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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
From February to June, 2007 the Town of Cary, with assistance from a graduate student at North 
Carolina State University, conducted a study of various neighborhood characteristics within two 
of its downtown neighborhoods. The purpose of the study was to illuminate residents’ attitudes 
toward their neighborhood, ways in which neighbors interact with one another, involvement in 
community life, and potential concerns as well as assets within the neighborhoods. The Town 
hoped to gain insight into the organization of the neighborhoods, concerns of the citizens, and 
ways in which to reach residents. The geographic focus of the study was the downtown Cary 
area. This was comprised of two census block groups located on the east and west side of the 
heart of downtown (intersection of Chatham and Academy St). One neighborhood was census 
block group 535.01-1 and the other was 535.07-1. Both are lower income neighborhoods with 
one being comprised of 69% low to moderate income and the other 29% low to moderate 
income. They both have a high proportion of renters in comparison to the whole Town. Both 
neighborhoods are also somewhat diverse with almost 30% minority group population.   
 
The Town utilized a paper-based survey methodology. The survey contained items measuring 
neighborhood definition, sense of community, neighboring, citizen participation, needs and 
assets, perception of safety and demographics. It was mailed to all 633 households within the 
target area. The survey went out to 306 households within block group 535.01-1 and 327 within 
block group 535.07-1. A total of 154 responses were obtained resulting in a very good response 
rate, 24.3%. Participants were mostly female, Caucasian, and homeowners.   
 
Results of the survey were quite surprising. Sense of community was found to be only about 
average on a 5-point scale. Neighbor interaction was very low. For behaviors that took the most 
amount of effort such as how many neighbors residents considered as friends and how many they 
would borrow things from the most frequent response was 0.  Citizen participation was also quite 
low.  Residents are only participating in neighborhood activities and community problem solving 
“rarely” or at most “sometimes.” Less than 15% participate in each of these activities “often” or 
“everyday.” Results also reveal that almost 72% of the participants are not involved in any 
community groups. This finding along with the fact that only 6% stated that there was a 
homeowner’s association within their neighborhood has serious implications for using civic 
organizations to reach residents.  
 
Although there were some disappointing results, the survey did bring to light some promising 
aspects of the two neighborhoods. The number of needs selected from the list of 18 was low with 
the average being only about 3. Another positive indicator is the fact that the average number of 
assets selected was double the number of needs selected. Results also indicate that the perception 
of safety in the downtown Cary area is high. Very few residents stated that they agreed with 
statements that their neighborhood was dangerous or unsafe. However, results of the overall 
safety indicator found that perception of safety was slightly higher than average.   
  
The two neighborhoods were compared across all of the constructs. Results of comparison reveal 
that positive indicators are all higher for the higher income census block group and negative 
indicators are higher for the lower income census block groups. 
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A multitude of future research projects and neighborhood programs can be proposed for this 
data. A sampling of possible projects is provided. Based on the results, the Town should focus 
their efforts on increasing neighboring behaviors, involving youth in their neighborhoods, 
helping residents overcome individual differences, increasing citizen participation, fostering 
neighborhood pride, providing a forum for residents to address their concerns, evaluating 
existing programs, and conducting future research endeavors.  
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
 
Description of Study 
In the spring of 2007 The Town of Cary conducted a survey of two neighborhoods comprising 
the downtown area. The two neighborhoods were two census block groups located on the 
southwest and southeast sides of downtown Cary and are within the purview of the Town’s 
community development plan. The purpose of the study was to capture various aspects of each 
neighborhood that would inform the Town of the health of the area as well as how to better work 
with the residents within each neighborhood. More specifically, the survey was undertaken in 
order to inform the Town how to improve and market existing programs and develop new ones; 
to understand the baseline of various neighborhood characteristics for a downtown area plan; as a 
vehicle for residents to provide input as to the needs of their neighborhoods; to understand 
formal and informal communication networks within the neighborhoods as well as the 
organization of the neighborhoods. The survey measured neighborhood definition, sense of 
community, neighbor interaction, citizen participation, needs, assets, safety, and demographic 
variables. 
 
Role of the Town of Cary 
It is clear that this study fits into the current focus of the Town of Cary based on mayoral 
statements as well as Town developed plans. For example, in the 2007 State of the Town 
address, Mayor Ernie McAlister stated, “our sense of community is strong” (Town of Cary, 
2007a). The Town Council Quality of Life Work Sessions also repeatedly make mention of 
building a sense of community within the town in order to increase the quality of life of its 
residents (Town of Cary, 2006a). Town plans such as the pedestrian plan (Town of Cary, 2007b) 
and land use plan (Town of Cary, 2003) refer to building a sense of community as a goal or 
objective. So, community characteristics, especially sense of community, are driving forces in 
the town management. For this reason sense of community, along with other neighborhood 
characteristics were included in this study. It provides a preliminary examination of the level of 
certain characteristics of the existing environment within the downtown neighborhoods that can 
be used as baseline data, monitoring of goals and objectives of existing plans and planning future 
endeavors. Other evidence that this study is in the purview of local governance comes from past 
research that has proposed that the role of municipalities is changing. City and Town managers 
as of late have been called on to participate in community building efforts by helping residents 
create a community identity, seeing to the needs and values of the community, encouraging 
residents to participate in the decision-making process, and creating partnerships with other 
community entities (Nalbandian, 1999; Nalbandian & Oliver, 1999). This study is the first step 
in understanding the downtown area in order to prepare for community building efforts.  
 
Importance of Neighborhoods 
Communities are an important part of American life not only for the impact that they have on 
governmental institutions but also for the impact that they have on the lives of the residents. 
Jasek-Rysdahl (2001) states, “Strong communities are constructive, necessary and that they need 
to be strengthened. Communities provide support, order, and a framework that people need to 
help make sense of their lives.” (p. 318-319). In terms of the individual, neighborhoods can link 
people together creating channels for information flow and assistance. Neighborhoods can foster 
weak ties between neighbors, which have been found to be beneficial. Weak ties are people who 
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are considered more of acquaintances than friends. When looking at the possibilities of diffusion 
of information concerning the neighborhood as well as community mobilization within the 
neighborhood, linkages between neighbors become increasingly important. When people are 
linked by weak ties and interact with one another on occasion, information from governance and 
from other residents can cover a wider area (Granovetter, 1973). From an ecological standpoint, 
the neighborhood influences individuals since it is a system in which the individuals are 
embedded. So, in order to understand the well being of individuals, behaviors or social problems, 
one must understand the systems in which individuals are embedded (Bronfenbrenner as cited in 
Dalton, Elias, & Wandersman, 2001; Maton, 2000). Another reason for assessment of 
neighborhood characteristics stems from the fact that every neighborhood within a city is 
different. There are no two exactly alike in terms of physical or social characteristics. In order to 
fully understand a neighborhood’s problems and design successful interventions, one must first 
understand the characteristics of the neighborhood. (Denhardt & Glaser, 1999)  
 
Variables 
As mentioned above the present study examined neighborhood definition, sense of community, 
neighbor interaction, citizen participation, needs, assets, safety, and demographic variables. 
 
Neighborhood Definition 
A neighborhood is defined as “a spatial construction denoting a geographical unit in which 
residents share proximity and the circumstance that come with it” (Chaskin, 1997, p.522-523). 
Defining a neighborhood seems like a straightforward task. However, each individual person 
within a neighborhood may have a different conception of where the boundaries of that 
neighborhood lie. For the purposes of this survey the two neighborhoods were defined as census 
block groups. Even though census boundaries do allow for the comparison of a sample to the 
population they are arbitrary geographic markers. Each resident within a census block group may 
have a different notion of what constitutes his/her neighborhood. Research has found enormous 
variation when it comes to participants defining their neighborhood in terms of physical 
boundaries. On average, residents of Nashville neighborhoods reported that their neighborhood 
encompasses 15 blocks. However responses for physical boundaries ranged from 1 block to over 
200 blocks (Lee & Campbell, 1997). For that reason, the present study included a question to 
determine how residents define their neighborhood. This item can provide the Town with a 
frame of reference as to how to target programs. For example, if the majority of residents feel 
that their neighborhood constitutes just their block, then program efforts should be targeted at the 
block level.  
 
Sense of Community 
Sense of community has been defined in many different ways. For the purposes of this study, it 
included the following aspects based on McMillan and Chavis’ (1986) theory of sense of 
community: “feelings of membership and belongingness, trust and mutual influence, and shared 
emotional ties with others in the neighborhood” (Martinez, Black, & Starr, 2002, p.28). 
 
Sense of community is an extremely important characteristic for communities. It has been linked 
to certain aspects of psychological health such as subjective well-being, happiness, coping, 
worrying (Prezza, Amici, Roberti, & Tedeschi, 2001), loneliness, and life satisfaction (Davidson 
& Cotter, 1991). It has also been found to influence residents’ behaviors to improve their 
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neighborhoods.  How we perceive a setting affects how we behave within that setting. If the 
Town needs to know if people are willing to participate in any kind of revitalization or citizen 
participation within their neighborhoods, they need to know how people perceive their 
neighborhoods (Manzo & Perkins, 2006). In terms of behaviors, sense of community has been 
linked to discussing neighborhood problems with neighbors, (Bolland & McCallum, 2002), 
neighboring and involvement in neighborhood groups (Manzo & Perkins, 2006). The 
measurement of sense of community is also important since sense of community within a 
neighborhood is not a given. Just because people live in close proximity to one another does not 
mean that they feel a sense of community toward the neighborhood or each other (Manzo & 
Perkins, 2006). 
 
Neighboring 
Sense of Community and Neighboring are often considered the same construct. However, 
Farrell, Aubry, & Coulombe (2004) indicate that sense of community is a “psychological 
variable” (p.10) since it refers to beliefs and attitudes about one’s community. Neighboring then 
is considered a “behavioral variable” (p.10) since it refers to the actions among neighbors. Unger 
and Wandersman (1985) define neighboring as “the social interaction, the symbolic interaction, 
and the attachment of individuals with people living around them and the place in which they 
live” (p.141). As with sense of community, neighboring has implications for psychological 
health. It has been found to have an indirect effect on personal well-being.  It has been found to 
increase sense of community, which in turn increases personal well-being (Farell et al, 2004). 
Neighboring also has an effect on community related behaviors. It has been found to influence 
residents discussing neighborhood problems, working with neighbors to solve those problems, 
and contacting elected officials (Bolland & McCallum, 2002). Neighboring also has important 
implications for American families. As family structure continues to change in America there 
may be more of a need for dependence upon neighbors. There has been an increase in single 
parent homes, dual earner households, individuals choosing to live alone, and extended families 
no longer living close to one another (McCamant & Durrett, 1988; Bronfenbrenner, 1984). 
Neighbors could take the place of the traditional nuclear family as well as the role of the 
extended family in terms of support. Neighbors provide support for one another, reduce fear of 
crime, and provide friendships. Neighbor networks are also able to reduce crime through 
collective social control (Unger & Wandersman, 1985). However, it should be noted that even 
though neighbors may be able to provide social support and possibly take the place of extended 
families, time demands may limit the potential for interaction with neighbors.  
 
Citizen Participation 
Citizen participation is basically defined as involvement in decision-making. Murphy and 
Cunningham (2003) define citizen participation as “a process whereby the people of a 
community, regardless of income or position, join meaningfully in making social, political, and 
economic decisions related to the general affairs of the community” (p.111). Resident 
participation in civic organizations is important for the community work of municipalities. It has 
been proposed that government affects individuals through community organizations. More 
specifically, governments work through civic organizations to reach individuals (Sinclair, 2002). 
For that reason, it was important for the Town to understand whether individuals are involved in 
the community through civic organizations and with which groups they are involved.  
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Needs and Assets 
Professionals guard against conducting needs assessments since they can have the effect of 
communities being seen as lacking something or deficient in some way. In some communities 
this causes a feeling of hopelessness. Another approach is to assess competencies of residents 
and neighborhoods instead of deficiencies. Every community has assets, whether they are from 
individuals, associations, or institutions. Therefore, it is the responsibility of community 
development endeavors to highlight those assets when defining a neighborhood (Kretzmann & 
McKnight, 1993). Although asset assessments are beneficial to communities, it is still important 
to understand the needs in order to know what programs/services are needed within a 
neighborhood. It is also possible that what external entities see as needs do not match what 
residents feel are the needs of the neighborhood (Witkin & Altschuld, 1995). Needs are also 
important to assess since past research has found that perceived needs within a neighborhood 
affect place attachment with both the home and the block. When there are more needs in the 
neighborhoods an individual’s attachment with his or her home and block decrease (Brown, 
Perkins, & Brown, 2003). For this study, both needs and assets were captured. Needs were 
assessed in order to target specific improvements to the neighborhoods. Assets could potentially 
be matched to needs. 
 
Perception of Safety 
The final construct examined in this study was perception of safety. The literature on fear of 
crime suggests that there are many costs associated with fear of crime. These include health 
losses due to stress and anxiety, a change in behavior that incurs costs such as increasing the time 
it takes to leave the house, taking taxis instead of walking or taking public transportation, loss in 
value of home, loss of productivity, reducing social activity, and reducing physical activity 
(Dolan & Peasgood, 2006). Past research has found that perception of safety does have an impact 
on one’s health through influencing the likelihood of physical activity. Overall, an increase in 
perception of safety increases the likelihood of occasional exercise by 27% (Shenassa, 
Liebhaber, Ezeamama, 2006). Fear of crime also influences feelings and behaviors not just 
toward the home but also toward the block or neighborhood. Brown, Perkins, and Brown (2003) 
found that fear of crime was significantly negatively associated with place attachment to the 
block or neighborhood. In terms of individual well-being, perception of safety has an affect on 
loneliness. When there is a low perception of safety in the neighborhood and a person has a need 
for a high level of safety, loneliness increases (Gibbs, Puzzanchera, Hanrahan, & Giever, 1998). 
Perception of safety is also important specifically to the Town of Cary. Safety is one of the 
Town’s Quality of Life Guiding Principles (Town of Cary, n.d.a).  
 

CHAPTER 2: METHODOLOGY 
Setting 
The setting for this study was a section of the downtown area of Cary, NC. The survey was sent 
to residents within two census block groups, which were 535.01-1 and 535.07-1. One is on the 
west side of downtown (535.07-1), the other on the east (535.01-1). From here on 535.01-1 will 
be referred to as census block group A and 535.07-1 will be referred to as census block group B. 
Academy Street serves as a boundary between the two block groups and Chatham Street serves 
as an approximate northernmost boundary to both of the block groups. These neighborhoods 
were chosen because of their proximity to one another as well as their similar population sizes. 
They also encompass part of the inner Maynard Loop, which is the focus of Community 
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Development Block Grant funding as well as the Healthy Neighborhoods Initiative. The area 
encompassed in this survey is the historic part of Cary, deemed the heart of Cary (Town of Cary, 
n.d.b). It is the location of the first homes in Cary, the first public high school in Wake County, 
the first subdivisions in Cary, and the first churches in Cary (Byrd, 1994). Appendix B includes 
the maps of each of the neighborhoods surveyed.  
 
The overall area surveyed is fairly diverse. There is about an equal number of men and women 
and about an equal number of renters and owners. The racial makeup of the area is somewhat 
diverse, having about 28% minority group population (U.S. Census Bureau, 2000). See appendix 
A for exact percentages of each variable along with a comparison to the whole Town of Cary.  
 
