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Summary

In the fall of 2011, the Central Corridor Funders Collaborative (CCFC), on behalf of the
Business Resources Collaborative (BRC), asked Wilder Research to conduct a survey
about the services and strategies to mitigate business losses during construction of the
Central Corridor Light Rail.

This study conducted surveys in person and over the phone with owners and managers of
201 businesses on the route of the Central Corridor Light Rail between March and June
2012. This survey is intended to help understand the types of assistance and mitigation
efforts businesses utilized, the effectiveness of these efforts, the ways assistance can be
improved, and lessons or knowledge to inform similar projects in the future. Respondents
were asked about their experiences with specific services available including the Small
Business Loan Program, the Parking Loan Program, services provided by the U7
collaborative, the “Buy Local” coupon book, and the Progressive Dinner organized in
December 2012. Respondents were also asked about any mitigation efforts they had
undertaken on their own including additional marketing, signage, and promotions as well
as the Metropolitan Council Project Office’s communications efforts to promote
businesses on the corridor

Almost three-quarters (72%) of respondents were male, and 44 percent were people of
color. Almost one-third (31%) were foreign-born, and another 10% were first-generation.
Businesses were primarily retail, grocery, and convenience stores (30%); restaurants, bars
and other hospitality or recreation (22%); nonprofessional services (21%); or professional
services (15%). Two-thirds (64%) of the businesses had been at their location on the
corridor since before 2005.

Most respondents reported either significant (63%) or minor (17%) construction in front
of their business during the year before the survey. Types of disruptions included reduced
sidewalk access in front of their business (53%), closure of the street for longer than a
month (52%), loss of on-street parking (51%), and loss of off-street parking (27%).
Respondents also reported their customers had difficulty navigating to their businesses
(80%); fewer customers because they heard the business was hard to access (73%); less
automobile traffic in front of their business (73%); excess noise, dust, and other
disruptions (72%); and fewer pedestrians in front of their business (63%).

When asked about construction-related communications, one-half (49%) of respondents
reported being very informed about who to contact about issues encountered, 44 percent
were very informed about the construction schedule, 36 percent were very informed
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about utility outages, and 35 percent were very informed about road and sidewalk
closures.

Successful implementation of services

This study suggests that the services administered on the corridor have been successful in
their implementation. In particular, there has been high general satisfaction with the
services from what respondents consider to be well-designed programs.

B General effectiveness and satisfaction. Survey respondents gave relatively high
ratings for the overall effectiveness of and their overall satisfaction with the services
they received.

B Well-designed programs. Findings suggest that the services were designed well to
encourage participation and be user-friendly.

Reasons for participation

Participants in the Parking (100%) and Small Business (76%) Loan Programs generally
reported that a primary reason for their participation was that the programs met a specific
need for the business. Many respondents (78% Parking and 62% Small Business) also
reported that the favorable terms or requirements of the programs were primary reasons
for participating. Among “Buy Local” coupon book participants, the most commonly
reported reason for participation (52%) was that they were asked to do so.

Service effectiveness and strengths

The services available to corridor businesses aimed to serve two distinct but related
purposes. While the Small Business Loan program, the Parking Loan program, and the
U7 services generally aimed to compensate for lost revenue due to construction, the “Buy
Local” coupon book, Progressive Dinner, and Project Office communication efforts were
designed to increase customer traffic, thereby generating additional revenue.

In general, the services intended to compensate for revenue losses were rated higher in
overall effectiveness (80-90% somewhat or very effective) compared to those intended to
increase customer traffic (50-70%). The financial support provided was the primary
strength identified for the revenue compensation services while the low cost and exposure
to customers were the primary strengths identified for the services intended to increase
customer traffic.
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Internal strategies

Along with the external service and assistance the businesses may have received, they
were also asked about any strategies they had implemented themselves that were intended
to mitigate the negative effects of construction. Just over one-half (55%) of respondents
reported that their business had implemented at least one strategy to mitigate the effects
of construction.

B 32% put up additional signage near their business to help customers navigate traffic
or to indicate the business was open during construction. On average, they spent $661
on this strategy and 60% report it was effective in increasing customer traffic.

B 29% provided additional promotional offers (coupons, deals, etc.) to help generate
customer traffic during the construction. On average, they spent $2,115 on this
strategy and 66% report it was effective in increasing customer traffic.

B 18% purchased additional advertising (TV, radio, or print) to help generate
customer traffic during construction. On average, they spent $1,993 on this strategy
and 57% report it was effective in increasing customer traffic.

Business perceptions of future outlook

Three-quarters (76%) of all the businesses surveyed reported that they expect their
business to be operating in its current location in five years, 16 percent did not expect
their business to be in operation at this location in five years, and 9 percent did not know
if their business will be in operation at their current location in five years.

Respondents from businesses that had reported construction disruptions in the year before
the survey were slightly less likely than those who had not experienced disruptions to
report that they expect to be in business at their current location in five years (74% to
80%). This difference is due to a higher level of uncertainty (12% compared to 2%
reporting “don’t know”’) among those experiencing disruptions rather than the
expectation that they will no longer be operating at their current location (15% compared
to 19%). For the most part, the outlook of respondents was consistent whether they
received services or not. However, the most positive response (82% reporting they will
be in business in their current location in five years) was from businesses that had not
received services and had not experienced construction.

The primary reasons respondents reported they did not think their business would be
operating at that location in five years were an uncertain future; severe financial losses;
not wanting to stay in the area; or a pending or future building eviction.
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When asked to state expectations measures of business health over the coming years, the
majority of respondents expected at least small increases in sales (64%), profits (61%),
and employee wages (53%).

Challenges and opportunities

While the overall findings are positive, a couple of key areas to consider may help to
strengthen the programs and ensure the greatest possible impact in future iterations of the
programs.

B Specific effectiveness is unclear. Respondents rated the effectiveness of specific
aspects of the services and assistance lower than their overall effectiveness. This
suggests either that the services provide value beyond their specific goals or that the
particularly valuable aspects of the program were not measured.

B OQutreach is critical to participation. Many respondents who participated in
programs indicated they did so because they were asked to. However, overall
awareness of the programs was relatively low.

Suggestions for improvements to services

Participant suggestions for program improvement varied widely by program. In the case
of the Small Business and Parking Loan Programs, respondents most commonly
suggested that the programs disburse more funds, and many said they had no suggestions
for program improvement. A few suggested, however, that the program broaden the
eligibility criteria and improve the timeliness of service delivery.

Participants in the U7 services also suggested that the program improve the timeliness of
service delivery, but nearly as many said they had no suggestions for program
improvement. Those participating in the “Buy Local” coupon book and the Progressive
Dinner suggested that the programs could be improved by getting greater participation
(customers and businesses) in the programs. Those familiar with the Project Office’s
communication efforts suggested that the information provided be more timely and
accurate, that the Project Office conduct more outreach, and that they communicate with
businesses in person rather than via phone, mail, or email.

Additional service needs

Most respondents reported that financial assistance for marketing, promotion, or
advertising (80%), low- or no-interest operating loans (75%), technical assistance for
marketing or promotion (77%), and technical assistance for business planning or strategy
(65%) would be at least somewhat helpful.
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Conclusion

Many factors affect business health besides the services and strategies measured in this
study. This prevents us from drawing a conclusive determination regarding the impact of
the services offered to mitigate the negative effects of Central Corridor Light Rail
construction. However, there is evidence that services effectively reach those who need
them the most, and provide a diverse range of options to meet a variety of needs. The
groups that experienced the most intense construction impact disproportionately received
the most highly rated services.

In addition, the variation of participation rates among different types of owner
characteristics and types of services is an indication that businesses were able to choose
services that most closely met their needs. This range of service options is critical to the
programs’ success, both individually and as a package of services to benefit the corridor,
and helps to efficiently allocate scarce support resources.

This study only focuses on the first year of Central Corridor Light Rail construction.
Examination of services and impacts during subsequent years of construction, and into
operational service of the line, will increase understanding of the total effect of the
construction and mitigation efforts.
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Introduction and background

In the fall of 2011, the Central Corridor Funders Collaborative, on behalf of the Business
Resources Collaborative, asked Wilder Research to conduct a survey about services and
strategies to mitigate business losses during the construction of the Central Corridor Light Rail.

This study is intended to address the following questions:

1. What types of assistance are businesses using? What other ways are businesses
working to mitigate their losses? What are their reasons for using or not using the various
types of mitigation?

2. Are efforts to mitigate losses due to light rail construction effective? If so, what are the
most effective methods of mitigation and how have they been effective?

3. What can be improved with the assistance businesses received? How can the assistance
more effectively address construction-related business needs?

4. What lessons or knowledge can be used to help businesses prepare for future light rail
construction?

Central Corridor Light Rail

The “Central Corridor” is the common name used to refer to the 11-mile light rail line
currently under construction between the Minneapolis and Saint Paul downtowns. The
name is also sometimes applied to the neighborhoods surrounding the line. Construction
on the rail line began in the spring of 2011 and is set to begin operations in 2014. This
stretch will become the eastern portion of the Metro Transit Green Line, which will later
also include a western portion extending from downtown Minneapolis into the
southwestern suburbs.

Central Corridor Funders Collaborative

The Central Corridor Funders Collaborative (CCFC), established in 2008, is a collection
of local and national funders working on development issues surrounding the Central
Corridor Light Rail build-out. The CCFC describes their mission as “investing beyond
the rail” by promoting learning, building shared solutions, and investing capital. The
CCFC seeks to invest $20 million in the Central Corridor over 10 year through their
Catalyst Fund. The Catalyst Fund primarily funds planning, implementation, research, and
evaluation. The primary values that inform the CCFC and its work include participation,
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fairness, comprehensive solutions, sustainability, and healthy living. For more
information about the Central Corridor Funders Collaborative and its work, visit their
website at www.funderscollaborative.org.

Business Resources Collaborative

The Business Resources Collaborative (BRC) convenes members of the business
community, local nonprofit and community organizations, and public sector partners to
focus on the economic and business health of the corridor. Its purpose, as described on
the CCFC website, is as follows:

The Business Resources Collaborative (BRC) was created to support businesses
and property owners through this changing market. The BRC is a partnership of
business coalitions, nonprofit community developers and local and regional
governments. Our goal is to coordinate the delivery of a comprehensive,
integrated mix of services that will support area businesses and property owners
before, during, and after [light rail transit] construction.
(http://www.funderscollaborative.org/partners/business-development-group)

Methods

As noted above, the intent of this study is to deepen understanding about the business loss
mitigation strategies implemented in the Central Corridor, look for ways to improve on
those strategies, and better prepare for future mitigation efforts. This section provides an
overview of the methodology this study uses to address the research questions.

It is thought that the effects of light rail construction disproportionately affect those
businesses fronting the light rail line, so this study only samples businesses with addresses on
streets that will carry the Central Corridor Light Rail. For the downtown Saint Paul
section of the corridor, this includes only businesses on the street level. Downtown
Minneapolis businesses are excluded from this study because there is no significant Central
Corridor light rail construction scheduled for that area. Businesses fitting these criteria were
identified through three lists of businesses kept by organizations working with businesses
on the corridor.

This study seeks to understand more about the conditions and effects of construction on
for-profit business, so all nonprofit or community organizations and government offices
were screened out of participation. Large nonprofit clinics and hospitals were also
screened out, but small private practice offices (e.g., eye care, chiropractors, and dentists)
and other professional offices are included in the sample. In total, 1,144 businesses were
identified in the corridor.
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Furthermore, because this study is intended to understand the effect of services in the mitigation
efforts, businesses who received any of the four primary services associated with the mitigation
efforts (see page 17) were automatically included in the sample. These businesses were
identified through lists of participants provided by the various programs. Interviewers attempted
to contact 73 Small Business Loan Program participants, 22 “Buy Local” coupon book
participants, 20 Parking Loan Program participants, and 12 Progressive Dinner participants.

It was also important for the study to survey individuals with key roles and understanding of
the businesses sampled. Therefore, it was requested that either an owner or manager complete
the survey.

The survey instrument was developed with feedback from the Business Resources Collaborative
and Central Corridor Funders Collaborative staff. Because of this study’s focus on mitigation
strategies, most of the survey instrument content consists of a series of questions about
services and mitigation strategies implemented. However, additional questions were also
asked about the level and types of construction disruption experienced by the businesses,
characteristics of the business, demographics of the respondent, and the future outlook for the
business. The complete survey instrument is available in the appendix.

Overall, 201 businesses were surveyed between March and June 2012 with a response rate of
60 percent (see Figure 1). Wilder’s trained survey interviewer staff first contacted
respondents at the location of their business, and completed the survey at that time if the
respondents were available and willing. If the interview could not be completed during that
visit, contact information was gathered to follow up by telephone.

1. Sampling and response rate

Total number of businesses identified in the corridor 1,144
Number of businesses attempted to contact 456
Not eligible (vacant, closed/moved, nonprofit or government, etc.) 119
Eligible: did not complete 136
Refusals 63
Language barrier 8
Unable to contact (8-12+ contacts) 57
Break-offs (started interview but did not complete) 8
Total completes 201
Total eligible sample (did not complete + completes) 337
Response rate (completes/eligible sample) 60%
Mitigating business losses: 8 Wilder Research, October 2012
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Data from the surveys were cleaned, coded, and entered into a dataset, and analyzed
using SPSS statistical analysis software. Statistical analyses primarily consisted of
frequency distributions and cross-tabular analyses.
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Characteristics and demographics

This section provides an overview of the characteristics of the individuals who completed
the survey and of the businesses they represent.

