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COMMUNITY CONTEXT AND STRIP MALL RETAIL:
PUBLIC RESPONSE TO THE ROADSIDE LANDSCAPE

ABSTRACT

Strip malls (aka mini-malls) are a common land use, historically promgtedS zoning
practices that concentrate retail and commercial development in a narrowidrandraan
arterials and major streets. Mini-malls are an entry-level retdienoffering opportunity for
independent, start-up businesses that serve a limited market range. Mollg, recemmunities
have begun to call into the question land uses that enable efficient ingress andfagresdes
in retail and commercial districts, but gave little attention to multi-moadility. Some
communities are redeveloping small mall zones based on “complete stredglesinexpanding
landscape plantings, and redeveloping the character of a business distrattidyh@ssessed
public response to one element of small mall (re)development — landscape aatloreget
options. A series of prior studies indicate that consumer behavior is positiveliatess@ath
city trees (the urban forest) on multiple cognitive and behavioral dimensiong; tdail surveys
that depicted varied roadside treatments, residents of three majoncttiesHacific Northwest
were asked to indicate their preferences and perceptions regarding propoged.cBarvey
stimulus materials addressed concepts of visual quality, retail perceptivoaaga behavior,
wayfinding, and willingness-to-pay for goods and services. Combined ecorosnagil
psychometrics indicated that respondents prefer landscaped roadsides, and repertgtadi
behavior, such as willingness to pay 8.8% more for goods and services in well laddealipe
Redevelopment and roadside management guidelines are proposed based onctheesablsy
with implications for the economics of local communities.

Key Words: urban, roadside, strip mall, retail, visual quality, preference, public perception
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INTRODUCTION

Strip malls have become a prevalent commercial land use throughout the United Staty
offer small-scale retail and commercial services and products, ofteseid on serving local
communities. These commercial hubs are often deplored for their ineflisiertdf space and
lack of visual quality. Nonetheless, strip malls are often the product of localgzoractices that
encourage concentration of small businesses in centers with shared parking asdegges.

Many communities are interested in either improving the visual quality of new
commercial corridors or redeveloping existing commercial streetgn with community
values. Context sensitive solutions in new and retroactive development may éotariplete
street” approach that better integrates bicycle and pedestrias,aamegsmproves the aesthetics
of retail land uses.

Survey research was done to learn more about public perceptions of urban $trgmohal
to suggest horticultural and landscape practices for communities or develbpenssh to
improve the visual quality of a strip mall setting. Positive shopper inferefioes businesses
are associated with central business districts having a quality land&tapeis study utilized
the principles and methods of these prior studies to explore public response to strip mall
landscape alternatives.

This article starts with a brief overview of strip mall purposes and public respmns
urban landscapes. Then the research is introduced - a project that utilized psyclaomdet
econometric approaches. Results of the statistical analysis are pdesaenally, results are
discussed as applied guidelines for vegetation planning and management, usefdlépeds
or business associations who would like to employ landscape improvements for tedizspor
aesthetic, and marketing purposes.

BACKGROUND

Mini-Malls

Strip malls (aka plaza or mini-mall) are found throughout urbanized North Aamand in many
developed nations around the world. A strip mall is typically developed as a smatleccial
unit, consisting of a row of multiple (usually connected) storefronts, set jushifhevay or
other major arterial road, and having associated parking spaces. A stripuma#il agntains
somewhere between 4 and 10 distinct storefronts, though one section of road may feature
multiple strip malls. Traffic ingress/egress is controlled, and theresaiadly few pedestrian
connections to surrounding neighborhoods.

The first shopping center (strip mall) in the U.S. was the Country Club Plaza iaKans
City, Missouri, built in the 1920&) While fairly new in human history the strip mall reflects
ancient commercial principles; a road focuses the movement of people on a regjsjaruh
some of those passers-by will want to buy something. With the adoption of single-usgiaoni
cities, retail and commercial zones are often focused in a narrow band alongoadgomvith
residential communities placed nearby.

