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Phase 1} - |MPACT

INTRODUCTION

Where Phase | of the Corridor Selection Study concerned the delfn—
eation of neighborhood boundaries and establishment of cohesiveness
levels, Phase || emphasizes the impact of the highway on the neighborhoods.
The following discussion is based on the assumption that the construction of
a highway w%ll have an impact on The surrounding neighborhoods, and that
it is possible 1o measure and predict the nature and direction of the impact.

Impact is generally defined as "the effect or influence of one thing
on another." Thus, determining the impact of a highway on neighborhoods
involves measuring the changes in neighborhood characteristics that may be
associated with, or resuli from, the construction of a highway. Moreover,
impticit in determining impact is the idea that changes will have a positive
or negative direction, based on the assumpTion that changes in the neighbor-
hoods will be either beneficial or detrimental.

Several thecretical and logical difficulties, inherent in The de-
termination process, should be considered before proceeding to a discussion
of the methodology for measuring impact, and the subseaguent development of
measurement techniques. First is the problem of chooesing which character=
istics To measure. Some, such as The value of the property, involved may
be obvious and straightforward. Others, such as cohesivehess levels, or
attachment to the neighborhood (quality of {ife) may be less obvious and
rather elusive.

Second is deciding whether the change in the characteristic will
be positive or negative in direction. For instance, owner occupancy
may be considered a desirable characteristic, so that lowering the
percentage of owner occupancy would be a negative change . Converse{y,

raising 1t would be'posIT?Ve; The number of persons per household is an



indication of crowding. If this number is lowered by the highway, the change
would be considered positive, and if raised, neéafive.

Third is the problem of time. Assuming that changes occur over time,
some changes may only become apparent over a period of Time, while ofhers
are more immediately discernible. For example, a change That may be
immediately apparent is that brought about by relocating families, with
the attendant disorganization and expense. This initial change, which
may be considered negative, may in the long run result in a reduction in
population density and crowding, which could be considered a beneficial
effect. On the other hand, a reduction in the number of dwelling units,
which initially may be considered beneficial, could in the long run, lower
the tax base, with a defrimental or negative effect.

Fourth is the problem of assigning weights. [+ is safe fé assume
that each characteristic measured will not be of equal importance. For
instance, the relative importance of changing the number of children
in a neighborhood may not prove significant when compared with the sig-
nificance of changing The racial or ethnic composition. Therefore each
characteristic may have a different effect on the whole.

Taking the above problems into consideration, and given the [|imita-
Tions of research design and data gathering techniques, the following meth-

odology was developed.



METHODOLOGY

The sample survey data gatherad in Phase | of the study was re-
evaluated for use in Phase (1. When neighborhood delineations were
reassessed,-sub—neighborhoods were found To exist within several of the
areas previously designated as neighborhood units. On this basis, the
neighborhood boundaries were realigned, resulting in ten neighhorhaoods
which would be affected by the two alternate corridors selected as a re-
sult of Phase | {(see maps}.

The neighborhood characteristics To be measured were chosen from the
existing survey data. These characteristics were divided info three
categories: demcgraphic, socio-economic and social psychological. These
in Turn, relate to the theoretical concepts of social networks and organi=
zations, use of area facilities, and emoticnal attachment to the neighbor-
hood upon which the research was designed. They were stated in the form
of social ind%caTors, that is in terms of mean scores, ratios or percentages.
In order fo give cdonsideration To the negative and posifiGé direction of
the impact, directional hypotheses were formed for each indicator. For the
purposes of this study only the immediate, initial impact was included in
the observations, and each characteristic was considered to have equal im-
portance. The procedure was as follows:

On the basis of the survey data, each neighborhced was given a score
tfor each indicator. The scores were used to show The direction of impact,
with low scores considered indicators of positive impact and high scores

indicators of negative impact. To indicate the degree of impact, the scores
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were then ranked on a scale of | Fo 10, with low rank being assigned
to represent low impact and high rank to represent high impact. For
example, a low score (positive impact) assigned a high rank would
indicate a high positive impact. Conversely, a high score (negative
impact) assigned a high rank would show a high negative impact. The
ranks were grouped according to the above three categories, summed, and
a mean rank calculated for both the negative and positive dimensions
of each neighborhood. (See Tables 4-9 and 13-18.)

Next, The ranks for all three categories were summed, and mean
ranks calculated, resulting in a single mean rank for the positive
and a single mean rank for The negative dimensions of each neighborhood.
The neighborhoods were ‘then divided according to their relationship to
the two alternate corridors and ranked high, medium, or low in both
positive and negative impact. (See Tables 2, 3, i1, 12.)

Finally, a Table was constructed for each alternate corridor align-
ment, showing the positive and negative ranks of each affected neigh-

borhood. (Tables | and 10.)

FINDINGS - General

Alternate | neighborhoods ranked consistently lower on both
the negative and the positive impact scales than Alternate Il neighbor-
hoods. Of ail the neighborbhoods, HIE and 1IW, which are common to both
alternates, ranked lowest in negative impact and highest in positive
impact.

For Alternate |, neighborhood 7 ranked highest in negative impact,
and lowest in positive impact. Neighborhoods 4t and 4W were in the middle

range for both negative and positive impact.



For Alternate || neighborhoods, 6W ranked highest in negative and
lowest in positive impact, 6E in the high middle range in negative im-
pact, low middle in posiTive imﬁacf. Neilghborhood 2 ranked in the low
range in negative impact, but high in positive impact. B8W and 8E were

in the middle range for both negative and positive impact.



IMPACT [NDICATORS

The following is a listing of the selected indicators and

measures used fo assess the impact of the highway on the neighborhoods.

The hypothesis stated is accompanied by the rationale upon which it

was based.

" Negative Impact Indicators, Hypoitheses and Rationales

Demographic

Attribute:
Measure:

Hypothesis:

Rationale:

Attribute:
Measure;

Hypothesis:

Rationale:

Socio—-economic

Attribute:
Measure:

HypoThesis:

Rationale:

Attribute:
Measure:

Hypothesis:

Rationale:

Minor population.

Child/adult population.

The higher the child to adult ratio, The higher The
negative lmpact.

The more children present, the greater the possibility
of disruption due o moving families.

Crowding.

Mean number of persons per household.

The higher The mean number of perscns per household,
the higher the negative impact.

The greater the population density, the greater the
probability of moving more people. '

Mobility.

Mean length of residence.

The higher Tthe mean length of residence, the higher

the negative impact.

