The State of Wisconsin’s Downtowns

WISCONSIN

DOWNTOWN
ACTION COUNCIL

sabe||i\ pue saiID Jo ASAINS 1|0 dU} JO S}NSay




This page intentionally left blank



" WISCONSIN
DOWNTOWN
ACTION COUNCIL

BOARD OF DIRECTORS

Jason GilmaRresident Sue Bessert (Rhinelander) Beth Nichols (Milwaukee)

(Onalaska) _ :
Brian Fakuda (La Crosse) Daniel Roarty (Green Bay)

Devin Sutherlandice

President (Racine) Amy Hansen (Fond du Lac) Michael Stumpf (New Berlin)

Tim Anderson (Madison) Anne Katz (Madison) Troy Thel (Madison)

Kathy Kopp (Platteville)

The 2011 Survey of Wisconsin Downtowns was conducted with financial and technical
support from Place Dynamics LLC

Place
Dynamics

www.placedynamics.com

economic devel opment A market research

A



This page intentionally lefilank



Contents

0o [T i o] s FO PR PP 1
SUIVEY DBSIGN...cciiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiit et e e e e e e aaa eeeeeeeea e e s s s s s rraaes aaaaaan 1
Survey PartiCipatiOn.........ccoooeeiiiiiies e eee e ———————— 1
Revitalization FramewarK...........oooooi it coeeiies e 2
Funding RevitaliZatiQn...............ccviviiiiis ceviiiiiiiiiii e e e 5
ConditioNs iN DOWNTOMIN..........covviiiiiiiiiiiis ceveeeeieieeeeeerenernrerannnnnn annnnn e eaaaas 6
ReVItaliZation ACHVILIES. ......ciiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie ceeee et rbirreeerae e e e e e e e anneeeees 7
WDAQC PrOQIamIS.....cccveiiiieiieiiiiiiiiies aeesisiisnsisnssins s aaeaaaaaes aeas 11
LOOKING FOMWAIA.......eiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiit ettt e s bbb e e e e e e s e iineee eeeas 14

CONCIUSIONS . ..o e e e e e, 15



This page intentionally left blank



Introduction urvey Design

The Wisconsin Downtown Action Counible2011 Grveyof Wisconsin Downtowves
(WDAC)was formed in 1982. Comprised ainducted online between January 31 and Febr
local officials, business and property ownergrg@d, 2011.Invitations were sent to an email
community supporters, the organimies  list of403Wisconsin city and village contacts,
cated to fosterimgvitalization in Wisconsin®cluding persons in municipal administration,
downtowns and neighborhood business disprii@tsing, economic developnur@mbeiof
Membership through the years has continueahtmercebusiness improvement disaiud,
include both large and small communities oloathtown revitalization positions.

corners of the state. A reminder email was sent to those who did not

Among its first actions, the Wisconsin- Dokgspond to the initial request. Recipients were
town Action Counuibs instrumental in forminglso given the option to forward the survey to
the coalition that brought the Main Steeet Bthers who might respond.

gram to Wisconsin, arsliccessfully advocatim’;]ha survey consistéd2 corequestions déve

for I?g('fl?t.'otn t\?vgg\oéw%albusmtess '(TFBGV opedby Place Dynamics with input from the
mer;] ISI rlcbls. as c(;)r: 'ng; o su Etconsin Downtown Action Council's board of
such valuable programs and to offerkireg directors and other downtown revitalization

gnd ”aif“”g opportunitigs fpr 6.‘" people Wiﬂbl%'&titionersThese included a variety of-mult
interest in downtown revitalization. ole selection, ranked, rated| apeended

At the beginning of 2011 the Wisconsim Dayuestions.

town Action Council conddch statewide Results were tabulated by the online survey

survey to establis.h b_enchmark data and det %‘&?Sm, which allows responses to be filtered by
the needs for revitalomain our downtown an

. e w respondents answered specific questions.
neighborhood busmeélistricts. As our state and P P g

nation emerge from a deep recession, there is a

perception that the local and independent ﬁfll . . .
businesses that line our Main Streets are siaMid/€y Participation

feel the recovery. Furthermore, butpe .
straints at the state and local levels threaé&ottgl ol21people, representiiEg:qmmun .
responded to the survey. This resulted in a

. : ie
impacthefew resources available to encou aglcipation rate warly 3percentMultiple

revitalizatiorit is therefore an appropriate tinh : )
[esponses were received from some Eommun

ltoc; Og;sall(mgont]én lf;slgee:s a&ﬁ:eg?e;rnéemt; I;Zattles. In part, this can be attributed to responses
needs air;to solicinewideaghat willencot frp m different d_owntown and nglghborhood
a@rec’overymMain Street dlstrlg:tslocated thh larger communities such

' as Milwauke®ladisorgr Green Bay.
The results of this survey will help to s

hape . .
educational programmingotmetinitiatives of Witonsin has a total 593 incorporated-comm

the Wisconsin Downtown Action Council. \A4ES consisting of 190 cities and 403 villages.

