ 
(E) FRIDAY __________ __________ □ □ □ □ 
(F) SATURDAY __________ __________ □ □ □ □ 
(G) SUNDAY __________ __________ □ □ □ □ 

 

QD.6  What are your busiest hours? (Write answer or circle one for each part.) 

 (I)  START (II) END (-7) N/A (-8) D/K (-9) R/A 

(A) MONDAY __________ __________ □ □ □ 
(B) TUESDAY __________ __________ □ □ □ 
(C) WEDNESDAY __________ __________ □ □ □ 
(D) THURSDAY __________ __________ □ □ □ 
(E) FRIDAY __________ __________ □ □ □ 
(F) SATURDAY __________ __________ □ □ □ 
(G) SUNDAY __________ __________ □ □ □ 
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QD.7  What months of the year are busiest for you? (Circle ALL relevant months based on the respondent’s answer.) 

(1) JANUARY  (5) MAY  (9) SEPTEMBER  (0) CONSTANT YEAR-ROUND 

(2) FEBRUARY  (6) JUNE  (10) OCTOBER   (-7) N/A 

(3) MARCH   (7) JULY  (11) NOVEMBER  (-8) D/K 

(4) APRIL   (8) AUGUST  (12) DECEMBER  (-9) R/A 

QD.8 Do you own or rent your business space? 

(1) OWN  (-7) N/A  (-9) R/A 

(0) RENT  (-8) D/K 

QD.9 How often do you make your commute to work in each of the following ways? Never, less than once a month, one to four times a 
month, two to four times a week or more than four times a week? (Circle only ONE answer for each sub-question.) 

 (0) 
NEVER 

(1) 
<1/MO 

(2) 1-4X 
/MO 

(3) 2-4X 
/WK 

(4) >4X 
/WK 

(-7) 
N/A 

(-8) 
D/K 

(-9) 
R/A 

(A) WALK OR BIKE TO A TRANSIT STOP AND THEN TAKE A BUS OR TRAIN  □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(B) DRIVE TO A TRANSIT STOP AND THEN TAKE A BUS OR TRAIN □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(C) WALKING FOR YOUR WHOLE COMMUTE □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(D) BICYCLING FOR YOUR WHOLE COMMUTE □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(E)  DRIVE ALONE FOR YOUR WHOLE COMMUTE □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(F) CARPOOL FOR YOUR WHOLE COMMUTE □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(F) TAXI □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(G) TELECOMMUTING OR WORKING FROM HOME □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
(H) ANY OTHER TYPE OF TRANSPORTATION ___________________________ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ □ 
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QD.10 How often do you expect to use the Central Corridor light rail line once it opens? Never, less than once a month, one 
to four times a month, two to four times a week, or more than four times a week? (Circle only ONE answer.) 

(0) NEVER       (-7) N/A 

(1) LESS THAN ONCE A MONTH    (-8) D/K 

(2) 1-4 TIMES A MONTH     (-9) R/A 

(3) 2-4 TIMES A WEEK 

(4) MORE THAN 4 TIMES A WEEK  

QD.11  Do you consider yourself Hispanic or Latino/a? 

(1) YES   (-8) D/K 

(0) NO   (-9) R/A 

(-7) N/A 
  

QD.12 Which of the following racial groups do you consider yourself part of? Please say all that apply. (Circle only ONE answer 
for each part.) 

 (1) YES (0) NO (-7) 
N/A 

(-8) 
D/K 

(-9) 
R/A 

(A) WHITE □ □ □ □ □ 
(B) BLACK OR AFRICAN-AMERICAN □ □ □ □ □ 
(C) ASIAN □ □ □ □ □ 
(D) AMERICAN INDIAN □ □ □ □ □ 
(E) ANY OTHER RACE     ___________________________________________________ □ □ □ □ □ 
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 (Interviewer observation: 
QD.14  What gender is the respondent?) 

(1) MALE   

(0) FEMALE  

(-9) D/K  

(Interviewer observation: 
QD.15  Is the respondent’s building best described as—) 

(1) TRADITIONAL STORE-FRONT, FAÇADE AGAINST SIDEWALK   (5) OTHER 

____________________________________________ 

(2) DETACHED, PARKING IN FRONT     (-7) N/A 

(3) STRIP-CENTER STORE-FRONT, PARKING IN FRONT   (-8) D/K 

(4) MULTI-STOREY OFFICE BUILDING     (-9) R/A 

  

QD.13  Were you or your parents born outside the US?  (Circle only ONE answer choice  for each part.) 

 (1) YES (0) NO (-7) 
N/A 

(-8) 
D/K 

(-9) 
R/A 

(A) YOU □ □ □ □ □ 
(B) YOUR MOTHER □ □ □ □ □ 
(C) YOUR FATHER □ □ □  □ 
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QD.16  How would you describe the industry your business is in?  We need to know both the basic type of business you do—
such as retail sales, manufacturing, personal services, etc—and your primary product or service. (Write answer or circle one.) 

________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

(-7) N/A   (-8) D/K   (-9) R/A 

Thank you very much for your time and cooperation.  Have a good day.   STOP.  
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