Given the separation of residential and commercial areas, convenient locatmgm of s
malls offer significant advantagklini-malls are service-oriented and usually contain small-
scale stores that serve everyday needs of nearby residents (suctiessstore or small
restaurant). Strip mall businesses are usually small, privately egérabm and pop"
enterprises.
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Thus strip malls serve dual purpose of convenience for residential communities and
providing relatively inexpensive retail spaces for start-up and small bssgédherein lies the
tension. Built at fairly low cost, and visible to thousands who drive by each day, stspaneall
criticized for being ugly, contributing to the demise of traditional businessatis, and reducing
social interactions among shoppers. Nonetheless, strip mall architectungles &nd sturdy,
maximizing usable space while keeping real estate costs low. Businegsgsshien profit
margins and low capital reserves are able to rent or lease affordtlaspace, and offer basic
goods and services to a community.

Urban Landscape Assessment

Strip mall development will continue because they serve a definite diitirod and

convenience rolé3). Nonetheless, some communities have more stringent expectations for the
visual impact of strip malls. And widespread adoption of “complete street” valaes

influencing the functions and character of roads that front strip malls (newdewtleped).

What is the potential role of urban vegetation in these situations?

Landscape assessment studies have been used in natural resource managertient s
1960s to explore public perceptions and values associated with landscapes. Geeerakyof
all ages and cultural backgrounds prefer natural views to built settings. Thecgresérees
generally enhances public judgment of visual quality in c{des, 6). Trees are highly valued
components of urban settings, and unkept nature in urban settings is less preferred-than wel
maintained nature.

Roadside plants contribute to roadside visual quality. In a California §&fuggople
judged simulations of proposed residential development for scenic quality. Qtessnsbed
roadside development as “cluttered” and “ugly,” while “pleasant” andutifafl were
descriptions of highly vegetated highway corridors. Van passengers rectirdetivaness
ratings for urban roadside views in Minnes(&g highest values were awarded to road segments
having nature features, and well-designed plantings and structural elemaatsnal study
found that drivers prefer urban expressway landscapes having large treesetirabgjacent
commercial properties; scenes with “commercial windows” were lefsrpré but provide a
compromise for business owners who desire visil@iy10).

Positive response to urban nature is more substantial than usually considered.
Psychological assessments of urban landscapes suggest that aesf@igeres more than a
mere reaction to what is beautiful or pleasant, but is one expression of a compjef ar
perceptual and cognitive proces$gk). Urban scenes containing trees (particularly large ones)
are consistently highly preferréfl), and the general public rates the benefits of urban trees
highly (12). Urban natural elements also contribute to impressions of place. Evaluativeapprai
(13) and affective responsé€Bl) in city streets are boosted by tree presence.

Community Economics
Well designed and managed urban landscapes contribute to community economicshera num
of ways. Talented workers and firms are attracted to places that have higlofearmenities and
environmental qualityl5). More detailed economic assessments show that real estate values are
enhanced by landscape and vegetation. Market prices of homes is increased abont Byperce
the presence of trees in yards and at the property edge, and those homes nedisicapen
space gain 10 to 20 percent in va{lé).
Trees and nature generate economic benefits for commercial and retgitisas as
well. In one study rental rates were 7 percent higher for commeraia@ pfioperties having a
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quality landscapé€l?). In a series of studies of downtown business districts, shoppers report
increased patronage and purchasing behavior in districts having a quality urlsain fore
Consumers report being willing to pay 9 to 12 percent more for goods and servicea@sdusi
districts having a mature tree candf). Merchants pay close attention to the quality of indoor
features such as product layout, music, and store lighting, and these contribute toage,
which influences patrons' perceptions. Shoppers accept higher prices for goodssihating
attractive settings and positive staff. Visual quality of the outdoor envenhappears to also
impact price behavigl8).