The greater the length of residence inh one location,

the greater the expected disruption o the individual in
relocation and The greater the possibility of reducing
neighborhood stabllity. ‘

Housing.

Percent owner-occupied housing.

The higher the percentage of owner-occupancy, the
higher the negative Impact.

Reduction of owner-occupied housing will reduce nelgh-
borhood stability. - '



Attribute:
Measure:

Hypothesis:

Raticnale:

Social cohesion.

Mean cohesiveness scores. (Mean scores on neighboring
practices scale.)

The higher the cohesiveness score, the higher the
negative Impact.

Reduction in the ccheslveness level of the neighborhood
will contribute to neighborhood disorganization and
disruption.

Social Psychological

L.

Attribute:
Measutre:
Hypothesis:

Rationale:

%

Attribute:
Measure:
Hypothesis:

Rationale:

Neighborhood attachment.

Mean of questions in Section 4 of interview schedule.

The higher the attachment to the neighborhood, the higher
negaTlive impact.

The degree of attachment To The neighborhood Tmplies

the degree of negative Impact resulting from movement
out of the neighborhood or possible changes in the
nelghborhood.

Highway attitudes.

Percent against highway construction.

The higher the percentage against highway construction,
+he hligher the negative impact.

The greater the opposition to highway construction, the
greater The probability of problems with ncighborhood
residents.

Positive Impact Indicators, Hypotheses and Rationales

Demographic

Alttribute:
Measure:
Hypothesis:

Rationale:
Attribute:
Measure:

Hypothesis:

Rationale:

Minor population.

Child/adult ratio.

The lower tThe ratio of children to adulits, the higher the
positive impact.

The fewer children present, the fewer expected problems
wiTth disruption in family relocation.

Crowding.

Mean number of persons per household.

The lower tThe mean number of persons per household, the
higher the positive impact.

The lower the population density, the fewer the number of
people To be affected by relocation.



Socio-economic

I.

Attribute:
Measure:

Hypothesis:

Rationale:

Attribute:
Measurea:

Hypothesis:

Rationale:

Attribute:
Measure:

Hypothesis:

Rationale:

Mobi lity/stability.

Mean length of residence.

The lower the mean length of residence, The higher the
positive impact.

A lower mean length of residence may indicate a more
mobile population and less resistance to relocation.

Housing.

Percent owner-occupied housing.

The lower the percentage of owner-occupied housing, the
higher the positive impact.

Renters are more easily moved than owners.

Social cohesion.

Mean cchesiveness scores.

The lower the cohesiveness score, the higher the positive
impact.

|f the highway is viewad as a tThreat, it could result in
increased nelfghborhood cohesiveness.

Social Psychologlical

Attribute:
Measure:

Hypothesis:

Rationale:

Attribute:
Measure:

Hypothesis:

Rationale:

Neighborhood attachment.

Mean of quaestions in Section 4 of interview schedule.

The lower the attachment to the neighborhood, The higher
the positive impact.

| the highway improved the neighborhood, greater attach-
ment to neighborhood could result.

Highway attitudes.

Percent agalnst highway construction.

The lower the percentage of people against the highway,
the higher The positive impact. :
This assumes that the fewer people against construction
indicates a greater number in favor, or at least less
resistant to construction.



.'-.l\- ',‘“ .‘\"_‘ \.\[ _i :
NElGHBDRHDDg s-run:M' RE.
| zs_ng;\\ln‘:\I-éA- RASKA ! IE E s '
- | CORRIROR. i‘ ‘ -
P M \\ Ry ’..A?| 'fJ = ? 5 !: o PROBABLE INTERSHANGE TiTE.

T R LR .
N : ‘1 .' h, o O POISIBLE  WTERAHAMGE SirE

i ,:']},-L.. '. I TR T 2 I L G

116 \‘ "‘ CY L k\\‘

3 I‘ oy f":‘ - i " e emarnc e "
. 1{;'“__“].':)"*\ E \\"\/l ...,,Snuih ‘On jthn l} \‘\ '\ ?)l[

AP :E-,: -y H R - R
PAC SE e
2 v

v \’ ",’, \

I ' l' Jdunpmnnn Seh

.' y . !

v PRy g il , : .

”E‘ ;h.““w 'i‘"'.:ll““‘s i ‘il;l _.\:g\','_“"' ' .,.Ii‘ 1;‘5; ‘ 1‘\ ji‘l J/l 2 [ \ ;?; l\! o
!‘\“1 ) --"qi. Porny o JUMITL Vi . . i B .“-L ng ) l,]lw?, :I b > !
BIEE T s | ARE T NG ERE N T S

RENEETAN aa R ASRALIENN (SO S T PR

A- ..".'_.I.. S0 T . \\ . 5.- \rO\Ln .]’m'k ‘.l I -‘:!'lj s/ 1 g i n

. k i .-;r . (‘\ |.\ ..\; rob "H('h‘. p .,} JJ 0 [ ; - ] i '

' s . .|) B [RNEINN S IR b ~ 5
- '\"h‘( . \ !,ulm HIH irn” ,;‘ TN e, 3 TR 1 - [

- 2 ..11 " 1 l Thig:h & ! ' l S ! Ul!!m\:w‘- s 1t v ) ' \ s | !

.“‘I“‘i",“"'!,, .5 N b \.J .5 L ,'l , "I'l" A [ \ { '
(‘orng:m k t Jh \ \ L r\ "./\‘ ,i {,‘-,&; '-'m:_:—.\i . -k . \q 2

i | gpl i tPn_rlt Y A

AR At

t‘\ s --':_“_\A‘ o \“ 9[::! l‘ I| "
P h

[ ERAE

L
i* lil‘le‘.HbN i

| .
: V\n'.l.nlnu\krnnr VY d
B S N —

D Nl AT
anisov’ Sa "
I Py
YoLE L E
SR R e
IUNR: 5 *
B B At T NN S C
ettt TN 5 crinl
C ot aa— s e e R . B ey'
NRATIA - Eark

lt;nwgua . . [
- \

A

.l
-
.
+

.. e i
g - I\’“j <)
1 “Ef'h NMamedrbsh St
i Hl;cedel Cen‘*\l l

)

T

Y

JO . . gl

L I:j-— Taampfs =g '“"'H' '1 Q_:;'A:;:
A 272 .. LA

’ Subny (‘nn |- e

\at -‘.-..‘ .‘

‘.
r,
L

'3
7

1

Y




NE|GHBORHGOD FPROFILES AND INTERPRETATION OF FINDINGS

The individual neighborhood profiles which follow provide a
more intuitive approach to data analysis than the rankings included in
the previous section. Based on & summary of the data which is contained
in Tables 36~40, each neighborhoad 1s described in narrative form and the
findings are inferpreted.