Survey respondents

As noted in the methods section, this study specifically targeted survey respondents who
were owners or managers of the businesses selected to participate. More than two-thirds
(68%) of the respondents were either the sole owner (43%) or a co-owner (25%) of the
business (Figure 2). Another 28 percent of survey respondents represent the business as a
manager. Only five percent of survey respondents were neither an owner nor a manager,
and these respondents included family members, administrative assistants, and other staff.

Sixty-nine percent of the survey respondents were born in the U.S., and 10 percent were
first-generation (U.S.-born with at least one foreign-born parent). Over half were white,
one-fifth Asian, one-tenth African-born, and several others were black, American Indian,
multiracial, or some other race. Nearly three-quarters (72%) of respondents were male.

2. Respondent demographics

Gender (N=200) Number Percent
Male 144 72%
Female 56 28%

Race and ethnicity (N=194)

African American or Black (non-Hispanic) 14 7%
African Born 21 11%
Asian or Pacific Islander (non-Hispanic) 35 18%
Other (includes American Indian and Multiracial, non-Hispanic) 9 5%
Hispanic (Any race) 7 4%
Respondents of color (total) 86 44%
White or Caucasian (hon-Hispanic) 108 56%
Nativity (N=199)
Foreign-born 62 31%
U.S.-born 137 69%
First-generation * 20 10%

Notes: Subtotals may not sum to 100% due to rounding. 2U.S.-born with at least one foreign-born parent.
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Businesses

A diverse representation of businesses participated in this study (Figure 3). Almost one-
third of businesses (30%) were retail, grocery, and convenience stores. One-fifth (22%)
were restaurants or bars, one-fifth (21%) nonprofessional services like auto repair and
plumbing, and the remaining businesses were in professional services, finance, and
property management (15%), and health and fitness (11%). Three-quarters (74%) of
surveyed businesses employed fewer than 10 people; one-quarter employed more than
10, and 1 in 10 said the respondent/owner was the only employee. The median number of
employees among respondent businesses was four employees and the mean was 10.

3. Business types and sizes (N=201)

Type (N=201) Number Percent
Retail, grocery, and convenience stores 61 30%
Restaurants, bars, hospitality, and recreation 44 22%
Nonprofessional services (e.g., auto, plumbing, etc.) 43 21%
Property management, professional services, and finance 31 15%
Health and fitness 22 11%

Number of employees (N=199)

Owner only (no employees) 20 10%
1-9 employees 127 64%
10+ employees 52 26%

One-quarter (25%) of respondents reported owning the space in which the business
operated and three-quarters (75%) rented the space.

The businesses surveyed were generally established businesses that have been in operation
for several years (Figure 4). More than two-thirds (68%) have been in operation at any
location since before 2000, and almost two-thirds of the businesses surveyed (64%) have
been at their current location since before 2005. For the purposes of analysis, businesses
are split into those that had been in their current location for at least five full years at the
time of the 2011 construction (since before 2005) and those that had been in their current
location for less than five years.
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4. Length of time business has been in operation (at current location and at
any location)

64%
45%

36%
29% 570, 29%

18%
12%
9% 10% 8%
5% 6% l 3%
T - T T T T _ T T

Before  1970-1979 1980-1989 1990-1999 2000-2009 2010-2011  Before 2005-

1970 2005 Present
= At any location = At current location
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Construction-related impacts

Most respondents (80%) reported either minor or significant construction near their
business in the year before the survey (Figure 5). About one-half of businesses reported
reduced access to their sidewalk (53%), an extended closure of the street in front of their
business (52%), and the loss of on-street parking (51%). One-quarter (27%) of businesses
surveyed lost off-street parking. Two-thirds (68%) of businesses reported at least one of
these disruptions near their business.

5. Level of construction and construction-related disruptions

Overall experience (N=201) Number Percent
There was no construction 41 21%
There was minor construction 33 17%
There was significant construction 126 63%

Types of disruptions (N=201)%

Sidewalk in front of business had reduced access 107 53%
Business side of street was closed longer than a month 105 52%
Lost on-street parking 102 51%
Lost off-street parking 55 27%

One or more of the above disruptions 137 68%

Note: 2 These disruptions are self-reported and therefore based on the perceptions of the respondent. No additional
information was gathered on the nature of these disruptions, such as the location or number of on- or off-street parking
spaces lost.

Through this report, the measure of any construction-related disruptions (one or more
types) will be used to illustrate how service participation, strategy implementation, and
outcomes differ between businesses that directly experienced construction and those that
did not.

Most businesses (86%) reported at least one of the negative construction-related impacts
listed in Figure 6, and 64 percent of respondents reported that at least one of the impacts
was major (Figure A9). The primary negative impacts experienced by businesses were
customer difficulty in accessing the business (80% reported any impact), reduced auto
traffic in front of the business (73%), and perceived access challenges among customers
(73%). About one-half of respondents reported each of these issues had a major impact
on their business. Almost three-quarters (72%) reported that their business was impacted by
construction noise and dust and almost two-thirds (63%) reported that reduced foot traffic
in front of their business had an impact on their business.
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Of the businesses that reported no construction near their business, a few (11 businesses)
reported at least one major impact of the construction on their business. The most
commonly cited major impacts among these businesses were those that would be expected
from businesses that experienced construction nearby but not directly in front of their
business (“It was hard for Customers to navigate construction to get to the business” and
“There were fewer cars or less automobile traffic in front of the business”).

6. How much was your business impacted because...

It was hard for customers to navigate

0, 0,
construction to get to the business? e A

Customers heard it was hard to access the
business so they did not try?

25% 27%

There were fewer cars or less automobile
traffic in front of the business?

26% 27%

There were fewer pedestrians or less foot

0, 0,
traffic in front of the business? 24% 37%

There was excess noise, dust, or other
issues caused by construction equipment..

35% 28%

Customers did not know the business was o
o 30%

open’
Trucks or delivery vehicles were not able to

0,
reach the business? 53%

I
g
>

= A major impact Somewhat of animpact = No impact

Respondents reported receiving varying levels of information about construction-related
issues (Figure 7). Respondents reported they were most informed about the construction
schedule and who to contact about issues the business encountered. One-half (49%) of
respondents reported they were very informed about who to contact about issues their
business encountered, and another 29 percent reported they were somewhat informed.
Almost one-half (44%) of respondents reported they were very informed about the
construction schedule, and another 38 percent reported they were somewhat informed.
More than one-third reported that they were very informed about utility outages (36%)
and road or sidewalk closures (35%).
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7. How informed were you about...

Who to contact about issues

0 0,
your business encountered? 2P0 2

The construction schedule? 38% 18%

Utility outages? 28% 37%

Road and sidewalk closures? 39% 27%

= Very informed Somewhat informed = Not informed

Groups affected by construction

In general, white (non-Hispanic) respondents were more likely to report any type of
construction-related disruption and impact, while respondents of color were more likely
to report multiple types of disruptions and a major impact. In addition, larger businesses
(10+ employees) reported more types of disruptions and impacts, while small (owner-
only) businesses reported more major impacts of construction. Finally, businesses that
rent their space and businesses that have been in their current location since before 2005
were also more likely to experience disruptions and at least one major impact of construction.

As noted previously, two-thirds (68%) of businesses reported at least one type construction-
related disruption. Some groups of respondents were more likely than others to report
these construction-related disruptions and corresponding impacts of construction on their
business. The following groups were more likely than others to report at least one
construction-related disruption (Figure Al in the Appendix):

Larger businesses (10+ employees) (81%)

White (non-Hispanic) respondents (74%)

Businesses that have been at their current location since before 2005 (72%)
Businesses that rent their space (71%)

U.S.-born respondents (71%)

More than one-quarter (26%) of respondents of color reported all four types of construction-
related disruptions (listed in Figure 5). This compares to nine percent of white respondents.
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Respondents of color were also more likely than white respondents to report a loss of off-street
parking (36% to 20%).

In answering questions about the impact of these (and other) construction-related
disruptions on their business, respondents report similar patterns of more widespread
impact on some groups but more focused and intense impact on others (see Figures A2-
AQ9 in the Appendix). While 86 percent of respondents overall reported at least one of
these impacts, rates were higher among white (non-Hispanic) respondents (90%), U.S.-
born respondents (90%), nonprofessional services (91%), and larger (10+ employees)
businesses (94%). On the other hand, while these groups only reported a median of 5
impacts, the median number of reported impacts was higher among respondents of color
(6), foreign-born respondents (6), and retail, grocery, and convenience stores (7). These
groups also report more major impacts than average (Figure A9 in the Appendix). In
other words, construction-related disruptions and impacts were not evenly distributed, nor
were their levels of intensity.

Geographic distribution of construction and businesses

Figure 8 shows a map of the Central Corridor Light Rail line with each station area from
the Downtown Saint Paul Union Depot (eastern terminus) through the West Bank on the
University of Minnesota campus (western most construction area). The darker areas are
the segments that experienced construction during the 2011 construction season. The
numbers between station areas represent the number of businesses surveyed in that
segment. As shown on the map, 137 businesses surveyed (68%) were in segments that
experienced construction in 2011, and another 19 businesses (9%) were in segments
directly adjacent to segments experiencing construction.

8. Map of 2011 construction and distribution of surveyed businesses
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External services

More than one-third (36%) of respondents reported participating in one or more of the
construction mitigation services offered. These services include:

B Small Business Loan Program. Administered by the Neighborhood Development
Center (NDC) in Saint Paul and the Minneapolis Consortium of Community
Developers (MCCD) in Minneapolis, this program provides a modest safety net for
businesses that show a loss in sales due to the construction of the Central Corridor
Light Rail construction.

B Parking Loan Program. Administered by the City of Saint Paul, this program
provides forgivable loans for improvements to off-street parking along University
Avenue. The program is only available to businesses in Saint Paul.

B Services provided by the University Avenue Business Preparation Collaborative
(U7). The U7 collaborative provides a wide range of services including marketing
and business planning assistance, facade improvement, and technical assistance for
technology and other business services.

B The “Buy Local” coupon book. Organized by the Midway Chamber of Commerce,
the “Buy Local” coupon book was a component of the Chamber’s Discover Central
Corridor initiative to market local businesses.

B Progressive Dinner. Organized by the Midway Chamber of Commerce, the
progressive dinner took place in December 2011 and provided transportation to
different restaurants on the corridor over the course of a single night.

In addition to the services described above, respondents were asked about their awareness
and perceived effectiveness of the Metropolitan Council Central Corridor Project Office’s
communications efforts to highlight local businesses in their weekly newsletter.

However, these communications efforts are not a program or service in which the
businesses would actively participate, so respondents were not asked if their business had
participated.

Figure 9 shows the participation rates among the sampled businesses based on their

relative eligibility. The participation rates shown are higher than corridor-wide rates
because all known program participants at the time of sampling were included in the
survey sample.
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9. Participation in construction impact mitigation services (among all
respondent businesses)

Number Percent of
potentially Number eligible
eligible participating  participating
Small Business Loan Program 201 42 21%
Parking Loan Program?® 158 9 6%
U7 services” 201 22 11%
“Buy Local” coupon book 201 27 13%
Progressive Dinner (Dec 11)° 43 10 23%
Any of the above 201 72 36%

Notes: All businesses were assumed to be potentially eligible for the Small Business Loan Program, the U7 services, and the
“Buy Local” coupon book, as data were unavailable to assess business eligibility based on program-specific criteria for these
services. Similarly, while the potentially eligible population for the Parking Loan Program and the Progressive Dinner can be
narrowed based on location and business type, some businesses listed as “potentially eligible” may be ineligible based on
criteria for which data were unavailable for this studly.

a Only Saint Paul businesses were potentially eligible. ® Respondent businesses participated in the following U7 services:
technical support (8), printing of flyers, banners, efc. (7), advertising and marketing support (6), information sessions (6),
business planning (3), and financial support (3).Because some participated in multiple services, individual service participation
counts do not total the number of U7 services participants. ¢ Only restaurants were potentially eligible to participate.
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Among those businesses who were not program participants at the time of sampling, two-
thirds (66%) were aware of the Small Business Loan Program, while about one-third
(30%) were aware of the Parking Loan Program and the “Buy Local” coupon book (37%)
(Figure 10). About two-fifths (42%) were aware of the Central Corridor Project Office’s
communication efforts (the features of local businesses and events in the Project Office’s
newsletter). Of the 21 restaurants that were not sampled for their participation in the
Progressive Dinner or other programs, none were aware of the Progressive Dinner.

10. Awareness of services and communication efforts (among only the
respondent businesses not sampled based on service participation, N=130)

Number
potentially Number Percent
eligible aware aware
Small Business Loan Program 130 83 66%
Parking Loan Program ° 107 32 30%
“Buy Local” coupon book 130 47 37%
Progressive Dinner (Dec 11)b 21 0 0%
Project Office communication efforts 130 55 42%

Note: This figure includes only the 130 randomly selected respondents (those not selected for their participation in any of the
first four services listed above; see Methods for more information). Respondents were not asked about awareness of U7
services. 2 Only Saint Paul businesses were eligible.  Only restaurants were eligible.

Respondents who were aware of certain services but had not participated were asked why
they had not participated. Perceived ineligibility was a primary reason why businesses
had not participated in the Small Business Loan and Parking Loan Programs (Figure 11).
About one-half (49%) of Small Business Loan Program nonparticipants reported that
they were ineligible and almost two-thirds (64%) of Parking Loan nonparticipants
reported they were ineligible. Ineligibility was less of a reason (19%) for nonparticipation
in the “Buy Local” coupon book.