METHODS & PROCEDURES

Research Questions
Given community concerns about retail visual quality, and emerging Contextig&e8siutions
approaches, several research questions were derived to learn more about publie tespens
presence of plants in strip mall environments. These research questions guidaldsaisace
research effort:

1) How does vegetation influence public response to visual quality of strip mall
developments?

2) Are there any differences in consumers' patronage behavior relateclitsavisual
amenities?

3) Does landscape character influence what consumers would be willing-torgmptis
and services?

Survey Construction

Survey methods were selected to conduct the research. An eight-page photo-qurestiegaa
with a photo-preference exercise. Several additional banks of variablepraiged to test
consumer perceptions and behavior associated with varied landscape scenariosafireenogr
variables elicited information about respondent age, gender, race and household iasacter

A photographic image sample was generated for the survey using a combination of
photography of actual strip mall settings and digital editing. Three basesiwage judged to be
building and parking conditions typical of strip malls in temperate North Aaregities. Base
images contained foreground views of arterial, mid-ground views of the roacedgeall
parking lot, and one story “small box” architecture with mounted vendors signs. selagéon
was done to reduce variability of visual content, and known confounds in public preference
response were avoided, such as overhead utility lines, tidiness, and (&k&6).

Each base image was digitally edited to include eight conditions of varied landscape
treatment. Variations included vegetation structure (tree and shrub combinatianagement
approach (whether manicured or naturalistic) and spacing (linear equidistantom). The
final presentation set contained twenty-six black and white images (onerzagewas
excluded due to content similarity and survey space limitations), randorssnpee.
Respondents rated how much they liked each image on a Likert scale from 1=htot Btadry
much, and high preference.

Two hypothetical scenarios of business districts were constructed usitagaphic
composites and plan sketches (Figure 1). Scenarios differed with respect tty qumhti
arrangement of vegetation. Secondary visual distractions (such as littemdpaidd and utility
lines) were avoided. Theo Vegetation district scenes contain no trees or shrubs, showing
uninterrupted rows of storefronts. Thture Vegetation scenario depicts a similar street scene
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with street trees of mature height and associated shrubs. No conflicts ofitressugtures or
infrastructure are apparent.

While the scenarios did not represent places with which respondents had direct
experience, the constructions were intended to capture the features antbcbéeageneric
retail mall environment common to many shoppers’ everyday experience. In addgion, t
problems of scenario-based survey design have been widely discussed and gfidelines
improved reliability were followe@3). Respondents were asked to project their shopping
behavior using rating scales and categorical responses. Each respondenh sawrzotos, but
responded to one (by random assignment).

Three sets of variables measured consumer response. Respondents providezhratings
perceptual descriptions of the district, and reported their likely behaviovepdironage
variables. A final section presented a contingent valuation method exesks®y respondents
to indicate their willingness-to-pay (WTP) values for a list of goods amwites. Contingent
valuation is an economic analysis tool typically used to assess values foanaet;m
environmental public goods (such as wildlife conservation, clean air, and envirahment
protection). In this study the tool was applied to an urban environment.

Shopping Area One  Use these scenes and sketch to answer the Shopping Area TWo  Refer to Shopping Area One to anawer the
survey guestions. aurvey questiona.

Sketch of business area - plan view Sketch of business area - plan view
nol to scale 3 nol Lo scale

\.l;J:E'\\f. cr ) o View

FIGURE 1 Visual descriptions of survey scenarios.

Respondent Sampling

Residents of three major cities in the Pacific Northwest region of thengr8 sent surveys:
Seattle (WA), Tacoma (WA), and Portland (WA). These cities were chesbeyare the three
greatest population centers in the geographic region, and places that havgeegtapsnall
development. A random list of mailing addresses was purchased from a coahirgtroroker,
generated within specified zip codes of the target cities.
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After pretesting, 1200 self-administered surveys were mailed. A covarilgtioduced
the purpose of the study and encouraged prompt response. A self-addressed, stamped retur
envelope was provided. Reminder post cards were sent two weeks after the suimgy mail

Mailing procedures generated 165 reasonably complete responses, and given that 63 wer
nondeliverable or were returned without response, the response rate was 14.5%. A 20 to 25
percent return was expected of urban mail surveys decadéalagout response rates have
fallen (22). A low response rate may have been due to the more difficult task of assigoasy pr
in the survey(23), or a lack of public interest in the retail landscapes being studied. The
possibility of non-response bias must be considered. No non-response assessraents we
conducted.