The previous ranking analysis assumed that each attribute was
of equal importance. The interpretation of The profiles tries fo antici-
pate which attributes may be of major importance in each case, regardless
of rank. Estimation of relative importance can only be tentative, since,
in the actual situation, the importance or welght assigned to an attribute

can be influenced by any or all of the conditions present.

-[0-



Neighborhood Eleven East

The sample from this neighborhoed is one of the oldest, with
a mean age of 51.4 years. The chlld/adult ratlio is one of the lowest
(.56), and the mean number of persons per household (3.15) indicates Iittle
crowding. While only sixty four percent of the homes are owner-occuplied,
the mean length of residence (12.3 years) is one of the highest. Forty
four percent of the sample identified themselves with white ethnic groups
and 11.2 percent with minority groups. Nearly 63 percent of the social
activities of respondents take place outside of the nelghborhood. Thé
cohesiveness level is in the low range (27.47}, and attachment tTo the
neighborhood is low (2.03). However, 53 percent of the sample indicated
objection to the highway.

Answers to questions 4.1, 4.3 and 4.4 showed that, although
residents were generally satisfied with the neighborhood as a place tfo
live, most of them were not optimistic about its future. Thirty three
percent responded that they would prefer to move outside of Omaha given
the choice of where to relocate.

Since the highway corridor will be [ocated on the periphery
of the neighborhood, it will probably cause relatively |ittle disruption
To established neighborhood patterns and may, in fact, help to make the

neighborhood a more desirable place to live.
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Neighborhood Eleven West

This neighﬁorhood, which is located directly To The west of
the proposed corridor is similar to {IE. The sample s slightly olider,
with a mean age of 55. The child adult/ratioc is low (.31) and there
is an average of 2.43 persons per household. Fifty seven percent of
the homes in the sample are owner-occupied and the mean length of resi-
dence 1s 12.9 years. Thirty percent of the sampie is comprised of
minority groups, and only fifteen percent identified themseives with
white ethnic groups. Some sixty three percent of the social activities
occur outside the neighborhood and cohesiveness is low (27.50}. Neigh~
borhood attachment is relatively high (2.84), but onlg 29 percent of
the sample expressed objection to the highway.

The higher degree of neighborhood attachment may be attributable
to the higher percent of minority group population, in Thaf.#ﬁe¥7da;mat
generally feel as free to move anywhere they choose.

1¥ the number being relocated can be kept small, and the relocation
process kept smooth, The negative impacT may be minimized and the positive

aspects maximized.



Neighborhood Four East

The sample from neighborhood 4E had a mean age of 49.9, a low child/
adult ratio (.42) and a low crowding index (2.76 persons per household).

The composition is 40% white ethnic and 5% minority groups. Owner-occupancy
is 81% and the mean length of residence is relatively high (I1.6). Neigh-
borhecod attachment is low (2.30) and a high percentage (91.10) of social

and economic activities occur outside the neighborhood, but The cohesliveness
level is In the middle range. Thirty four percent of the sample Ts against
The highway.

Eighty six percent of the sample see the neighborhood as a desir-
able place o live now, while only 18% see i1 as becoming more desirable In
the future. Twenty six percent don't plan fo stay in the neighborhood.
Given choices, 6% would prefer to locate in South Omaha, 24% elsewhere in
Omaha and 54.5% outside of Omaha. Fifteen percent would prefer to stay
in the neighborhood.

The primary problems here would seem to be the high owner-
océupancy rate, and possibly the degree of opposition to the highway. If
relocation is satisfactory, and what stability and cohesiveness exists is
maintained, disruption could be kept minimal. If the stability pattern
fs maintained, and the highway brings with it benefits such as better
access To necessary services and/or physical improvements, the ultimate

impact on Neighborhood 4E could be positive.

-3



Neighborhood Four West

The samp le from neighborhced-4W consisied of only eight househq}dsi
The mean age was 42.6 years, and the child/adult ratio one of the highes;
(1.13). The mean number of persons per household is also high (4.25). ;
Sixty-two . percent of the homes are owner occupied and the mean length of
residence is 9.7 vyears. ThirTy-+hree percent of the people In the saméﬁe
identified themselves with minority groups and 6% white ethnic. WMost %

of the social and economic activities (91.10%) take place outside the

neighborhced, and neighborhood cohesiveness is the lowest of all the .-
neighborhoods (24.75). Neighborhood attachment is also low (2.25). Hoi'u“e'i?é“_ﬁ',-

on!y 12% of the resldenTs were agalnST the highway. J__‘j

AnSWers to Quesflons 4.1, 4.3 and 4.4 |ndica+e that Thzs sample r?ff;

finds the neighborhood a satisfactory place to live, and sees no apprécﬁgm£& ‘}

improvement in the fufure. Some 38% do not intend to stay in The neigh-
borhood. When asked where they would prefer to move, 38% preferred South
Omaha, 39% outside of Omaha, 14% elsewhere in Omaha, andronLy 7% would

choose To remaln in The neighborhood

If many families in this ne|gthbhood had to be relocaTed, a fair
degree of disruption could probably be anticipated, due to the higher num-
ber of children and greater number of persons per household. This could. -
also be complicated by the problems inherent in relocating minority grou&é

On the other hand, there is |it+tle opposition to the highway, and nélgh—**“”

borhood attachment is low, so that the positive aspects may prevail.



Neighborhood Two

The mean age of the sample from Nelghborhood 2 is 42.6. The
child/adult ratio is .78, and the mean number of persons per household
is 3.45. The owner-occupancy rate is 52% and the mean length of residence
is 8.2. The composition of the sample was 29% white ethnic, 22 minority
groups and 49% white American. More than 8{% of the social and economic
activities occurred outside the neighborhood. Neighborhood attachment is
in a medium range (2.39), and the cohesiveness level is rather low at
29.87. Forty-five percent of the sample was not in favor of the highway.

A definite majority (61%) considered the neighborhood desirable
as a place to live. Fifty-two percent of the respondents viewed the neigh-
borhood as either not changing much or becoming less desirable. Twenty-
three percent do not plan to be in the nelghborhood In ten years. Glven
a choice, only 32% would prefer to move outside of Omaha, while a compara-
Tively large percent would prefer-fo remain in the neighborhood.

Because of the corridor routes, This neighborhood would be
unaffected by Alternate | and affected only slighTly by Alternate 11.

