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CHAPTER 10
HOUSING AND NEIGHBORHOOD CONDITIONS

Theodore E. Downing and Olivia Villegas .

What do variations in housing and in neighborhood environreants revezl
about the quality_of life of Douglasites? This questioﬁ islimgortant to
gbvarnment officials, public representatives, and community mecbers who
wish to improve the quality of life in the community. To act, they need
information about the specific problems which require their attention.
This chapter.illustrates a methodology designed.by the Public Eealth
Service and the Bureau of Ethnic Research which provides a2 compreheasive
view of the relationshiﬁ of a community's housing and neighborhood

environments to socioeconomic conditions and attitudes.

Environmental Surveys

Those who are active in community affairs know that for any specific
problem, the information available may be unintelligible, out of dzte, or
tangentially related to the decision maker's interest. One source of

information which many communities have is the housing and environmmental

" survey. Environmental surveys consist of mapping and evaluation of

characteristics which provide needed information.on the quality of housing
and reiated factors.

In the eariy fifties, the Center for Disease Control of the U.S.
Public Health Service designe&-a survey technique to locate danger zones for

communicable diseases by mapping the environmental conditions of a city's

..‘

f

\‘ IN Thomas Weaver and Theodore E. Dorning, The gggglgg nggggt
41975. Tucson: Bureau of Ethnic Research, University of Arizona.
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housing and neighborhoods. Sometimes conducted from an automobile,
this survey became known as the "windshield survey" among some Public
Health Service employees. In 1965, a task force from the Public Health
Service Bureau of Community and Environmental Management revised the

windshield survey. They sensed that the survey might provide a community

- with more information than only the potential danger zoﬁes for communicable

diseases. Might not the revised survey also provide the city with a
snapshot of socioeconomic conditions and a reflection of community

attitudes?

The NEEDS Survey

In the 1a£e 1960's, the Public Health Service survey was modified
into a comprehensive system to determine the effects ﬁf_the quality of an
urban envirohmenf on man's Health, safety, and wéll being. This system
was called the "Neighborhood Environmental Evaluation and Decision System,"

or, more simply, "NEEDS" survey. Public Health Service recognized that

most communities had been using a variety of techniques for gathering

~ planning data: household surveys, street condition reports, questionnaires,

and so forth. Most of these surveys provide useful information about one

“element of a éommunity, but it was difficult, if not impossible, to integrate
. the divergent information on health, housing, a.ttitudes ‘and other environmental

-'conditions into a comprehensive picture. It was hoped that a single, wide

ranging survey of the physical; social, and economic environment might

provide a more useful data base for planning and program design.
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The present NEEDS system has three pzzses. NEEDS I was an exterior
survey of envirommental ccnditions cornducisd by walking the streets Iof
a city and using secondary information prsvious’y collected on the urban
area. NEEDS II consisted of z detailel sizvey <i socioeconomic conditions
and attittides. NEEDS III is an integratica of The two surlveys into a

comprehensive picture of housing and socicsconc—ic conditions in the area.

NEEDS I - Methodolozr

The first step of the NEEDS I survey was r=0ping the community. The
community wé.s divided intoc neighborhocZs, zs detsrmined by a city agency
along such logical bounderies as the ezsily reccgnized landmarks of main
streets or railroads (Figure 1). Next, oizer irformation was collected
from city agsncies or by the field eng‘lnee;: on street types, street
lighfing, cify water lines, safety hazérds, air pﬁllu‘sion, ﬁatural defi-
ciencies, availability of shopping facilities, public traﬁsportation,
availability to parks and playgrounds, ané airport data (environmental
stress);

This infomation was coded and recoréad on =n overla;,; of .‘the base line
map. For example, street lighting was bassd on data obtained from the city
engineer's office and light meter readings taken from the darkest area of
each block. Shopping facilities were &efired as "necéssary services for
meeting daily needs,” suck as érugstores, Izundr=ies, and retail goreery
stores. These were located in the yellow zages of a telephone book and
j)lo"c.ted on a city mep. Circles with a radizs recresenting 1/ 4,1/2and one
mile were d..‘:'a:.w-n around esch business to desermine the accessability of dif-

ferent areas of Douglas to these serviess. The szme procedure wasused for making
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Neighborhood Boundaries as Defined by NEEDS I Survey
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a mep of recreational facilities in the ecity. Zor the purpose of ihis
survey, areas had to meet the following criteriz to be considered = park
or playground:

1. be sanctioned by the city recreztion dspartment,

2. be free, .

3. may be public or private; indoor or ocutdoor, and

4. may be seasonal or yéa_.z_* round

If the recreational facility covered more <tThan one block in area,
these radii should be extended to include the éistance from the midpoint
to the edge of the facility. Environmentsl stress was determined by
plotting the exact lo;:ataf.ons of runways, 2light paths, and the aircraft
operations information for each a.irport-.

In the sidewalk survey, data was reccrded for ea.c':.h premise and block
in the commuﬁity. ' I;J. order tol limit 'ﬁhe time a»d work ‘spent. in‘ the field,
asl much of the information as was known wzs recorded on the forms in the _
office. The neigﬁborhood, block, and census trzct numbers and the
‘environmental information previously coded on tke maps were _recorded on
the block analysis form.. (See Appendix III at the end of this chapter.)
"Population density figures were c;:.lcula‘ted by the NEEDS I survey team from
U.S. Census data. The instructions for arriving at these figures were zs
follows:

1. A copy of the U.S. Census of Housing wzs obtained.

2. Number and census tract was selected tc correspond to the block
- for which the density is being determiced,

3. The population and occupied housing units for the block wes
selected. If block data was not given, the density was calculated
from population and occupied housing uzit information for the
entire Census Tract.
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b, 'The total block pepulation was divided by'the total occipied
housing units. This value was recorded on the mark-sense form.

The main task in the Stage I of NEEDS took place in the field, where
data on every block and premise in the community was recorded. Tae fieid
worker began with a block analysis form, which he checked to see if the

neighborhood, block, census tract numbers, and street names Zave been

‘recorded in the office. He walked around the block starting at the

northeast corner making a small sketch of the block in the diagren space
provided on the form. He indicated all premises, premise lines, street

addresses and assigned each premise a number. As the field worker walked

-around the block a second time, he also evaluated the following conditions

of pavement, curbs and gutters, sidewalks, offstreet loading, onsireet
parking, and street width. The fieldworker also evaluated ezch block
for environﬁental stress: noise, odbrs, vibrations, élare and various
safety hazafds. Stéeet pavemént was marked as "absent," or “iﬁadequate"
if the surface hindered travel under normal conditions or if the driver
must reduce speed because of surface roughness. Curbs and gutters were
also marked as "absent," or "inadequate" when 1) missing on = portion of

the frontage and 2) were in a state of disrepair such that they were unable

" to serve intended functions under normal conditions. Sidewalk condition,

offstreet parking, and the remaining conditions were evaluated in a
similar manner.
Following this, the field worker evaluated each premise on the block.

For each premise, the field worker also listed number of stories, and "for

sale"signs. Land use of the premise was noted as either "residertial,"

9c6mmercial,“ "industrial," "public," or "vacant." The number of dwelling
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unité on the premise was estimated by counting the numbef of mailboxes,
doorbells, or gas, light and water meters.

A large portioq of the premise analysis consisted of an assessment
of the following items of mein structure: roof, paint, chimneys and
cornices, outside walls, doors and windows, outside.porches and stairs,
foundation, and other conditiong. Main structure evaluations inecluded
“condemned,".“outside well," "pit privy," "faulty fire escapes," and
"lacks electricity."

The premise was assessed on the basis of the following items: unaccep-
‘table fence or retaining wall, abandoned motor vehicles, rubbish accumulations,
uncollectable discards, refuse storage, landscaping, and other premise
conditions. A wall or fence was considered unacceptable if it was in need
of repairs. A vehiclé was considered abandoned if it-had an expired or
no license. Rubbish was defined as nOn—deéomposible solid waétés excluding
ashes. Uncollectable discards were large or non-disposable items. Under
the refuse storage category, it was determingd whether approved refuse
containers are present. Refuse was defined as a1l putresible and non-
putresible solids, including garbage, rubbish, ashes, and dead animals.

. Under the category landscaping, the general condition of the yard was
assessed. Othéf_premise conditicns evaluated include the following:
livestock, poultry, rodents, mosquitos, abandoned reffigerators, overflowing

septic tank, flies, excessive animals, safety hazards, and other insects or

pests.

Finally, the evaluator recorded information on anyauxiliary structures

on the premises, such as storage sheds, outhouses, and detached garages.

