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Executive Summary 
 
This report describes the results of the 2020-2021 
Milwaukee Safe and Healthy Streets surveys. These 
surveys were a product of collaboration between 
community stakeholders, including the City of 
Milwaukee Department of Public Works, Wisconsin Bike 
Fed, Medical College of Wisconsin, and University of 
Wisconsin-Milwaukee. 
 
Survey Development 
The purpose of the surveys was to gain baseline 
information about resident perceptions of streets in the 
City of Milwaukee. A preliminary version of the survey 
instrument was created based on previous street and 
neighborhood perception surveys and pilot-tested in 
summer 2019. Community responses and stakeholder 
input led to a refined questionnaire that was used as 
the basis for two separate surveys: a Citywide survey, 
implemented in 2020, and a project-specific survey, 
implemented in 2020 and 2021. 
 
Distribution Methods and Respondent Characteristics 
The Citywide Survey was distributed to all 15 alder 
districts; the project-based Survey was distributed in the 
Near West Side neighborhood before and after a summer 2020 rapid-implementation project on N. 27th 
Street between W. Wells Street and W. State Street (referred to as the 27th Street Corridor Survey in this 
report). 
 
Both surveys were distributed using two different methods. The first method (referred to as the “mail 
survey” in this report) involved mailing a paper version of the survey and pre-stamped return envelope 
to a randomly-selected set of addresses. The second method (referred to as the “online survey” in this 
report) involved sharing a link to an online version of the survey via e-mail and social media posts.1 
 
The Citywide Survey was at least partially-completed by 801 respondents across all 15 City of Milwaukee 
alder districts during June and July 2020 (158 were mail respondents, and 643 were online respondents). 
The mail response rate was 14.8%. 142 mail responses and 491 online responses were geocoded to 
specific locations (Figure ES1).2 

                                                           
1 Throughout this document, we use the term “mail survey” to refer to the survey that was distributed by mail to a 
randomly-selected sample of addresses. We use the term “mail respondents” to refer to people who were 
originally invited to participate in the survey by mail, even if they entered their response using the online survey 
format. Similarly, we use the term “online survey” to refer to the survey that was distributed by e-mail or through 
social media posts. We use the term “online respondents” to refer to people who were originally invited to 
participate in the survey via e-mail or social media posts. We do this to simplify the report language. 
2 Survey participants were asked to provide the closest major street intersection to where they lived. Many listed 
two intersecting streets, so these were geocoded to a specific location. However, not all responses were geocoded. 
Some participants left the answer blank. Others listed either a single street or two parallel streets, preventing a 

Front side of the Citywide Survey form. All survey 

forms and informational letters are provided in the 

report appendix.  
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The 27th Street Corridor “before period” survey was 
at least partially-completed by 67 Near West Side 
neighborhood3 respondents during May 2020 (22 
were mail respondents, and 45 were online 
respondents, originally solicited by an e-mail 
invitation from the Near West Side Partners). The 
mail response rate was 9.7%. The 27th Street Corridor 
“after period” survey was at least partially-completed 
by 32 Near West Side neighborhood respondents 
during May 2021 (8 were mail respondents, and 24 
were online respondents). The mail response rate 
was 3.4%. 
 
The largest proportions of respondents to the 
Citywide and 27th Street Corridor surveys were 45 
years or older, female, White, owned at least one 
automobile, had no children, and had lived in 
Milwaukee for at least 20 years. For both types of 
surveys, respondent characteristics differed 
depending on the survey distribution method that 
was used. Compared to respondents solicited by e-
mail and social media, respondents solicited by mail 
were more likely to be female, Black, have a disability and live in a single-person household; and less 
likely to own an automobile. In general, the mail survey respondents were more representative of the 
population of the City of Milwaukee as a whole and of the N. 27th Street Corridor area than the online 
respondents. 
 
Note that the 2020-2021 Milwaukee Safe and Healthy Streets Surveys were conducted during the 
COVID-19 pandemic, which impacted many people’s lives, including their travel patterns, experiences 
within their neighborhoods, and interactions with other people in public spaces. 
 
Analysis 
The Citywide Survey responses were analyzed at several geographic levels, including specific locations, 
street corridors, alder districts, Neighborhood Revitalization Strategy Areas (NRSAs), and the entire city. 
NRSAs are generally the lowest-income census tracts in the city, and they are indicated in Figure ES1.4 
The 27th Street Corridor Survey was conducted in a specific neighborhood and not analyzed at a more 
detailed geographic level. Responses to open-ended questions from both surveys were analyzed for 
common themes, and representative quotes are provided to complement the quantitative analysis.

                                                           
location from being geocoded. Note that some participants provided major intersections outside of the city 
boundary. Most of these were excluded, but if the intersection listed could feasibly be the closest “major” 
intersection to a home location within the city boundary, it was still included in the analysis. 
3 The Near West Side neighborhood boundary is shown on this map: 
https://city.milwaukee.gov/ImageLibrary/Groups/cityDCD/planning/plans/Near-West/pdfs/NearWStreetMap.pdf.  
4 Neighborhood Revitalization Strategy Areas (NRSAs) are low-income census tracts that are eligible for US 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds. 

Tweet shared by City of Milwaukee Department of 

Public Works on June 26, 2020. (Source = twitter.com) 
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Figure ES1. Citywide Survey: Geocoded Response Locations 

 
 
Citywide Survey Results 
 
 
 
 
The comment above summarized how many respondents felt about streets in their neighborhoods. 
While residents had positive views of their neighbors, enjoyed the activity of walking, and valued having 
many activities nearby to walk to, they were concerned about the pollution and public-space impacts of 
automobiles and poor driver behavior on their streets. Reckless driving, particularly speeding, was a 
common negative theme among many survey responses. Disparities in perceptions between lower- and 
higher-income neighborhoods highlight the need for equitable improvements to create safer and 
healthier streets in all parts of Milwaukee.  
 
The Citywide Survey produced the following 
overarching findings: 

• Residents think that their neighbors are 

friendly. Across the entire city, a majority of 
respondents rated the friendliness of their 
neighbors positively, and more than 100 
respondents added detail about neighborhood 
friendliness in their open-ended comments.  

“…great neighborhood, except for the crazy cars…” 
–Female, age 45, Alder District 15 

“People are friendly and 

watch out for each other. 

Many people are out walking 

dogs and taking kids for bike 

rides on the sidewalks...” 
--Female, age 40, Alder District 13/14 
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• Milwaukeeans like to walk. Walking was rated as 
the most enjoyable form of transportation (Figure 
ES2), and nearly one-third of respondents reported 
increasing their walking in the first three months of 
the COVID-19 pandemic. Many residents wrote 
positive open-ended comments about having places 
to walk to in their neighborhood.  

 
Figure ES2. Citywide Survey Respondents indicating Mode is “Enjoyable or “Very Enjoyable” 

 
 

• Residents of all neighborhoods emphasized reckless driving, particularly speeding, as a major 

problem. Nearly half of mail respondents (and a majority within NRSAs) rated traffic speeds in 
their neighborhood as “poor” or “very poor” (Figure ES3). Without prompting, 55 respondents 
from all parts of the city used the term “reckless” in their open-ended comments about traffic 
safety (Figure ES4). Several respondents 
stated that a lack of traffic safety 
prevents them from enjoying their 
neighborhood and walking as much as 
they would like. 
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“Good neighborhood, bad traffic.” 
--Female, age 60, Alder District 1 

“I love the walkability of 

the neighborhood.” 
--Female, age 30, Alder District 3 

“The cars that exceed the 

speed limit are causing 

serious danger on the roads.” 
--Female, age 69, Alder District 1 

“We moved here because it was 

easy to walk and bike to places… 

but the poor driving really 

detracts from the area.” 
--Male, age 54, Alder District 6 
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Figure ES3. Perceptions of Neighborhood Characteristics: NRSAs vs. Other Neighborhoods 

 
Note: Only includes mail survey respondents. Asterisks indicate the outcome of a Z-test for the difference in proportions. NRSA 
responses are significantly higher than Non-NRSA: *** >99%, ** >95%, * >90% significance. 

 
Figure ES4. Citywide Survey Respondents using “Reckless” in an Open-Ended Traffic Safety Comment 
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• There are stark differences in perceptions of certain neighborhood characteristics in NRSAs 

versus higher-income areas. Compared to respondents from other parts of the city, a 
significantly higher proportion of mail respondents living within NRSAs rated their 
neighborhoods as “poor” or “very poor” in terms of places to walk to, opportunities for exercise, 
parks, and cleanliness (Figure ES3). These disparities generally reflect neighborhood 
disinvestment in lower-income areas. Neighborhood disinvestment appears to be correlated 
with negative street experiences—particularly negative perceptions of safety and security and 
less enjoyment of all travel modes, especially walking and bicycling. For example, the proportion 
of all survey respondents rating traffic as “unsafe” or “very unsafe” for walking was more than 
three times higher in alder districts on the near north and near south sides than alder districts 
on the east and far south sides of the city (Figure ES5).  

• Traffic safety problems make streets unpleasant, particularly in NRSAs. Compared to 
respondents in other parts of the city, a significantly higher proportion of NRSA residents 
reported traffic safety concerns with walking, bicycling, driving, and even being an automobile 
passenger in their neighborhoods (Figure ES6).  

• Personal security problems make streets unpleasant, particularly in NRSAs. Residents from 
NRSAs were significantly more likely than residents from other parts of the city to say that they 
felt “unsafe” or “very unsafe” with respect to personal security when using all travel modes 
(except taking the bus). 

 

“Strong, safe, pleasant, beautiful, accessible…yet, crime and high 

speed automobiles could destroy that very fabric...” 
--Male, age 41, Alder District 6 
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Figure ES5. Alder District Respondents Reporting that Traffic is “Unsafe” or “Very Unsafe” for Walking 

 
Note: Includes all survey respondents (mail and online). 

 

Figure ES6. Traffic Safety of Travel Modes: NRSAs vs. Other Neighborhoods 

 
Note: Only includes mail survey respondents. Asterisks indicate the outcome of a Z-test for the difference in proportions. NRSA 
responses are significantly higher than Non-NRSA: *** >99%, ** >95%, * >90% significance. 
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27th Street Corridor Survey Results 
This section describes results from the May 2020 27th Street Corridor “Before period” Survey and the 
May 2021 27th Street Corridor “After period” Survey. N. 27th Street was redesigned with temporary curb 
extensions and other rapid-implementation changes in Summer 2020 (see summary of changes on the 
Department of Public Works Rapid Implementation Improvements website: 
https://city.milwaukee.gov/MilwaukeebyBike/Multi-Modal-Projects/Rapid-Implementation-
Improvements.htm). 
 
This corridor is within the NRSA boundary, and many of the responses from both 27th Street Corridor 
Surveys were similar to Citywide Survey responses from lower-income neighborhoods. We saw the 
following consistent results from both the “before period” survey and “after period” survey: 

• Walking was rated as the most enjoyable travel mode. 
• Bus service received the best ratings among neighborhood characteristics. 
• Bicycling and walking were perceived to be the least safe modes for traffic safety and personal 

security. 
• Reckless driving was a major concern, particularly within the N. 27th Street Corridor. 
• Components of reckless driving include speeding, running red lights, and passing on the right in 

bike lanes and on-street parking areas. 
• A majority of neighborhood characteristics were rated as “poor” or “very poor” by more than 

half of respondents. 
• Neighborhood cleanliness received the worst ratings among neighborhood characteristics. 

Places to walk to, opportunities for exercise, and traffic speeds were also rated poorly. 
• If street, sidewalk, and trail conditions were better, neighborhood residents would walk, bicycle, 

and visit local businesses more. 
 

 
 
Despite similar overarching survey results before and after the 27th Street rapid implementation project, 
the project itself made an impression on respondents. Most Near West Side neighborhood survey 
respondents noticed the project, and many viewed it positively. Twenty-seven of the “after period” 
survey respondents commented about the project (Figure ES7). Of these, 56% (15 of 27) made a positive 
comment, and 19% (5 of 27) made a negative comment. The other comments were classified as neutral. 
Commonly-cited benefits of the project included slowing automobile traffic and reducing passing on the 
right.  
 
Still, several respondents who felt that the project improved the street also pointed out that it did not 
address all dangerous driving behaviors or other neighborhood challenges such as a lack of cleanliness 
and lack of positive economic activity and opportunity.  

“Sad looking area on N 27th Street. Too many boarded up buildings.” 
--Female, age 65 

“Lots of litter. Not a lot of trees/landscape.” 
--Female, age 20 
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Figure ES7. Quotes from the 27th Street Corridor “Before period” and “After period” Surveys 

 
 

Before the 27th Street Corridor Rapid Implementation Project 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

After the 27th Street Corridor Rapid Implementation Project 
 

 

“I see cars going 50-60 mph on 

27th to get through the next 

traffic light.” 
--Male, age 55 

“People go too fast and I get worried about getting hit by a car.” 
--Female, age 35 

“…many people run red lights, 

making it dangerous for all in 

the area…” 
--Female, age 26 

“Like the changes. 

I feel it slows traffic down.” 
--Female, age 64 

“It has helped some but we still have speeders  

that drive in the bike lane.” 
--Male, age 69 

“…traffic is slower and the 

crosswalks are easier to 

identify.” 
--Female, age 38 
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Lessons Learned and Recommendations for Future Surveys 
Several valuable lessons were learned by implementing the surveys. These lessons should inform how 
the survey is implemented in the future.  

• Report on mail and online survey results separately in the Milwaukee Complete Streets Health 

and Equity Annual Report. There were notable differences between mail and online respondent 
socioeconomic characteristics. For most respondent socioeconomic characteristics, the mail 
survey was more representative of the City of Milwaukee and the N. 27th Street Corridor area 
populations as a whole than the online survey. 

• The mail distribution method was more representative of the study area populations but it had 

low response rates. For both surveys, the mail distribution method generally reached a more 
representative sample of residents. However, the effective response rate5 of the mail version of 
the Citywide Survey was 14.0% (158 responses out of 1,125 surveys that were originally mailed); 
the effective response rate of the mail version of the 27th Street Corridor “before period” survey 
was 8.8% (22 responses out of 250 surveys that were originally mailed); and the effective 
response of the mail version of the 27th Street Corridor “after period” survey was 2.8% (7 
responses out of 250 surveys that were originally mailed). 

• The online versions of both surveys were less representative of the study area populations but 

provided more responses. The online surveys were completed by a larger proportion of 
respondents who were wealthier, White, and had smaller household sizes. However, there were 
643 online responses to the Citywide Survey (80% of all responses), 45 online responses to the 
27th Street Corridor “before period” survey (67% of all responses), and 24 online responses to 
the 27th Street Corridor “after period” survey (75% of all responses) so the online format 
provided a cost-efficient way to generate more than four times as many responses to the 
Citywide Survey and more than twice as many responses to the 27th Street Corridor Surveys than 
the mail distribution method. The online format also produced the additional benefits of 
engaging more participants in the survey process, soliciting additional public input, and 
increasing awareness of the City’s role in improving streets. 

• The total cost of the Citywide and both years of the 27th Street Corridor surveys was 

approximately $44,450; this cost is likely to be lower in future years. The estimated total costs of 
each phase of the initial survey process were: 

o Survey instrument design; survey distribution and analysis planning; Institutional Review 
Board (IRB) review = $9,000 

o Citywide Survey distribution and response collection = $4,000 
o 27th Street Corridor Survey distribution and response collection = $3,200 ($1,600 each 

year) 
o Citywide Survey data preparation, analysis, and reporting = $17,000 
o 27th Street Corridor Survey data preparation, analysis, and reporting = $11,250 ($7,500 

for the “Before period” Survey; $3,750 for the “After period” Survey) 
The cost of future surveys is likely to be lower because the survey instruments have been 
developed and several distribution and analysis approaches have been tested. For the purpose 
of tracking future changes in resident perceptions of their streets, the City of Milwaukee can 
focus on several key questions and conduct basic summary analyses. 

                                                           
5 Note that this is a management-focused “effective response rate” (which considers the total number of surveys 
mailed) rather than the participant-focused response rate reported above (which considers the total number of 
surveys received by respondents). The “effective response rate” is important for future survey planning and 
budgeting because it helps estimate the number of responses to expect from a given number of mailed surveys. 



12 
 

• The cost of distribution and response collection per completed survey was higher for the mail 

distribution method than the online distribution method. The estimated cost per completed 
survey (not including survey design or data analysis) was:  

o $22 per completed mail Citywide Survey 
o $57 per completed mail 27th Street Corridor “Before period” Survey 
o $156 per completed mail 27th Street Corridor “After period” Survey 
o $0.70 per completed online Citywide Survey 
o $7.80 per completed online 27th Street Corridor “Before period” Survey 
o $14.60 per completed online 27th Street Corridor “After period” Survey 

• Consider increasing the sample sizes and supplementing the mail and online survey methods 

with other forms of survey distribution. Larger sample sizes, while costing more, would increase 
representation of more Milwaukee street users. This could allow for other statistical 
comparisons besides responses from within NRSAs versus outside of NRSAs. These might include 
statistical comparisons between Alder Districts, street corridors, or other smaller geographic 
areas. Original plans for face-to-face intercept distribution and door-to-door distribution were 
canceled due to the COVID-19 pandemic that began in the Milwaukee region in March 2020. 
However, these other methods could expand the reach of future surveys to more residents as 
well as business owners, visitors, and other people who use Milwaukee streets. Further, the City 
could consider using techniques such as monetary or prize incentives or target audience 
features on social media to increase the total number and diversity of respondents. 

 
How can the Survey Results be Used? 
Streets are essential public spaces for personal mobility, social interaction, and health. Traffic safety and 
personal security risks can make streets unpleasant or even prevent people from accessing economic, 
social, and recreational opportunities. Therefore, it is important to understand how local residents 
experience their streets. The results from the Citywide and 27th Street Surveys summarize Milwaukee 
resident perceptions of their neighborhood streets. They can be used by many different stakeholders. 

• Local government agencies. Survey results can be used by the City of Milwaukee agencies who 
influence street designs and social dynamics to understand how people are currently 
experiencing their streets and identify what is working well and where improvements are 
needed. Many responses reveal problems that can be addressed by agencies such as the 
Department of Public Works, Department of City Development, Milwaukee Public Schools, and 
Milwaukee Health Department. Further, the results support implementing many of the 
recommendations in the City of Milwaukee’s Area Plans6, the Milwaukee Pedestrian Plan7, the 
Milwaukee Bicycle Plan8, the Southeastern Wisconsin Regional Planning Commission Vision 2050 
Plan9, and other policy and planning documents. Further, these results can can be cited in future 
neighborhood, citywide, and regional plans and inform their specific recommendations. By 
collecting these surveys on a regular basis (every two to three years), agencies can track 
progress towards creating safe and healthy streets in all neighborhoods. 

                                                           
6 City of Milwaukee, Department of City Development, 
https://city.milwaukee.gov/DCD/Planning/PlansStudies/AreaPlans, 2021. 
7 City of Milwaukee, Department of Public Works. Milwaukee Pedestrian Plan, 
https://city.milwaukee.gov/dpw/infrastructure/multimodal/Milwaukee-Pedestrian-Plan, 2019. 
8 City of Milwaukee, Department of Public Works. Milwaukee By Bike Plan, 
https://city.milwaukee.gov/dpw/infrastructure/multimodal/Bicycle-Milwaukee-Plan, 2010. 
9 Southeastern Wisconsin Regional Planning Commission. VISION 2050: A Regional Land Use and Transportation 
Plan, https://www.sewrpc.org/SEWRPC/VISION_2050/2050RegLandUseTranspPlan.htm, 2020. 
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• Elected officials. The results can help elected officials understand how their constituents are 
experiencing community streets. This can help them identify specific policies and strategies that 
can be advanced through the legislative and budgeting process.  

• General public. Individual residents, neighborhood groups, businesses, advocacy organizations, 
and other members of the public can share the results with other members of the community to 
build support for positive changes. The results can also be used by these individuals and groups 
to inform elected officials and other community leaders about where problems and 
opportunities for improvement exist.  

• Academic researchers. These results can be used by researchers in urban planning, public health, 
population health, and other fields to better understand relationships between the perceived 
safety and security of travel modes, neighborhood characteristics, and health outcomes. 
Academics can also build from and modify the survey methods developed through this study. 
Several academic papers have been developed from the 2020 Citywide survey data. 

• Academic educators. Educators in the fields mentioned above can integrate lessons from the 
survey into their public health, roadway design, safety, and urban planning curricula. It is 
essential for future professionals get introduced to how neighborhood residents perceive their 
streets, neighborhoods, and different types of transportation. A 2020 Behavioral Science 
conference presentation offers additional curricular details, and is available as a scholarly 
poster.   
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2020 Milwaukee Safe and Healthy Streets Survey Benchmarking Measures 
The following measures are based on 158 responses to randomly-distributed mail surveys in June and 
July 2020. The results are summarized for the city as a whole and within versus outside of Neighborhood 
Revitalization Strategy Areas (NRSAs). NRSAs are low-income census tracts (more details in report).  

 
Respondents who Enjoy each mode 
 Citywide Within NRSAs Outside NRSAs 
Walking 68.4% 47.6% 75.5% 
Bicycling 43.0% 10.8% 53.9% 
Bus 12.4% 18.2% 10.9% 
Auto (Driver) 53.0% 48.6% 54.1% 
Auto (Passenger) 49.3% 36.1% 52.3% 

 
Traffic Safety: Respondents who Perceive each mode to be Safe 

 Citywide Within NRSAs Outside NRSAs 
Walking 58.3% 26.2% 71.2% 
Bicycling 38.2% 13.2% 48.5% 
Bus 41.0% 22.9% 49.0% 
Auto (Driver) 57.7% 30.8% 67.3% 
Auto (Passenger) 55.6% 28.2% 65.1% 

 
Personal Security: Respondents who Perceive each mode to be Safe 
 Citywide Within NRSAs Outside NRSAs 
Walking 54.1% 25.6% 64.9% 
Bicycling 46.9% 13.2% 58.7% 
Bus 36.8% 18.2% 43.3% 
Auto (Driver) 64.7% 36.8% 74.3% 
Auto (Passenger) 62.2% 35.1% 71.3% 

 
Common survey topics 
Several topics were mentioned multiple times in open-ended responses to the survey. These responses 
revealed key issues associated with local streets and neighborhoods. 

Positive themes Friendly neighbors, Enjoyment of walking 

Key concerns Reckless driving, Traffic speeds 
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1. Background 
 
This report summarizes the results of the pilot Milwaukee Safe and Healthy Streets surveys conducted in 
2020 and 2021. These surveys were a product of collaboration between community stakeholders, 
including the City of Milwaukee Department of Public Works, Wisconsin Bike Fed, Medical College of 
Wisconsin, and University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee. These groups worked together to plan and design 
the survey instruments and data collection methods. 
 
The purpose of the surveys was to gather baseline information about resident perceptions of streets in 
the City of Milwaukee. The surveys should be repeated in the future to identify changes in these 
perceptions due to complete streets projects and other physical and social influences on street 
environments in Milwaukee.  
 
Two types of surveys were implemented: 

1) Citywide survey. This survey was designed to collect information from residents in all of 
Milwaukee’s 15 alder districts. It should be implemented on a regular basis (e.g., every two to 
three years) in the future. 

2) Project-based survey. This survey was designed to gather information from residents before and 
after a project was implemented along a roadway corridor or in a neighborhood area. During 
2020 and 2021, the project-based survey was distributed before and after a rapid 
implementation project on N. 27th Street between W. Wells Street and W. State Street. It is 
referred to as the 27th Street Corridor Survey in this document.  
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2. Method 
 
This section describes the survey content and distribution methods used for both the Citywide Survey 
and the 27th Street Corridor Survey. 
 
2.1. Survey Content 
Both surveys were designed to gather four main categories of information from residents: 1) enjoyment 
and use of different types of transportation, 2) perceptions of safety (from traffic) and security (from 
crime or harassment) while using nearby streets, 3) views of nearby amenities, and 4) physical and 
mental health. Two questions about the impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic were included to gather 
additional information on a temporary basis in 2020. The survey instrument included approximately 25 
questions.  
 
A preliminary version of the survey instrument was created by Dr. Robert Schneider in collaboration 
with his students and members of the project team. The content was based on previous street and 
neighborhood perception surveys10 and pilot-tested in summer 2019. The project team used participant 
responses and direct stakeholder feedback to evaluate the survey design, duration to complete, and 
clarity of questions. This led to a refined questionnaire that was used as the basis for two separate 
surveys: a Citywide survey, implemented in 2020, and a project-specific survey, implemented in 2020 
and 2021. 
 
The 2020 and 2021 surveys were self-administered (participants read and responded to the questions 
on their own). Paper and online versions of the survey instrument were developed. The paper version of 
the survey filled the front and back of a single sheet of paper. The online survey instrument was created 
in the Qualtrics web-based survey platform. 
 
The survey instrument was accompanied by an informational letter (this was provided as the 
introductory page in the online version). All materials were developed in both English and Spanish. The 
survey instrument and informational letter for the Citywide Survey and 27th Street Corridor Survey were 
approved by the Medical College of Wisconsin Institutional Review Board (MCW-IRB) in May 2020. A 
Spanish translation of the Citywide Survey was approved by MCW-IRB in June 2020. The English and 
Spanish survey instruments are provided in Appendix A, and the participant recruitment materials are 
provided in Appendix B. 
 
2.2. Survey Distribution 
The Citywide Survey was distributed by mail as well as e-mail and social media to residents of all City of 
Milwaukee Alder districts in late June and July 2020. It is intended to be repeated every two to three 
years. The project-based 27th Street Corridor Survey was distributed by mail and e-mail to residents in 
the N. 27th Street corridor area. The N. 27th Street corridor was chosen because it corresponded with a 
Milwaukee Department of Public Works rapid-implementation project along N. 27th Street between W. 
Wells Street and W. State Street. The 27th Street Corridor Survey was implemented in two waves. A pre-
project, or “before period,” survey was conducted in May 2020. A post-project, or “after period,” survey 

                                                           
10 Example surveys that helped inform the development of the Milwaukee Safe & Healthy Streets surveys included 
the City of Milwaukee Pedestrian Plan survey (https://city.milwaukee.gov/ImageLibrary/Groups/cityBikePed/2019-
Images/Pedestrian-Plan/MKEPedPlan_WhitePaper_PublicOutreach-20190422.pdf, see Appendix B and Appendix 
C) and the Neighborhood Environment Walkability Survey (NEWS) (https://activelivingresearch.org/neighborhood-
environment-walkability-survey-news-neighborhood-environment-walkability-survey-%E2%80%93).  
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was done in May 2021 so that the seasonal context was similar. Project-based surveys are intended to 
be done in other corridors or neighborhood areas in future years. 
 
2.2.1. Mail Survey 
The process of mailing both the Citywide Survey and 27th Street Corridor Survey started by a selecting a 
set of residential addresses randomly from the City of Milwaukee address query link 
(https://itmdapps.milwaukee.gov/publicApplication_QD/index.jsp). The Citywide Survey was mailed to a 
randomly-selected sample of the 251,665 residential addresses in the City of Milwaukee. 75 addresses 
were selected randomly from each of the 15 Alder districts, generating a total of 1,125 addresses to 
receive the survey by mail. The N. 27th Street corridor area included a total of 6,381 residential 
addresses in the following Milwaukee County census tracts (roughly bounded by W. Juneau Avenue, N. 
20th Street, Interstate 94, and N. 35th Street): 134, 135, 136, 137, 148, and 149. 250 of these addresses 
were selected randomly to receive the survey by mail for the “before survey” in 2020 and 250 separate 
addresses were selected randomly to receive the survey by mail for the “after survey” in 2021. 
 
For the Citywide Survey, Spanish-language surveys were also included for the 150 addresses in Alder 
Districts 8 and 12. These two districts roughly correspond with census tracts where more than 10% of 
households speak Spanish at home and are also classified as “Limited English-speaking households” 
according to the American Community Survey 5-year estimates (2014-2018)11. Fewer than 5% of 
households in the N. 27th Street corridor area speak Spanish and are classified as “Limited English-
speaking households”, so this particular project-based survey did not include a Spanish option. 
 
For both surveys, the randomly-selected addresses were mailed an informational letter, survey form, 
and pre-stamped return envelope. Letters were mailed in official City of Milwaukee envelopes and were 
addressed to “Milwaukee Survey Respondent”12. One household member aged 18 or older was invited 
to participate. The Citywide Surveys were mailed on June 23, 2020 and June 24, 2020, and all mail 
responses were received by August 10, 2020. Of the 1,125 Citywide Surveys mailed (75 to each alder 
district), 55 were returned by the post office (Table 1). A total of 1,070 surveys (95.1%) were presumed 
to have reached their intended addresses. The 27th Street Corridor “before period” surveys were mailed 
on May 1, 2020, and all mail responses were received by May 31, 2020. Of the 250 surveys mailed, 23 
were returned by the post office because the address was not located. Therefore, a total of 227 “before 
period” surveys (90.8%) were presumed to have reached their intended addresses. The 27th Street 
Corridor “after period” surveys were mailed on April 27, 2021, and all mail responses were received by 
May 20, 2021. Of the 250 surveys mailed, 17 were returned by the post office because the address was 
not located. Therefore, a total of 233 “after period” surveys (93.2%) were presumed to reach their 
intended addresses. 
 

                                                           
11 The following Milwaukee County census tracts met this criterion: 2.01, 157, 158, 159, 160, 161, 163, 164, 165, 166, 167, 168, 
169, 170, 171, 172, 173, 174, 175, 176, 186, 187, 188, 204, 1866. Note that tracts 186, 204, and 1866 are on the northwest side 
of Alder District 14, but they are borderline on the threshold of the criterion (at 10% and 11%), so the Spanish surveys were 
limited to Alder Districts 8 and 12.  
12 The address line on envelopes for the Citywide Survey also included the alder district number so that surveys 
from specific districts could be inserted into corresponding envelopes. This made it possible to track total mail 
response rates by district. 
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Table 1. Citywide Survey Mail Survey Distribution and Response Rates by Alder District 

Alder 
District 

Surveys 
mailed 

Did not 
reach 

address 
Reached 
address 

% that 
reached 
address 

Completed 
surveys1 % Completed2 

1 75 2 73 97.3% 10 13.7% 
2 75 4 71 94.7% 4 5.6% 
3 75 8 67 89.3% 17 25.4% 
4 75 4 71 94.7% 13 18.3% 
5 75 1 74 98.7% 18 24.3% 
6 75 9 66 88.0% 6 9.1% 
7 75 4 71 94.7% 10 14.1% 
8 75 2 73 97.3% 3 4.1% 
9 75 1 74 98.7% 5 6.8% 
10 75 3 72 96.0% 15 20.8% 
11 75 3 72 96.0% 16 22.2% 
12 75 5 70 93.3% 4 5.7% 
13 75 1 74 98.7% 14 18.9% 
14 75 1 74 98.7% 18 24.3% 
15 75 7 68 90.7% 5 7.4% 
Total 1,125 55 1,070 95.1% 158 14.8% 

1) This category includes all surveys that had at least a partial response. 
2) Percent completed is calculated as the number of at least partially-completed surveys divided by the number of surveys that 
were assumed to have reached an address. 

 
2.2.2. Online Survey 
The Citywide Survey was posted at https://bit.ly/MKESafeHealthyStreetsSurvey (English) and 
https://bit.ly/MKESafeHealthyStreetsSurveySP (Spanish). A link to the online versions of the Citywide 
Survey was e-mailed via the City of Milwaukee Department Public Works e-notify system on June 23, 
2020 and e-mailed to Milwaukee Safe and Healthy Streets contacts on June 24, 2020. The survey links 
were also shared through a variety of Facebook and Twitter social media posts following June 24, 2020. 
The online Citywide Survey was officially closed on July 24, 2020. The online version of the 27th Street 
Corridor “before period” survey was posted in May 2020. A link to the survey was e-mailed to the Near 
West Side Partners e-mail list on May 4, 2020 and again on May 14, 2020. The online 27th Street Corridor 
“before period” survey was closed on May 31, 2020. The online version of the 27th Street Corridor “after 
period” survey was posted in May 2021. A link to the survey was shared as one of the items in the Near 
West Side Partners monthly online newsletter on May 4, 2021. The link was e-mailed to the Near West 
Sid Partners list again on May 19, 2021. It was also specifically targeted to Near West Side residents on 
NextDoor.com in mid-May. The online 27th Street Corridor “after period” survey was closed on May 31, 
2021. 
 