Therefore, the probability of an appreciable direct impact is slight.
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Neighborhood Seven

The sample from neighborhood 7 consisted of thirfteen households
west of Highway 73-75. The mean age was 45.7, the child/adult ratio was
.68, and the number of persons per household was 3.62. The mean years of
residence was high (Il.4), and the owner-occupancy rate was also high (85%).
Sixty-one percent of the sample identified themselves wiTth white ethnic
groups, and the remaining 39% were white Americans. There were no minorities.
A high (92,50) percentage of the social and economic activities occur
outside the neighborhood. Neighborhood attachment is high (3.40) ana
cohesiveness (33.42) is also in the high range. TForty-six percent of The
respondents are against The highway.

Fulty 83% of the neighborhoodrseVen samp le view their neighbor-
hocd as the "best place they can Think of" to live. Seventy-five percent
thought that the neighborhocd would be more desirable ten years from now.
Given several options, twenty percent would prefer fo remain in the. nelgh-
borhood, 30% would locate in South Omaha, |0% elsewhere in Omaha and 40%
outside of Omaha.

Alreadyy\a cohesive, stable neighborhood, problgms could be
anticipated if the highway were to interfere with the established patierns.
However, the fact that the highway would not divide the neighborhood, but

follow its boundaries could minimize the possible negative effects.
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Neighborhood Eight LCast

Neighborhood BE has the youngest population of the nieghborhoods
samp led. The mean age is 29.8. |1 has athigh child/adult ratio (1.10)
and a persons-per-household score in the high range (4.05).

The owner-occupancy rate is 76% and the mean years of residence
is low (3.7). Only 21% of the sample identify with any ethnic group and
there are no minority groups in the sample. Eight-five percent of the social and
econemic activities occur outside the neighborhcod. Cohesiveness is rela-
Tively high (31.71), but neighborhood attachment is low (2.04). Fifty-two
percent of the sample showed opposition to the highway.

Respondents are not optimistic about the future improvement of
the nekghborhood, although it is considered a desirable place to live.
Twenty-six percen+ do not plan to be there in ten years. Given a choice.
54.4% would choose 1o move outside of Omaha.

The problems which could be anticipated if the highway were
located In this area would appear to be those associated with moving young
families with a number of children. The degree of resistance fo the highway

should also be considered.
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Neighborhood Eight West

The mean age for +he Neighborhood 8W sample s 40.4. The child/
adult ratio is .90, and the mean persons per household is 4.07. Neither
of These are extremely high by comparison with the other neighborhoods.
The owner-occupancy rate is 79% and the mean length of residence is 9.3 years.
Neighborhoed attachment is 2.89, which is in the high range, and cchesive-
ness (31.79) is moderately high. Eighty five percent of the social and
economic activities are ocutside The nelghborhood. There is no minority
group representation in the sample, and 65% of the sample identified with
an ethnic group. Fifty-two percent disapproved of the highway construction.
The neighborhood is viewed as a good place to |ive, but not much
improvement is envisioned for the future. Fifteen percent of The respondents
would prefer to remain In the neighborhood if given a choice of locations.
This neighborhood would probably not be directly affected by
the highway corridor because its eastern boundary is somewhat to the west
of the proposed route. However, it appears to be a moderately stable neigh-
borhood of fairly large families with a definite ethnic orientation. This,
coupled with strong cohesiveness and-neighborhood aftachment, could be a

source of difficulty for planners.
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Neighborhood Six East

The Neighborhood 6E sample had a mean age of 33.8, a child/
aduit ratio of .40 and a mean of 4.80 persons per household. |t could
be characterized as young, with larger families. The mean length of
residence is 2.5 years, and the owner-occupancy is 100%. There is no
ethnic iTdentification or minority group representation. Neighbcrhood a
attachment is low (2.]53 but cohesiveness is guite high (41.00}. Seventy-
eight percent of the activities occur outside The neighborhood. Forty
percent of the sample is against the highway.

The view of the neighborhood is favorable, but its future is
viewed with some ambivalence.

This is a falrly new neighborhood of large, young families.
The patTtern suggests that relocation would present problems, as would
any interference with schoo| attendance and social interaction norms.
However, improved access to services and shopping, as well as elimina-
Tion of neighborhood traffic congestion, would probably be considered

beneficial.
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Nelghborhood Six West

The mean age of the sample from neighborhood.Gw is 44,6, There
is a child/adult ratio of .91 and a mean of 4.88 persons per household.
The homes are 100% owner-occupied, and the mean length of residence is
6.6 years. Seveniy-eight percent of the soéia[ and economic activities
are outside the neighborhood and cohesiveness is high (34.11), but neigh-
borhood attachment (2.36) is in the middle range. There was no minority
group element, and only 14% idénfifTed with an ethnic group. Fifty-six
percent of this sample was against the highway.

All of the sample thought the neighborhood was either a pretty
good place To live or the best place To live. There is a mixed view of
the future of the neighborhood, with 36% viewing it as becoming more
desirable, 14% remalining the same, and 29% less desirable. Twenty one
percent don't plan to be there 1n ten years. |f they moved, 92% would
prefer to move outside of Omaha.

Neighborhood 6W would probably not suffer great adverse effects
from a highway constructed where Alfernate 1l Is proposed. The pattern
of activities suggests that if a highway were to improve access to other
areas of the city, without involving individuals in relocation, the positive

impact would be greater than the negative.
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TABLE 1
ALTERNATE 1

TOTAL TMPACT BY NEIGHBORHOOD

Neighborhoc‘ad | Negative - Pogitive
HT;GH ~ " 6.89 HIGH
7 MED. MED
LOW ' o : 411 LOW
HIGH , - HIGH
s MED.  4.39 6.63 MED.
LOW - LOW
HIGH , HIGH
LW MED. 4,78 6.22 MED.,
LOW _ ' ' LOW
HIGH | : , HIGH
11E MED. 433 6:67 MED.
LOW - . Low
HIGH - 7.25 HIGH
11w
MED. MED.
LOW A' _ 3.75 . ' LOW
HIGH - ,. HIGH
MED. MED
de - . . LOW
HIGH ‘ ' i | HIGH
MED. " MED,
LOW . LOW

" Lunbeck/CUA12/15/71




e o

COMPOSITE WEGATIVE IMPACT BY

TABLE 2

ALTERNATE T

NEIGHEORHOOD

?Neighborhood

Mean Rank Negative Impact
;M 7 6.89 HIGH
| 4.78 7 '
4R 4.39 } o
11E 4.33 )
w | o 3.75 | LOW