Block group A has a population of 623 and B has a population of 781 (U.S. Census Bureau, 
2000). Cary GIS found there is only one pharmacy, library and school located within the block 
groups. According to Cary GIS data, the two census block groups are fairly similar when it 
comes to amenities. There is one park within each. Heater Park is located in census block group 
B and Urban Park is located within A. Two banks are located within each. There are no large 
chain grocery stores within either and the C-Tran runs along the boundary of the block groups 
(traveling down Chatham and Academy streets). However, there are a few differences in terms of 
amenities. Google Earth shows there is one church within B and 2 within A. The block groups 
also differ in terms of ratio of residential to commercial properties. For the total area examined 
the ratio of residential to commercial was 5.46. Within census block group A the ratio is 4.06 and 
within B it is 7.46. 
 
Wake County GIS data lists a few subdivisions located in each of the block groups. The 
subdivisions within A are Park Grove, Hunter Park, Hunter Creek, Adams Park, Callan Park, and 
Forest Park. Coronado Village and Rainbow Estates are not contained within the block group but 
sit on the edge of the boundary. The subdivisions within B are Krendle Woods, Montclair, Carr 
Hills, Russell Hills, and Pine Valley.  
 
The 2000 US Census reports that for A the median age is 32 and for B the median age is slightly 
higher, 37. For A the proportion of males to females is higher than for B. In A 52% are male and 
48% are female. In B 47% are male and 53% are female. Also, more people rent in A (59.5%) 
than in B (43.3%). Census block group A is more of a diverse neighborhood than B. For those 
over the age of 18, there are more non-Caucasian groups within the neighborhood (U.S. Census 
Bureau, 2000).  
 
Within block group A 69% of households are low to moderate income households. Low to 
moderate is defined by earning less than 80% of the median income (Town of Cary, 2004). 
Within block group B only 29% are low to moderate income households.  
 
According to Cary Police Department (Town of Cary, n.d.d), within block group A, there were 
45 total crimes between January and May 2007 as well as 17 calls for services. Within block 
group B there were 33 total crimes as well as 16 calls for service. A call for service occurs when 
a report is completed for information purposes only. It is important to note that Cary does not 
track crimes based on census boundaries. So these results may encompass a slightly larger area 
than a block group.  
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Participants 
The survey and cover letter were sent to all 633 households within the downtown area. The cover 
letter asked only residents 18 and older to complete the survey. The majority of participants were 
Female, Caucasian, and Homeowners. Tables 1 and 2 and Figures 1 through 4 show the results 
of each demographic variable for the total respondents and each census block group.  
 
Race 
For the population as a whole, the majority was Caucasian. The same is true for each of the 
census block groups. However, a higher percentage of minority residents responded from block 
group A than did from block group B. Responses to qualify the “other” option were Asian and 
Caucasian, Asian Indian, Caucasian and Native American or Alaskan, and White/Hispanic mix.  
 
Table 1. Race 
Race Total (percent) A (percent) B (percent)
Caucasian 89.4 82.7 94.0
African-American 4.9 8.6 2.4
American Indian 2.1 3.4 1.2
Asian or Pacific .7 1.7 0
Hispanic 0 0 0
Other 2.8 3.4 2.4

 
Gender 
There were a higher percentage of females responding to the survey for the group as a whole and 
for each of the census block groups. The ratio of male to female respondents was approximately 
equal for each census block group and the group as a whole.  
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Figure 1. Gender

Male
Female

 

Page 11 



Income 
Results show that a larger proportion of higher income individuals responded to the survey from 
block group B than in block group A. The median range for the entire group was $50,001-
70,000. The median range for block group A was $30,001-50,000 and for block group B was 
$70,001-100,000. This is indicative of pre-existing data on the income of the residents within 
each block group that states that B is higher income area than A. The US Census Bureau reports 
that in 1999 the median income for A was $28,833 and the median income for B was $50,167. 
 
Table 2. Income 
Income Total (percent) A (percent) B (percent)
$0-20,000  8.0 10.0 6.7
$20,001-30,000  12.0 18.0 8.0
$30,001-50,000  18.4 30.0 10.7
$50,001-70,000  25.6 28.0 24.0
$70,001-100,000  18.4 10.0 24.0
$100,001-120,000  11.2 2.0 17.3
$120,001-140,000  3.2 0.0 5.3
$140,001-160,000  0.8 0.0 1.3
Over $160,000  2.4 2.0 2.7

 
Education 
The majority of respondents had completed some college or more. This was evident in both 
block groups as well as the group as a whole. However, within block group B, more respondents 
had completed a higher degree.  
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Figure 2. Education
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Homeownership 
Results show that more people own their homes in each block group. However, within A, almost 
twice as many rent as do in block group B. This could be due to the fact that block group A is a 
lower income area than B.  
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Figure 3. Homeownership
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Living Situation 
Results were collapsed to compare those who live alone with those who live with someone else. 
Someone else could be the “live with relative” option or the “live with significant other or 
married” option.  Results show that more people live alone than with someone else in block 
group A than in B or the group as a whole. In block group A 50% live alone and 46.4 % live with 
someone else. In block group B 30.2% live alone and 68.6% live with someone else.   
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In terms of living with children, for the group as a whole 29% said they have children living in 
the house. This was 30% for block group A and 28% for block group B. So whether people have 
children living in their home is fairly similar across the two block groups. For the entire survey 
area the range of number of children living in the household was 1 to 4 with a mean of 1.55. The 
most frequent response was 1 child.  
 
Age 
Age had a wide range in the present study. Respondents ranged from 24 to 85 with a mean of 50 
years old. The mean age for A was approximately 47 and the mean age for B was approximately 
52, which was a significant difference.  
 
Tenure in Neighborhood 
There was a very large range in terms of how long residents have lived in their neighborhood. It 
was .08 to 57 years, with a mean of 15.22. The average number of years in the neighborhood for 
A was 12.2 and for B was 17.2, which was a nonsignificant difference. In terms of how long 
residents think that their neighbors have lived in the neighborhood, the mean number of years 
within the neighborhood for the whole group was 16.6 with a range of 1 to 80. The average 
number of years the residents thought their neighbors had lived in the neighborhood for A was 
13.3 and for B was 18.9, which was a nonsignificant difference.   
 
Tenure in Cary 
There was a very large range in terms of how long residents have lived in Cary. It was .08 to 83 
years, with a mean of 20.9. The average number of years in Cary for A was 18.7 and for B was 
22.4, which was a nonsignificant difference. In terms of how long residents think their neighbors 
have lived in Cary, the mean number of years within Cary for the whole group was 20.3 with a 
range of 1 to 100. The average number of years the residents thought their neighbors had lived in 
Cary for A was 15.5 and for B was 23.7, which was a significant difference.   
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Comparison of Respondents to Population 
The table below illustrates the comparison of the participants to the population. Education, 
Income, Tenure, and Living situation cannot be compared to census data since the census data is 
either not available for these variables or is not in a compatible format.  
 
Table 3. Representativeness of Participants to Population 

Variables1 Response Options Present
535.01-1

Present
535.07-1

2000 US 
Census 

535.01-1 

2000 US 
Census 

535.07-1
Race Caucasian 

African-American 
American Indian 
Asian or Pacific 
Hispanic 
Other 

82.7
8.6
3.4
1.7

0
3.4

94.0
2.4
1.2

0
0

2.4

68.5 
13.8 

0 
1.0 

16.1 
0.6 

83.5
8.6
.3

1.7
4.6
1.3

Gender Male 
Female 

36.2
63.8

36.9
63.1

51.8 
48.2 

45.5
54.5

Homeownership Rent 
Own 

33.9
66.1

15.1
84.9

59.5 
40.5 

43.3
56.7

Children 
present 

Yes 
No 

30.0
70.0

28.2
71.8

25.7 
74.3 

25.8
74.2

 
For age the respondents are not entirely representative of the population. They are slightly older 
than the population. The median age found for A is 45 and for B is 51. However, the US Census 
reports that the median age for A is 32 and for B is 37 for the total population. The median age 
ranges for A and B for only those over the age of 18 were 35-39 and 40-44, respectively, which 
is slightly closer to the medians found in the present study.   
 
So for race, gender, homeownership, and age the respondents are not representative of the 
population. This could be due to survey methodology. It was a mail-based survey, there was no 
Spanish version and it was not random within households. The disparities between the gender 
variable seems plausible since typically females respond more than males (Caldwell, Jackson, 
Tucker, Bowman, 1999).  
 
Response Rate 
Since this was a mail survey, response rate was a concern. However, results show a relatively 
good response rate. Out of the 633 surveys sent to residents, a total of 157 were returned yielding 
a response rate of 24.8%. However, 3 respondents were removed, two because they were 
businesses and one because it was missing the indicator of which block group the survey was 
coming from. The final N was 154. The survey was sent to 306 households within A and 64 were 
returned, yielding a response rate of 20.9%. It was sent to 327 households within B and 92 were 
returned, yielding a response rate of 28.1%. However, 2 of the respondents were businesses and 
were subsequently deleted, yielding a final response rate of 27.5% for block group B.   
 
                                                 
1 For Census data race was by population 18 and over, gender was by population 18 and over, homeownership was 
by household, children present was by household.  
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Online versus Mail Surveys 
In order to increase response rate, the survey was available online through a webpage sponsored 
by North Carolina State University. Online surveys, as opposed to more traditional methods, 
allow the researcher to reach a wider variety of participants thereby increasing response rate. It is 
also more cost effective and considerably less time consuming. However, there have been 
concerns with the representativeness of the participants of online surveys compared to that of 
traditional methods. Past research has found that representativeness of the sample to the 
population should not be a concern and with some demographic characteristics, the sample 
obtained through web-based forms are more representative of the population than samples 
obtained through more traditional methods (Gosling, Vazire, Srivastava, & John, 2004). So, there 
were no concerns with representativeness of the population completing it online. However, after 
data was collected the major concern was response rate of people completing it online. After 
deleting the items mentioned above, only 7 completed it online and 147 completed it by mail. 
The Town of Cary Guide to Citizen Services (Town of Cary, 2007c) states that 94% of the Cary 
population has internet access either at home or at work. However, very few completed the 
survey online. The block groups examined may encompass the 6% that do not have internet 
access or they may choose not to use it as a feedback mechanism.  
 
Confidence Interval 
The total number of respondents was 154 resulting in a margin of error of +- 6.9%.  Census 
block group A had 64 respondents which yielded a margin of error of +-10.9% and census block 
group B had a response of 90 yielding a margin or error of +-8.8%.  
 
Measures 
The following variables were measured in this survey: neighborhood definition, sense of 
community, neighboring, citizen participation, needs, assets, perception of safety, and 
demographics. Reliabilities were computed for most of the variables. Reliability is an indicator 
of the consistency with which the constructs are measured. Estimates of reliability fall between 0 
and 1 with estimates closest to one indicating that the construct was measured with the least 
amount of error. All reliabilities were at least moderate except for citizen participation and needs. 
The full survey is represented in Appendix C.  
 
Neighborhood Definition
Since the survey needed to stay anonymous in order that an informed consent form not be 
required, addresses could not be collected. To determine how people conceptualize their 
neighborhood, they were asked to indicate which four streets serve as boundaries to their 
neighborhood. Other items included whether the neighborhood has a name with response options 
of 0=don’t know, 1=no, and 2=yes. If they answered “yes” to this question, they were asked for 
the name of the neighborhood. Items were developed by the researcher with assistance from 
Town of Cary Planning Staff.  
 
Sense of Community 
For the purposes of this study, the sense of community subscale of the Perceived Neighborhood 
Scale was used to measure sense of community. Past research has found that the Perceived 
Neighborhood Scale is made up of four distinct and separate subscales: social embeddedness, 
sense of community, satisfaction with neighborhood, and perceived crime. The scale was 
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originally developed to assess neighborhood characteristics and their relationship to parenting 
(Martinez, Black, & Starr, 2002). All items on the sense of community subscale were left in tact.  
 
Residents were asked to rate their level of agreement or disagreement with the following items 
with response options ranging from 1=strongly disagree to 5=strongly agree.  

• There are people I can rely on among my neighbors.            
• People trust each other in my neighborhood.      

 

 of my actions (e.g., how I dress, how I treat my 

• e to some of my neighbors.       

 
ast research has found a moderate reliability for the sense of community scale, α=.85-.86 

 
s 

 

eighboring

• I feel I belong in my neighborhood. 
• I care about what my neighbors think

child).  
I feel clos

• People in my neighborhood are usually warm and friendly. 
• We help each other out in my neighborhood.         

P
(Martinez, Black, & Starr, 2002). The present study found that the reliability for sense of 
community was high,  α=.912. However one item had a low item to total correlation and if
deleted would increase the reliability to .928. This item was “I care about what my neighbor
think of my actions.” All of the other items had a moderate item to total correlation and would
decrease the reliability if the item were deleted.  
 
N  

ehavior was measured using a modified version of Prezza, Amici, Roberti, and 

 the 

er 

eighboring was measured with 2 sets of items. The first set consisted of 5 items asking 
tions 

omes 
t       

      
 together    

 
he othe many neighbors they: 

lem asking to borrow little things  
 

Neighboring b
Tedeschi’s (2001) Neighborhood Relations Scale. This scale was developed to study the 
relationships between sense of community, neighboring, and quality of life. All items from
Neighborhood Relations Scale were left in tact. However, two items were added to the scale. 
One measured how many neighbors participants would recognize if they saw them and the oth
measures how many neighbors participants know by name.  
 
N
participants to rate how often they participate in the following behaviors with response op
ranging from 1=never to 5=everyday: 

• Visit with neighbors in their h
• Have neighbors over to house to visi
• Stop and talk with people in the neighborhood
• Meet with neighbors to spend some time doing things
• Exchange favors with neighbors         

T r set of items asked participants to fill in how 
• Would recognize if they saw them 
• Know by name 

nds • Consider as frie
• Would have no prob
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The original Neighborhood Relations Scale reportedly has a high reliability, α =.89 (Prezza et al. 

ir 

itizen Participation

2001). The reliability for the final entire neighboring scale used in this study was moderate, 
α=.837. However, the item that asks residents how often they stop and talk with people in the
neighborhood had a low item to total correlation; however, if deleted would increase the 
reliability of the total scale only slightly.   
 
C  

as measured with a variety of items developed by the researcher. First 
s 

y 
f 

esidents were then asked in which type of community they participate in community problem 

so what 

 
ed 

eeds and Assets

Citizen participation w
participants were asked to rate how often they do the following: informally talk with neighbor
about a community problem, participate in neighborhood related activities (e.g. neighborhood 
dinners, festivals, etc.), and personally participate in community problem solving when a 
problem arises. Response options ranged from 1=never to 5=everyday. Reliability was onl
computed for these first three items. It was found to be quite low, α =.779. However, if any o
the items were deleted the reliability of the scale would decrease.  
 
R
solving. Response options were “within the block”, “within the neighborhood”, “within the 
town”, and “none”. The survey then asked about homeowner’s associations. Participants 
indicated whether there was a homeowner’s association within their neighborhood and if 
the name of the association is. Finally, participants were asked to indicate with what groups they 
were involved. Options were “neighborhood groups/associations”, “town-wide community 
groups”, “informal neighborhood groups”, “homeowner’s associations”, and “none”. If they
weren’t involved with any of the groups, they were asked to indicate why. If they were involv
with any of the groups, they were asked for the names of the groups.  
 