2.2.3. Additional Information 
People who received the mail survey could either respond by returning the paper copy of the survey by 
mail or completing the survey online. Online survey respondents were differentiated from mail survey 
respondents by having them enter the survey identification number from their paper survey form as a 
part of their online response. Note that the survey identification number was not connected to a 
particular mailing address to avoid creating personally-identifying information. 
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Original plans for face-to-face intercept distribution and door-to-door distribution were canceled due to 
the COVID-19 pandemic that began in the Milwaukee region in March 2020. These distribution methods 
were replaced by mailing paper copies of the survey along with pre-addressed and stamped return 
envelopes to a random sample of residential addresses. Also, two new questions were added to the 
previously-developed and IRB-approved survey instrument. These questions gathered information about 
how participant perceptions of the street environment and activities on their streets changed since the 
COVID-19 outbreak. These two COVID-19 questions were included on the Citywide and 27th Street 
Corridor “Before period” Survey, but they were replaced in the 27th Street Corridor “After period” 
Survey with open-ended questions about residents’ reactions to the N. 27th Street rapid implementation 
project. 
 
2.3. Survey Response Cleaning and Mapping 
Citywide Survey responses were cleaned and then mapped to several geographic units: 1) specific 
locations representing the nearest major intersection to the respondent’s home, 2) street corridors, 3) 
alder districts, and 4) zip codes. The following paragraphs summarize how the responses were cleaned 
and mapped. 
 
The first step of the process removed certain responses. 

• Responses from people who lived outside of the City of Milwaukee were removed from the 
dataset. First, all respondents who provided a zip code that was entirely outside of the city 
boundary were removed. Second, responses from zip codes that were only partially within the 
city boundary were checked against the answer to: “What major street intersection do you live 
near?” Respondents who provided intersections that were in the city or could have been the 
nearest major intersection to a property within the city were retained. Respondents who 
provided a zip code partially within the city but no nearest intersection were also retained. 
Finally, any responses that explicitly stated the respondent lived outside the city of Milwaukee 
in one of their open-ended responses were removed. Twenty-eight responses were removed 
from the database through this process. 

• Responses that did not provide any geographic identifiers were retained for general analysis but 
were not mapped to any geographic units. This included online surveys where neither the 
nearest intersection or zip code questions were answered. 

 
The remaining surveys were mapped in a variety of ways.  

• Many respondents provided a street intersection near their home, so they were mapped to a 
specific location (i.e., geocoded)13. This also allowed these responses to be mapped by street 
corridor (defined in Section 2.4), alder district, and zip code. However, not all respondents 
provided a major street intersection. Some left the answer blank. Others listed either a single 
street or two parallel streets, preventing them from being geocoded.  

• Most respondents provided their zip code, so these responses were mapped accordingly.  

                                                           
13 In preparation for geocoding, responses to the “nearest intersection” question were examined and corrections 
made. These included any spelling errors noticed, formatting adjustments (e.g. N 13th St. in place of “13”), and 
alternate naming conventions (e.g. S Layton Blvd. in place of S 27th St.). In this process, responses that provided 
two parallel streets were also replaced with a single street most centrally equidistant in hopes this could allow for 
geographic association by means other than geocoding. The intersecting street names were concatenated with 
“Milwaukee, WI” and the zip code response (if provided). These addresses were imported into Google Maps and 
Google Earth to add latitude and longitude coordinates. Locations that were not found had additional corrections 
made or were hand-geocoded. 
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• The 158 completed mail surveys were assigned an alder district based on their survey 
identification number, so each response was mapped to the corresponding alder district. 

 
Note that the individual 27th Street Corridor Survey responses were not mapped. These responses came 
from the same neighborhood, so there were only small-scale differences in response locations. 
Resources were not available through this grant for a more specific geographic analysis of this survey. 
 
2.4. Survey Response Geographic Analysis 
Citywide Survey data were summarized geographically within street corridor, alder district, and 
Neighborhood Redevelopment Strategy Areas (NRSAs).  

• Alder districts have boundaries that align to the city limits, represent distinct neighborhood 
areas, are large enough to contain many citywide survey responses, and are a useful political 
unit for safe and healthy streets advocacy, policy development, and project delivery. Response 
locations were aggregated by alder district14. Appendix C presents key survey results for all 15 
alder districts. Alder districts were also used to provide a general geographic location for open-
ended comments cited throughout this report. 

• Street corridors are important geographic units because street improvement projects are often 
implemented and evaluated over several blocks. For this report, street corridors are defined 
along arterial streets. The beginning and ending points of a street corridor were set at either the 
end of a street (e.g., W. Forrest Home Ave. ends at W. Mitchell St.) or at alder district 
boundaries (e.g., N. 6th St. at the north boundary of Alder District 4 and S. 6th St. at the south 
boundary of Alder District 4). Streets were allowed to change names within corridors. The width 
of a corridor was defined as 420m (210m on either side of an arterial street)15. Response 
locations were aggregated by specific street corridor16. Appendix D presents key survey results 
for all 52 street corridors with at least five survey responses. 

• NRSAs are areas that are eligible for US Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) 
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds. NRSAs are low-income areas that include 
approximately 61% of the City’s population. They form a simple and important geographic 
boundary for assessing the equity of street investments and outcomes17. Each response location 
is recorded as either being within an NRSA or outside of an NRSA. Appendix E presents statistical 
comparisons of mail survey responses from within NRSAs versus outside of NRSAs. 

 
One of the key analysis methods used in this report is a statistical comparison of Citywide Survey 
responses from residents within NRSAs versus residents in other parts of the city. These comparisons 

                                                           
14 Responses on the boundaries of alder districts were assigned to all of the adjacent alder districts. People who 
live on or near streets that bound alder districts are likely to experience conditions in each adjacent district and 
want their input to be heard by representatives in each adjacent district. A 25m buffer beyond each alder district 
boundary was used to assign border-area responses to more than one adjacent district. 
15 The width of corridors was intended to represent the distance within two “short” blocks or one “long” block of 
the arterial street, based on typical block lengths in areas of Milwaukee with a consistent street grid. This length 
was estimated as 210m. People who live on or within one or two blocks of an arterial street are assumed to have 
their survey responses influenced by the character of this street. 
16 Each response was assigned to more than one corridor if the corridors overlapped. For example, a response at 
the intersection of E. North Ave. and N. Oakland Ave. was a part of the E. North Ave. corridor within Alder District 3 
and a part of the N. Oakland Ave. corridor within Alder District 3. 
17 For a more detailed definition and additional information about NRSAs, see pp. 7-8 of the Milwaukee Complete 

Streets Health and Equity Report, https://city.milwaukee.gov/ImageLibrary/Groups/cityBikePed/2020-
Images/Complete-Streets/MilwaukeeCompleteStreetsHealthandEquityReport2019.pdf, 2019.  
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are based only on the mail surveys. This is because the mail surveys were distributed to a random 
sample of addresses in all parts of the city. The convenience-based sample produced by the online 
surveys was less representative of the city as a whole. 
 
A useful product of the geographic analysis was an interactive GIS dashboard that summarizes responses 
to several key survey questions at the alder district and citywide levels. This product was developed by 
Andrew Schmitz. See https://arcg.is/1DXSG9. 
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3. Results 
 
This section provides detailed results of the Citywide Survey and the project-based 27th Street Corridor 
Survey. The results of both surveys cover respondent travel characteristics, perceptions of different 
modes, perceptions of neighborhood attributes, self-reported personal health condition, perceptions of 
streets and personal activity during COVID-19, and socio-demographic characteristics. 
 
For both surveys, respondents who were initially contacted by mail had different socioeconomic 
characteristics than respondents who were contacted through e-mail or social media. This has important 
implications for interpreting the results. 
 
3.1. Citywide Survey Results 
A total of 801 Citywide Surveys were completed by City of Milwaukee residents18. Of the 1,070 surveys 
that were assumed to reach their intended addresses by mail, 158 (14.8%) were completed (146 by mail 
and 12 online). An additional 643 surveys were completed online, likely in response to the e-mail 
invitations sent by the Department of Public Works and Milwaukee Safe and Healthy Streets and other 
social media posts. Four surveys were completed in Spanish; the rest were in English.  
 
Table 2 shows how many surveys were given each type of geographic identifier. For example, 142 (90%) 
of the completed mail surveys and 491 (76%) of the completed online surveys were geocoded to a 
specific location (Figure 1).  
 
Table 2. Citywide Survey Responses with Geographic Identifiers  

 Mail distribution Online distribution All Surveys 

 Responses % Responses % Responses % 

Total 158 100.0% 643 100.0% 801 100.0% 

Geocoded to location 142 89.9% 491 76.4% 633 79.0% 
Assigned to corridor1 94 59.5% 418 65.0% 512 63.9% 
Assigned to alder district 158 100.0% 492 76.5% 650 81.1% 
Assigned to zip code 154 97.5% 520 80.9% 674 84.1% 
Assigned to NRSA 155 98.1% 519 80.7% 674 84.1% 

1) Some geocoded responses were not located within any of the designated street corridors (corridors with at least five 
responses), so they are not counted in this category. 

 
The quantitative results in this section are complemented by illustrative open-ended response quotes. 
 
3.1.1. Respondent Characteristics 
The Citywide Survey was completed by respondents in all 15 alder districts. However, the two survey 
distribution methods produced somewhat different sets of respondents (Figure 2). Based on respondent 
zip codes, mail survey respondents were spread more evenly throughout the city than online survey, 
with the highest percentages of respondents from the Downtown/Lower East Side/Third Ward (53202), 
Bay View (53207), Golden Valley/Kops Park/Cooper Park (53222), Wilson Park/Airport Gateway (53221), 
and Thurston Woods/Old North Milwaukee/Rufus King (53209) neighborhoods. In contrast, more than 
60% of online survey respondents lived in the Riverwest/Harambee (53212), Downtown/Lower East 
Side/Third Ward (53202), Upper East Side (53211), and Bay View (53207) neighborhoods.  
                                                           
18 Note that the 801 total responses do not include 28 responses received from outside of the City of Milwaukee. 
Of the 801 respondents, most completed all questions or only skipped a few questions. In this report, the term 
“completed” includes all full and partial survey responses. 
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Figure 1. Citywide Survey: Geocoded Response Locations 

Mail Surveys 
(142 of 158 were geocoded) 

 

Online Surveys 
(491 of 643 were geocoded) 



24 
 

Figure 2, Part A. All Citywide Survey Responses by Zip Code 
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Figure 2, Part B. Mail Citywide Survey Responses by Zip Code
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Figure 2, Part C. E-mail Citywide Survey Responses by Zip Code
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Majorities of respondents were 45 years or older, female, White, owned at least one automobile, had no 
children, and had lived in Milwaukee for at least 20 years (Table 2). Yet, there were socioeconomic 
differences among participants who were contacted by the two distribution methods. Compared to 
respondents solicited by e-mail and social media, respondents solicited by mail were more likely to be 
female, more likely to be Black, more likely to have a disability, less likely to own an automobile, and 
more likely to be in a single-person household. People who were selected randomly by mail tended to 
have lived in their current location and in Milwaukee in general for more years than people who 
responded by e-mail. 
 
We also compared several survey respondent characteristics with citywide population data from the 
American Community Survey (ACS)19. The age of survey respondents was similar to the City of 
Milwaukee as a whole for categories between ages 25 and 54. Both the mail and online surveys 
overrepresented people age 55 and older and underrepresented people aged 18 to 24. Online surveys 
had a similar gender breakdown as the City of Milwaukee, but mail surveys overrepresented female 
respondents. Both types of surveys overrepresented White respondents and underrepresented Black, 
Latinx, and Asian respondents. Still, the mail survey collected a more representative sample of Black, 
Latinx, and Asian respondents than the online survey. People with disabilities were overrepresented in 
the mail survey but underrepresented in the online survey. Both mail and online surveys 
overrepresented households that own automobiles, have fewer people, and have fewer children. 
 
Note that a large portion of survey participants (15% to 20%, depending on the question) did not 
provide a response to the socioeconomic questions. This may be due to not wanting to share personal 
information or because these questions were located near the end of the survey. It was much more 
common for online respondents to skip these questions than the mail respondents. 
 
The following sections present the results for each survey distribution method separately. Readers 
should keep the differences between these two groups of respondents in mind when interpreting the 
results.  
 

                                                           
19 American Community Survey five-year estimates from 2014-2018 for the City of Milwaukee. 



28 
 

Table 2. Socioeconomic Characteristics of Citywide Survey Respondents versus City of Milwaukee Population 

 Mail distribution Online distribution All Surveys City of Milwaukee1 

 Responses % Responses % Responses % Pop. Age 18+ % 

Age 148  510  658  440953  

18-24 3 2.0% 15 2.9% 18 2.7% 72935 16.5% 

25-34 25 16.9% 105 20.6% 130 19.8% 100969 22.9% 

35-44 22 14.9% 115 22.5% 137 20.8% 74959 17.0% 

45-54 19 12.8% 88 17.3% 107 16.3% 68071 15.4% 

55-64 36 24.3% 93 18.2% 129 19.6% 34170 7.7% 

65-74 22 14.9% 76 14.9% 98 14.9% 35963 8.2% 

75+ 21 14.2% 18 3.5% 39 5.9% 24837 5.6% 

Gender 144  504  648  440953   

Female 86 61.1% 263 52.2% 351 54.2% 232576 52.7% 

Male 56 38.9% 237 47.0% 293 45.2% 208377 47.3% 

Non-binary/Other 0 0.0% 4 0.8% 4 0.6%   
Race/Ethnicity2 130  495  625  4409532  

Asian 2 1.5% 8 1.6% 10 1.6% 17592 4.0% 
Black/African American 34 26.2% 21 4.2% 55 8.8% 157668 35.8% 
Latinx/Hispanic 6 4.6% 14 2.8% 20 3.2% 70191 15.9% 
Native/Indigenous 1 0.8% 2 0.4% 3 0.5% 2500 0.6% 
White/Caucasian 86 66.2% 437 88.3% 523 83.7% 185965 42.2% 
Mixed/Multiple Groups 1 0.8% 13 2.6% 14 2.2% 11384 2.6% 
Disability 151  525  676  436427  

Yes 30 19.9% 44 8.4% 74 10.9% 69268 15.9% 
No 121 80.1% 481 91.6% 602 89.1% 367159 84.1% 
Household automobiles 153  528  681  229556  

0 13 8.5% 36 6.8% 49 7.2% 40576 17.7% 
1 64 41.8% 242 45.8% 306 44.9% 101048 44.0% 
2+ 76 49.7% 250 47.3% 326 47.9% 87932 38.3% 
Household size 145  520  665  229556  

1 50 34.5% 132 25.4% 182 27.4% 82528 36.0% 
2 57 39.3% 247 47.5% 304 45.7% 66946 29.2% 
3 17 11.7% 76 14.6% 93 14.0% 32789 14.3% 
4+ 21 14.5% 65 12.5% 86 12.9% 47293 20.6% 
Number of children 149  520  669  2302213  

0 119 79.9% 429 82.5% 548 81.9% 152423 66.2% 
1 20 13.4% 48 9.2% 68 10.2% 31133 13.5% 
2 8 5.4% 32 6.2% 40 6.0% 24780 10.8% 
3 1 0.7% 8 1.5% 9 1.3% 13081 5.7% 
4+ 1 0.7% 3 0.6% 4 0.6% 8804 3.8% 
Years lived in current 
location 152  512  665  

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

0-4 45 29.6% 215 42.0% 260 39.1% 
5-9 15 9.9% 88 17.2% 103 15.5% 
10-14 17 11.2% 58 11.3% 75 11.3% 
15-19 14 9.2% 37 7.2% 51 7.7% 
20+ 61 40.1% 114 22.3% 176 26.5% 
Years lived in Milwaukee 149  519  668  

0-9 28 18.8% 134 25.8% 162 24.3% 
10-19 14 9.4% 98 18.9% 112 16.8% 
20-29 17 11.4% 88 17.0% 105 15.7% 
30-39 12 8.1% 62 11.9% 74 11.1% 

40+ 78 52.3% 137 26.4% 215 32.2% 
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1) City of Milwaukee population and housing statistics are based on 2014-2018 American Community Survey 5-year estimates (with the 
exception of the number of children per household). Note that population numbers are only for people age 18 and over since the survey was 
only offered to this group. The City of Milwaukee population was 596,886, and there were 440,953 people age 18 and over. However, the total 
estimate for population of people age 18 and over is slightly different when summed across other variable categories (e.g., race, disability). 
Household automobiles and household size are based on occupied housing units. Number of children is based on number of households. 
2) The American Community Survey race and ethnicity categories for the City of Milwaukee have some overlap among Hispanic/Latino and 
other categories. We used the following categories to estimate people age 18 and over by race and ethnicity: Asian = “Asian Alone”; 
Black/African American = “Black or African American Alone”; Latinx/Hispanic = “Hispanic/Latino”; Native/Indigenous = “Native American/Alaska 
Native” in City of Milwaukee; White/Caucasian = “White Alone, Not Hispanic/Latino”; Mixed/Multiple Groups = “Two or More Races”. This 
creates a small difference in the base number of people age 18 and over being considered (472,701), but we still use 440,953 as the base total 
for the percentage calculations.  
3) The number of children in City of Milwaukee households is based on household data from US Census 2010. 



30 
 

3.1.2. Enjoyment of Travel Modes 
Overall, survey respondents enjoyed the activity of walking more than any other travel mode (Figure 3 
and Table 3). Mail survey respondents rated driving and being a car passenger as next-most enjoyable, 
while online survey respondents rated bicycling as next-most enjoyable. Riding the bus and riding on e-
scooters were rated as the least-enjoyable activities. 
 
Figure 3. Citywide Survey Respondents indicating Mode is “Enjoyable or “Very Enjoyable” 

 
 
Table 3. Citywide Survey Responses to “For you, how enjoyable is the activity of…” 

 Mail distribution Online distribution Total 

 Responses % Responses % Responses % 

Walking 155  639  795  
Enjoyable or Very Enjoyable 106 68.4% 552 86.4% 659 82.9% 
Unenjoyable or Very Unenjoyable 21 13.5% 40 6.3% 61 7.7% 
Bicycling 142  631  773  
Enjoyable or Very Enjoyable 61 43.0% 442 70.0% 503 65.1% 
Unenjoyable or Very Unenjoyable 29 20.4% 65 10.3% 94 12.2% 
Driving an Automobile 149  637  787  
Enjoyable or Very Enjoyable 79 53.0% 281 44.1% 361 45.9% 
Unenjoyable or Very Unenjoyable 33 22.1% 159 25.0% 192 24.4% 
Riding in an Automobile 148  632  781  
Enjoyable or Very Enjoyable 73 49.3% 250 39.6% 324 41.5% 
Unenjoyable or Very Unenjoyable 26 17.6% 127 20.1% 153 19.6% 
Riding the Bus 137  621  759  
Enjoyable or Very Enjoyable 17 12.4% 171 27.5% 189 24.9% 
Unenjoyable or Very Unenjoyable 46 33.6% 163 26.2% 209 27.5% 
Riding an E-Scooter   606    
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Enjoyable or Very Enjoyable   88 14.5%   
Unenjoyable or Very Unenjoyable   189 31.2%   

Note: Neutral responses are not shown. E-scooter was not included as a category on the mail version of the Citywide survey. 

 
3.1.2.1. Enjoyment of Travel Modes in Lower-Income Communities 
Mail survey respondents living in the NRSAs reported different levels of enjoyment than respondents 
from wealthier neighborhoods for certain modes (Figure 4). A significantly smaller proportion of lower-
income neighborhood respondents rated bicycling, walking, and being an automobile passenger as 
“enjoyable” or “very enjoyable”. One possible reason why walking and bicycling are less enjoyable in 
these neighborhoods may be their perceived vulnerability to traffic-related safety concerns, which are 
also significantly higher, as shown in the Safety and Security section. 
 
Figure 4. Enjoyment of Travel Modes: NRSAs vs. Other Neighborhoods 

 
Note: Only includes mail survey respondents. Asterisks indicate the outcome of a Z-test for the difference in proportions. NRSA 
responses are significantly lower than Non-NRSA: *** >99%, ** >95%, * >90% significance. 

 
3.1.3. Travel Behavior  
Respondents indicated all types of transportation that they used to travel to a variety of destinations 
during a “typical week” (prior to the COVID-19 pandemic). Overall, driving a car was the most common 
type of transportation used by respondents to go to the grocery store and to work. Walking was the 
most common mode for going to a park (Table 4).  
 
Interestingly, while walking was reported to be the most enjoyable type of transportation (with 68% of 
mail respondents rating it as “enjoyable” or “very enjoyable”), only 43% of mail respondents walked to a 
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park, 14% walked to a grocery store, and 7% walked to work. Similarly, bicycling was rated as 
“enjoyable” or “very enjoyable” by more than 40% of mail respondents but only used by 14% to go to a 
park, 3% to go to work, and 1% to go to a grocery store. People may not be using these modes that they 
generally find enjoyable because of barriers such as long distances to destinations, perceptions of 
unsafe walking or bicycling conditions with respect to traffic, concerns about personal security or other 
reasons. Other survey responses provide insights into these barriers. 
 
Table 4. Responses to “During a typical week, which types of transportation do you use to get to the 

following locations?” 

 Work Grocery Store Park 

 Mail Online Total Mail Online Total Mail Online Total 

Total Responses 149 621 770 152 620 771 148 617 764 

Didn't go to location 28.9% 21.4% 22.9% 2.0% 1.6% 1.7% 15.5% 6.0% 7.9% 
Walked 7.4% 14.0% 12.9% 13.8% 31.5% 28.1% 43.2% 74.4% 68.8% 
Bicycled 2.7% 22.9% 19.0% 1.3% 20.6% 17.0% 13.5% 44.7% 38.9% 
Drove A Car 57.0% 59.7% 59.6% 81.6% 82.1% 82.5% 41.9% 34.5% 36.3% 
Rode in Car 3.4% 7.2% 6.5% 13.8% 17.9% 17.1% 10.8% 12.8% 12.4% 
Took the Bus 2.0% 14.0% 11.7% 2.6% 5.2% 4.7% 2.7% 2.6% 2.6% 
Rode a Scooter 0.0% 1.3% 1.0% 1.3% 0.2% 0.4% 0.0% 2.8% 2.2% 
Other 2.7% 3.1% 3.0% 0.7% 2.1% 1.8% 1.4% 1.8% 1.7% 

Note: Respondents could select more than one mode, so totals do not sum to 100%. 

 
An open-ended question asked respondents how they would change their behavior if street, sidewalk, 
and trail conditions were better. Many people who responded to this question indicated that they 
would make greater use of outdoor public space. The most popular response, mentioned by 237 
Citywide Survey respondents, was that people would bicycle more. This was followed by 184 
respondents saying that they would walk more. Other common answers included doing more socializing 
and more outdoor activity, in general. Only 64 respondents indicated that their current situation was 
fine or that their activities would not change. Example responses to this question include: 

• “I would walk my dog and take walks much more often. I would bike around the neighborhood 
and have picnics at the parks.” (Female, 24, Alder District 3) (SurveyID 10372) 

• “Go more places by foot and bike, more activities, it would be quieter with less cars.” (Male, 30, 
Alder District 14) (SurveyID 10032) 

• “Walk & bike. I would love to see a safe pedestrian & bike connection to the oak leaf trail. The 
Oakland and locust intersection is just so unsafe currently making this difficult. I do not feel 
comfortable with my kid riding or walking near there.” (Female, 33, Alder District 3) (SurveyID 
10095) 

• “Bike, walk, shop, dining outside.” (Male, 38, Alder District 13) (SurveyID 10279) 
•  “I would love to bike and walk to do many more things other than just recreation. If it were 

safer, protected from speedy cars and had easy/direct routes, I would much more likely bike to 
work and to visit friends or get groceries.” (Female, 30, Alder District 3) (SurveyID 10035) 

 
3.1.4. Traffic Safety 
The survey included two separate questions about how residents perceived the safety and security of 
using different types of transportation on their neighborhood streets. The first addressed concerns 
about safety from automobile traffic, and the second addressed concerns about crime and personal 
security.  
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With respect to traffic safety, more survey respondents perceived bicycling and riding an e-scooter to be 
“unsafe” or “very unsafe” than other modes (Figure 5 and Table 5). Riding the bus was perceived to be 
the safest travel mode, followed by being an automobile passenger and driving an automobile. Overall, 
more mail respondents perceived each mode to be “unsafe” or “very unsafe” than online respondents. 
Given the geographic distribution of online respondents being concentrated on the east side of the city, 
this suggests that traffic safety concerns may be more prominent in other parts of the city. 
 
Open-ended responses about traffic safety highlighted concerns about various forms of reckless driving. 
Without prompting, 55 of the Citywide Survey respondents used the word “reckless” in their open-
ended comments (Figure 6). Reckless driving is a concern in all parts of the city. One of the most 
commonly-cited reckless driving problems was speeding. Other problems included red-light running and 
passing on the right in bike lanes and parking lanes. Example responses about traffic safety include: 

• “There is a lot of reckless driving on the streets of Milwaukee.” (Female, 72, Alder District 1) 
(SurveyID 157) 

• “It's dangerous! A lot of citizens drive reckless with no regard for anyone's safety. We should be 
able to travel throughout our city without seeing 4 car accidents within a span of 5 hours or 
remnants of accidents strewn all over.” (Female, 47, Alder District 7) (SurveyID 712) 

• “Tailgating, texting and talking on phone. Reckless driving overall. City knows this, does 
nothing.” (Male, 77, Alder District 10) (SurveyID 1041) 

• “The cars that exceed the speed limit are causing serious danger on the roads.” (Female, 69, 
Alder District 1) (SurveyID 101) 

• “Cars race down my street which makes it very dangerous.” (Female, 63, Alder District 13) 
(SurveyID 1311) 

• “Cars drive so fast on nearby streets and it is scary to walk.” (Female, 45, Alder District 15) 
(SurveyID 10202) 

 

Figure 5. Traffic Safety: Citywide Survey Respondents saying Mode is “Unsafe” or “Very Unsafe” 
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Table 5. Citywide Survey Responses to “Thinking about street traffic, how safe do you think it is to travel 

in your neighborhood by…” 

 Mail distribution Online distribution Total 

 Responses % Responses % Responses % 

Walking 156  568  724  
Safe or Very Safe 91 58.3% 368 64.8% 459 63.4% 
Unsafe or Very Unsafe 37 23.7% 107 18.8% 144 19.9% 
Bicycling 144  562  706  
Safe or Very Safe 55 38.2% 228 40.6% 283 40.1% 
Unsafe or Very Unsafe 51 35.4% 178 31.7% 229 32.4% 
Driving an Automobile 149  562  711  
Safe or Very Safe 86 57.7% 359 63.9% 445 62.6% 
Unsafe or Very Unsafe 30 20.1% 96 17.1% 126 17.7% 
Riding in an Automobile 151  561  712  
Safe or Very Safe 84 55.6% 351 62.6% 435 61.1% 
Unsafe or Very Unsafe 29 19.2% 86 15.3% 115 16.2% 
Riding the Bus 134  549  683  
Safe or Very Safe 55 41.0% 353 64.3% 408 59.7% 
Unsafe or Very Unsafe 25 18.7% 34 6.2% 59 8.6% 
Riding an E-Scooter   527    
Safe or Very Safe   74 14.0%   
Unsafe or Very Unsafe   215 40.8%   

Note: Neutral responses are not shown. E-scooter was not included as a category on the mail version of the Citywide survey. 

 
Figure 6. Citywide Survey Respondents using “Reckless” in an Open-Ended Comment about Traffic Safety 
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3.1.4.1. Traffic Safety in Lower-Income Communities 

Mail survey respondents living in the NRSAs reported different levels of traffic safety than respondents 
from wealthier neighborhoods for certain modes (Figure 7). A significantly higher proportion of lower-
income neighborhood respondents rated walking, being an automobile passenger, driving, and bicycling 
as “unsafe” or “very unsafe”. For example, the proportion of all survey respondents rating traffic as 
“unsafe” or “very unsafe” for walking was more than three times higher in alder districts on the near 
north and near south sides than alder districts on the east and far south sides of the city (Figure 8). 
 
Figure 7. Traffic Safety of Travel Modes: NRSAs vs. Other Neighborhoods 

 
Note: Only includes mail survey respondents. Asterisks indicate the outcome of a Z-test for the difference in proportions. NRSA 
responses are significantly higher than Non-NRSA: *** >99%, ** >95%, * >90% significance. 
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Figure 8. Alder District Respondents Reporting that Traffic is “Unsafe” or “Very Unsafe” for Walking 

 
Note: Includes all survey respondents (mail and online). 

 

3.1.5. Crime and Personal Security 
With respect to crime and personal security, slightly higher proportions of respondents perceived that 
walking, bicycling, riding an e-scooter, and riding the bus were “unsafe” or “very unsafe” than driving or 
riding in an automobile (Figure 9 and Table 6). Overall, many more mail respondents perceived each 
mode to be “unsafe” or “very unsafe” than online respondents (for most modes, the proportion of mail 
respondents concerned about personal security was twice as high). Given the geographic distribution of 
online respondents being concentrated on the east side of the city, this suggests that personal security 
concerns may be more prominent in other parts of the city. In particular, face-to-face social interactions 
(through walking, bicycling, riding on a scooter, or sharing a bus ride) along public streets may feel 
threatening for residents of certain neighborhoods.  
 
Open-ended responses provided insights into concerns about personal security. Comments were 
generally along a spectrum from having few concerns (132 responses), to neutral or mixed feelings 
(149), to being very concerned about personal security (79). The most common specific personal 
security themes were generally related to crime. 78 responses mentioned theft or break-ins, and 47 
mentioned some type of violent crime. Other less common themes included having watchful neighbors 
(20 responses), a lack of police presence (19 responses) and a lack of lighting (18). Example responses 
about crime and personal security include: 

• “My neighborhood has little issue (as I perceive) with crime.” (Male, 59, Alder District 3) 
(SurveyID 315) 

• “I feel safe and secure in my neighborhood.” (Male, 53, Alder District 10) (SurveyID 10053) 
• “I feel safe walking around my streets because they are mainly well lit and I trust the 

neighborhood of people I live by.” (Male, 28, Alder District 10) (SurveyID 10212) 
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• “I often walk late at night alone on the east side, but there are times I've felt unsafe. If there are 
a lot of people out, then I feel safer.” (Female, 63, Alder District 3) (Survey 10140) 

• “It depends on which street and which corner I am on. Though I generally feel okay about 
walking and riding at all times of day, I know that my wife does not.” (Male, 39, Alder District 4) 
(SurveyID 10625) 

• “I try not to walk alone at night, but during the day things feel pretty secure.” (Female, 25, Alder 
District 3) (SurveyID 10707) 

• “We're considering moving out of Milwaukee because of the increase in crime in the area. We're 
seeing it in our neighborhood.” (Male, 49, District 11) (SurveyID 1128) 

• “I avoid going out after night fall or if I must walk too far. Some places I feel unsafe to ride & 
transfer buses.” (Male, 71, Alder District 4/Alder District 6) (SurveyID 10338) 

• “Walking after dark, early in the a.m., or when isolated is not safe for a woman in this 
neighborhood.” (Female, 58, Alder District 3) (SurveyID 10681) 

 

Figure 9. Personal Security: Citywide Survey Respondents saying Mode is “Unsafe” or “Very Unsafe” 
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Table 6. Citywide Survey Responses to “Thinking about crime and personal security, how safe do you 

think it is to travel in your neighborhood by…” 

 Mail distribution Online distribution Total 

 Responses % Responses % Responses % 

Walking 153  564  721  
Safe or Very Safe 84 54.9% 396 70.2% 481 66.7% 
Unsafe or Very Unsafe 33 21.6% 64 11.3% 98 13.6% 
Bicycling 142  556  701  
Safe or Very Safe 67 47.2% 402 72.3% 470 67.0% 
Unsafe or Very Unsafe 34 23.9% 58 10.4% 93 13.3% 
Driving an Automobile 147  559  709  
Safe or Very Safe 96 65.3% 459 82.1% 556 78.4% 
Unsafe or Very Unsafe 20 13.6% 44 7.9% 65 9.2% 
Riding in an Automobile 145  556  704  
Safe or Very Safe 91 62.8% 450 80.9% 542 77.0% 
Unsafe or Very Unsafe 21 14.5% 41 7.4% 63 8.9% 
Riding the Bus 129  541  674  
Safe or Very Safe 49 38.0% 341 63.0% 390 57.9% 
Unsafe or Very Unsafe 27 20.9% 45 8.3% 74 11.0% 
Riding an E-Scooter   518    
Safe or Very Safe   201 38.8%   
Unsafe or Very Unsafe   69 13.3%   

Note: Neutral responses are not shown. E-scooter was not included as a category on the mail version of the Citywide survey. 

