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hie Ralciph Appearancs Commission wich the snppare of the

Ralcigrh City Conneil sponsored irs second community appeatance

survey in 1005, The first survey, conducted in 1982, resulred in g
renewed City Streer Tree and Entrancesay Planting Program, new
Lanlseape stamlanls for private properny, hillboard/sien resulations and
a litter prevention program.

The 1995 survey was dis-
rribured to cinzens withim
the city limits of Raleigh as
an ingert in the News and
Ohserver in the Tall of
1995, O the 50,000
questionnaires distrib
uted, 2,173 were
returned. The response
rate for the question
: aaire was 4 3% similar
= to the $.5% response 1o
the T2 survew

1he guestionnaire result
reflect a sellselected vather than a scientilically-
selected sample, The 1995 survey provides the Commission and the
Cigy Council with mformation about how existing programs and regu-
lations are working as well as new initiatives that are needed.

The swrveys were analvecd and evaluated by the entire Appearance
Commission, with cach comissioner tabulating approximarely 150
surveys. Lhis process gave the conunission a personal sense of the ari-
zens coneerns and an overall leel Bor wliat the survey communicated.

The survews were then piven to Joann MeDaniel with the NCSU Depr,
o Soctal Suenees who performed an independent evalnanon with parr-
ner Jim Melamiel ac mo cost o the commission or the eing. Their
results corroborated the commission’s evaluarcion,

The resules of the NOSU analysis are hased upan the 1LE88 question-
naires which were actually processed and analvzed using the Statistical
Package for rhe Social Sciences, The other 283 questionnaires were
not availabile to the consulrants at the time of dam processing.

The Caminission feels that the volunteer effort evaluating the survey

resules is to be commended and that special thanls should be extended
ke the Cite to the MeDanels for their help.

Figure A. Years Lived in Ralsigh

14 thraugh 20 years (11.4%)
|1 through 15 years (11.6%)
21 throogh 25 yeurs {9.2%)

Fiure B, Is Raleigh an Attractive City?
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© 0 esults show that survey respondents find Raleigh ateractive, but many wiew it as heeaming less attrac-
L0 tive, Major thoroughfares, specifically Capital Boulevard, are cited as in need of improvement,

L
) “Trash and litter” is seen as a problem both generally and on specific soreers.

Many survey respondents fdentificd their Frvorite places in Raleigh, with city owned lalees and parks cited
most often. Respondents also identfied places thar devracr; Capital Boulevard is overwhelmingly cited by

survey respondents as a place that detracts, Downtown Raleigh was cived in hoth favarire and least liked
CATEENTIES.

"The appearance programs that received the most support from survey respondents are protecting existing
trees during construction and protucting Ralclgh‘a natural resources. Those receiving the leqst support are
improving r]‘n: appearance of ceerhead orlity wires and paving strecls currently unpaved.

Survey respondents indicated that they are willing to improve the appearance of where they livee by main-
taining their lawns, oking up trash, and l.amllﬁ_dpmu Thew indicated that they sweould participate m a
nghhn}rhoud Cleanup I_'Mg and neighborhaod tree pl:m'rmg efforrs.

Apain, results represent a sell-selected group of respondents, and offer msight into the views af those who
responded o the surve
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Question One: IMow long have you lived in Raleigh?
Some 33% ol the survisy respondents have livedin Raleiph 26 years or more,. Neweomers, those wha
have hived herve § years ov less, comprised the nexr hichese response category ar 18%.