' or "poor" on the basis

Auxiliary structures were rated as "good," "fair,'
of a composite assessment of roof, walls, paint, foundation, doors and

windows.
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YEEDS I - Analysis

After the survey was complsted, the information was keypunched and
processed by a cocputer pregrarmer to provide a weighted profile of Douglas
neighborhoods. Tte inZormztion was _grouped into ten general categories for
composing the neighborhood profiles. The neighborhoods were rated
according to a system of pcints wh:'__ch were assigned to each of the
categories. 1In generzi, theSE‘vaiues were considered to be average
values per premises. In the original NEEDS Stage I, a table listed the
"maximum possible penalty points" for each category. It was determined
after the survey had been completed and analyzed in Douglas that a separate
table should be set up since the mmximum possible penalty points in some
of the éategories were lower than for other communities, The environmental
quality categories.aﬁd their maximum penalty points for Douglas appear in
Table 1.

Tﬁis information was used by Public Health Service to compare environ-
mental conditions in Douglas. Since there is no public transportation in
Douglas, all neighborhoods received an equal penalty and this variabie
wés‘eff3ctively excluded from further analysis. For reasons uncertain to
us, natural deficiencies and avzilability of playgrounds and parks were
also excluded from the NEEDS I =znalysis in Douglas. With these exceptionms,
penalfy_ﬁoints were assigned to houses, premises, blocks and neighborhoods, -
aﬁd it- became 'possible to obtain a numerical rating of any level of analysis

and compare it to a similar level. Neighborhoods could be compared with

nelghborhoods, blocks with blocks, and houses with houses.

N=EDS I Resultsl

The NEEDS I survey providel a general overview of the environmental

conditions in Douglas. NeIzhbcrhoods differed in degree of population
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Table 1

Environmental Quality Categories
and Their Maximum Penalty Points

Category

Population crowdiﬁg

Ilousing conditions - Main structure
Housing conditidns -.Aﬁxiliary sfructuré
Premise conditions

Environmental stre;ses

Street deficiencies

Natural deficiencies

Availability of transportation

Availability of shopping

- Availability of parks and playgrounds

306

Maximum Possible
Penalty Points

138
234

24
| 150

274

122
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crowding, conditions of main structure and premises, envir';.mme:tal stress
and street conditions (Table 2.).

Population crowding referred to the ratio of total population te the
an;ount of living space in a block. Overall, population crowdimg zopeared
to be a problem isolated to a few specific areas of Douglas (E’iQu:e 2)

The most severe crowding occur-i'ed ‘in Faifview, a neighborhood west of the
raiiroad tracks and north of the Bisb‘ee—Douglas highway, western Pirtleville,
and the public housing area in the west-central portion of Sumnysice neigh-
borhood. The lowest levels of population crowding were in central and
southwestern Douglas, including the more affluent neighborhoods of Church,
Clawson, Country Club, Applewhite, and the Foothills.

Housing condiﬁion referred to the exterior conditioz of the msin structure
of a premise. Like ﬁopulation crowding, housing conditions appearaa' to be
most sé;:iousiy deficient in northwestern Douglas and improved .toward the
southeastern corner of Douglas, corresponding to an increasing valee of
houses (Figﬁre 3). Pirtleville and North Douglas had ths most serious

housing problem as revealed by the exterior evaluation. The Origizal

Townsite, Downtown and Fairview had housing near the average for Douglas,

. with Sunnyside, Church, Country Club and Clawson recei\}ﬁg a better than

average evaluation. The Foothilis and Applewhite neighborhoods with more
recent home dev;alopmants, were evaluated as neighborhoo_ﬁs having the least
serious housing ‘problems.

Assessment of énvironmentai stress involved an evaluation of blocks
and neighborhoods by the relative &egree of air polluticz, odor, szfety

hazards, nb;i.se, vibration and glare. Heavy weighting was assigned to air
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Hedghhorhood

Pirtleville
Fairview
North Douglas
Sunnyside
Applevhite
Downtown
Church
Country Club
Foothills

Population
Crowding .  _Structurel.

Ly
61
36
48
13
31

10

Original Townsite 36

Clawson

1k

Percent of Maximum Possible Penalty Points Attalned by Each Neighborhood

Houses (Main

e e
o w W

M v O N VIO W

#*From Douglas NEEDS Survey, Oct. 1970, p. ‘30
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Table 2°

>§wﬁwﬁq
Structura

25
25
18
17

16
12

20

e e AL PR TR T T

Premises

Lond, . Stresses _Def..

21
16

s

11

10

Envir.

12
13
10
10
20
13
11

11

Streét

39
35

20 .

25
25
23

N
1k

29
15

22

of Shopping

95
52
51
60
k2

0
28
37
51

38

34

Availebility Overall severity

of environmental

Facilities problens, 1 =
highest level

® W o v F F R

11
10
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: Figure 3
Overall Penalty Points for Housing Conditions
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pollution and safety hazards such as traffic accidents, scattered strands
of tarbei wire holes and uneven sidewalks. Tne NEEDS I results showed

the Downtown area to be the neig‘nborhood with most serious prc;blems of
environmental stress, as might be expected in any small city. Otherwise,
the degree of environmental stress was uniformly low throughout the city
with the exception of Pirtleville and the Foothills.

In terms of overall environmental conditions, Pirtleville and Fa.irview;

proved to be.,tge ‘neighborkoods with most sericus environmental problems
followed cl-c;selsr by Downtown, North Douglas, Sunnyside and the Original

Townsite, all of which have environmentzl conditions worse than the city

average. The remaining neighborhoods proved better than average.

NEEDS II
The N'EEDS I environmental survey gave a d_etaiied _picturé of the
physical environment. Without further analysis, this information provided
Douglas with an inexpensive data base to assist in éstablishing community.
goals and plans. But did the environmental survey tell the city about

social welfare and sociceconomic patterns? If it is assumed that the

. environmental conditions reflect the socioeconomic conditions and attitudes

of people_, then it could be assumed that the NEEDS I survey did reflect
social welfare. Many coummit_y developments, urban renmewal, and other
governmental activities indicatfe that many people believe this assumption
is true. However, the designers of the NEEDS survey did not assume they
were describing social welfare with an environmental survey. Instead, they

considered the association between environmental conditions and socioeconomic
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conditions to be problematic -- worthy of a more detailed investigatiom.

Thus, Public Health Service decided to compare the environmental NEEDS I

survey to a social and econcmic survey, called NEEDS II. This study was

to be designed to discover what the people were doing who were living in

the physical environment which had. just been described. In the summer of
1972, the Bureau of Ethnic Reseaé&h at the University of Arlzona was

awarded a Public Health Service contract to design and conduct the NEEDS II

social survey of Douglas, Arizona.

NEEDS II -~ Methodology

The Bureau drew a five percent sample of Douglas households. The

sample was weighted for proportionate representation‘of the variations

in 1) h0u51ng condltlons dlscovered by the NEEDS I survey and 2) population .

size of census tracts. (A technical descrlptlon of the sampllng and
interviewing procedure is in the appendix of this report).

The survey questionnaire specified several dimensions of social and
economic relations. The following characteristics were chosen as indicators
of the socioeconomic condition of a household: the number of 1) people
‘1iving in a house, 2) working adults, 3) rooms, 4) cars owned by its
oc&upants, 5)'years the occupants of the hoﬁse have been residents of
Douglas, and 6) relatives the occupants of a house have in Agua Prieta. In
addition, economic conditions included 7) total income of the household
members, 8) per capita expenditures of the householé members and 9) per
capita expenditures of the household for food, housing, loan payments,

cigarettes, liquors and snzcks, utilities,
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car payments, health expenses, recreations and hobbies, domestic help
and dhild care, donations to churches and charities, and support for other
family members not living in the household.

Furthermore, we wished ﬁo compafe the socioeconomic conditions of
neighborhoods to the NEEDS I environmental survey. To achieve this

goal, we rank.ordered the Douglas -neighborhoods along 23 different dimensions.

Most of this information represented an aggretation of data for each

neighborhood, data which was collected in the NEEDS II social survey.
Other data sources included the arrest records collected by Gartell in her
study of law enfo;cement in Douglas, data supplied by the Public Health
Service on veneral disease rates, case load data on Aid to Dependent
Children and data from the U.S. Census. All 23 of these dimensionmns,

including their definitions and data sources are described in Appendix I.

Satisfaction Indices
We alsq measured respondent's attitudes about their community,
neighborhood, and house. An overall measure of the respondent's personal

satisfaction with his or her environment was measured by a cummulative

score of "12)'indicating strong satisfaction, to a -low of " 0,

index. The more residents tended to agreénwith a list of statements, the
more satisfied they ﬁere with their personal environment (Table 3). Thus,

a pérson's source on the personal satisfaction index could range from a high

" indicating
high dissatisfaction, i.e., disagreement with every statement.

This approach could be biased because the wording of the question might

have influenced the response of the informant. To reduce the possibility
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Table 3

Components of Satisfaction with Personal Environment Index

Weight

My rel_at-i.vgs help me when I get in trouble. 1
My opinions on what this town needs are listened to. 1
I would rather 1ivé in Douglas than Agua Prieta. ' 1.
I prefer lj.ving in Douglas rather than a larger town. . 1
People. with my background in this town are not discri-

minated against. _ 1
I trust lbcal community leaders. 1
I find it easy to get credit or loans when I need them. 1
The smélter's smoke doesn't effect my health. - s 1

If the smelter, closes, I will probably stay in this town. 1

I would like .to become more involved in community affairs. 1

Crime is not a problem in Douglas. 5 1
The city is doing enough for my neighborhood. 1
d Index Maximum = 12

Index Minimum = 0
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of bias, survey questions wefe administered to half the sample using a
positive wording and half using negative statements. Then, a statistical
test was used to eliminate questions_iu whiéh the positive or negative
wording changed the response patterns to the question. The list on Table
3 represents only those questions surviving the test for word bias.