 
3.1.5.1. Personal Security in Lower-Income Communities 
Mail survey respondents living in the NRSAs reported different levels of personal security than 
respondents from wealthier neighborhoods for certain modes (Figure 10). A significantly higher 
proportion of lower-income neighborhood respondents rated driving, being an automobile passenger, 
bicycling, and walking as “unsafe” or “very unsafe”. 
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Figure 10. Personal Security of Travel Modes: NRSAs vs. Other Neighborhoods 

 
Note: Only includes mail survey respondents. Asterisks indicate the outcome of a Z-test for the difference in proportions. NRSA 
responses are significantly higher than Non-NRSA: *** >99%, ** >95%, * >90% significance. 
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conditions. 
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lighting at night favorably. Other top-ranked characteristics for online respondents were opportunities 
for exercise, places to walk to, and street trees and landscaping. The least favorable ratings (“Poor” and 
“Very Poor”) were for traffic speeds and street pavement (Figure 11 and Table 7). Street pavement was 
the top concern of mail respondents, followed by traffic speeds. These two concerns were reversed for 
online respondents. Concerns about traffic speeds, in particular, were pervasive throughout the city 
(Figure 12). 
 
There were notable differences in neighborhood perceptions between the two survey types. Overall, 
online respondents were more likely to rate most neighborhood characteristics as “Good” or “Very 
Good”, while mail respondents were more likely to rate them “Poor” or “Very Poor”. One exception was 
traffic speeds (which were not rated quite as poorly by mail respondents). Two characteristics were 
inconsistent (lighting at night and bus service). This is another example of how the mail survey, 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80%

Walk***

Bicycle***

Drive***

Auto
Passenger***

Bus

% of Respondents with Personal Security Concerns

Rating mode "Unsafe" or "Very Unsafe"   

NRSA Non-NRSA



40 
 

distributed more evenly across the city than the online survey, may indicate that streets in certain 
neighborhoods are viewed particularly poorly by their residents.  
 
Open-ended responses provided after the list of neighborhood characteristics underscore several 
positive themes. These included having friendly neighbors and appreciating being able to walk to nearby 
activity destinations. Example positive responses included: 

• “Aside from my immediate neighbor their tenants, the neighborhood is friendly. Block parties in 
the summer, an effort over the past couple years to interact more.” (Male, 49, Alder District 10) 
(SurveyID 1015) 

• “Our neighborhood is stable and most people within a couple blocks at least have a general idea 
of who lives nearby, and wave if passing by.” (Female, 36, Alder District 10) (SurveyID 10070) 

• “People are friendly and watch out for each other.  Many people are out walking dogs and 
taking kids for bike rides on the sidewalks and to Wilson Park.” (Female, 40, Alder District 
13/Alder District 14) (SurveyID 10082) 

• “My neighbors are nice. Most keep up their yards. We generally get along. Wave and speak to 
each other.” (Female, 63, Alder District 2) (SurveyID 10445) 

• “My neighborhood (Cambridge Woods) is very walkable, safe, and I like that there are 
stores/restaurants nearby that are within walking distance.” (Male, 30, Alder District 3) 
(SurveyID 10090) 

• “Brady Street neighborhood – does this need an explanation? Extremely walkable and good 
transit connections. Blocks from lake/parks.” (Male, 33, Alder District 3) (SurveyID 10444) 

• “I love the walkability of the neighborhood--I can get to restaurants, coffee shops, a corner 
store, parks very easily. I love living in a neighborhood with people of different ages, races, 
ethnicities.” (Female, 30, Alder District 3) (SurveyID 10415) 

 
Some people who made positive comments about their neighborhoods mentioned that automobiles 
and driver behavior were a key exception that detracted from this positive view. Examples of this theme 
included: 

• “Good neighborhood, bad traffic.” (Female, 60, Alder District 1) (SurveyID 140) 
• “We moved here because it was easy to walk and bike to places…Poor driving and crime was 

more than we expected. Crime is manageable, but the poor driving really detracts from the 
area.” (Male, 54, Alder District 6) (SurveyID 10557) 

• “Strong, safe, pleasant, beautiful, accessible…yet, crime and high speed automobiles could 
destroy that very fabric...” (Male, 41, Alder District 6) (SurveyID 10575) 

• “I love my neighborhood! It's shaded and quiet, but I wish there was less space deviated to cars. 
So much on street parking dominates the street scape - many seem like they are never in use.” 
(Male, 25, Alder District 6) (SurveyID 10061) 

• “People here are nice and basically good, but the littering and fast/careless driving are bad.” 
(Age 69, Alder District 6) (SurveyID 10600) 

• “Washington Park is a great neighborhood, except for the crazy cars and one or two drug 
houses.” (Female, 45, Alder District 15) (SurveyID 10202) 

• “Some roads are too wide which encourages speeding and leaves too little room for street trees, 
damaging sidewalks.” (Male, 23, Alder District 3) (SurveyID 10355) 

 
In addition to poor driving behavior and traffic safety problems, respondents shared a number of other 
concerns about their neighborhoods. These negative themes were related to neighborhood 
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disinvestment, including a lack of cleanliness, having few places to walk to, and having few opportunities 
for exercise. Example negative responses included: 

• “Within a block two of my house all there is to walk to is checking cashing places, smoke shops 
& beauty supply stores. To go to Washington Park, I'd have to walk through duplex blocks which 
are no go zones.” (Male, 38, Alder District 15) (SurveyID 10049) 

• “I live off of a busy street, so sometimes traffic is moving fast, but the neighbors have been 
nice…and I enjoy going for walks. I wish there were more nice businesses in walking distance.” 
(Age 41, Alder District 9) (SurveyID 924) 

• “Largely abandoned and not maintained. Nothing notable on my street. No businesses to 
patronize except liquor stores and a gas station. Potholes, streets/sidewalks not maintained, 
most houses and businesses sit abandoned indefinitely with no roofs...” (Female, 26, Alder 
District 6) (SurveyID 10694) 

• “Businesses close and trash builds up and no one cleans it up.” (Female, 60, Alder District 2) 
(SurveyID 10226) 

• “Some areas have more garbage and trash on the street. Homes that are rentals typically have 
people that don’t care & un-active landlords.” (Female, 47, Alder District 12) (SurveyID 10385) 

• “Just general perpetual litter due to city-owned vacant lot...” (Female, 56, Alder District 3/Alder 
District 6) (SurveyID 10546) 

• “The drug activity and prostitution is taking over the neighborhood.” (Female, 78, Alder District 
12) (SurveyID 1228) 

• “Too much drugs, prostitutes, and transients. Going outside is always a dicey proposition.” 
(Male, 40, Alder District 12) (SurveyID 10101) 

 

Figure 11. Citywide Survey Respondents rating Neighborhood Characteristics as "Poor" or "Very Poor" 

 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%

Street
pavement

Traffic speeds

Places to walk
to

Cleanliness

Opportunities
for exercise

Street trees &
landscaping

Parks

Friendliness of
neighbors

Bus service

% of Respondents rating Neighborhood Characteristics
"Poor" or "Very Poor"   

Mail distribution Online distribution



42 
 

 
Table 7. Citywide Survey Responses to “Thinking about your neighborhood, how would you rate its…” 

 Mail distribution Online distribution Total 

 Responses % Responses % Responses % 

Cleanliness 151  539  690  
Good or Very Good 80 53.0% 352 65.3% 432 62.6% 
Poor or Very Poor 30 19.9% 89 16.5% 119 17.2% 
Lighting at night 150  536  686  
Good or Very Good 91 60.7% 311 58.0% 402 58.6% 
Poor or Very Poor 32 21.3% 92 17.2% 124 18.1% 
Sidewalks 152  539  691  
Good or Very Good 75 49.3% 276 51.2% 351 50.8% 
Poor or Very Poor 35 23.0% 118 21.9% 153 22.1% 
Street pavement 150  540  690  
Good or Very Good 37 24.7% 146 27.0% 183 26.5% 
Poor or Very Poor 84 56.0% 258 47.8% 342 49.6% 
Traffic speeds 152  540  692  
Good or Very Good 42 27.6% 104 19.3% 146 21.1% 
Poor or Very Poor 66 43.4% 326 60.4% 392 56.6% 
Bus service 137  528  665  
Good or Very Good 53 38.7% 287 54.4% 340 51.1% 
Poor or Very Poor 9 6.6% 46 8.7% 55 8.3% 
Places to walk to 151  540  691  
Good or Very Good 81 53.6% 423 78.3% 504 72.9% 
Poor or Very Poor 32 21.2% 51 9.4% 83 12.0% 
Opportunities for exercise 150  538  688  
Good or Very Good 89 59.3% 447 83.1% 536 77.9% 
Poor or Very Poor 27 18.0% 34 6.3% 61 8.9% 
Parks 149  542  691  
Good or Very Good 94 63.1% 449 82.8% 543 78.6% 
Poor or Very Poor 18 12.1% 34 6.3% 52 7.5% 
Street trees and landscaping 149  539  688  
Good or Very Good 84 56.4% 398 73.8% 482 70.1% 
Poor or Very Poor 22 14.8% 52 9.6% 74 10.8% 
Friendliness of neighbors 153  542  695  
Good or Very Good 98 64.1% 420 77.5% 518 74.5% 
Poor or Very Poor 16 10.5% 19 3.5% 35 5.0% 
Opportunities to meet neighbors 149  542  691  
Good or Very Good 66 44.3% 308 56.8% 374 54.1% 
Poor or Very Poor 24 16.1% 73 13.5% 97 14.0% 

Note: Neutral responses are not shown. 
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Figure 12. Citywide Survey Mail Distribution Respondents Rating Traffic Speeds as “Poor” or “Very Poor”  

 
 
3.1.6.1. Neighborhood Perceptions in Lower-Income Communities 
Mail survey respondents living in the NRSAs had significantly-different perceptions of certain 
neighborhood characteristics than people living in wealthier parts of the city (Figure 13). In particular, 
respondents from lower-income neighborhoods were significantly more likely than others to say that 
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significance level). These concerns generally relate to perceptions of neighborhood disinvestment and 
lack of opportunity in NRSAs. In particular, most mail survey respondents who rated opportunities for 
exercise as “poor” or “very poor” lived in NRSAs (Figure 14). Concerns about cleanliness included trash 
and abandoned and deteriorating buildings (Figure 15). Open-ended comments also showed clear 
geographic differences in positive versus negative views of places to walk to (Figure 16). Note that traffic 
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Figure 13. Perceptions of Neighborhood Characteristics: NRSAs vs. Other Neighborhoods 

 
Note: Only includes mail survey respondents. Asterisks indicate the outcome of a Z-test for the difference in proportions. NRSA 
responses are significantly higher than Non-NRSA: *** >99%, ** >95%, * >90% significance. 
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Figure 14. Citywide Survey Mail Distribution Respondents Rating Opportunities for Exercise as “Poor” or 

“Very Poor” 
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Figure 15. Example Citywide Survey Comments about Neighborhood Cleanliness 
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Figure 16. Example Citywide Survey Comments about Neighborhood Places to Walk To 
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3.1.7. Personal Health 
Respondents provided a self-assessment of their health and reported how many of the previous 30 days 
their physical health (e.g., illness and injury) and mental health (e.g., stress, depression, and problems 
with emotions) were not good. Approximately 40% of mail respondents and 60% of online respondents 
rated their own general health as “excellent” or “very good.” 16% of mail respondents and 9% of online 
respondents rated their health as “fair” or “poor” (Table 8). 
 
Table 8. Citywide Survey Responses to “In general, would you say that your health is…” 

 Mail distribution Online distribution Total 

Total Responses 152 522 674 

Excellent 6.6% 17.2% 14.8% 

Very Good 32.9% 42.9% 40.7% 

Good 44.7% 31.0% 34.1% 

Fair 11.8% 7.7% 8.6% 

Poor 3.9% 1.1% 1.8% 

 
When asked to quantify the number of days with health challenges out of the last 30 days, most 
respondents reported fewer than two days of physical or mental health challenges (Table 9). Still, 
approximately 30% of all survey respondents (nearly 40% of mail respondents) experienced at least 
some physical health challenges, and more than half of both types of respondents experienced some 
mental health challenges in the last 30 days. Mail respondents tended to report more days of physical 
health challenges than online respondents, but both groups reported similar levels of mental health 
challenges. 
 
Notably, mental health challenges were generally more common than physical health challenges among 
survey respondents. This may have been related to anxiety and changed routines due to COVID-19. 
Technically, the survey asked respondents to consider the timeframe before COVID-19, but these 
responses are understandable, given the circumstances. 
 
Table 9. Number of Last 30 Days with Health Challenges Reported by Citywide Survey Respondents 

 Physical Health Mental Health 

 Mail Online Total Mail Online Total 

Total Responses 143 472 615 139 471 610 

0 days 60.8% 72.5% 69.8% 43.9% 40.3% 41.1% 
1-2 days 14.0% 12.3% 12.7% 14.4% 12.7% 13.1% 
3-4 days 7.0% 3.8% 4.6% 8.6% 9.3% 9.2% 
5-9 days 3.5% 4.2% 4.1% 11.5% 15.7% 14.8% 
10+ days 14.7% 7.2% 8.9% 21.6% 21.9% 21.8% 
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Note: The specific survey questions were: “Thinking about physical health challenges...for how many days during the past 30 
days was your mental health not good?” and “Thinking about mental health challenges...for how many days during the past 30 
days was your mental health not good?” 

 
Respondents living within NRSAs reported poorer levels of overall, physical, and mental health. 
However, self-reported levels of health within NRSAs were not significantly lower than self-reported 
levels of health in other parts of the city. 
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3.1.8. Differences due to COVID-19 
Two open-ended questions asked about changes in the respondent’s neighborhood since the outbreak 
of COVID-19. The first question asked how the activity and character of neighborhood streets had 
changed. Many respondents reported more people participating in outdoor activity, particularly walking 
and bicycling. Others noted that there was less automobile traffic and viewed this as a positive change. 
Example responses to this question include: 

• “More walkers, more community with neighbors all very positive.” (Male, 44, Alder District 3) 
(SurveyID 301) 

• “More people walking, riding bikes, and saying hello.” (Female, 75, Alder District 3) (SurveyID 
10647) 

• “I have noticed more people walking, families walking. More people are riding bikes as well.” 
(Female, 48, Alder District 11) (SurveyID 10717) 

• “Thank god, traffic has lessened.” (Age 60, Alder District 5) (SurveyID 532) 
• “There has been much less vehicular traffic… It seems safer and quieter without cars zooming 

about.” (Female, 30, Alder District 3) (SurveyID 10035) 
• “I think the streets are safer because there are less people driving.” (Female, 30, Alder District 

3/Alder District 6) (SurveyID 10093) 
 
The second question was about adjustments that the respondent or their household made to walking, 
bicycling, or being active. Many respondents reported increased activity. Specifically, 186 Citywide 
Survey respondents indicated that they walked more and 82 indicated that they bicycled more. Example 
responses to this question include: 

• “Since starting to work from home I have spent much more time walking/running in my 
neighborhood…and that has benefited me greatly because now I feel like I know my 
neighborhood a little better.” (Female, 29, Alder District 8) (SurveyID 10314) 

• “Since gyms have been closed, I have started going on walks/runs along trails outside to try and 
exercise while distanced.” (Male, 23, Alder District 3) (SurveyID 328) 

• “Utilizing the river trails between locust and Capitol. Using the pedestrian strip on Fratney to 
run. Yoga to destress.” (Male, 27, Alder District 3) (SurveyID 10540) 

• “As much as I want to support public transit, for safety I have stopped taking the Hop and the 
bus. I walk to a lot more locations now.” (Female, 29, Alder District 4) (SurveyID 402) 

• “We walk together & I allow kids to play at park while I walk.” (Female, 38, Alder District 6/Alder 
District 7) (SurveyID 724) 

 
Nine respondents commented specifically on the Milwaukee Active Streets program that was 
implemented during the pandemic between May 2020 and November 2020. This was a partnership 
between the City of Milwaukee and Milwaukee County Parks to provide street space for people to be 
physically active while maintaining physical distance from others. Active Streets were open for walking, 
running, bicycling, and other forms of activity in the middle of the street. Through automobile traffic was 
prohibited (though people who lived or worked on the street and emergency vehicles could still drive on 
them).20 Most comments about Milwaukee Active Streets were positive: 

• “We try to walk daily. Closing the streets in the park has been great! I wish they were closed 
[permanently].” (Female, 28, Alder District 14) (SurveyID 1427) 

                                                           
20 Additional information about Milwaukee Active Streets is provided on the following website: City of Milwaukee 
and Milwaukee County. “Milwaukee Active Streets,” https://activestreets.mailchimpsites.com/, December 2020. 
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• “We go on more walks. We go to Humboldt Park more often to enjoy the Active Streets.” (Male, 
37, Alder District 14) (SurveyID 10418) 

• “We walk more and use our active street almost daily.” (Female, 29, Alder District 3) (SurveyID 
10474) 

• “Since Fratney Street and Wright Street became ‘Active Streets’, we have used them frequently 
(on the sidewalks and in the middle of the street). My 4-year-old rides her bicycle with training 
wheels and my 1-year-old rides his tricycle. They both use middle of the street on the Active 
Streets. My daughter calls them the ‘Special Street’.” (Male, 43, Alder District 3) (SurveyID 
10477) 

• “We love the street through the park being closed, but I am concern[ed] about limitations to 
park access placed on persons with physical limitations.” (Female, 47, Alder District 14) 
(SurveyID 10312) 

• “Using the county barricaded roads to bike & walk... great idea by the way.” (Male, 50, 
Unknown Alder District) (SurveyID 10505) 

 
3.1.9. Citywide Survey Considerations 
The Citywide Survey was conducted during the COVID-19 pandemic, which impacted many people’s 
lives, including their travel patterns, experiences within their neighborhoods, and interactions with 
strangers in public space. The responses that people provided were within this specific context, so their 
responses may have been different if the pandemic had not occurred. This context should be considered 
when comparing the 2020 results with future survey results. 
 
The mail version of the Citywide Survey was intended to reach a scientifically random sample of 
residents across all 15 alder districts. Other distribution methods such as e-mail lists and social media 
are more likely to be biased towards people with better access to the internet, computer technology, 
technological experience, and technology-based social networks. Plus, the mail distribution method 
made it possible to target a specific number of addresses in each district. However, there was a low 
response rate to the mail version of the survey (14.8%). This makes the mail survey results vulnerable to 
non-response bias (i.e., people who respond are likely to be different than those who do not respond, 
such as having stronger opinions about the topic or more time in their daily schedules to take a survey). 
The online solicitation method may have also generated responses from certain types of people rather 
than being truly representative of broader community populations. 
 
Interestingly, open-ended questions were more likely to be completed by respondents who were 
solicited by mail. This occurred even though most mail respondents completed their survey on paper. It 
might suggest that some respondents to the e-mail survey were in more of a hurry to complete the 
survey (so they decided not to write comments). Other web-based survey respondents may have 
completed the survey on a mobile device rather than at a computer with a keyboard (and avoided 
typing responses because this can be difficult and time consuming on a mobile device). 
 
3.2. 27th Street Corridor Survey Results 
A total of 67 27th Street Corridor “before period” surveys were completed in 202021. Of the 227 surveys 
distributed by mail, 22 (9.7%) were completed (17 by mail and 5 online). An additional 45 surveys were 
completed online in response to the e-mail invitation sent by the Near West Side Partners. 
 

                                                           
21 Most survey respondents completed all questions or only skipped a few questions. In this report, the term 
“completed” includes all full and partial survey responses. 
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A total of 32 27th Street Corridor “after period” surveys were completed in 2021. Of the 233 surveys 
distributed by mail, eight (3.4%) were completed (all 8 by mail). An additional 24 surveys were 
completed online in response to the e-mail invitation sent by the Near West Side Partners and NextDoor 
post. 
 
The quantitative results in this section are complemented by illustrative open-ended response quotes. 
 
3.2.1.a. “Before period” Respondent Characteristics 
Survey respondents lived in two zip codes: 53233 (generally east of N. 27th Street) and 53208 (generally 
west of N. 27th Street). Randomly-selected mail respondents were split approximately evenly between 
these two zip codes. However, nearly all (36 of 37) e-mail respondents who provided a zip code lived in 
53208, the western part of the neighborhood. 
 
Majorities of respondents were 55 years or older, female, White, owned at least one automobile, had no 
children, and had lived in Milwaukee for at least 30 years (Table 10a). Yet, there were socioeconomic 
differences among participants who were contacted by the two distribution methods. For example, 
compared to respondents solicited by e-mail and social media, respondents solicited by mail were more 
likely to be female, more likely to be Black, more likely to have a disability, less likely to own an 
automobile, and more likely to be in a single-person household. Further, people who were randomly-
selected by mail tended to have lived in their current location for fewer years than people who 
responded by e-mail. As a whole, these differences might suggest that respondents contacted by mail 
had lower incomes and were less likely to own their homes than respondents contacted by e-mail 
(though these questions were not asked on the survey). 
 
We compared several survey respondent characteristics with neighborhood-level population data from 
the American Community Survey (ACS)22. The survey overrepresented people who were 55 or older 
(54% of respondents vs. 21% of neighborhood residents), females (62% vs. 49%), and people who are 
White (75% vs. 30%). Underrepresented groups included people who are Black (15% vs. 53%), 
households with no vehicles (12% vs. 44%), and people living alone (40% vs. 58%). In general, the 
respondents solicited by mail provided better representation of the underrepresented groups. 17.5% of 
all respondents reported a disability, which matched the neighborhood population (though people with 
disabilities were overrepresented by the mail distribution and underrepresented by the e-mail 
distribution method). 
 
The following sections present the results for each survey distribution method separately. Readers 
should keep the differences between these two groups of respondents in mind when interpreting the 
results. 
 

                                                           
22 American Community Survey five-year estimates from 2014-2018 for the 27th Street Corridor tracts (Milwaukee 
County Tracts 134, 135, 136, 137, 148, and 149). 
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Table 10a. Socioeconomic Characteristics of 27th Street Corridor “Before period” Survey Respondents 

 Mail distribution E-mail distribution Total 

 Responses % Responses % Responses % 

Age 19  37  56  
18-24 1 5.3% 0 0.0% 1 1.8% 
25-34 2 10.5% 2 5.4% 4 7.1% 
35-44 3 15.8% 7 18.9% 10 17.9% 
45-54 3 15.8% 8 21.6% 11 19.6% 
55-64 4 21.1% 7 18.9% 11 19.6% 
65-74 5 26.3% 11 29.7% 16 28.6% 
75+ 1 5.3% 2 5.4% 3 5.4% 
Gender 19  36  55  

Female 13 68.4% 21 58.3% 34 61.8% 
Male 6 31.6% 14 38.9% 20 36.4% 
Non-binary/Other 0 0.0% 1 2.8% 1 1.8% 
Race/Ethnicity 18  37  55  

Asian 0 0.0% 1 2.7% 1 1.8% 
Black/African American 6 33.3% 2 5.4% 8 14.5% 
Latinx/Hispanic 0 0.0% 2 5.4% 2 3.6% 
White/Caucasian 11 61.1% 30 81.1% 41 74.5% 
Mixed/Multiple Groups 1 5.6% 2 5.4% 3 5.5% 
Disability 20  37  57  

Yes 6 30.0% 4 10.8% 10 17.5% 
No 14 70.0% 33 89.2% 47 82.5% 
Household automobiles 21  37  58  

0 7 33.3% 0 0.0% 7 12.1% 
1 10 47.6% 13 35.1% 23 39.7% 
2+ 4 19.0% 24 64.9% 28 48.3% 
Household size 20  37  57  

1 14 70.0% 9 24.3% 23 40.4% 
2 3 15.0% 14 37.8% 17 29.8% 
3 0 0.0% 7 18.9% 7 12.3% 
4 2 10.0% 4 10.8% 6 10.5% 
5+ 1 5.0% 3 8.1% 4 7.0% 
Number of children 20  37  57  

0 18 90.0% 28 75.7% 46 80.7% 
1 0 0.0% 1 2.7% 1 1.8% 
2 1 5.0% 4 10.8% 5 8.8% 
3 0 0.0% 3 8.1% 3 5.3% 
4 0 0.0% 1 2.7% 1 1.8% 
5+ 1 5.0% 0 0.0% 1 1.8% 
Years lived in current location 21  37  58  

0-4 10 47.6% 9 24.3% 19 32.8% 
5-9 5 23.8% 9 24.3% 14 24.1% 
10-14 0 0.0% 4 10.8% 4 6.9% 
15-19 2 9.5% 2 5.4% 4 6.9% 
20+ 4 19.0% 13 35.1% 17 29.3% 
Years lived in Milwaukee 20  37  57  

0-9 4 20.0% 7 18.9% 11 19.3% 
10-19 1 5.0% 5 13.5% 6 10.5% 
20-29 1 5.0% 5 13.5% 6 10.5% 
30-39 4 20.0% 7 18.9% 11 19.3% 
40+ 10 50.0% 13 35.1% 23 40.4% 
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3.2.1.b. “After period” Respondent Characteristics 
Survey respondents lived in five zip codes: 53208 (generally west of N. 27th Street), 53233 (generally east 
of N. 27th Street) 53219, 53207, and 53211. Approximately 64% of randomly-selected mail surveys went 
to the 53208 zip code, and the rest went to 53233. However, 83% of e-mail respondents (24 of 29) who 
provided a zip code lived in 53208, the western part of the neighborhood. 
 
Majorities of respondents were between 35 and 74 years old, White, owned at least two automobiles, 
had no children, and had lived in Milwaukee for at least 30 years (Table 10b). Yet, there were 
socioeconomic differences among participants who were contacted by the two distribution methods. 
For example, compared to respondents solicited by e-mail and social media, respondents solicited by 
mail were more likely to be male, more likely to be Black, more likely to have a disability, less likely to 
own an automobile, and more likely to be in a single-person household. Further, people who were 
randomly-selected by mail tended to have lived in their current location for fewer years than people 
who responded by e-mail. As a whole, these differences might suggest that respondents contacted by 
mail had lower incomes and were less likely to own their homes than respondents contacted by e-mail 
(though these questions were not asked on the survey). 
 
We compared several survey respondent characteristics with neighborhood-level population data from 
the American Community Survey (ACS)23. The survey overrepresented people who were 55 or older 
(41% of respondents vs. 21% of neighborhood residents) and people who are White (74% vs. 30%). 
Underrepresented groups included people who are Black (22% vs. 53%), households with no vehicles 
(7% vs. 44%), and people living alone (17% vs. 58%). In general, the respondents solicited by mail 
provided better representation of the underrepresented groups. 20.7% of all respondents reported a 
disability, which was similar to the neighborhood population (though people with disabilities were 
overrepresented by the mail distribution and underrepresented by the e-mail distribution method). 
 
The following sections present the results for each survey distribution method separately. Readers 
should keep the differences between these two groups of respondents in mind when interpreting the 
results. 
 

                                                           
23 American Community Survey five-year estimates from 2014-2018 for the 27th Street Corridor tracts (Milwaukee 
County Tracts 134, 135, 136, 137, 148, and 149). 
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Table 10b. Socioeconomic Characteristics of 27th Street Corridor “After period” Survey Respondents 

 Mail distribution Online distribution Total 

 Responses % Responses % Responses % 

Age 6  21  27  
18-24 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0% 
25-34 1 16.7% 0 0.0% 0 3.7% 
35-44 1 16.7% 10 47.6% 11 40.7% 
45-54 1 16.7% 3 14.3% 4 14.8% 
55-64 2 33.3% 3 14.3% 5 18.5% 
65-74 1 16.7% 3 14.3% 4 14.8% 
75+ 0 0.0% 2 9.5% 2 7.4% 
Gender 4  22  28  

Female 1 16.7% 12 54.5% 13 46.4% 
Male 4 66.7% 8 36.4% 12 42.9% 
Non-binary/Other 1 16.7% 2 9.1% 3 10.7% 
Race/Ethnicity 4  19  23  

Asian 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 
Black/African American 2 50.0% 3 15.8% 5 21.7% 
Latinx/Hispanic 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 
White/Caucasian 2 50.0% 15 78.9% 17 73.9% 
Mixed/Multiple Groups 0 0.0% 1 5.3% 1 4.3% 
Disability 7  22  29  

Yes 5 71.4% 1 4.5% 6 20.7% 
No 2 28.6% 21 95.5% 23 79.3% 
Household automobiles 7  22  29  

0 2 28.6% 0 0.0% 2 6.9% 
1 1 14.3% 11 50.0% 12 41.4% 
2+ 4 57.1% 11 50.0% 15 51.7% 
Household size 7  22  29  

1 2 28.6% 3 13.6% 5 17.2% 
2 2 28.6% 9 40.9% 11 37.9% 
3 2 28.6% 3 13.6% 5 17.2% 
4 1 14.3% 4 18.2% 5 17.2% 
5+ 0 0.0% 3 13.6% 3 10.3% 
Number of children 7  22  29  

0 6 85.7% 13 59.1% 19 65.5% 
1 1 14.3% 2 9.1% 3 10.3% 
2 0 0.0% 4 18.2% 4 13.8% 
3 0 0.0% 1 4.5% 1 3.4% 
4 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 
5+ 0 0.0% 2 9.1% 2 6.9% 
Years lived in current location 6  22  28  

0-4 0 0.0% 3 13.6% 3 10.7% 
5-9 2 33.3% 6 27.3% 8 28.6% 
10-14 2 33.3% 3 13.6% 5 17.9% 
15-19 2 33.3% 4 18.2% 6 21.4% 
20+ 0 0.0% 6 27.3% 6 21.4% 
Years lived in Milwaukee 7  22  29  

0-9 0 0.0% 3 13.6% 3 10.3% 
10-19 3 42.9% 2 9.1% 5 17.2% 
20-29 2 28.6% 3 13.6% 5 17.2% 
30-39 0 0.0% 5 22.7% 5 17.2% 
40+ 2 28.6% 9 40.9% 11 37.9% 
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3.2.2.a “Before period” Enjoyment of Travel Modes 
Overall, survey respondents enjoyed the activity of walking more than any other travel mode (Figure 16a 
and Table 11a). Bicycling was rated second-most enjoyable, followed by riding in an automobile and 
driving an automobile. Taking the bus and riding on e-scooters were rated as less enjoyable activities. 
 

Figure 16a. 27th Street Corridor “Before period” Survey Respondents indicating Mode is “Enjoyable or 

“Very Enjoyable” 
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Table 11a. 27th Street Corridor “Before period” Responses to “For you, how enjoyable is the activity of…” 

 Mail distribution Online distribution Total 

 Responses % Responses % Responses % 

Walking 21  45  66  
Enjoyable or Very Enjoyable 14 66.7% 35 77.8% 49 74.2% 
Unenjoyable or Very Unenjoyable 4 19.0% 8 17.8% 12 18.2% 
Bicycling 18  44  62  
Enjoyable or Very Enjoyable 11 61.1% 26 59.1% 37 59.7% 
Unenjoyable or Very Unenjoyable 3 16.7% 10 22.7% 13 21.0% 
Driving an Automobile 19  45  64  
Enjoyable or Very Enjoyable 11 57.9% 19 42.2% 30 46.9% 
Unenjoyable or Very Unenjoyable 4 21.1% 9 20.0% 13 20.3% 
Riding in an Automobile 17  45  62  
Enjoyable or Very Enjoyable 10 58.8% 20 44.4% 30 48.4% 
Unenjoyable or Very Unenjoyable 2 11.8% 12 26.7% 14 22.6% 
Riding the Bus 17  44  61  
Enjoyable or Very Enjoyable 5 29.4% 6 13.6% 11 18.0% 
Unenjoyable or Very Unenjoyable 7 41.2% 11 25.0% 18 29.5% 
Riding an E-Scooter   44    
Enjoyable or Very Enjoyable   7 15.9%   
Unenjoyable or Very Unenjoyable   18 40.9%   

Note: Neutral responses are not shown. E-scooter was not included as a category on the mail version of the survey. 