Nonparticipant businesses also reported that they did not need these particular types of
services. This includes almost one-half (44%) of nonparticipants for the “Buy Local”
coupon book, 27 percent of nonparticipant businesses for the Parking Loan Program, and
one-fifth (19%) of nonparticipant businesses for Small Business Loan Program.
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11. Primary reasons for nonparticipation in services

Small Business  Parking Loan “Buy Local”
Loan Program Program coupon book
(N=77) (N=33) (N=52)
Was not eligible ? 49% 64% 19%
Did not need this type of assistance 19% 27% 44%
Did not have time to apply or found out too
late 5% 0% 8%
Did not know how or where to apply 3% 3% 10%
There was no space left in the program NA 0% 0%
Application process too much work 9% 0% 2%
Requirements of program were too restrictive 13% 0% 10%
Level of support did not match level of need 8% 3% 15%

Notes: This series of questions was asked only of respondents who were aware of each program but had not participated in the
program. Percentages may sum to more than 100% as respondents were permitted to select more than one primary reason.
When respondents stated that their ineligibility was a primary reason, they were not asked about any additional reasons. This
question was not asked about the U7 services, the Progressive Dinner, or the Project Office communication efforts.

a Respondents were not asked why they believed their business to be ineligible, and interviewers did not verify business’
ineligibility based on program criteria.

Service participants

The proportion of businesses participating in at least one service varied little across
groups, generally falling between 30 and 40 percent (Figure A12 in the Appendix). Only
restaurants and bars (52%) and retail, grocery, and convenience stores (41%) were
significantly more likely than other types of businesses (25%) to participate in at least
one service. Larger businesses (40%) were also slightly more likely than smaller businesses
(34%) to participate in services overall.

Different services, however, served somewhat distinct populations. The Small Business
Loan Program and the U7 services generally served relatively high proportions of restaurants
and bars, businesses with foreign-born respondents and respondents of color, and businesses
that rent their space. The U7 services were also used much more by businesses with
fewer than ten employees.

The “Buy Local” coupon book, the Progressive Dinner, and the Parking Loan Program,
on the other hand, served relatively high proportions of businesses with U.S.-born and
white respondents, businesses that have been at their current location since before 2005,
businesses that own their space, and businesses with at least one employee. The “Buy
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Local” coupon book had especially high participation rates among restaurants and bars
and businesses with 10 or more employees.

Reasons for participation

Participants in the Small Business and Parking Loan Programs generally reported that a
primary reason for their participation was that the programs met a specific need for the
business (Figure 12). All Parking Loan Program participants and three-quarters (76%) of
Small Business Loan Program participants reported this was a primary reason for
participating. Most participants also reported that the favorable terms or requirements of
the programs were primary reasons for participating. “Buy Local” coupon book
participants were most likely to report that they participated primarily because they were
asked to do so (52%), though about two-fifths said each of the other two factors were
primary reasons for their participation.

12. Primary reasons for participation in services

Small Business Parking Loan “Buy Local”
Loan Program Program coupon book
(N=42) (N=9) (N=27)
The [program] met a specific need for your
business 76% 100% 38%
The terms or requirements of the [program]
were favorable 62% 78% 42%
You were asked to participate in the [program] 43% 22% 52%

Note: Percentages may sum to more than 100% as respondents were permitted to select more than one primary reason.
This question was not asked about the U7 services, the Progressive Dinner, or the Project Office communication efforts.

Service effectiveness

The services available to corridor businesses aim to serve two distinct but related purposes;
while the Small Business Loan Program, the Parking Loan Program, and the U7 services
generally aim to compensate for lost revenue due to construction, the “Buy Local”
coupon book, Progressive Dinner, and Project Office communication efforts were designed
to increase customer traffic, thereby generating additional revenue. As a result, we
consider the effectiveness of these programs separately.
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Programs intended to increase customer traffic

Of the service goals shown in Figure 13, respondents considered the “Buy Local” coupon
book (48% somewhat or very effective) and Project Office communication efforts (41%)
most effective in increasing customer awareness of the business. Fewer respondents
reported that the “Buy Local” book was at least somewhat effective in increasing customer
traffic (24%), customer access to the business (15%), and revenue (19%). Similarly, fewer
respondents also reported that the Project Office communication efforts were at least
somewhat effective in increasing customer traffic (22%), customer access to the business
(26%), and revenue (12%).

Most of the respondents from the 10 restaurants that participated in the Progressive
Dinner reported it was at least somewhat effective in increasing customer awareness of
the business (80%), customer traffic (60%), and revenue (70%). However, only 30
percent reported the program was effective in increasing customer access to the business.
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13. How effective was the program in...

5%
the business'
revenue?
Project Office communications efforts
Progressive Dinner 50%
Increasing . ,
access to the 4%
business? Project Office communications efforts 2%
the business
customer 3%
traffic? Project Office communications efforts
Progressive Dinner 50%
Increasing . ,
customers’ Buy Local” coupon book 38%
awareness
of tl.1e Project Office communications efforts 30%
business?

60% 20%

m Very effective = Somewhat effective = Not effective

Notes: Progressive Dinner (n=10) and “Buy Local” coupon book (n=21) ratings are from program participants only. Project Office
communication efforts ratings are from respondents who were aware of these efforts (n=80). This question was not asked about the U7
services, the Small Business Loan program, or the Parking Loan program.

Respondents rated the overall effectiveness of these programs much more favorably than
the specific measures of effectiveness (Figure 14). The Progressive Dinner was rated
especially high, with more than two-thirds (70%) describing this service as at least
somewhat effective and 20 percent reporting the event was very effective. The overall
effectiveness of the Project Office communication efforts was also rated particularly high
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with two-thirds (67%) of respondents rating the communications as at least somewhat
effective and 19 percent rating them very effective.

14. Overall, how would you rate the effectiveness of the program?

"Buy Local" coupon book (n=20) kKeLZ 40% 50%

Project Office communication efforts (n=86) 49% 33%

Progressive Dinner (n=10) 50% 30%

= Very effective Somewhat effective = Not effective

While the numbers of respondents who participated in the “Buy Local” coupon book and
Progressive Dinner were too small to present disaggregated results by respondent and
business categories, the overall average effectiveness ratings for the programs in Figure
14 tended to be highest among respondents of color and foreign-born respondents. Similarly,
the disaggregated results for the Project Office communication efforts (shown in Figure
A10 in the Appendix) show generally higher effectiveness ratings among respondents of
color and foreign-born respondents.

Programs intended to compensate for revenue losses

The programs focused more on compensation for revenue losses were rated more positively
overall than the programs that focus more on increasing customer traffic. Almost all
respondents reported the U7 services (90%) and the Parking Loan Program (89%) were at
least somewhat effective, and 80 percent rated the Small Business Loan Program as at
least somewhat effective (Figure 15).
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15. Overall, how would you rate the effectiveness of the program?

m Very effective Somewhat effective = Not effective

Small Business Loan Program (n=41)

Parking Loan Program (n=9)

U7 services (n=21)

The sample sizes for the Parking Loan Program and the U7 services are insufficient to
present disaggregated results by business and respondent type, but once again, the
average overall effectiveness ratings across the services in Figure 15 tend to be highest
among respondents of color and foreign-born respondents. Disaggregated results for the
Small Business Loan Program are shown in Figure A1l in the Appendix. Consistent with
the overall trend, the results show generally higher effectiveness ratings among respondents
of color and foreign-born respondents. In addition, respondents from businesses that have
been in their current location since 2005 or more recently also gave the program higher
marks on average.

Strengths of the services

When asked what was the best thing about the programs, the responses varied by the type
of service (Figure 16). The Small Business and Parking Loan Program participants most
commonly noted the financial support as the best thing about those programs, with a few
others noting the quality of service from the program or the ease of the application (Small
Business Loan Program only). For the U7 services, respondents most frequently mentioned
the service quality and the attention they received from the program. Many also mentioned
the importance of the information about the available business assistance programs.
Finally, among participants in the “Buy Local” coupon book and the Progressive Dinner,
the most commonly noted best thing was that the programs generated business by getting
greater customer exposure. A few of these participants also noted the financial gain from
and low cost of the services.
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16. What was the best thing about the [program]?

Small Parking

Business Loan u7 "Buy Local" Progressive
Open-ended responses, Loan Program Program Services Coupon Dinner
coded for themes (n=41) (n=9) (n=19) Book (n=20) (n=9)
Financial support (the money) 93%° 44% 5% - 22%
No or low cost for services 2% 22% 11% 30% 11%
Generated new business
(exposure to new customers,
a couple of new accounts) - 11% - 45% 44%
Positive response by program
(they reacted really quickly,
anytime you called they got
back to you right away, they
cared) 2% 11% 47% 15% -
Other (easy application
process, information, the
cards looked nice, they drove
people to us, nice for the day) 7%" 22% 42%° 10% 22%
Nothing - 11% - 15% -

Notes: Based on coded open-ended responses. Columns may not sum to 100% because respondents were permitted to list
more than one item. 2Includes 56% of respondents who specifically noted the low-risk nature of the support (forgivable or low-
interest loans). ® All 7%noted the ease of the application process. ¢ This includes 26%who said that the best thing about the
U7 services was the information they provided about assistance for businesses.

Those who were familiar with the Central Corridor Project Office’s communication
efforts were also asked about the best thing about those efforts. The most common
features cited were the construction information and the consistency/regularity of
receiving that information. Several others mentioned the support they received from
Project Office staff.

Suggestions for improvement

Like participant responses regarding the strengths of the programs, participant suggestions
for program improvement varied widely by program (Figure 17). In the case of the Small
Business and Parking Loan Programs, respondents most commonly suggested that the
programs disburse more funds, and many said they had no suggestions for program
improvement. A few suggested, however, that the program broaden the eligibility criteria
and improve the timeliness of service delivery.
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Participants in the U7 services also suggested that the program improve the timeliness of
service delivery, but nearly as many said they had no suggestions for program improvement.
Several others said the program should have greater funding available.

Participants in the “Buy Local” coupon book and the Progressive Dinner, meanwhile,
suggested that the programs could be improved by getting greater participation (of

customers and businesses) in these programs.

Finally, those familiar with the Project Office’s communication efforts suggested that the
information provided be more timely and accurate, that the Project Office conduct more
outreach, and that they communicate with businesses in person rather than via phone,
mail, or email. A few others suggested broadening the population targeted in these

communication efforts to reach a larger audience.

17. How could the [program] be improved?

Small Parking "Buy Local"

Business Loan u7 Coupon Progressive
Open-ended responses, Loan Program Program  Services Book Dinner
coded for themes (n=41) (n=9) (n=19) (n=16) (n=9)
Provide more funding 55% 33% 19% - -
Provide grants instead of
a loan 5% - 6% - -
Broaden eligibility criteria
(how they figure out the
%, more flexible in how
they determine need, less
paperwork) 23% 11% - - -
Improve timeliness of
service delivery 5% 22% 31% 6% 22%
Greater participation
(event was poorly
attended, poorly
organized, go outside
community, include more
businesses or more
customers) - - - 38% 56%
Nothing - everything was
great 13% 33% 25% 25% 11%
Other 11% 22% 38% 32% 11%

Notes: Columns may not sum to 100% because respondents were permitted to list more than one item.
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Additional service needs

Most respondents reported that additional financial and technical assistance would be at
least somewhat helpful (Figure 18). About three-quarters of respondents reported
financial assistance for marketing (80%) and low- or no-interest operating loans (75%)
would be helpful, and nearly one-half of respondents reported that these forms of
financial assistance would be “very helpful.” Most respondents also said technical
assistance would be helpful, both for marketing and promotion (77%) and business
planning or strategy (65%).

18. Interest in services

Financial assistance to provide additional

() () 0
marketing, promotion, or advertising. e S0 AV

General low/no interest operating loans to
cover short-term losses or operational 47% 28% 25%
expenses.

Technical assistance to provide additional

marketing, promotion, or advertising. L S Ze

11!

Technical assistance for business planning

or strategy. 34% 35%

!
:

= Very helpful Somewhat helpful = Not helpful

When asked for their opinion of which services provide the best support to businesses
affected by Central Corridor Light Rail construction, respondents most frequently
mentioned financial support, including grants or loans (22%), compensation for losses
(11%), support for marketing (10%), and other unspecified forms of financial support
(22%). Others suggested providing more information to businesses (15%), providing
more parking (10%), ensuring better customer access to businesses (9%) or giving
customers more information about business access (8%).
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Internal strategies

Respondents were also asked about specific strategies their businesses may have
implemented on their own to help mitigate the negative effects of construction (Figure
19). Just over one-half (55%) of respondents reported that their business implemented at
least one strategy to mitigate the effects of construction. These strategies included
additional signage (32%), promotional offers (29%), advertising (18%), and other
strategies (25%) like customer outreach via phone and social media, reduced rates or
enhanced services (e.g., delivery or meeting in clients’ homes rather than at the business
site), and improvements to the business space to enhance the customers’ experience.
Among the businesses who invested in these mitigation strategies, the average amount
spent was $2,311 and the median was $725. Businesses spent the most on advertising
(%$1,993 on average) and promotional offers ($2,115 on average).