N  

 items were drawn from McGuire’s (1997) Neighborhood Characteristics 

tems 

g 

 is 

ent study 

tly 

articipants were asked to indicate what problems they see with their neighborhood. The 

Litter/Trash  • Drug addicts
s & Public Drinking 

Some of the needs
Questionnaire and Observation Scale. The Neighborhood Characteristics Questionnaire was 
originally developed to assess crime and delinquency and was then modified for a program 
evaluation and tailored toward use with families with small children. (McGuire, 1997) The i
drawn from the Questionnaire were litter/trash, graffiti, drug addicts, alcoholics and public 
drinking, vacant/abandoned store fronts, burned down buildings, unemployed people hangin
out, and traffic. The rest of the items were developed by the researcher with the assistance of 
Town of Cary Planning staff. The reliability for the needs scale was low, α =.715. However, it
fairly similar to that found in a study using the original Neighborhood Characteristics 
Questionnaire, which was .77. (McGuire, 1997). The reliability index found in the pres
would be increased slightly if the following items were deleted: traffic, inadequate parking, and 
other. All asset items were developed by the researcher with the assistance of Town of Cary 
Planning staff and had a moderate reliability α=.823. The reliability would be increased sligh
if the “other” option was deleted.   
 
P
following needs were listed as options: 
 
• 

• Graffiti  • Alcoholic
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• Vacant/Abandoned s    tore fronts 

  

es  

ks 
r repa  

r s were asked to indicate what the assets a in

ly  

ational facilities 
ources (e.g. 

 library, 

ources 

s 

 
Perception of Safety

 • Lack of common spaces 
• Burned down buildings  
• Unemployed people hanging out     • Lack of sidewalks 
• Traffic 
• Inadequate parking    ir • Street pavement in poo
• Noise 
• Houses/yards not well kept     • Other 

• Lack of recreation faciliti

• Inadequate sidewal

• Curb and gutter in poor repair 

 
a ticipantP re  their neighborhood. The following 

assets were listed as options: 
• Large lot sizes 

 
• Locally owned businesses 

• Friendly people
Pedestrian frien• d

• Child-friendly 
• Attractive landscape 
• Available recre
• Close proximity to res

grocery store, laundromat, bank,
etc.) 

• Religious organizations/res
Cultural organizations/reso• urces 

• Close proximity to restaurants 
• Citizen/neighborhood association
• Historic buildings 
• Attractive homes 
• Other 

 
ne of the safety questions was taken from McGuire’s (1997) Neighborhood Characteristics 

servation Scale, specifically; neighborhood has become worse and more 

, participants were asked to indicate their level of 
greement with the following four statements with response options ranging from 1=strongly 

o out after dark in this neighborhood.    
ns. 

 in. 
 
The rel (.898 ) if the overall 

fety item were deleted. Participants were then asked to rate how safe they feel within their 

O
Questionnaire and Ob
dangerous than other parts of the town. Other items were developed by the research in 
cooperation with Town of Cary staff.  
 
Safety was measured in two parts. First
a
disagree to 5=strongly agree: 

• This neighborhood is more dangerous than other parts of the town.        
• People are afraid to g
• Friends/Relatives don’t visit this neighborhood because of safety concer
• This neighborhood has become more dangerous since I moved

iability of the scale was moderate, α=.861. It would increase slightly 
sa
neighborhood on a 9-point scale. The item was taken from the Town of Cary Biennial Citizen 
Survey (Town of Cary, 2006b).  
 
Demographics 
The demographic items assessed race, income, education, gender, age, homeownership, tenure in 

d and in Cary, and living situation. They were developed by the researcher and 

 
 
 

the neighborhoo
the Town of Cary Planning staff. The items measuring education, race, and income were taken 
from the Town of Cary Biennial Citizen Survey with slight modifications (Town of Cary, 2006b). 
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Open-Ended 
Five open-ended questions were added in order to determine whether there were any program 
development possibilities. Each item was developed by the researcher. The open ended items 

ere: 
u could change ONE thing about your neighborhood, what would it be? 

neighborhood? 
hbors? 

 
Proced
The sur
State U  State 

niversity iew Board.  

 
ent. That way, when returned, each survey could be 

o block groups.  
ilable online for those participants that prefer using the internet 

3. 

dy 
two 

5. 
 

Nei
ve

w
• If yo
• What is the ONE best aspect of your neighborhood? 
• What is ONE thing that could increase your sense of community with your 

• What is ONE thing that could increase your level of interaction with your neig
ut issues/events in your • Where do you obtain the majority of information abo

neighborhood? 

ure 
arolina vey was designed, implemented, and analyzed by a graduate student at North C

niversity. All instruments and procedures were approved by the North Carolina
Institutional RevU

 
The procedure was as follows: 
 

1. All surveys were labeled with either an A or a B that corresponded to the census block
group to which they were being s
matched to one of the tw

2. The survey was also ava
to completing a paper-based form. This was also done in order to increase the response 
rate.  
The survey along with a cover letter explaining the study was mailed to all 633 
households within the two block groups.  

4. Three weeks after the initial mailing was sent, a follow-up mailing was distributed. This 
mailing included another copy of the survey along with a follow-up cover letter. Since 
this was an anonymous survey there was no way of tracking those who had alrea
responded to the survey. So, the follow-up was sent to all households within the 
census block groups. Multiple contacts were used since past research has shown that 
increasing the number of contacts the researcher has with the participants will increase 
the response rate (Dillman, 2000). 
Three weeks after the follow-up was sent, the survey was closed.  

CHAPTER 3: RESULTS 
 

ghborhood Definition 
rall Results O  

Participants were first asked to iden nd their neighborhood. These 
were then mapped to code the num ed within those boundaries. The 

 be computed for some cases based on the boundaries. For those that 
age number of blocks was approximately 6 with a standard deviation 

. 

tify the four streets that bou
ber of census locks containb

number of blocks could not
ed, the avercould be comput

of approximately 9. The most frequently cited number of blocks was 3. The range was 1 to 39
Residents were also asked whether their neighborhood had a name. 25% of participants 
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responded with “don’t know”, 27% said “no” and 48% said “yes”. They were then asked to 
identify the name. Table 4 lists the frequencies of each name reported.  
 
Table 4. Names of Neighborhood 

Name Frequency Percent
Bad Neighborhood 1 1.3
Callan Park 1 1.3
Cary Historic District 1 1.3
Clay St 1 1.3
Don’t know but it does 1 1.3
East Park St 1 1.3
East Park St and Clay St 1 1.3
Heater Subdivision 1 1.3
Hillsdale Forest 1 1.3
Historic downtown Cary! 1 1.3
Krendle Woods 1 1.3
M.B. Dry 1 1.3
near Russell Hills 1 1.3
Older Part of Cary 1 1.3
Park Grove 1 1.3
Think its Kildaire Farms 1 1.3
Urban Terrace 1 1.3
Urban Terrace Part of Town Center (TCAP) 1 1.3
Wishing Well Village 1 1.3
Heart of Cary 2 2.6
Hunter Creek 2 2.6
Russell Hills/Downtown Cary 2 2.6
Heater Park 4 5.1
Downtown 5 6.4
Montclair 7 9.0
Pine Valley 8 10.3
Forest Park 10 12.8
Russell Hills 19 24.4
 
Comparison of A and B  

mber of blocks that make up a resident’s neighborhood were compared. Block 
 higher mean number of blocks, 6.8, than A, 4.7. However, this difference was not 

gnificant.  

le 

ctual names for A: 
• Bad neighborhood  

The mean nu
group B had a
si
 
In block group A, 39% said that their neighborhood has a name. In block group B more peop
said that their neighborhood had a name, 55%. 
 
A
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• Callan park 
• Clay St 
• Downtown Cary 

y St 

ubdivision 

 
s 

art of Town Center (TCAP) 
 
The

ct 

• Historic Downtown Cary 
ood 

 

ry 

llage 
 
Sense of Community 
Ove l

• East Park St 
• East Park St and Cla
• Forest Park 
• Heater S
• Hillsdale forest 
• Hunter Creek
• Hunter Creek Townhome

f Cary • Older Part o
• Park Grove 
• Urban Terrace 
•  PUrban Terrace

 names given for B were: 
• Cary Historic Distri
• Downtown 
• Heart of Cary 
• Heater park 

• Heater Park neighborh
• Krendle Woods 
• M.B. Dry 
• Montclair 
• Russell Hills
• Pine Valley 
• Russell Hills/Downtown Ca
• Kildaire Farms 

ell Vi• Wishing W

ra l Results  
Sev  i unity. Each had response options that ranged 
from  agree. Table 5 shows the means for each of the sense of 
com u eans were all about average. Each fell between 3 and 4, which 
correspond to the response options of “neither agree/disagree” and “agree”. However, for all 

ven items, the most frequent response was “agree”.  

en tems were used to measure sense of comm
 1=strongly disagree to 5=strongly
m nity items. The m

se
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Table 5. Sense of Community Items Means 
 
 
 
 
 
 

esponse option for each item. Results 
t my neighbors think of my actions”, “I feel close to 

in my neighborhood” more people selected 
her items.  

ve 
3 (neither 

e/disagree

 
 
 
 
 
 

Table 6 shows the percentage of people selecting each r
indicate that for items “I care about wha
some of my neighbors”, and “we help each other out 
response options below “agree” than for any of the ot
 
Table 6. Sense of Community Item Responses 

Items Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
agree/disagree

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Percent abo

agre
1. There are people I can rely 6.7 7.3
on among my neighbors 

13.3 40.0 32.7 72.7

2. People trust each other in 5.3
my neighbor

9.3 21.2 45.7 18.5 64.2
hood 

3. I feel I belong in my 
neighborhood 

4.0 44.4 25.8 27.3 18.5 70.

4. I care about what my 
neighbors think of my actions 

16.0 0.7 26.2 40.9 16.1 57.0

5. I feel close to some of my 
neighbors 

6.0 12.6 23.2 35.1 23.2 58.3

6. People in my neighbo
are usually war

rhood 
m and friendly 

4.6 7.3 17.9 48.3 21.9 70.2

7. We help each other ou
my neighborhood 

t in 9.2 9.9 22.4 38.8 19.7 58.5

 
An overall score for sense of community was analyzed based on a composite score. The 

 by co ting the n of the sev ms. ean for the 
e 3.65, which falls between the response options of “neither 

This indi s that, in neral, reside ave about an average level 
nity based on the response option scale. However, there are no indices of 

verage sense of community within settings. This may be due to the fact that it is a context 
e 

composite score was developed
composite score was found to b

mpu  mea en ite  The m

agree/disagree” and “agree”. 
of sense of commu

cate  ge nts h

a
specific variable and varies from one community to another making it difficult to compar
communities (Hill, 1996). 
 

Items Mean 
1. There are people I can rely on among my neighbors 3.85
2. People trust each other in my neighborhood 3.63
3. I feel I belong in my neighborhood 3.77
4. I care about what my neighbors think of my actions 3.50
5. I feel close to some of my neighbors 3.57
6. People in my neighborhood are usually warm and 
friendly 3.75

7. We help each other out in my neighborhood 3.50
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Comparison of A and B  
Mean levels for each of the sense of community items is higher in block group B than in A. T
difference is significant for all items except 4 and 5. Table 7 shows the means for the 2 grou
for each of the 7 sense of community items.  
 

his 
ps 

able 7. Comparison of Block Groups for Sense of Community 
Means 

T
Items 

 A B 
1. There are people I can rely on among my 
neighbors* 

3.61 4.01

2. People trust each other in my 3.29 3.87
neighborhood* 
3. I feel I belong in ighborhood* 3. 3.96 my ne 51
4. I care about what m  neighbors think of 3.35 3.61y
my actions 
5. I feel close to some of my neighbors 3.42 3.67
6. People in my neighborhood ar
warm and friend

e usually 
ly* 

3.40 4.00

7. We help each other out in my 
neighborhood* 

3.21 3.70

*Significant at α=.05 

munity composite score were also examined. Results 
mmunity is indeed higher in block group B than in A. The mean for A was 

hich was a significant differ  However, sense o
 also be conceptualized differently in B than in A.  

eighboring 

 
The mean levels of the overall sense of com
show that sense of co
3.4 and the mean for B was 3.8, w
community may

ence. f 

 
N
Overall Results  
Participants were asked to rate how often they participate in the following five types of 
neighboring behaviors: visiting with neighbors in their homes, having neighbors over to
stopping and talking, spending time doing things together, and exch

 visit, 
anging favors with one 

nother. Response options were on a five point scale that included never=1, rarely=2, 
often=4, and everyday=5. Participants were then asked to indicate how many 

ould recognize, know by name, consider as friends, and would ask to borrow 
o note 

e 

 
 

 talk with 
eople in my neighborhood” the most frequent response option was “often”.   

 
 

a
sometimes=3, 
neighbors they w
little things. Table 8 shows the means for each of the neighboring items. It is important t
that items 6-9 were open-ended. This resulted in many people responding with text instead of 
numeric values. For the purposes of this report, only numeric values were analyzed.  
 
Results show that for items 1, 2, 4 and 5 the mean is between 2 and 3, which falls between th
response options of “rarely” and “sometimes”. For item 3 the mean is between 3 and 4, which 
falls between the response options of “sometimes” and “often”. For “meet with my neighbors to
spend some time doing things together” the most frequent response was “never.” However, for
items 1, 2, and 5 the most frequent response was “sometimes.” For the item “stop and
p
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Table 8. Neighboring Item Means 

 Items Mean 
1. I visit with my neighbors in their homes. 2.35 

2. I have neighbors over to my house to visit. 2.38 

3. I stop and talk with people in my neighborhood. 3.30 

4. I meet with my neighbors to spend some time doing things together. 2.11 

5. I exchange favors with my neighbors. 2.66 

6. How many of your neighbors would you recognize if you saw them? 10.55 

7. How many of your neighbors do you know by name? 8.52 

8. How many of your neighbors do you consider as your friends? 4.41 

9. How many of your neighbors would you have no problem asking to 
borrow little things?     4.17 
 
 

nts selecting each response option for 
each of the 5 close-ended items.  

Everyday Percent 
above 3 

(sometimes)

The table below shows the results for percent of participa

 
Table 9. Neighboring Item Responses 

Items Never Rarely Sometimes Often

1. I visit with my neighbors 27.5 25.5 32.2 14.1 .7 14.8
in their homes 
2. I have neighbors over to 
my house to visit 

26.4 27.7 29.1 15.5 1.4 16.9

3. I stop and talk with 3.9
people in m borhood y neigh

12.5 38.2 40.1 5.3 45.4

4. I meet with my neighbors 35.1 28.5 27.8 7.9 .7 8.6
to spend some time doing 
things together 
5. I exchange favors with 
my neighbors 

22.4 17.8 34.2 22.4 3.3 25.7

 
The activity that takes the m
doing things together” has th

ost am t of t, “meet with my neighbors to spend some tim
e lea oun or “everyday”. Visiting 
in o ome  had a low nta f people d g it “often

d talking with neighbors had the largest amount of people doing this 

oun  effor e 
st am
wn h

t of people doing this “often” 
 alsoneighbors in their homes and 

or “everyday”. Stopping an
 perce ge o oin ” 
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“often” or “everyday”. Thi
effort.  

s could e r king relatively little 

 
, the number of neighbors they know by name, the number of neighbors they consider 

s friends, and the number of neighbors they would have no problem asking to borrow little 

 
o borrow little things” the number seems adequate; 

owever, the most frequent response to both of these items was 0 and the median was only 2. 

 be th esult of stopping and talking ta

 
A composite score was computed for type of neighboring behavior by computing the mean for 
the first 5 items. The mean of the composite was found to be 2.57, which is fairly low falling 
between “rarely” and “sometimes”.  
 