Respondent Traits

The last section of the questionnaire contained several demographic and backgroan83%

of respondents were in their 20s and 30s, 44% were in their 40s and 50s, and 24% were in their
60s or older. The majority of respondents were male (60%), and Caucasian (85%). 12% of
responding households contained a single person, while 36% were two person households, with
46% claiming to be composed of 3 or more persons. 47% of households had persons 18 years or
younger in age.

Stated annual family income varied considerably. 21% claimed $35,000 or lesarper ye
49% selected the $35-50,000 range, while 30% earn greater than $75,000 annually.

Generally, respondents are mixed male and female, and are white. The nodjority
respondents were in the 40-59 age span, and have children, most younger than 18 gears of a
While similar on other demographic traits they represent diverse income gaodpheir
earnings are slightly higher than the U.S. national median for the stud{$38z885).

ANALYSIS AND RESULTS

Data analysis involved several approaches. Descriptive statistlosyéd by factor analysis,
revealed categories of response in the preference ratings. For scendividual response

items were first tallied, then combined using data reduction methods to look foryumglerl
categories, then compared for differences in response between conditionstefrstvéng and

not having trees. In some instances comparisons were also made between respordapssubg

Visual Quality/Preference

Does the presence of vegetation affect visual quality of small mall retailgs@ Several
analytic procedures were used to interpret data meaning. Images wetd@dipict a gradient
of vegetation treatments. Descriptive statistics for images reveah preferences at about 1.4
for scenes having only lawn in the foreground, and thus uninterrupted views of the mall
buildings. Ratings of 2.4 were associated with low shrub borders. Images havingéstant
shrubs that create filtered views of parking and building to drive-by viewgisdereed means of
approximately 3.5. Meanwhile, scenes that portrayed dense, tall vegetation that bleakseof
buildings registered at about 3.0. Figure 2 depicts high and low rated scenes.

Principal axis factor analysis with Varimax rotation was used to extraterlying
common dimensions based on observed covariation of individual items. Several decision rules
were employed to determine inclusion of any item within a specific cat€hbryan item factor
loading of at least .40, category eigenvalue of 1.00 or greater, and all redogatizgories had
to have at least two items. Three categories emerged from the analyidy®accounting for
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High 3.49 5D1.23 Low 1.37, 5D 0.88
FIGURE 2 Image mean ratings, high and low.

66% of the total variable variance, and included 25 images. One image double-loadacton a
and so was excluded from further analysis.

Each group was assigned an assemblage epithet to depict their principeaive getd
site features. Following dimensional analysis new variables wer&wctes! by aggregating
mean values for each variable across all category items for each resp®hderesult was a set
of dependent variables (Figure 3), later used for independent samples t-Testisons.

The images oMixed Screen display a combination of trees and shrubs planted at the
property edge. The vegetation composition is varied, depicting mixed species audrirreg
placement of plants. The foreground landscape obscures views of midground buihdaeged
Treesimages contain large trees, planted in regular order at the property eddeevgitbund
plane planted in grass. Categor®3ub Edge depicts a border plantings o f both sheared and
naturalistically maintained low-growing shrubs. Unlike the two other categdréekground
buildings are in full view behind the vegetated edge. The base images, coritiaMeggtation
in the foreground, formed a fourth category, with uninterrupted views of parkingratea a
buildings.