Lunbeck/CUA/12/15/71



TABLE 3
ALTERNATE T

COMPOSITE POSITIVE IMPACT BY NELIGHBORHOOD

JV—

iNeighborhoods Mean Rank Pogsitive Impact
L 1w T J—
11E | B 6.67 -
4E 6.63 ) _ MEDIUM
&W 6.22 )
7 4.11 - LOW

Lunbeck/CUA/12/15/71




TABLE 4

ALTERNATE I

NEGATTVE DEMOGRAPHIC IMPACT BY NEIGHBORHOOD

Neighborhood Mean Rank Negative Impact
4y 8.50 HIGH
7 4.50 MEDTUM
11F 3.00 B
4F, 2.00 S LOW
1w 1.00 j

Lunbeck/CUA/12/15/71




TABLE 5

ALTERNATE I

PHSITIVE DEMOGRAPHIC IMPACT BY NEIGHBORHOOD ‘

. Neighborhood Mean Rank Positive Impact
11W 10.00 )
4E 9.00 ; 1 HIGH
1iE 8.00 ]
7 6.50 | MEDIUM
AW 2.50 T.OW

Lunbeck/CUA/12/15/71




TABLE 6
ALTERNATE I

NEGATIVE SOCIO-ECONOMIC IMPACT BY NEIGHBORHOOD

-Neighborhood Mean Rank Negative Tmpact
7 7.67 HIGH
4E 6.67 n
11y 5.00 g ~ MEDTUM
11K 5.00
&W - 3.33 LOW

Lunbeck/CUA/12/15/71



TABLE 7

ALTERNATE I

POSITIVE SOCTIO-ECONOMIC IMPACT BY NEIGHBORHOOD

Neighborhood Mean Rank Positive Impact
AW 7.67 HIGH
11% 6.00 )
J MEDIUM
11W 6.00
4E 4.33 1
j LOW
7 3.30




TABLE 8

ALTERNATE I

POSITIVE SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGICAL IMPACT

BY NELGHBORHOCD

Neighborhood : Mean Rank Positive Impact
4W &.50 HIGH
48 o 7 6.50 7
11E | 6.00 > MEDIUM
1w 7 5.75 J
. 2.50 LOwW

Lunbeck/CUA/12/15/71



TABLE 9

e e ALTRRNATE T e e

NEGATIVE SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGICAL IMPACT

BY NEIGHBORHOOD

Neighborhood Mean Rank Negative Impact
7 8.50 HIGH
11w 5.25 ] ‘
*r— 118 5.00 > MEDTUM
4E 4.50 _J

Ay 2.50 LOW

Lunbeck/CUA/12/15/71



TABLE 10

ALTERNATE II

TOTAL IMPACT BY NEIGHBORHCOD

Neighborhood Negative - Pogitive
HIGH 7..89 HIGH
6W MED. MED)
LOW 3.11 LOW
HICH HIGH
6E MED. 6.78 4. 22 MED
LOW " LOW
- ] | HIGH ) ~ HIGH
8E MﬁD 6.08 5.56 MED
LOW LOW
| HIGH HIGH
8 MED, 5.44 492 MED .
Lowv LOW
HIGH 6.33 HIGH
2 MED. MED
LOW 4.67 LOW
HIGH 6.67 HIGH
11E MED MED.
LOW 4.33 LOW
HIGH 7.25 HIGH
11W MED. MED.
LOW 3.75 LOW

Lunbeck/CUA12/15/71




TABLE II

ALTERNATE TI

COMPOSITE NEGATIVE IMPACT

BY NEIGHBORHOOD

Lunbeck/CUA/12/15/71

Neighborhood Mean Rank Nepative Impact
oW 7.89 HIGH
6E 6.78)
8W 6.08 > MEDIUM
8E 5.44
2 4.67
: S A, L R ——.
11w 4.33 LowW
118 3.75 ) .
R R SN R




TABLE 12

ALTERNATE IT1

COMPOSITE POSITIVE IMPACT

e v ir e i At i 52

BY NEIGHBORHOOD

Neighborhood Mean Rank ‘ Positive Impact
11W 7.25)
118 6.67 & N HIGH -
2 6.33 B s
8E | _5.56) |
8W o b.92 } _ MEDIUM
6E 4,22 3
6W ' 3.11 ' LowW

Lunbeck/CUA/12/15/71



TABLE 13

ALTERNATE IT

NEGATIVE DEMOGRAPHIC IMPACT BY NEIGHBORHOOD

Neighborhood Mean Rank Negative Impact
6E 9.50 D
j HIGH
6W 8.50 _
8. 7.00 N
j MEDTUM
8w 6.50
2 | 4.50 )
11E - 3.00 , y LOW
11W 1..00 J




TABLE 14

ATTERNATE 1T

POSITIVE DEMOGRAPHIC IMPACT BY NEIGHBORHOOD

Neighborhood Mean Rank Positive Impact
11W 10.00 1
j HIGH
11E 8.00
2 6.50 )
8W 4.50 ' 5 MEDTUM
8, 4,00 S
6W 2.50 i
I LOW
6F. 1.50

Lunbeck/CUA/12/15/71




TABLE 15

ALTERNATE IT

NEGATIVE SOCIC-ECONOMIC IMPACT BY NEIGHBORHOOD

Neighborhood Mean Rank Negative Impact

6W 7.17 )
bE 6.83 HIGH
8w 6.00 J

11W 5.00 D)

11E 5.00 g MEDITM
i o J
2 3.00 LOW




TABLE 16
ALTERNATE II

POSITIVE SOCILO-ECONOMIC IMPACT BY NEIGHBORHOCD

Neighborhood Mean Rank Positive Impact
2 8.00 HIGH
BE. 6.67 7
11E 6.00 (
MEDIUM
11W 6.00
8w 5.00 Y
6F 4.17 (
 f LOW
6W . 3.83 i)




TABLE 17

ALTERNATE TI

i NEGATTIVE SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGICAL IMPACT

BY NEIGHBORHOOD

VP PR

Neighborhood Mean Rank Negative Impact |

ST

60

8.00 HIGH |

2

6.50

BW

5.75

11w 5.25 MEDIUM ‘
| 11E e 5,00

8%

6E

Lunbeck/CUA/12/15/71



TABLE 18

ATTERNATE IT

POSITIVE SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGICAL IMPACT

BY NELIGHBORHOOD

Nedghborhood Mean Rank Positive Impact
2 6.33 N
8 6.00 {
.. 11E 6.00 S HIGH
11W 5.75 {
8w 5.25 _JJ
6F 4,22 MEDT UM
bW 3.11 Low