 
3.2.2.b. “After period” Enjoyment of Travel Modes 
Overall, survey respondents enjoyed the activity of walking more than any other travel mode (Figure 
16b and Table 11b). Driving a vehicle was rated second-most enjoyable, followed by bicycling and riding 
in an automobile. Riding in an automobile was more enjoyable to online respondents than to those who 
responded by mail. Taking the bus and riding on e-scooters were rated as less enjoyable activities. 
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Figure 16b. 27th Street Corridor “After period” Survey Respondents indicating Mode is “Enjoyable or 

“Very Enjoyable” 

 
 
Table 11b. 27th Street Corridor “After period” Responses to “For you, how enjoyable is the activity of…” 

 Mail distribution Online distribution Total 

 Responses % Responses % Responses % 

Walking 8  24  31  
Enjoyable or Very Enjoyable 4 50.0% 19 79.2% 22 71.0% 
Unenjoyable or Very Unenjoyable 3 37.5% 4 16.7% 7 22.6% 
Bicycling 8  24  31  
Enjoyable or Very Enjoyable 2 25.0% 13 54.2% 15 48.4% 
Unenjoyable or Very Unenjoyable 1 12.5% 5 20.8% 6 19.4% 
Driving an Automobile 8  24  31  
Enjoyable or Very Enjoyable 2 25.0% 14 58.3% 15 48.4% 
Unenjoyable or Very Unenjoyable 4 50.0% 5 20.8% 9 29.0% 
Riding in an Automobile 8  23  30  
Enjoyable or Very Enjoyable 1 12.5% 10 43.5% 11 36.7% 
Unenjoyable or Very Unenjoyable 4 50.0% 5 21.7% 8 26.7% 
Riding the Bus 7  23  30  
Enjoyable or Very Enjoyable 1 14.3% 3 13.0% 4 13.3% 
Unenjoyable or Very Unenjoyable 0 0.0% 3 13.0% 3 10.0% 
Riding an E-Scooter   24    
Enjoyable or Very Enjoyable   3 12.5%   
Unenjoyable or Very Unenjoyable   6 25.0%   

Note: Neutral responses are not shown. E-scooter was not included as a category on the mail version of the survey. 
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3.2.3.a. “Before period” Travel Behavior  
Respondents indicated all types of transportation that they used to travel to a variety of destinations 
during the last week (prior to COVID-19 restrictions).24 Overall, driving a car was the most common type 
of transportation used by respondents to go to the grocery store and to work. Both driving and walking 
were used frequently to go to a park (Table 12a).  
 
While the highest proportion of respondents in the 27th Street Corridor enjoyed the activity of walking, a 
much smaller share of respondents actually walk to everyday destinations, such as work, grocery stores, 
and parks. This may be due to barriers such as long distances to these destinations, perceptions of 
unsafe walking conditions with respect to traffic, concerns about personal security, or other reasons. 
Other survey responses provide insights into these barriers. 
 
Table 12a. Travel Modes Used by 27th Street Corridor “Before period” Survey Respondents in Typical 

Week 

 Work Grocery Store Park 

 Mail E-mail Total Mail E-mail Total Mail E-mail Total 

Total Responses 20 53 73 21 50 71 17 50 67 

Didn't go to location 30.0% 26.4% 27.4% 4.8% 6.0% 5.6% 47.1% 24.0% 29.9% 
Walked 5.0% 5.7% 5.5% 14.3% 4.0% 7.0% 11.8% 34.0% 28.4% 
Bicycled 5.0% 9.4% 8.2% 4.8% 2.0% 2.8% 11.8% 12.0% 11.9% 
Drove A Car 50.0% 52.8% 52.1% 66.7% 74.0% 71.8% 29.4% 28.0% 28.4% 
Rode in Car 5.0% 1.9% 2.7% 9.5% 14.0% 12.7% 0.0% 2.0% 1.5% 
Took the Bus 5.0% 3.8% 4.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
Rode a Scooter 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Note: The total number of valid responses was slightly different for each category since respondents could select more than 
one mode for each destination. 

 
An open-ended question asked respondents how they would change their behavior if street, sidewalk, 
and trail conditions were better. Almost all 48 respondents who wrote a response indicated that they 
would make greater use of outdoor public space. The most popular responses were increased walking 
(26), frequenting of local businesses (23), and bicycling (12). Other responses included increased use of 
green space, socializing, and community activities. Only five respondents indicated that their activities 
would not change. The following list includes examples of responses to: “If street/sidewalk/trail 
conditions were better, what activities would you like to do more in the N. 27th Street Corridor?” 

• “I would like to use it to take walks.” (Female, age 26) 
• “Walk down the street or even walk from my car into a business.” (Female, age 68) 
• “I'd walk and go to dinner/movies/whatever else there was to do if it were a more welcoming 

corridor.” (Female, age 60) 
• “Shopping in better businesses and food establishments. The city is so divided in people and 

activities. I'd like to see that entire area change like some changes being made in Bronzeville.” 
(Female, age 55) 

• “I would bike through this area if the bike lanes were better protected.” (Male, age 46) 
• “Bike ride, especially accessing the Hank Aaron Trail down 32nd Street.” (Female, age 67) 

 

                                                           
24 The “After period” survey version of this question did not request the respondent to recall the last week prior to 
COVID-19 restrictions. The Citywide survey was revised to ask about a “typical week” 
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3.2.3.b. “After period” Travel Behavior  
Respondents indicated all types of transportation that they used to travel to a variety of destinations 
during the last week. Overall, driving a car was the most common type of transportation used by 
respondents to go to the grocery store and to work. Both driving and walking were used frequently to go 
to a park (Table 12b).  
 
While the highest proportion of respondents in the 27th Street Corridor enjoyed the activity of walking, a 
much smaller share of respondents actually walk to everyday destinations, such as work, grocery stores, 
and parks. This may be due to barriers such as long distances to these destinations, perceptions of 
unsafe walking conditions with respect to traffic, concerns about personal security, or other reasons. 
Other survey responses provide insights into these barriers. 
 
Table 12b. Travel Modes Used by 27th Street Corridor “After period” Survey Respondents in Typical Week 

 Work Grocery Store Park 

 Mail Online Total Mail Online Total Mail Online Total 

Total Responses 8 31 39 8 26 34 8 25 33 

Didn't go to location 25.0% 16.1% 17.9% 25.0% 0.0% 5.9% 50.0% 20.0% 27.3% 
Walked 0.0% 19.4% 15.4% 0.0% 3.8% 2.9% 12.5% 32.0% 28.6% 
Bicycled 12.5% 6.5% 7.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 8.0% 6.1% 
Drove A Car 37.5% 51.6% 48.7% 37.5% 92.3% 79.4% 25.0% 36.0% 33.3% 
Rode in Car 12.5% 6.5% 7.7% 12.5% 3.8% 5.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
Took the Bus 12.5% 0.0% 2.6% 25.0% 0.0% 5.9% 12.5% 0.0% 3.0% 
Rode a Scooter 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.0% 3.0% 
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Note: The total number of valid responses was slightly different for each category since respondents could select more than 
one mode for each destination. 
 

An open-ended question asked respondents how they would change their behavior if street, sidewalk, 
and trail conditions were better. Most of the 24 respondents who wrote a response indicated that they 
would make greater use of outdoor public space.25 The most popular responses were increased walking 
(14), frequenting of local businesses (11), and bicycling (7). Other responses included increased use of 
green space, socializing, and community activities. The following list includes examples of responses to: 
“If street/sidewalk/trail conditions were better, what activities would you like to do more in the N. 27th 
Street Corridor?” 

• “Definitely jogging. I am afraid to jog, because some of the sidewalks have cracks in it; others 
are raised and it's easy to trip.” (Male, age 41) 

• “More walking, biking and skating.” (Non-binary, age 75) 
• “I would love to be able to walk on 27th St. with my family. To go to restaurants. Or maybe to 

visit stores. I would like to feel safe walking and riding bikes with my family on the street. 
However between intoxicated individuals and speeding traffic it’s just too dangerous for us to 
do that.” (Female, age 36) 

• “I live 6 houses off 27th, yet I very rarely walk that direction.  I would love to just walk my dog 
on 27th.  Or get coffee.  Or anything.  Right now I avoid it if I can even though I'm so close.” 
(Male, age 38) 

• “Bike to my child’s daycare and/or walk her to her daycare.” (Female, age 43) 

                                                           
25 19 of the 24 survey respondents who answered this question indicated that they would walk, run/other exercise, 
bicycle, or use public/green space more often if conditions were better. 
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• “Enjoy the community park at 27th & Richardson.  Walk down the street.” (Female, age 58) 
 
3.2.4.a. “Before period” Traffic Safety 
The survey included two separate questions about how residents perceived the safety and security of 
using different types of transportation their neighborhood streets. The first addressed concerns about 
safety from automobile traffic, and the second addressed concerns about crime and personal security.  
 
With respect to traffic safety, 27th Street Corridor “Before period” Survey respondents perceived taking 
the bus as the safest type of transportation in their neighborhood (Figure 17a and Table 13a). Many 
respondents perceived that bicycling and walking were “unsafe” or “very unsafe.” Interestingly, more 
than 40% of neighborhood respondents felt unsafe around other traffic when traveling in a car. Nearly 
all e-mail respondents perceived that e-scooters were unsafe. 
 
Open-ended responses about traffic safety highlighted concerns about various forms of reckless driving. 
This included speeding (23 of 47 who provided an answer), running red lights or stop signs (17), passing 
on the right side in the bike/parking lanes (16), or other forms of dangerous driver behaviors (12). Many 
respondents cited more than one or all of these concerns in their answer. Example responses about 
traffic safety include: 

• “I see cars going 50-60 mph on 27th to get through the next traffic light.” (Male, age 55) 
• “People go too fast and I get worried about getting hit by a car.” (Female, age 35) 
• “From what I have seen, many people run red lights, making it dangerous for all in the area, 

regardless of method of transportation.” (Female, age 26) 
• “Intersections are particularly dangerous with drivers regularly running red lights.” (Male, age 

65) 
• “The bike lanes are nice to have in theory, but in practice, cars simply use them to drive 

recklessly around the traffic flow.” (Male, age 46) 
• “The passing on the right is very unsafe. It feels unsafe and I don't like it. It is my biggest 

concern.” (Male, age 36) 
• “Between the crazy drivers that do not obey the traffic signals and others that are just impatient 

it is a stressed environment.” (Female, age 52) 
• “People drive like idiots in that area. You really have to watch out so you don't get hit.” (Female, 

age 37) 
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Figure 17a. Traffic Safety: 27th Street Corridor “Before period” Survey Respondents saying Mode is 

“Unsafe” or “Very Unsafe” 

 
 
Table 13a. 27th Street Corridor “Before period” Survey Responses to “Thinking about street traffic, how 

safe do you think it is to travel in your neighborhood by…” 

 Mail distribution Online distribution Total 

 Responses % Responses % Responses % 

Walking 21  41  62  
Safe or Very Safe 1 4.8% 3 7.3% 4 6.5% 
Unsafe or Very Unsafe 13 61.9% 29 70.7% 42 67.7% 
Bicycling 18  41  59  
Safe or Very Safe 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 
Unsafe or Very Unsafe 15 83.3% 37 90.2% 52 88.1% 
Driving an Automobile 19  42  61  
Safe or Very Safe 4 21.1% 10 23.8% 14 23.0% 
Unsafe or Very Unsafe 9 47.4% 21 50.0% 30 49.2% 
Riding in an Automobile 17  41  58  
Safe or Very Safe 4 23.5% 9 22.0% 13 22.4% 
Unsafe or Very Unsafe 8 47.1% 19 46.3% 27 46.6% 
Riding the Bus 18  39  57  
Safe or Very Safe 2 11.1% 22 56.4% 24 42.1% 
Unsafe or Very Unsafe 8 44.4% 7 17.9% 15 26.3% 
Riding an E-Scooter   40    
Safe or Very Safe   0 0.0%   
Unsafe or Very Unsafe   36 90.0%   

Note: Neutral responses are not shown. E-scooter was not included as a category on the mail version of the survey. 
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3.2.4.b. “After period” Traffic Safety 
The survey included two separate questions about how residents perceived the safety and security of 
using different types of transportation their neighborhood streets. The first addressed concerns about 
safety from automobile traffic, and the second addressed concerns about crime and personal security.  
 
With respect to traffic safety, all but one of the transportation types were rated as “unsafe” or “very 
unsafe” by a majority of 27th Street Corridor survey respondents (Figure 17b and Table 13b). Riding the 
bus was rated “unsafe” or “very unsafe” by the smallest proportion of respondents. Nearly all e-mail 
respondents perceived that e-scooters were unsafe. 
 
Open-ended responses about traffic safety highlighted concerns about various forms of reckless driving. 
This included speeding (9 of 23 who provided an answer), running red lights or stop signs (8), passing on 
the right side in the bike/parking lanes (6), or other forms of dangerous driver behaviors (9). Many 
respondents cited more than one of these concerns in their answer. Several respondents commented on 
the changes that were made along 27th Street in their answers. Example responses about traffic safety 
include: 

• “Drivers go thru red lights, drive fast and irresponsible. People jaywalk and walk in the street: 
not sidewalk. Drivers speeding.” (Male, age 69) 

• “Cars w/ loud music/speaker on. People driving fast & through red lights.” (Female, age 50) 
• “The vehicles speed and cut in and out making it dangerous. Also the lack of businesses provide 

for people loitering and consuming alcohol at all hours of the day.” (Female, age 36) 
• “The improvements made have helped, but the reckless drivers are now driving on the wrong 

side of street.” (Male, age 43) 
• “There is speeding, running of red traffic lights, and the cones does not appear to help.  In my 

opinion as a driver, they are a hinderance and make it more dangerous.” (Male, age 56) 
• “The streets are very unsafe due to some of the people driving their cars. The drivers drive very 

reckless. Even just walking to the nearest bus stop corner is unsafe. Too many people are 
loitering and cause mischeif.” (Male, age 41) 

• “People drive TOO FAST.” (Female, age 67) 
• “The crosswalk changes south of Highland to Wisconsin have been effective at slowing down 

traffic in that localized area.  To the north and south traffic is still dangerously fast and reckless.  
Fatal crash occurred this past week at 27th & Vliet.” (Male, age 45) 
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Figure 17b. Traffic Safety: 27th Street Corridor “After period” Survey Respondents saying Mode is 

“Unsafe” or “Very Unsafe” 

 
 

Table 13b. 27th Street Corridor Survey “After period” Responses to “Thinking about street traffic, how 

safe do you think it is to travel in your neighborhood by…” 

 Mail distribution Online distribution Total 

 Responses % Responses % Responses % 

Walking 8  22  30  
Safe or Very Safe 2 25.0% 4 18.2% 6 20.0% 
Unsafe or Very Unsafe 5 62.5% 15 68.2% 20 66.7% 
Bicycling 8  21  29  
Safe or Very Safe 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 
Unsafe or Very Unsafe 6 75.0% 20 95.2% 26 89.7% 
Driving an Automobile 8  22  30  
Safe or Very Safe 1 12.5% 6 27.3% 7 23.3% 
Unsafe or Very Unsafe 5 62.5% 13 59.1% 18 60.0% 
Riding in an Automobile 8  22  30  
Safe or Very Safe 1 12.5% 6 27.3% 7 23.3% 
Unsafe or Very Unsafe 5 62.5% 12 54.5% 17 56.7% 
Riding the Bus 8  21  29  
Safe or Very Safe 0 0.0% 7 33.3% 7 23.3% 
Unsafe or Very Unsafe 4 50.0% 6 28.6% 10 34.5% 
Riding an E-Scooter   21    
Safe or Very Safe   0 0.0%   
Unsafe or Very Unsafe   19 90.5%   

Note: Neutral responses are not shown. E-scooter was not included as a category on the mail version of the survey. 
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3.2.5.a. “Before period” Personal Security 
With respect to crime and personal security, the majority of respondents perceived walking, bicycling, or 
using an e-scooter in the 27th Street Corridor area as “unsafe” or “very unsafe” (Figure 18a and Table 
14a). Fewer respondents had concerns about personal security when driving or riding in an automobile. 
These results suggest that face-to-face social interactions (talking with others or passing by others 
outside of an automobile) along public streets in this neighborhood are threatening for many people.  
 
Open-ended responses provided by 44 people provide insights into neighborhood concerns about crime 
and personal security. The most common comment was a general statement about the area being 
unsafe (19 respondents). Specific responses mostly centered on behaviors of other street users, 
including drug dealing (6), loitering or public drinking/drug use (6), panhandling or the general presence 
of people without homes (6), and experiencing harassment (4). Only 6 of the 44 open-ended responses 
to this question were neutral or positive. Example responses about crime and personal security include: 

• “The area can be very dangerous for a single woman to be out in alone.” (Female, age 35) 
• “I do not feel safe in this area.” (Female, age 56) 
• “Too many times while walking I have been approached by drug dealers others hanging out next 

to the bar or by Wendy's.” (Male, age 51) 
• “I've lived here for almost 2 years and was threatened to take drugs.” (Male, age 48) 
• “There is a lot of drunks walking up and the street even some of the people even are walking 

while drinking their beer.” (Female, age 36) 
• “With so many shuttered storefronts people can just loiter all they want.” (Male, age 43) 
• “Often times I see homeless and beggars on the street corners and mulling about by the bus 

stops.” (Male, age 32) 
• “I see homeless people panhandling in the area.” (Male, age 55) 
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Figure 18a. Personal Security: 27th Street Corridor “Before period” Survey Respondents saying Mode is 

“Unsafe” or “Very Unsafe” 

 
 
Table 14a. 27th Street Corridor “Before period” Survey Responses to “Thinking about crime and personal 

security, how safe do you think it is to travel in your neighborhood by…” 

 Mail distribution Online distribution Total 

 Responses % Responses % Responses % 

Walking 21  41  62  
Safe or Very Safe 3 14.3% 3 7.3% 6 9.7% 
Unsafe or Very Unsafe 15 71.4% 27 65.9% 42 67.7% 
Bicycling 19  42  61  
Safe or Very Safe 2 10.5% 5 11.9% 7 11.5% 
Unsafe or Very Unsafe 14 73.7% 30 71.4% 44 72.1% 
Driving an Automobile 19  42  61  
Safe or Very Safe 4 21.1% 19 45.2% 23 37.7% 
Unsafe or Very Unsafe 6 31.6% 14 33.3% 20 32.8% 
Riding in an Automobile 18  42  60  
Safe or Very Safe 4 22.2% 19 45.2% 23 38.3% 
Unsafe or Very Unsafe 5 27.8% 12 28.6% 17 28.3% 
Riding the Bus 19  40  59  
Safe or Very Safe 3 15.8% 18 45.0% 21 35.6% 
Unsafe or Very Unsafe 11 57.9% 14 35.0% 25 42.4% 
Riding an E-Scooter   41    
Safe or Very Safe   3 7.3%   
Unsafe or Very Unsafe   30 73.2%   

Note: Neutral responses are not shown. E-scooter was not included as a category on the mail version of the survey. 
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3.2.5.b. “After period” Personal Security 
With respect to crime and personal security, the majority of respondents perceived walking, bicycling, or 
using an e-scooter in the 27th Street Corridor area as “unsafe” or “very unsafe” (Figure 18b and Table 
14b). Fewer respondents had concerns about personal security when driving or riding in an automobile. 
These results suggest that face-to-face social interactions (talking with others or passing by others 
outside of an automobile) along public streets in this neighborhood feel threatening for many people.  
 
Open-ended responses provided by 25 people provide insights into neighborhood concerns about crime 
and personal security. Many comments cited specific behaviors of street users (12 respondents), 
including loitering or public drinking/drug use (8), drug dealing (3), and violence (3). Respondents also 
said that the neighborhood felt unsafe (7) and unclean/unattractive (3). Only 4 of the 25 open-ended 
responses to this question were neutral or positive. Example responses about crime and personal 
security include: 

• “There continues to be a lot of loitering and public drinking which makes the area seem unsafe - 
even though I've never had trouble when walking along the street.” (Female, age 38) 

• “Driving and walking, in particular, are not pleasant on 27th St.  Apart from the constant issue of 
garbage littering the boulevards, it isn't a welcoming area for pedestrians.  For example, our 
household will drive to a grocery store outside the area to pick up a gallon of milk rather than 
walk a few blocks to the Family Dollar.  This is due, in part, to concerns about safety but also due 
to the fact that there are few businesses serving this neighborhood in a healthy way.” (Male, 
age 45) 

• “I mean, the whole area is just a bit unsafe with all the rise in gun violence this past year.” (Non-
binary, age 30) 

• “Too many stragglers + suspicious activities.” (Female, age 50) 
• “My biggest fear about spending a longer amount of time on N. 27th is not traffic or reckless 

driving (which is a problem), it is the amount of activity on the street and corners that creates at 
least the feeling of an unsafe place to walk/spend time.” (Male, age 38) 

• “There can be a lot of group hangouts and socializing in the street. There are frequently drunk or 
high people outside the bar Care Bears across from the Family Dollar store. Excessive garbage, 
hiring stripper/dancer signs and marijuana / smoke shop presence, and broken down and/or 
boarded up storefronts establishes an unpleasant atmosphere that can negatively affect local 
residents.” (Female, age 43) 

• “The hot spot I try to avoid on 27th st is between Kilbourn and State st.  There are too many 
people looking to sell drugs in that area.” (Male, age 38) 
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Figure 18b. Personal Security: 27th Street Corridor “After period” Survey Respondents saying Mode is 

“Unsafe” or “Very Unsafe” 

 
 

Table 14b. 27th Street Corridor “After period” Survey Responses to “Thinking about crime and personal 

security, how safe do you think it is to travel in your neighborhood by…” 

 Mail distribution Online distribution Total 

 Responses % Responses % Responses % 

Walking 7  19  26  
Safe or Very Safe 0 0.0% 5 26.3% 5 19.2% 
Unsafe or Very Unsafe 7 100.0% 12 63.2% 19 73.1% 
Bicycling 7  19  26  
Safe or Very Safe 0 0.0% 2 10.5% 2 7.7% 
Unsafe or Very Unsafe 4 57.1% 14 73.7% 18 69.2% 
Driving an Automobile 7  20  27  
Safe or Very Safe 2 28.6% 8 40.0% 10 37.0% 
Unsafe or Very Unsafe 4 57.1% 8 40.0% 12 44.4% 
Riding in an Automobile 7  20  27  
Safe or Very Safe 2 28.6% 9 45.0% 11 40.7% 
Unsafe or Very Unsafe 4 57.1% 7 35.0% 11 40.7% 
Riding the Bus 7  20  27  
Safe or Very Safe 1 14.3% 6 30.0% 7 25.9% 
Unsafe or Very Unsafe 3 42.9% 7 35.0% 10 37.0% 
Riding an E-Scooter   20    
Safe or Very Safe   2 10.5%   
Unsafe or Very Unsafe   12 63.2%   

Note: Neutral responses are not shown. E-scooter was not included as a category on the mail version of the survey. 
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3.2.6.a. “Before period” Neighborhood Satisfaction 
Respondents rated a list of 12 neighborhood characteristics on a five-category Likert scale from “Very 
Good” to “Very Poor.” Overall, the majority of 27th Street Corridor residents tended to rate most 
neighborhood characteristics poorly. 10 of the 12 characteristics were rated as “Poor” or “Very Poor” by 
more than half of respondents. As a whole, these responses indicate serious concerns among 
neighborhood residents with speeding traffic, the aesthetics of public streets and spaces, a lack of 
destinations within walking distance, and opportunities for active recreation. 
 
Specifically, across all responses, the most favorable ratings (“Good” and “Very Good”) were for the 
presence of bus stops and for the friendliness of neighbors (though respondents solicited by mail rated 
friendliness of neighbors much lower than respondents solicited by e-mail) (Table 15a). Street pavement 
was rated the most favorably by mail respondents. Still, none of the characteristics were rated favorably 
by more than 30% of respondents. 
 
The least favorable ratings (“Poor” and “Very Poor”) were for traffic speeds, cleanliness, street trees and 
landscaping, opportunities for exercise, and places to walk to (Figure 19a and Table 15a). 80% or more 
of respondents rated these characteristics unfavorably. Traffic speeds were the top concern of e-mail 
respondents, and street trees and landscaping was the top concern of mail respondents. Sidewalks were 
rated poorly by more mail respondents, possibly reflecting a higher level of concern among people with 
disabilities (who made up a greater portion of the mail survey respondents).  
 
Open-ended responses provided after the list of neighborhood characteristics underscore several 
respondent concerns. A majority of the 37 respondents who wrote an open-ended comment in this 
section referred to the neighborhood as being in bad condition, either generally (8 respondents) or 
mentioning boarded-up buildings and lack of businesses (10) or a lack of maintenance and upkeep (9). 
Positively, six respondents highlighted the area’s street art, architecture, and community. Example 
responses to this question include: 

• “Sad looking area on N 27th Street. Too many boarded up buildings.” (Female, age 65) 
• “The boarded up buildings make it a very unappealing environment.” (Male, age 52) 
• “Depressing and drab buildings.” (Female, age 54) 
• “Lots of litter. Not a lot of trees/landscape.” (Female, age 20) 
• “It's not a place where anybody can just walk and shop. There isn't a lot to offer and it isn't 

safe.” (Female, age 55) 
• “The area offers little reason to walk there when there are more pleasant areas nearby.” (Male, 

age 67) 
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Figure 19a. 27th Street Corridor “Before period” Survey Respondents rating Neighborhood Characteristics 

as "Poor" or "Very Poor" 
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Table 15a. 27th Street Corridor “Before period” Survey Responses to “Thinking about your neighborhood, 

how would you rate its…” 

 Mail distribution Online distribution Total 

 Responses % Responses % Responses % 

Cleanliness 21  37  58  
Good or Very Good 1 4.8% 0 0.0% 1 1.7% 
Poor or Very Poor 16 76.2% 32 86.5% 48 82.8% 
Lighting at night 20  37  57  
Good or Very Good 2 10.0% 6 16.2% 8 14.0% 
Poor or Very Poor 14 70.0% 21 56.8% 35 61.4% 
Sidewalks 21  37  58  
Good or Very Good 3 14.3% 5 13.5% 8 13.8% 
Poor or Very Poor 14 66.7% 15 40.5% 29 50.0% 
Street pavement 21  37  58  
Good or Very Good 5 23.8% 5 13.5% 10 17.2% 
Poor or Very Poor 13 61.9% 21 56.8% 34 58.6% 
Traffic speeds 20  37  57  
Good or Very Good 2 10.0% 1 2.7% 3 5.3% 
Poor or Very Poor 15 75.0% 33 89.2% 48 84.2% 
Bus service 17  37  54  
Good or Very Good 4 23.5% 7 18.9% 11 20.4% 
Poor or Very Poor 3 17.6% 4 10.8% 7 13.0% 
Places to walk to 18  37  55  
Good or Very Good 2 11.1% 2 5.4% 4 7.3% 
Poor or Very Poor 12 66.7% 32 86.5% 44 80.0% 
Opportunities for exercise 19  37  56  
Good or Very Good 1 5.3% 1 2.7% 2 3.6% 
Poor or Very Poor 15 78.9% 30 81.1% 45 80.4% 
Parks 18  37  55  
Good or Very Good 0 0.0% 2 5.4% 2 3.6% 
Poor or Very Poor 11 61.1% 30 81.1% 41 74.5% 
Street trees and landscaping 20  37  57  
Good or Very Good 1 5.0% 3 8.1% 4 7.0% 
Poor or Very Poor 16 80.0% 30 81.1% 46 80.7% 
Friendliness of neighbors 18  36  54  
Good or Very Good 2 11.1% 11 30.6% 13 24.1% 
Poor or Very Poor 9 50.0% 15 41.7% 24 44.4% 
Opportunities to meet neighbors 20  37  57  
Good or Very Good 2 10.0% 5 13.5% 7 12.3% 
Poor or Very Poor 12 60.0% 25 67.6% 37 64.9% 

Note: Neutral responses are not shown. 

 
3.2.6.b. “After period” Neighborhood Satisfaction 
Respondents rated a list of 12 neighborhood characteristics on a five-category Likert scale from “Very 
Good” to “Very Poor.” Overall, the majority of 27th Street Corridor residents tended to rate most 
neighborhood characteristics poorly. Seven of the 12 characteristics were rated as “Poor” or “Very Poor” 
by more than half of respondents. As a whole, these responses indicate serious concerns among 
neighborhood residents with speeding traffic, the aesthetics of public streets and spaces, a lack of 
destinations within walking distance, and opportunities for active recreation. 
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Specifically, across all responses, the most favorable ratings (“Good” and “Very Good”) were for bus 
service, street pavement, lighting at night, and friendliness of neighbors (Table 15b). However, bus 
service was the only characteristic that received more favorable ratings than unfavorable ratings. Street 
pavement received an equal number of favorable and unfavorable ratings. These two characteristics 
were the only ones to receive favorable ratings from over 30% of respondents (compared to zero 
characteristics in the “before” survey). 
 
The least favorable ratings (“Poor” and “Very Poor”) were for cleanliness, opportunities for exercise, 
places to walk to, and traffic speeds (Figure 19b and Table 15b). 70% or more of respondents rated 
these characteristics unfavorably. Cleanliness was the top concern of both mail and online respondents 
and was rated unfavorably by over 90% of respondents. Mail respondents rated all but two (traffic 
speeds and friendliness of neighbors) of the characteristics more favorably than did online respondents. 
 
Open-ended responses provided after the list of neighborhood characteristics underscore several 
respondent concerns. A majority of the 21 respondents who wrote an open-ended comment in this 
section referred to the neighborhood as being in bad condition, either generally (5 respondents) or 
mentioning boarded-up buildings and lack of businesses (5) or a lack of maintenance and upkeep (4). 
Four respondents highlighted positive aspects of the area, including friendliness, local businesses, and its 
potential for growth. Example responses to this question include: 

• “It is an extremely busy unkempt thoroughfare.  The majority of business owners take minimal 
interest and pride in exterior upkeep of their building.” (Female, age 58) 

• “Too many vacant store fronts” (Gender non-conforming, age 36) 
• “Would like to see developments that will offer more food options. Happy to have Daddy’s.” 