Items 6-9 asked participants to indicate the number of neighbors they would recognize if they
saw them
a
things.  The mean for each is 10.55, 8.52, 4.41, and 4.17 respectively. The first two seem to be 
very high. For the items “number of neighbors consider as friends” and “number of neighbors
they would have no problem asking t
h
This could be due to the fact that this activity takes more effort as well as more trust. Item 6 
ranged from 0-50 people. Item 7 ranged from 0-50 people. Item 8 ranged from 0-25 and item 9 
ranged from 0-30.  
 
Comparison of A and B  
The mean for each individual neighboring item was compared for the two groups. Results
that neighboring is higher in group B than in A. This difference is significant for all items exce
‘have neighbors over to my house to visit.” Table 10 shows the means for the 2 groups for ea
of the 9 neighboring items.  
 

 show 
pt 

ch 

able 10. Comparison of Block Groups for Neighboring 
Means 

T
Items 

 A B 
1. Visit with my neighbors in their homes* 2.08 2.53
2. Have neighbors over to my house to visit 2.20 2.51
3. Stop and talk with people in my 
eighborhood* 

3.11 3.44
n
4. Meet with my neighbors to spend some 
time doing things together* 

1.75 2.36

5. Exchange favors with my neighbors* 2.44 2.82
6. How many of your neighbors would you 
recognize if you saw them* 

6.84 13.22

7. How many of your neighbors do 
know by name* 

you 15.41 0.84

8. How many of your neighbors do you 
consider as your friends* 

2.62 5.71

9. How many of your neighbors would you 
have no problem asking to borrow little 
things* 

2.65 5.23

*Significant at α=.05 
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The overall level of type of neighboring 
items measuring the freque

behavior was also com d. The mean of the first 5 
ncy of neighboring behaviors was computed. Results show that 

an for A and this difference was significant. The 
as 2.3. Both fall between the “rarely” and “sometimes” 

 options.  

esults also show that the number of neighbors who residents interact with is higher in block 

 

 

itizen Participation 

pare

incidence of neighboring was higher for B th
mean for B was 2.7 and the mean for A w
response
 
R
group B than in A. For some items, it is quite a bit higher. For instance, on average, residents 
within block group A would recognize about 7 neighbors if they saw them. However, block
group B residents would recognize almost twice as many. The same can be said for knowing 
neighbors by name, considering neighbors as friends, and borrowing little things from neighbors. 
 
C
Overall Results 
Participants were asked how often they participate in community discussions, community 
problem solving, and neighborhood related activities. Response options ranged from 1=neve
5=everyday.  
 

r to 

he level of participation for each of these items was quite low. For each of the items, the means 
e options of “rarely” and “sometimes”. Table 11 lists the means for each 

 “participate in neighborhood related activities” and “personally participate in 
 with 

 
able 11. Citizen Participation Item Means 

T
fall between the respons
of the items. For
community problem solving” the most frequent response was “never”. For “informally talk
neighbors about a community problem” the most frequently cited response is “sometimes”.  
 
T
 Item Mean 
1. Informally talk with neighbors about a community 
problem 2.44

2. Participate in neighborhood related activities 2.01
3. Personally participate in community problem 
solving 2.16
 
A composite score was computed for the three citizen participation items listed above. It was 

he com te score was 2.21, which falls 
he response options of “rarely” and “sometimes”. So, on average, residents are not 

eighborhoo ted activities at a very high 
e response options for 

he items.  Results show that very few residents are participating in the above items 
often” or “everyday”. 

Percent 

metimes) 

computed by averaging the three items. The mean of t
between t

posi

participating in community problem solving or n d rela
level. Table 12 shows the percent of people responding with each of th
each of t
“
 
Table 12. Citizen Participation Item Responses 

Items Never Rarely Sometimes Often Everyday 
above 3 

(so
1. Informally talk with 
neighbors about a comm

24.2 20.1 43.6 11.4 .7
unity 

roblem 

12.1

p
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2. Participate in neighborhood 48.6 1
related activi

7.1 20.5 11.6 2.1 13.7
ties 

3. Personally participate in 
community problem solving 

38.1 21.1 29.3 10.2 1.4 6

when a problem arises 

11.

 
 
Participants were then asked in 
solving. Areas of community pr

which community they participate in community prob  
oblem ing included the block, neighborhood, town, and 

esidents p pate e frequent com y proble lving 
her area. However, almost 40% responded that they participate in 
n none of the areas listed.  

able 13. Community Problem Solving Reference Groups 

lem
 solv

none. Results indicate that r
within their block than any ot
community problem solving i

artici  mor ly in munit m so

 
T
Items Percent 
Within block 38.9
Within neighborhood 29.9
Within Town 24.3
None 39.6
 
In terms of homeowner’s associations within the neighborhoods, out of those who answered the 

n about 79% say that there is no homeowner’s association within their neighborhood. 
don’t know, leaving only 6% responding that there is a homeowner’s association 

od. Out of those who stated that  is a homeowner’s association, the 
es of HOA’s were given: Callan Park, Hunter Creek, Park Grove, and Waldo St 

omes. 

s 

 

hborhood groups, 
homeow ents indicated that they are 
not inv  involved with at least one of 
the groups mentioned, a higher percentage indicated that they were involved with an informal 

questio
Another 15% 
within their neighborho there
following nam
Townh
 
Six people added comments next to the question of whether there is an HOA or as a response to 
the question that asked why they are not involved stating that they do not want a homeowner’
association in their neighborhood. Specific comments included: 

“And we don’t want one! We bought here for that reason!” 
“Would not live in a neighborhood with an association” 

Participants were also asked about their involvement in community groups. Table 14 shows the 
results for involvement in community groups. Participants were asked to indicate with which 
groups they are involved. The following options were available: Neighborhood 
groups/associations, town-wide community groups, informal neig

ner’s association, and none. Approximately 72% of respond
olved with any group. Out of those that stated that they are

neighborhood group than any other group listed.  
 
Table 14. Group Involvement 
Group Frequency Percentage
Homeowner’s association 6 4.3
Neighborhood groups/associations 11 7.8
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Town-wide groups 15 10.6
Informal neighborhood groups 24 17
 
Residents were then asked to indicate why they are not involved with these groups. There were a 

of reasons listed. However, out eo ed that they were not involved 
s, only 81 responded ith an actual reason. For data analyses, each 

sponse was termined to be a theme if more than one 
 The reasons were grouped  10 main themes, which are: 

has just moved to the area 

ause of the other residents. 
e, people 

  

oups 

abo only 12 people responded with a name of any actual group. The groups 
n

f Commerce 
ociation 

ub 
therings 

s and Recreation 

variety of the 101 p ple who stat
with any of the above group  w
response was assigned a theme. A re  de
person mentioned it.  into
 

New to the area: The resident • 

• No groups: There are no groups within the neighborhood. 
• No interest: The resident does not want to be involved with any of the groups 
• No need: The neighborhood does not need any of these groups.  
• Not aware: The resident is not aware of opportunities to be involved.  
• Not approached: The resident has not been asked to be involved in any of these groups 
 Other obligations/time: The resident is too busy with other obligations and/or does not have •

time to be involved.  
• Resident differences: It is difficult to become involved bec

(language barrier, some have small children and some don’t, cultural differenc
aren’t friendly, renters treated differently than homeowners)  

• Get together informally: The residents already get together informally.
 
The final item in the citizen participation section asked residents to indicate the names of gr
that they are involved with. Out of the 56 who said that they were involved with one of the 

ve-mentioned groups, 
me tioned were: 

• Kiwanis Club of Cary 
• Rex Wellness Center 
• Heart of Cary 
• Downtown Cary Park (Old Cary School) 
• Cary Town Center Review Commission 
• TC Review Commission 
• Precinct 1 Democratic Party 
• Chamber o
• Down’s Syndrome Ass
• Progressive Dinner Cl
• Heater Park Ga
• Page Walker Community Events 
• Cary Dog Park Club 
• Town of Morrisville Park
• Chix in Business 
• BNI 
• Triangle Homeworks 

omen in Construction• National Association of W
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Oth  e part of a group but that it is informal and may not have a name. 
Out  uestion, a total of 12 responded that at least 
one of the groups with which they are involved is informal. For example, one participant 
mentioned that they had come together to form a community watch yet had no name for the 
gro . ming a neighborhood garden club yet had no name. Examples of 
spe ic

“informal neighborhood conversations-one on one concerns about up keep of the 
properties…” 
“we have rotating dinner parties and cookouts. In the fall and summer we have block 
parties” 
“groups of friends/neighbors-children attend the same schools...” 

  
Comparison of A and B 

ers mentioned that they ar
 of the 23 people who attempted to answer the q

up Another mentioned for
cif  responses include.  

 
There were higher levels of community problem solving and participating in neighborhood 
activities for block group B than for A. However, this difference was only significant for 
participating in neighborhood related activities. Table 15 shows the mean levels. 
 
Table 15. Comparison of Block Groups for Citizen Participation 

Items Means 
 A B 

1. Informally talk with neighbors about a 
community problem 

2.32 2.53

2. Participate in neighborhood related 
activities* 

1.58 2.31

3. Personally participate in community 
problem solving 

2.11 2.19

*Significant at α=.05 
 
Table 16 shows the percentage of residents who participate in community problem solving 
within each of the types of communities. More residents within block group A responded that 
they don’t participate in community problem solving within any of the communities listed. 
However, in terms of responses to each of the options, block group A residents participate in 
more community problem solving within their block than B. Block group B participates in more 
community problem solving in the larger areas such as the neighborhood or the town than 
residents within A.   
 
Table 16. Community Problem Solving Reference Group Comparison of Block Groups 

Items Percent 
 A B 

Within block 40.7 37.6
Within neighborhood 20.3 36.5
Within town 20.3 27.1
None 49.2 32.9
 
Table 17 shows the percentage of people involved in each of the community groups for both 
block groups. Results show that there are a higher percentage of people within A who do not 
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participate in any of the groups. Block group B has a higher percentage of people involved with
neighborhood groups, town-wide groups, and informal groups. However, there is a higher 
percentage of people involved with homeowner’s associations within block group A.  
 
Table 17. Comparison on Block Groups for Group Involvement 

Items 

 

Percent 
 A B 

Neighborhood groups/associations 3.3 11.25
Town-wide community groups 8.2 12.5
Informal neighborhood groups 8.2 23.75
Homeo 1.25wner’s association 8.2
None 67.577.0
 
There were only four homeowner’s associations total.  All were located in A. No one within
block group B stated that there was a homeowner’s association. GIS data reveals that there i
HOA within A, Callan Park. And there are two within B, Krendle Woods and West Park 

ondominiums. Further analysis is needed to determine which data set is correct and what 

 
s one 

Needs/Assets 

C
homeowner’s associations exist within the downtown area.  
 

Overall Results 
Participants were asked to identify any problems that they see with their neighborhood from a 

 results of this item. 

tage 

list of possible needs. Table 18 lists the
 
Table 18. Needs 
Need Percen
Graffiti 2.6
Burned down buildings 4.5
Vacant/Abandoned store fronts 4.5
Unemployed people hanging out 5.8
Drug Addicts 8.4
Curb and gutter in poor repair 9.7
Alcoholics and Public Drinking 9.7
Lack of common spaces 9.7
Inadequate sidewalks 12.3
Inadequate Parking 13.6
Lack of recreation facilities 13.0
Street pavement in poor repair 14.3
Lack of sidewalks 16.2
Noise 20.1
Litter/trash 27.3
Other 30.5
Traffic 39.6
Houses/Yards not well kept 39.6
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Results show that the most frequently chosen needs are traffic and houses/yards not well kept. 
The average number of needs that any one respondent selected was 2.8 out of a possible 18
indicating that, on average, there aren’t that many needs within the neighborhoods. Ap

, 
pendix D 

ontains the responses to the “other” option. However, any mention of specific households was 

 
Similar to needs, participants were also asked to identify any assets they consider to be present in 

e results of this item. Results show that the most frequently 
o resources such as grocery store, laundromat, bank, library, etc. 
onses to the “other” option.   

19. Assets 
sset Percentage 

c
not included.  

their neighborhood. Table 19 lists th
chosen asset is close proximity t
Appendix D contains the 33 resp
 
Table 
A
Citizen/neighborhood associations 5.2
Other 16.2
Available recreation facilities 17.5
Cultural organizations/resources 22.7
Attractive Homes 36.4
Child Friendly 40.3
Religious Organizations/Resources 40.9
Attractive landscape 41.6
Historic Buildings 42.2
Large lot sizes 44.2
Locally owned businesses 47.4
Pedestrian Friendly 55.2
Close proximity to restaurants .759
Friendly people 65.6
Close proximity to resources 83.8
 

umber of assets thatThe average n  any one pondent selected was 6.2 out of a possible 15. This 
ets in the neighborhood far outweigh the needs of the 
 needs and assets analyzed.  

 res
indicates that the number of ass
neighborhood. At least for those
 
Comparison of A and B  
The mean for total number of needs and total number of assets was compared across the two 

s show that the mean number of needs selected was higher for A than for B, 
 difference ignificant. The mean number of assets selected 

 and 4.9 ctively. This difference was also significant. 

0 shows the percentage of respondents who selected each of the needs listed for each of 
ups.  

. Needs of Each Block Group 
A 

block groups. Result
3.5 and 2.3 respectively. This  was s
was higher for B than for A, 7.1 respe
 
Table 2
the block gro
 
Table 20
Need B 
Vacant/abandoned store fronts 1.6 6.7
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Graffiti 6.3 0.0
Lack of common spaces 7.8 11.1
Curb and gutter in poor repair 7.8 11.1

Inadequate sidewalks 9.4 14.4
Burned down buildings 10.9 0.0
Unemployed people hanging out 14.1 0.0
Lack of recreation facilities 15.6 11.1
Inadequate parking 15.6 12.2
Alcoholics and public drinking 17.2 4.4
Drug addicts 20.3 0.0
Street pavement in poor repair 20.3 .010
Noise 26.6 .615
Lack of sidewalks 29.7 .76
Litter/trash 34.4 .222
Traffic 34.4 .343
Other 35.9 .726
Houses/yards not well kept 46.9 .434

 
Table 21 shows the percentage of responde ho selected each of the assets listed for each of 

 Group 
A 

nts w
the block groups.  
 

 of Each BlockTable 21. Assets
Asset B 
Citizen/neighborhood associations 1. 7.86
Cultural organizations/resources 10.9 31.1
Other 17.2 15.6
Attractive homes 18.8 48.9
Available recreation facilities 20.3 15.6
Attractive landscape 26.6 52.2
Large lot sizes 28.1 55.6
Religious organizations/resources 29.7 48.9
Historic buildings 31.3 50.0
Child friendly 35.9 43.3
Locally owned businesses 37.5 54.4
Pedestrian friendly 43.8 63.3
Friendly people 53.1 74.4
Close proximity to restaurants 56.3 62.2
Close proximity to resources 78.1 87.8
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Perception of Safety 
Overall Results 
Participants were asked to rate
concerning safety, with respons

 how strongly they agree or disagree with the following statements 
e opti ang om 1=strongly disagree to 5= strongly agree.  

ood is more da ous than other parts of the town. 
 to go out af rk in  neighborhood 

it eighborhood because of safety concerns 
o ore dangerous since I moved in.   

eans of each o irst s. The last item, measuring overall 
ince s me ed with different response options.  Results 

rs, residents do feel safe. For example, the mean of 
ow (approximately 2) which falls around the “disagree” response option. 

ons r ing fr
• This neighborh nger
• People are afraid ter da  this
• Friends/Relatives don’t vis
• This neighborhood had bec

this n
me m

 
Table 22 shows the m f the f four safety item
safety, was left out of the chart s

s of these safety ind
 it wa asur

show that in term
each is quite l

icato

 
2. Safety Item Means Table 2

 Items Mean 
1. The neighborhood is more dange han o  parts of the town rous t ther 2.26
2. People are afraid to go out after dark in this neighborhood 2.03
3. Friends/Relatives don't visit this borh ecause of safety neigh ood b
concerns 1.70

4. This neighborhood has become m ang  since I moved in ore d erous 2.21
 
The percen
 

t of participants selecting each response option is contained in Table 23.  

sagre disagree neither agree 
strongly 

agree 

Percent above 3 
(neither 

agree/disagree) 

Table 23. Safety Item Responses 

Item strongly di e
1. This neighborhood is more 
danger
town 29.3 36 17.3 14 3.3 17.3

ous than other parts of the 

2. People are afraid to go out after 
dark in this neighborhood .2 45 12.1 8.7 2 10.732
3. Frien
neighb ty 
concerns 48.6 6.5 12.2 2 0.7 2.7

ds/Relatives don't visit this 
orhood because of safe

3
4. This
more dangerous since I moved in .2 6.9 14.1 11.4 5.4 16.8

 neighborhood has become 
32 3

 
Results show that on average residents d ee with the statement concerning friends/relatives 

se of safety concer e pe age of people who agree with the 
ing more dangerous tha  

ed in order to report an overall safety level for these four items. 
by taking verage of the above 4 items. Results of the 

isagr
avoiding visits becau ns. Th rcent
neighborhood be n other parts of the town was the highest. 
 

tA composite score was compu
he composite was computed T  the a
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composite score show that overall safety concerns are low. The mean of the composite is 
corresponding to the "disagree" response option.  

neig o  9=extremely safe. 
The e he 2006 Biennial Citizen 
Sur nse options 
for  ty found in this 

udy was much lower than that found in the biennial survey. The mean of perception of safety 

 
 

e the 
sponse format of the police department survey is not known.  