Lunbeck/CUA/12/15/71




TABLE 19

NEGATIVE EBANKS BY NEIGHBORHOOD AND INDICATOR

e S _

[CATOR NEIGHBORHOOD

ographte . =} 2 A 4K 6W 6F. 7 8w BE 11w | 11E

sons per household b 8 2 10 9 _ > 7 6 . 1 3

1d to adult 5 9 2 7 10 4 6 8 1 3
Mean Rank i 4.501 8.50 | 2.00 8.50 | 9.504.5016.50 | 7.00 ! 1.00 | 3.00

zio—economic

ner occupancy 1 3 7 2.5 945 8 1 6 5 2 4
ngth of residence 4 | 6 8 |3 1. 7 5 1 2 10 g ]
hestvevess {4 | 1 15 | 9 laols 7 {6 |4 2|
Mean Rank ? 3.00 ' 3.33 6.67 7.17 6.831 7.67y 6.00 4.35”-5?\%‘” 5.00 '
, L
ocial Psychological . . i E e e,
‘eighborhood attachment‘_ 7 4 r 5 - 6 3 10 9 2 h 8 1
sgainst Highway 5 1 & 10 > 7 2.5 8 2.5 3% 9 ]
Mean Rank L 6.50 1 2.501 4.50 8.00 | 4.004 8:504 5.75 | 5.00} 5.25.1 5.00
Sum of Means 24.00 §14.33 13.17 23.67 §20.33120:67118.25 | 16,33 11.25.3 13.00
Mean of Means 4.671 4.78 § 4.39 7.89 | 6.781 6.891 6.08 5.441 3.75 1 4.33

Tunbeck/CUA/12/15/71



TABLE 20

- POSTTIVE RANKS BY NEIGHBORHOOD AND INDICATOR

INDICATOR * NETGHBORHOOD
{ Demographic 2 4WI 4E B 6w j 6E 77 8w - 8E 11w 1EEWﬁ
Persons per household 7 3 9 1 2 6 4 5 10 .. 8 .i§
iChild/Adult Ratio 6 2 9 4 1 7 | s 3 10 8 b
Mean 6.50  32-50 9.00 2.50 1.50 6.50 4,50 4.00 ib.p 8;@

T
Socio®econonmic
Owner oceupatcy 10 8 4 1.5 1.5 3 5 6 9 7
Length of residence 7 5 3 8 10 4 6 9 1 é
'Cohesivenessr 7 10- % 2 1 3 4 | 5 8 ?B\
EMean 8.00; 7.67 4,33 3.83 |- 4.17 3.33 5.00 6.671 :6.00,-6.@q
;Social Psychological
iNeighborhood attachment| 4 7 6 5 8 1 2 9 3 |
| Favor highway _’ 5 10 7 1 6 4 8.5 3 8.5 | '
Megn 7 4.507 8.50 6.50 3.00 | 7.00 2.50 5.25 6.00 5.751
:$um of means 19.06' 18.67 ;1 19.88 .33 12;67 12.33 14.75% 16.67 _21175
iMean of means 6.33 6.22 6.63 3.11 4,22 4.11 4,92 5.56 7.25

Lunbeck/CUA/12/15/71

PR



SCORE AND NEGATIVE AND POSITIVE RANKS BY NEIGHBORHOOD AND INDICATOR

TABLE 21

NEIGHBORHOODS
2 4W 4E 6U
INDICATOR K RANK RANK RANK
Score Neg. Pos. Score Neg. Pos. Score Neg. Pos. Score| Neg. Pos.
Demographic
Persons per house 3.45 ) 4 7 “4.25) 8 3 2.76 2' 9 4.88 10 1
Child/Adult :781. 5 —6_ _1,13 9 2 A2 2 9 .91 7 4
Mean Ramk * | 4.50 | 6.50 . 8.50 | 2.50 '2.00 | 9.00 8.50 | 2.50
Socio—economic \
Owner occupied (i) 52.Qp. 1 10 62.00. 3 8 81.0b 7 4 100.00 9.5 1.5
Mobility 8.2 |4 7 9.7 6 5 11.60 | 8 3 6.60 3 8
Cohesiveness 29.87) & 7 24.75 | 1 10 31.52 | 5 6 34.11 9 2
Mean Rank ' 3.33 7.67 _6.67 4.33 | 7.17 | 3.83
Soeial Psychological
I Neighborbood Attachment 2.3%) 7 . = 2.251 & 7 2.30) -5 _ 6 : 21?6 6 5
Against Highway (%) 45.00| 6 5 12.00) 1 10 3400 | 4 7 r~56.oom 10 1
MEAN RANK 6.50 4.50 2.50 8.50 | 4.50 6.50 8.00] 3.00
SUM OF MEANS 14.00 | 19.00 14.33 | 18.67 13.17 | 19.88 23.67| 9.33
| MEAN OF MEANS 4,67 6.33 4.78 | 6.22 639 | 6.63 7.89| 3.11:

Lunbeck/CUA/12/15/71




TABLE 21 (Continued)

SCORE AND NEGATIVE AND POSITIVE RANKS BY NEIGHBORHOOD AND TNDICATOR

NELGHBORHOODS

: 6F 7 8w 8E
INDICATOR RA RANK RANK RANK
Score Neg. Pos. Score Neg. Pos. Secore Neg. Pos. Score{ Neg. Pos.
Demograﬁgig
Persons per house 4.80 [ 9 2 3.62 5 6 4.07 | 7 4 4.05 6 5
Child/Adult 1.40 { 10 1 .68 4 7 .90 6 5 1.10 8 3
Mean Rank 9.50 | 1.50 4.50 | 6.50 6.50 | 4.50 7.00] 4.00
Socio—economic
Owner occupied (%) 100.00 | 9.5 1.5 | 85.00 8 .. 3 79.00 | 6 5 76.00 | 5. 6
Mobility ) 2.50{ 1 10 11.40 {7 4 9.3 | 5 6 3.70 2 9
Cohesiveness 41.00 | 10 1 32.61 | 8 3 31.79 | 7 i | s} e 5
Mean Rank 6.83 | 4.17 . : 7.67| 3.30] "6.00 | 5.00 4.33] 6.67
: —r .
Social Psychglogical
N;ig;barhoodﬁgttachment 2.15 i 3 .8 3.21 | 10 1 2.89| .9 2 2.04 y) g
Against Highway (%) 40.00 5 6 46.00 7 4 29.00 2.5 8.5 52.00 8 3.
: . SUM OF MEANS 20.33 | 12.67 20.67 | 12.33 18.25 | 14.75 16.33] 16.67
| MEAN OF MEANS 6.78 | 4.22 _6.89] 41 6.08 | 4.92 5 .44 5;56