A neighborhood satisfaction Index was developed to measure the re-

spondent's satisfaction with community services received in the neighborhood.
Neighborhood was defined by the interviewer as the area within two or three
blocks of the respondent's dwelling. Respondent's were asked tb raﬁe
community‘services as adequate, inadequate and they were given the option
of offering no opinion. Those feeling the greatest dissatisfaction with
these services were given lower scores, depending on how many of the services
they fe}t were.inadeéuate. The list of the 18 services is presented in
Table L. | |

The personal satisfaction index and neighborhéod satisfactiou index
were then cémbined to create a third index which we call the general

satisfaction index - this index provides an overall measure of the respondeat's

féelings about his or her personal and community environments.
In addition to three attitudinal indices, the Bureau asked numerous
questionslof the respondents to discover the perception of the quality of

their housing. We hoped these questions would reveal whether the respondent's
opinions of his household and neighborhood environment coincided with that

of the Public Health Service evaluations. Several of these attitudinal

questions were aggregated to form profiles of opinion for the 11 Douglas

315




T

PTL U

B AR il ot e e

[T I

B TR S T T

e b 14

“oatn t

B T Y

e e M i

e

"l

PR I EENC AT

A te b o e s e o

Table L

Neighborhood Satisfaction Index

Playgrounds and parks

Schoqis o

Street mgintenance -
Flood and water control
Housing inspection

Fire profection

Police pfétection
Street-lighting

Water;_light and power service
Trash and garﬁage_collection'
Dog dontrol.‘ |

Telephone service

Services for elderly

“Recreation for adults

Recreation for teenagers
Recreation for children
Grocery stores

Neighborhood zoning laws
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neighborhoods, A complete listing of the socioceconomic yzriz®les =znd

their definitions is provided in Appendix II of this charzer,

Results
Attitudes
D:l_d the NEEDS I evaluation of the condition of a housé ccrreszond

to the_ occupant's evaluation? The Bureau asked responderss ":in gezeral,
how do you feel about your housing? Would you say it is sdeguate or

inadequate?"  Eight out of ten respondents stated that their

housing was adequate, suggesting that most Douglasites do not consiier
housing a major problem. ;fhis obsérvation was suppoited by resperses to
another question: '"Does this place seem largé énough for your fa—ily?"
Once again, eight out of ten respondents félt their house was Zarze
enoug.h. The .respondent‘s evaluations tended to a.éree.with tha< 0% the
NEEDS I surveyors. Statistically, those living in housirz whizh ire
Public Health Service survey hed evaluated as "poor" were mors lizely
to agree that their housing was inadequate and too small for their
families than peopie in houses which had been evaluated es ."gccd.“
However, caution must be taken not to assume that the extericr Public
Health Service survey can indicate the occupant's evaluation ¢ his house.
The NEEDS I evaluation system is relative, that is, it ccopares hozses in
a community with one another aﬁd a proportion of houses will =zZways be
ranked in the lowest category, poor housing. Inspection of T=Dles 5a
and 5b reveal tha-tt many houses which Publiec Health Service ratead "2z2ir™ =nd

"poof" had occupant's who felt the dwellings were adequate and larze ercusgh
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Table S5a

Respondents' Feelings About Their Housing Compared to NEEDS I Survey

OCCUPANT'S EVALUATION
House is: Adequate?

Yes No

Good 67 7
PUBLIC HEALTH -
SERVICE Fair © 30 © 6
EVALUATION ' : : '
Poor 22 16
N=1L48 _
Raw Chi Square = 17.2 Significance = .0002
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Responderts' Feelings

PUBLIC HEALTE
SERVICE
EVALCATION

E=1k3 )
Raw Cai Scuare

u.o

ibout Their Housing Compared to NEEDS I Survey

Table 5b

OCCUPANT'S EVALUATION

House is: Large Enough?
Yes No
~ Good 55 5
Fair 31 -~ 7
Poor 34 17
Significance = .004
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for thsir needs. In other words, "an objective,” systenm Zor
ceter—ining if occupants perceive a house as substandard can orly
be macds by a direct social survey of the occupant's attitudes about
tae hcuse-

This general satisfaction with housing was also apparent with responses
to queries about interior conditiqms. Although over 28 percent of the
households felt their houses needed repairs, most of these repairs were
rinor maintenance problems such as painting, drains backing up, or lack of
- closet space. Table 6 lists the frequency of interior problems reported by
o;cupants and does not suggest that any occupants perceive glaring structural
or environmental difficulties with- their homes. -

Comparing the frequencies of interior problems in different neigh-
borhoods failed to reve-al any statistically significant.relationship
'1:et:ween'_ne_ighbdrhoods,‘ as defined by NEEDS I., and interior problle'ms.
However, the feeling that some repairs were needed c‘iid show a significant
difference across neighborhoods (Figure 4). Most people feeling house
repairs were needed lived in Downtown, Ncltrth Douglas, Original Townsite,
Sunnyside or Applewhite. The ordering of feelings about house repair did
not correspond to the NEEDS I evaluation of houses needing exterior repair.
For example, the neighborhood with the fewest exterior problems, Applewhite,
as rated by the NEEDS I survey, was where more people félt their houses
needed repairs than the neigh‘:orhood, Pirtleville, that was given the worst
rating by the Public Health Séﬂ_rvice survey.

Overall Héppiuess

This pattern of general satisfaction of the Douglasites with their

environment was strongly apparent in other responses. Most Douglasites
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Table 6

Interior Problems of Houses Reported by Occupants (Percent)

Problem

- Fuses blowing or circuit

breakers overloading

Broken fences

Drains backing up

Septic tank or cesspool trouble

Plumbing leaks
Roof leaks
Overall house repairs needed

Painting needed

- House too cold in winter

House tom hot in summer
Not_enough hot water
Furniture old or lacking
Not enough-gloset space
Odors insidé house

Noise inside house

‘Lack of privacy inside house

None of aboﬁe

N = 174 Households
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Frequency of Problem

Have Don't Have
10 | 90
12 - 88
11 89

1 | 99
9 91
10 | 90
28 ' 72
37 63
13 : 87
14 | 86
5 _ 95
10 ' 90
20 - 80
3 97
3 : 97
6 94

26 74
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preferred Dougles t> a lzrger town (80 percent yes, 18 percent no, and
= 2 percent undecided, a-3 plan.uéd to remain in Douglas even if its economic
mainstay, the copper szslter, cloesd (70 percent yes, 22 percent no, and 8

percent undecided). ILikewise, only a very small percentage of the respon-

dents desired to mcwe i another town (21 percent) or move to another
neighborhood inside Do:zlas (25 pércent). But, the general level of

satisfaction wes mc=t ztparent in the responses people gave to how adequate

they felt community services were in their neighborhood (Table T).. Those
issues which were t=e zzin concern of residents were mostly related to

recreaticné.l activities, street conditions, and dog control. All major

i

coMty services, suckz as the schools, fire protection, police protection,
utilities and garbage zzd trash collection received very high public esteemn.
For those issu=s szch as dog control, street maintenance, and recreation
for 1-:'eena.gers,the' fzelizzs of public dissatis—faction -did nof cluster in
particular neighborZzoods, but seemed to be a general concern of people

throughout the comr—nity. The concern about inadequate police protection,

however, did cluster ir five specific neighborhoods , including Pirtleville, '
Sunnyside and FairviIew. As the accompanying chapter on law enforcement

points out, these a—esas are not part of the incorporated area of Douglas

i

and are under the J=risiiction of the country rather than the city. The
two neighborhoods wZIthiz Douglas proper which show any concern about the

adequacy of police Troiszction were both areas of the highest frequency

of offenses, Downtowm =zi the Original Townsite (Figure 5).

l”

323




e el L ta B TR e AT

T P Y R st

e A i

A T L R

avmid et L A

Table 7

Opinions About Neighborhood Services

Percent Stating Services Were:

Item _ Adequate Inadequate No Opinion
Playgrounds and parks 56 34 _ 10
Schools 79 13 - 8

- Street maintenance ) 48 .49_ 3
Flood and water control 70 20 10
Housing inspecfion 49 26 25
Fire protection 88 6 6
Police protection 90 .9 1
Street lighting 78 20 2

- Water, light and power service 87 ‘ L;Z | 1
Trash ahd_garbage collection 78 2 0
Dog con£r01 B | 55 | 43 ! 2
Téiephone service 85 3 12
Services for eide;ly 35 30 , 35
Recreation for adults 38 48 / 14
ﬁécreatiqn for.teenagérs 3§ 51 _ 13
Recréatioﬁ for éhildren 46 | 61 i3
Grocery stores 82 15 3
Neighborhood zoning lawsj 53 13 | 34

L b B v

L Vbl ¥ L

N=170 ' o

For ¥these items there was significant difference in the distribution
of opinions between neighborhoods.
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Figure 5

mmmpwsmw of Different Neighborhoods about Police Protection
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Récreation for adults and childreg als: received.considerable attention by
the respondents and was of more concern to some neighborhoods than others
(Figufes 6 and 8). XNeighborhoods showing heavy concern for recreational
activity included Sunnyside, Fariview, Pirtleville, Clawscn, the Original
Townsite and Downtown, although the issue wzs considered serious by at
least a quarter of all the neighhprhooés} further survey work is necessary
to ascertain exactly what kind of recreatioca the Douglas people desire.