Table 24. Comparison of Overall Safety Item to Biennial Survey 

 
Comparison of A and B 

approximately 2 
 
Another overall safety score was computed. A fifth item measured overall safety with the 

hb rhood with response options of 1=extremely unsafe, 5=average, and
 it m was designed to correspond to the overall safety item in t
vey (Town of Cary, 2006b). Table 24 shows the frequencies of each of the respo
the biennial survey and the present survey. The overall perception of safe

st
within the neighborhood for the present study is 6.6, while it is 8.22 in the biennial survey.  
Another data source for safety concerns comes from a survey of 337 Cary residents conducted by
the police department (Town of Cary, n.d.c). The survey found that residents felt “very safe” in
their neighborhood. However these results cannot be compared to the present study sinc
re
 

Survey  7 8 ely % 
above 
5 

Reference Mean Extremely 2 3 4 Averag
Group (safety 
within 

unsafe=1 

neighborhood 
or town) 

e=5 6 Extrem
Safe=9 

Present 17.4 69.4 Neighborhood 6.6 2.1 2.1 5.6 6.3 14.6 6.9 20.1 25 
Biennial Neighborhood 8.22 .2 0 .2 1 1.5 1.5 13.2 33.1 49.3 97.1 
Biennial 0 0 .5 2 2.2 17.3 38.6 39.4 97.5  Cary 8.10 0 

 
Mean le f the safety ite  a c re tw  t

 all of the items. Results show that perception of safety is higher for 
nce was significant for each of the items. It is not unreasonable to find 

that perception of safety is higher for bloc up B tha or b roup nce m  crimes 
t least between the months of January and May 2007 (Town of 

ck Groups for Safety 

vels o ms show that there re signifi ant diffe nces be een the wo 
census block groups for
block group B. The differe

k gro n f lock g A si ore
occurred in block group A, a
Cary, 2007d).  
 
Table 25. Comparison of Blo

Items Means 
 A B 

The neighborhood is more d
e other parts of the town* 

angerous than 03 2.58 2.
th
People are afraid to go out after dark in this 
neighborhood* 

2.39 1.78

Friends/Relatives don’t visit this 
eighborhood because of safety concerns* 

1.93 1.53
n
This neighborhood has become more 
dangerous since I moved in* 

2.56 1.95
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How safe do you feel in your 
neighborhood* 

5.73 7.21 

*Significant at α=.05 

 
able 

 
e 5 

 
The item measuring overall safety is quite striking. The following table indicates the percentage
of people who picked each of the response options for each of the census block groups. The t
demonstrates that the residents’ perception of safety within group B is higher than the perception
of safety within group A. 51.66% of residents within group A responded with an option abov
while 82.14% of participants within group B selected above a 5. The mean for block group A 
was 5.73 and the mean for B was 7.21, which was a significant difference.  
 
Table 26. Comparison of Response Options of Overall Safety Items Across Block Groups 

Response Options Percentage 
 A B 

1 5.0 0.0
2 3.3 1.2
3 10.0 2.4
4 11.7 2.4
5 18.3 11.9
6 8.3 6.0
7 16.7 22.6
8 13.3 33.3
9 13.3 20.2
 
Open-Ended 

 items added to the end of the survey in order to capture input from the 
ual 

There were 5 open-ended
residents without the constraints of close-ended response options. For each question, individ
responses were assigned codes then codes were organized into themes.  
 
Change one thing 
The first question asked participants if they could change one thing about their neighborhood 
what would it be. The following themes emerged from the data: Appearance, Property 

ransition, NeiT ghbor Interaction, Infrastructure, Traffic, and Nothing.  

espondents m d cleaning up the area in 
some way such as p the houses or yards, adding streetlig nage, cleaning up after 

ted: 

orhood” 

ily dwellings” 

their yards and fix up their houses” 

in others yards and don't clean up after them” 
 

 
The Appearance th nsists of instances when reme co

fixing u
entione

hts or sig
pets, and revitalizing the area. Residents sta

“Clean up the neighb

“upgrading the in-filled multiple fam

“get everyone to clean up 

“People allowing their pets to mess 
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The Property Transition theme consists of inst
would like to ch

ances when responden
ange the housing composition within the neighborhood such as remove the rental 

ate more single family homes. For instance: 

 and 
more visits with their neighbors. Residents stated: 

“The neighborhood is very diversified…As such people tend to keep to their ethnic group. 
We smile and wave but don't really do things together. An occasional functional would be 
nice” 

“scheduled events (pot-lucks, et ce in a while

“playground at Heater Park” 

e Infrastructure theme represents tho ponses that tion changing something about the 
lities, sidewalks, or streets. Examples of responses include: 

“Sidewalks to make more ped. Friendly” 

ower/telephone lines underground” 

ugh the neighborhood, dangerous intersections or pattern and flow. For 

 
The No ght that nothing needed to change.  
 
Best As

ts mentioned that they 

properties and cre

“not so many rental homes and duplexes. The run down duplexes need to be torn down 
and turned into single family homes” 

“Transition rental houses to home owners interested in upgrading/maintaining 
properties” 

“bring in more higher end housing” 
 
The Neighbor Interaction theme consists of responses that make mention of having more 
neighbor interaction such as more act ds, more events, more recreation facilitiesivities for ki

c.) on ” 

 
Th se res  men
uti

“Bury p

“streets too small” 
 

he Traffic theme represents the responses that mention changing something about the speeding, T
people cutting thro
instance: 

“speed bumps to slow traffic” 

“force traffic around rather than through the neighborhood” 

“Slow down traffic on South Harrison Ave. Put speed bumps as in other neighborhoods” 

“Slow cars down because of pets and children” 

“traffic speed and pattern” 

thing theme was created for those residents who thou

pect 
The sec ing 
themes emerged from the data: Atmosphere, Appearance, People, Convenience, and 
Organization. 
 

ond question asked residents what the best aspect of the neighborhood is. The follow

Page 37 



The Atmosphere theme consists of responses that mention the feeling within the neighborho
such as it being safe, quiet, having great character, being established or historic, having a small 
town feel, etc. Residents stated: 

od 

 
Appear oned the physical appearance of the neighborhood 

ch as the landscape, yards, and homes. For instance: 

 

back.” 
 
The Pe compass responses that concerned the people within the 
eighbo sponses that mentioned how helpful neighbors 

t like a Mayberry- if you are sitting on porch 
y-sit for awhile.” 

f my neighbors have lived in their homes for over 30 years. They are 

ood is to downtown resources, the location, the fact that they can walk to resources, the 
availab that it is pedestrian friendly. For instance: 

c.” 

 
he Or od includes responses that mention having no HOA present 

se of Community

“warm community, small town "feel"” 

“Quiet established neighborhood” 

“Quiet, peaceful”    

ance included any response that menti
su

“unique homes” 

“immediate area is very neat and well kept”

“Larger lots than most in Cary” 

“trees-unlike newer neighborhoods, ours has been around for awhile the trees have 
grown 

ople theme was developed to en
rhood. For example, this theme covered ren

are, how friendly people are in the neighborhood, the level of interaction within the 
neighborhood or the diversity in the neighborhood. Examples of responses include: 

“We are basically friendly folks-somewha
and a walker comes along - wants compan

“mix of older and younger families” 

“The people. Most o
considerate and helpful and most of them maintain their homes and properties well.” 

 
The Convenience theme consisted of responses that mentioned how convenient the 
neighborh

ility of recreation facilities and 

“close proximity to library, groceries, shopping, downtown, et

“dog walking friendly” 

“convenient to shopping, I40, work” 

T ganization of the neighborho
in the neighborhood. 
 
Increase Sen  

 

udes responses that mention activities, events, neighbor interaction, or getting 
utdoors to see one another. For instance: 

The third question asked residents what would increase their sense of community. The following
themes emerged: Interaction, Public Spaces, and Change Neighborhood Composition.  
 
nteraction inclI

o

Page 38 



“get to meet neighbors” 

“have a neighborhood social event (was done in the early years of this development)” 

“If the elderly would do more to interact with the new residences” 

” 
Change Composition refers to responses that mention somehow changing the make-up of the 
neighbo ntioned things like having more in common with their neighbors, 
aving less rental properties, renovating the downtown area, and having less turnover in the 

lities. Some folks here are old, some single, some with small families. 
ate.” 

 bond with people and build a sense of community -

ental property. The turn over and maintenance of the rental property never 
allows renters to become part of the community.” 

eas such as 

“people spending more time outside

rhood. Residents me
h
neighborhood. Residents stated: 

“younger population” 

 “More commona
And a busy street between us to keep up separ

“If not so many renters you could
Can't do that with all the renters constantly moving in and out” 

“Discourage r

 
The Public Spaces theme refers to responses concerning having more public spaces within the 
neighborhood. These could include anything from recreation facilities to common ar
sidewalks.  For instance: 

“Green spaces as a place for people to gather and interact-prevent downtown Cary 
becoming a cement jungle” 

“a public gathering space” 

“A better neighborhood park or playground” 

“more downtown eateries, etc.” 

“Sidewalks on all streets” 
 
Increase Neighbor Interaction 
The fou nteraction with their 
neighbo e, Change 
Neighb thing. 
 

he the ention of interacting with neighbors such as having 

“more cultural events (i.e. like Lazy Daze)” 

gain & 
the new residence. If people made more effort.” 

rth question asked residents to indicate what would increase their i
rs. The following themes emerged: Interaction, Public Spaces, Tim

orhood Composition, No

T me of Interaction encompassed any m
neighborhood events and activities, talking with neighbors more, and getting out more. For 
instance: 

“more neighborhood activities. Also get outside more and make ourselves visible!” 

“Block parties are held twice a year & we get an opportunity to meet everyone a
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Public Spaces includes responses that mention increasing or enhancing the recreation facilities, 
sidewa

s” 

: 

t 
etting ready for the next day” 

 
Change
mentio r, 
having instance: 

“Not so many renters need more homeowners” 

on't speak English so there is a language barrier.” 
 
The No ncompass those who responded that they already interact 
with th raction. Others responded that 
they do  neighbors.  
 
Source

lks, or green spaces. Participants stated: 

“cool things to walk to i.e. ice cream, parks, kid friendly restaurant

“Town Center Park” 

“Having sidewalks on all streets to encourage more walking” 
Time had to do with simply having more time to spend interacting with neighbors. For example

“Having time to devote to it. We all work and I'm usually the last one to come in. Mos
everybody else is inside g

 Composition theme refers to changing the housing as well as the people. Residents 
ned having different neighbors, trusting neighbors more, overcoming the language barrie
fewer rentals, less turnover, and cleaner homes. For 

“having more in common with my neighbors” 

“Reduce the number of rental properties (homes being used by multiple dwellers not 
families)” 

“We have great interaction with our immediate neighbors that own their homes but with 
so many renters there is a constant change and little opportunity to interact. 9 times out 
of 10 the renters d

thing theme was created to e
eir neighbors and don’t need anything to increase their inte
n’t want to interact with their

 of Information 
The final open-ended question asked residents where they obtain the majority of information 
bout i rhood. Table 27 presents the results of that question. Results 

ost common source of information in the neighborhood.  
a
in

ssues/events in their neighbo
dicate that neighbors are the m

 
Table 27. Sources of Information for Neighborhood Issues/Events  

Code Frequency Percent 
Channel 11 1 0.8 
Church/School 1 0.8 
WRAL 1 0.8 
Reading 1 0.8 
Ashworth  2 1.7 
Library 2 1.7 
Homeowner’s Association 2 1.7 
N&O 3 2.5 
Other people (i.e. family, friends) 4 3.4 
Nothin d) g happens (there are no events in the neighborhoo 6 5.0 
News 6 5.0 
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Internet 7 5.9 
Fliers/postings 7 5.9 
No formal channel (no particular source of information) 7 5.9 
BUD 9 7.6 
TV 9 7.6 
Word of mouth 10 8.4 
www.townofcary.org 11 9.2 
Mailings 11 9.2 
Coming from Town Hall 17 14.3 
Cary news 18 15.1 
Newspaper 20 16.8 
Neighbors 30 25.2 
 

 
CHAPTER 4: DISCUSSION 

The present study was undertaken in order to assess the health of the downtown Cary area.  The 
Town w ward their neighborhoods, how to better 
reach re hborhoods, and what needs and assets 
are pre
sense o
demogr

 
dividual items assessing the level of perceived 

anger in the neighborhood, the safety within the neighborhoods compared to other 
ary, and whether the neighborhood has become more dangerous over the 

ll, 
ary residents feel that their level of safety in their neighborhoods is well above average while 

ety within their 
neighborhoods is about aver

al and informal networks for information flow within the neighborhood, results 
romising. Neighboring behaviors and citizen participation were both quite low. For the 

f neighboring behaviors, residents responded between “rarely” and “sometimes.” Also, 
at take more effort such as being friends with neighbors or borrowing things from 

s are done very infrequently. This lack of neighboring is reflective of the overall state of 
ich has been declining for single and married individuals over the 

r citizen participation, residents responded that they were 
ities, informal discussions of community proble nd 

 also partic ating in both formal 
ts responde hat they  involved 

y of the following: homeowner’s associations, neighborhood groups/associations, town-

 

as interested in finding out residents’ attitudes to
sidents for information flow to and from the neig

sent in the neighborhoods. To do this, the Town implemented a survey that measured 
f community, neighbor interaction, citizen participation, needs, assets, safety, and 
aphic variables. 