. —_“iﬁ.ﬁwﬁf o

T.11n]’19(“k/CUA12/15/71




TABLE 21 (Comtinued)

=, SCORE AND NEGATIVE AND POSITIVE RANKS BY NEIGHBORHOOD AND TINDICATOR

NEIGHBORHOODS
11w 11E
INDICATOR NEK : RANK
Score Neg. Pos. Score Neg. Pos.
| Demographic |
Persons per house 2.43p 1 10 3.15 3 8
Child/Adult .3L 1 10 561 .3 "8
Mean Rank 1.00 | 10.00 3.00 | 8.00
Socio-economic
Owner occupied (%) 57.001 2 9 64.00 4 . e
Mobility 12.90] 10 1 12.30 9 2
| Cohesiveness 27.50 3 8 27.471 2 9
Mean Rank - 5.0d 6.00 5.00 6.06
Social Psychological
Neighborhood Attachment 2.84) 8 3 2.03 1 10
Agains£ Highway (%) +29.00| 2.5 8.5 53.00 9 2
MEAN RANK 5.25 | 5.75 5.00] 6.00
SUM OF MEANS 11.25 | 21.75 13.00 | 20.00
MEAN OF MEANS 3.75 | 7.25 4.33] 6.67 |

Lunbeck/CUA/12/15/71



TABLE 22

NEGATIVE IMPACT RAWKS BY NEIGHBORHOOD

MEAN COHESIVENESS SCORES

Neighborhood Score Rank
4W 24.75 1
4E 31.52 5
6w 34.11 9
6 41.00 10
8W 31.79 7
8E _ 31.71 6

11w 27.50 3
11E 27.47 2
2 29.87 4
7 32.61 8

Lunbeck/CUA/12/15/71




TABLE 23

NEGATIVE IMPACT RANKS BY NEIGHBORHOOD

MEAN NUMBER OF PERSONS PER HOUSEHOLD

Neighborheod Score . "Rank
4 4.25 8
4E. _ 2.76 2
6w 4.88 10°
6E 4 .80 9
8w 4,07 | 7
8K 4.05 6

11w 2.43 | | 1
11E 3.15 | 3
2 3.45 4
7 3,62 5

Lunbeck/CUA/12/15/71




TABLE 24

POSITIVE IMPACT RANKS BY NEIGHBORHOOD

MEAN YEARS OF RESIDENCE

Neighborhood Score Rank
4W 9.7 3
4E 7 11.6 3
6W 6.6 8
6E 2.5 ' 10
8w ‘ 9.3 6

. 8E 3.7 9
11w 12.9 1L
11E 12.3 - 72
2 8.2 7
7 11.4 4

Lunbeck/CUA/12/15/71




TABLE 25

NEGATIVE IMPACT RANWKS BY NEIGHBORHOCD

PERCENT OWNER OCCUPANCY

Neighborhood Score (%) Rank
49 62 3
4E 81 7
6W 100 9.
6F 100 9.
8W 79 6
8E 76 5
1 11w 57 2
11E 64 4
2 52 1
7 85 8

Lunbeck/CUA/12/15/71




TABLE 26

NEGATIVE IMPACT RANKS BY NEIGHEORHOOD

NETGHBORHOOD ATTACHMENT

Neighborhood Score Rank
4w 2.25 b4
4E 2.30 5
6w 2.36 6
6E 2.15 3
B ' 2.89 9
8E 2.04 2

11w 2.84 8
11E 2.03 1
2 -2.39 7
7 3.21 10

Lunbeck/CUA/12/15/71




TABLE 27

NEGATIVE IMPACT RANKS BY WEIGHBORHOOD

PERCENT AGATNST HIGHWAY

Neighborhood Score (%) Rank
W : 12 1
4F. 34 4
6W 56 10
6E 40 5
8W ‘ 29 2.5
88 52 8
11w 29 2.5
11E 53 9

2 45 - 6

7 46 7

Lunbeck/CUA/12/15/71



TABLE 28
NEGATIVE IMPACT RAWKS BY NEIGHBORHOOD

CEILD/ADULT RATIO

Neighborhood Score Rank
4W 1.13 9
4 _ W42 2
6w .91 7
6k 1.4 10
8W .90 P 6
8E 1.1 8

11w .31 1
11F , " .56 ) 3
2 .78 5
7 .68 4

Lunbeck/CUA/22/15/71




TABLE 29

POSEITIVE TIMPACT RANKS BY NELGHBORHOOD

CHILD/ADULT RATIO

Neighborhood Score Rank
4w 1.13 2
4E 42 9
6W . .91 ' 4
6E 1.4 , 1
8W .96 5
8E 1.4 | 3

11w .31 10
118 .56 | 8
2 .78 6
7 .68 7

Lunbeck/CUA/12/15/71



TABLE 30

POSITIVE IMPACT RANKS BY NEIGHBORHOCD

MEAN NUMBER OF PERSONS PER HOUSEHOLD

Neighborhood Score Rank
4w 4,25 3
4E 2.76 9
6W 4.88 1.
6F 4,80 2
8W 4.07 4
8E | 4.05 5

119 2.43 10
118 : 3.15 8
2 3.45 7
7 3.62 6

Tunbeck/CUA/12/15/71




TABLE 31
NEGATIVE IMPACT RANKS BY NEIGHBORHQOD
MEAN YEARS OF RESIDENCE

Nelghborhood _ Scu.)re | Rank
49 _ 9.7 6
4E 11.6 8
6w 6.6 3
6E 2.5 1
8W 9.3 5
8E 3.7 2

11W 12.9 10
11E 12,3 9
2 8.2 4
7 11.4 7

Lunbeck/CUA/12/15/71




TABLE 32

POSITIVE IMPACT RANKS BY NEIGHBORHOOD

MEAN COHESTVENESS SCORES

Neighborhood Scoze Rank
AW 24.75 10
4E 31.52 6
6W 34.11 2
6F 41.00 1
8w 31.79 4
8E 31.71 5

11W 27.50 8
11E | 27 .47 9
2 29.87 7
7 32.61 3

Lunbeck/CUA/12/15/71



TABLE 33

POSITIVE IMPACT RANKS BY NEIGHBOREOOD

NEIGHBORHOOD ATTACHMENT

Neighborhood Score Rank
4W _ 2,25 7
AE 2,30 - 6
6W ' 2.36 5
68 2.15 8
BW 2.89 2
88 ' 2.04 9