Analysis of the data indicates that there is livde diflerence ol opinion concerning the appearance of Ralcigh
in terms of howe lomere survey respondents have ived in Raleigh. (See Fipure 4

Question Two: Do vou consider Raleigh an attractive city?

o

Almost 65% of those who responded o Cmiestion Two indicated thar they consider

Raleigh ro be an attractive city; 2.7% said they did not; 32.8% said that it needs = %
improvement, (See Figure 11.) s L
Chuestion Three: o you feel Raleigh is hecaming...? BiEEEs \ﬂ‘ﬁ g@'
Question Three asked respondents about the divection they leel Raleigh is headed BE=gE w}?‘@
in terms of appearance. They were asked i Raleigh “is hecoming maore arcractive, HHLHF:E_:.- : ‘9&

less arracrive, aboue the same or don't lmow?” Results indicare that 348.7% feel
Raleigh is becoming less attractive, 32.6% more attractive, 23.2% about the
samme, and 2.0% didn't know, (See Figare )
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Question Four: Where does appearance need Fis. F Communily Appearance

improvement? B0% Tor Ten Procraws
singr a marrix approach Oueston Four allwed respon- 0% '4“3 ;
dents to first mark “General Categories” in need of ,.:.I;

[

improvement (Figure D.) and second, *Specilic Strects” LR
(Fipure Fo) These areas were identified with reference ro: 504
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= trash and litter 5 % = :
& pommercial sigms 20% 58 1%'-? _‘:'5"_
; el
= overall appearance. 10% |- -
The chare shews a typical parrern for General Caregories gl Er‘l i
with “trash and liteer” ciced as the biggest problem and 2 &
major thoroughlares cited as what necded improvement = % aﬁ:ﬁ
the most. % o3
= 2y
(uestion Five: Do you have a favorite place in the % %
City? %
Semme 1,255 survey respondents (66.5%) indicated m response to ,'ﬁ E
this open-ended question that they have a favorite place in Raleigh, %
OfF those whe indicaned that chew have a favorice place, Shelley Laks % =
was identified by 145 respondents; 24 other places were identified by 10 =
or more respondents. The ¥lop 'len” are identilied below,
1y Shelly Lake & Dhmmtown
23 Pullen Parcle 7} Lake Lynn
1) Lake [nhnson H) Raleigh Hose (rarden
43 Parks 9 Cameron Village
31 City Market 107 Five Paoints Area

Ioste: o anplote listng of the favorite places can b obtained fromm the data on file
Question 5ix: Do vou know a place thar detracts?

survey respomdents woerd asked iF chey “knosa a place thae detracts from the pood appearance of cur Gig?”
Theose who answered this question roraled |, 324700125, By far, Capital Boulevard was singled out as a
place that detracts; 343 people or 25.43% of those who identified a place that detracts wrote Capical
Bemtlesard as their response to the open-ended question, (The Comimission interprets this as primarily
applving to the section north of the beltling not ver renovated.) Tiwenty-four other places were identified
b 10 or more respondents. "Uhe 'lop len places that detract are listed below.

1y Capital Boulevard &) Western Boulewvard
23 Powntown Raleizh 7y Crabtree Valley

31 South Saunders Sereer ) CGlenvwodd Avere
41 Hillsborough Street SIS, 1 North

) Swip Shopping Centers 1 Moore Square

Motes A eomplere listing of the detracting: places can e obtained from the data on bl
Question Seven: Which community appearance programs do you support?

survey respondenes wers askoed abour their suppore for Community Appearance Programs with @ matriz
question, Twenty programs were identified on the questdonnaire,
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Fi. &. Community Appearance Survey respondents cited *Protecting Existing lrees
ans Srconn T ProcrAKG During Comarruetion™ and “Proteetion of Raleigh’s
Matural Resources™ as the top two programs.
e “Landscape Bulfering betwesn Residential and
(0% Momresidential Arcas™ was thivd, and ciny streer tree
| planting was fourth, The following charr presents the
S0% 1 ¥lop 'len Programs.™(see Figure F)
vl The “Second Ten Programs™ are presented in the next
chart, Many of those programs sull receive support
EllE g _ lromn a nujority of the survey respondents, “Paving
: Srreers Currently Unpaved™ receiver the least support
Whi at 3%.5%, (See Figure G)
0% & | : Question Fight: What can you de to improve the
= appearance of where you liver
a Eespondents were asked about how they can