(Female, age 70) 
• “Places, such as, Daddy’s, Family Dollar, Penfield Children Center, the art box studio, the 

Neighborhood House community garden, corner store with basic grocery items, Wendy’s and 
the mobile phone shop are all useful and positive businesses or areas on 27th street.” (Female, 
age 43) 

• “Needs investment and development. Which won't happen with crime, and home ownership is 
needed for change, and investment into the neighborhood.” (Male, age not provided) 

• “Generally everyone is friendly.  The pan handlers that exist tarnish the neighborhood making 
the neighborhood seem bad, but the panhandlers represent a very small population of the 
neighborhood.” (Male, age 38) 
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Figure 19b. 27th Street Corridor “After period” Survey Respondents rating Neighborhood Characteristics 

as "Poor" or "Very Poor" 
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Table 15b. 27th Street Corridor “After period” Survey Responses to “Thinking about your neighborhood, 

how would you rate its…” 

 Mail distribution Online distribution Total 

 Responses % Responses % Responses % 

Cleanliness 7  21  28  
Good or Very Good 1 14.3% 0 0.0% 1 3.6% 
Poor or Very Poor 6 85.7% 20 95.2% 26 92.9% 
Lighting at night 7  21  28  
Good or Very Good 3 42.9% 4 19.0% 7 25.0% 
Poor or Very Poor 1 14.3% 10 47.6% 11 39.3% 
Sidewalks 7  22  29  
Good or Very Good 2 28.6% 2 9.1% 4 13.8% 
Poor or Very Poor 2 28.6% 11 50.0% 13 44.8% 
Street pavement 7  21  28  
Good or Very Good 3 42.9% 7 33.3% 10 35.7% 
Poor or Very Poor 3 42.9% 7 33.3% 10 35.7% 
Traffic speeds 6  22  28  
Good or Very Good 1 14.3% 3 13.6% 4 14.3% 
Poor or Very Poor 5 83.3% 15 68.2% 20 71.4% 
Bus service 9  21  30  
Good or Very Good 6 66.7% 6 28.6% 12 40.0% 
Poor or Very Poor 0 0.0% 4 19.0% 4 13.3% 
Places to walk to 7  22  29  
Good or Very Good 1 14.3% 1 4.5% 2 6.9% 
Poor or Very Poor 3 42.9% 18 81.8% 21 72.4% 
Opportunities for exercise 7  22  29  
Good or Very Good 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 
Poor or Very Poor 4 57.1% 19 86.4% 23 79.3% 
Parks 7  22  29  
Good or Very Good 1 14.3% 4 18.2% 5 17.2% 
Poor or Very Poor 4 57.1% 15 68.2% 19 65.5% 
Street trees and landscaping 7  22  29  
Good or Very Good 1 14.3% 4 18.2% 5 17.2% 
Poor or Very Poor 3 42.9% 15 68.2% 18 62.1% 
Friendliness of neighbors 7  22  29  
Good or Very Good 2 28.6% 5 22.7% 7 24.1% 
Poor or Very Poor 4 57.1% 10 45.5% 14 48.3% 
Opportunities to meet neighbors 7  22  29  
Good or Very Good 2 28.6% 2 9.1% 4 13.8% 
Poor or Very Poor 4 57.1% 15 68.2% 19 65.5% 

Note: Neutral responses are not shown. 

 
3.2.7.a. “Before period” Personal Health 
Respondents provided a self-assessment of their health and also reported how many of the previous 30 
days their physical health (e.g., illness and injury) and mental health (e.g., stress, depression, and 
problems with emotions) were not good. Approximately half of respondents rated their own general 
health as “excellent” or “very good.” 16% rated their health as fair or poor, with mail respondents 
generally having worse health than e-mail respondents (Table 16a). 
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Table 16a. Self-Rated General Health of 27th Street Corridor “Before period” Survey Respondents 

 Mail distribution E-mail distribution Total 

Total Responses 20 37 57 

Excellent 15.0% 27.0% 22.8% 

Very Good 30.0% 40.5% 36.8% 

Good 35.0% 18.9% 24.6% 

Fair 15.0% 13.5% 14.0% 

Poor 5.0% 0.0% 1.8% 
Note: The total number of valid responses was slightly different for each category. 

 
When asked to quantify the number of days with health challenges out of the last 30 days, most 
respondents reported fewer than five days of physical or mental health challenges (Table 17a). Still, 
nearly half of all 27th Street Corridor survey respondents experienced at least some physical health 
challenges and more than half experienced at least some mental health challenges. More than 10% 
experienced 10 or more days of physical or mental health challenges. 
  
Note that many respondents reported mental health challenges related to anxiety and changed routines 
due to COVID-19. Technically, the survey asked respondents to consider the timeframe before COVID-
19, but these responses are understandable, given the circumstances. 
 
Table 17a. Number of Last 30 Days with Health Challenges Reported by 27th Street Corridor “Before 

period” Survey Respondents 

 Physical Health Mental Health 

 Mail E-mail Total Mail E-mail Total 

Total Responses 19 32 51 19 31 50 

0 days 47.4% 59.4% 54.9% 47.4% 35.5% 40.0% 
1-2 days 21.1% 12.5% 15.7% 21.1% 12.9% 16.0% 
3-4 days 10.5% 15.6% 13.7% 10.5% 19.4% 16.0% 
5-9 days 5.3% 0.0% 2.0% 10.5% 9.7% 10.0% 
10+ days 15.8% 12.5% 13.7% 10.5% 22.6% 18.0% 
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Note: The total number of valid responses was slightly different for each category. 

 
3.2.7.b. “After period” Personal Health 
Respondents provided a self-assessment of their health and also reported how many of the previous 30 
days their physical health (e.g., illness and injury) and mental health (e.g., stress, depression, and 
problems with emotions) were not good. Most respondents rated their own general health as 
“excellent” or “very good.” 11% rated their health as fair, with mail respondents generally having worse 
health than e-mail respondents (Table 16b). 
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Table 16b. Self-Rated General Health of 27th Street Corridor “After period” Survey Respondents 

 Mail distribution Online distribution Total 

Total Responses 6 22 28 

Excellent 0.0% 18.2% 14.3% 

Very Good 16.7% 59.1% 50.0% 

Good 50.0% 18.2% 25.0% 

Fair 33.3% 4.5% 10.7% 

Poor 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
Note: The total number of valid responses was slightly different for each category. 

 
When asked to quantify the number of days with health challenges out of the last 30 days, most 
respondents reported fewer than five days of physical or mental health challenges (Table 17b). Still, over 
a third of all 27th Street Corridor survey respondents experienced at least some physical health 
challenges and more than half experienced at least some mental health challenges. 20% experienced 10 
or more days of physical or mental health challenges. 
 
Table 17b. Number of Last 30 Days with Health Challenges Reported by 27th Street Corridor “After 

period” Survey Respondents 

 Physical Health Mental Health 

 Mail Online Total Mail Online Total 

Total Responses 7 17 24 6 19 25 

0 days 85.7% 52.9% 62.5% 66.7% 42.1% 48.0% 
1-2 days 0.0% 11.8% 8.3% 16.7% 15.8% 16.0% 
3-4 days 0.0% 11.8% 8.3% 0.0% 10.5% 8.0% 
5-9 days 14.3% 17.6% 16.7% 0.0% 10.5% 8.0% 
10+ days 0.0% 5.9% 4.2% 16.7% 21.1% 20.0% 
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Note: The total number of valid responses was slightly different for each category. 

 
3.2.8. “Before period” Differences due to COVID-19 
Two open-ended questions in the 27th Street Corridor “Before period” Survey asked about changes in 
the area since the outbreak of COVID-19. The first question was about how the activity and character of 
neighborhood streets had changed. Many respondents reported no change (10 of 55 who answered) or 
were unsure (13), but most reported seeing less activity, either generally (10), in car traffic (12), or 
people on the street (7). Example responses to this question include: 

• “Less car traffic makes it feel a bit safer.” (Male, age 52) 
• “There is certainly less traffic at certain times.” (Female, age 26) 
•  “Seems quieter. Everything seems quieter.” (Female, age 60) 
• “It’s been slower, quieter.” (Female, age 60) 
• “None. I think the area missed the message.” (Female, age 68) 
• “I don't drive though it as often, but there seem to be the same number of people hanging out 

on the sidewalk.” (Male, age 36) 
 
The second was about any adjustments that the respondent or their household made to walking, 
bicycling, or being active. Responding to this question, many reported increased activity. Specifically, 12 
of the 48 people who answered said that they walked or ran more, and nine said that they sought out 
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opportunities for outdoor activities. These latter nine respondents specifically mentioned going outside 
their neighborhood in order to engage in outdoor activities, citing destinations such as Washington Park 
or the lakefront. This indicates a lack of opportunity for or comfort with outdoor recreation in the 
immediate 27th Street Corridor area. Example responses to this question include: 

• “Had to quit the gym so weather permitting I’m doing a lot of walking with my kids/dogs.” 
(Female, age 54) 

• “We've found ourselves walking around the neighborhood a lot more since we don't go 
anywhere else now.” (Female, age 36) 

• “I've stayed home. I just go to work and come home.” (Female, age 35) 
• “Kids haven't been as active - they stay indoors more.” (Female, age 37) 
• “Less walking in the neighborhood, more in parks where we can observe social distancing 

better.” (Male, age 43) 
• “I have started driving out to the country to bicycle on country roads on warm days to avoid jam 

packed bike trails.” (Male, age 36) 
 
3.2.9. “After period” Impressions of N. 27th Street Corridor Rapid Implementation Project 
Two open-ended questions in the 27th Street Corridor “After period” Survey asked about changes in the 
area since the N 27th Street was redesigned with temporary curb extensions and other rapid-
implementation changes between W. Wisconsin Ave. and W. State St. in Summer 2020. The first 
question asked whether respondents liked the changes that were made. Most respondents responded 
positively (that they liked the changes) (15 of 27 who answered). Some respondents indicated neutral 
reactions to the changes (7) and some said they disliked the changes (5).  
 
Specifically, some comments mentioned that the changes effectively slowed automobile traffic (5) and 
reduced passing on the right (3). Several of the positive responses included caveats about how the 
changes were improvements, but they did not solve all of the problems along the street. Other 
comments indicated that vehicle drivers go around the new barriers (7) or otherwise negatively impact 
traffic (4). Example responses to this question include: 

• “Like the changes. I feel it slows traffic down.” (Female, age 64) 
• “It has helped some but we still have speeders that drive in the bike lane.” (Male, age 69) 
• “Bike lanes are great, but again just feel a little unsafe with how narrow the street is for crazy 

drivers.” (Non-binary, age 30) 
• “Yes - in that localized area, the changes have created a safer flow of traffic.  But the unintended 

result is a drag race on either side of it.” (Male, age 45) 
• “Too many cars disregard and zoom around it.” (Gender Non-conforming, age 36) 
• “No, they make the street appear more dangerous.  They are flexible and reckless drivers try 

and have gone around them (drive over).  They are in the way if a driver is turning left.  There is 
no way for the driver behind to get through the light.” (Female, age 56) 

 
The second question asked whether respondents felt safer traveling along N. 27th Street since changes 
were made, and, if so, how it feels safer. Respondents were relatively split in their responses. Of the 27 
people who responded to this question, 12 said that they felt safer, 11 said that they did not feel safer, 4 
people answered neutrally or were unsure. While many respondents chose not to elaborate on their 
answers, several people reported feeling safer due to calmer (slower and more orderly) traffic. Example 
responses to this question include: 

• “Yes.  The corridor still has traffic safety issues, but it is better.” (Male, age 38) 
• “Yes, traffic is slower and the crosswalks are easier to identify.” (Female, age 38) 



77 
 

• “Yes. It limits the traffic flow.” (Female, age 64) 
• “Neutral far too many speeding cars.” (Male, age 78) 
• “I would say no. It isn’t worse but about the same. People just speed in the parking lane and cut 

back into traffic by the Intersections.” (Female, age 36) 
• “Drivers still passing on left of vehicles, running red lights. Police present issuing tickets for 

illegal driving.  Accidents still happening.” (Male, age not provided) 
 
3.2.10. Comparison of “Before period” and “After period” survey responses 
In general, there were many similarities between responses to the 27th Street Corridor “Before period” 
and “After period” surveys. These similarities may reflect long-term opportunities and challenges within 
the N. 27th Street Corridor and throughout the Near West Side Neighborhood. For example, both surveys 
showed: 

• Walking was rated as the most enjoyable travel mode. 
• Bus service received the best ratings among neighborhood characteristics. 
• Bicycling and walking were perceived to be the least safe modes for traffic safety and personal 

security. 
• Reckless driving was a major concern, particularly within the N. 27th Street Corridor. 
• Components of reckless driving include speeding, running red lights, and passing on the right in 

bike lanes and on-street parking areas. 
• A majority of neighborhood characteristics were rated as “poor” or “very poor” by more than 

half of respondents. 
• Neighborhood cleanliness received the worst ratings among neighborhood characteristics. 

Places to walk to, opportunities for exercise, and traffic speeds were also rated poorly. 
• If street, sidewalk, and trail conditions were better, neighborhood residents would walk, bicycle, 

and visit local businesses more. 
 
Despite similar overarching survey results before and after the 27th Street rapid implementation project, 
the project itself made an impression on respondents. Most Near West Side neighborhood survey 
respondents noticed the project, and many viewed it positively. Twenty-seven of the “after period” 
survey respondents commented about the project. Of these, 56% (15 of 27) made a positive comment, 
and 19% (5 of 27) made a negative comment. The other comments were classified as neutral. 
Commonly-cited benefits of the project included slowing automobile traffic and reducing passing on the 
right.  
 
Still, several respondents who felt that the project improved the street also pointed out that it did not 
address all dangerous driving behaviors or other neighborhood challenges such as a lack of cleanliness 
and lack of positive economic activity and opportunity. 
 
3.2.11. 27th Street Corridor Survey Considerations 
The 27th Street Corridor “Before period” Survey was distributed in May 2020 during a time of heightened 
awareness of the COVID-19 pandemic. This could have influenced responses about personal health and 
interactions with strangers in public space. The pandemic itself could have affected the vitality of local 
businesses along N. 27th Street, which could have had some association with responses about boarded 
up buildings. 
 
The mail version of both 27th Street Corridor Surveys was intended to reach a truly random sample of 
residents in this study area. Other distribution methods such as e-mail lists and social media are more 
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likely to be biased towards people with better access to the internet, computer technology, 
technological experience, and technology-based social networks. Plus, the mail distribution method 
made it possible to target a small geographic area like the N. 27th Street Corridor area. However, there 
was a very low response rate to the mail version of the 27th Street Corridor Survey (9.7% in the “before 
period” and 3.4% in the “after period”). This makes the mail survey results vulnerable to non-response 
bias (i.e., people who respond are likely to be different than those who do not respond, such as having 
stronger opinions about the topic or more time in their daily schedules to take a survey). The e-mail 
solicitation method may have also generated responses from certain types of people rather than being 
truly representative of the broader community population. 
 
Interestingly, open-ended questions were more likely to be completed by respondents who were 
solicited by mail. This occurred even though most mail respondents completed their survey on paper. It 
might suggest that some respondents to the e-mail survey were in more of a hurry to complete the 
survey (so they decided not to write comments). Other web-based survey respondents may have 
completed the survey on a mobile device rather than at a computer with a keyboard (and avoided 
typing responses because this can be difficult and time consuming on a mobile device). 
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4. Future Surveys 
 
Both versions of the Milwaukee Safe and Healthy Streets Survey should be repeated to document how 
resident perceptions of City of Milwaukee streets change in the future as the city implements projects 
and other programs to create safer and healthier streets. This section discusses lessons learned from the 
pilot survey process and suggests ideas for future survey improvements. 
 
4.1. Lessons Learned 
 

Report mail and online survey results separately in Complete Streets Annual Reports. There were notable 
differences between mail and online respondent socioeconomic characteristics. For most 
characteristics, the mail survey was more representative of the N. 27th Street Corridor area and City of 
Milwaukee population than the online survey. It is particularly important to list quantitative numbers 
separately from the mail and online surveys in the Complete Street Annual Report. Differences between 
mail and online open-ended, qualitative responses should also be noted. In future years, it may be 
possible to use other methods to collect an even more representative sample of responses (see below). 
Note that even though there are differences between mail and online respondent socioeconomic 
characteristics, responses from all types of survey respondents represent valuable public feedback 
about City of Milwaukee streets, so it is important to capture and report this information. 
 
The estimated total cost of designing the pilot survey instrument and planning the survey distribution 

and analysis method was approximately $9,000. This initial phase of survey development included the 
following components: proposing an initial survey method (10 hours), revising the survey method based 
on research team feedback (5 hours), brainstorming and refining survey questions (20 hours), 
developing an initial informational letter (5 hours), pilot testing an initial postcard survey (50 hours), 
revising survey questions (10 hours), developing a draft survey instrument (10 hours), revising the 
survey instrument multiple times based on research team feedback (20 hours), updating the 
informational letter for mail and online formats (10 hours), preparing the survey protocol submission for 
the MCW-IRB review (15 hours), revising the survey protocol based on IRB feedback (5 hours), and 
developing Spanish-language versions of the survey instrument (20 hours). Based on a rough average 
cost of $50 per hour, the 180 total hours cost approximately $9,000. 
 
The estimated total cost of distribution and response collection for the Citywide Survey was 

approximately $4,000. Distributing and collecting responses to the survey required cooperation among 
several partners, including UW-Milwaukee (random selection of addresses and data entry), the City of 
Milwaukee (for printing, mailing, and gathering completed mail responses; distributing e-notify 
message), and the Wisconsin Bike Fed (for e-mail and social media outreach). We estimated the cost of 
survey distribution and response collection based on the detailed categories below, which sum to 
$3,929. 
 
Materials/Postage 

• Hard copies of English survey forms (1125 copies at $0.05 per copy = $56) 
• Hard copies of English letters explaining the survey (1125 copies at $0.05 per copy = $56) 
• Hard copies of Spanish survey forms (150 copies at $0.05 per copy = $8) 
• Hard copies of Spanish letters explaining the survey (150 copies at $0.05 per copy = $8) 
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• Bulk-rate envelopes to mail the survey (1125 envelopes at $0.389 per envelope = $438)26 
• Return envelopes with stamps (1125 stamps at $0.50 per stamp = $563) 

 
Mail survey labor 

• Assigned unique survey ID numbers to 1125 English survey forms and 150 Spanish survey forms 
electronically (3 hours at $50 per hour = $150 labor) 

• Selected a random sample of addresses for the mail survey from each alder district and put 
these addresses into a user-friendly list (4 hours at $50 per hour = $200 labor) 

• Printed hard copies of survey forms and letters explaining the survey (2 hours at $50 per hour = 
$100 labor)  

• Labeled envelopes with randomly-selected addresses (4 hours at $50 per hour = $200 labor) 
• Stuffed envelopes with survey forms and informational letters (4 hours at $50 per hour = $200 

labor) 
• Gathered returned survey envelopes (including completed surveys and return-to-sender 

envelopes) on several separate occasions and provided them to survey analysts (8 hours at $50 
per hour = $400 labor) 

• Organized the returned surveys prior to data entry (2 hours at $50 per hour = $100 labor) 
• Entered survey responses into a master spreadsheet by hand (20 hours at $50 per hour = $1000 

labor) 
 
Online survey labor 

• Entered survey informational letter and questions into Qualtrics online format (in both English 
and Spanish) (4 hours at $50 per hour = $200 labor) 

• Distributed survey link through City of Milwaukee Department of Public Works e-notify system 
and social media posts (4 hours at $50 per hour = $200 labor) 

• Downloaded online survey responses into a master spreadsheet (1 hour at $50 per hour = $50 
labor) 

 

The estimated total cost of distribution and response collection for the 27th Street Corridor “Before 

period” Survey was approximately $1,600. The “After period” Survey cost was similar. Distributing and 
collecting responses to both the “Before period” and “After period” Surveys required cooperation 
among several partners, including UW-Milwaukee (random selection of addresses and data entry), the 
City of Milwaukee (for printing, mailing, and gathering completed mail responses), and the Near West 
Side Partners (for coordination and assistance with e-mail distribution). We estimated the cost of survey 
distribution and response collection for the “Before period” Survey based on the detailed categories 
below, which sum to $1,598. The “After period” Survey costs were similar. 
 
Materials/Postage 

• Hard copies of English survey forms (250 copies at $0.05 per copy = $13) 
• Hard copies of English letters explaining the survey (250 copies at $0.05 per copy = $13) 
• Bulk-rate envelopes to mail the survey (250 envelopes at $0.389 per envelope = $97) 
• Return envelopes with stamps (250 stamps at $0.50 per stamp = $125) 

 
 

                                                           
26 The bulk mail rate paid by the city was 38.9 cents per letter. Return envelopes were assumed to have 50 cent 
stamps. 
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Mail survey labor 
• Wrote unique survey ID numbers on 250 English survey forms by hand (2 hours at $50 per hour 

= $100 labor) 
• Selected a random sample of addresses for the mail survey from six specific census tracts and 

put these addresses into a user-friendly list (4 hours at $50 per hour = $200 labor) 
• Printed hard copies of survey forms and letters explaining the survey (2 hours at $50 per hour = 

$100 labor)  
• Labeled envelopes with randomly-selected addresses (50 by hand) (4 hours at $50 per hour = 

$200 labor) 
• Stuffed envelopes with survey forms and informational letters (2 hours at $50 per hour = $100 

labor) 
• Gathered returned survey envelopes (including completed surveys and return-to-sender 

envelopes) on several separate occasions and provided them to survey analysts (2 hours at $50 
per hour = $100 labor) 

• Organized the returned surveys prior to data entry (1 hours at $50 per hour = $50 labor) 
• Entered survey responses into a master spreadsheet by hand (3 hours at $50 per hour = $150 

labor) 
 
Online survey labor 

• Entered survey informational letter and questions into Qualtrics online format (in both English 
and Spanish) (4 hours at $50 per hour = $200 labor) 

• Distributed survey link through e-mail messages (2 hours at $50 per hour = $100 labor) 
• Downloaded online survey responses into a master spreadsheet (1 hour at $50 per hour = $50 

labor) 
 

The effective response rate of the mail version of the Citywide Survey was 14.0%. Of the 1,125 surveys 
that were originally mailed, we received 158 responses (14.0%). Note that this is a management-focused 
“effective response rate” rather than the participant-focused response rate reported above. The 
effective response rate is important for future survey planning and budgeting because it helps estimate 
the number of responses to expect from a given number of mailed surveys. 
 

The effective response rate of the mail version of the 27th Street Corridor “before period” survey was 

8.8%. Of the 250 surveys that were originally mailed, we received 22 responses (8.8%). Note that this is 
a management-focused “effective response rate” rather than the participant-focused response rate 
reported above. 
 
The effective response rate of the mail version of the 27th Street Corridor “after period” survey was 3.2%. 
Of the 250 surveys that were originally mailed, we received eight responses (3.2%). Note that this is a 
management-focused “effective response rate” rather than the participant-focused response rate 
reported above. 
 
The mail version of the Citywide Survey cost an estimated $22 per completed survey for distribution and 

response collection. This calculation is based on 158 at least partially-completed responses and an 
estimated cost of $3,479. The $3,479 represents all distribution and response collection costs listed 
above that were incurred for the mail version of the survey. 
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The mail version of the 27th Street Corridor “before period” survey cost an estimated $57 per completed 

survey for distribution and response collection. This calculation is based on 22 at least partially-
completed responses and an estimated cost of $1,248. The $1,248 represents all distribution and 
response collection costs listed above that were incurred for the mail version of the survey. 
 

The mail version of the 27th Street Corridor “after period” survey cost an estimated $156 per completed 

survey for distribution and response collection. This calculation is based on eight at least partially-
completed responses and an estimated cost of $1,248. The $1,248 represents all distribution and 
response collection costs listed above that were incurred for the mail version of the survey. 
 

The online version of the Citywide Survey cost an estimated $0.70 per completed survey for distribution 

and response collection. This calculation is based on 642 at least partially-completed responses and an 
estimated cost of $450. The $450 represents all distribution and response collection costs listed above 
that were incurred for the online version of the survey. 
 
The online version of the 27th Street Corridor “before period” survey cost an estimated $7.80 per 

completed survey for distribution and response collection. This calculation is based on 45 at least 
partially-completed responses and an estimated cost of $350. The $350 represents all distribution and 
response collection costs listed above that were incurred for the online version of the survey. 
 

The online version of the 27th Street Corridor “after period” survey cost an estimated $14.60 per 

completed survey for distribution and response collection. This calculation is based on 24 at least 
partially-completed responses and an estimated cost of $350. The $350 represents all distribution and 
response collection costs listed above that were incurred for the online version of the survey. 
 

The estimated total cost of data preparation, analysis, and reporting from the Citywide Survey was 

approximately $17,000. Data preparation included cleaning the raw response data, classifying response 
types, adding additional geographic identifiers (e.g., alder district numbers) and creating summary 
variables from raw responses (approximately 40 hours). Data analysis included creating quantitative 
summaries of Likert scale responses, designing summary charts, classifying open-ended responses into 
categories, and summarizing the open-ended responses qualitatively (approximately 200 hours). Data 
reporting included describing the analysis process and results in the final report (approximately 100 
hours). Assuming an average labor cost of $50 per hour, the 340 hours cost approximately $17,000. 
 

The estimated total cost of data preparation, analysis, and reporting from the 27th Street Corridor 

“Before period” Survey was approximately $7,500. The estimated total cost for the “After period” Survey 

was approximately $3,750. For the “before period” survey, data preparation included cleaning the raw 
response data, classifying response types, and creating summary variables from raw responses 
(approximately 20 hours). Data analysis included creating quantitative summaries of Likert scale 
responses, designing summary charts, classifying open-ended responses into categories, and 
summarizing the open-ended responses qualitatively (approximately 80 hours). Data reporting included 
describing the analysis process and results in the final report (approximately 50 hours). Assuming an 
average labor cost of $50 per hour, the 150 hours for the “before period” survey cost approximately 
$7,500. We estimate that the “after period” survey took about half the time as the “before period” 
survey because we generally followed the “before period” analysis and reporting procedures. 
 
Safe and Healthy Streets Surveys are likely to cost less in the future. The cost of future surveys is likely to 
be lower because the survey instruments have been developed and several distribution and analysis 
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approaches have been tested. Further, the full set of responses to this pilot survey were analyzed, and 
several responses were analyzed in a high level of detail. For the purpose of benchmarking future 
changes in resident perceptions of their streets, the City of Milwaukee can focus on several key 
questions and conduct basic summary analyses. The full database can be set aside for more in-depth 
academic research supported by other funding sources. 
 
4.2. Future Survey Ideas 
The following ideas should be considered for implementing future Milwaukee Safe and Healthy Streets 
surveys. 
 
Consider supplementing mail and online surveys with an intercept distribution method. There were 
notable differences between mail and online respondent socioeconomic characteristics. For most 
characteristics, the mail survey was more representative of the N. 27th Street Corridor area and City of 
Milwaukee population than the online survey. Still, other survey distribution methods may produce an 
even more representative sample. Survey organizers should consider carefully-designed intercept survey 
methods to gather responses from people in areas that tend to have low response rates. This would 
include soliciting respondents on streets, in parks, at businesses, or other locations (including places 
where people may be arriving by automobile or bus). Another option to consider within the intercept 
approach is to set quotas for certain demographic categories to ensure participation from a broad cross-
section of the community. Continue the intercept process in an area until there are a minimum number 
of responses for specific targeted groups. Intercept surveys were planned for this pilot survey but not 
tested due to the COVID-19 pandemic. 
 
Consider using target audience features on social media to increase the reach of the online survey. Most 
respondents to the online surveys were from a relatively narrow cross-section of Milwaukee residents. 
For future surveys, the City of Milwaukee should explore the possibility of paying social media 
companies to reach a broader sample of people, including people from underrepresented demographic 
groups and neighborhoods. 
 

Consider including an incentive for participating in the survey. Offering an incentive, such as including a 
few dollars in the mail survey envelope, working with local partners to provide discounted bus or bike 
share passes to all respondents, or entering all survey respondents into a prize drawing could show a 
sense of appreciation to people who participate in the survey. Incentives can create additional 
administrative challenges and need to be chosen in consultation with the City of Milwaukee’s legal 
representatives. But they have the potential to increase response rates and show residents that their 
input is truly valued, especially when improvements made in response to survey input may not be visible 
to respondents for several years. 
 

Consider weighting survey responses. Several socioeconomic characteristics of survey respondents were 
different than the N. 27th Street Corridor area and the City of Milwaukee population. Therefore, the 
survey sample may provide somewhat different results than a perfectly representative sample for key 
travel behavior, street perception, and personal health results. One way to improve the estimates is to 
give more weight to particular responses that are underrepresented in the survey sample. With a 
relatively small sample, the number of characteristics that can be used for weighting is limited, but age, 
gender, and race/ethnicity are often used for weighting. Further background research and analysis 
would be necessary to apply weights and adjust the estimates from both surveys. A key benefit of 
weighting would be to help account for different socioeconomic characteristics being over- or under-
represented in future years. 
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Consider increasing the sample size for the mail version of the Citywide Survey. The survey was originally 
mailed to 1,125 addresses (75 in each alder district) but it produced fewer than ten responses from 
some alder districts. Given the small number of mail responses and few additional online responses in 
certain districts, it was not useful to analyze detailed results for alder district areas. Yet, in the future, it 
may be beneficial for these elected officials to receive more feedback on street perceptions from their 
constituents. Increasing the sample size would also produce more accurate estimates at the citywide 
level. 
 
Consider increasing the sample size for the project-based survey. The 27th Street Corridor surveys were 
originally mailed to 250 addresses in the corridor area, but only 22 “before surveys” were ultimately 
returned in 2020 and eight “after surveys” were returned in 2021. These would have been insufficient 
numbers for analysis, so it was important to take advantage of the Near West Side Partners e-mail list 
and neighborhood newsletter to gather additional surveys. Implementing surveys in other districts 
without assistance with well-organized community organizations will likely require extra effort. This 
could be done by increasing the number of addresses selected for mail surveys or by conducting in-
person intercept surveys. 
 

Consider developing surveys for businesses, visitors, and tourists. Both surveys were targeted to City of 
Milwaukee residents. Therefore, it was not designed to capture perceptions of other street stakeholders 
such as business owners and patrons, visitors from adjacent communities, or tourists. Business-focused 
surveys could be provided to a random sample of business addresses. Visitor-focused surveys could use 
a systematic intercept approach at a sample of locations within a project area or across the city. Surveys 
targeted to these other users would need to be redesigned slightly.
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Appendix A. Survey Instruments 
 
This appendix includes the survey forms used for the Citywide Survey and the Project-Based Survey (e.g., 
27th Street Corridor Survey in 2020 and 2021). Both English and Spanish versions of the citywide survey 
are presented. Two different versions of the Project-Based Survey are included: one distributed before 
the 27th Street Corridor project, and the other distributed after the 27th Street Corridor project. All 
survey instruments were approved by the MCW-IRB.



 

Milwaukee Safe and Healthy Streets Survey 
 

 

 
 
 
 
1. For you, how enjoyable is the activity of… 

 Very 
Unenjoyable Unenjoyable Neutral Enjoyable 

Very 
Enjoyable 

WALKING? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
BICYCLING? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
RIDING THE BUS? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
DRIVING A CAR (driver)? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
RIDING IN A CAR (passenger)? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
OTHER? (list:_____________) ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 

 

2. During a typical week, which types of transportation do you use to get to the following locations?  
You may choose more than one type of transportation for each location. 

 I do not go to 
this location Walk Bicycle 

Ride a 
Scooter 

Take the 
Bus 

Drive a Car 
(driver) 

Ride in Car 
(passenger) 

Other 
(_______) 

Work ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
School ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
Grocery Store ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
Park ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
Bus Stop ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
Restaurant/Coffee Shop ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
Religious or Community 
Center 

⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 

 

3. Thinking about street traffic, how safe do you think it is to travel in YOUR NEIGHBORHOOD by… 
 Very Unsafe Unsafe Neutral Safe Very Safe 
WALKING? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
BICYCLING? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
RIDING THE BUS? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
DRIVING A CAR (driver)? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
RIDING IN A CAR (passenger)? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
OTHER? (list:_________________) ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 

 

4. Please write one or two comments about traffic safety on streets in YOUR NEIGHBORHOOD. 
 
 
 

 

5. Thinking about crime and personal security, how safe do you think it is to travel in YOUR NEIGHBORHOOD by… 
 Very Unsafe Unsafe Neutral Safe Very Safe 
WALKING? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
BICYCLING? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
RIDING THE BUS? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
DRIVING A CAR (driver)? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
RIDING IN A CAR (passenger)? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
OTHER? (list:_________________) ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 

 

6. Please write one or two comments about crime and security on streets in YOUR NEIGHBORHOOD. 
 
 
 

 

A. How do you think the activity and character of your neighborhood streets have changed since the COVID19 outbreak? 
 
 
 

 

PLEASE CONTINUE ON BACK SIDE    

SURVEY TEAM USE ONLY: Number _____   Location _____   Date_____ 

The City of Milwaukee and Milwaukee Safe & Healthy Streets Coalition are asking Milwaukee residents to provide input about their personal experiences 

using Milwaukee streets. Your input will be used to help track neighborhood street activity, safety, and health over time. Your input will be valuable to 

the City of Milwaukee as it implements street projects and other programs. All questions are optional, and your responses will be anonymous. 
 

The COVID-19 pandemic has caused significant changes recently. When answering the numbered questions below, please consider your activities 

and viewpoints before the COVID-19 pandemic. 