The gradation of vegetation composition and structure used to digitally construct the
three image series is reflected in the response patterns. The loweshtatory contains views
of strip mall buildings visually unmitigated by landscape vegetation, unforturaatsgdition
seen too often in America’s commercial corridors. From the most barren scenddinfjbund
parking lots, category preference means increase with increasedigsiantit structure of
vegetation. Of note when considering installation and maintenance costs,nuefi@tings take
a major step up with the addition of shrub and hedge plant materials. Another preference
increment is added when trees are planted, with the highest visual quaiég taing assigned
to tree plantings having associated shrub materials.

Comparisons of response to visual categories by respondent demographics indicated no
significant differences, with one exception. Respondents with higher household intetne ra
Mixed Screen higher for visual quality (df=2=4.470,p=.013).
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Preference Category 1: Mixed Screen - mean 3.18, 0.91 SD

A10: load .767, mean 2.97 A15: load .737, mean 3.25
Preference Category 2: Ordered Trees, mean 3.09, 0.78 SD

o —

A25: load .854, 2.20 A19: load .840, mean 2.38

Preference Category 4: No Vegetation, mean 1.39, 0.83 SD

A21: load .585, mean 1.41

FIGURE 3 Image preference categories.
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Mall Scenario

Perceptions Categories & ltems Factor ltem No Mature Ind Samples
Loading Mean™ \Vegetation — Voegetation Ttest
Category 1: Business Q uality Mean Mean t=-3.562
shop-keepers are informative 0767 3.70 3.76 4,30 p=.001
products are wel-made and reliable  0.738 a.61 0.88 85D 0.83 8D df=144
wide selection of products and services  0.733 3.50
merchants will do special orders 0,64 3.18
diverse businesses and services 0486 4.27
goods and services are faidy priced  0.477 4.01
Category 2: Amenities & Attractions Mean Mean t=-10.802
attractive to tourists ~ 0.824 2.50 2497 5.23 pe. 00
would like to ive near here  0.758 2.20 1.31 5D 1.21 5D df=147
positive image  0.710 2.81
has a pleasant atmosphere  0.708 2.72

clean and litter-free 0.545 4.67

Category 3: Positive Merchants Mean Mean t=-5.107
good customer service  0.745 3.97 a.ez2 477 P 001
businesses are friendly and approachable 0.482 3.67 1.07 8D 1.18 5D df=144
Category 4: Wayfinding Mean Mean 1=9.003
able to see stores fromthe street  0.648 6.35 5.00 4,27 D= 001
easy to find what one is looking for  0.615 5.7B 0.81 8D 1.81 8D df=145
easy access to shops fromstreet  0.580 5.57

* item ratings: 1=strongly disagree thru 7=strongly agree

TABLE 1 Place Perceptions — Categories and Means Comparisons

Place Perceptions

While viewing two scenarios, respondents were asked to rate their level ohagteeth
statements about one of the locations using a series of Likert scalestigh ranging from
1="strongly disagree” to 7="strongly agree.” Categories wefesttally derived and described
using analytic approaches described for visual preference data. Fowriestegntained 16 of
25 original items, and accounted for 60 percent of the total variable variance. Individual
variables were combined to construct dummy variables, and responses were conpa@d be
the mall scenarios (Table 1) using alpha levels that were adjusted for encdtipparisons
(.05/4=.0125).

The presence of mixed trees and shrubs enhances judgmémeniies and
Attractions. Respondents strongly inferred that the green mall was associated with mtve posi
atmosphere, cleanliness, image, and to be a more favorable place for residé¢otsists alike.
Such findings not surprising as prior studies about nature and city streets fourvahtlnative
appraisalg20) and affective respong&b) are boosted by the presence of trees.

Perhaps less anticipated would be the results for cate@usieess Quality andPositive
Merchants. Despite there being no obvious indication of the condition of stores nor merchants,
respondents attributed significantly better business conditions and interactitims $cenario
that differed only in landscape character. Quality and selection of prodawekof customer
service, and merchant helpfulness were all judged to be more positive in the degetat&his
finding is consistent with positive judgments of merchants and shops found in studiesadf cent
business districts that have quality urban forest ca(ipyA consumer's cognitive
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interpretations and representations of place extend to include the quality ofrdecsaition and
response that he/she expects.