hope the results will also be used within |Or(]3%| /3 communities responding to the survey

conmunities, and within state government, tqar rteesémsrlnzaj’ fggﬁﬂ;ﬁ;ﬁb%g“gfﬁt&n
an agenda of support for revitalization. g ’ ’

suburban, and rural plaege well represented
A goalof WDACis to continue to conduct they the responsdsie responsase also ge
downtown survey future years as a meansgpéphically distributed across the state.
tracking progress and emerging concerns.
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2 2 2 be smalleand rural communities, along with
ReVItallzatlon Framework comeMilwaukee suburbs that have no defined
Questions were grouped around six themesdawatown business district.

first ofthese explores community support for

revitalization, planning, and program success., .
Has your community prepared a

plan for your downtown or neig-
Are revitalization activities a part of borhood business district?

your community's overall approach  Most communities have prepared fitansafor
to economic development? their downtown and/or neighborhood business

Overwhelmingly, communities responding tdlta#icts, and 62 percent of these have been
survey included downtand/or neighborhoodadopted within the past five years.

business district revitalization activities as pa/héh a plan reacsiaso ten yearsld itmay
their overall economic development strategype in need of updating, as market condition often
Of 116 responses to this question, only Cii@ge and recommenuiatcontained in the

percent did not include revitalization in ti#n are implemented. One in five communities
economic development efforts. Tmeded to (21 percent) have a downtown plan in this age



\ that have been engaged in revitalization for longer
periods of time were more likely to believe their
efforts have beautful, while communities that
had only started their revitalization programs in
the last few years were less likely to see them
having a significant payoff.

Plan adopted within the past...

If you feel your community has not
been successful in implementing
its revitalization plan, whyhas it
not succeeded?

When asked what factors have contributed to
their lack of revitalization success, respondents
consistelytmentioned a small number of factors
These includedaal of support frdroth local
elected officials dnaim property owmg It is
_/ notable that only one person stated that dow
town businesses were not supportive, suggesting
range. Nine percent of plans are over ten ¥earg is perhaps more common for the business
old, and another eight percent of communitieggnunity to push for revitalization, while
not have a downtown plan. property owners and city/village officials may

These numbers saggeat there is a need fdlot recognizke need.

revitalization planning within a large numberhef observation is related to several comments
Wisconsin communitiescal staff and financighat there is no community consensus concerning
resources may not be adequate to meet thisgaR@stown revitalization overall, or for specific

At the state level, assistance is availablepfi@riies within the revitalization program.
limited number of districts uiglo Wisconsin

Main Street, and the Department of Comm-gp@e need for additional financial resources was

does allowCommunity Development Blog&eq_uethy cited, as was _the current economi_c
Grant CDBG grants to fund some distri@nvironment. The recession has impacted revita
revitalization planning. Ization by both making conditions difficult for

Main Street businesses and by reducing public
and private funds available to supportaevitaliz
tion.

How successful has your commumn
ty been in implementing its revitat A small number @spodens attributed their
zation plans? struggles to limited market opportunities within

Onaverage, people rate their local revitalizaggl community and its market area. Other

efforts as "moderately successful”, with a chquoq?ste_s dinqluded s_taffing,t poorthleaderjr}ip,
3.2 on a scale from one (not successful) tb"}r\?&[.'s Ic es%_n ;eqtlrjllredmen ts or the need for
(very successful). There were more poéﬁ’ﬁ/%n Ives speciiic fo the downtown.

responses than negative ones. Only three pArdem stated that they had not yet achieved
of people satleir efforts were not successfaljccess as they had just started their programs.
while twelve percent felt that they had been very

successfuNot surprisingly, those communities



Which of the following organia- As a comparison, the Wisconsin Downtown
tions has the primary responsibi”ty Action Council, formed1982, is celebrating its

for leading revitalization efforts in 29" year of supporting revitalization activities in
your community? the state. Many of those same revitalization

, ] . programs that helped to faWAC are still
City and Village governments plagati@d carrying on in their communities.
role in revitalization within most communities

(63 percentesponding to the survey. This was
followed by Main Street organizationsr{17 pe
cent) and business i
provement districts Collaboration None

(eight percent) and 3% Chamber 29, Lead Revitalization
other organizations Organization
dedicated solely td Downtown
managin the district Org.
(five percent). 2

\

The chamber of neco

merce provided leade
ship in only two percen
of communities. Raspo
sibility was split amon
two or more orgaaiz

tions in three percent ¢@
communities, and n(
organization  provide
leadership in the ramai
ing two percent. U Y,

Main Street
17%

City/Village
63%

How long has your community Does your revitalization organia-
been engaged in revitalization tion have paid staff whose primary
activities? responsibility is to carry out revitat