Although the majority of Douglasites zre relatively content withtheir environ—

ment (see FigureT) . a minority showed a reascnably high level of discontent-
pent with their personal environment and:cc:munity services. Although
more complicated tests would be necessary to completely analyze the
spatial distribution of those which ranked high znd low on our satis-
faction indices, a mapping of those responcents who fanked the-highest

and lowest on the indices shows that discontented persons do noﬁ'cluster
in ﬁny particular neighborhood or part of Douglas, nor_do peoﬁle with the
fewest diséatisfactions cluster in certain zreas (Figure 8). More detailed
tests were conducted to determine if discontented persons lived in housing
which was rated poor by the NEEDS I survey and viceé versai All such tests
proved negative and we must conclude that the énvironmental dimensions
measured by the NEEDS I survey do not revezl either the individual or the
neighbo;hood most likely to have negative cr positive éttitudes about
nousing conditioﬁs-in the neighborhood or community.

Perhaps the most elaborate test the Bureau performed to test the

relationship of the KEEDS I neighborhood evzluation and peoples attitudes
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Feelings of Different Neighborhoods About Recreation for Adults
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was a comparisen of neighborhoods which were rank ordered on each of the
environmental measures used in the NEEDS I survey aécording to the attitude
questions used in the socioeconomic survef neighborhood satisfaction
indices.(ls questions). Fourteen of these attitudes were related to at
least one of the NEEDS I envirommental measures (Table 8). Overall penalty
points corresponded in a significant way witﬁ feelings cflinadequate

police protection.and inadequate adult recreation. That is, neighborhoods
which received high overall penalty points were also likely to be neighbor-
#oods iﬁ which a greater pércentage of the people complained about police
protection and adult recreation. Hquse_and premise penalty points show

a significant relation to feelings about inadequacy of playgrounds, police
protection, housing insepction, street lighting, adult recreatién, lack

of grocery stores and traffic accidents. ironically, the féelingé toward
inadequate street éonditiﬁﬁs provedlthe reﬁerse of what some would eﬁpect S
those areas where housing was bélieved most environmentally sound by the
Public Health Service.evalutors weré also areas where the most cdﬁplaints

r

were registered about street conditions. Street condition was also one of

the environmental conditions which was separatelj e;éluated by Public
Health Service, but the Public Health Service evaluation turned out to
be nﬁfeiated to any of the attitudes expressed by residents, including
feelings about the ﬂéed for street re?airs.

The condition of auxiliary structures shows a positive relation to
higher frequencies of complaintslabout playgrounds, policé protection,

housing inspection, street lighting, adult recreation.
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Table 8
Comparison of NEEDS II Attitude Survey to NEEDS I -
Evaluation of Neighborhoods*

' NEEDS II Feelings About Problems With:

n
| - ]
NEEDS I .2 | ; 5 o
Environmental b m, o - m 8 m & m n
Condition P o 0 + 80 u m..u EN o o 4 By m_a ” - 3] .m_
« v o ¥ U g u P -0 a g & Pl 60  Q )
~ 00 [ [TI] w @ U H oA Hoa Ll o (<] o U4 g -
o g >~ |t o - o 0 o o .o 9 > i ~ M o B 4 e Uy o -
52 |3 |5 |32 |88 | E% |35 |28 |28 |2 |29 |8 | §% |
O <« e (75 [Vl == v -l 53751 < M O M (U] " Q N H o« 0
Overall Penalty "0 0 0 + 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 ]
Polntw . s _ NSRS I :
o 0 t o - + 0 0 0 0 0 0 o 0 i 0
(%)
Auxiltary 0 1 0 1 . | 0 + 0 + * 0 + + 0
sLructure ' S PP S
Premise 0 + 0 + 0 0 0 0 0 0 + 0 0 __0 |
SLreny e 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
' Streets 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Shopping 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 + 0 0
Population 0 | + 0 + 0 + 0 + +. |+ | + | 0 0 +
Crowding*#* .

*Pearson's rank order correlation is significant at = .0l level. If "+," it is positive; "-" it pmgzmmmnuqm“
and "0" indicates no relation. : _ _

**Population Crowding is derived from U.S. Census material, not collected by NEEDS I enviromnmental survey.
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grocery stores, shopping cente.rs, traffic accidents and smells. 1In this

way, the pres‘enée of auxiliary structures offers z better indicator of high
levels of dissatisfaction with neighborhood services than do any of the

other Public Health Service environmental indices. Environmental stress,
stz;eets ‘and shopping cen-ter evaluations proved the least useful in predictisg
areas of community dissatisfaction. In sum, none of the Pub_lic'Health- Service
environmental dimensions were hi.ghly *.related to attitudes.

Population density proved a better indicator of high dissatisfaction
than any qther environmental measures. In Douglas, areas of highest
population density were alsoe a_réas showing greatest concern about inadequats
playgrounds, police pro.tection, street 1ight;i.ng, adultl and child recreation,
 grocery stores and shopping centers and servicés for the elderly. Thus,
the best met_:h'od ‘the Bufeau can suggest for concentrating program efforts tcrsach
the greatest number of p‘égplé who are éissat-isfieél is to concen‘f.;.ra‘;e'
programs in areas of the heaviest population density within the town.

Further investigation might clarify the policy implications of such :;

strategy for public investment.

Satisfaction, Ethnicity, and Poverty

Neither satisfaction -with personal environment nor satisfaction with
neighborhood services was related to income. Rich, poor, and in-between

all seem to h_ave unrelated ;Lgvels of satisfaction and dissatisfaction

(Tables 9a and. 9b) : Anglos in Douglas, however, were definitely more likely

to be satisfied with their personal and neighborhodd environment than were
Mexican Ame;ricéns (Tables 10a and 10b ) . This indicates that either the Mexican

American community feels most neglected by community services in their neigtborhood
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Table %a

Incom= and Satisfaction: General Satisfaction

INCOME
Less Than Greater Than
$10,000 $10,000
Per Year Per Year
Eigh 62 31
(55%) (69%)
SATISFACTION
Low 51 14
(4s5%) (312)
Total 113 L5
| : (100%) (100%)
Chi-Square = 2.06 Ko Significant Relation
Table 9b
Szfisfaction with Personal Environment
' INCOME '
Less Than Greater Than
$10,000 $10,000
Per Year Per Year
Eigh 86 35
(76%) (78%)
SATISFACTION
Low 27 10
(2b3) (22%)
Total 113 Ls
(100%) (100%)

Chi-Square = .03025

No Significant Relation
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Table 10a

Ethnicity and Satisfaction: ‘General Satisfaction

ETHNICITY

Mexican
Anglo Heritsgce

High 43 51
(80%) (52%)

SATISFACTION

. Low 11 48
(20%) (4e%)

Total 54 99
(100%) . {100%)

Chi-Square = 10.5 Sig. £.0001, N = 153 Respondents

Table 10b
Safisfaction with Personal Environment
‘ ETHNICITY
Mexican
Anglo Heritage
" High 49 .
' (91%) (72%)
SATISFACTION
Low 5 _ 28
(97) (25%)
- Total 5k 99
(100%) {100%)

Chi-Square = 6.39, Sig.£ .01, N = 153 Respondents
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or that they are more likely to be critical of cozmunity services. The

high proportion of "no opinion" answers by persons of Mexican heritage
erodes the.lattefinterpretation and we muﬁé conclude that the perceived
environment of the person of Mexican heritage is less pleasant and supportive

of individual and neighborhood wants than that of Anglos.

Ethnicity and Housing Evaluation

_ Earlief in this report, we noted the strong correspondence of
ethnicity to poverty, that is, the bottom of the Douglas income category
1is overly packed with people of Mexican heritage. Comparing the objective
measures of housing conditions to the ethnicity of occupant revealed
that Mexican Americans are more likely to live in substandard dwellings
than their Angio counterparts (Table 11). Thus; the housing problems,
as vieweé by the NEEDS I survey technique cluster among those AIassified

as being of Mexican heritage.