An inverse relationship was found for té@yfinding category. Responding to the survey
visual prompts, study participants highlighted the common complaint of business thebple
vegetation can restrict visibility of signage and storefronts. GeneralNsg-lyi views and the
search for a particular store could be hindered by lot edge landscape.

Scenarios
Patronage Variable Na Mat ure

Vegetation Vegetation
Time willing to travel to reach place ?
Pearson X2=11.310, p < .004, Cramer's V=271

less than 10 minutes 55 az2
10 to 20 minutes 41 53
more than 20 minutes 4 15
Total 1008 1008
n=82 n=72

Distance willing to travel?
Pearson X2=5.185, p <.075, Cramer's V=183

up to 2 miles 40 24

210 5 miles az2 36

more than 5 miles 28 40
Total 1009 1009
n=82 n=72

Time would spend during visit?
Pearson X2=11.327, p =.003, Cramers V=272

up to 10 minutes 20 12
10 to 30 minutes 54 49
more than 30 minutes 17 39
Total 100%% 10096
n=81 n=7e

Frequency or how often return?
Pearson X2=17.664, p < .000, Cramer's V=354

less than once a month 54 20
once a week to ence a month 33 51
ONGCE & Week or morne 13 29

Total 100% 100%

n=76 n=65

response frequencies expressed as %s

TABLE 2 Patronage Variables — Scenario Comparisons

Shopper Patronage

Respondents were queried about potential patronage behavior by judging likdltinraye
travel distance, duration of visit, and frequency of visits when considering tHegamaario.
Variables presented an ordered array of categorical response choices of abdéponse
frequencies were analyzed to again evaluate the relationship of reported tactails
character. Responses on all but one patronage variable were found to be signifigaetly hi
when comparing/ature Vegetation to No Vegetation conditions (Table 2).

An inverse pattern of response was evident. Responsle féegetation settings are
concentrated at the low end of each of the patronage variable’s values and lessdineguent
moving toward the high entature Vegetation malls exhibit fewer low value responses, and
response frequencies increase across higher values. Associations of postnegpatesponse
to landscaped malls are not linear; responses to vegetated conditions exigbitagesline at
the variables’ highest response levels but generally remain at highezrfosegithan for the
more barren streetscape.
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Why is patronage behavior important? Many businesses in strip mallsalte sm
independent start up enterprises. Increasing the amount of time spent by retustangers, and
having more people who have traveled greater distances to a mall site mségtérto greater
sales revenug4) and perhaps a higher success rate for new entrepreneurs. For instance,
respondents claimed greater travel times for a mall that is landscapesstsuggn expanded
trade area radius that includes thousands of people within dense urban population centers.

Product Pricing

The urban forest is a public good, rarely generating products that can be dixebtiyged on
markets. A pricing assessment was done using contingent valuation rig3htwlassess the
impact of site landscape on local economics. Respondents were presentelisivithgiods
and services that would be available in a strip mall, representing product glassesly used
by marketers. Convenience goods are widely available and purchased Mittelitieration.
Shopping goods are purchased after planning and comparison and are selectilmlyedistr
Finally, specialty goods have high brand recognition and consumer loyaltyttleusdmparison
shopping is done before purchase.

Respondents were asked to state the price they would be willing-to-pegcfoof fifteen
items. Three index variables were constructed by combining values aadastplasses for
each participant (Table 3). Significant differences were found when cmgpaeans across the
types of goods. Respondents reported lower values for goodsNio Wegjetation mall. Price
differences between scenarios are considerable: approximatelyc@htfer convenience, 40
percent for shopping, and 23 percent for specialty goods. Analysis using Westdridardized
scores across all products generated a more conservative 8.8 percent djféefienasy
consistent with the 9 to 12 percent range found for central business d{&)tiéts "amenity
margin” in pricing represents potential revenues that can offset landegaptrient and
management costs.