 
In terms of attitudes toward their neighborhood, results show that attitudes are fairly positive. 
Sense of community was about average. On a scale of 1 to 5, the mean sense of community score
was 3.65. The perception of safety was high for in
d
neighborhoods within C
years. However, overall perception of safety was quite low compared to past assessments of 
perception of safety within neighborhoods. On a scale of 1 to 9 the average overall safety score 
was 6.6. This was compared to the results of the biennial survey, which showed that, overa
C
within just the area surveyed in the present study, residents’ level of saf

age.  
 
In terms of form
are not p
majority o
behaviors th
neighbor
neighboring in America, wh

 years (Putnam, 2000). Folast 30
participating in neighborhood activ ms a
community problem-solving at most “sometimes. ” They are

ormal groups at a very low rate. Only 28% of residen
ip

and inf
with an

d t were
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wide groups, or informal neighborhood groups. In terms of reaching residents, ther  not seem 
al channels available for information. Only 6% of respondents stated that there 

d. If there is no homeown
tion then one could possibly reach them through other groups in the neighborhood, but 

people selected any of the other groups as well. Many residents also commented that they 
OA in their neighborhood. A few speculations can b ade abou y people 

OA’s. These include the fact that HOA’s have the ability to discriminate 
uals, their ability to control the appearance of ho s and property, 

d requiring that all property owners within a neighborhood join the 
). However, there are upsides to having an association. They can 

rum for discussion of neighborhood problems, provide a space for interaction with 
d act as an information conduit from the municipality to residents and visa versa.  

he survey, however, did indicate how large of a  area to focus on for information flow. Results 
show that residents typically stic urrounding their home. The 
average number of blocks that m  with the most frequently cited 

lemented to determine the needs and assets of the downtown area. The 

 of rental 
hborhood for each of the questions. There seems to be some 

n 
w 

he 

e do
to be many form
was a homeowner’s association within their neighborhoo er’s 
associa
few 
did not want an H e m t wh
are not supportive of H

rtain individagainst ce me
requiring fees and dues an

 (Nelson, 2004association
provide a fo
neighbors, an
 
T n

k to their block or a few blocks s
ake up their neighborhood was 6

response being 3. Another indicator that residents are more focused on their block than other 
larger areas is the fact that the most frequent response to the question asking about where they 
participate in community problem solving was within their own block. These results indicate that 
when directing attention toward neighborhoods, the greatest response from residents may come 
when the reference group for efforts is small.  
 

he survey was also impT
average number of assets selected far outweigh the number of needs selected. Traffic and 
houses/yards not well kept were the top responses to the needs question, while close proximity to 
resources was the number one response to the assets question.  
 
Finally, the survey contained open-ended questions that allowed residents to elaborate upon what 
they would change in the neighborhood and what would increase their sense of community and 
neighboring behavior. Open-ended results indicated that residents would like to change 
Appearance, Property, Neighbor Interaction, Infrastructure, and Traffic. They thought that the 
following would increase their sense of community and neighbor interaction: Change 
Composition of Neighborhood, Public Spaces, and Interaction. One of the most striking results 
that appeared while coding the data was the number of people that mentioned getting rid

roperty or renters within the neigp
tension between homeowners and renters, since almost 12% of respondents said that what they 
would change is to decrease the number or renters/rental properties within the neighborhood. 
However, there is no evidence that rental units are detrimental to a neighborhood. Are renters 
less friendly people, care less about the neighborhood, suffer from a lack of involvement? There 
is no evidence of this. The majority of those residents who stated that they would like to decrease 
the number of rental units did not provide an explanation. Past research has found that renters 
participate in more neighbor interaction than owners and are more active in the community tha
owners (Krueckeberg, 1999). The disdain may come from rental units being run-down. A fe
respondents indicated that the appearance of rental units should be improved. This could give t
Town a focus for future programs in the neighborhood, revitalizing rental units with the 
cooperation of landlords.  
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Strengths 
The biggest strength of this survey was that it allowed the Town of Cary to collect baseline data 
within the downtown area. As the Town Center Area Plan comes to fruition, it will be v
to have baseline information upon which to compare future assessments of neighborhood 
characteristics to determine the impact implementation of the plan has had on residents. With 
multiple references to sense of community and neighborhoods within various Town documents, 
it was important to understand the current level of each of the neighborhood characteristics 
examined. Again, with baseline information, goals and objectives within each Town plan 
mentioning enhancement of neighborhood characteristics can be monitored. Another strength 
was the variety of variables examined. The survey as a whole provides a large breadth of 
information for planning and evaluation purposes. One last strength is that the majority of 
variables had at least a moderate reliability, indicating that the variables were measured with 

aluable 

ttle error.   

ns 

re not random. Because of the concern of a 
ossible low response rate, the survey was sent to all households. Also, participants within 

lyses cannot be performed. The 
oding of the responses can be influenced by the perceptions and experiences of the researcher. 

 
rticular 

here there 

a 

 
 

li
 
Limitations 
One of the major problems with the measurement of sense of community is that sense of 
community may be completely different in one community than in another making compariso
between neighborhoods difficult (Hill, 1996).  Another problem with the study was the 
representativeness of the participants to the population. According to census data, the 
demographics of the participants do not match the population (U.S. Census Bureau, 2000). One 
cause could be that the sampling procedures we
p
households were not randomized. This could have introduced response bias. Another cause may 
be that the survey was not available in Spanish, which could have eliminated potential 
respondents. Another limitation concerned the coding of the open-ended comments. Only one 
person was coding the open-ended comments. So, reliability ana
c
In the future, there should be more coders for the open-ended comments. Another limitation 
concerns the section on needs and assets. Participants were asked to check any problems they see
with their neighborhood and any assets of the neighborhood. However, not checking a pa
asset may not mean that it is not there; it may just mean that that person does not see that as an 
asset. For example, proximity to restaurants is listed as an asset. Consider a situation w
are many of restaurants in a particular neighborhood. However an individual who does not 
frequent restaurants may not see the proximity to eateries as an asset. One final limitation is that 
the research project was not participatory. However, the study was designed to quickly receive 
wide breadth of information for future programs and research.  
 

CHAPTER 5. DIRECTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH AND INTERVENTION 
 
Results indicate that residents are not that involved within their communities and do not interact 
much with neighbors. This section offers a sampling of possible future research and program 
endeavors based on these results. This list below is in no way comprehensive of all programs and
research that could be implemented. It is not the aim of the researcher to suggest that the Town
should take all the responsibility for all the programs listed below. The residents should have 
ownership in any neighborhood endeavors that the Town institutes.  
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Future Research 
Continual Assessment of Neighborhood Characteristics 
If the Town of Cary truly does want to increase or at least maintain sense of community, there 
will need to be continual measurement of the construct in order to determine if sense of 
community is indeed changing. Another reason for continual measurement concerns the 
downtown streetscape. The approved Town Center Area Plan includes a vision of a more 
pedestrian friendly town (Town of Cary, 2001a). When towns are more pedestrian friendly, 
typically sense of community and neighbor interaction are increased. Future analyses of se
community and neighboring behaviors can inform the Town if that vision has truly been 
achieved and made a difference in the lives of those that surround the downtown area. Con
assessment of various neighborhood characteristics is also important because of the ever-
changing nature of neighborhoods. Many item responses alluded to the fact that both 
neighborhood

nse of 

tinual 

s are changing.  Older residents are being replaced by younger ones and residents 
ho have been in the neighborhood for quite some time are being replaced by those who are new 

rhood. Because of this constant ebb and flow, it is important to understand the 
the 

ow 
 one 

w
to the neighbo
neighborhood characteristics as the population changes. Because of the high reliability of 
sense of community scale piloted in this study it seems plausible that a study could be done of 
sense of community across the entire town. Other research could also uncover not only h
residents act toward others in their neighborhood but also how neighborhoods perceive
another across the entire town.  
 
Network Analysis 
Another potential research project is a network analysis. In order for the Town of Cary to 
increase its flow of information to residents and to market programs, they must first ide
information flow works within the neighborhoods. The current study attempted to identify mor
formal channels of information by assessing residents’ citizen participation. One way this was 
done was by asking residents whether there is a homeowner’s association within their 
neighborhood, a traditional vehicle for neighborhood information. Almost 79% reported that 
there is no homeowner’s association within their neighborhood. Another 15% responded that 
they didn’t know if there was a homeowner’s association. Not only were residents asked whether 
there is a homeowner’s association within the neighborhood, they were also asked whether they
are involved in a homeowner’s association. Only 4.3% reported involvement with a 
homeowner’s association.  Participants were also asked about their involvement with other 
groups such as neighborhood groups/associations, town-wide groups, and informal groups. 
Results indicate that 72% of residents are not involved with any of the groups that were listed. 
So, it is unlikely that information is flowing through neighborho

ntify how 
e 

 

od groups to the residents. 
owever, it seems that more informal channels are in place. Out of those who responded to the 

last 
vents approximately 25% responded with “neighbors,” approximately 3.4% responded with 

st efficient and effective 
ay possible, they must know whom to reach in the neighborhood. One way to do this is through 

H
question asking where they receive the majority of their information about neighborhood 

e
other people such as family or friends, and approximately 8.4% said word of mouth. Only 1.7% 
said that their source of information is an association. So, if there is indeed information flow 
within the neighborhood it is through more informal means such as neighbors. Since there 
doesn’t seem to be many groups or associations providing residents with information about the 
neighborhood, it is important to understand how the informal channels operate within the 
neighborhood. In order for the Town to reach residents in the most co
w
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a network analysis. This type of analysis would also accomplish the task of identifying 
gatekeepers to the neighborhood.  
 
Photovoice  
One subpopulation missing from this analysis is children. A potential follow-up to this stu
could be a qualitative analysis of how children view their neighborhood. One way to do th
through photovoice. In order to keep research fun and interesting for them, you could distrib
disposable cameras to a random sample of children within particular neighborhoods. They would 
be asked to take pictures of things that represent their sense of community, assets within t
neighborhood, what they don’t like about the neighborhood, or any variety of other 
neighborhood characteristics. Each picture’s content would then be coded. The Town cou
display the pictures throughout the neighborhoods to foster a sense of pride and sense 
community within the neighborhood. The process of taking the pictures could increase children’
awareness of their neighborhood and could foster a sense of empowerment and accomplishment 
when the pictures are displayed. This process could also be utilized with an adult population. 
Photovoice has been used in numerous settings with a variety of populations. Its draw as a 
research technique comes from the fact that it provides more in depth information for evaluatio
and program development (Wang & Burris, 1997). Photovoice allows the participants to 
elaborate upon their own experiences in their neighborhoods, is a more participatory approac
research that takes the perspectiv

dy 
is is 

ute 

he 

ld then 
of 

s 

n 

h to 
e of the neighborhood out of the hands of the researcher, brings 

eople together to discuss their experiences, and provides powerful images for policymakers 
997; Wang, Morrel-Samuels, Hutchison, Bell, Pestronk, 2004;  Nowell, 

p
(Wang & Burris, 1
Berkowitz, Deacon, & Foster-Fishman, 2006).    
 
Other Qualitative Research Methods 
One direction for future research is the use of more qualitative methods. A survey was utilized 
this study to decrease costs and time demands. However, further analyses with qualitati
methods such as participant observation, focus groups, or interviews would be beneficial. 
Quantitative surveys can only gather so much information. However, when teamed with 
qualitative methods, a large breadth and depth of information can be examined. Qualitative 
methods also allow the researcher to gain clarity to ambiguous answers (Caldwell, Jackson, 
Tucker, & Bowman, 1999). For example, participant observation could be used to fu
understand how residents interact with one another or how they utilize open or common spa
Another example concerns the nature of sense of community. Sense of community has been
found to vary across settings, so it may be wise to use qualitative methods such as interviews or
focus groups to truly understand how residents think about their sense of community (Hill, 
1996). It is also apparent from this survey that residents have more information to provide than 
what can be contained within survey responses, since many participants provided extra 
comments with their quantitative responses. Qualitative methods are also beneficial to the 
participants, by giving voice to marginalized groups or illuminating the perspective of dominant 
groups (Stein & Mankowski, 2004).    
 
Neighborhood Indicators Partnership

in 
ve 

rther 
ces. 
 

 

 
Another direction for future research is exploration of the Neighborhood Indicators Partner
The partnership is a collection of local agencies that collect data within their municipalities. Th
Urban Institute, the sponsoring organization, provides assistance with developing the information 

ship. 
e 
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system and networking opportunities for partners to help one another. As a partner, an a
develops an information system tha

gency 
t compiles existing data as well as collects new data. The data 

an then be used for baseline data, program development, community building, policy making, 
r shared across municipalities. However, before starting to collect data there needs 

 

c
evaluation, o
to be a feasibility study of sorts conducted. The Town will need to gather some background 
information first. Specifically what will the indicators be used for, who wants access, what data
do people want to collect, what data do we already have, how will reference groups be defined, 
how will data be matched, and data management. There are currently no partners within North 
Carolina (Urban Institute, n.d.).  
 
Traffic Pattern Studies 
When asked what is one thing that you would change about your neighborhood, many res
indicated that there are traffic problems within the neighborhood. Since this seems to be a major 
concern of residents maybe the town should contract with DOT to do traffic pattern studies in the
downtown area. Many residents listed ways that the traffic problems could be avoided. Their 
solutions included speed bumps, stop signs and stoplights in various locations.  Traffic prob
were also found to be a major concern in the community survey conducted by the police 
department (Town of Cary, n.d.

idents 

 

lems 

 c). Any traffic studies done need to consider the residents’
opinions on both problems and solutions. However, some of the traffic problems may be 
resolved after the downtown revitalization is completed. 
 
Evaluation and Enhancement of Healthy Neighborhoods Initiative 
The Town currently has a major program focused on neighborhoods, the Healthy Neighborhoods 

itiative. It consists of 4 subprograms; Neighbor to Neighbor, Housing Rehabilitation Program, 
 Grant, and Facade Improvement Program. These 

he 

 In 
ut, 
se 

ng 

For 

In
Neighborhood Improvement Matching
programs have great potential for addressing some of the concerns of the neighborhoods. For 
example, one of the main concerns of residents was houses and yards not being well kept. T
Neighbor to Neighbor program connects volunteers to residents who need home repairs. 
However, residents may not know of this program or not understand how to connect to it.
order to determine if these programs are effective and whether citizens understand, know abo
and utilize the resources available to them there should be a comprehensive evaluation of the
programs. Evaluation can inform program effectiveness, improvements and future marketi
strategies. The Healthy Neighborhood Initiative could also be expanded to include other Town 
sponsored programs in order to combat the problem of houses and yards not being well kept. 
example, expanding the housing rehabilitation program to include owners of rental properties or 
organized neighborhood clean-ups.  
 
Future Programs 
Involving Youth 
Neighborhoods are an important part of children’s lives. It is a social setting where they can 
experience diversity, develop networks of social support, gain experience in civic engagement 

utton & Kemp, 2002). There is a multitude of ways to attract youth to involvement within their 
y program for youth and their families to discover their 

(S
neighborhood. One activity is a Saturda
neighborhoods coordinated possibly through the local community centers or Parks, Recreation, 
and Cultural Resources Department. For example, one Saturday could encompass a walking tour 
of their neighborhood, highlighting unique or interesting characteristics. One Saturday could be 
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spent with the children making a map of their neighborhood. Another could explore backyard 
habitats. This program would increase awareness of the neighborhood and what it means for 
them. It also has the potential for increasing future involvement in neighborhood activities. 
Another program could involve teaching children about plant growth and agriculture while also 
involving them in the neighborhood. The Town could work with neighborhood schools to 
develop a garden within the neighborhood for science classes to use.  Another program could be 
a children’s neighborhood art program. In coordination with the Department of Parks, Recreatio
and Cultural Resources’ Public Art program, Cary Schools, and area newspapers youth could 
create public art for their neighbo

n 

rhoods. For example, each art class could be assigned a few 
ews and Observer, Independent Weekly, or Cary News paper boxes to paint. With the 

cher, children could develop their own designs for the boxes and paint 

 of 

N
supervision of an art tea
them themselves. Art classes could also design art specific to their neighborhood. This activity 
has the potential for fostering a sense of pride in their neighborhoods as well as increasing the 
level of involvement in other community activities.  Fostering neighborhood identity through the 
use of public art is currently one of the recommendations in the Public Art Master Plan (Town
Cary, 2001b).  
 