11w 2.84 3
11E 2.03 10
2 2.39 - 4
7 3.21 § 1

Tunbeck/CUA/12/15/71




TABLE 34

POSITIVE IMPACT RANKS BY NEIGHBORHOOD

PERCENT OWNER CCCUPANCY

Neighborhood Score {%) Rank
4% 62 ) 3
4E 81 4
6W ' 100 1.5
6E 100 1.5
8W 79 5
8E 76 6

11w 57 9
11E 64 7
2 52 10
7 85 3

Lunbeck/CUA/12/15/71




TABLE 35

POSITIVE IMPACT RANWKS BY WEIGHBORHOOD

PERCENT AGATINST HIGHWAY

Neighborhood Score (%) Rank
4W 12 | 10
4E 34 7
6W 56 1
6E 40 ’ 6
8W 29 B.5
8k 52 3
11w ' 29 8.5
11E | 53 2

2 45 5

7 46 : 4

Lunbeck/CUA/12/15/71




TABLE 36

NE [GHBORHOOD PROFILES

Neigh=|s N! | Cohestve- Mobility | % Home | Child/ | % Activ- | Neigh- |% Against | Persons! Mean | Age [% White!| % Min-
bor=- ness Scores{ (mean Cwned Adult | ities borhocd| Highway per Age Range|EthnicZ | ority
hood | years) Ratio { Qutside Attach- House- | (yrs)| (yrs} Group?
' ‘ Nefghbor-{ ment hold
hood '
4w (B) 24.75 9.7 62.00 Lol3 9I.IO« 2.25 12.00 4.25 12.6 61.00] 16.6 33.00
T1E (o4} 27 .47 12.3 64.00 .56 83.7 2.03 53.00 3.15 51.4 51.40| 44.0 11.20
[ 1W (143 27.50 12.9 57.00 .3 63.7 2.84 29.00 2.45 55.0 55.401 15.0 30.0
2 (31) 29,87 8.2 52.00 .78 8l1.7 2.39 45,00 3.45 42.6 | 51.00] 29.0 22.0
4k (zh) 31.52 il.6 81.00 42 21.10 Z2.30 34,00 2.76 49.9 53.00{ 40.0 5.0
8E (21 31,71 3.7 76.00 (.10 85.40 2.04 52.00 4.05 29.8 32.00] 21.0 -
8w (14) 31.79 9.3 79.00 .90 85.40 2.89 729.00 4.07 40.4 1 44.00} 65.0 -
7 (If) 33.42 11.4 85.00 .68 92.50 3.40 45,00 3.62 45.7 52.00f 61.0 -
6W (9) 34,11 6.6 100.00 .91 78.40 2.36 56.00 4.88 44.5 | 50.00f 14.0 -
6E | (5) 41,00 2.5 100.00 .40 78.40 2.15 40.00 4.80 33.8 |6.00 - -

I N = Number of Respondents.
2 White ethnic refers to national origin or stock.

3 Minority group is defined as Black, Spanish American, Mexican American, American indian, Oriental--those groups
highly visible because of skin colcr.

Lunbeck/CUA/1/20/72




TABLE 37

FPERCENT CF ACTIVIT!ES OCCURRING QUTS!DE NEIGHBCRHOODS

58

Neighbor- n Emp loy- Shopping Enter- | Grocery | School Church | Friends Relatives tnformal
hoods ment except Taln- Shopping Clubs
grocery ment

2 31 98 100 100 97 88.5 85 26 47 2.5

4 29 100 100 00 79 94 87 50 88 90

6 15 100 100 [00 |00 12.5 46 8 38 100

7 3 100 100 100 100 100 100 27 45 100

8 35 100 98.5 98 100 75 92 40 61 44

I 108 a8 67.5 78.5 41 36 26 63 26

I N = Number ¢f Respondents.

Lunbeck/CUA/1/20/72




TABLE 38

NE[GHBORHOOD ATTACHMENT

Questicon 4.1 How do you feal about your neighborhcod as a place to live?
Nelghborhocd 2 4 6 7 8 It
Mean Score 2.55 3,03 3.7 3.75 3.06 3.02
No. % No. % No. A No. % INo. g2 |No. 9
(4) Best place | can +hink of 4 I3 I 38 10 71 [0 83 8 24 39 36
{3) A pretty good . . . . 15 | 48 9 { 3l 4 | 29 1 g8 | 2 62 | 40 | 37
(2) Al right | s | 19| 8| 28 | -] -] 1 s| 4 |12 |23} 2
(n Don't care 6 19 | 3 - - — - ! 3 4 6
(0)  No answer - - -- -- -= - -- -— - -- 2 2
Total 3] 99 29 [00 4 00 12 99 | 34 101 i08 102

Lunbeck/CUA/1/20/72



TABLE 39
NE | GHBORMHOOD ATTACHMENT

Question 4.3 How do you picture your neighborhood ten years from now?

Neighborhood 2 4 6 7 8 I
Mean Score ' 2.55 2.00 2.64 3.58 2.41 2.24
No. q No . % No. { ¢ No.i{ % No. ;4 No. | %

(4} More desirable 7 23 3 10 5 36 9 75 6 I8 10 9
(3) About the same 12 39 9 31 2 |14 2 7 I3 38 45 | 42
(2} less desirable _ 4 13 4 14 4 29 0 4] 5 5 27| 25
(1Y Don't plan to be here 7 23 . 38 3 Z| ! 8 9 26 16 5
(0) No opinion I 3 2 7 0 0 ¢ 0 ! 3 10 9

Lunbeck/CUA/1/20/72




TABLE 40

NEIGHBORHOOD ATTACHMENT

Question 4.4 |If you were To move from this address would you prefer to move fo:

Neigh- NI In neigh- South Outside
borhoods borhood Omaha Omaha Omaha
No. % No . % No. % | No. %
2 3| 6 19 Il 35 4 13 10 32
4 28 2 7 I 38 4 [4 1l 39
6 12 0 0 | 8 0 0 11 92
7 [0 2 20 3 | 30 1 10 4 | 40
8 33 5 15 2 6 8 24 I8 54.5
I 99 19 io 3 3 16 16 33 33.3
Totals 213 34 16 59 27.7| 33 15 87 40.8

I N = Number of Respondents.

Lunbeck/CUA/l/ZO/?Z
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