Index Secenarios Ind Samples

& ltems No Viegetation Mature Vegetation Ttest
Convenience Goods Mean Mean 1=-3.840
ice cream cone, desk clock, flower bouguet 7.4 10.34 p = .000
bread keaf, lunch sandwich, appointment book 32350 410 5D df=116
Shopping Goods Mean Mean t=-4,650
sponts shoes, watch, ight jacket, a7.88 52.96 p = .000

pots & pans, camera, gallon of paint 16.60 S0 1768 5D di=110
Specialty Goods Mean Mean t=-2.220

new glasses, ar print, 54.64 B67.24 p=.03

gift for spouse/pantner 26.25 5D 24.58 5D df=79

TABLE 3 Products Pricing — Scenario Comparisons

DISCUSSION

This and prior studies indicate that public response to retail landscapes exdenddft is
visually pleasing to implications for shopper actions. Consumer behavior is quiteegdnoph a
psychological perspective. Economists traditionally considered the printaayibeof
consumers to be utilitarian and oriented to satisfying needs through purchasesré&taitent
research has expanded to considerations of cognitive (or information processitighfuim
consumers, and to how emotion and attitude inform judgments about retail(@&ces
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The four-concept framework for this research program - visual quality, placpperts,
shopper patronage and product pricing — guided a comprehensive measures approach that
demonstrates the value of a green consumer environment. The product pricing resiflena
of greatest interest to merchant audiences, but other measures yield msightehy shoppers
may be willing to pay more for products in malls having better landscape quality

Study images displayed modest streetscape revisions. Yet in this studgeasral
similar investigations, public judgments of visual quality were much enhandbe lpyesence of
trees and associated vegetation. Landscape influences obvious placesgaalitiprovide cues
of retail experiences for which there is no direct information. While prefematings were
higher for landscaped settings, it is interesting to note that ratings stutisfell short of the
highs in studies of central business districts — attaining ratings of up to 4.0 on deb(D)sca
confirming community concerns about reduced visual quality of strip malls.

Positive judgments about maintenance and image were also associatin \pisence
of landscape, despite the scenario base images having the same levédsnof tare and site
tidiness. Respondents also attributed social traits and characteristicsneétbie experience
based on vegetation conditions. Judgments of products and merchants were mordrpositive
heavily landscaped places as are inferences about product value, product aquaiitgrehant
responsiveness.

Urban greening advocates are often challenged to demonstrate fiscaslfemefitrees
and other vegetation in urban settings. Responses on patronage variables eetatealir
revenue potential, as they indicate a potentially expanded customer base. Roejrigtater
travel times were reported for the scenario with landscape, indicatingpanded trade area
radius. Both indications higher frequency of visits and spending more time oneée suggest
business patrons may spend more in an extended period of time.

Many benefits of urban natural resources (such as air and water gualibyements)
cannot be bought or sold because of incomplete or nonexistent markets. Contingewinvaluati
was used in this study to estimate the values of public good associated ewtim tretail
settings. Respondents consistently reported greater willingnessteajues for goods and
services in the landscaped mall — at an overall rate of 8.8 percent.

A quality landscape at the road edge appears to be an important part of the “cufb appea
of small mall retailers. The increased revenue due to pricing and patronagebeshaivbenefit
to small businesses. Another level of useful analysis would be to determine whethased
returns offset the costs of planting and managing plants.

Limitations

Several research limitations present opportunities for follow up studies. Platentisesponse
bias is one concern. Considerable effort was made to construct a comprehensive Seampe,
but response outcomes limit generalizability of the results. Response mayeleaveeduced by
the difficulty of the contingent behavior questions, the taken-for-grantednsssatfmall
settings, or unfamiliarity with the survey task.

Of greatest interest is the correlation between stated behavior in thg andvactual
behavior in shopping areas. Questions of both reliability and validity are imp@éanterbal
expressions of how people would behave differ consistently and significantlyelnetinestwo
scenarios. Such findings indicate that there could be real behavioras gfigicthe magnitude of
the differences expressed may not accurately predict actual behaviferainties. Marketing
research methods could be used in future research to observe and track shopper behaviors
comparable places that do, and do not, have a landscaped streetscape.
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Planning and Management
The results of this study have several implications for vegetation planning aagenaent in
urban streets and corridors.