19. Construction mitigation strategies

Median Mean $
Percent $spent spent

Business invested in... N

Additional signage to help customers navigate the
construction or to indicate the business was open 64° 32% $350 $661

Additional TV, radio, or print advertising to attract or
retain customers because of construction 37° 18% $1,000 $1,993

Additional coupons, deals, or other promotional offers to
attract or retain customers to the business because of

construction 58° 29% $500 $2,115
Other activities intended to offset the effects of the rail

construction 51 25% NA NA
One or more of the above 110° 55% $725 $2,311
Two or more of the above 64° 32% $1,000  $2,941

Notes: Median $ spent does not include costs of “Other activities intended to offset the effects of the rail construction.”2 Mean
and median based on 57 of 58 responses provided by respondents for amount spent. One outlying value omitted. Six
respondents diid not report the amount invested in additional signage. ® Mean and median based on 32 of 33 responses
provided by respondents for amount spent. One outlying value omitted. Four respondents did not report the amount invested
in additional advertising. ¢ Mean and median based on 46 of 47 responses provided by respondents for amount spent. One
outlying value omitted. Eleven respondents did not report the amount invested in promotional offers. ¢ Mean and median
based on 86 cases due to missing and omitted values as described above. ¢ Mean and median based on 59 cases due to
missing and omitted values as described above.

Mitigating business losses: 29 Wilder Research, October 2012
services, strategies, and effectiveness



Businesses implementing mitigation strategies

Respondents of color and foreign-born respondents were slightly more likely than white
respondents and U.S.-born respondents (respectively) to say their business implemented
two or more of their own construction mitigation strategies (Figure 20). They were
especially likely to use additional signage (40%) and promotional offers (34%) (Figure
Al3 in the Appendix).

20. Number of internal strategies implemented, by respondent demographics

No strategies 1 strategy 2+ strategies

Number Percent | Number Percent | Number Percent
Race
Respondents of color 34 40% 20 24% 30 36%
White (non-Hispanic) 52 49% 24 22% 31 29%
respondents
Nativity
Foreign-born 25 41% 12 20% 24 39%
U.S.-born 61 45% 34 25% 40 30%

Businesses that are dependent on bringing in steady customers, like the retail and service
industries, were more likely to invest in strategies to mitigate the negative effects of
construction (Figure 21). Two-thirds (67%) of restaurants, bars, and other hospitality
businesses implemented at least one strategy and more than one-half (53%) implemented
multiple strategies. Sixty-one percent of retail stores (including grocery and convenience
stores) and over one-half (56%) of nonprofessional service businesses (e.g., auto repair,
plumbing) implemented at least one strategy.
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21. Number of internal strategies implemented, by type of business

No strategies 1 strategy 2+ strategies
Type Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Retall, grocery, and 23 38% 20 33% 17 28%
convenience stores
Restaurants, bars, 14 33% 6 14% 23 53%
hospitality, recreation
Health and fitness 12 57% 7 33% 2 10%
Property management, 20 65% 6 19% 5 16%
professional services,
and finance
Nonprofessional 19 44% 7 16% 17 40%
services

Businesses that rent their space were more likely than those that own their space to apply
multiple strategies, while those that own their space were more likely to apply only one
strategy (Figure 22). Businesses that rent their space were especially likely to use
advertising (22%) and promotional offers (34%), compared to average implementation
rates of 18 percent and 29 percent, respectively (Figure A13 in the Appendix). Larger
businesses (10+ employees) were also more likely to use promotional offers (35%).
Businesses that have been in their current location since 2005 or later were more likely to
implement multiple strategies while more established businesses (in their current location
since 2004 or earlier) were more likely to use a single strategy (Figure 22).

22. Number of strategies implemented by business characteristics

No strategies 1 strategy 2+ strategies
Number Percent | Number Percent | Number  Percent
Number of employees
Owner only (No 9 45% 4 20% 7 35%
employees)
1-9 Employees 52 42% 33 26% 40 32%
10+ Employees 26 50% 9 17% 17 33%
Time at current location
Since before 2005 55 44% 35 28% 35 28%
Since 2005 or later 30 44% 11 16% 27 40%
Property
Own 21 42% 20 40% 9 18%
Rent 67 45% 26 18% 55 37%
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Effectiveness of mitigation strategies

Respondents reported that the strategies were most effective in achieving intermediate
goals like increasing customer awareness of the business and increasing the business’
customer traffic, but were seen as less effective in the end goals of increasing revenue
and providing a return on the initial investment in the strategy (Figure 23).

Most respondents (82%) reported that additional signage was effective in increasing
awareness of the business and three-fifths reported that it was effective in increasing
customer traffic (60%) and access (59%) to the business. Three-fifths (63%) also reported
that the signage provided a return on the initial investment and two-fifths (38%) said the
additional signage was effective in increasing revenue. On the other hand, about half of
respondents reported that their additional advertising (49%) and promotional offers (52%)
were effective in increasing revenue, and more than one-half reported these expenditures
were at least somewhat effective in providing a return on their initial investment.
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23. How effective was the [strategy] in...

Increasing the
business' revenue?

6%

Advertising

Signage

Providing return on the
initial investment?

Promotional offers

6%

Advertising

Sighage

Increasing customer
access to the business?

Advertising

Sighage

Increasing the business
customer traffic?

Promotional offers

Advertising

Sighage

Increasing awareness
of the business?

m Very effective

Promotional offers

Advertising

Signage

Cws T

L T
Promotional offers 11%
14% [NNNEETINN 4% |

25%

e

27%

= Somewhat effective

Notes: Promotional offers: n=57. Advertising: n=36. Signage: n=62.

T e

= Not effective
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Business perceptions of future outlook

Three-quarters (76%) of the businesses surveyed reported that they expect their business

to be operating in its current location in five years, 16 percent did not expect their business to
be in operation at this location in five years, and 9 percent did not know if their business

would be in operation at their current location in five years.

Larger businesses (85%) and businesses that own their space (82%) were more likely
than average to expect their business to continue operating in its current location (Figure
Al4 in the Appendix). In addition, respondents of color (84%) and foreign-born
respondents (85%) were more likely than white (69%) and U.S.-born respondents (71%)
to say their business would be in its current location in five years. Restaurants and bars
(84%) and health and fitness establishments (81%) were also more optimistic than other
types of businesses about their future in their current location. Businesses that have been
in their current location since before 2005 were no more likely to expect to continue
operating in their current location than those who have been there for less time.

The 16 percent of businesses (n=32) who said they did not expect to be operating at
their current location in five years reported the following reasons:

B An uncertain future (19 respondents)

B Severe financial losses (9)

B The business does not want to stay in the area (8)

B A pending or future building eviction - e.g., demolition, sale, new lease (4)

When asked about their expectations about future sales, profits, employee wages, and
number of employees, most respondents expected at least small increases in sales (64%),
profits (61%), and employee wages (53%). One-half of respondents (51%) expected the
number of employees at their business to stay the same over the next five years (Figure
24). Relatively low proportions of respondents expected any decreases in sales (14%),
profits (19%), number of employees (13%), or employee wages (6%).
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24. Over the next five years, do you expect...

Sales wi.. ao%
Proits wil. %

6%
o TN

= |ncrease a lot Increase a little = Stay the same = Decrease (little or a lot)

6%
Number of employees will...

Employee wage levels will...

Figures A15-A18 in the Appendix show how these expectations vary by respondent
group. For example, businesses with 10 or more employees were more likely than
average to expect increases in sales (81% versus 64%), profits (79% versus 61%),
number of employees (55% versus 37%), and employee wage levels (73% versus 53%).
Owner-only businesses, however, were also more likely than average to expect increases
in sales (71%). Businesses that have been in their current location since six years or less
expressed greater-than-average optimism about their future sales (73%), profits (71%),
and number of employees (49%). Restaurants and bars were more likely than average to
expect increases in sales (71%) and number of employees (58%).
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Construction impact and future outlook

The impact of construction on Central Corridor businesses is unclear. While businesses
that experienced none of the construction-related disruptions listed (see Figure 5) were
slightly more likely than those who experienced one or more disruptions to report that
their business would be around in five years (Figure 25), they were also less likely to
report that sales, profits, and employee wage levels would increase in that time (Figure
26). Businesses experiencing none of these construction disruptions were more likely to
report they would still be operating in their current location in five years and less likely to
say they did not know, compared to businesses that experienced construction-related
disruptions.

25. Do you expect this business will be operating in its current location in
FIVE YEARS?

Construction related disruptions

2% 12%

None 1lor
more

mYes = Don'tknow =No
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However, those experiencing at least one type of construction-related disruption were
slightly more likely than those who reported no disruptions to expect increases in sales,
profits, number of employees, and employee wage levels over the next five years (Figure 26).

26. Over the next five years, do you expect...

Construction-
related disruptions

employees ~ ~

4%

wage levels
® |[ncrease Stay the same m Decrease
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Service use and future outlook

Figure 27 illustrates the relationship between the participation in services and future outlook
while accounting for construction-related disruptions experienced by the businesses.
Among those who experienced no construction disruptions, those who received services
were less likely than non-recipients (73% versus 82%) to say they would be operating in
their current location in five years. Among those who experienced at least one type of
construction-related disruption, service recipients and non-recipients were similarly likely
(75% versus 73%) to expect their business to be operating in its current location in five
years.

27. Do you expect this business will be operating in its current location in
FIVE YEARS?

Construction related disruptions

110 13% 2% °
H

Non- Serwce Non- Serwce
recipient recipient : recipient recipient

None 1 or more

mYes Don't know = No

Among businesses that reported construction-related disruptions, service recipients were

not noticeably different from non-recipients in their expectations for future sales, profits,

or number of employees. However, service recipients were less likely than non-recipients
to expect an increase in employee wages in the next five years (Figure 28).

Among businesses not directly affected by construction-related disruptions, service
recipients were significantly more likely to expect increases in sales, profits, number of
employees, and employee wage levels.
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28. Over the next five years, do you expect...

Construction-
related disruptions

Sales 1 or more Non-recipient 71% -
Service recipient 70% -

Service recipient 86% 7%

Profits 1 or more Non-recipient 64% -
Service recipient 63% -

None Non-recipient 44%

Service recipient

Number of 1 or more Non-recipient 33%
employees
Service recipient 36%
None Non-recipient 33%

Service recipient

Employee 1 or more Non-recipient 61%
wage levels
2%
Service recipient 46%
None Non-recipient 42%
Service recipient 71% 7%
E Increase = Stay the same m Decrease
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Business strategies and future outlook

Businesses that experienced no construction-related disruptions and implemented at least
one internal mitigation strategy were slightly more likely than those who had not
implemented strategies (83% versus 78%) to expect their business to remain at its current
location for the next five years (Figure 29). However, for the businesses experiencing at
least one type of construction-related disruption, those implementing construction
mitigation strategies like advertising, signage, and promotional offers appear slightly less
likely (72% versus 76%) to expect to continue operating in their current location for the
next five years.

29. Do you expect this business will be operating in its current location in
FIVE YEARS?

Construction related disruptions

6%

]
17% 0 0,
- 18%

3% 8%
83%
& 78%
1+ No 1+ No

strategies strategies:strategies strategies

None 1 or more

mYes Don't know =No

Among businesses that reported no construction-related disruptions, businesses that
implemented mitigation strategies were more optimistic than average about future changes in
sales, profits, number of employees, and employee wage levels (Figure 30).

The pattern among those that experienced one or more construction-related disruptions,
however, was not as consistent. While the businesses applying mitigation strategies were
slightly less likely than average to expect increases in sales and profits over the next five
years, they were more likely than average to expect increases in the number and wages of
their employees.
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30. Over the next five years, do you expect...

Construction-
related disruptions

Sales

4%

4%

4%

1 or more No strategies 75%

1+ Strategies 68% -

None No strategies 43% _

1+ Strategies 67% -

Profits 1 or more No strategies 68% -

1+ Strategies 61% -

None No strategies 50% -

1+ Strategies 62% -

Number of 1 or more No strategies 29% _
employees

1+ Strategies 38% _

....... None........... No;.r;égies - _

1+ Strategies 48% _

Employee 1 or more No strategies 48% _I
wage levels

1+ Strategies 59% _I

....... None........... No;.r;.egies - _

1+ Strategies 55% _ 10%
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Issues to consider

Despite the anticipated future benefits for businesses located along the Central Corridor
Light Rail line, construction of the line has potential negative impacts on the short-term
success and viability of nearby businesses. Many local organizations have put forth a
great deal of effort to help Central Corridor businesses survive during construction and
thrive in the post-construction environment, and many businesses have invested in their
own strategies to maintain and build their customer base. These services and strategies
can help to reduce the negative impact of construction and improve the future prospects
of corridor businesses.

Theory of construction mitigation

A simplified theory of construction mitigation is shown in Figure 31. Businesses
experience construction-related disruptions (road or sidewalk closures, loss of on- or off-
street parking), which may have impacts like reduced customer awareness of or access to
the business, leading to declines in business revenue. Businesses may use several kinds of
services to both compensate for declines in revenue or augment customer traffic to
generate additional revenue. In addition, businesses may implement their own mitigation
strategies, including signage, advertising, or promotional offers, to grow their customer
base. These factors interact in varying and complex ways to form a respondent’s view of
the business’ future; to analyze any piece individually without due attention to these
interactions can only yield an incomplete version of the story.

31. Theory of construction mitigation

Mitigation through
external services

!

Extent of Hopefulness for

construction- Extgnt an{:_l type of future business
business impacts

related disruption health
"y oy
AN
Mitigation through
internal strategies
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Successful implementation of services

Many of the findings listed in this report are encouraging. In particular, respondents
report strong satisfaction and general effectiveness of the services as well as well-
designed programs.