Further investigations revealed that the cccuﬁéﬁt's place of birth was
also related to the condition of his premise, but not his house. Since the
distinction between the premise condition and kouse condition is primarily
that of a yard excluding the main structure, this finding mey be interpreted

as ilnd.ica.ting the relationship of a person's birth place to the environmental

. condition of the yard. Those people born in Mexicc ternded to have a dispropor-

tionately larger share of their yerds in substznderd conditions, while those bor=
outside Douglas in other parts of the United States had yarés in better physical

condition. The ﬁeople born in Agua Prieta and Douzlas occury an intermediate
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~ Table 11

Housing Condition and Ethnicity

ETHNICITY

Mexican
Anglo Heritage

Good 4 -28
(33%) (28%)

HOUSING :

CONDITION Fair 11 27
(From NEEDS I Survey) (20%) (21%)
P 9 bb .
L (17%) (45%)
Totel Sk ' 99
(100%) (100%)

Chi-Square = 18.8 Significance < 0001 N = 153 Respondents
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position, their premise conditions being poorer than would be expested if
they were born in the United States but in a little ‘better coniition than

the yard of their neighbors from the interior parts of Mexico (Tatle 12).

Neighborhood Environment and Socioeconomic Conditions

The Public Health Service NEEDS I Survey hardly proveihin&icative
of the socioeconomic conditions of ne:}ghborhoods. Eleven Douglés |
neighborhoods were ranked by thé Public Health Service environmentzl
scales previously listed on Table 1. These same neighborhoods were then
ranked by 23 socioeconomic indicators and the rank orderings ccmpared
for any possible associations. Out of 414 possible relations betwezen
the environmental scales and socioeconomic measures, only 14 significant

relations were found, all listed in Table 13. To summarize: overzll

. penalty point§ and penaity points for housing in a neighborhood indicate arezs

* of town with high case loads of Aid to Dependent Children, venereal

disease, and low numbers of honor students. Veneréal disease rztes are

also statistically associated with poor yard and auxillary building
condition;-QBBt,'the most revealing association is between 2ll Tour

of these environmental scales (overall penalty points, house,premise

and auxillary building condition) and the size of the monthly rent or
mortgage fayment. What this says is that areas with more people more
heavily in debt for housing were given higher ratings by NEEDS I evaluators.
This might be suggestive that.the NEEDS I survey was actually mesasuring
economic status but several more direct indicators of econmomic stzatus,

such as income, failed to be significantly related to the Public Eealth

. Service neighborhood evaluation.
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Table 12

Pleze of Birth and Yard Conditions in Douglas

Place of Birth

Other

- Douglas - Gther -
U.s. Agua Prieta “Mexico
 Good 39 13 . 13
(57%) (28%) (25%)
YﬁRD ' Feir 16 12 18
; CONDITIGH (23%) (26%) (35%)
i | Poor 1k 22 21
, (20%) | (46%) (50%) -
Total 69 . u7 52
(100%) ~ (100%) (100%)
N=168

Rew Chi-Square = 17.85

AL et sl i o el % WA |

at 4 degrees
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Table 13
Comparison of Socio~Economic Survey To
NEEDS I Evaluation of Neighborhoods*

+ &

NEEDS I g £y
Environmental ° @ Ha o E, SN
Condition MooH oy N g2 2 0 9N

v MO = dd v » o0 0 O o 9

R 9 A g o g3 a3 S E

EE O 448 9 S & 5 A a5 A
Overall - + + 0 0 -
House - * + 0 0 -
Auxiliary
Structure 0 0 + 0 0 -
Premise 0 ' 0 + 0 0 -
Stress 0 0 0 + + 0
Streets 0 0 0 0 0o . 0
Shopping 0 0 0 0 0 o
Population : _ _
Crowding* * 0 0 _ o . 0o 0 0

*Pearson's rank order correlation is significant at = .01 level. If"+," it is positive; "-"'it is negative;

and "0" indicates no relation.

**Population Crowding data derived from U.S. Census matorials not collected by NEFDS I environmental :=m<z<.
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The NEEDS I environmental scale to.evaluate stress also turmed
in a dismal preformance when rel;ted to the socioeconomic survey.
Areas of high unemployment and crime were positively related to
stress, but other variables which might be expected to be related were
not. These unrelated variables included problems with pests in the neigh-
borhood, scho;1 dropouts, TB rates, nervousness, health status, and pe?centage

in the neighborhood complaining'about'problems with flies (Table 14).

A Quandary and Further Tests

This lack of association between neighborhood conditions as measured
by the NEEDS I technique and the socioeconomic survey may be given several
jnterpretations. One would be that the exterior condition of a neighbor-
hood tells very liétle about the people living in that neighBorhood. In
response, éne might argue that the intefnal.heterogeneit} of Dduglas
neighborhoods was too great for any pattern to emerge.  That is, neighborhoods
were not significant units for environmental analysis. -If this is true
‘and there is a relatioﬁship between environmental conditions and socioceconomic
jndices, then a more direct test would be a comparison of housing and
soccioeconomic couditiﬁns on a house by house basis. Fortunately, we
had the NEEDS I evaluation of each house and premise where we conducted
an interview. Thus, we were able to compare the penalty points assigned. .
the house and premise with numerous social and economic indicators,
ignoring the concept of neighborhoods altogether. Table 15 lists 22
variables compared to the NEEDS I evaluation of houses. Not one of thééé
variables had any significant relationship to the environmental rating of

the house.
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Table 14

Indicators Unrelated to All of the NEEDS I Environmental Indicztors¥*

Incidence of renting vs. owning

Incidence of relatives in Agua Prieta

Degree of problems with pests in the neighborhood

School dropouts

Tﬁ (rates per 1,000 population over three years)
Unemploy?ept (rates per 1,000 population over three years)

Chest problems (percentages of each neighborhood reporting -
problem) '

Nervousness {(percentage of people responding 1n a neighbor-
hood with self-defined nervous problems)

Health Status (percentage of people in a neighborhood
reporting they were not sick within the past year)

Mean number of rooms in the house of each neighborhood
Absolute indebtedness as measured by monthly loan repzymexnts

Percentage of neighborhood saying they have problems with flies

*Rejection‘of null hypothesis based on sigﬁificance test of .01 or
less using Kendall: tau and N-11 neighborhoods.
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Table 15

Socioeconomic Indicators That Were Unrelated to Housing Condition*
Adults per household
Working adult; per household
People per household
Rooms per houéehold
Years' residence in Douglas .
Relatives in Agua Prieta

Cars per household

Interior condition as evaluated by occupant

Best problems as evaluated by occupant
Income of.all members of the household
Pef_Capité éxpenditures.on:
Foad;
Housing (rent or mortgage, including insurancé)
Loan payments
Cigare?tes, liquors and snacks.
'Utilitigs (including phone)

~Car "payments

Health expenses (dentist, doctors, hospital bills, and insurance)

Edu;ational expenses

Recreation and hobbies

Domestic help and child care
Donations to church and charities

Support to other family members not in this household

‘*Unrelated means the null hypothesis was accepted at .05 level for Pearsom's r

coefficient of correlation (N = 151-134).
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These negative results may be interpreted as a c‘z_xallenge to the
wtility of the NEEDS I housing survey technique for discovering socio-
econcmic conditions or as a demonstration that enviroamentzl surveys must be
supplemented by social surveys if a éicture of the general welfare of the
commmity is desired.

However, since the social survey had shown that Anglos live in better
housing than peoples of Mexican heritége and knowing the strong impact
that ethnicity had on other analyses in the Douglas project, we wondered if
the lack of an association between housing and social conditions might
result from a patterned difference between the two ethnic groups. Splitting
the sample into two groupé, Anglos and peoples of Hexican heritage, we
found that a poor éxterior on an Anglo house indicates a poor iInterior
(r = .54, N = 52) and problems with household pests (r = .36, X = 52).
Furthezl'."more, Anglds living in houses in poor conditions spent less, per
capita, on recreation and donations to churches or charities than Anglos
in better housing (r - .326, N = 47 in both cases). ’I'h-ere was also a

siginficant correlation between poor housing and larger families (r = .36,

5= 52).

In sharp contrast, the exterior conditions of houses occupied by
persons of Mexican heritage reveal nothing about their social situation
including the interior couditio:_as of the houses, strongly suggesting that
Douglasites of Mexican heritage follow a housing pattern common to Mexico
in which the inhabitant avoidé overt display of his social and economic
station te outsiders. Subjective reactions of the interviewers supported
this 3Impression. i-louses were sometimes in excellent repair and well furnished
‘cn th= ipside, but delapidated on the cutside. |

Ironically, the number of opefative cars owned by a bousehiold tells

more about the social condition of peoples of Mexican heritage than the
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exterior conditions of their housas: the greater the number of operative
cars, thehlarger the family, its total income, and length of residence in

Douglas.

Implications for NEEDS Technique

_Thé comparisoﬁ of the NEEDS I envircnmental survey with the NEEDS II
soceioeconomic survey supports the validity of the overall NEEDS approach.
- The two surveys are necessary for a holistic, comprehensive evaluation of
the'qualitylof life in 5 community. The Bureau was surprised how little
could be discovered aﬁout the socioeconomic conditions and attitudes of
‘people from an objective environmental survey, however,'after the lack of
correspondence is known, it should be obvious what is happening.