Downtown revitalization is not atimee fix. zation programs

Districts must continue to provide manageni@mntown programs tend to havinfalistaff
leadership, and organization to maintain dneione at althird of the respondents said that
vitality. It seems tmaany Wisconsin communtheir revitalization efforts had no staff, suggesting
ties recognize this, and many of the state's rthatathey may lacigamizational support, rely on
ization programs have been in place for oveol@Gteers, or assign tasks to vpeiEos.

years. This approach is a challenge to maintaining

Fifteen percent of programs have been in %rlg%am momentum and consistency.

for five years or less. Almost equal numbe®aehalf of the programs (54 percent) have full
six to ten years old (16 p¢ycand eleven totime staff whose primary responsibility is to
15 years old (percent Another elevenrpe manag revitalization activities. This includes 13
cent were in the 16 to 20 year age range. Nezdent of programshboth fultime and part

as many programs were over 20 years oltn{é3taffTen percent of programs rely solely on
percent) as were under 15 years old. parttime staffing.



ganization's approximate annual

operational budget in 20107 n}

clude costs for programs, staff,
and typical operations. Do not include
costs for onetime capital expenses such
as streetscaping.

( \ . . .
Revitalization Staff 8 What was your revitalization o

Fulttime
41% Operational budgets varies widely, withia major
ty either under $25,000 or over $200,000. These

latter respondents, not surprisingly, included
most of the state's larger communities, some of
which may contain multiple business districts.
Small communitied the list of those with
budgettess than $25,000.

Rank the following sources of
funds in terms of their importance

Funding Revitalization to your revitalization organization's

The next set of questions relates to funding. In @nnual operating budget.

the previousection, survey participants h@dntributions frodocal governmerdase the
indicated that scarce funding was an impedinagnimportant sourédumding for downtown

to successful revitalization. This section explvigalization programs, with -thirols of
program budgets and the importance of vagepsnses ranking them as "very impdhent".
funding sources used by Wisconsin commuwvtiese also received the fewest rankings as "not
in their downtowns and neiditoal businessimportant".

districts. Tax increment distridiad the nekighest
number of "very important” ragk{b3 pe
Importance of Funding Sources (1 = Low, 5 = High)
35
3
2.5
2
15
1
0.5
0
Local Private Earnlngs State / Other
governmentcontributions federal



cent) followed by business improvement theorganizatitsbudget. Most of the programs
tricts (49 percent), contributions from privatg@eriencing a decrease in funding ame conce
individuals or businesses (44 percent), prottagets among those with the smallest budgets,
from the organization's activities (35 percespecially those under $250W80e the n-

and state or federal funds (30 percent). creases are almost entirely within the largest

In overall ramigs, private contributions and tgydget categories.
incremental financing tfed secondn im-
portance, followed by proceeds from afrganiz

tion activities and state and federal funds, @@MAItions in Downtown

also tied. . » o
Two questions seek to assess conditions within

Business improvement districts (BIDs) tendggvifitown and neighborhood business districts.
be ranked of high intpioce to those comimun

ties that have them, suggesting that they can be an

important source of funds for downtawn pr Generally speaking, how would
gramming. The overall lower ranking of BIDs i you rate current business co-
the result of low scores contributed by demmun ditions within your downtown

ties without BIDs. or neighborhood business
Several comments provideter this questiondistrict, compared to the sametime last
attest to the importance of BIDs as a sourgedep

?hpeer?rﬂogﬂalucnedlr;?. ései%ialeglirrre%erfrcgrsnc eer%lll, survey respondents were cautiously
P optt istic about conditions in their districts.

organization's events. One community alloc 2f asked how current conditions compared to
portion of hotel tax revenue to the downt 0, the response fell between "about the same"
distict. Many of these comments also eXprea%?Ed'improving slightly”. Only 15 percent of

ngfsm that funding may decrease in Corré]gﬂ)%nseindicated "worsening slightly”, and
y ' none checked "worsening significantly”. Six

percent noted significant improvement.

Compared to 2010, how did The most positive responses were clustered in the
your revitalization program's  western portion of the state, while the most
operational budget change negative responses tended to comlarffem

in 20117 cities or suburbs in the MilwaukeeDanaa.

wn programs in this area were also more likely

. t
Although most program budgets remained %%Hicate that their budgets had declined in
the same between 281 2011, a largemAu 5511

ber are experiencing declines rather than increa N _ _

es. Interestingly, there appears to be a geodfdgHestingly, communities with Main Street
pattern to the responses. Nearly all obthe ffPgrams tended to have a more favarable ou
grams expecting to see their budgets increds8kafgamthers. Communities where a business
|Ocated in the northern part OBtﬁﬂe Those improvement dIStI‘ICt pI‘OVIded |eadeI‘ShIp fOI‘
experiencingecnne tend to be |Ocated in th@VItallzatlon tended to VieW COI’lditiOﬂS |eSS
southeastern part of Wiscohaige and smallfavorably than others.

communities are included in both groupings.

Another interesting pattern is revealed when
responses to this question are sdhedizg of