General effectiveness and satisfaction

In general, service recipients rated the services favorably, with the majority of respondents
describing each service as at least somewhat effective overall in mitigating the effects of
construction. In fact, overall effectiveness ratings frequently exceeded ratings on specific
effectiveness measures (e.g. increasing customer traffic or business revenue), indicating
that respondents saw some important overarching quality in these services despite
perceiving most of them to be only minimally effective in their specific goals. The
services thus appear to be effectively accomplishing something, if only primarily the
generation of good will among recipients. This was especially true of the Project Office
communication efforts, which at a minimal cost, received relatively high ratings of
overall effectiveness.

Well-designed programs

In addition, results suggest that these services are designed fairly well to encourage
participation and be user-friendly. Reasons for nonparticipation were generally attributed
to ineligibility or a lack of need for the program, and very few respondents attributed
their nonparticipation to perceived negative program attributes (e.g. the program’s
challenging application process, overly restrictive requirements, or inadequate support
relative to their level of need). Furthermore, participants in the loan programs said that
they participated at least in part because the programs met specific needs of the participant
businesses and had favorable terms or requirements. In other words, feedback from both
participants and nonparticipants indicates that the services were designed relatively well
to meet business needs and encourage participation.

Challenges and opportunities

Still, findings reveal a few challenges and potential areas for improvement.

Specific effectiveness unclear

The ratings of service and strategy effectiveness on specific outcomes were relatively
low, particularly the measures related to increasing revenue and providing a return on the
initial investment. Respondents described both services and strategies as more effective
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in increasing customer traffic, but tended to describe both as relatively ineffective in the
end goal of generating business revenue.

Outreach is critical to participation

Results indicate that participant outreach is crucial and can potentially be improved. The
importance of program outreach is illustrated by the fact that a sizeable minority of loan
program participants, along with the majority of “Buy Local” coupon book participants,
said they participated primarily because they were invited to participate. Program awareness
was fairly low, however, among the businesses that were not sampled for their program
participation. Only the Small Business Loan Program was known to more than half of the
randomly sampled respondents, while less than one-third of randomly sampled Saint Paul
businesses were aware of the Parking Loan Program and none of the randomly sampled
restaurants were aware of the Progressive Dinner.

Conclusion

Many factors prevent affect business health besides the services and strategies measured
in this study, which prevent drawing a conclusive determination of the services’ and
strategies’ impact on businesses. Construction-affected businesses had very similar levels
of optimism about their future in the Central Corridor, regardless of their receipt of services
or implementation of mitigation strategies. However, it is likely the construction-impacted
businesses that seek services and apply construction mitigation strategies are
disproportionately those that experience more disruptive construction or face more non-
construction related difficult circumstances. These businesses are also less likely to be
optimistic about their business’ future. As a result, the fact that these businesses display
comparable optimism in the survey about the future when compared to other businesses
could be interpreted to indicate a moderate level of effectiveness of these services and
strategies among businesses impacted by construction. Without measures of businesses’
optimism prior to requesting services, we are unable to make any conclusive statements
about the impact of strategies and services on future outlook.

However, there is evidence that services effectively reach those that need them the most,
and provide a diverse range of options to meet a variety of needs. The groups that
experienced the most intense construction impact (more disruptions, more impacts, or
more “major” impacts) — foreign-born respondents, respondents of color, businesses that
rent their space, restaurants and bars, and retail (including grocery and convenience)
stores — disproportionately received the most highly rated services (the Small Business
Loan Program and the U7 services).
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In addition, the distribution of participation rates among respondent groups and services
is an indication that groups of businesses were able to choose services that most closely
met their needs. The diversity of programs allowed smaller, minority-owned, renting
businesses to take advantage of revenue replacement programs that offer grants and
forgivable loans, while larger, more established businesses could benefit from services
that increase customer awareness or traffic, thereby generating additional revenue. This
range of service options is critical to the programs’ success, both individually and as a
package of services to benefit the corridor, and helps to efficiently allocate scarce support
resources.

This study only focuses on the first year of light rail construction. Examination of services
and impacts related to construction during subsequent years of construction, and into
operational service of the Central Corridor Light Rail line, will increase understanding of
the total effect of construction and mitigation efforts.
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Al. Construction disruptions

The business side of The sidewalk in front of your Your
the street was business had reduced access  businesslost  Your business One or more
closed for more than  because of fencing, narrowed on-street lost off-street of these
one month. width, or other obstacles. parking. parking. experiences N
Race
Respondents of color 49% 49% 50% 36% 60% 86
White (non-Hispanic) respondents 56% 56% 52% 20% 74% 108
Nativity
Foreign-born 52% 48% 50% 39% 63% 62
U.S.-born 53% 55% 52% 23% 71% 137
Type
Retail, grocery, and convenience stores 56% 51% 49% 38% 70% 61
Restaurants, bars, hospitality, recreation 48% 52% 50% 30% 70% 44
Health and fitness 41% 59% 55% 14% 68% 22
Spéf\fﬁgg manegement, professional 65% 55% 55% 13% 71% 31
Nonprofessional services 49% 53% 49% 28% 60% 43
Number of employees
Owner only (No employees) 50% 55% 60% 30% 70% 20
1-9 Employees 54% 50% 48% 23% 63% 127
10+ Employees 50% 62% 54% 37% 81% 52
Time at current location
Since before 2005 56% 56% 53% 30% 72% 126
Since 2005 or later 47% 50% 47% 21% 63% 70
Property
Own 50% 44% 42% 24% 60% 50
Rent 53% 56% 53% 28% 71% 148
Total 53% 52% 51% 27% 68% 201
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A2. How much was your business impacted because... Customers did not
know the business was open?

Somewhat A major

No impact  of an impact impact N

Race
Respondents of color 36% 30% 35% 84
White (non-Hispanic) respondents 51% 31% 17% 103
Nativity
Foreign-born 32% 27% 42% 60
U.S.-born 50% 33% 17% 132
Type
Retail, grocery, and convenience stores 29% 34% 36% 58
Restaurants, bars, hospitality, recreation 38% 40% 21% 42
Health and fitness 7% 14% 9% 22
Property management, professional
services, and finance 60% 23% 17% 30
Nonprofessional services 45% 29% 26% 42
Number of employees
Owner only (No employees) 56% 28% 17% 18
1-9 Employees 42% 28% 30% 124
10+ Employees 48% 38% 14% 50
Time at current location
Since before 2005 42% 33% 26% 120
Since 2005 or later 49% 28% 23% 69
Property
Own 42% 40% 19% 48
Rent 46% 27% 27% 143
Total 45% 30% 25% 194
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A3. How much was your business impacted because... It was hard for
customers to navigate construction to get to the business?

Somewhat A major

No impact of an impact impact N

Race
Respondents of color 22% 19% 59% 83
White (non-Hispanic) respondents 19% 28% 53% 107
Nativity
Foreign-born 23% 15% 62% 60
U.S.-born 18% 28% 54% 135
Type
Retail, grocery, and convenience stores 17% 22% 61% 59
Restaurants, bars, hospitality, recreation 14% 30% 57% 44
Health and fitness 18% 32% 50% 22
Property management, professional
services, and finance 32% 19% 48% 31
Nonprofessional services 22% 22% 56% 41
Number of employees
Owner only (No employees) 26% 11% 63% 19
1-9 Employees 20% 23% 57% 125
10+ Employees 18% 31% 51% 51
Time at current location
Since before 2005 20% 21% 59% 123
Since 2005 or later 17% 30% 52% 69
Property
Own 21% 33% 46% 48
Rent 20% 21% 59% 146
Total 20% 24% 56% 197

Mitigating business losses: 49 Wilder Research, October 2012

services, strategies, and effectiveness



A4. How much was your business impacted because... Customers heard it was
hard to access the business so they did not try?

Somewhat A major
No impact of an impact impact N
Race
Respondents of color 24% 26% 50% 82
White (non-Hispanic) respondents 31% 23% 46% 98
Nativity
Foreign-born 24% 24% 52% 58
U.S.-born 28% 25% 46% 127
Type
Retail, grocery, and convenience stores 22% 26% 52% 58
Restaurants, bars, hospitality, recreation 20% 25% 55% 40
Health and fitness 48% 24% 29% 21
Property management, professional
services, and finance 43% 25% 32% 28
Nonprofessional services 20% 25% 55% 40
Number of employees
Owner only (No employees) 13% 50% 38% 16
1-9 Employees 29% 21% 50% 119
10+ Employees 30% 24% 46% 50
Time at current location
Since before 2005 26% 19% 55% 118
Since 2005 or later 28% 38% 34% 64
Property
Own 27% 33% 40% 48
Rent 27% 21% 51% 136
Total 27% 25% 48% 187
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A5. How much was your business impacted because... Trucks or delivery
vehicles were not able to reach the business?

Somewhat A major

No impact of an impact impact N

Race
Respondents of color 48% 22% 30% 82
White (non-Hispanic) respondents 58% 34% 8% 106
Nativity
Foreign-born 47% 26% 28% 58
U.S.-born 56% 30% 14% 135
Type
Retail, grocery, and convenience stores 41% 31% 29% 59
Restaurants, bars, hospitality, recreation 45% 38% 17% 42
Health and fitness 67% 29% 5% 21
Property management, professional
services, and finance 71% 19% 10% 31
Nonprofessional services 60% 24% 17% 42
Number of employees
Owner only (No employees) 67% 17% 17% 18
1-9 Employees 53% 27% 20% 123
10+ Employees 50% 37% 13% 52
Time at current location
Since before 2005 48% 30% 22% 124
Since 2005 or later 61% 29% 11% 66
Property
Own 41% 37% 22% 49
Rent 57% 26% 17% 143
Total 53% 29% 18% 195
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A6. How much was your business impacted because... There were fewer
pedestrians or less foot traffic in front of the business?

Somewhat A major

No impact of an impact impact N

Race
Respondents of color 32% 26% 43% 82
White (non-Hispanic) respondents 42% 22% 36% 102
Nativity
Foreign-born 34% 19% 47% 58
U.S.-born 37% 25% 37% 131
Type
Retail, grocery, and convenience stores 29% 17% 53% 58
Restaurants, bars, hospitality, recreation 26% 36% 38% 42
Health and fitness 57% 14% 29% 21
Property management, professional
services, and finance 55% 17% 28% 29
Nonprofessional services 34% 29% 37% 41
Number of employees
Owner only (No employees) 47% 6% 47% 17
1-9 Employees 39% 20% 41% 122
10+ Employees 30% 34% 36% 50
Time at current location
Since before 2005 33% 24% 44% 119
Since 2005 or later 43% 22% 34% 67
Property
Own 31% 33% 35% 48
Rent 39% 19% 42% 140
Total 37% 24% 40% 191
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A7. How much was your business impacted because... There were fewer cars
or less automobile traffic in front of the business?

Somewhat A major
No impact of an impact impact N
Race
Respondents of color 27% 28% 44% 81
White (non-Hispanic) respondents 30% 25% 46% 105
Nativity
Foreign-born 32% 21% 47% 57
U.S.-born 26% 28% 46% 134
Type
Retail, grocery, and convenience stores 21% 24% 55% 58
Restaurants, bars, hospitality, recreation 24% 21% 55% 42
Health and fitness 29% 38% 33% 21
Property management, professional
services, and finance 48% 19% 32% 31
Nonprofessional services 24% 34% 41% 41
Number of employees
Owner only (No employees) 29% 12% 59% 17
1-9 Employees 28% 27% 46% 123
10+ Employees 27% 29% 43% 51
Time at current location
Since before 2005 27% 21% 51% 121
Since 2005 or later 27% 34% 39% 67
Property
Own 24% 31% 45% 49
Rent 29% 24% 47% 141
Total 27% 26% 46% 193
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A8. How much was your business impacted because... There was excess
noise, dust, or other issues caused by construction equipment or crews?

Somewhat A major

No impact of an impact impact N

Race
Respondents of color 29% 32% 39% 82
White (non-Hispanic) respondents 27% 36% 36% 107
Nativity
Foreign-born 29% 28% 43% 58
U.S.-born 26% 38% 36% 136
Type
Retail, grocery, and convenience stores 25% 37% 37% 59
Restaurants, bars, hospitality, recreation 21% 36% 43% 42
Health and fitness 27% 45% 27% 22
Property management, professional
services, and finance 45% 16% 39% 31
Nonprofessional services 24% 38% 38% 42
Number of employees
Owner only (No employees) 26% 21% 53% 19
1-9 Employees 32% 34% 34% 123
10+ Employees 17% 42% 40% 52
Time at current location
Since before 2005 22% 33% 45% 124
Since 2005 or later 36% 40% 24% 67
Property
Own 27% 29% 45% 49
Rent 27% 38% 35% 144
Total 28% 35% 38% 196

Mitigating business losses: 54 Wilder Research, October 2012

services, strategies, and effectiveness



A9. Construction impacts

1 or more of
1 or more of # these impacts # major
these impacts impacts was major impacts
Number Percent | Median | Number Percent | Median
Race
Respondents of color 69 80% 6.0 55 64% 3.0
White (non-Hispanic) respondents 97 90% 5.0 68 63% 2.0
Nativity
Foreign-born 48 77% 6.0 38 61% 3.0
U.S.-born 123 90% 5.0 90 66% 2.0
Type
Retail, grocery, and convenience
stores 53 87% 7.0 40 66% 4.0
Restaurants, bars, hospitality,
recreation 38 86% 5.5 31 70% 3.0
Health and fitness 19 86% 4.0 13 59% 1.0
Property management, professional
services, and finance 24 77% 4.0 17 55% 1.0
Nonprofessional services 39 91% 5.0 28 65% 2.0
Number of employees
Owner only (No employees) 18 90% 4.0 14 70% 2.0
1-9 Employees 104 82% 5.0 81 64% 2.0
10+ Employees 49 94% 5.0 33 63% 2.0
Time at current location
Since before 2005 110 87% 6.0 84 67% 3.0
Since 2005 or later 60 86% 5.0 43 61% 1.0
Property
Own 43 86% 6.0 29 58% 1.5
Rent 127 86% 5.0 98 66% 2.0
Total 173 86% 5.0 129 64% 2.0
Notes: Individual construction impacts are shown in Figures A2-A9, and include:
B Customers did not know the business was open
B |t was hard for Customers to navigate construction to get to the business
B Customers heard it was hard to access the business so they did not try
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B Trucks or delivery vehicles were not able to reach the business
B There were fewer pedestrians or less foot traffic in front of the business

B There were fewer cars or less automobile traffic in front of the business

B There was excess noise, dust, or other issues caused by construction equipment or

Crews

A10. Overall, how would you rate the effectiveness of the Project Office
communication efforts? Would you say...