 

7. Thinking about YOUR NEIGHBORHOOD, how would you rate its… 
 Very Poor Poor Neutral Good Very Good 
Cleanliness? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
Lighting at night? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
Sidewalks? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
Street pavement? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
Traffic speeds? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
Bus service? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
Places to walk to? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
Opportunities for exercise? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
Parks? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
Street trees and landscaping? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
Friendliness of neighbors? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
Opportunities to meet neighbors? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
OTHER? (list:_________________) ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 

 

8. Please write one or two comments about the characteristics of YOUR NEIGHBORHOOD. 
 
 
 
 

 

9. If street/sidewalk/trail conditions were better, what activities would you like to do more in YOUR NEIGHBORHOOD? 
 
 
 

 

B. Since the COVID19 outbreak, what adjustments, if any, have you/your household made to walking, bicycling, or being active? 
 
 
 

 

10. In general, would you say that your health is… (circle one)       Poor       Fair       Good       Very Good       Excellent 
 

11. Thinking about physical health challenges, which include physical illness and injury, for how many days during the 
past 30 days was your physical health not good?   _____ days 
 

12. Thinking about mental health challenges, which include stress, depression, and problems with emotions, for how 
many days during the past 30 days was your mental health not good?   _____ days 
 

13. How many years have you lived in your current home? _____     14. How many years lived in Milwaukee? _____     
 

15. What is your current zip code? ________      
 

16. What major street intersection do you live near? (e.g., Humboldt Blvd. & North Ave.)  
________________________ & ______________________ 
 

17. How many working automobiles do you have at home?   0   1   2+      
 

18. Do you currently have any disabilities?   Yes   No     If yes, please list: _____________________  
 

19. Age: _______     20. Gender: _______________     21. Race/ethnicity: ____________________ 
 

22. How many people live in your apartment or house (including you)?   1   2   3   4   5+ 
 

23. How many children (under age 18) live with you?   0   1   2   3   4   5+ 
 

24. If you have children, please write what it is like for your children to walk or bike in YOUR NEIGHBORHOOD. 
 
 
 
 

 When finished, please mail this survey back to the City of Milwaukee. THANK YOU! 
For questions about this survey, please contact Dr. Robert Schneider, UW-Milwaukee, 414-229-3849, rjschnei@uwm.edu. 



 

Encuesta de Calles Seguras y Saludables de Milwaukee 
 

 

 
 
 
 
1. Para ti, ¿qué tan agradable es la actividad de... 

 Muy 
desagradable Desagradable Neutral  Agradable 

Muy 
agradable 

¿Caminar? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
¿Manejar bicicleta? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
¿Utilizar el autobús? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
¿Manejar un automóvil? (conductor) ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
¿Andar en automóvil? (pasajero) ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
¿Otro? (explique: _____________) ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 

 

2. En una semana típica, ¿qué tipos de transporte utiliza para llegar a los siguientes lugares? 
Puede elegir más de un tipo de transporte para cada lugar. 

 
No fui a este 

lugar Caminé 
Fui en 

Bicicleta 

Fui en 
una 

Patineta 
Tomé el 
autobús 

Manejé un 
automóvil 

(conductor) 

Fui en 
automóvil 
(pasajero) 

Otro 
(_______) 

Trabajo ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
Escuela ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
Supermercado ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
Parque ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
Parada de autobús ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
Restaurante/Cafetería ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
Centro Religioso o 
Comunitario 

⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 

 

3. Pensando en el tráfico de la calle, ¿qué tan seguro crees que es viajar en tu VECINDARIO al... 
 Muy inseguro Inseguro Neutral Seguro Muy seguro 
¿Caminar? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
¿Andar en bicicleta? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
¿Tomar el autobús? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
¿Manejar un automóvil? (conductor) ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
¿Andar en automóvil? (pasajero) ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
¿Otro? (explique: _________________) ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 

 

4. Por favor, escriba uno o dos comentarios sobre la seguridad del tráfico en las calles en tu VECINDARIO. 
 
 
 

 

5. Pensando en el crimen y la seguridad personal, qué tan seguro crees que es viajar en tu VECINDARIO al... 
 Muy inseguro Inseguro Neutral Seguro Muy seguro 
¿Caminar? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
¿Andar en bicicleta? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
¿Tomar el autobús? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
¿Manejar un automóvil? (conductor) ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
¿Andar en automóvil? (pasajero) ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
¿Otro? (explique: _________________) ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 

 

6. Por favor, escribe uno o dos comentarios sobre el crimen y la seguridad en las calles en tu VECINDARIO. 
 
 
 

 

A. ¿Cómo crees que la actividad y el carácter de las calles de tu vecindario han cambiado desde el brote de COVID19? 
 
 
 

 

La ciudad de Milwaukee y la Coalición de Calles Seguras y Saludables de Milwaukee están pidiendo a los residentes que den información sobre su experiencia personal 

utilizando las calles de Milwaukee. Su opinión será utilizada para ayudar a hacer un seguimiento de la actividad, la seguridad y la salud en las calles del vecindario a lo 

largo del tiempo. Su opinión será valiosa para la ciudad de Milwaukee a medida que se implementan proyectos en las calles y otros programas. Todas las preguntas son 

opcionales y sus respuestas serán anónimas.   

La pandemia COVID-19 ha causado cambios significativos recientemente. Al responder a las preguntas numeradas a continuación, tenga en cuenta 

sus actividades y puntos de vista antes de la pandemia COVID-19. 

PARA USO DEL EQUIPO DE ENCUESTA SOLAMENTE:  

Número _____ Ubicación _____ Fecha_____ 

POR FAVOR, CONTINÚE EN LA PARTE POSTERIOR   



 

7. Pensando en TU VECINDARIO, ¿cómo lo calificarías….? 
 Muy pobre Pobre Neutral Bien Muy bien 
¿Limpieza? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
¿Iluminación por la noche? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
¿Banquetas? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
¿El pavimento de la calle? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
¿Velocidad del tráfico? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
¿Servicio de autobús? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
¿Lugares a donde caminar? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
¿Oportunidades de ejercicio? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
¿Parques? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
¿Árboles en la calle y paisajes? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
¿Amistad de los vecinos? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
¿Oportunidades para conocer vecinos? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
¿Otro? (explique: _________________) ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 

 

8. Por favor escribe uno o dos comentarios sobre las características de TU VECINDARIO. 
 
 
 
 

 

9. Sí las condiciones de la calle/banqueta/sendero fueran mejores, ¿qué actividades te gustaría hacer más en TU VECINDARIO? 
 
 
 

 

B. Desde el brote de COVID19, ¿qué ajustes, si es que los hay, has hecho tu/tu familia para caminar, andar en bicicleta o estar activo? 
 
 
 

 

10. En general, ¿tu dirías que tu salud es... (circule uno)       Pobre      Más o menos      Buena      Muy Buena      Excelente 
 

11. Pensando en los desafíos de salud física, que incluyen enfermedad física y lesión, ¿cuántos días durante los últimos 
30 días tu salud física no fue buena?   _____ días 
 

12. Pensando en los desafíos de salud mental, que incluyen estrés, depresión y problemas con las emociones, ¿cuántos 
días durante los últimos 30 días tu salud mental no fue buena?   _____ días 
 

13. ¿Cuántos años has vivido en tu hogar actual? _____     14. ¿Cuántos años has vivido en Milwaukee? _____  
 

15. ¿Cuál es tu código postal actual? ________      
 

16. ¿Cuáles son las intersecciones de calles principales cercanas a donde vives? (por ejemplo, Humboldt Blvd. & North Ave.)  
________________________ & ______________________ 
 

17. ¿Cuántos automóviles en funcionamiento tienes en casa?   0   1   2+      
 

18. ¿Tienes actualmente alguna discapacidad?   Si   No     En caso afirmativo, explica: _____________________  
 

19. Edad: _______    20. Género: _______________    21. Raza/etnicidad: ____________________ 
 

22. ¿Cuántas personas viven en tu apartamento o casa (incluido tu)?   1   2   3   4   5+ 
 

23. ¿Cuántos niños (menores de 18 años) viven contigo?   0   1   2   3   4   5+ 
 

24. Sí tienes niños, por favor escribe como es para tus hijos caminar o andar en bicicleta en tu VECINDARIO. 
 
 
 
 

 Cuando haya terminado, envía esta encuesta por correo a la ciudad de Milwaukee. GRACIAS! 
Para preguntas sobre esta encuesta, comunión con el Dr. Robert Schneider, UW-Milwaukee, 414-229-3849, rjschnei@uwm.edu. 



 

Milwaukee Safe and Healthy Streets Survey 
 

 

 
 
 
 
1. For you, how enjoyable is the activity of… 

 Very 
Unenjoyable Unenjoyable Neutral Enjoyable 

Very 
Enjoyable 

WALKING? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
BICYCLING? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
RIDING THE BUS? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
DRIVING A CAR (driver)? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
RIDING IN A CAR (passenger)? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
OTHER? (list:_____________) ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 

 

2. During the last week only, which types of transportation did you use to get to the following locations?  
You may choose more than one type of transportation for each location. 

 I did not go to 
this location Walked Bicycled 

Rode a 
Scooter 

Took the 
Bus 

Drove a Car 
(driver) 

Rode in Car 
(passenger) 

Other 
(_______) 

Work ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
School ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
Grocery Store ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
Park ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
Bus Stop ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
Restaurant/Coffee Shop ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
Religious or Community 
Center 

⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 

 

3. Thinking about street traffic, how safe do you think it is to travel in the N. 27th Street Corridor area by… 
 Very Unsafe Unsafe Neutral Safe Very Safe 
WALKING? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
BICYCLING? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
RIDING THE BUS? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
DRIVING A CAR (driver)? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
RIDING IN A CAR (passenger)? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
OTHER? (list:_________________) ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 

 

4. Please write one or two comments about traffic safety on streets in the N. 27th Street Corridor area. 
 
 
 

 

5. Thinking about crime and personal security, how safe do you think it is to travel in the N. 27th Street Corridor by… 
 Very Unsafe Unsafe Neutral Safe Very Safe 
WALKING? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
BICYCLING? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
RIDING THE BUS? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
DRIVING A CAR (driver)? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
RIDING IN A CAR (passenger)? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
OTHER? (list:_________________) ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 

 

6. Please write one or two comments about crime and security on streets in the N. 27th Street Corridor area. 
 
 
 

 

A. How do you think the activity & character of streets have changed in the N. 27th Street Corridor area since the COVID-19 outbreak?  

 
 
 

 

PLEASE CONTINUE ON BACK SIDE    

SURVEY TEAM USE ONLY: Number _____   Location _____   Date_____ 

The City of Milwaukee and Milwaukee Safe & Healthy Streets Coalition are asking Milwaukee residents to provide input about their personal experiences 

using Milwaukee streets. Your input will be used to help track neighborhood street activity, safety, and health over time. Your input will be valuable to 

the City of Milwaukee as it implements street projects and other programs. All questions are optional, and your responses will be anonymous. 
 

The COVID-19 pandemic has caused significant changes recently. When answering the numbered questions below, please consider your activities 

and viewpoints before the COVID-19 pandemic. 



 

7. Thinking about the N. 27th Street Corridor area, how would you rate its… 
 Very Poor Poor Neutral Good Very Good 
Cleanliness? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
Lighting at night? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
Sidewalks? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
Street pavement? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
Traffic speeds? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
Bus service? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
Places to walk to? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
Opportunities for exercise? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
Parks? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
Street trees and landscaping? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
Friendliness of neighbors? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
Opportunities to meet neighbors? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
OTHER? (list:_________________) ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 

 

8. Please write one or two comments about the characteristics of the N. 27th Street Corridor area. 
 
 
 
 

 

9. If street/sidewalk/trail conditions were better, what activities would you like to do more in the N. 27th Street Corridor? 
 
 
 

 

B. Since the COVID-19 outbreak, what adjustments, if any, have you/your household made to walking, bicycling, or being active? 
 
 
 

 

10. In general, would you say that your health is… (circle one)       Poor       Fair       Good       Very Good       Excellent 
 

11. Thinking about physical health challenges, which include physical illness and injury, for how many days during the 
past 30 days was your physical health not good?   _____ days 
 

12. Thinking about mental health challenges, which include stress, depression, and problems with emotions, for how 
many days during the past 30 days was your mental health not good?   _____ days 
 

13. How many years have you lived in your current home? _____     14. How many years lived in Milwaukee? _____     
 

15. What is your current zip code? ________      
 

16. What major street intersection do you live near? (e.g., Humboldt Blvd. & North Ave.)  
________________________ & ______________________ 
 

17. How many working automobiles do you have at home?   0   1   2+      
 

18. Do you currently have any disabilities?   Yes   No     If yes, please list: _____________________  
 

19. Age: _______    20. Gender: _______________    21. Race/ethnicity: ____________________ 
 

22. How many people live in your apartment or house (including you)?   1   2   3   4   5+ 
 

23. How many children (under age 18) live with you?   0   1   2   3   4   5+ 
 

24. If you have children, please write what it is like for your children to walk or bike in the N. 27th Street Corridor area. 
 
 
 
 

 When finished, please mail this survey back to the City of Milwaukee. THANK YOU! 
For questions about this survey, please contact Dr. Robert Schneider, UW-Milwaukee, 414-229-3849, rjschnei@uwm.edu. 



 

Milwaukee Safe and Healthy Streets Survey 
 

 

 
 
 
 

1. For you, how enjoyable is the activity of… 
 Very 

Unenjoyable Unenjoyable Neutral Enjoyable 
Very 

Enjoyable 
WALKING? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
BICYCLING? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
RIDING THE BUS? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
DRIVING A CAR (driver)? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
RIDING IN A CAR (passenger)? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
OTHER? (list:_____________) ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 

 

2. During the last week only, which types of transportation did you use to get to the following locations?  
You may choose more than one type of transportation for each location. 

 I did not go to 
this location Walked Bicycled 

Rode a 
Scooter 

Took the 
Bus 

Drove a Car 
(driver) 

Rode in Car 
(passenger) 

Other 
(_______) 

Work ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
School ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
Grocery Store ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
Park ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
Bus Stop ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
Restaurant/Coffee Shop ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
Community/Religious Center ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 

 

3. Thinking about street traffic, how safe do you think it is to travel in the N. 27th Street Corridor area by… 
 Very Unsafe Unsafe Neutral Safe Very Safe 
WALKING? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
BICYCLING? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
RIDING THE BUS? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
DRIVING A CAR (driver)? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
RIDING IN A CAR (passenger)? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 

 

4. Please write one or two comments about traffic safety on streets in the N. 27th Street Corridor area. 
 
 
 

 

5. Thinking about crime and personal security, how safe do you think it is to travel in the N. 27th Street Corridor by… 
 Very Unsafe Unsafe Neutral Safe Very Safe 
WALKING? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
BICYCLING? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
RIDING THE BUS? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
DRIVING A CAR (driver)? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
RIDING IN A CAR (passenger)? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 

 

6. Please write one or two comments about crime and security on streets in the N. 27th Street Corridor area. 
 
 
 

 

A. Do you like the changes that were made to N. 27th Street between W. Wisconsin Ave. and W. State Street? Why or why not?  

 
 
 

 

B. Does it feel safer to travel along N. 27th Street since changes were made to the street? If yes, how does it feel safer? 

 
 
 

 

The City of Milwaukee and Milwaukee Safe & Healthy Streets Coalition are asking Milwaukee residents to provide input about their personal experiences 

using Milwaukee streets. Your input will be used to help track neighborhood street activity, safety, and health over time. Your input will be valuable to the 

City of Milwaukee as it implements street projects and other programs. This survey will be used to evaluate changes that the City of Milwaukee made to 

N. 27th Street between W. Wells St. and W. State Street in 2020. If you took a similar survey last year, this one is new and focuses on changes after the 

project, so we hope you participate. Your input is valuable to us, but this is a voluntary survey and you do not need to complete it if you choose not to. 

PLEASE CONTINUE ON BACK SIDE    

SURVEY TEAM USE ONLY: Number _____   Location _____   Date_____ 



 

 
 
7. Thinking about the N. 27th Street Corridor area, how would you rate its… 

 Very Poor Poor Neutral Good Very Good 
Cleanliness? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
Lighting at night? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
Sidewalks? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
Street pavement? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
Traffic speeds? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
Bus service? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
Places to walk to? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
Opportunities for exercise? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
Parks? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
Street trees and landscaping? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
Friendliness of neighbors? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
Opportunities to meet neighbors? ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 
OTHER? (list:_________________) ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ ⃝ 

 

8. Please write one or two comments about the characteristics of the N. 27th Street Corridor area. 
 
 
 
 

 

9. If street/sidewalk/trail conditions were better, what activities would you like to do more in the N. 27th Street Corridor? 
 
 
 

 

10. In general, would you say that your health is… (circle one)       Poor       Fair       Good       Very Good       Excellent 
 

11. Thinking about physical health challenges, which include physical illness and injury, for how many days during the 
past 30 days was your physical health not good?   _____ days 
 

12. Thinking about mental health challenges, which include stress, depression, and problems with emotions, for how 
many days during the past 30 days was your mental health not good?   _____ days 
 

13. How many years have you lived in your current home? _____     14. How many years lived in Milwaukee? _____     
 

15. What is your current zip code? ________      
 

16. What major street intersection do you live near? (e.g., Humboldt Blvd. & North Ave.)  
________________________ & ______________________ 
 

17. How many working automobiles do you have at home?   0   1   2+      
 

18. Do you currently have any disabilities?   Yes   No     If yes, please list: _____________________  
 

19. Age: _______    20. Gender: _______________    21. Race/ethnicity: ____________________ 
 

22. How many people live in your apartment or house (including you)?   1   2   3   4   5+ 
 

23. How many children (under age 18) live with you?   0   1   2   3   4   5+ 
 

24. If you have children, please write what it is like for your children to walk or bike in the N. 27th Street Corridor area. 
 
 
 
 

 When finished, please mail this survey back to the City of Milwaukee. THANK YOU! 
For questions about this survey, please contact Dr. Robert Schneider, UW-Milwaukee, 414-977-7740, rjschnei@uwm.edu. 



 

Appendix B. Survey Participant Recruitment Materials 
 
This appendix includes the informational letter mailed with the paper version of the survey and the e-
mail message used to invite people to participate in the online survey. Both were approved by the 
MCW-IRB. The citywide survey versions are presented first, followed by the corridor-based survey 
versions, one for before the project was completed and one after the project was completed. 



 

Dear Milwaukee resident: 
 
We are inviting people aged 18 and older from all neighborhoods throughout the city to take a five-
minute survey about streets, sidewalks, and trails. Results from this survey will help the city and 
community organizations plan and make safer streets. It will also be given in future years to track 
changes in resident thoughts and experiences. Your input is valuable to us, but you do not need to 
complete the survey because it is voluntary. There are two questions about how your streets and 
activities have changed since the COVID-19 pandemic. For all other questions, please consider your 
activities and viewpoints before the COVID-19 pandemic. Additional information is provided below. 
 
Survey Background 
 
You are being asked to complete a brief survey for a project called Safe and Healthy Streets. This 
project aims to understand how people feel about using streets, sidewalks, and trails in their 
neighborhood. For this survey, please consider your neighborhood as the area within about 10 blocks 
or one-half mile in any direction of where you live. The information that we collect will be used to 
evaluate community perceptions of streets before and after projects are completed and help inform how 
Milwaukee streets are designed in the future. 
 
We invite one member of your household who is at least 18 years old to complete the survey 
online at https://bit.ly/MKESafeHealthyStreetSurvey OR complete the enclosed survey form and 
return it by mail to the City of Milwaukee using the enclosed pre-stamped envelope. If you take 
the survey online, you will be asked to enter the survey code that is written by hand at the top of 
the paper survey form. 
 
Although you will not get personal benefit from taking part in this research study, your responses may 
help us understand Milwaukee street users’ perceptions of traffic safety and personal security within 
their neighborhoods. 
 
We hope to receive completed surveys/questionnaires from 300 to 500 people this year. Your answers 
are important to us. Participation in the survey is voluntary: you don’t have to take it, and if you begin 
you may stop at any time and don’t need to complete it. The survey will take about 5 minutes to 
complete. 
 
Your responses will be kept confidential. Do not put your name anywhere on the survey. When we write 
about or discuss the study you will not be identified. Your name will not be used.   
 
The research team will not know that any information you provided came from you, nor even whether 
you participated in the study. 
 
Please note: The COVID-19 pandemic has caused significant changes recently. When answering 
the numbered survey questions, please consider your activities and viewpoints before the 
COVID-19 pandemic. 
 
If you have questions about the study, please feel free to ask using the contact information below.  If 
you have questions about your rights as a research participant or want to report any problems or 
complaints, you can call the Medical College of Wisconsin/Froedtert Hospital Research Subject 
Advocate at (414) 955-8844. 
 
Sincerely, 
Jeffrey Morzinski, PhD 
Study Principal Investigator 
Medical College of Wisconsin 
Department of Family & Community Medicine 
PHONE: (414) 955-4985 
E-MAIL:  jmorzins@mcw.edu 

Robert Schneider, PhD 
Study Co-Investigator 
University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee 
Department of Urban Planning 

PHONE: (414) 229-3849 
E-MAIL: rjschnei@uwm.edu  



 

Querido Residente de Milwaukee: 
 
Estamos invitando a personas de 18 años o mayores, de todos los vecindarios de la ciudad a realizar una 
encuesta de cinco minutos sobre calles, banquetas y senderos. Los resultados de esta encuesta ayudarán 
a la ciudad y a las organizaciones comunitarias a planificar y hacer las calles más seguras. Esto también se 
realizará en años futuros para hacer un seguimiento sobre los cambios en los pensamientos y experiencias 
de los residentes. Su opinión es valiosa para nosotros, pero usted no necesita completar la encuesta ya que 
es voluntaria. Hay dos preguntas sobre cómo han cambiado sus calles y actividades desde la pandemia 
COVID-19. Para todas las demás preguntas, por favor considere sus actividades y puntos de vista antes de 
la pandemia COVID-19. A continuación se proporciona información adicional. 
 
Antecedentes de la encuesta 
 
Se le está pidiendo que complete una breve encuesta para un proyecto llamado Calles Seguras y 
Saludables. Este proyecto trata de entender cómo la gente se siente respecto al uso de calles, banquetas y 
senderos en su vecindario.  Para esta encuesta, considere su vecindario como el área dentro de 
aproximadamente 10 cuadras o media milla en cualquier dirección desde donde usted vive. La información 
que recopilemos se utilizará para evaluar las percepciones de la comunidad sobre las calles antes y 
después de que se completen proyectos y ayudar así a informar cómo se diseñan las calles de Milwaukee 
en el futuro. 
 
Invitamos a un miembro de su hogar que tenga al menos 18 años de edad a completar la encuesta 
en línea en https://bit.ly/MKESafeHealthyStreetsSurveySP. O complete el formulario de encuesta 
adjunto y lo devuélvalo por correo a la ciudad de Milwaukee usando el sobre prepagado adjunto. Sí 
realiza la encuesta en línea, se le pedirá que introduzca el código de la encuesta que está escrito a 
mano en la parte superior del formulario de encuesta en papel. 
 
Aunque usted no obtendrá beneficios personales al participar en este estudio de investigación, sus 
respuestas pueden ayudarnos a entender las percepciones de los usuarios de las calles de Milwaukee 
respecto a la seguridad del tráfico y la seguridad personal dentro de sus vecindarios. 
 
Esperamos recibir las encuestas/cuestionarios completados de 300 a 500 personas este año. Sus 
respuestas son importantes para nosotros. La participación en la encuesta es voluntaria: no tienes que 
hacerla, y si comienzas puedes parar en cualquier momento, y no necesitas completarla. La encuesta 
tardará unos 5 minutos en completarse. 
 

Sus respuestas se mantendrán confidenciales. No ponga su nombre en ninguna parte de la encuesta. 
Cuando escribamos o hablemos sobre el estudio, usted no será identificado. Su nombre no será utilizado. 
 

El equipo de investigación no sabrá que ninguna información que proporcionó vino de usted, ni siquiera si 
participó en el estudio. 
 
Tenga en cuenta: La pandemia COVID-19 ha causado cambios significativos recientemente. Al 
responder a las preguntas de la encuesta numerada, por favor considere sus actividades y puntos 
de vista antes de la pandemia COVID-19. 
 

Si tiene preguntas sobre el estudio, por favor siéntase libre de preguntar utilizando la información de 
contacto de abajo.  Si tiene preguntas sobre sus derechos como participante de la investigación o si desea 
reportar cualquier problema o queja, puede llamar al Defensor de Sujetos de Investigación del Colegio 
Médico de Wisconsin/Hospital Froedtert (414)955-8844. 
 

Sinceramente, 

Jeffrey Morzinski, PhD 
Investigador Principal del Estudio 
Colegio Médico de Wisconsin 
Departamento de Medicina Familiar & 
Comunitaria 
TELEFONO: (414) 955-4985 
E-MAIL:  jmorzins@mcw.edu 

Robert Schneider, PhD 
Co-Investigador del Estudio 
Universidad de Wisconsin-Milwaukee 
Departamento de Planeamiento Urbano 

TELEFONO: (414) 229-3849 

E-MAIL: rjschnei@uwm.edu  



 

E-mail Message Title: Invitation to Take the Milwaukee Safe & Healthy Streets Survey 
 
We are inviting people aged 18 and older from all neighborhoods throughout the City of 
Milwaukee to take a five-minute survey about streets, sidewalks, and trails. Results from this 
survey will help the city and community organizations plan and make safer streets. Your input is 
valuable to us, but you do not need to complete the survey because it is voluntary. There are 
two questions about how your streets and activities have changed since the COVID-19 
pandemic. For all other questions, please consider your activities and viewpoints before the 
COVID-19 pandemic. Additional information is provided below. Here is a link to take the survey:  
 
https://bit.ly/MKESafeHealthyStreetsSurvey (English Version) 

 
https://bit.ly/MKESafeHealthyStreetsSurveySP (Spanish Version) 
 
Survey Background 
 
You are being asked to complete a brief survey for a project called Safe and Healthy Streets. 
This project aims to understand how people feel about using streets, sidewalks, and trails in 
their neighborhood. For this survey, please consider your neighborhood as the area within about 
10 blocks or one-half mile in any direction of where you live. The information that we collect will 
be used to evaluate community perceptions of streets before and after projects are completed 
and help inform how Milwaukee streets are designed in the future.  
 
We invite one member of your household who is 18 years or older to participate. Although you 
will not get personal benefit from taking part in this research study, your responses may help us 
understand Milwaukee street users’ perceptions of traffic safety and personal security within 
their neighborhoods. 
 
We hope to receive completed surveys/questionnaires from 300 to 500 people this year. Your 
answers are important to us. Participation in the survey is voluntary: you don’t have to take it, 
and if you begin you may stop at any time and don’t need to complete it. The survey will take 
about 5 minutes to complete. 
 
Your responses will be kept confidential. Do not put your name anywhere on the survey. When 
we write about or discuss the study you will not be identified. Your name will not be used.   
 
The research team will not know that any information you provided came from you, nor even 
whether you participated in the study. 
 
Please note: The COVID-19 pandemic has caused significant changes recently. When 
answering the numbered survey questions, please consider your activities and 
viewpoints before the COVID-19 pandemic. 
 
If you have questions about the study, please feel free to ask using the contact information 
below.  If you have questions about your rights as a research participant or want to report any 
problems or complaints, you can call the Medical College of Wisconsin/Froedtert Hospital 
Research Subject Advocate at (414) 955-8844. 
  
Sincerely, 
  
Jeffrey Morzinski, PhD 



 

Study Principal Investigator 
Medical College of Wisconsin 
Department of Family & Community Medicine 
PHONE: (414) 955-4985 
E-MAIL:  jmorzins@mcw.edu 
 
Robert Schneider, PhD 
Study Co-Investigator 
University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee 
Department of Urban Planning 
PHONE: (414) 229-3849 
E-MAIL: rjschnei@uwm.edu 



 

Dear Near West Side Neighborhood Resident: 
 
We are inviting people aged 18 and older from your Near West Side neighborhood to take a five-minute 
survey about the N. 27th Street Corridor. The City of Milwaukee plans to make changes to N. 27th 
Street this summer. Results from this survey will help the city and community organizations plan and 
make safer streets. Your input is valuable to us, but you do not need to complete the survey because it 
is voluntary. There are two questions about how your streets and activities have changed since the 
COVID-19 pandemic. For all other questions, please consider your activities and viewpoints before the 
COVID-19 pandemic. Additional information is provided below. 
 
Survey Background 
 
You are being asked to complete a brief survey for a project called Safe and Healthy Streets. This 
project aims to understand how people feel about using streets, sidewalks, and trails in their 
neighborhoods. The information that we collect will be used to evaluate community perceptions of 
streets before and after projects are completed and help inform how Milwaukee streets are designed in 
the future. This specific survey is being distributed before the City of Milwaukee does a project 
along N. 27th Street between W. Wisconsin Avenue and W. State Street. We are asking for your 
input about this specific part of the N. 27th Street Corridor and the surrounding area, which also 
includes neighborhood streets on either side of N. 27th Street. 
 
We invite one member of your household who is at least 18 years old to complete the survey 
online at https://bit.ly/MKE27thStSurvey OR complete the survey form and return it by mail to 
the City of Milwaukee using the enclosed pre-stamped envelope. If you take the survey online, 
please enter the code that is written by hand at the top of the paper survey form when asked. 
 
Although you will not get personal benefit from taking part in this research study, your responses may 
help us understand Milwaukee street users’ perceptions of traffic safety and personal security within 
their neighborhoods. 
 
We hope to receive completed surveys/questionnaires from 50 to 100 people this year in the N. 27th 
Street Corridor. Your answers are important to us. Participation in the survey is voluntary: you don’t 
have to take it, and if you begin you may stop at any time and don’t need to complete it. The survey will 
take about 5 minutes to complete. 
 
Your responses will be kept confidential. Do not put your name anywhere on the survey. When we write 
about or discuss the study you will not be identified. Your name will not be used.   
 
The research team will not know that any information you provided came from you, nor even whether 
you participated in the study. 
 
Please note: The COVID-19 pandemic has caused significant changes recently. When answering 
the numbered survey questions, please consider your activities and viewpoints before the 
COVID-19 pandemic. 
 
If you have questions about the study, please feel free to ask using the contact information below.  If 
you have questions about your rights as a research participant or want to report any problems or 
complaints, you can call the Medical College of Wisconsin/Froedtert Hospital Research Subject 
Advocate at (414) 955-8844. 
 
Sincerely, 
Jeffrey Morzinski, PhD 
Study Principal Investigator 
Medical College of Wisconsin 
Department of Family & Community Medicine 

Robert Schneider, PhD 
Study Co-Investigator 
University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee 
Department of Urban Planning 



 

PHONE: (414) 955-4985 
E-MAIL:  jmorzins@mcw.edu 

PHONE: (414) 229-3849 
E-MAIL: rjschnei@uwm.edu  



 

E-mail Message Title: Invitation to Take the Milwaukee Safe & Healthy Streets N. 27th Street Corridor Survey 
 
We are inviting people aged 18 and older from your Near West Side neighborhood to take a five-minute survey 
about the N. 27th Street Corridor. The City of Milwaukee plans to make changes to N. 27th Street this summer. 
Results from this survey will help the city and community organizations plan and make safer streets. Your input 
is valuable to us, but you do not need to complete the survey because it is voluntary. There are two questions 
about how your streets and activities have changed since the COVID-19 pandemic. For all other questions, 
please consider your activities and viewpoints before the COVID-19 pandemic. Additional information is 
provided below. Here is a link to take the survey: https://bit.ly/MKE27thStSurvey.  
 
Survey Background 
 
You are being asked to complete a brief survey for a project called Safe and Healthy Streets. This project aims 
to understand how people feel about using streets, sidewalks, and trails in their neighborhoods. The 
information that we collect will be used to evaluate community perceptions of streets before and after projects 
are completed and help inform how Milwaukee streets are designed in the future. This specific survey is being 
distributed before the City of Milwaukee does a project along N. 27th Street between W. Wisconsin Avenue 
and W. State Street. We are asking for your input about this specific part of the N. 27th Street Corridor 
and the surrounding area, which also includes neighborhood streets on either side of N. 27th Street. 
  
We invite one member of your household who is 18 years or older to participate. Although you will not get 
personal benefit from taking part in this research study, your responses may help us understand Milwaukee 
street users’ perceptions of traffic safety and personal security within their neighborhoods. 
  