Increasing Neighboring and Sense of Community  
Results indicate that overall the level of neighboring within both of the neighborhoods wa
Results also imply a tension between residents within the 

s low. 
neighborhoods especially between 

nters and owners, making neighbor interaction and sense of community that much more 
grams or activities that could 

h 

 

t 
a 

 meet and get to know the largest number of residents to win 
 prize. An informal evaluation of the games resulted in many positive comments included on the 

art of the games, a large number of people participating, and the researcher 
ors interacting with one another (Berkowitz, 2003). Community Gardens are 

de 

 

l 

re
valuable in order to decrease this tension. There are a variety of pro
be implemented to increase neighbor interaction. The activities mentioned below are just a 
sampling. In order to increase neighbor interaction one must first bring the residents together.  
 
Meet and Greets: 
To increase neighboring, residents need a venue to meet one another. This could be done throug
neighborhood block parties, neighborhood pot-lucks, movie nights, community gardens, 
neighborhood games, or garage sales. Garage Sales provide residents from a wide variety of 
backgrounds with a venue for interacting with one another as well as facilitating the formation of
community identity both internally and externally (Herrmann, 2006). Neighborhood Games are 
another way for residents to get to know one another in fun and innovative ways that build trus
within the community. One researcher reported on two different neighborhood games. One was 
neighborhood hunt similar to a treasure hunt where teams of residents were given clues to take 
them around the neighborhood and answer questions about the neighborhood’s history. Another 
game consisted of residents trying to
a
forms turned in as p
observing neighb
another way in which residents can interact with one another. A community garden can provi
those without their own yard or large enough plots of land with a food source as well as bring 
people together. It is also a way residents can express their culture. In an analysis of Latino 
gardens in New York, researchers found that residents planted plants that were from their 
country of origin. They also found that seniors were using the gardens the most. So this may be a
way to keep seniors connected to other residents in the neighborhood. Finally, researchers found 
that the gardens were used as community centers where people come together to socialize as wel
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as for social events (Saldivar-Tanaka & Krasny, 2004). As part of the present study, residents 
were asked to identify what would increase their sense of community and neighbor interaction
Many people mentioned neighborhood events/activities as something that would increase th
sense of community and neighbor interaction as well as something that they would like to change
in the neighborhood. Examples of events included: 
• Potlucks 
• Cookouts 
• Dinners/meals 
• Block Parties 
• Occasional Functions 
• Evening Activities 
• Meet and Greet 
• Street fairs 

• Park events 
• Senior citizen events 
• Community watch 
• Yardwork in Heater Park 
• Cultural events 
• Community yard sale 
• Summer party 
• Phone tree 

 
Time Banks:  
Once residents 

. 
eir 

 

have a chance to meet and get to know one another they may be more inclined to 
elp one another. One formal process of residents providing assistance to one another is through 

ically a bartering system. When an individual 

n or 

s 

veryone has something to offer (Seyfang, 2004; Seyfang, 2003). Time banks can empower 
2006), increase self-esteem and confidence, foster friendships, and increase 

o, 

h
Time Banks. The concept behind time banks is bas
helps another he/she earns 1 time dollar per hour of service. That individual can then trade 
his/her time dollar for services from another. There are a wide variety of services this could 
encompass. Examples include helping a neighbor with planting, house repairs, transportatio
child-care. Time banks as formal systems of interaction show residents that they are more than 
their needs, that they also have valuable resources to offer others. It is a way to address need
through the assets already present in the community as well as facilitate social inclusion since 
e
citizens (Seyfang , 
involvement of other community groups (Seyfang, 2003). However, one of the limitations of 
working with a low-income community is the level of trust that people have in the institutions in 
the community. Lack of trust could pose a problem when instituting a program such as this. S
before a time bank could be instituted, a feasibility study would need to be conducted to 
determine if a time bank would be used by residents, how problems of trust could be overcome, 
and any other concerns residents may have about a program such as this.   
 
Overcoming Individual Differences 
When asked what is one thing that you would change about your neighborhood, many residents 
indicated that they would decrease the number of rental properties and replace them with single-
family owner occupied housing.  However, doing so will decrease the diversity of the 
neighborhood by excluding residents from moving in as well as excluding those renters already 
living within the neighborhood. Residents also responded that they would like to change the 
composition of the neighborhood such as having more in common with neighbors in order to 
increase sense of community and neighbor interaction. These responses indicate a need for 
residents to overcome individual differences to decrease tensions between neighbors. Also 
indicative of the need for understanding individual difference comes from the fact that both
neighborhoods have undergone tremendous change in terms of diversity. Comparison of 1990 
and 2000 census data shows that both neighborhoods have become more diverse. According to 
the census there is now a larger percentage of individuals from minority groups than there were 
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in 1990. There has also been a shift in the number of owners versus renters within the two 
neighborhoods. In block group B, the ratio of owners to renters has neared closer to 1 from 1990
to 2000 (U.S. Census Bureau, 2000). One way is to celebrate cultural differences through 
neighborhood cultural festivals. Such events could celebrate the diversity within a neighborhood. 
Residents from different cultural backgrounds could

 

 display exhibits, provide food, art, etc. 
e s the meet and greets mentioned above could also help to relieve tensions between 
n ters. If the concern of having rental u s on that renters are 
t o not care about the neighborhood, neighbor packets for new residents may 
 b th owners and renters.  The town n together a 

t the neighborhood for new residents. The packets could contain 
rhood events, neighborho  a ckets could be 

nts and rental property owners to nts.  

c en Participation

Ev nts such a
ow ers and ren nit  stems from a percepti
no  as involved or d
be eneficial to bo alo g with residents could put 
packet of information abou

boinformation about neigh
ge

od ssets and resources. Pa
 residegiven to real estate a be given to new

 
n reasing CitizI   

present study indicate that citizen participation is low. Few people are involved 

 

Results of the 
with community problem solving, neighborhood events, and community and neighborhood 
groups. One way to increase formal citizen participation could be to increase a slightly more 
informal version of participation. Study circles centered within neighborhoods may provide that 
participation. Study Circles are basically discussion groups where residents from a wide variety 
of backgrounds come together to share personal stories, talk about community problems, and
develop a plan for community change (Study Circles Resource Center, n.d.). It wouldn’t 
necessarily need to be a formal group but merely scheduled discussions that anyone may attend.  
 
Fostering Neighborhood Pride 
Other possible neighborhood interventions concern building community pride. This could be 
done through a variety of programs such as neighborhood awards, landscaping contests, 
neighborhood newsletters, or developing a neighborhood history. First, the Town could 
recognize neighborhood achievements based on sense of community, social inclusion, 
neighboring, revitalization efforts, etc. Second, the Town could also sponsor a landscaping 
contest where entire neighborhoods would compete with one another. Neighbors within each 
neighborhood could band together to win the contest for their neighborhood. A limited amount 
of funding could be available for each neighborhood for plants, soil, tools, etc. Third, 
eighborhood newsletters could be started to publicize neighborhood eventn s, information about 

s. Finally, the Town could connect with a history class at NC new residents, or neighborhood new
State to conduct an analysis of the history of the two neighborhoods or even of the downtown 
area as a whole. Residents mentioned a transition happening within the neighborhoods where 
older residents are being replaced with younger ones that are new to the area. Communicating 
the history would be a great opportunity to connect the new residents to the vision of the area.  
 
Addressing Concerns 
Another program area involves residents being able to have their concerns addressed. Based o
how people placed comments on the survey form, there needs to be some sort of public com
space for citizens. Some used the survey as a forum to air grievances that they have regardin
past interactions with the Town leadership or other residents. Some placed comments next to 
quantitative questions in order to elaborate. For example, there could be space on the 
Neighborhood America website for people to make comments. The Guide to Citizen Services 

n 
ment 
g 
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states that 94% has internet access either at home or at work (Town of Cary, 2007c). Howev
very few completed the survey online. The block groups examined may encompass the 6% that 
do not have internet access or they may choose not to use it as a feedback mechanism. The
could be comment boxes placed around the Town. For those who do not have internet access, 
don’t have the knowledge to use the internet, or do not find it a useful feedback mechanism, 
comment boxes may provide them with a better way to reach the Town.  
 
Evaluation and Participation 

er, 

re 

 
Whatever future programs are developed, it should be noted that those programs need to be 
evaluated. Without evaluation program leaders/developers have no idea whether the program
are effective as well as what needs to be changed. Any evaluation or further research should be
done in a participatory action research design. Residents need to take part in the rese

s 
 

arch design 
nd implementation. Participatory action research empowers program participants by increasing 

ticipants and stakeholders can serve as co-evaluators 

rch, 
ity 

 

e 
e 

n 

eption 
came to 

 
 
t 

sources. Overall results of the assets item found that the downtown area is pedestrian friendly, 
 to restaurants, has friendly people, and is within close proximity to 

a
their control over the program. Par
enhancing the “do with” philosophy. It also gives participants a voice in decisions that affect 
them (Folkman & Rai, 1997).  Using this method can facilitate community support for resea
develop research agendas and interventions relevant to resident concerns, increase sustainabil
of long term research and programs, and aid residents in taking ownership of programs  (Altman,
1995). Participatory research could also enhance the trust between sponsoring agency, 
stakeholders, and participants. If residents are not involved in the development, they will not b
involved in the actual program. In order to obtain community buy-in any program has to b
developed, implemented, and evaluated in collaboration with residents.  
 
Conclusion 
The present study was undertaken in order to determine the health of two neighborhoods withi
the downtown Cary area. A variety of variables were measured including neighborhood 
definition, sense of community, neighboring, citizen participation, needs, assets, and perc
of safety. Overall, results show that the neighborhoods were lacking especially when it 
neighboring and citizen participation. There were also a variety of concerns within the two 
neighborhoods. With careful planning and program implementation, the Town can help the 
residents begin to connect with one another to solve neighborhood problems.  
 
However, it is not the intent of this study to only highlight what is missing or needed in the two 
neighborhoods. Any neighborhood can have issues that need to be resolved or an aspect that is 
lacking.  It is important to also highlight and appreciate the assets of the neighborhood or what
residents like about where they live. In this study, residents were asked to indicate the one best
aspect of their neighborhood. Results (shown above) indicate that the downtown area has a grea
atmosphere, is an attractive place to live, has friendly people, and is convenient to local 
re
is within close proximity
resources such as grocery store, laundromat, bank, and library. Even though each of these 
neighborhoods may have needs, they still have assets that should be recognized and celebrated.   
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Appendix A: Population characteristics of area surveyed 
 

Variables Response Options Survey Total 
 

Area Town 
Race Caucasian 71.9 79.6 

African-

Asian or Pacific 

14.5 

10.8 

6.1 

4.3 

American 
American Indian 

.1 
1.5 

.2 
8.1 

Hispanic 
Other 

1.2 1.7 

Gender Male 49.3 49.8 
Female 50.7 50.2 

Homeownership Rent 50.2 27.2 
Own 49.8 72.8 

Children 
present 

Yes 
No 

25.8 
74.2 

42.9 
57.1 
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Appendix B: Census Block Group Maps  
 
A (535.01-1) 
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B (535.07-1) 
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Appendix C: Survey 
 
 
 

 TOWN Of CARY 
Neighborhood Survey 

 
 

B 

 
I. NEIGHBORHOOD 

1. In your opinion, what 4 streets serve as boundaries to your neighborhood?  
A:               Street B:               Street C:              Street D:  

2. Does your neighborhood have a name?  ____YES   ____ NO  ____ DON’T KNOW 

, what is it? _______________________________________________________________________ 

II. SENSE OF COMMUNITY

 

Street 
 

 
3. IF YES
 

 
our level of agreement or disagreement with the following statements by circling the appropriate 

er: 
             strongly        disagree      neither agree/     agree       strongl
             disagree                               disagree                               

1        2        3        4       5

1. There are people I can rely on among my neighbors     1        2        3        4       5

Please rate y
numb

y  
agree 

  

               
2. People   trust each other in my neighborhood.          1        2        3        4       5
3. I feel   I belong in my neighborhood.                1        2        3        4       5
4. I care about what my neighbors think of my actions      1        2        3        4       5  
     (e.g., how I dress, how I treat my child)  

close to some of my neighbors.               1        2        3        4       55. I feel   
6. People in my neighborhood are usually warm and friendly 1        2        3        4       5    
7. We help each other out in my neighborhood.          1        2        3        4       5  
 
III. NEIGHBORING  
Please rate how often you participate in the following behaviors by circling the appropriate number: 

never        rarely       sometimes        often     everyday 

1            2            3             4           5  
1. I visit with my neighbors in their homes             1            2            3             4           5  
2. I have neighbors over to my house to visit            1            2            3             4           5  
3. I stop and talk with people in my neighborhood        1            2            3             4           5  
4. I meet with my neighbors to spend some time          1            2            3             4           5  
doing things together    
5. I exchange favors with my neighbors               1            2            3             4           5  

6. How many of your neighbors would you recognize if you saw them? _______                        



Page 60 

neighbors do you know by name? _______ 

ny of your neighbors do you consider as your friends? ________         

. How many of your neighbors would you have no problem asking to borrow little things?    ________                  
IV. CITIZEN PARTICIPATION 
Please rate how often you participate in the cling the appropriate number: 
                                               never        rarely       sometimes        often     everyday 

1            2            3             4           5  
. Informally talk with neighbors about a               1            2            3             4           5 

7. How many of your 

8. How ma

9

 following behaviors by cir

1
community problem                               
. Participate in neighborhood related activities           1            2            3             4           5       2

(e.g. neighborhood dinners, festivals, etc.)                   
3. Personally participate in community problem solving     1            2            3             4           5        
when a problem arises      
 
4. In which type of community do you participate in community problem solving? PLEASE CHECK ALL 

your neighborhood    ___ Within your town    ___ None 

  ___NO   ___ DON’T KNOW 
 
6. If YES, what is the name of the association? ___________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________ 

_________ 

__________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

_ 

_ 

_ 

THAT APPLY.  
___ Within your block    ___ Within 
 

5. To your knowledge, is there a Homeowners Association in your neighborhood?    
___ YES 

 
7. Are you involved with any of the following? PLEASE CHECK ALL THAT APPLY. 
___ Neighborhood groups/associations 
___ Town-wide community groups 
___ Informal neighborhood groups 
___ Homeowners associations  
___ None 
 
8. If you ARE NOT involved, is there a particular reason you are not involved with these groups? 

____________________

_________________________________________________________________________________

9. If you ARE involved with one or more of the groups, please give the name(s) of the group(s): 

_________________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________
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V. NEEDS AND ASSETS OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD  
 
1. Do you see any problems with you neighborhood? PLEASE CHECK ALL THAT APPLY. 

___ Alcoholics & Public Drinking _

__ Inadequate sidewalks 

 and gutter in poor repair 

 OTHER, Please Explain: ______________________________________________________________ 

sets of your neighborhood? PLEASE CHECK ALL THAT APPLY. 