Very effective Somewhat effective Not effective
Number Percent | Number Percent | Number Percent
Race
Respondents of color 7 22% 18 56% 7 22%
White (non-Hispanic) respondents 8 16% 21 43% 20 41%
Nativity
Foreign-born 5 21% 15 63% 4 17%
U.S.-born 10 17% 26 43% 24 40%
Number of employees
Owner only (No employees) 2 25% 4 50% 2 25%
1-9 Employees 9 20% 19 41% 18 39%
10+ Employees 5 17% 17 57% 8 27%
Time at current location
Since before 2005 11 18% 27 45% 22 37%
Since 2005 or later 5 21% 13 54% 6 25%
Property
Own 5 17% 19 63% 6 20%
Rent 11 20% 22 40% 22 40%
Mitigating business losses: 56 Wilder Research, October 2012

services, strategies, and effectiveness



Al11l. Overall, how would you rate the effectiveness of the Small Business Loan

Program? Would you say...

Very effective Somewhat effective Not effective
Number Percent | Number Percent Number Percent
Race
Respondents of color 8 42% 10 53% 1 5%
White (non-Hispanic)
respondents 5 25% 8 40% 7 35%
Nativity
Foreign-born 7 41% 9 53% 1 6%
U.S.-born 7 29% 10 42% 7 29%
Number of employees
Owner only (No employees) 2 40% 3 60% 0 0%
1-9 Employees 6 24% 13 52% 6 24%
10+ Employees 6 55% 3 27% 2 18%
Time at current location
Since before 2005 8 31% 10 38% 8 31%
Since 2005 or later 5 36% 9 64% 0 0%
Property
Own 1 14% 6 86% 0 0%
Rent 13 38% 13 38% 8 24%
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Al2. Service participation rates
Small Business Parking Loan "Buy Local" Progressive 1+ Services
Loan Program Program U7 Services Coupon Book Dinner received
Number Percent | Number Percent | Number Percent | Number Percent | Number Percent | Number Percent
Race
Respondents of color 19 23% 3 4% 16 20% 5 6% 3 15% 30 35%
White (non-Hispanic) 21 20% 5 6% 6 6% 20 19% 7 30% 38 35%
respondents
Nativity
Foreign-born 17 28% 6% 9 16% 2 3% 19% 21 34%
U.S.-born 25 19% 6% 13 10% 25 19% 7 26% 51 37%
Type
Sggign?égiggtoigg 14 24% 3 6% 9 16% 7 12% NA NA 25 41%
Egsgi:[ﬁ‘;"tfégg;ion 17 40% 2 8% 5 13% 10 24% 10 24% 23 52%
Health and fitness 2 9% 2 11% 0 0% 2 9% NA NA 6 27%
rofessions seices, france 2 7% | 1 4% | 3 1% | 3 10% | NA  NA | 7 23%
Nonprofessional services 7 16% 1 3% 5 12% 5 12% NA NA 11 26%
Number of employees
Owner only (No employees) 5 25% 0% 4 21% 0 0% 0% 7 35%
1-9 Employees 25 20% 7% 17 14% 13 10% 23% 43 34%
10+ Employees 12 24% 1 3% 1 2% 14 27% 5 24% 21 40%
Time at current location
Since before 2005 27 22% 9% 12 10% 17 14% 36% 46 37%
Since 2005 or later 14 20% 0% 10 16% 10 14% 11% 25 36%
Property
Own 7 15% 7 17% 4 9% 7 14% 2 29% 18 36%
Rent 35 24% 1 1% 18 13% 20 14% 23% 53 36%
Total 42 22% 9 6% 22 12% 27 14% 10 23% 72 36%
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Al13. During the first year of Light Rail construction, did your business...

Purchase and display any Purchase any Run any additional Do any other
additional signage to help | additional TV, radio, coupons, deals, or other activities intended to
customers navigate the or print advertising to promotional offers to offset the effects of
construction or to attract or retain attract or retain customers | the Central Corridor
indicate the business was customers because | to the business because of Light Rail
open? of construction? construction? construction?
Number Percent | Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Race
Respondents of color 34 40% 16 19% 29 34% 18 22%
White (non-Hispanic)
respondents 27 25% 20 19% 26 24% 31 29%
Nativity
Foreign-born 24 39% 10 16% 21 34% 14 24%
U.S.-born 40 29% 27 20% 37 27% 37 27%
Type
Retail, grocery, and
convenience stores 23 38% 13 21% 17 28% 14 23%
Restaurants, bars,
hospitality, recreation 21 48% 9 20% 21 48% 15 36%
Health and fithess 3 14% 3 14% 2 9% 3 14%
Property management,
professional services,
and finance 4 13% 3 10% 4 13% 6 20%
Nonprofessional services 13 30% 21% 14 33% 13 30%
Number of employees
Owner only (No
employees) 5 26% 6 30% 4 20% 7 35%
1-9 Employees 44 35% 23 18% 36 28% 32 26%
10+ Employees 15 29% 8 15% 18 35% 12 23%
Time at current location
Since before 2005 36 29% 23 18% 34 27% 34 27%
Since 2005 or later 27 39% 13 19% 22 31% 16 24%
Property
Own 17 34% 5 10% 7 14% 10 20%
Rent 47 32% 32 22% 51 34% 41 28%
Total 64 32% 37 18% 58 29% 51 25%
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Al4. Do you expect this business will be operating in its current location in

FIVE YEARS?
Yes No Don't know N
Race
Respondents of color 84% 7% 9% 85
White (non-Hispanic) respondents 69% 24% 7% 108
Nativity
Foreign-born 85% 5% 10% 61
U.S.-born 71% 21% 8% 137
Type
Retail, grocery, and convenience
stores 72% 16% 11% 61
Restaurants, bars, hospitality,
recreation 84% 7% 9% 44
Health and fitness 81% 14% 5% 21
Property management, professional
services, and finance 74% 19% 6% 31
Nonprofessional services 70% 23% 7% 43
Number of employees
Owner only (No employees) 65% 20% 15% 20
1-9 Employees 73% 19% 8% 127
10+ Employees 85% 8% 8% 52
Time at current location
Since before 2005 74% 18% 8% 125
Since 2005 or later 7% 14% 9% 70
Property
Own 82% 12% 6% 50
Rent 73% 18% 9% 148
Total 76% 16% 9% 200
Mitigating business losses: 60 Wilder Research, October 2012

services, strategies, and effectiveness



A15. Over the next FIVE YEARS, do you expect sales will...

Decrease Stay the same Increase
Number Percent | Number Percent | Number Percent
Race
Respondents of color 12 16% 16 21% 49 64%
White (non-Hispanic) respondents 13 13% 22 22% 64 65%
Nativity
Foreign-born 10 18% 10 18% 35 64%
U.S.-born 15 12% 29 23% 82 65%
Type
Retail, grocery, and convenience
stores 8 14% 11 19% 38 67%
Restaurants, bars, hospitality,
recreation 5 13% 6 16% 27 71%
Health and fitness 1 5% 7 33% 13 62%
Property management, professional
services, and finance 4 14% 7 24% 18 62%
Nonprofessional services 7 18% 9 24% 22 58%
Number of employees
Owner only (No employees) 1 6% 4 24% 12 71%
1-9 Employees 23 19% 28 24% 67 57%
10+ Employees 1 2% 8 17% 38 81%
Time at current location
Since before 2005 21 18% 26 23% 68 59%
Since 2005 or later 4 6% 13 20% 47 73%
Property
Own 9 20% 7 16% 29 64%
Rent 16 12% 33 24% 87 64%
Total 25 14% 40 22% 118 64%
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A16. Over the next FIVE YEARS, do you expect profits will...

Decrease Stay the same Increase
Number Percent | Number Percent | Number Percent
Race
Respondents of color 15 19% 16 21% 46 60%
White (non-Hispanic) respondents 20 20% 18 18% 61 62%
Nativity
Foreign-born 12 22% 13 24% 30 55%
U.S.-born 23 18% 23 18% 80 63%
Type
Retail, grocery, and convenience
stores 10 18% 10 18% 36 64%
Restaurants, bars, hospitality,
recreation 8 21% 6 15% 25 64%
Health and fitness 3 14% 6 29% 12 57%
Property management, professional
services, and finance 6 21% 6 21% 17 59%
Nonprofessional services 8 21% 9 24% 21 55%
Number of employees
Owner only (No employees) 1 6% 5 31% 10 63%
1-9 Employees 32 27% 24 20% 63 53%
10+ Employees 2 4% 8 17% 37 79%
Time at current location
Since before 2005 28 24% 25 22% 63 54%
Since 2005 or later 7 11% 11 17% 45 71%
Property
Own 10 22% 7 16% 28 62%
Rent 25 18% 30 22% 81 60%
Total 35 19% 37 20% 111 61%
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Al17. Over the next FIVE YEARS, do you expect number of employees will...

Decrease Stay the same Increase
Number Percent | Number Percent | Number Percent
Race
Respondents of color 12 16% 31 40% 34 44%
White (non-Hispanic) respondents 12 12% 57 56% 33 32%
Nativity
Foreign-born 9 16% 26 46% 21 38%
U.S.-born 15 12% 66 52% 47 37%
Type
Retail, grocery, and convenience
stores 6 11% 35 61% 16 28%
Restaurants, bars, hospitality,
recreation 4 11% 12 32% 22 58%
Health and fitness 2 10% 16 76% 3 14%
Property management, professional
services, and finance 6 19% 14 45% 11 35%
Nonprofessional services 6 15% 17 44% 16 41%
Number of employees
Owner only (No employees) - - 13 72% 5 28%
1-9 Employees 20 17% 62 53% 36 31%
10+ Employees 4 8% 18 37% 27 55%
Time at current location
Since before 2005 20 17% 62 53% 35 30%
Since 2005 or later 4 6% 29 45% 32 49%
Property
Own 6 13% 24 52% 16 35%
Rent 18 13% 69 50% 51 37%
Total 24 13% 94 51% 68 37%
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A18. Over the next FIVE YEARS, do you expect employee wage levels will...

Decrease Stay the same Increase
Number Percent | Number Percent | Number Percent
Race
Respondents of color 6 8% 29 39% 39 53%
White (non-Hispanic) respondents 4 4% 40 41% 54 55%
Nativity
Foreign-born 4 7% 22 40% 29 53%
U.S.-born 6 5% 50 41% 66 54%
Type
Retail, grocery, and convenience
stores 3 5% 26 47% 26 47%
Restaurants, bars, hospitality,
recreation 1 3% 16 42% 21 55%
Health and fitness - - 10 50% 10 50%
Property management, professional
services, and finance 2 7% 10 33% 18 60%
Nonprofessional services 4 11% 12 33% 20 56%
Number of employees
Owner only (No employees) 1 6% 6 38% 9 56%
1-9 Employees 9 8% 54 47% 51 45%
10+ Employees - - 13 27% 35 73%
Time at current location
Since before 2005 7 6% 49 43% 59 51%
Since 2005 or later 3 5% 23 38% 34 57%
Property
Own 2 4% 17 37% 27 59%
Rent 8 6% 57 43% 67 51%
Total 10 6% 74 41% 95 53%
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Survey instrument

Central Corridor Business Survey

Hello, my name is (NAME) from Wilder Research. We are working with the Central Corridor Funders
Collaborative and their Business Resources Collaborative on a study to learn about the experiences and needs
of businesses during the Central Corridor Light Rail construction. I would like to speak with the owner of this
business, or the manager of this location, to complete a brief survey about this business’s activities related to the
2011 Light Rail construction season.

This survey is voluntary. Individual answers to questions will not be shared, and your business’s participation in the
survey will remain confidential. You are also free to skip any questions on the survey you do not wish to answer.

Information about the study:

This study is intended to learn more about the services and other strategies that businesses have used to help
offset the effects of the Light Rail construction. We are speaking with 200 businesses along the Central Corridor,
and are specifically asking about construction-related activities during the 2011 construction season (March
through November). The information from this study will be used to better assist businesses and prepare for
future construction. The study is funded by the Central Corridor Funders Collaborative and is sponsored by their
Business Resource Collaborative working group. If you have any question about the study feel free to contact
Brian Pittman at Wilder Research (brian.pittman@wilder.org)

Information about the CCFC:

The Central Corridor Funders Collaborative is a group of local and national funders who works with local
resident organizations, community groups, nonprofit and business coalitions, and public agencies to create and
implement corridor-wide strategies aimed at ensuring the adjoining neighborhoods, residents and businesses
broadly share in the benefits of public and private investment in the Central Corridor Light Rail Line.