We hope to receive completed surveys/questionnaires from 50 to 100 people this year in the N. 27th Street 
Corridor. Your answers are important to us. Participation in the survey is voluntary: you don’t have to take it, 
and if you begin you may stop at any time and don’t need to complete it. The survey will take about 5 minutes 
to complete. 
  
Your responses will be kept confidential. Do not put your name anywhere on the survey. When we write about 
or discuss the study you will not be identified. Your name will not be used.  
  
The research team will not know that any information you provided came from you, nor even whether you 
participated in the study. 
 
Please note: The COVID-19 pandemic has caused significant changes recently. When answering the 
numbered questions below, please consider your activities and viewpoints before the COVID-19 
pandemic. 
  
If you have questions about the study, please feel free to ask using the contact information below.  If you have 
questions about your rights as a research participant or want to report any problems or complaints, you can 
call the Medical College of Wisconsin/Froedtert Hospital Research Subject Advocate at (414) 955-8844. 
  
Sincerely, 
  
Jeffrey Morzinski, PhD 
Study Principal Investigator 
Medical College of Wisconsin 
Department of Family & Community Medicine 
PHONE: (414) 955-4985 
E-MAIL:  jmorzins@mcw.edu 
  
Robert Schneider, PhD 
Study Co-Investigator 
University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee 



 

Department of Urban Planning 
PHONE: (414) 229-3849 
E-MAIL: rjschnei@uwm.edu 



 

Dear Near West Side Neighborhood Resident: 
 
We are inviting people aged 18 and older from your Near West Side neighborhood to take a five-minute survey 
about the N. 27th Street Corridor. The City of Milwaukee made changes to N. 27th Street between W. Wells 
Street and W. State Street in 2020. Results from this survey will help the city and community organizations 
evaluate those changes. Your input is valuable to us, but this is a voluntary survey and you do not need to 
complete it if you choose not to. Additional information is provided below. Note: If you took a similar survey 
last year, this one is new and focuses on changes after the project, so we hope that you will 
participate. 
 
Survey Background 
 
You are being asked to complete a brief survey for a project called Safe and Healthy Streets. This project aims 
to understand how people feel about using streets, sidewalks, and trails in their neighborhoods. The 
information that we collect will be used to evaluate community perceptions of streets before and after projects 
are completed and help inform how Milwaukee streets are designed in the future. This specific survey is 
being distributed to help evaluate the rapid implementation project that the City of Milwaukee did along 
N. 27th Street between W. Wells Street and W. State Street in 2020 (project website: 
https://bit.ly/3dj5bZn). We are asking for your input about this specific part of the N. 27th Street Corridor 
and the surrounding area, which also includes neighborhood streets on either side of N. 27th Street. 
 
We invite one member of your household who is at least 18 years old to complete the survey online at 
https://bit.ly/MKE27thStSurveyEmail OR complete the survey form and return it by mail to the City of 
Milwaukee using the enclosed pre-stamped envelope. If you take the survey online, please enter the 
code that is written by hand at the top of the paper survey form when asked. 
 
Although you will not get personal benefit from taking part in this research study, your responses may help us 
understand Milwaukee street users’ perceptions of traffic safety and personal security within their 
neighborhoods. 
 
We hope to receive completed surveys/questionnaires from 50 to 100 people this year in the N. 27th Street 
Corridor. Your answers are important to us. Participation in the survey is voluntary: you don’t have to take it, 
and if you begin you may stop at any time and don’t need to complete it. The survey will take about 5 minutes 
to complete. 
 
Your responses will be kept confidential. Do not put your name anywhere on the survey. When we write about 
or discuss the study you will not be identified. Your name will not be used.   
 
The research team will not know that any information you provided came from you, nor even whether you 
participated in the study. 
 
If you have questions about the study, please feel free to ask using the contact information below.  If you have 
questions about your rights as a research participant or want to report any problems or complaints, you can 
call the Medical College of Wisconsin/Froedtert Hospital Research Subject Advocate at (414) 955-8844. 
 
Sincerely, 
Katinka Hooyer, PhD 
Study Principal Investigator 
Medical College of Wisconsin 
Department of Family & Community Medicine 
PHONE: (414) 955-8634 
E-MAIL: khooyer@mcw.edu 

Robert Schneider, PhD 
Study Co-Investigator 
University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee 
Department of Urban Planning 
PHONE: (414) 977-7740 
E-MAIL: rjschnei@uwm.edu  

 



 

E-mail Message Title: Invitation to Take the Milwaukee Safe & Healthy Streets N. 27th Street 
Corridor Survey 
 
We are inviting people aged 18 and older from your Near West Side neighborhood to take a 
five-minute survey about the N. 27th Street Corridor. The City of Milwaukee made changes to N. 
27th Street between W. Wells Street and W. State Street in 2020. Results from this survey will 
help the city and community organizations evaluate those changes. Your input is valuable to us, 
but this is a voluntary survey and you do not need to complete it if you choose not to. Additional 
information is provided below. Here is a link to take the survey: 
https://bit.ly/MKE27thStSurveyEmail.  
 
Note: If you took a similar survey last year, this one is new and focuses on changes after 
the project, so we hope that you will participate. 
 
Survey Background 
 
You are being asked to complete a brief survey for a project called Safe and Healthy Streets. 
This project aims to understand how people feel about using streets, sidewalks, and trails in 
their neighborhoods. The information that we collect will be used to evaluate community 
perceptions of streets before and after projects are completed and help inform how Milwaukee 
streets are designed in the future. This specific survey is being distributed to help evaluate 
the rapid implementation project that the City of Milwaukee did along N. 27th Street 
between W. Wells Street and W. State Street in 2020 (project website: 
https://bit.ly/3dj5bZn). We are asking for your input about this specific part of the N. 27th 
Street Corridor and the surrounding area, which also includes neighborhood streets on 
either side of N. 27th Street.  
 
We invite one member of your household who is 18 years or older to participate. Although you 
will not get personal benefit from taking part in this research study, your responses may help us 
understand Milwaukee street users’ perceptions of traffic safety and personal security within 
their neighborhoods. 
  
We hope to receive completed surveys/questionnaires from 50 to 100 people this year in the N. 
27th Street Corridor. Your answers are important to us. Participation in the survey is voluntary: 
you don’t have to take it, and if you begin you may stop at any time and don’t need to complete 
it. The survey will take about 5 minutes to complete. 
  
Your responses will be kept confidential. Do not put your name anywhere on the survey. When 
we write about or discuss the study you will not be identified. Your name will not be used.  
  
The research team will not know that any information you provided came from you, nor even 
whether you participated in the study. 
  
If you have questions about the study, please feel free to ask using the contact information 
below.  If you have questions about your rights as a research participant or want to report any 
problems or complaints, you can call the Medical College of Wisconsin/Froedtert Hospital 
Research Subject Advocate at (414) 955-8844. 
  
Sincerely, 
 
  



 

Katinka Hooyer, PhD 
Study Principal Investigator 
Medical College of Wisconsin 
Department of Family & Community Medicine 
PHONE: (414) 955-8634 
E-MAIL: khooyer@mcw.edu 
  
Robert Schneider, PhD 
Study Co-Investigator 
University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee 
Department of Urban Planning 
PHONE: (414) 977-7740 
E-MAIL: rjschnei@uwm.edu  
 

 
 



 

Appendix C. Key Citywide Survey Results by Alder District 
 
This appendix presents key survey results for each of the 15 alder districts. These summary results 
include perceptions of different travel modes (enjoyment, traffic safety, and personal security), 
perceptions of several neighborhood characteristics (street pavement, traffic speeds, places to walk to, 
and opportunities for exercise), and self-reported health (general health, physical health, and mental 
health). 
 
The data presented in this appendix are for all survey responses (both mail and online distribution 
methods). 



 

Table C1. Enjoyment of Modes by Alder District (% Enjoyable or Very Enjoyable) 

 Walking Bicycling Riding the bus Automobile (driver) Automobile (passenger) 
Alder 
District 

Total valid 
responses 

% 
Enjoyable 

Total valid 
responses 

% 
Enjoyable 

Total valid 
responses 

% 
Enjoyable 

Total valid 
responses 

% 
Enjoyable 

Total valid 
responses 

% 
Enjoyable 

District 1 14 43% 12 8% 11 0% 13 46% 12 25% 
District 2 24 67% 24 38% 24 8% 23 48% 24 46% 
District 3 215 90% 215 76% 211 39% 214 36% 215 35% 
District 4 64 91% 63 67% 62 40% 63 33% 63 41% 
District 5 52 73% 49 49% 47 11% 52 54% 52 54% 
District 6 58 91% 55 71% 55 40% 56 32% 56 34% 
District 7 14 50% 12 25% 12 8% 12 58% 13 54% 
District 8 12 67% 12 75% 12 25% 12 33% 12 33% 
District 9 17 76% 17 59% 17 6% 16 63% 17 47% 
District 10 87 86% 84 64% 83 20% 87 53% 85 48% 
District 11 40 80% 37 51% 36 8% 40 75% 38 66% 
District 12 11 64% 9 67% 9 33% 10 50% 9 33% 
District 13 49 82% 48 58% 47 11% 49 59% 48 50% 
District 14 80 88% 79 78% 79 27% 79 53% 80 35% 
District 15 18 67% 18 39% 18 28% 19 47% 17 47% 

Notes: % Enjoyable includes responses of “enjoyable” and “very enjoyable”. Data are from all surveys (both mail and online distribution methods). 
Totals do not sum to citywide totals because some individual responses are counted in more than one alder district. 

 
Table C2. Traffic Safety of Travel Modes by Alder District (% Unsafe or Very Unsafe) 

 Walking Bicycling Riding the bus Automobile (driver) Automobile (passenger) 
Alder 
District 

Total valid 
responses % Unsafe 

Total valid 
responses % Unsafe 

Total valid 
responses % Unsafe 

Total valid 
responses % Unsafe 

Total valid 
responses % Unsafe 

District 1 13 38% 13 46% 12 25% 13 46% 12 33% 
District 2 24 29% 24 54% 23 30% 24 38% 24 42% 
District 3 215 13% 214 26% 210 2% 211 9% 212 8% 
District 4 64 20% 63 41% 61 7% 61 8% 62 5% 
District 5 51 24% 50 46% 47 13% 51 31% 51 29% 
District 6 58 26% 55 36% 55 5% 57 25% 56 25% 
District 7 14 50% 12 58% 11 0% 12 42% 13 46% 
District 8 12 50% 12 50% 12 42% 12 50% 12 50% 
District 9 17 24% 17 41% 14 21% 17 29% 17 29% 
District 10 87 16% 86 33% 81 10% 87 22% 85 19% 
District 11 40 20% 39 28% 38 8% 41 12% 40 13% 
District 12 11 18% 11 45% 10 10% 11 18% 10 10% 
District 13 49 12% 47 26% 44 9% 48 10% 48 8% 
District 14 80 14% 76 24% 73 5% 77 9% 78 9% 
District 15 19 63% 17 65% 18 11% 18 56% 18 50% 

Notes: % Unsafe includes responses of “unsafe” and “very unsafe”. Data are from all surveys (both mail and online distribution methods). Totals do 
not sum to citywide totals because some individual responses are counted in more than one alder district. 

 



 

Table C3. Personal Security of Travel Modes by Alder District (% Unsafe or Very Unsafe) 

 Walking Bicycling Riding the bus Automobile (driver) Automobile (passenger) 
Alder 
District 

Total valid 
responses % Unsafe 

Total valid 
responses % Unsafe 

Total valid 
responses % Unsafe 

Total valid 
responses % Unsafe 

Total valid 
responses % Unsafe 

District 1 14 29% 12 33% 11 36% 13 31% 13 31% 
District 2 24 29% 24 38% 22 18% 24 25% 24 25% 
District 3 214 9% 212 7% 207 5% 210 5% 211 4% 
District 4 64 2% 62 3% 61 8% 61 2% 62 2% 
District 5 52 15% 51 25% 48 23% 51 18% 52 15% 
District 6 58 19% 55 15% 54 13% 57 11% 55 11% 
District 7 14 43% 13 46% 11 18% 13 38% 13 46% 
District 8 12 42% 12 42% 12 42% 12 33% 12 33% 
District 9 17 24% 17 24% 14 7% 17 18% 17 12% 
District 10 87 8% 86 15% 83 8% 87 13% 85 12% 
District 11 41 12% 40 10% 37 14% 41 5% 40 5% 
District 12 11 36% 11 18% 10 10% 11 9% 10 10% 
District 13 49 6% 46 13% 43 9% 49 2% 47 4% 
District 14 80 8% 76 7% 71 4% 78 3% 77 4% 
District 15 19 37% 17 29% 17 18% 17 24% 16 19% 

Notes: % Unsafe includes responses of “unsafe” and “very unsafe”. Data are from all surveys (both mail and online distribution methods). Totals do 
not sum to citywide totals because some individual responses are counted in more than one alder district. 

 
Table C4, Part 1. Perceptions of Neighborhood Characteristics by Alder District (% Poor or Very Poor) 

 Cleanliness Lighting Sidewalks Street Pavement Traffic Speeds 
Alder 
District 

Total valid 
responses % Poor 

Total valid 
responses % Poor 

Total valid 
responses % Poor 

Total valid 
responses % Poor 

Total valid 
responses % Poor 

District 1 14 29% 14 29% 14 21% 13 69% 14 57% 
District 2 24 21% 23 30% 24 13% 24 46% 23 74% 
District 3 213 14% 213 14% 213 23% 213 50% 213 52% 
District 4 62 8% 61 15% 64 19% 62 45% 62 55% 
District 5 51 16% 51 16% 52 21% 52 63% 52 56% 
District 6 57 32% 56 14% 56 27% 56 36% 57 68% 
District 7 12 25% 12 17% 12 33% 13 69% 13 77% 
District 8 12 67% 12 50% 12 25% 12 58% 12 67% 
District 9 17 24% 16 19% 16 19% 17 29% 17 76% 
District 10 85 9% 85 19% 85 16% 86 43% 87 54% 
District 11 41 10% 41 24% 41 24% 41 51% 41 56% 
District 12 11 45% 11 27% 10 10% 10 50% 11 73% 
District 13 48 6% 49 14% 49 18% 48 56% 48 60% 
District 14 79 6% 79 13% 80 19% 80 49% 80 53% 
District 15 19 42% 18 28% 18 56% 19 53% 19 89% 

Notes: % Unsafe includes responses of “poor” and “very poor”. Data are from all surveys (both mail and online distribution methods). Totals do not 
sum to citywide totals because some individual responses are counted in more than one alder district.  
 



 

Table C4, Part 2. Perceptions of Neighborhood Characteristics by Alder District (% Poor or Very Poor) 

 Bus service Places to walk to Opportunities for exercise Parks Street trees/landscaping 

Alder 
District 

Total valid 
responses % Poor 

Total valid 
responses % Poor 

Total valid 
responses % Poor 

Total valid 
responses % Poor 

Total valid 
responses % Poor 

District 1 12 0% 14 29% 13 46% 14 21% 13 15% 
District 2 23 4% 24 33% 24 21% 24 13% 24 21% 
District 3 208 3% 213 1% 212 2% 214 1% 213 7% 
District 4 62 2% 64 5% 62 6% 64 5% 64 8% 
District 5 50 6% 50 24% 52 10% 51 8% 52 15% 
District 6 55 9% 56 11% 55 16% 56 13% 55 11% 
District 7 12 8% 13 38% 13 38% 13 38% 13 15% 
District 8 12 25% 12 17% 12 17% 12 8% 12 33% 
District 9 15 13% 16 31% 17 24% 17 18% 17 24% 
District 10 84 14% 87 22% 87 10% 86 8% 86 8% 
District 11 38 11% 41 12% 39 5% 40 3% 41 5% 
District 12 11 9% 11 27% 11 18% 10 10% 10 10% 
District 13 43 21% 49 22% 48 15% 49 12% 47 13% 
District 14 75 9% 79 3% 79 3% 79 3% 79 5% 
District 15 18 17% 19 47% 19 26% 19 26% 18 28% 

Notes: % Unsafe includes responses of “poor” and “very poor”. Data are from all surveys (both mail and online distribution methods). Totals do not 
sum to citywide totals because some individual responses are counted in more than one alder district.  
 
Table C4, Part 3. Perceptions of Neighborhood Characteristics by Alder District (% Poor or Very Poor) 

 Friendliness of neighbors Opportunities to meet neighbors 

Alder 
District 

Total valid 
responses % Poor 

Total valid 
responses % Poor 

District 1 14 7% 13 8% 
District 2 24 8% 24 38% 
District 3 214 1% 214 13% 
District 4 64 3% 64 13% 
District 5 52 2% 52 19% 
District 6 57 7% 57 16% 
District 7 13 15% 13 31% 
District 8 12 0% 12 17% 
District 9 17 6% 17 24% 
District 10 87 7% 87 13% 
District 11 41 7% 41 7% 
District 12 10 20% 9 11% 
District 13 49 8% 49 22% 
District 14 79 0% 79 5% 
District 15 19 21% 19 21% 

Notes: % Unsafe includes responses of “poor” and “very poor”. Data are from all surveys (both mail and online distribution methods). Totals do not 
sum to citywide totals because some individual responses are counted in more than one alder district. 

 



 

Table C5. Self-Reported Health by Alder District 

 General health Physical health Mental health 
Alder 
District 

Total valid 
responses 

% Fair or 
Poor 

Total valid 
responses 

% >= 10 
days 

Total valid 
responses % Poor 

District 1 13 23% 12 17% 11 18% 
District 2 24 25% 23 4% 22 32% 
District 3 210 4% 198 6% 201 23% 
District 4 62 3% 61 3% 60 15% 
District 5 50 22% 47 13% 46 24% 
District 6 57 9% 53 8% 51 20% 
District 7 13 8% 10 10% 10 10% 
District 8 12 17% 12 8% 12 17% 
District 9 17 18% 17 0% 15 13% 
District 10 86 12% 78 13% 78 23% 
District 11 41 10% 35 3% 35 14% 
District 12 11 27% 9 11% 9 44% 
District 13 48 13% 45 9% 44 16% 
District 14 80 9% 75 9% 72 22% 
District 15 18 28% 18 39% 18 50% 

Notes: “% >= 10 days” is the percentage of respondents who reported 10 or more days out of the last 30 days with physical or mental health 
challenges. Data are from all surveys (both mail and online distribution methods). Totals do not sum to citywide totals because some individual 
responses are counted in more than one alder district.  



 



 

Appendix D. Key Citywide Survey Results by Street Corridor 
 
This appendix presents key survey results for all street corridors with at least five survey responses. For 
this report, street corridors are defined along arterial streets. The beginning and ending points of a 
street corridor were set at either the end of a street (e.g., W. Forrest Home Ave. ends at W. Mitchell St.) 
or at alder district boundaries (e.g., N. 6th St. at the north boundary of Alder District 4 and S. 6th St. at 
the south boundary of Alder District 4). Streets were allowed to change names within corridors. The 
width of a corridor was defined as 420m (210m on either side of an arterial street).27  
 
The results summarized in this appendix include perceptions of different travel modes (enjoyment, 
traffic safety, and personal security), perceptions of several neighborhood characteristics (street 
pavement, traffic speeds, places to walk to, and opportunities for exercise), and self-reported health 
(general health, physical health, and mental health). 
 
The data presented in this appendix are for all survey responses (both mail and online distribution 
methods). 

                                                           
27 The width of corridors was intended to represent the distance within two “short” blocks or one “long” block of 
the arterial street, based on typical block lengths in areas of Milwaukee with a consistent street grid. This length 
was estimated as 210m. People who live on or within one or two blocks of an arterial street are assumed to have 
their survey responses influenced by the character of this street. 



 

Table D0. Street Corridor Abbreviations used in this Appendix 
Corridor Abbreviation Corridor Name (within Alder District) 
13THST13 13th St. within 13th District 
1STST12 1st St. within 12th District 
20THST13 20th St. within 13th District 
43RDST11 43rd St. within 11th District 
60THST11 60th St. within 11th District 
76THST10 76th St. within 10th District 
76THST5 76th St. within 5th District 
84THST5 84th St. within 5th District 
91STST2 91st St. within 2nd District 
91STST9 91st St. within 9th District 
92NDST5 92nd St. within 5th District 
BLUEMOUNDRD10 Bluemound Rd. within 10th District 
BOLIVARAV13 Bolivar Av. within 13th District 
BRADYST3 Brady St. within 3rd District 
BURLEIGHST10 Burleigh St. within 10th District 
BURLEIGHST5 Burleigh St. within 5th District 
BURLEIGHST7 Burleigh St. within 7th District 
CAPITOLDR5 Capitol Dr. within 5th District 
DOWNERAV3 Downer Av. within 3rd District 
FARWELLAV3 Farwell Av. within 3rd District 
HAWLEYRD10 Hawley Rd. within 10th District 
HOLTONST6 Holton St. within 6th District 
HOWARDAV11 Howard Av. within 11th District 
HOWELLAV13 Howell Av. within 13th District 
HOWELLAV14 Howell Av. within 14th District 
HUMBOLDTBL3 Humboldt Bl. within 3rd District 
JUNEAUAV4 Juneau Av. within 4th District 
KINNICKINNICAV14 Kinnickinnick Av. within 14th District 
LAKEDR3 Lake Dr. within 3rd District 
LINCOLNAV14 Lincoln Av. within 14th District 
LISBONAV5 Lisbon Av. within 5th District 
LOCUSTST3 Locust St. within 3rd District 
LOCUSTST6 Locust St. within 6th District 
MILLRD2 Mill Rd. within 2nd District 
MILLRD9 Mill Rd. within 9th District 
MORGANAV11 Morgan Av. within 11th District 
MORGANAV13 Morgan Av. within 13th District 
NATIONALAV8 National Av. within 8th District 
NORTHAV3 North Av. within 3rd District 
NORTHAV6 North Av. within 6th District 
OAKLANDAV3 Oakland Av. within 3rd District 
OKLAHOMAAV11 Oklahoma Av. within 11th District 
OKLAHOMAAV14 Oklahoma Av. within 14th District 
PROSPECTAV3 Prospect Av. within 3rd District 
PROSPECTAV4 Prospect Av. within 4th District 
TEUTONIAAV1 Teutonia Av. within 1st District 
VAN BURENST3 Van Buren St. within 3rd District 
VAN BURENST4 Van Buren St. within 4th District 
VLIETST10 Vliet St. within 10th District 
VLIETST15 Vliet St. within 15th District 
WASHINGTONBL10 Washington Bl. within 10th District 
WISCONSINAV4 Wisconsin Av. within 4th District 

 

 



 

Table D1. Enjoyment of Modes by Street Corridor (% Enjoyable or Very Enjoyable) 

 Walking Bicycling Riding the bus Automobile (driver) 
Automobile 
(passenger) 

Street corridor 

Total 
valid 

responses 
% 

Enjoyable 

Total 
valid 

responses 
% 

Enjoyable 

Total 
valid 

responses 
% 

Enjoyable 

Total 
valid 

responses 
% 

Enjoyable 

Total 
valid 

responses 
% 

Enjoyable 
13THST13 11 100% 11 45% 10 0% 11 64% 11 55% 
1STST12 5 100% 5 100% 5 40% 5 60% 5 40% 
20THST13 4 75% 4 50% 4 25% 4 75% 4 75% 
43RDST11 8 75% 8 50% 7 14% 8 75% 7 43% 
60THST11 6 83% 6 50% 6 0% 6 83% 6 67% 
76THST10 14 86% 13 69% 13 15% 14 36% 14 57% 
76THST5 15 87% 14 64% 14 14% 15 33% 15 60% 
84THST5 8 38% 7 14% 7 14% 8 50% 8 63% 
91STST2 8 88% 8 50% 8 13% 8 63% 8 50% 
91STST9 7 86% 7 57% 7 0% 7 57% 7 43% 
92NDST5 6 67% 6 67% 5 0% 6 67% 6 17% 
BLUEMOUNDRD10 13 92% 13 77% 12 25% 13 62% 13 46% 
BOLIVARAV13 6 50% 6 33% 6 17% 6 50% 6 50% 
BRADYST3 39 92% 39 74% 39 41% 38 39% 39 38% 
BURLEIGHST10 7 71% 7 57% 7 29% 7 29% 7 29% 
BURLEIGHST5 10 80% 10 60% 9 11% 10 60% 10 60% 
BURLEIGHST7 6 67% 5 20% 5 20% 5 60% 5 40% 
CAPITOLDR5 9 67% 9 33% 9 0% 9 56% 9 44% 
DOWNERAV3 18 83% 18 67% 17 41% 18 50% 18 50% 
FARWELLAV3 68 91% 68 74% 67 36% 67 37% 68 37% 
HAWLEYRD10 18 100% 18 72% 18 28% 18 50% 18 44% 
HOLTONST6 23 96% 23 78% 23 43% 23 26% 23 26% 
HOWARDAV11 6 100% 5 80% 5 20% 6 67% 5 40% 
HOWELLAV13 17 71% 17 65% 17 12% 17 71% 17 41% 
HOWELLAV14 26 85% 26 92% 26 35% 26 42% 26 27% 
HUMBOLDTBL3 80 95% 80 79% 79 42% 80 33% 80 35% 
JUNEAUAV4 10 100% 10 70% 10 40% 10 30% 10 50% 
KINNICKINNICAV14 36 89% 35 83% 35 20% 35 49% 36 25% 
LAKEDR3 9 89% 9 89% 9 33% 9 56% 9 44% 
LINCOLNAV14 10 90% 10 100% 10 50% 10 20% 10 10% 
LISBONAV5 7 71% 7 57% 6 0% 7 57% 7 43% 
LOCUSTST3 48 92% 48 81% 46 43% 48 44% 48 40% 
LOCUSTST6 12 83% 12 58% 11 36% 12 33% 12 33% 
MILLRD2 5 100% 5 40% 5 0% 4 75% 5 40% 
MILLRD9 5 100% 5 40% 5 0% 4 75% 5 40% 
MORGANAV11 7 71% 7 43% 7 14% 7 71% 7 71% 
MORGANAV13 9 67% 9 44% 9 22% 9 56% 9 56% 
NATIONALAV8 8 63% 8 88% 8 25% 8 38% 8 38% 
NORTHAV3 35 91% 34 65% 34 35% 35 37% 35 34% 
NORTHAV6 24 92% 23 70% 24 50% 24 29% 24 25% 
OAKLANDAV3 37 86% 37 73% 35 43% 37 35% 37 32% 
OKLAHOMAAV11 20 85% 18 44% 17 12% 20 80% 20 70% 
OKLAHOMAAV14 28 93% 28 79% 27 33% 28 54% 28 32% 
PROSPECTAV3 57 91% 57 74% 57 37% 56 36% 57 39% 
PROSPECTAV4 42 90% 41 78% 41 37% 41 41% 42 40% 
TEUTONIAAV1 5 40% 3 0% 3 0% 5 40% 3 33% 
VAN BURENST3 10 80% 10 60% 10 30% 10 40% 10 30% 
VAN BURENST4 13 77% 13 62% 13 38% 13 46% 13 46% 
VLIETST10 23 100% 22 68% 23 22% 23 57% 22 45% 
VLIETST15 10 100% 9 56% 10 20% 10 70% 9 67% 
WASHINGTONBL10 10 100% 10 90% 10 20% 10 60% 10 50% 
WISCONSINAV4 9 89% 9 56% 8 63% 8 38% 9 22% 

Notes: % Enjoyable includes responses of “enjoyable” and “very enjoyable”. Data are from all surveys (both mail and online distribution methods). 
Totals do not sum to citywide totals because some individual responses are counted in more than one street corridor. 

 



 

Table D2. Traffic Safety of Travel Modes by Street Corridor (% Unsafe or Very Unsafe) 

 Walking Bicycling Riding the bus Automobile (driver) 
Automobile 
(passenger) 

Street corridor 

Total 
valid 

responses 
% 

Unsafe 
Total valid 
responses 

% 
Unsafe 

Total valid 
responses 

% 
Unsafe 

Total valid 
responses 

% 
Unsafe 

Total valid 
responses 

% 
Unsafe 

13THST13 11 0% 10 20% 10 0% 11 0% 10 0% 
1STST12 5 0% 5 20% 5 0% 5 0% 5 0% 
20THST13 4 0% 4 0% 3 0% 4 0% 4 0% 
43RDST11 8 25% 8 0% 7 0% 8 0% 8 0% 
60THST11 6 33% 6 67% 6 0% 6 17% 6 17% 
76THST10 14 29% 14 57% 13 8% 14 43% 14 43% 
76THST5 15 27% 15 53% 14 7% 15 40% 15 47% 
84THST5 7 14% 7 14% 6 17% 7 14% 7 14% 
91STST2 8 13% 8 38% 7 14% 8 38% 8 38% 
91STST9 7 14% 7 43% 6 17% 7 43% 7 43% 
92NDST5 6 33% 6 67% 6 0% 6 50% 6 33% 
BLUEMOUNDRD10 13 0% 13 31% 13 8% 13 15% 13 15% 
BOLIVARAV13 6 33% 6 50% 5 0% 6 33% 6 33% 
BRADYST3 39 8% 39 33% 38 5% 38 13% 38 11% 
BURLEIGHST10 7 71% 7 29% 7 0% 7 71% 7 57% 
BURLEIGHST5 10 30% 10 30% 10 0% 10 50% 10 40% 
BURLEIGHST7 6 50% 5 40% 5 0% 5 20% 5 20% 
CAPITOLDR5 9 44% 9 89% 9 22% 9 56% 9 44% 
DOWNERAV3 18 6% 18 11% 17 0% 18 11% 18 11% 
FARWELLAV3 68 18% 67 36% 65 5% 66 6% 66 5% 
HAWLEYRD10 18 0% 18 22% 16 13% 18 11% 17 12% 
HOLTONST6 23 39% 23 39% 22 5% 23 35% 23 35% 
HOWARDAV11 6 0% 5 20% 5 0% 6 17% 5 20% 
HOWELLAV13 17 18% 17 35% 16 0% 16 13% 17 12% 
HOWELLAV14 26 19% 26 35% 25 0% 26 12% 26 12% 
HUMBOLDTBL3 80 16% 80 30% 79 0% 79 14% 80 13% 
JUNEAUAV4 10 20% 10 40% 10 10% 9 0% 10 0% 
KINNICKINNICAV14 36 19% 35 29% 33 3% 35 9% 36 8% 
LAKEDR3 9 0% 9 11% 9 0% 9 11% 9 11% 
LINCOLNAV14 10 40% 10 50% 9 0% 10 20% 10 20% 
LISBONAV5 7 29% 7 71% 6 0% 7 29% 7 29% 
LOCUSTST3 48 19% 48 17% 48 0% 47 6% 47 6% 
LOCUSTST6 12 17% 12 25% 11 0% 12 17% 12 17% 
MILLRD2 5 40% 5 60% 4 25% 5 40% 5 40% 
MILLRD9 5 40% 5 60% 4 25% 5 40% 5 40% 
MORGANAV11 6 17% 7 29% 7 29% 7 14% 7 0% 
MORGANAV13 9 11% 8 13% 7 14% 9 22% 8 13% 
NATIONALAV8 8 38% 8 38% 8 25% 8 38% 8 38% 
NORTHAV3 35 23% 34 29% 35 0% 35 6% 35 6% 
NORTHAV6 24 33% 23 43% 24 4% 24 21% 24 21% 
OAKLANDAV3 37 8% 37 11% 37 0% 36 3% 36 3% 
OKLAHOMAAV11 21 19% 20 25% 19 5% 21 14% 21 14% 
OKLAHOMAAV14 29 7% 28 11% 27 7% 28 11% 28 11% 
PROSPECTAV3 57 18% 56 36% 54 6% 55 5% 55 4% 
PROSPECTAV4 42 12% 41 37% 40 8% 40 8% 40 5% 
TEUTONIAAV1 5 60% 5 60% 4 25% 5 60% 3 67% 
VAN BURENST3 10 30% 10 50% 10 20% 9 11% 10 10% 
VAN BURENST4 13 38% 13 54% 13 15% 12 8% 13 8% 
VLIETST10 23 13% 22 23% 20 0% 23 17% 21 14% 
VLIETST15 10 30% 9 33% 9 0% 10 30% 9 22% 
WASHINGTONBL10 10 0% 10 20% 10 0% 10 0% 10 0% 
WISCONSINAV4 8 38% 8 63% 8 0% 8 25% 9 11% 

Notes: % Unsafe includes responses of “unsafe” and “very unsafe”. Data are from all surveys (both mail and online distribution methods). Totals do 
not sum to citywide totals because some individual responses are counted in more than one street corridor. 