__ Pedestrian friendly  

__ Attractive landscape 

rocery 
ry, etc.) 

___ Close proximity to restaurants 

___ Historic buildings 

___ Other 

, Please Explain:_______________________________________________________________ 

 
___ Litter/Trash  
___ Graffiti  

___ Noise 
___ Houses/yards not well kept  

___ Drug addicts     ___ Lack of common spaces 

___ Vacant/Abandoned store fronts     ___ Lack of sidewalks 
___ Burned down buildings  _
___ Unemployed people hanging out     ___ Street pavement in poor repair 
___ Traffic ___ Curb
___ Inadequate parking     ___ Other

__ Lack of recreation facilities  

 
If
 
2. What are the as
 
___ Large lot sizes 
___ Friendly people 
_
___ Child-friendly ___ Citizen/neighborhood associations 
_
___ Available recreational facilities ___ Attractive homes 
___ Close proximity to resources (e.g. g

store, laundromat, bank, libra
___ Locally owned businesses 

___ Religious organizations/resources 
___ Cultural organizations/resources 

 
If OTHER
 
VI. SAFETY 
Please rate your level of agreement or disagreement with the following statements by circling the appropriate 
number: 

strongly        disagree      neither agree/     agree       strongly  
disagree                               disagree                               agree 

1        2        3        4       5  
   5  1. This neighborhood is more dangerous than        1        2        3        4    

other parts of the town.        
2. People are afraid to go out after dark in          1        2        3        4       5  
this neighborhood.    
3. Friends/Relatives don’t visit this neighborhood     1        2        3        4       5  
because of safety concerns. 

. This neighborhood has become more dangerous    1        2        3        4       5  4
since I moved in.       



Page 62 

cle the appropriate number using a 9-point scale 
here 1 is extremely unsafe and 9 is extremely safe, 5 is average. 

xtremely                          Average                          Extremely  
                                             Safe   

2        3        4        5         9       
PHICS

5. Please tell us how safe you feel in your neighborhood?  Cir
w
  
E
Unsafe                
  1          6        7        8     
VII. DEMOGRA  

hite 

 
nder 

__ $30,001-$50,000 
0 
0  

,000 

 you completed? 

___ So

 age?  ___ Years 

7. How long have you lived in your neighborhood?  

ost of your neighbors have lived in the neighborhood?  

____Months 

ribes your living situation (excluding children)?  PLEASE CHOOSE ONLY ONE. 

 
1. May I ask your race? 
___ European American/Caucasian/W
___ African-American/Black 
___ Native American or Alaskan 
___ Hispanic
___ Asian or Pacific Isla
__ Other: Please Specify: ________________________________________________________ _

 
2.  May I ask your household income? 
___ 0-$20,000 
__ $20,001-$30,000 _

_
___ $50,001-$70,00
___ $70,001-$100,00
___ $100,001-$120,000 
___ $120,001-$140,000 
___ $140,001-$160
___ Over $160,000 
 
3. What is the highest level of school
___ High School/Equivalent or Less 

me College or Technical 
___ College Degree 
___ Graduate Degree 
 
4. What is your gender?  ___ Female ___ Male 

5. What is your

6. Do you rent or own your home?  ___ Rent ___ Own  

 ______Years ______Months 

8. How long have you lived in Cary?  ______Years ______Months  

9. How long would you say m

______Years    __

10. How long would you say most of your neighbors have lived in Cary? 

______Years    ______Months 

11. What best desc
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_ Live with Relative (e.g. sibling, cousin, mother, father) 

nder the age of 18 living in your household?  ___Yes ___No  

 18 live in your household? _______ 

___ Live Alone or Widow/Widower 
___ Live with Roommate (non-relative) 
__
___ Live with Significant Other or Married 
___ Other: Please Specify: _______________________________________________________________ 
 
12. Do you have children u

13. If YES, how many children under the age of

VIII. OPEN-ENDED:  
 
If you need more space to answer, please use the back of this sheet.  

st aspect of your neighborhood? 

. What is ONE thing that could increase your sense of community with your neighborhood? 

t could increase your level o eighbors? 

 

 

mation about issues/events in your neighborhood? 

 

 
1. If you could change ONE thing about your neighborhood, what would it be? 
 
 
 
 
 
2. What is the ONE be
 
 
 
 
 
3
 
 
 
 
 
 
4. What is ONE thing tha f interaction with your n
 
 

 

 
5. Where do you obtain the majority of infor
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nd Assets 

Needs: 

• bad neighborhood, will move out soon.  
g spots 

ous. Lawrence/Walnut traffic 

unday. Yellow curbs 
riveways. Town 

required parking lot plants died and not replaced 
• transient/pass-thru traffic 
• during one month period last year there were 4 accidents on S. Harrison - 3 Mexican or S. 

American 1 hit and run - usually quiet though 

• The town wants to level my apartment so they can build another park and one already 
exists 1/4 mile from here! 

• 3. Town of Cary does not sweep circles  4. few owners rent out rooms 
• barking dogs, loud car radios 

s a hill & 
to dangerous. I have to wait to get out of my own driveway. It needs to be stopped.  

• Older neighbors need help in upkeep of their homes. Some rental property is not kept up. 
Motels used as rentals!! 

• Webster Street feels unsafe. We avoid because are feels ghetto like 
• Increase in major stream flood over past 15 years. Lack of major concern by Town due to 

• Rental Property 
• 5 way intersection that nobody stops at!! S. Dixon, West Park, Williams St. 
• Speeding on Dry Avenue. No police presents. Unsafe for a downtown community 
• Vacant home with trash and abandone car 
• Lots of rental property, people drive too fast, speed limit should be reduced or speed 

• Many stray cats that animal control won't pick up 
• Illegal aliens living w/20 people in small rented houses; constant utility repairs or 

outages; no street lights 
• Cars not obeying speed limit 
• We need more street lights-please; on our end of Willow St the pavement is too high-it 

needs to match the other part of the street- when we pull out of our drive, we drag if 
you're not very careful 

Appendix D: Responses to Other Options for Needs a
 
 

• sometimes music to loud 
• Too many illegal aliens. Need to deport. 

• No parkin
• Kingston Ridge exit on Walnut. Making left turn is hazard

light is unprotected left turn. Accident ready to happen. 
• church people parking in post office lot and in 15 min spaces on S

on Academy St need repainted. Cars are parked to close to corners and d

• speeding on dry 

• We are sick of Dept of Motor Vehicles doing the driving test on S. West St. It i

old part of Town and low tax base 

bumps  
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• flooding Creek 
emo to Mayor and Councilwoman 

ness vehicles, poorly maintained rentals, 
oding 

rhood 

 

• 

onths to do so in these 
e away-have to leave) 

• t sometimes 
lity lines, more street lights 

• ffic to get to Kildaire Farm Rd down Dry Ave - too fast for 

across street 

• d poop stations 

•  property 
ds that barely keep their properties presentable 

                                                                                                                  
Assets: 

• 

• Speeding 

• see attached m
• Houses used for Business & Parking; Busi

stream degredation and flo
• Traffic on S. Harrison too fast for neighbo
• Speeding 
• speeders 
• landlords don't take care of rental property. Too many tenants in 1 house-use bathroom in

back yard 
• illegal mexicans taking over 

Poor People-Domestic Problems. Some housing is paid by Wake Cty and/or Church for 
families that "need to get on their feet" (each family has 4 m
apartments-then they mov

• home asst. no good work 
No street lights and Mexicans walking all nigh

• above ground uti
• too many rental properties, with high turnover. Speeding thru-traffic 

fast traffic! Cut through tra
Park area! 

• weeds and brush in vacant lot 
• Considering free speech that is a right in this country-I think yard signs should be 

respected instead of stolen 
• too many duplexes and rental homes 

dog poop in my yard-nee
• webster street is completely tore up!! 
• Cars speeding 

too many rentals don't keep up with
• too many landlor
• Flooding/Stream Problems 
• Some rental property is poorly maintained. 
                                                                                 

• Convenient to traveling around Cary. 
Culture • of the old part of Cary. 
We need the neighborhood clean-up • 

• location to downtown 
• near family 

affordable housing so close to work 



• There are many stores and business close by and their appearance is very shabby-it sets 
bad example for our town and surrounding neighborhoods (downtown Cary) 
Downtown Cary is the c

a 

• losest thing the town has to a cultural center. What else is Cary 
h of big houses and strip malls!? 

n 

• own Cary 

istance to schools, downtown 

• s 

• 

• 

ven with proposed changes-please don't 

• lose 

• ue is that neighborhood is rental district 
pex Jordan Lake 

neighbors 

but a bunc
• Quiet part of tow
• The wonderful drug store! 
• Park nearby-Heaters 

within walking distance of downt
• nice atmosphere (trees etc) 
• Art resources nearby 
• Walking d
• Cary Band Day, 49 years 2007 

wooded lot
• close to schools 
• We greatly appreciate the new culvert on E. park St 

me 
rent is relatively low 

• six miles from work 
• library 
• Want to keep the downtown charm and feel-e

ruin this 
• older well kept homes 

downtown c
• population is diverse 
• sidewalks! 

good diverse folks-again iss
• convenient to RTP and Raleigh and A
• TTA bus route 
• close to work is about all 
• Family are my 

Page 66 


	Executive Summary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4 
	Chapter 3: Results . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20 
	Chapter 4: Discussion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 41 
	Chapter 5: Directions for Future Research and Intervention  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 43  
	Chapter 6: References . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 51 
	Appendices . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 56 
	Tables 
	Figures 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 


	Description of Study 
	 
	Role of the Town of Cary 
	Sense of Community 
	 
	Neighboring 


	Citizen Participation 
	 
	Perception of Safety 
	CHAPTER 2: METHODOLOGY 
	Income 
	Education 
	Homeownership 
	Living Situation 
	Age 
	Tenure in Neighborhood 
	Tenure in Cary 


	Comparison of Respondents to Population 
	Confidence Interval 
	Sense of Community 
	Citizen Participation 
	Needs and Assets 
	Perception of Safety 


	 If you could change ONE thing about your neighborhood, what would it be? 
	 What is the ONE best aspect of your neighborhood? 
	 What is ONE thing that could increase your sense of community with your neighborhood? 
	 What is ONE thing that could increase your level of interaction with your neighbors? 
	 Where do you obtain the majority of information about issues/events in your neighborhood? 
	CHAPTER 3: RESULTS 


	Neighborhood Definition 
	Overall Results  
	Sense of Community 
	Overall Results  
	Comparison of A and B  


	Neighboring 
	Overall Results  
	Comparison of A and B  




	Citizen Participation 
	Overall Results 
	Comparison of A and B  

	Needs/Assets 
	Overall Results  
	Comparison of A and B  
	Perception of Safety 
	Comparison of A and B  
	Change one thing 
	“People allowing their pets to mess in others yards and don't clean up after them” 
	“Sidewalks to make more ped. Friendly” 
	“Bury power/telephone lines underground” 

	Best Aspect 
	CHAPTER 4: DISCUSSION 



	Strengths 
	Limitations 


	CHAPTER 5. DIRECTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH AND INTERVENTION 
	Future Research 
	Continual Assessment of Neighborhood Characteristics 
	Network Analysis 


	Neighborhood Indicators Partnership 
	Another direction for future research is exploration of the Neighborhood Indicators Partnership. The partnership is a collection of local agencies that collect data within their municipalities. The Urban Institute, the sponsoring organization, provides assistance with developing the information system and networking opportunities for partners to help one another. As a partner, an agency develops an information system that compiles existing data as well as collects new data. The data can then be used for baseline data, program development, community building, policy making, evaluation, or shared across municipalities. However, before starting to collect data there needs to be a feasibility study of sorts conducted. The Town will need to gather some background information first. Specifically what will the indicators be used for, who wants access, what data do people want to collect, what data do we already have, how will reference groups be defined, how will data be matched, and data management. There are currently no partners within North Carolina (Urban Institute, n.d.).  
	 
	Traffic Pattern Studies 

	 
	Future Programs 
	Meet and Greets: 
	Increasing Citizen Participation  
	CHAPTER 6: REFERENCES 

	6. How many of your neighbors would you recognize if you saw them? _______                        
	8. How many of your neighbors do you consider as your friends? ________         

	IV. CITIZEN PARTICIPATION 
	 
	4. In which type of community do you participate in community problem solving? PLEASE CHECK ALL THAT APPLY.  
	___ Within your block    ___ Within your neighborhood    ___ Within your town    ___ None 
	 
	5. To your knowledge, is there a Homeowners Association in your neighborhood?    
	___ YES   ___NO   ___ DON’T KNOW 
	 
	6. If YES, what is the name of the association? ___________________________________________________ 
	 
	7. Are you involved with any of the following? PLEASE CHECK ALL THAT APPLY. 
	___ Neighborhood groups/associations 
	___ Town-wide community groups 
	___ Informal neighborhood groups 
	___ Homeowners associations  
	___ None 
	 
	8. If you ARE NOT involved, is there a particular reason you are not involved with these groups? 
	__________________________________________________________________________________________ 
	__________________________________________________________________________________________ 
	__________________________________________________________________________________________ 
	 
	9. If you ARE involved with one or more of the groups, please give the name(s) of the group(s): 
	__________________________________________________________________________________________ 
	__________________________________________________________________________________________ 
	__________________________________________________________________________________________ 
	 
	 
	 

	V. NEEDS AND ASSETS OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD  
	VII. DEMOGRAPHICS 
	 
	1. May I ask your race? 
	___ European American/Caucasian/White 
	___ African-American/Black 
	___ Native American or Alaskan 
	___ Hispanic 
	___ Asian or Pacific Islander 
	___ Other: Please Specify: ________________________________________________________ 
	 
	2.  May I ask your household income? 
	___ 0-$20,000 
	___ $20,001-$30,000 
	___ $30,001-$50,000 
	___ $50,001-$70,000 
	___ $70,001-$100,000  
	___ $100,001-$120,000 
	___ $120,001-$140,000 
	___ $140,001-$160,000 
	___ Over $160,000 
	 
	3. What is the highest level of school you completed? 
	___ High School/Equivalent or Less 
	___ Some College or Technical 
	___ College Degree 
	___ Graduate Degree 
	 
	4. What is your gender?  ___ Female ___ Male 
	5. What is your age?  ___ Years 
	6. Do you rent or own your home?  ___ Rent ___ Own  
	7. How long have you lived in your neighborhood?   ______Years ______Months 
	8. How long have you lived in Cary?  ______Years ______Months  
	9. How long would you say most of your neighbors have lived in the neighborhood?  
	______Years    ______Months 
	10. How long would you say most of your neighbors have lived in Cary? 
	______Years    ______Months 
	11. What best describes your living situation (excluding children)?  PLEASE CHOOSE ONLY ONE. 
	___ Live Alone or Widow/Widower 
	___ Live with Roommate (non-relative) 
	___ Live with Relative (e.g. sibling, cousin, mother, father) 
	___ Live with Significant Other or Married 
	___ Other: Please Specify: _______________________________________________________________ 
	 
	12. Do you have children under the age of 18 living in your household?  ___Yes ___No  
	13. If YES, how many children under the age of 18 live in your household? _______ 
	VIII. OPEN-ENDED:  
	 
	If you need more space to answer, please use the back of this sheet.  
	 
	1. If you could change ONE thing about your neighborhood, what would it be? 
	2. What is the ONE best aspect of your neighborhood? 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	3. What is ONE thing that could increase your sense of community with your neighborhood? 
	4. What is ONE thing that could increase your level of interaction with your neighbors? 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	5. Where do you obtain the majority of information about issues/events in your neighborhood? 