CE2oBm R impreve the appearanee of where they livee Many
%, % 5 % 5%& indicated they already were doing the identified
= g
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i {%‘ = 413%.,_ %;, % ) Picking upr rash and landscaping were
s : ‘%o% % ‘-’_-q__%:_ "‘% dbed nexe in order
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e e . o5 ¢ e
“%} ‘5@ "}*ﬁ '%& Question Nine: Would vou partici-
i “-";i = “3;& pate in a neighborhood cleanup
B = 2
% day?
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Soame Lo67 respondents answered
Cuestion Nine, OF those who indi-
cated whether they would participace in g Neighborhood Cleanup Day, 84.0% said *Yes" (See Figure HL.)

Quesrion Ten: Would yon participate in a neighharhoad rree planting effort?

Survey respondents to Question 'len wotaled 1,605, OF these, 73.8% said they would participate in 2
nuighlborheod tree planting eftor, (See Figore T3
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Ithongh nor representacive of all of the citizens of Raleigh, the Communing Appearance Survey 903
| provides informarion about many of the important issues coneerning Raleigh's appearance as it
'maves inte the next century, I identified survey respondents’ eoncern thar, in their eyes, Raleigh is
hecaming less artractive, [t highlights areas of concern such as major thoroughfares and Capiral
Brulevard, Tt reveals that “trash and litcer™ 15 seen as o problem acrass the board,
The Comununity Appearance Survey highlights which Community Appeartance progreams are supported
thes miost and which are supparted the least. Tralso reveals thar survey respondents are willing o improve
the appearance of where they live and are supportive of a Neighborhood Cleanup Day and tree planting

eflorts,



; Fisire H, Potential Participotion in
UM WARY Neighborhood Cleanup Day

he ‘Tree Proteetion Ordinance recently passed by Couneil direedy

addresses the greatest citizen coneern identificd by our survey.

The Commission commends the strong leadership the Couneil
demonstrated on this fssue and feels that ongoing evaluation, enhance-
ent, and endorcement of tree proteetion in the cige wonld be in keep-
ing with the public coneerns,

The survey indicates that the citizens are satsfied with our current sign
regulations, The Conunission reconunends that the City, while work-
ing to make these repulanions easier to nse; rerain the current require-
ments regarding rotal size, location, height, and quality of signs.

Arasly and litter was a major coneern expressed m the 1982 survey and

is srill ween ag a primary appearance problem. This may require some

allocation of city resources, but working with volunteer groups and FiGlRE |, Patential Portitipotion in
neighborhoods w clean up trash and litter scems w be a popular wdea Neighborhood Tree Planting

with Raleigh residents. The Appearance Commission will explore wavs.
ta salve this problem and recommend solutions to Council possibly
including a City-wide clean-up day, coluncing and extending the Cites
resturees with voluntear effores, and reentering the parrnership with
Wake Countgs volunteer Keep America Beantful program.

Since the everwhelmingly favorite places lsted were the Cige-ovwnd
lakes and warerways, and protection of narural resources was second
only to tree protection in receving the public’s sapport, we should look
at ways Lo maintain our tatural areas. These would melwde utilizng a
larger percentage of the parks hond maonies for acquiring and protect-
ing those outstanding natural features in the city still undeveloped
[efore the cost beeomes prohibidve, The Appearance Comimission

will vexview Ciry plans, regulations, and policies thar conld negarively
impact our existing natural features and recommend to the council
alternative low cost solutions that would protect these

resourees (including the use of rechnical solurions to
mitigate run-off and water contamination such as
bulter arcas, appropriate vesetation and eapillary
PAVETENT. )

In conclusion, the Appearance Commission will be
working harder than ever to help the Counedl make
informed decisions for efficiently and effectively
improving the appearance of our City, The
Council should feel free to ualize our skilly and
expertise as needed o continue improving
Raleigh as a ltufﬁt:e to hive and worle

Respectfully snbmirmed, June 1996,