The Funders Collaborative, through its Catalyst Fund, expects to invest $20 million over 10 years. Envisioned
as a ten-year initiative, the Funders Collaborative supplements the programs and investment of the individual
member foundations.

For more information: http://www.funderscollaborative.org/

Information about the BRC:

The Business Resources Collaborative (BRC) was created in 2008 to support businesses and property owners
through the changing market of the Central Corridor. The BRC is a partnership of business coalitions, nonprofit
community developers and local and regional governments. The goal of the BRC is to coordinate the delivery of
a comprehensive, integrated mix of services that will support area businesses and property owners before,
during, and after LRT construction.

For more information: http://www.funderscollaborative.org/partners/business-development-group
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CASE ID#:

Central Corridor Business Survey

SECTION I: Introduction and background
First, I would like to ask a few questions about this business.

la. Briefly, how would you describe your business? (PROBE: One sentence you use to explain the business.)

1b.  Who is your primary customer base?

1c. What is your primary product or service?

2a.  Are you the full owner, part owner, manager, or some other position?

Yo T Vo T SRR 1
(@1 T T ] =) ISR 2
CO-0WNET, OF PAMNET c..eiieiieiee ettt sttt sbe et 3
OTHER (SPECIFY: ) R 4
RETUSEA ... e 7
DONt KNOW .1ttt srae e b e nnaee e 8

3a. Since what year has this business been in operation at any location?
RETUSEA ...t -7

3b.  Since what year has this business been operating at this location?
RETUSE ...ttt -7

[NOTE: IF Q3a or Q3b = 2012 TERMINATE INTERVIEW]

SECTION II: Effects of Central Corridor Light Rail construction
Next, we would like to ask you about construction-related disruption last year. Last year’s construction includes any
construction that occurred between March and November, 2011.

4a. Overall, how would you rate the level of construction near your business last year? Would you say...

There was no construction, (GO TO Q5) ....c.eovreerrirrei e 1
There was MIiNOr CONSITUCTION, OF ..oiviovereiieeeeeeseeee et e e e e e see e e eeeeresererereeesesenanns 2
There was significant CONSLIUCTION? ..........ccovviieirnin s e 3
] 11 7=T 7
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4b.

4c.

5.

Don’t know

We are interested in the ways in which construction disrupted your business last year. (March — November 2011)
Please answer yes or no for each of the following items.

Yes No | REF | DK
1. The business side of the street was closed for more than one month. 1 2 7 8
2. The sidewalk in front of your business had reduced access because of fencing, 1 2 7 8
narrowed width, or other obstacles.
3. Your business lost on-street parking 1 2 7 8
4. Your business lost off-street parking 1 2 7 8
We are interested in the effectiveness of construction-related communications during last year’s construction.
For each item, please tell me how informed you were about various aspects of last year’s construction.
Would you say you were ...
Very Somewhat Not
How informed were you about... informed, | informed, or | informed? | REF | DK
1. The construction schedule 1 2 3 7 8
2. Road and sidewalk closures 1 2 3 7 8
3. Utility outages 1 2 3 7 8
4. Who to contact about issues your business 1 2 3 7 8
encountered

I am going to read a list of possible construction-related impacts that might have affected businesses along the

Central Corridor. For each item, please tell me if it had a major impact, somewhat of an impact, or had no impact

on YOUR business last year (March-November 2011). How much was your business impacted because...

Would you say there was. . .
Somewhat of | A major
(How about . . .) No impact, | animpact,or | impact? | REF | DK
1. Customers did not know the business was open 1 2 3 7 8
2. It was hard for Customers to navigate 1 2 3 7 8
construction to get to the business
3. Customers heard it was hard to access the 2 3 7 8
. . 1
business so they did not try
4. Trucks or delivery vehicles were not able to 1 2 3 7 8
reach the business
5. There were fewer pedestrians or less foot traffic 1 2 3 7 8
in front of the business
6. There were fewer cars or less automobile traffic 1 2 3 7 8
in front of the business
7. There was excess noise, dust, or other issues 1 2 3 7 8
caused by construction equipment or crews
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SECTION IlilI: Services and assistance
We would like to ask you about some of the services, assistance, or programs you may have received or participated in during
the first year of construction. The first year of construction was between March 2011 and November 2011.

QB EEEEEEEE e e E e e EE EEEE E EEEE EE EEE EE E R EE R EEE R EEEEEEEEEE

6.  During the first year of construction, were you aware of and did you receive loan funds from the Small Business
Loan Program administered by the Neighborhood Development Center (Saint Paul) and the Minneapolis
Consortium of Community Developers (Minneapolis). [IF NEEDED: Forgivable loans to provide a modest
safety net for businesses that show a loss in sales due to the construction of the Central Corridor Light Rail Transit
Line.] Would you say you were...

Not aware of these funds, (GO TO Q7) ..ccovveiiiiiiee e 1
Aware of, but did not apply, (GO TO QBa).........ccccerveiveriiiereseere e 2
Applied, but did not receive, or (GO TO QBD)......cccvvvreivreirscesee e 3
Received these funds? (GO TO QBd).......ccccveivriiirieiereiersee e 4
[VOLUNTEERD: application is being processed] (GO TO Q7) ...cccvvevvvevevvirernrnnen, 5

Refused (GO TO Q7) ..uvciiieie ettt s 7

Don’t know (GO TO Q7)) c.veveieieieeiicie et 8

6a. [IF DIDN’T APPLY] I would like to ask a few questions about why you did not apply for the Small Business Loan
Program. For each of the following statements, please tell me if this was a primary reason you did not apply, was
part of the reason you did not apply, or was not a reason why you did not apply.

Would you say it was . .
Primary Part of the Not a
reason, reason, or reason? REF | DK
1. Your business was not eligible for the Small 1 2 3 7 8
Business Loan Program (IF 1 GO TO Q7)
2. Your business did not need this type of assistance 1 2 3 7 8
or service
3. Did not have time to apply or found out too late 1 2 3 7 8
4. Did not know how or where to apply 1 2 3 7 8
[5.Removed]
6. The application process required too much 1 2 3 7 8
paperwork or other demands
7. The requirements for participation were too 1 2 3 7 8
restrictive
8. The level of support did not match your business’ 1 2 3 7 8
level of need (e.g., grants were too small)
(GO TO Q)
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6b.

6C.

6d.

6e.

6f.

69.

[IF APPLIED/DIDN’T RECEIVE] Were you given a reason why you were not able to participate in the Small
Business Loan Program?

NO (GO TO Q7) 1ottt sb et nes
Refused (GO TO Q7)..uiieee ettt
Don’t know (GO TO Q7) cvvivviieieceeie et

What was the reason you did not receive a loan?

(GO TO Q7)

[IF RECEIVED] I am going to read a list of potential reasons why a business might choose to participate in the
Small Business Loan Program. Please tell me, for each reason, if it was a primary reason you chose to
participate, part of the reason, or not a reason.

Would you say itwas.. . .
Primary | Partof the Not a
reason, reason, or reason? REF | DK
1. The Small Business Loan Program met a specific 1 2 3 7 8
need for your business
2. The terms or requirements of the Small Business 1 2 3 7 8
Loan Program were favorable
3. You were asked to participate in the Small Business 1 2 3 7 8
Loan Program

Overall, how would you rate the effectiveness of the Small Business Loan Program? Would you say...
VEIY EFFECHIVE, ...viviici e
SOMEWNAL BFTECTIVE, OF veiiiiiriie et
N0 B 1 (=T 1A= TP

What was the best thing about the Small Business Loan Program?

....... 3

How could the Small Business Loan Program be improved?
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Q7 CEEEEEEEH CEEEEEEEE D O i B B e e S O O O O

7. [ST. PAUL BUSINESSES ONLY — OTHERS GO TO Q8] During the first year of construction, were you aware of
and did you receive funds from the Parking Loan Program offered by the City of Saint Paul? Would you say you
were... [IF NEEDED: Forgivable loans for improvements to off-street parking along University Avenue.]

Not aware of these funds, (GO TO Q8) .....ccccvviriiiicieieiisr e 1
Aware of, but did not apply, (GO TO Q7a)......cccceeverierieiiieere e 2
Applied, but did not receive, or (GO TO Q7D) ....cccvvvveiiieiereersere e 3
Received these funds? (GO TO Q7). e 4
Vo [ (10 R O N 6 ) SR 7
Don’t know (GO TO Q8) ....ccvveieiieeiieiieii ettt st s 8

7a. [IF DIDN’T APPLY] I would like to ask a few questions about why you did not apply for the Parking Loan
Program. For each of the following statements, please tell me if this was a primary reason you did not apply, was
part of the reason you did not apply, or was not a reason why you did not apply.

Would you say itwas.. . .
Primary | Partof the Not a
reason, reason, or reason? REF | DK
1. Your business was not eligible for the Parking 1 2 3 7 8
Loan Program (IF 1 GO TO Q8)
2. Your business did not need this type of assistance 1 2 3 7 8
or service
3. Did not have time to apply or found out too late 1 2 3 7 8
4. Did not know how or where to apply 1 2 3 7 8
5. There was no space left in the program 1 2 3 7 8
6. The application process required too much 1 2 3 7 8
paperwork or other demands
7. The requirements for participation were too 1 2 3 7 8
restrictive
8. The level of support did not match your business’ 1 2 3 7 8
level of need (e.g., grants were too small)

(GO TO Q8)

7b.  [IF APPLIED/DIDN’T RECEIVE] Were you given a reason why you were not able to participate in the Parking
Loan Program?

R TP SP P U TS R PR PTPURPRPRPN 1
LY (IO T LX) OO 2
Refused (GO TO Q8)....cueiieeiiieiesiesie e 7
Don’t know (GO TO Q8) ...c.eouviiiiiiiiirii e 8
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7c.

7d.

Te.

7f.

79.

What was the reason you did not receive this assistance?

(GO TO Q8)

[IF RECEIVED] I am going to read a list of potential reasons why a business might choose to participate in the
Parking Loan Program. Please tell me, for each reason, if it was a primary reason you chose to participate, part
of the reason, or not a reason.

Would you say it was. . .
Primary Part of the Not a

(What about . . .) reason, reason, or reason? REF | DK

1. The Parking Loan Program met a specific need 1 2 3 7 8
for your business

2. The terms or requirements of the Parking Loan 1 2 3 7 8
Program were favorable

3. You were asked to participate in the Parking Loan 1 2 3 7 8
Program

(GO TO Q8)

Overall, how would you rate the effectiveness of the Parking Loan Program? Would you say...

VEIY EFFECHIVE, ..ot s 1
SOMEWNAL BFFRCHIVE, OF ..eeeiieeeeee ettt e et e e e et e e st eesaa e e s saeeneenan 2
INOE EFFECTIVE?... ettt 3
RETUSEA ...t 7
DNt KNOW .1ttt srae e e e snneean 8

What was the best thing about the Parking Loan Program?

How could the Parking Loan Program be improved?
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Q8 CEEEEEEEH CEEEEEEEE D O i B B e e S O O O O

8. During the first year of construction, did you receive any construction-related services from the University
Avenue Business Preparation Collaborative (U7)? Also called “U7”.

D T TSSO P P U TS URURTPTPPPPRPRIN 1
NO (GO TO Q) .ottt ettt b et e ne e 2
Vo [ (10 R O N 6 L) SR 7
Don’t know (GO TO Q9) ....eivveieiecieite e 8

8a. What construction-related services did you receive from the University Avenue Business Preparation
Collaborative (U7)?

8b.  Overall, how would you rate the effectiveness of the U7 services? Would you say...

VEIY EFFECHIVE, ..ot 1
SOMEWNAL BTTECTHIVE, OF veeviiieveiee sttt e e s sebbae e s aaes 2
N 0] B 1 1=T 1A= 3
RETUSEA ...t 7
DONt KNOW 11ttt et e snree e 8

8c.  What was the best thing about the U7 services?

8d. How could the U7 services be improved?
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Q9 CEEEEEEEH CEEEEEEEE D O i B B e e S O O O O

During the first year of construction, did you participate in the “Buy Local” coupon book program through the
Midway Chamber of Commerce? Would you say you were...

Not aware of this program, (GO TO Q10) ......ccccceirveieieinisie e 1
Aware of, but did not participate, or (GO TO Q92).......c.cccvvvvevvrriieireiere e 2
Participated in the program? (GO TO QIb) ......ccccvveeriiiiiieie e 3
YV =To [ (10 R O N @ 0 ) ISR 7
Don’t know (GO TO QL0) ....cuviuieiiiiiiiiiie e 8

[IF AWARE OF, BUT DID NOT PARTICIPATE] I would like to ask a few questions about why you did not participate
in the “Buy Local” coupon book program. For each of the following statements, please tell me if this was a primary
reason you did not participate, was part of the reason, or was not a reason why you did not participate.

Would you say it was. . .
Primary Part of the Not a
reason, reason, or reason? REF | DK
1. Your business was not eligible for this program (IF 1 2 3 7 8
1, GO TO Q10)
2. Your business did not need this type of assistance 1 2 3 7 8
or service
3. Did not have time to apply or found out too late 1 2 3 7 8
4. Did not know how or where to apply 1 2 3 7 8
5. There was no space left in the program 1 2 3 7 8
6. The application process required too much 1 2 3 7 8
paperwork or other demands
7. The requirements for participation were too restrictive 1 2 3 7 8
8. The level of support did not match your business’ 1 2 3 7 8
level of need (e.g., grants were too small)
(GO TO Q10)

[IF PARTICIPATED] I am going to read a list of potential reasons why a business might choose to participate in
the “Buy Local” coupon book program. Please tell me, for each reason, if it was a primary reason you chose to
participate, part of the reason, or not a reason.