The quality of a house, neighborhood or an entiré community can be
evaluated'iﬁ manﬁ ways. Thé'HEEDS I environmental survey evalgated
Dguglas from a physical ﬁiewpoiut, comparing the conditions to objective
traits common to all structures — roofs, painting, auxiliary structure
-conditions, etc. The occupant, in contrast, may evaluate his house using
other criteria including qualities which he does not share éith other home
owners 1nfds neighborhood or community. The house or neighborhood
environﬂenual condition is only one component of the occupant's evaluatlon.
And there are othe;'viEwpoints ;— neighbors, health inspectors} firemen,
doé catchers, border patrolmen and others'will'each evaluate these same
environments in different ways. The NEEDS II social survey allowed us to
see that, oﬁerall, the occupants of Douglas housing are highly satisfied with

their personal and neighborhood emvironments. We discovered happihess, and
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exterior conditions of their houses: the greater the number of operative
cars, the'larger the family, its total income, and length of residence in

Douglas.

Implications for NEEDS Technique

_Thé comparisoﬁ of the NEEDS I envircmmental survey with the NEEDS II
soceioeconomic survey supports the validity of the overall NEEDS approach.
‘The two surveys are necessary for a holistic, comprehensive evaluation of
the quality.of.life in a community. The Bureau was surprised how little
could_be discovered about the socioecdnomic conditions and attitudés of
‘people from an objective environmental survey, however, after the lagk of
correspondence is known, it should be obvious what is happening.

The quality of a house, neighborhood of an entire community can be
evaluaﬁéd'in-mﬁny ways. The NEEDS I environmental éurvey evaiqated
Dguglas from a physical viewpoint, comparing the conditions to-objective
traits common to all structures —- roofs, painting, auxiliary structure
-conditions, etc. The occupant, in contrast, may evaluate his house using
other criteria including qualities which he does not share ﬁith other home
owners ix{his neighborhood or community. The house or neighborhood
environmental condition is only one component of the occupant's eﬁaluation.
And'there are othe; viewpoints —- neighbors, health inspectors, firemen,_,
doé catchers, border patrolmen énd others will each evaluate these same
environments in different ways. The NEEDS II social survey allowed us to
see that, overall, the occupants of Douglas housing are highly satisfied with

their personal and neighborhood enviromments. We discovered happiness, and
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liké gﬁod news, this is not of great imterest to +hose who make a living
solving other people's problems.

Douglasites are concerned about improviag the quality of their lives
and this involves solutions to what might seem scme rather mundane
problems -- ddg control, recreation for children, teenagefs and adults and
the like. But, the people have spoken — through this survey. Who ﬁill

L

1isten?'.
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Footnote

1. A detailed summary of the environmental survey has already been
published and presented to Douglas city officials. However, the
general conclusions merit repeating in this report since the Public
Health Service publication has received only limited distribution.
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dppendix I

Neighborhooé Socioeconomic Characteristics Used in Housing Chapter

Va—iable

IncZdence of renting (percentage of renting versus

owning)

‘Incidence of »elatives in Agua Prieta (percentagé

of within neighborhood)

Degree of pest problems (percentage)
Dropouts (actual number)

Honor students (actual number)

Aid to dependent children (rates. per 1,000

~population for 3 years)

TB (rates per 1,000 population over 3 years)

VD (rates per 1,000 -population over. 3 years)

' Unemployment (rates/1,000 population over 3 years)

Chest problems (percentage of people responding
in meighborhood with problem - excluded no response)

Nerwvousness (Peréentage of o .o .
people responding in a neighborhood with a problem)

Health status (percentage of people responding in
each neighborhood that they have never been sick)

"Adult eriminals arrested

Arrest location of adult criminals
(}ri:mes location for adult -offenses
Adult _criminal's home neighborhood
Adult criminal's arrest location

Juvenile criminal's neighborhood
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Souzrce

Question 35 of
Bureaw Scocial Survey

Question 141

Question 74-83 combined

- Caapter '7

Caapter "i’

Public Hezlth Service
Recorés of 1969-71 counts

Public Hezlth Service
Recorcés of 1969-71 counts

. Public Hezlth Service

Recorés of 1969-71 counts

Public Hezlth Service
Records of 1969-71 counts

Question 161-173 cozbined
Question 206-213 combined
Question 224

Arrest records
Arrest records
Lrrest records

Lrrest records

~ Lrrest records

Lrrest records



Varizble

Presence of household problems (percenfzage
reporting some problem in each neighborhood)

Mean number of rooms in houses of each neighborhood

Mean number of dollars on rent or mortgage payment
per month :

Mean dollars spent on loan repayments per month

Problem with flies (percentage experiencing this in
in each neighborhood) : '

.-
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Source

Questioz 72

- Question 52

Question 529

Question 534

Question 76



ABEendix II

Neighborhood Attitude Characteristics

Variable

Degree to which relatives help out (percentage
experiencing help in a neighborhood)

Degree to which opinions are ignored (percentage

. stating this opinion in each neighborhood)

Preference to live in Douglas (per;;eutage stating
this opinion in each neighborhood)

City is not coing endugh for neighborhood (percentage
stating this opinion in each neighborziood)

Playgrounds inadequate (percentage stating facilities
inadequate in their neighborhood)

Dissatisfaction with schools (percentage stating
facilities inadequate in their neighborhood)

Street maintzinence inadequate (percentage stating
facilities inadequate in their neighborhood)

Flood control inadequate (percentage stating
facilities inadequate in their neighborhood)

Housing inspection inadequate (percentage stating
services inadequate in their neighborhood)

Desires to move elsewhere in Douglas (percentage of
total neighborhood) . :

. Desires to leave Douglas (percentage of total

neighborhood)

Police protection inadequate (percentzge stating
services inadequate in their neighborhood)

Street lighting inadequate (percentage stating
facilities inadequate in their neighborhood)

Inadequate trash collection (percentzge stating
these service inadequate in their neighborhood)

Inadequate dog control (percentage stating these
services inadaquate in neighborhood)
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Source

Question 389

Question 391

Question 394
Question 407
Question 540

Question 541

" Question 542

Question 543
Question 544
Question 142
Question lM,

Question 546

" Question 547

Question 549

Question 550



Varizble

Inadeguate services for elderly (percentage stating

these services inadequate in their neighborhood)

Inadequate recreation for adults (percentage stating

these facilities inadequate in neighborhood)

Inadequate recreation for teenagers (percentage
stating facilities inadequate in neighborhood)

Inadequate recreation for children- (percentage
stating facilities inadequate in neighborhood)

Inadequate grocery stores (percentage stating
facilities inadequate in neighborhood)

Inadequate zoning laws (percentage stating these
services inadequate in neighborhood)

Inadequate public health service (percentage
stating these services inadequate in community)

Inadequate welfare services (percentage stating
these services inadequate in community)

Inadequate day care (percentage stating these
services inadequate in community)

Inadequate shopping centers (percentage stating
these facilities inadequate in community)

Inadequate employment services (percentage feeling

 these services inadequate in community)

Inadequate legal services (percentage feeling these

services inadequate in community)

Inadequage public housing (percentage feeling these

facilities inadequate in community)

Inadequate food stamps (percentage feeling these
services inadequate in the community)

Vandzlism problem (percentage of neighborhood feeling

it is a problem)

Burglary (percentage of neighborhcod feeling it is

a preblem)
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Source

Question
Question
Qﬁestion
Question
Question
Quesfion
Question
Question
Questiou
Question
Question
Question
Question
Question

Question

Question.

552

553

554

555

556

557

559

560

561

562

563

564

565

566

568

569

l

il



i

il

il

L

i

I

Variable

Drug misuse (percentagz of neighborhecd feeling it
is a problem)

Drunkenness (percentagzz of neighborhccod feeling it is
a problem) -

Fighting (percentage of neighborhood Z=seling it is a
problem) :

Traffic accidents (percentzgze of neigtzborhood feeling
it is problem)

Traffic noise (percentzge of neighborzood feeling it
is a problem)

Noisy animals (percentzge of neighborhood feeling it
is a problem)

Noisy neighbors (percentage of neighborhood feeling
this is a problem) '

Odors and smells (percentage of neighborhoed feeliﬁg _

this is a problem)

Air pollution (percentage of a neighberhood feeling
this is a problem)
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Source

Question
Questicn
Question
Question
Question
Question
Ouestion
Quéstion

Questioﬁ

572
573
574
575
576
577
578
580 .
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Appendix III XEEDS ISurvey Forms saMpLE SURVEY FORMS
NEIGHBORHOOD ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION AND DECISION SYSTEM _
BLOCK ANALYSIS (SIDE ONE) aceett svetas we. o4-avess