 



 

Table D3. Personal Security of Travel Modes by Street Corridor (% Unsafe or Very Unsafe) 

 Walking Bicycling Riding the bus Automobile (driver) 
Automobile 
(passenger) 

Street corridor 

Total 
valid 

responses 
% 

Unsafe 
Total valid 
responses 

% 
Unsafe 

Total valid 
responses 

% 
Unsafe 

Total valid 
responses 

% 
Unsafe 

Total valid 
responses 

% 
Unsafe 

13THST13 11 0% 10 0% 9 0% 11 0% 10 0% 
1STST12 5 20% 5 0% 5 0% 5 0% 5 0% 
20THST13 4 0% 4 0% 4 25% 4 0% 4 0% 
43RDST11 8 0% 8 0% 6 0% 8 0% 8 0% 
60THST11 6 0% 6 17% 6 17% 6 17% 6 17% 
76THST10 14 14% 14 43% 13 8% 14 21% 14 21% 
76THST5 15 13% 15 40% 14 7% 15 20% 15 27% 
84THST5 8 13% 8 13% 7 43% 7 14% 8 13% 
91STST2 8 25% 8 25% 6 0% 8 13% 8 13% 
91STST9 7 29% 7 29% 5 0% 7 14% 7 14% 
92NDST5 6 17% 6 0% 6 17% 6 17% 6 0% 
BLUEMOUNDRD10 13 0% 13 23% 13 8% 13 23% 13 23% 
BOLIVARAV13 6 17% 6 17% 5 0% 6 0% 6 17% 
BRADYST3 39 8% 38 8% 37 5% 37 3% 38 3% 
BURLEIGHST10 7 14% 7 14% 7 0% 7 14% 7 14% 
BURLEIGHST5 10 10% 10 20% 10 30% 10 20% 10 10% 
BURLEIGHST7 6 17% 5 20% 5 0% 6 17% 5 20% 
CAPITOLDR5 9 33% 9 56% 9 33% 9 44% 9 33% 
DOWNERAV3 18 6% 18 11% 18 6% 18 11% 18 17% 
FARWELLAV3 67 4% 65 6% 64 6% 63 2% 65 2% 
HAWLEYRD10 18 0% 18 6% 17 6% 18 6% 17 6% 
HOLTONST6 23 26% 23 4% 22 9% 23 13% 23 13% 
HOWARDAV11 6 0% 6 0% 5 0% 6 0% 5 0% 
HOWELLAV13 17 6% 17 6% 16 6% 17 0% 17 6% 
HOWELLAV14 26 4% 26 0% 24 0% 26 4% 26 4% 
HUMBOLDTBL3 80 11% 80 6% 77 3% 80 5% 80 4% 
JUNEAUAV4 10 0% 10 0% 10 10% 10 0% 10 0% 
KINNICKINNICAV14 36 11% 35 6% 33 3% 35 3% 36 6% 
LAKEDR3 9 22% 9 33% 9 11% 9 11% 9 11% 
LINCOLNAV14 10 10% 10 0% 9 0% 10 10% 10 10% 
LISBONAV5 7 14% 7 29% 6 0% 6 17% 7 14% 
LOCUSTST3 48 8% 48 2% 47 2% 48 6% 47 6% 
LOCUSTST6 12 17% 12 8% 11 0% 12 8% 12 8% 
MILLRD2 5 20% 5 20% 4 0% 5 0% 5 0% 
MILLRD9 5 20% 5 20% 4 0% 5 0% 5 0% 
MORGANAV11 7 14% 7 29% 7 14% 7 0% 7 0% 
MORGANAV13 9 11% 8 25% 7 14% 9 11% 8 13% 
NATIONALAV8 8 25% 8 25% 8 25% 8 13% 8 13% 
NORTHAV3 35 6% 34 6% 35 9% 34 0% 35 0% 
NORTHAV6 24 21% 23 13% 24 8% 24 4% 24 4% 
OAKLANDAV3 37 8% 37 3% 36 11% 36 6% 36 3% 
OKLAHOMAAV11 21 14% 20 15% 19 16% 21 10% 21 10% 
OKLAHOMAAV14 29 10% 28 11% 25 8% 28 0% 28 0% 
PROSPECTAV3 56 5% 54 7% 53 4% 53 2% 54 2% 
PROSPECTAV4 42 5% 40 8% 40 10% 39 3% 40 3% 
TEUTONIAAV1 5 20% 4 50% 3 33% 5 60% 4 50% 
VAN BURENST3 10 10% 10 10% 10 10% 10 0% 10 0% 
VAN BURENST4 13 8% 13 8% 13 8% 13 0% 13 0% 
VLIETST10 23 4% 22 5% 22 0% 23 4% 21 5% 
VLIETST15 10 10% 9 11% 10 0% 10 10% 9 11% 
WASHINGTONBL10 10 0% 10 0% 10 0% 10 0% 10 0% 
WISCONSINAV4 9 11% 8 0% 8 0% 8 0% 9 11% 

Notes: % Unsafe includes responses of “unsafe” and “very unsafe”. Data are from all surveys (both mail and online distribution methods). Totals do 
not sum to citywide totals because some individual responses are counted in more than one alder district. 

 



 

Table D4, Part 1. Perceptions of Neighborhood Characteristics by Street Corridor (% Poor or Very Poor) 

 Cleanliness Lighting Sidewalks Street Pavement Traffic Speeds 

Street corridor 

Total 
valid 

responses % Poor 
Total valid 
responses % Poor 

Total valid 
responses % Poor 

Total valid 
responses % Poor 

Total valid 
responses % Poor 

13THST13 10 10% 11 9% 11 0% 11 36% 10 60% 
1STST12 5 20% 5 20% 5 20% 5 60% 5 60% 
20THST13 4 25% 4 25% 4 25% 4 25% 4 25% 
43RDST11 8 13% 8 13% 8 13% 8 25% 8 50% 
60THST11 6 17% 6 17% 6 33% 6 50% 6 67% 
76THST10 13 8% 13 38% 14 21% 14 71% 14 57% 
76THST5 14 14% 14 36% 15 27% 15 73% 15 60% 
84THST5 8 13% 8 25% 8 25% 8 75% 8 50% 
91STST2 8 0% 8 25% 8 0% 8 25% 8 88% 
91STST9 7 0% 7 29% 7 0% 7 29% 7 86% 
92NDST5 6 33% 6 0% 6 17% 6 67% 6 67% 
BLUEMOUNDRD10 13 0% 13 8% 13 0% 13 23% 13 38% 
BOLIVARAV13 6 0% 6 0% 6 17% 6 67% 6 83% 
BRADYST3 38 3% 39 5% 39 21% 39 44% 38 55% 
BURLEIGHST10 7 29% 6 50% 7 43% 6 83% 7 71% 
BURLEIGHST5 10 10% 10 20% 10 30% 10 70% 10 40% 
BURLEIGHST7 6 33% 5 0% 6 33% 6 50% 6 67% 
CAPITOLDR5 9 33% 9 33% 9 11% 9 78% 9 89% 
DOWNERAV3 18 6% 18 11% 17 18% 18 56% 18 28% 
FARWELLAV3 67 15% 67 18% 68 28% 67 58% 67 69% 
HAWLEYRD10 18 6% 18 17% 17 12% 18 44% 18 56% 
HOLTONST6 23 43% 23 17% 23 30% 23 30% 23 78% 
HOWARDAV11 6 0% 6 0% 6 17% 6 67% 6 50% 
HOWELLAV13 17 0% 17 6% 17 12% 16 81% 17 53% 
HOWELLAV14 26 8% 26 19% 26 27% 26 58% 26 46% 
HUMBOLDTBL3 79 15% 79 11% 79 23% 79 47% 79 54% 
JUNEAUAV4 10 10% 10 30% 10 20% 10 30% 10 60% 
KINNICKINNICAV14 36 8% 36 17% 36 19% 36 53% 36 56% 
LAKEDR3 9 11% 9 11% 9 11% 9 44% 9 44% 
LINCOLNAV14 10 10% 10 30% 10 30% 10 50% 10 70% 
LISBONAV5 7 14% 7 14% 7 43% 7 71% 7 71% 
LOCUSTST3 48 19% 48 19% 48 25% 48 50% 48 42% 
LOCUSTST6 12 17% 12 33% 12 25% 12 33% 12 67% 
MILLRD2 5 20% 5 20% 5 0% 5 20% 5 100% 
MILLRD9 5 20% 5 20% 5 0% 5 20% 5 100% 
MORGANAV11 7 29% 7 0% 7 14% 7 43% 7 57% 
MORGANAV13 9 0% 9 11% 9 0% 9 33% 9 78% 
NATIONALAV8 8 63% 8 38% 8 13% 8 50% 8 88% 
NORTHAV3 35 20% 35 20% 35 31% 35 57% 35 57% 
NORTHAV6 24 17% 24 13% 24 33% 24 46% 24 67% 
OAKLANDAV3 37 19% 37 22% 37 24% 37 57% 37 38% 
OKLAHOMAAV11 21 0% 21 38% 21 24% 21 52% 21 67% 
OKLAHOMAAV14 28 4% 28 14% 29 24% 29 38% 29 52% 
PROSPECTAV3 56 11% 56 16% 57 26% 56 57% 56 70% 
PROSPECTAV4 41 5% 41 12% 42 24% 41 54% 40 68% 
TEUTONIAAV1 5 20% 5 20% 5 20% 5 80% 5 60% 
VAN BURENST3 10 0% 10 20% 10 0% 10 30% 10 40% 
VAN BURENST4 13 0% 13 15% 13 8% 13 46% 13 54% 
VLIETST10 23 9% 22 27% 21 24% 23 43% 23 65% 
VLIETST15 10 20% 9 33% 9 33% 10 40% 10 70% 
WASHINGTONBL10 10 0% 10 0% 10 0% 10 20% 10 30% 
WISCONSINAV4 9 22% 9 0% 9 0% 8 25% 9 44% 

Notes: % Unsafe includes responses of “poor” and “very poor”. Data are from all surveys (both mail and online distribution methods). Totals do not 
sum to citywide totals because some individual responses are counted in more than one street corridor.  
 



 

Table D4, Part 2. Perceptions of Neighborhood Characteristics by Street Corridor (% Poor or Very Poor) 

 Bus service Places to walk to 
Opportunities for 

exercise Parks Street trees/landscaping 

Street corridor 

Total 
valid 

responses % Poor 
Total valid 
responses % Poor 

Total valid 
responses % Poor 

Total valid 
responses % Poor 

Total valid 
responses % Poor 

13THST13 9 22% 11 27% 11 9% 11 18% 10 0% 
1STST12 5 0% 5 0% 5 0% 5 0% 5 0% 
20THST13 4 25% 4 25% 4 0% 4 0% 4 0% 
43RDST11 7 14% 8 13% 7 0% 8 0% 8 0% 
60THST11 6 0% 6 17% 6 0% 6 0% 6 17% 
76THST10 13 8% 14 43% 14 14% 14 7% 14 7% 
76THST5 14 7% 15 47% 15 13% 15 7% 15 13% 
84THST5 8 0% 7 29% 8 0% 7 0% 8 25% 
91STST2 7 0% 8 13% 8 0% 8 0% 8 25% 
91STST9 6 0% 7 14% 7 0% 7 0% 7 14% 
92NDST5 6 17% 6 17% 6 0% 6 17% 6 17% 
BLUEMOUNDRD10 13 0% 13 15% 13 8% 13 8% 13 8% 
BOLIVARAV13 5 20% 6 0% 6 0% 6 0% 6 17% 
BRADYST3 39 0% 39 3% 38 3% 39 3% 39 8% 
BURLEIGHST10 7 29% 7 57% 7 29% 7 29% 7 14% 
BURLEIGHST5 10 10% 10 30% 10 0% 10 0% 10 0% 
BURLEIGHST7 6 17% 6 33% 6 33% 6 50% 6 0% 
CAPITOLDR5 9 0% 9 44% 9 33% 9 11% 9 33% 
DOWNERAV3 18 0% 18 0% 18 0% 18 0% 18 6% 
FARWELLAV3 66 2% 68 1% 66 3% 68 3% 68 9% 
HAWLEYRD10 17 18% 18 6% 18 0% 18 0% 18 0% 
HOLTONST6 23 13% 22 9% 22 9% 23 4% 23 13% 
HOWARDAV11 5 40% 6 17% 5 0% 5 20% 6 0% 
HOWELLAV13 16 13% 17 18% 17 6% 17 6% 17 18% 
HOWELLAV14 25 4% 26 4% 26 4% 26 8% 26 4% 
HUMBOLDTBL3 77 4% 78 1% 79 1% 79 0% 78 4% 
JUNEAUAV4 10 0% 10 10% 10 0% 10 0% 10 20% 
KINNICKINNICAV14 34 9% 36 0% 36 0% 36 3% 36 3% 
LAKEDR3 9 11% 9 0% 9 0% 9 0% 9 0% 
LINCOLNAV14 9 0% 10 0% 10 0% 10 10% 10 0% 
LISBONAV5 7 14% 7 29% 7 0% 7 14% 7 29% 
LOCUSTST3 48 10% 47 4% 47 2% 48 0% 48 13% 
LOCUSTST6 11 18% 12 8% 11 9% 12 8% 11 0% 
MILLRD2 4 0% 5 0% 5 0% 5 0% 5 20% 
MILLRD9 4 0% 5 0% 5 0% 5 0% 5 20% 
MORGANAV11 7 14% 7 14% 7 14% 7 0% 7 0% 
MORGANAV13 7 43% 9 0% 9 11% 9 0% 9 22% 
NATIONALAV8 8 13% 8 0% 8 0% 8 0% 8 13% 
NORTHAV3 35 0% 35 0% 35 6% 35 3% 35 9% 
NORTHAV6 24 4% 23 4% 24 8% 24 0% 24 8% 
OAKLANDAV3 37 3% 37 3% 37 3% 37 0% 37 11% 
OKLAHOMAAV11 19 5% 21 10% 20 5% 21 0% 21 5% 
OKLAHOMAAV14 28 14% 28 7% 28 0% 29 0% 28 7% 
PROSPECTAV3 55 2% 57 2% 55 4% 57 4% 57 9% 
PROSPECTAV4 40 0% 42 2% 40 3% 42 2% 42 10% 
TEUTONIAAV1 4 0% 5 20% 5 40% 5 20% 5 0% 
VAN BURENST3 9 0% 10 0% 10 10% 10 0% 10 0% 
VAN BURENST4 12 0% 13 0% 13 8% 13 0% 13 0% 
VLIETST10 22 18% 23 9% 23 0% 23 0% 23 4% 
VLIETST15 10 10% 10 20% 10 0% 10 0% 10 10% 
WASHINGTONBL10 10 10% 10 0% 10 0% 10 0% 10 0% 
WISCONSINAV4 8 0% 9 22% 8 13% 9 22% 8 13% 

Notes: % Unsafe includes responses of “poor” and “very poor”. Data are from all surveys (both mail and online distribution methods). Totals do not 
sum to citywide totals because some individual responses are counted in more than one street corridor.  
 



 

Table D4, Part 3. Perceptions of Neighborhood Characteristics by Street Corridor (% Poor or Very Poor) 

 

Friendliness of 
neighbors 

Opportunities to meet 
neighbors 

Street corridor 

Total 
valid 

responses % Poor 
Total valid 
responses % Poor 

13THST13 11 9% 11 27% 
1STST12 5 0% 5 0% 
20THST13 4 50% 4 50% 
43RDST11 8 0% 8 0% 
60THST11 6 17% 6 17% 
76THST10 14 0% 14 29% 
76THST5 15 0% 15 27% 
84THST5 8 0% 8 13% 
91STST2 8 0% 8 25% 
91STST9 7 0% 7 29% 
92NDST5 6 0% 6 33% 
BLUEMOUNDRD10 13 15% 13 15% 
BOLIVARAV13 6 0% 6 17% 
BRADYST3 39 3% 39 13% 
BURLEIGHST10 7 0% 7 29% 
BURLEIGHST5 10 0% 10 10% 
BURLEIGHST7 6 17% 6 17% 
CAPITOLDR5 9 0% 9 33% 
DOWNERAV3 18 0% 18 6% 
FARWELLAV3 68 1% 68 28% 
HAWLEYRD10 18 11% 18 11% 
HOLTONST6 23 4% 23 9% 
HOWARDAV11 6 17% 6 17% 
HOWELLAV13 17 0% 17 12% 
HOWELLAV14 26 0% 26 0% 
HUMBOLDTBL3 79 1% 79 6% 
JUNEAUAV4 10 0% 10 10% 
KINNICKINNICAV14 36 0% 36 8% 
LAKEDR3 9 0% 9 0% 
LINCOLNAV14 10 0% 10 0% 
LISBONAV5 7 0% 7 14% 
LOCUSTST3 48 0% 48 13% 
LOCUSTST6 12 8% 12 17% 
MILLRD2 5 0% 5 0% 
MILLRD9 5 0% 5 0% 
MORGANAV11 7 14% 7 14% 
MORGANAV13 9 11% 9 22% 
NATIONALAV8 8 0% 8 13% 
NORTHAV3 35 3% 35 31% 
NORTHAV6 24 4% 24 13% 
OAKLANDAV3 37 3% 37 22% 
OKLAHOMAAV11 21 5% 21 5% 
OKLAHOMAAV14 29 0% 29 3% 
PROSPECTAV3 57 0% 57 23% 
PROSPECTAV4 42 0% 42 14% 
TEUTONIAAV1 5 0% 5 20% 
VAN BURENST3 10 10% 10 10% 
VAN BURENST4 13 8% 13 15% 
VLIETST10 23 0% 23 0% 
VLIETST15 10 0% 10 0% 
WASHINGTONBL10 10 0% 10 0% 
WISCONSINAV4 9 11% 8 13% 

Notes: % Unsafe includes responses of “poor” and “very poor”. Data are from all surveys (both mail and online distribution methods). Totals do not 
sum to citywide totals because some individual responses are counted in more than one street corridor. 

 



 

Table D5. Self-Reported Health by Street Corridor 

 General health Physical health Mental health 

Street corridor 

Total 
valid 

responses 

% Fair 
or 

Poor 
Total valid 
responses 

% >= 
10 days 

Total valid 
responses % Poor 

13THST13 11 9% 11 9% 10 10% 
1STST12 5 20% 5 0% 5 40% 
20THST13 3 67% 2 50% 2 50% 
43RDST11 8 0% 6 0% 5 0% 
60THST11 6 17% 6 0% 6 33% 
76THST10 13 15% 13 0% 14 29% 
76THST5 14 14% 14 0% 15 27% 
84THST5 8 50% 6 33% 6 33% 
91STST2 8 13% 8 0% 7 29% 
91STST9 7 14% 7 0% 6 17% 
92NDST5 6 0% 6 0% 5 0% 
BLUEMOUNDRD10 13 15% 12 8% 12 17% 
BOLIVARAV13 6 17% 6 33% 6 17% 
BRADYST3 37 3% 33 9% 35 23% 
BURLEIGHST10 6 0% 7 14% 7 29% 
BURLEIGHST5 9 33% 9 22% 9 33% 
BURLEIGHST7 6 0% 5 0% 5 20% 
CAPITOLDR5 9 22% 8 13% 8 38% 
DOWNERAV3 18 0% 17 0% 17 18% 
FARWELLAV3 65 8% 63 8% 64 20% 
HAWLEYRD10 18 11% 17 12% 17 12% 
HOLTONST6 22 5% 21 5% 21 14% 
HOWARDAV11 6 17% 5 0% 5 20% 
HOWELLAV13 17 18% 17 12% 17 12% 
HOWELLAV14 26 12% 25 4% 23 22% 
HUMBOLDTBL3 79 3% 75 5% 76 26% 
JUNEAUAV4 10 10% 8 0% 9 11% 
KINNICKINNICAV14 36 3% 35 9% 34 26% 
LAKEDR3 9 0% 8 0% 8 13% 
LINCOLNAV14 10 0% 10 0% 10 30% 
LISBONAV5 7 14% 7 0% 7 14% 
LOCUSTST3 48 0% 43 2% 45 31% 
LOCUSTST6 12 0% 11 0% 11 45% 
MILLRD2 5 20% 5 0% 5 20% 
MILLRD9 5 20% 5 0% 5 20% 
MORGANAV11 7 14% 7 0% 6 0% 
MORGANAV13 9 11% 7 14% 6 17% 
NATIONALAV8 8 13% 8 13% 8 13% 
NORTHAV3 35 14% 34 6% 33 27% 
NORTHAV6 23 13% 22 5% 21 19% 
OAKLANDAV3 37 8% 34 9% 35 29% 
OKLAHOMAAV11 21 5% 17 6% 18 11% 
OKLAHOMAAV14 29 7% 27 11% 26 23% 
PROSPECTAV3 54 6% 52 6% 53 17% 
PROSPECTAV4 39 3% 39 8% 40 18% 
TEUTONIAAV1 5 40% 5 40% 4 25% 
VAN BURENST3 10 10% 9 0% 9 22% 
VAN BURENST4 13 8% 13 0% 12 17% 
VLIETST10 23 4% 20 5% 20 20% 
VLIETST15 10 0% 9 11% 9 22% 
WASHINGTONBL10 10 0% 10 10% 9 11% 
WISCONSINAV4 8 0% 8 13% 8 13% 

Notes: “% >= 10 days” is the percentage of respondents who reported 10 or more days out of the last 30 days with physical or mental health 
challenges. Data are from all surveys (both mail and online distribution methods). Totals do not sum to citywide totals because some individual 
responses are counted in more than one street corridor.



 

Appendix E. Statistical Comparison of Mail-Distributed Citywide Survey 
Responses from within NRSAs versus outside of NRSAs 
 
This appendix presents statistical comparisons of mail-distributed Citywide Survey responses from 
within Neighborhood Redevelopment Strategy Areas (NRSAs) versus outside of NRSAs (Table E1 through 
Table E6). NRSAs are areas that are eligible for US Department of Housing and Urban Development 
(HUD) Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds. NRSAs are low-income areas that include 
approximately 61% of the City’s population. They form a simple and important geographic boundary for 
assessing the equity of safe and healthy street investments and outcomes28. 
 
Note that these statistical comparisons are based only on the mail surveys. This is because the mail 
surveys were distributed to a random sample of addresses in all parts of the city. The convenience-
based sample produced by the online surveys was less representative of the city as a whole. 
 

                                                           
28 For a more detailed definition and additional information about NRSAs, see pp. 7-8 of the Milwaukee Complete 

Streets Health and Equity Report, https://city.milwaukee.gov/ImageLibrary/Groups/cityBikePed/2020-
Images/Complete-Streets/MilwaukeeCompleteStreetsHealthandEquityReport2019.pdf, 2019.  



 

Table E1. Statistical Comparison of NRSA versus non-NRSA Mail Survey Responses indicating that the 

activity is “enjoyable” or “very enjoyable” 

 Within NRSAs Outside NRSAs Z-test 

 

Total 
Responses % Enjoy1 

Total 
Responses % Enjoy1 Z-score Significance2 

Walking 42 47.6% 110 75.5% -3.28 - - - 
Bicycling 37 10.8% 102 53.9% -4.54 - - - 
Riding the bus 33 18.2% 101 10.9% 1.09  
Driving a car (driver) 37 48.6% 109 54.1% -0.58  
Riding in a car (passenger) 36 36.1% 109 52.3% -1.68 - 

1) The % Enjoy column indicates the percentage of total valid within NRSA or outside NRSA responses within each category that 
were “enjoyable” or “very enjoyable”. 
2) Symbols indicate the outcome of a Z-test for the difference in proportions. Positive signs indicate that the response 
proportions within NRSAs are significantly higher than the response proportions outside of NRSAs (+++ is >99%, ++ is >95%, + is 
>90% significance). Negative signs indicate that the response proportions within NRSAs are significantly lower than the 
response proportions outside of NRSAs (- - - is >99%, - - is >95%, - is >90% significance). Blank cells indicate no significant 
difference between the proportions. 

 
Figure E1. Enjoyment of Travel Modes: NRSAs vs. Other Neighborhoods 
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Table E2. Statistical Comparison of NRSA versus non-NRSA Mail Survey Responses indicating that the 

travel mode is “unsafe” or “very unsafe” with respect to Street Traffic 

 Within NRSAs Outside NRSAs Z-test 

 

Total 
Responses % Unsafe1 

Total 
Responses % Unsafe1 Z-score Significance2 

Walking 42 45.2% 111 16.2% 3.74 +++ 
Bicycling 38 50.0% 103 31.1% 2.08 ++ 
Riding the bus 35 25.7% 96 16.7% 1.16  
Driving a car (driver) 39 38.5% 107 14.0% 3.23 +++ 
Riding in a car (passenger) 39 38.5% 109 12.8% 3.46 +++ 

1) The % Unsafe column indicates the percentage of total valid within NRSA or outside NRSA responses within each category 
that were “unsafe” or “very unsafe”. 
2) Symbols indicate the outcome of a Z-test for the difference in proportions. Positive signs indicate that the response 
proportions within NRSAs are significantly higher than the response proportions outside of NRSAs (+++ is >99%, ++ is >95%, + is 
>90% significance). Negative signs indicate that the response proportions within NRSAs are significantly lower than the 
response proportions outside of NRSAs (- - - is >99%, - - is >95%, - is >90% significance). Blank cells indicate no significant 
difference between the proportions. 
 

Figure E2. Traffic Safety of Travel Modes: NRSAs vs. Other Neighborhoods 
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Note: Only includes mail survey respondents. 
Asterisks indicate the outcome of a Z-test for 
the difference in proportions. NRSA responses 
are significantly higher than Non-NRSA:  
*** >99%, ** >95%, * >90% significance. 

Note: Only includes mail survey respondents. 
Asterisks indicate the outcome of a Z-test for 
the difference in proportions. NRSA responses 
are significantly lower than Non-NRSA: 
 *** >99%, ** >95%, * >90% significance. 



 

 

Table E3. Statistical Comparison of NRSA versus non-NRSA Mail Survey Responses indicating that the 

travel mode is “unsafe” or “very unsafe” with respect to Personal Security 

 Within NRSAs Outside NRSAs Z-test 

 

Total 
Responses % Unsafe1 

Total 
Responses % Unsafe1 Z-score Significance2 

Walking 43 39.5% 111 15.3% 3.25 +++ 
Bicycling 38 47.4% 104 16.3% 3.80 +++ 
Riding the bus 33 30.3% 97 19.6% 1.28  
Driving a car (driver) 38 34.2% 109 7.3% 4.08 +++ 
Riding in a car (passenger) 37 35.1% 108 8.3% 3.92 +++ 

1) The % Unsafe column indicates the percentage of total valid within NRSA or outside NRSA responses within each category 
that were “unsafe” or “very unsafe”. 
2) Symbols indicate the outcome of a Z-test for the difference in proportions. Positive signs indicate that the response 
proportions within NRSAs are significantly higher than the response proportions outside of NRSAs (+++ is >99%, ++ is >95%, + is 
>90% significance). Negative signs indicate that the response proportions within NRSAs are significantly lower than the 
response proportions outside of NRSAs (- - - is >99%, - - is >95%, - is >90% significance). Blank cells indicate no significant 
difference between the proportions. 
 

Figure E3. Personal Security of Travel Modes: NRSAs vs. Other Neighborhoods 
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Note: Only includes mail survey respondents. 
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the difference in proportions. NRSA responses 
are significantly lower than Non-NRSA: 
 *** >99%, ** >95%, * >90% significance. 



 

Table E4. Statistical Comparison of NRSA versus non-NRSA Mail Survey Responses indicating that 

Neighborhood Characteristics are “poor” or “very poor” 

 Within NRSAs Outside NRSAs Z-test 

 

Total 
Responses % Poor1 

Total 
Responses % Poor1 Z-score Significance2 

Cleanliness 40 40.0% 109 12.8% 3.66 +++ 
Lighting at night 39 30.8% 108 17.6% 1.73 + 
Sidewalks 38 23.7% 110 20.9% 0.36  
Street pavement 38 60.5% 109 53.2% 0.78  
Traffic speeds 41 58.5% 108 40.7% 1.95 + 
Bus service 34 5.9% 100 6.0% -0.03  
Places to walk to 41 39.0% 107 15.0% 3.18 +++ 
Opportunities for exercise 38 42.1% 109 10.1% 4.39 +++ 
Parks 39 25.6% 107 7.5% 2.95 +++ 
Street trees and landscaping 37 24.3% 109 11.9% 1.82 + 
Friendliness of neighbors 40 20.0% 110 7.3% 2.23 ++ 
Opportunities to meet neighbors 43 4.7% 112 15.2% -1.79 - 

1) The % Poor column indicates the percentage of total valid within NRSA or outside NRSA responses within each category that 
were “poor” or “very poor”. 
2) Symbols indicate the outcome of a Z-test for the difference in proportions. Positive signs indicate that the response 
proportions within NRSAs are significantly higher than the response proportions outside of NRSAs (+++ is >99%, ++ is >95%, + is 
>90% significance). Negative signs indicate that the response proportions within NRSAs are significantly lower than the 
response proportions outside of NRSAs (- - - is >99%, - - is >95%, - is >90% significance). Blank cells indicate no significant 
difference between the proportions.  
 



 

Figure E4. Satisfaction with Neighborhood Characteristics: NRSAs vs. Other Neighborhoods 

 
Note: Only includes mail survey respondents. Asterisks indicate the outcome of a Z-test for the difference in proportions. NRSA 

responses are significantly higher than Non-NRSA: *** >99%, ** >95%, * >90% significance. 

 

  
Note: Only includes mail survey respondents. Asterisks indicate the outcome of a Z-test for the difference in proportions. NRSA 

responses are significantly lower than Non-NRSA: *** >99%, ** >95%, * >90% significance. 
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Table E5. Statistical Comparison of NRSA versus non-NRSA Mail Survey Responses indicating that the 

Respondent’s General Health is “fair” or “poor” 

 Within NRSAs Outside NRSAs Z-test 

 

Total 
Responses 

% Fair or 
Poor1 

Total 
Responses 

% Fair or 
Poor1 Z-score Significance2 

General health 41 22.0% 108 13.9% 1.20  
1) The % Fair or Poor column indicates the percentage of total valid within NRSA or outside NRSA responses within each 
category that were “fair” or “poor”. 
2) Symbols indicate the outcome of a Z-test for the difference in proportions. Positive signs indicate that the response 
proportions within NRSAs are significantly higher than the response proportions outside of NRSAs (+++ is >99%, ++ is >95%, + is 
>90% significance). Negative signs indicate that the response proportions within NRSAs are significantly lower than the 
response proportions outside of NRSAs (- - - is >99%, - - is >95%, - is >90% significance). Blank cells indicate no significant 
difference between the proportions.  
 

Table E6. Statistical Comparison of NRSA versus non-NRSA Mail Survey Responses indicating that the 

Respondent experienced 10 or more of the last 30 Days with Poor Physical or Mental Health 

 Within NRSAs Outside NRSAs Z-test 

 

Total 
Responses % Poor1 

Total 
Responses % Poor1 Z-score Significance2 

Physical health 35 20.0% 105 13.3% 0.96  
Mental health 34 26.5% 102 19.6% 0.85  

1) The % Fair or Poor column indicates the percentage of total valid within NRSA or outside NRSA responses within each 
category that reported 10 or more days with “poor” physical or mental health. 
2) Symbols indicate the outcome of a Z-test for the difference in proportions. Positive signs indicate that the response 
proportions within NRSAs are significantly higher than the response proportions outside of NRSAs (+++ is >99%, ++ is >95%, + is 
>90% significance). Negative signs indicate that the response proportions within NRSAs are significantly lower than the 
response proportions outside of NRSAs (- - - is >99%, - - is >95%, - is >90% significance). Blank cells indicate no significant 
difference between the proportions. 