Would you say it was. . .
Primary | Partof the Not a
reason, reason, or reason? REF | DK
1. The coupon book program met a specific need for 1 2 3 7 8
the business
2. The terms or requirements of the coupon book 1 2 3 7 8
program were favorable
3. You were asked to participate in the coupon book 1 2 3 7 8
program

(GO TO Q10)

Mitigating business losses: 73

services, strategies, and effectiveness

Wilder Research, October 2012




9c. | would like to ask you a few questions about the effectiveness of the coupon book program.

Would you say...
How effective was the “Buy Local” coupon book Very Somewhat Not
program in... effective, | effective, or | effective? | REF | DK
1. Increasing customers’ awareness of your business 1 2 3 7 8
2. Increasing your business’s customer traffic 1 2 3 7 8
3. Increasing your business’s revenue 1 2 3 7 8
4. Increasing customer access to your business 1 2 3 7 8
9d. Overall, how would you rate the effectiveness of the “Buy Local” coupon book program? Would you say...
VEIY EFfECHIVE, ..eiiie e 1
SOMEWNAL BTFECTIVE, OF 1.eeiiiieiee sttt e e et e e st essr et e s sarreeessarreeesnn 2
NOE EFFECTIVE?.....ece bbbttt 3
RETUSEA ... 7
DNt KNOW .1eiiiiie ettt ae e st e e st e st e e snae e s te e e snaee e 8

9e. What was the best thing about the “Buy Local” coupon book program?

9f.  How could the “Buy Local” coupon book program be improved?

[IF BUSINESS IS NOT A RESTAURANT>>>> SKIP TO Q11]

Mitigating business losses: 74 Wilder Research, October 2012
services, strategies, and effectiveness



Q]_O CEEEEEEE CEEEEEEEE D O i B B e e S O O O O

10. [RESTAURANTS ONLY — OTHERS GO TO Q11] Did you participate in the Progressive Dinner organized by
the Midway Chamber of Commerce in December 2011? Would you say you were...

Not aware of this event, (GO TO QLL) ....cccovoiiiiiiei e 1
Aware of, but did not participate in the event, or (GO TO Q11).......cceevevvrrennene. 2
Participated in this event? (GO TO QL108) ......ccceovvveeriieiisee v 3
Refused (GO TO QLL) c.ocviiiiiee et 7
Don’t know (GO TO QIL1) ...ccveiiiiiiiiiiie e 8

10a. 1 would like to ask you a few questions about the effectiveness of the Progressive Dinner.

Would you say it was...
Very Somewhat Not
How effective was the Progressive Dinner in... effective, | effective, or | effective? | REF | DK
1. Increasing customers’ awareness of your business 1 2 3 7 8
2. Increasing your business’s customer traffic 1 2 3 7 8
3. Increasing your business’s revenue 1 2 3 7 8
4. Increasing customer access to your business 1 2 3 7 8
10b. Overall, how would you rate the effectiveness of the Progressive Dinner? Would you say...
VEIY EFFECHIVE, ..eeiee e 1
SOMEWNAL ETTECHIVE, OF veeviiiviiie sttt e s b e e e s sbbaeeeaaes 2
N 0] B 1 1=T 1A= PSS 3
RETUSEA ... e 7
DON T KNOW .etiieiiitiie ettt ettt ettt e e et e e et e e e e eabae e e e enreas 8

10c. What was the best thing about the Progressive Dinner?

10d. How could the Progressive Dinner be improved?

el f— {—.

11. During the first year of construction, were you aware of the communications efforts to highlight or feature
Central Corridor businesses or events in the weekly newsletter of the Central Corridor Project Office?

R TP SP P U TS R PR PTPURPRPRPN 1
NO (GO TO Q12)..oveieeeeeeieeeeeeeeeees s 2
Refused (GO TO QL2) ..ottt 7
Don’t know (GO TO Q12) ....c.eeviiiiiiiiiiiienieieieeeeee s 8
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11a. 1 would like to ask you a few questions about the effectiveness of the Central Corridor Project Office
communications efforts.

Would you say it was...

Very Somewhat Not
How effective were the communication efforts in... | effective, | effective, or | effective? | REF | DK
1. Increasing customers’ awareness of your business 1 2 3 7 8
2. Increasing your business’s customer traffic 1 2 3 7 8
3. Increasing your business’s revenue 1 2 3 7 8
4. Increasing customer access to your business 1 2 3 7 8
11b. Overall, how would you rate the effectiveness of the Project Office communication efforts? Would you say...
VEIY EFfECHIVE, ..ot e 1
SOMEWNAL BTFECTIVE, OF 1oeeiiiieiee ettt ettt e e et e e sttt e s ser e e s sarreeessarreeesnns 2
INOE EFFECLIVE?.....ecte bbbt 3
RETUSEA ... e 7
DONt KNOW 11ttt et e snree e 8

11c. What was the best thing about the Project Office communication efforts?

11d. How could the Project Office communication efforts be improved?

el f— {—.

12. Did this business receive or participate in any OTHER services, assistance, programs, or efforts to help offset
the effects of construction that were offered by an external organization, government program, or another group?
(NOTE: Only record if program is offered by an external source. Any independent actions undertaken by the
individual business are recorded in the next section)

Y S ittt bR bR Rt R R R et bt bt e e e b nbeete e e b nrs 1
NO (GO TO QL3A) .. ecueeeiieieiierierieieeeree ettt re bbb srenbe st eneeseeseenas 2
Refused (GO TO QL3) c.iciiiiiiceeee ettt 7
Don’t know (GO TO QL3) ..cveoiiiieiiiice ettt 8

12a. What were they? [IF NEEDED: Other services, assistance, programs, or efforts to offset the effects of construction
that this business participated in.]
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Q13 CEEEEEEE CEEEEEEEE R O i B B e G e O O R B S O O e

13a. What types of assistance do you think provide the best support to the businesses affected by Central Corridor Light
Rail Construction?

13b. 1 would like to ask you a few questions about what types of services you would find helpful to offset the effects of
construction. For each item, please tell me if you think it would be very helpful, somewhat helpful, or not helpful.

Would you say itwas.. ..
Very Somewhat Not
(How about...) helpful, helpful, or helpful? | REF | DK
1. General low/no interest operating loans to cover 1 2 3 7 8
short-term losses or operational expenses.
2. Technical assistance for business planning or 1 2 3 7 8
strategy.
3. Financial assistance to provide additional 1 2 3 7 8
marketing, promotion, or advertising.
4. Technical assistance to provide additional 1 2 3 7 8
marketing, promotion, or advertising.

SECTION IV: Strategies of the business

Now, we would like to ask a few questions about any potential actions your business has taken to help offset effects of the
Central Corridor Light Rail construction. Please note that we are interested in any additional actions the business has
taken that would not have been pursued if not for the construction.

14. During the first year of Light Rail construction, did your business purchase and display any additional signage to
help customers navigate the construction or to indicate the business was open? (NOTE: This only includes signs
that are at or near the business. Near = Five blocks.)

D TSRO PT PP UUSURURTPTPPPTPRPRRIN 1
N oI (T I 1O @ ) SRS 2
Refused (GO TO QL5)...c.iiiiiiciiece et 7
Don’t know (GO TO QL5) ..vvoiiiiciiie e 8

14a. About how much did the business spend on additional signage? $

RETUSEA ... -7
DNt KNOW 11ttt et et e e s ae e s te e et e e snreeerne e -8
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14b. 1 would like to ask you a few questions about the effectiveness of the additional signage.

Would you say...
Very Somewhat Not
How effective was the signage in... effective, | effective, or | effective? | REF | DK
1. Increasing awareness of the business 1 2 3 7 8
2. Increasing the business’ customer traffic 1 2 3 7 8
3. Increasing the business’ revenue 1 2 3 7 8
4. Increasing customer access to the business 1 2 3 7 8
5. Providing return on the initial investment 1 2 3 7 8

Q15 [ S S e e e e e e e e e e e e S S e e e e e e e e e e e e e S S e e e e e e e e S e

15.  During the first year of construction, did this business purchase any additional TV, radio, or print advertising to
attract or retain customers because of construction? (REMINDER: This only includes additional advertising above
and beyond the business’s normal advertising.)

D TSP PP TS UPTURTPPTPPPTPRPRIN 1
NO (GO TO QLB ettt sttt seereanas 2
Refused (GO TO QLB)......cciiieiiiiiie et 7
Don’t know (GO TO QLB) ...cveveeieiiiicie e 8
15a. About how much did the business spend on additional advertising? $
RETUSEA ... e -7
DONt KNOW 11ttt ae e s ree e -8

15b. 1 would like to ask you a few questions about the effectiveness of the additional advertising.

Would you say it was...
Very Somewhat Not
How effective was the advertising in... effective, | effective, or | effective? | REF | DK
1. Increasing awareness of the business 1 2 3 7 8
2. Increasing the business’ customer traffic 1 2 3 7 8
3. Increasing the business’ revenue 1 2 3 7 8
4. Increasing customer access to the business 1 2 3 7 8
5. Providing return on the initial investment 1 2 3 7 8
Q16 ceeEteEe CEEEEEEES R e e e e R R

16. During the first year of construction, did this business run any additional coupons, deals, or other promotional
offers to attract or retain customers to the business because of construction?

Y S ettt Rt e r e rs 1
NG (TR O N0 £ IO 2
Refused (GO TO QL78) ..ottt 7
Don’t know (GO TO QL78)....c.uiiiiieiiiieeie et 8
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16a. About how much did the business spend on additional promotional offers? $

RETUSE ...ttt ettt r ettt e e sttt e e st et e e rer b et e s sebaeeessarreeeeias -7

Don’t know

16b. I would like to ask you a few questions about the effectiveness of the promotional offers.

Would you say it was...

Very Somewhat Not
How effective were the promotional offers in... effective, | effective, or | effective? | REF | DK
1. Increasing awareness of the business 1 2 3 7 8
2. Increasing the business’ customer traffic 1 2 3 7 8
3. Increasing the business’ revenue 1 2 3 7 8
4. Increasing customer access to the business 1 2 3 7 8
5. Providing return on the initial investment 1 2 3 7 8

(217+++vvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvv

CEEECEEEECEEEEEEEEEEEEE

17a. During the first year of construction, did this business do any other activities intended to offset the effects of the

Central Corridor Light Rail construction?

No (GO TO Q18a)

Refused (GO TO Q18a)
Don’t know (GO TO Q18a)

17b. What were they? [IF NEEDED: Other activities or efforts to help offset the effects of construction that this business

participated in?]

SECTION V: Future business outlook

18a. Do you expect this business will be operating in its current location in FIVE YEARS?

ST (1O T 1 X0 1 ) TR 1
[ T O T PP U PP O PP UPPTPUPPRUR 2
Refused (GO TO Q19)......ciiiiiiecc e e 7
DON’t KNOW eviiiiiiiiie et tar et e e e erae e e et 8

18b. [IF NO | DK] Why do you say that?
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19. Over the next FIVE YEARS, do you expect each of the following measures of your business’s size will increase,
decrease, or stay about the same?

Would you say it will ...

Decrease | Decrease | Stay the Increase a Increasea | REF | DK
(How about...) alot a little same little lot
1. Sales 1 2 3 4 5 7 8
2. Profits 1 2 3 4 5 7 8
3. Number of employees 1 2 3 4 5 7 8
4. Employee wage levels 1 2 3 4 5 7 8

SECTION VI: Business/owner demographics
Finally, I would like to ask a few questions about you and this business.

20.  What is your gender?

VIR ...ttt ens 1
FIMAIE. ...ttt e et raenre s 2
(@] 11 ST 3
RETUSEA ...t 7
DONt KNOW 11ttt et e snree e 8
21. Do you consider yourself Hispanic or Latino/a?
D OO TSOURURPTPRPPRPRIN 1
[ T T PO P P OPRUUROPPTP 2
RETUSEA ...t 7
DNt KNOW .1ttt s e e st e st e e snae e s re e e snaee e 8

22. Is your race or ethnic background...[CHECK ALL THAT APPLY]

ATrican AmMErican OF BIACK, ........cucvviiiiiii st es e st 1
YN § g ox= g T =T o TR 2
American Indian or ALASKAN NALIVE, .......oveieeiee oot eee e seeseeseesneeneens 3
ASIAN OF PACITIC ISIANTEN, .....ccoveeieee et 4
WWHIE OF CAUCASIAN, OF....veiiveeivieitiesteestiesteesteesteestee st e e sbe e st e s sbessbeesbessbassbessbassbessbaesrassranss 5
SOME OLNEE GIOUP? ....veictiectete sttt sttt st st e et se s b besnebesnanis 6

RETUSEA ...ttt 7

DON T KNOW 1.ttt e et e e s ebae e e e sabae e e e enteas 8

23a. Were you born outside of the United States?

D T ST U PP PRTPROSRPRPPT 1
[ T O TSP PTOP P SUPPOTPPRUP 2
RETUSEA ... 7
DON"t KNOW ..t e et srre e e 8
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23b. Were either of your parents born outside of the United States?

24,

25.

Y BS ot
NO o
RETUSEA ...
DON’t KNOW ..eeiiviecciiec e
How many people currently work at this location? People
RETUSEA ...
DOn’t KNOW .evviiviiiciic e

OWIN ..ttt bbbt bbbttt st
RENT..c
Other (SPECIFY
RETUSEA ...
DOn’t KNOW ..vviiiiiiciiic e

Thank you! That is all of the questions | have for you today.
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