Planting Spaces and Care

Based on public preferences the space allocations for vegetation should be rembnsider
Municipal and county code may require perimeter landscape, but the widths of the planting
zones are usually inadequate. Narrow planting strips that contain inadequateéeguamdit
quality of soil cause plant stress, and force plant-to-infrastructureasnfiuch as heaved
paving. Better site design may be able to achieve identical functional requie(e.g. building
footprint and parking) yet provide consolidated spaces more suited to plants. IHe&thte
may provide more customer appeal.

Too often landscapes are neglected once installed. Optimal benefitenaek fgam
landscapes through ongoing maintenance and care. Strip malls offer same@és as
building managers or associations of merchants could pool resources for a conngehens
approach to landscape management.

Many local governments are promoting or requiring Low Impact Developmactiqas
to improve stormwater management. LID physical features (such as bissmdleain gardens)
can be carefully designed to serve multiple functions. While they may bdaddtal water
control purposes, their quality and character can also serve as a cust@ngy.a

Visibility and Vegetation Configuration

Reduced visibility of storefronts and signage due to vegetation is a major concerntudmtserc
The reduced ratings dNayfinding perceptions confirmed that customers are not as likely to see
internal businesses if a mall is surrounded by trees. Two solutions are possible.

Large trees were associated with the highest visual ratings. Cangifiigpand
management for building views can enable greater street level visililiky sustaining the
amenity values that big trees provide for shoppers. Limbing-up and canopy thinfangeof
trees is a better management strategy for visual quality enhancemeripihiag &t sign levels
or planting smaller trees whose mature canopy height is the same asswénaesvs and
signage.

Mid range visual responses offer a compromise in planting design. Larger, mgtg upri
vegetation can be planted intermittently to create a green “frame” to mwamhefocus a
driver’'s eye. Presenting businesses and their products using vegetationfrayresip drivers
to more easily distinguish individual retailers within an unceasing streaongjlex roadside
stimulus, and reduce visual distractions that can influence driver responseedynd saf

Sgnage Design

Signage may be the ultimate point of tension concerning tall vegetation and busité#y.
Individual businesses typically have large signs above their storefront$y idsdlle from the
road, and may have individual signs closer to the road. These signs are often placed at
considerable cost.

In many communities there is an inherent conflict between perimetergerpredge
plantings, often required by commercial zoning code, and sign requirements on Buifding
small mall owner complies with both sets of requirements, sight lines are soaatedntlocal
requirements may inherently lead to customers not being able to identify busiaedse
products.
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Revisiting zoning code is necessary in many communities. One design solution is to
move signage to the front of or in midst of landscape vegetation. Monument signs are an
example (Figure 4). This style of sign serves two purposes. First, it eadilsmess
community to steward a full landscape complement of trees, understory shrubs and graundcove
Second, it reduces visual distraction of signage as drivers come to expgobdod visual
targets that quickly convey the entire complement of merchants, goods, andsstrat they
will find within a mini-mall. Colorful low growing vegetation at the base of the si@n further
direct a driver’s attention to the business listing.

‘ Ictand dess B Fec
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FTGURE 4 Streetside monument s_'i-gnage.

Small malls are ubiquitous in American cities, frequented by many, and hestlairdi
by some. They are the places where many small business dreams begin vihenfgito
Communities are ever more interested in creating transportation cothdoenable expanded
use by cars, bicyclists and pedestrians, and enhance the experience ofhidasteldy explored
one element of retail space — the roadside landscape of mini-malls. Thedemdtsstrate that
the presence of trees and plants positively influences public response to Btsigtiings,
including aesthetic and economic dimensions. Roadside landscape and vegetation cotatribute
the sustainability of the urban environment and retail vitality.
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