NEIGHEORHOOD NUMEER

Sl i L SR R T
e S T T e S e L
.BLOCK NUMBER
S SES BT T WUMDREDS ST S S s e
=z TP TS IET 4T TENS S T e £
T == =@= mFT TgT UNITS T e ampm s s
STREET NAME STREET NUMBER |,
(WRITE IN NAME) (FROM DIRECTORY) CODED STREET NUMBER
. == = BT ST HUNDREDS st = P @i —%e:
13 === = 2= Kz g TENS S8 € Y= g &
: i oo mp= =2 3 o UNITS S see sP= s@s: =9

NORTH FRONTAGE

e e EE e e S e - — e e wm— f  — a —mn ] — — — o — - — — — T —— — —— —— — —

Tmde= s xBir sAHUNDAESS S8 = 2= 8= 9=
3. == b @ o¥r oxer TEWS ISz s€= 2= s 9
SOUTH FRONTAGE nalladh il sl S haiin ol ol die ol
szl zzPm mRer Ao MUNOREDS tSe- - =T sfer —9e:
4. === zmi= omPe sler ool TEMS =S —£— P s =%
WEST FRONTAGE == s s =%: s UNITS iz =€ 7= & cde:
SKETCH DIAGRAM OF BLOCK
_ IN SPACE BELOW
CENSUS TRACT NUMBER NORTH )
== =2= =%: =k:HUNCREDS iz =€ P =B &
or = mEs =3 ok TENS E: m6s  oF:r =8: ces
4 == =i A Vs =Fr w8 =T o8 o8
PART =i= === =3z == =% Gz =T =8 S
NUMBER PREMISES ON BLOCK
zpes 2 =% e TENS S zofes P o S
= =t P =% ok UMTS s s s =R oS- -
-
. “ w
ADDITIONAL. COMMENTS 3 <
.
fFrar™e=} " 8 ) SOUTH e sizo
33
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NEIGHBORHOOD ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION AND DECISION SYSTEM
BLOCK ANALYSIS (SIDE TWO)

NEIGHBORSOOD NUMBER
e S I S e
T e e =P 3= Az weTs  sSer s =¥, S S9Rr BLOCK NUMBER
' ko Rz =% Az maces s B =% 8= =S
o B zdiz =2 S i TS e e ¥ e 28
AT T DENSITY sBrr sdes 9@ s3m Am TS =S= o6 =2 8= =B
b =P 3= oA s 5= 6
e == 2 Bz A= WK Dn B ==
) :ﬂ-_: =t =2:z 3= == 5HA90) &= s P B 28
STREET ANALYSIS .
FRONTAGE 1 FRONTAGE 3 FRONTAGE 4
LOCAL QTHER LOCAL LOCAL oTmER wasAL oTHER
TYPE OF STREET — =55 ==szs Frer —— = e
L ARSENT ASLENT AT axdNT WAL SUATT
STRZET PAVEMENT COMNDITION| === sa=== — — — sopee
y ARSENT ARTERT HADE Suac X aa3EnT SADEOUATL
CURBS AND GUTTERS s=2== areee " =3 zioam
ARSENT ANSENT ASESUATE ar3EaT ADECUATE
SIDEWALK CONDITION =xzz3 = e === =t
ARSENT ARSENT MASCDETE aESIAT SADESUATE
{STREET LIGHTING ] o —— === E
" ABSENT ANSENT HADE SaaTT sttt
OFFSTREET LOADING = =T == e =
ADECUATE HADE AT
ONSTREET PARKING sl poaem
F ARSINT ABSENT )
4 CITY WATER LIKES seevs === r——
a* WADLOUATE WAL R A DEGUATE
.| STREET WIOTH = | o=
‘| ENVIRONMENTAL STRESSES ) .
) FRONTAGE 1 FRONTAGE 2 FRONTASE 3 .
= ) o0 con3 [ 18 =] CONY T €T
NOISE - = 3z Tl ommit
L] cons £xt o3 [--1-1 EXT =T
| VIBRATION - ==s a—ses  FIIIT - —
- wou  tows KXY woo Cows  Exv G
GL ARE il sx252 B ==
"l WD CONS (23] o0 cons o1 £xT
 {0DCR oz s@ges  sawan o sm—= Tmec: e
=00 CONg =T ol - (=14 ] EXT =T
SAFETY HAZARDS s=== zmmzz  TxIz == == mIm ——
AIR POLLUTION LEVEL MODERATE == CONSIDERABLE === .
NATURAL DEFICIENCIES
BLOCK SUBJECT TO FREQUENT FLOODING o RO e HCOOEEET BF STAGNANT ANDAR POLLUTED ..
BLOCK WITHIN 2,000 FEET OF STAGNANT. AND/OR POLLUTED __. [ ™~ ™ LODERATE TOPOGRAPHY OH THE Bl > e 5
_BODY oF !&}'Eﬁ ___________________ == MODERATE TOPOGRAPHY ON THE BLOCK. s=a
SEVERE TOPOGRAPHY ON THE BLOCK ===

SHGPP-RG FACILITIES LOCATED WITHIN § MILE OF BLOCK (Ne Penalty), ==

SHOPPING FﬁC!LlTlES LOCATED MORE THAN I MILE, BUT ___. SHOPPING FACILITIES LOCATED MORE THAN jwaE, BUT ..;_
- LESS THAN 3 L MILE OF BLOCK. LESS THAN 1 MILE OF BLOCK. -

SHOPPING raclunzs LOCATED AT 1 MILE OR BEYOND. ==
?‘f’—-—«— | AVAILABILITY OF PUSLIC TRANSPORTATION
LOCATED WITHIN 3MILE (No Peastty),

: " "~ " FREOUENCY OF SERVICE GREATER THAN 2 BUSSES PER  .._
_LOCATED OVER §MILE OR NOT AVAILASLE. == | HOUR(No Psnalty) ==
FREQUENCY OF SERVICE IS 2 BUSSES PER HOUR. . == FREQUENCY OF SERVICE IS 1 5US PER HOUR OR LESS, ——

l == | AVALILABILITY TO PARKS AND PLAYGROUNDS _
PARK OR PLAYGROUND LOCATED WITHIN + MILE OF BLOCK (No Penaity) ===

TEes Thak- ?ﬁf?‘ﬁ‘;ﬂﬁ%‘:‘"‘“ MORE THAN § MILE, 8UT . PARK OR PLAYGROUND LOCATED AT § MLE OR BEYOND.

i

3, .== | AIRCRAFT STRESSES _ - :
DESCRIBE CONDITION s, -
SELECT PENALTY POINTS FROM TABLE B =%z
. B i B R
L LR - g )
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NEIGHBORHOOD ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION AND DECISION SYSTEM
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EXTERIOR PREMISE ANALYSIS (SIDE ONE) hslirigidcnine A
EIGHBORHOOD NUMBER - BLOCK NUMBER
EFTE TR ONFT 4T OTENS ST tper = == =g
s e . o T i e %= % P2 2Qer =Bir oI NOREDS SS= :@= %= =@z 9=
0=z s R 3 s TENS Sm €z =P sgee -4
PREMISE NUMBER SOe3 spIom2m oot ooz TS sS= = P S -g-
SRS SRS OSSO TENS ST s =P s g STUDY CODE NUMSER
IO IET IS P ofgt UNITS S st =P e =% zpez =2 .:':3.-: 232 MAOREDS TH= = 2= = -—g=
=Xes it e =z sAs: TENS = Bz =P @ e
CENSUS TRACT . T s sZm B oof UNITS s@e= s s sfes  fon
=952 ez BT SMTTHUNDREDS 1SS 6 —m  —g—  soes -
Sz osxfsr = mmer side: TENS 8T :¢.: = — = -
s --?—;_ = _%_ﬂi=_““_':3 el e WORKER NUMBER
--—PART :t:: -'.2: s i ":-.;-: —:':: —‘é H:; -—.-3:.:— T b =¥ ossmr =des TENS H= = 2= =B 9=
ADDRESS B - T TR s B T Y S C e
=pz s oo onen TN e s 3o s oy )
IOz mzizz L =s@s sl EcTHOUSANDSzSSc:  sffi: =P H= % DATE
=0 Sz =T % & KUNDREDS s5== =z =¥ e - oges
o o= =P m¥s ozl TENS St s P s sge: BUILDING IDENTIFICATION
SO o=mfsr =2r BT Iz UNITS =S e e = = ::#: rﬂ!_-: ..2: = ::‘x: :& r_iaz :;:: .—.g:: :—3::
FRONTAGE shs i =S oW NUMBER OF STORIES HALF
' sim =B S%r né: oSi TDN tS= Po g 9| 0N
WRITE IN STREET ACDRESS =0 s mRr mRs 4w sSc UNTS € = 8- 9= %z
:. == | TYPE SURFACE MATERIAL; MASONRY == WOOD z==== TUCCO === OTHER ===
=== | FOR SALE SIGN OBSERVED (MARK ONLY If YES} ===
=== | PRESENT LAND USE: RESIDERTIAL === COMMERCIAL z==:  INDUSTRIAL ===== PUBLIC === Eir?—?!ﬂigm'iu?; ===z
IF MULTIPLE USE, WHAT PERCENTAGE OF shon s s ooz TENS s s =P =B =9
TOTAL FLOOR AREA IS5 RESIDENTIAL? X sz s s B oof UNITE S —f P s zge
NUMBER OCCUPIED DWELLING UNITS -
= o= o ndr TENS ST D o= - g VACANT DWELLING UNITS
=45 2 B o UNITS ofer =ger =P 8- g mmhzz =er = e sl e e =P B =9
NUMBER OF ON-PREMISE PARKING SPACES sz mbsr B o3 o == =z == B =S
- Y Iz mm mEr g TENS =5 =6 =% =8 =5
0= =iz oz ozEr oér UNITS i =8 == =8= -—G- MAIN STRUCTURE
= == | ROOF: LOOSE OR WISSING MATERIALS s ' SAGGING ===x=
g. ‘== | PAINT. NEGLECTED ==
a.g - - - b
f; == | CHIMNEYS AND CORNICES: CRACKS, ROTTED OR MISSING MATERIAL === LEANING =:=
g
. "5 “s== ] OUTSIDE WALLS: LOOSE OR MISSING MATERIAL =222 ROTTED OR OPEN CRACKS === LEANING =====
e K _
3 === | DOORS AND WINDOWS; BREAKS, CRACKS N PANSS —:: LOOSE OR ROTTING OF FRAMES === SCREENS {MISSING, OR TORN) =====
% . QUTSIDE PORCHES & STAIRS: ROTTET, MISSING OR BROKEN MATERIALS, OPEN CRACKS zzz== SAGGING ===z
o -
Eg . m FOUNDATION: LOOSE OR MISSING MATERIAL ===z OPEN CRACKS (FARGER THAN) SAGGING OR LEANING z=x:z
’5 : m OTHER: CONDEMNED =— PIT PRIVY == LATKS ELECTRICITY ===
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NEIGHBORHOOD ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION AND DEC!S!ON SYSTEM
EXTERIOR PREMISE ANALYSIS {SIDE TWO)

NEIGHBORHOOD NUMBER

== @iz TRt oty TEMS IR IEt R g g BLOCK NUMBER
= e == uNITS =% IgST I gl - = = @ 3= I WUNDREDS =B =B I £ B - 2
Qe s I@ET T TR TENS =Bz =Bz 3P =gz 2T
PREMISE NUMBER sger s T2 T SR OUNITS 1B 3B IS gz g
= Tmm T S TENS ST TS i otge TR
=Qr: ¢ It TR IRTOUNITS E T T
: PREMISE CONDITIONS
- === | UNACCEPTABLE FENCE OR RETAINING WALL (NEEDS REPAIRS OR IS UNSIGHTLY): ==
lx) ! T MORE
S == | ABANDONED MOTOR VEHICLES ONE =552 P oR _ 333 THAN ===
= {MARK ONE,ONLY) ! . THREE THREE
=
S == RusBISH ACCUMULATIONS: ACCUMULATION DETRACTS FROM THE PREMISE 2 ===
3 - (AKX ONE, ONLY)
- .ACCUMULATION DETRACTS FROM PREMISE AND ADJACENT PROPERTY ==
e
© - ACCUMULATION DETRACTS FROM ENTIRE SLOCK FRONTAGE ==
‘.
S == = T e L —
:: UNCOLLECTJ:EL. EwallSCARDSg ONE L Jhan
e
< == | REFUSE STORAGE: LIDS NOT TIGHT FITTING OR ABSENT === TYPE CONTAINER USED NOT PROPER ==
o OR IS ABSENT
— PUTRESCIBLE REFUSE ON TRE GROUND ===:=
z
Tt 7o == | LANDSCAPING (MARK ONE, ONLY ): NEGLECTED === NEEDS MAINTENANC b

I

LIVESTOCK J—

OTHER: . PO_UI.TR'\' s RODENTS ==
MOSQUITOES == ER"B“ANN&OBED REFRIGERATOR OVERFLOWING SEPTIC TANK ==z FLIES ===
EXCESSIVE ANIMALS 2= SAFETY HAZARD =] OTHER INSECTS OR PESTS === . ]

AUXILIARY STRUCTURE CCNDITION: GOOD spzz os@er T A s5:z  zfen P & D9
[MARK NUMBER OF EACH TYPE) FAIR mpzz TR =S A [ECREr S S A
POOR sopes s2:n =B A s&-= s I @I I@TT
T B = THOUSANDS 5« =Bz === =8 Cktl-
.+ s s#e 3= cAwonomeds sS: € 1 n@r =9
’ LOT WIDTH
. fr= == 2= =3 s TENS P S N
o = =2 =3 = vars o5 =z P Bz 3
- - - - T 4 THOUSANDS =52 ==z =¥ =8z =32
s =pe= sz =3c= 4T WUNDREDS 5:: Pz B =
LOT LENGTH
DIMENSIONS = e e e e ke
: =¥z bz sRr === ok: UNITS el P~ 1
(IN FEET) “:‘.-.2'::“ e sfer =Rer zdoTTHOUSANDS Bz sHe z xSz S
. WO e STE
MAIN STRUCTURE mrr mi= R T3NS AT NUNOREDS 3 B == 8= 8=
© WIDTH = == =z %= = TENS :5: iz =P B =9:=
: =e=: == .:2:: = oz UNITS =5z cHoz 2= =Bz =9z
e s 2z =3 X THOUSANDS iS5z B T — s =8z
MAIN STRUCTURE - b =@ =X A HUNDREDS 15 Hez ¥m sl ==
LENGTH - T TR S T (L i e ==
e b sP: =% o UNITS B tHa i B 29
s sfsr P =R s THOUSANDS tSoz e =F== =8 il
AUXILIARY =€ —o  od: HUNDREDS = :fer o iz oS
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_ =0: == =P == k: UNITS
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4. The total block population was divided by the total occupied
housing uzits. This velue was recorded on the mark-sense form.

The main task in the Stage I of NEEDS took place in the field, where
data on every block and premise in the community was récorded. The field
worker began with a 'blgck a.ha.lysis form, which he checked to :;ee if the
neighborhood, block, census trast numbers, and stre.et'na.mes have been
" .pecorded in the office. He walked around the block starting é.t .the
northeast corner maXing a small skei:ch of tﬁe block in the diagram space
provided on thé form. He jndicated all premises, premise lines, street
addresses and assigned each premise a number. As the field worker walked
_around the block a second time, he aiso‘ evalz_.za.ted the following-conditions
of pa.ve.me.nt, curbs and gutters, sidewalks, offstreet loading, onstreet
pa.rking, and street mdth. The fieldw’orke;r- also evaluated each block
for ennronmental stress: noise, odors, ﬂbrations, glare a.nd various
: safety haza.rds. S'tz-.-eet pavement was ma.rked as "absent," :.nadequa.te
if' the surface hindered travel under normal conditions or if the driver
must reduce speed bf-'ca.use of surface roughness. Curbs and gutters were

also marked as "absent," or "inadequate" when 1) missing on a portion of

the frontage and 2) were in a state of disrepa:.r such tha.t they were unable

to serve intended. ftmct.lons under nomal concht:.ons._ S:.dewalk condltlon,

. .offstreet parkmg, and the rema.:_ning conditions were evalua‘bed ina
| sim:.lar ma.nner.
Following ‘bhls, “the fleld worker evalua.tea each premise on the block.

For ea.ch premise, the fie].d worker also listed number of stories, and "for

- 'sale signs. Land use of t.he premise was noted as either "residential,”

' ‘f‘commer'ciai,“ "industrial,“ "publ:.c,“ or "vacant." The number of dwell:t.ng







e ==p of recrestional fzrilities in the 2ify. For the purpdse of this
~vey, zreas had to meet the following criteria to be considered a park
or playground:
1l. be szznctioned by the city recreziiorn department,
2. be free, .
3. nay be public or private; indoocr or cutdoor, znd
4. mpay be seasonal or yéax_‘ round
If the recreational facility covere:i more than one tlock in area,
these radii should be extended to includs the distance from the rmidpoint
+the edge of the facility. Environmentzl stress was determined by
plotting the exact locations of runweys, flight paths, zad tke aircraft
operations information for each airport.

--In the".s.idewalk survey, data was- reccrded for each premise and block
in the comunity. In order to limit the tm& and worl'k épent in the field,
as m—uch of the information as was known w=s record.ed. on the forms in the
office. The neighborhood, block, and cersus tract numbers and the
‘environmental information previously codei on the maps were _recorded on
-t-,he block analysis form.. (See Appendix ITT a2t the end of this chapter.) .
Population density figures were cé.lcula'tec‘. by the NEEDS I survey team from
U.s. Ceﬁéus da‘t.a.- The instructions for arriving at these figures were as
follows:

1. A copy of the U.S. Census of Housing was obtainzd.

2. Fumber and census trzct was selexted to corresgond to the block
for which the o.e:xsa.ty is being éster—ined.

3. 7The ponula.‘hlon £ad occupied housing tnits for txe block was
selected. If block éata was not given, the dersity was calculated
from population znd occupied housing unit infor—aticz for the
entire Census Trzct.
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