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Introduction

In Danville, Hendricks County officials have considered a number of options for expanding court facilities.
One option proposed would relocate court and probation facilities from the historic downtown
courthouse to an alternate facility east of downtown Danville. The proposed location would be part of
what is known as “East Campus.” The county jail, animal shelter, and other county facilities are located at
or near this location currently.

The Center for Urban Policy and the Environment (Center) was asked by Hendricks County Economic
Development Partnership (HCEDP) and Downtown Danville Partnership, Inc. to determine the value of
the Courthouse to downtown Danville’s economic and social/cultural vibrancy.

Key Findings

In general, there are two main contributions of public facilities such as a courthouse, library, or other
public facilities. The first is to function in a manner similar to an anchor store, attracting individuals who
might not otherwise visit downtown to shop, dine, and contribute to downtown’s vibrancy. The second
contribution is the spending of those working at the courthouse.

Based on the result of three surveys (Courthouse and adult and juvenile probation office workers,
Courthouse visitors, and patrons of downtown establishments), we estimate that approximately 128 of
every 1,000 visits to downtown are by Courthouse workers or people whose primary reason for the trip is
business in the courthouse. Over the course of a year we estimate that patrons, whose primary reason for
coming downtown was to visit the Courthouse, spend $66,300 dining and $84,600 at retail shops.
Additionally, we estimate that employees at the Courthouse spend $55,200 dining downtown and $20,400
shopping downtown each year.

The estimated downtown spending attributable to Courthouse visitors and workers might be at risk if
Courthouse functions were relocated. When asked how behavior might change if they no longer worked
at the Courthouse about one-third of courthouse employee respondents suggested they would no longer
dine downtown (most others would dine downtown less frequently and, thus, spend less). The anticipated
reduction in dining expenditures represents the expected loss of revenue. However, county employees
who worked at the East Campus have downtown dining habits that are very similar to those who work at
the Courthouse, suggesting the anticipated behavioral changes by courthouse workers may be mitigated.
Employees who shop reported no change in expected shopping patterns. The exact uses of courthouse
building in the event that the courts relocate also are unknown. The potential loss of business revenue
from the relocation of the courts may also be mitigated by the dining and shopping activity from both
employees and visitors of the services located or relocated in the courthouse facility.

A less immediate and non-quantifiable risk is the potential relocation of downtown professional services
whose primary source of income is related to activities at the Courthouse and its visitors. These visits
might very well continue even if the Courthouse was no longer attracting visitors, however the
convenience (energy and time savings) for those visiting the Courthouse as well as the Courthouse’s
impact on the location of the office (especially lawyers) must be considered.
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Literature Review

Limited analyses exist regarding the contributions government facilities make toward sustaining the
economic and cultural vibrancy of downtowns, particularly quantitative analyses. The few existing studies
suggest that moving a government facility away from downtown results in reduced business. First, Phillip
Langdon studied the role public buildings play in sustaining successful downtowns, including a post office
and town hall in Amherst, Massachusetts, and courthouses in Pennsylvania, Maryland, and Idaho
(Langdon, 2003). Langdon found that in the case of outward migration of the public facility, a move of
even a few blocks away from downtown results in local merchants reporting a noticeable decline in
business. He also concluded that when government facilities are moved to downtown existing businesses
appear to experience an increase in business and there are new business start-ups as well.

A second study focused on the perception of downtown merchants in Snohomish County, Washington
(Neumaier & Clements, 2000). The paper suggests that relocating county administrative offices away from
downtown caused a direct loss of business to downtown shops and services, as the downtown merchants
estimated approximately 25 percent to 30 percent of their trade comes from county employees. The
authors also recognized a secondary impact resulting from the loss of customers who come downtown for
business in the county offices. The Snohomish County officials did not provide an estimate for the
amount of secondary loss, but did report that 79 percent of respondents to a counter survey indicated that
they always or occasionally combine trips to the county facilities with other business downtown.

Finally, a University of Wisconsin Extension Service study in 2005 compared cities that were the location
of county seats to those that were not, and found that county seats have a greater mix of businesses
downtown (Zigelbauer, Ryan, & Grabow, 2005). The researchers believe that the greater amount of
business activity related to the presence of county offices strengthened arguments for keeping government
facilities in downtown. Specifically, the researchers found that the downtowns with county courthouses
and government centers differ from their counterparts in the following ways (Zigelbauer et al., 2005, p.
12):

1 8.4 percent more businesses

7.4 percent more retail businesses

1 25.0 percent more professional, technical, and scientific businesses, including a greater number of

law offices
1 15.4 percent fewer restaurants
1 53.0 percent more traveler accommodations

Study Methodology

The previous studies focused on the merchants and their impressions rather than on the public facility
worker and visitor behavior. In response, the Center developed a customer-based approach that sought to
identify the downtown shopping, dining, and other activities of downtown Danville Courthouse visitors
and workers. Three surveys were the critical elements in the current study. The first survey was an online
survey of all Hendricks County government workers conducted between May 11, 2010, and May 18,
2010, using Survey Monkey. Results were analyzed separately for courthouse and probation office
workers, county government center workers, and workers from the facilities located principally at or near
the East Campus. The response rate for courthouse and probation office employees was 59.1 percent (78 of
the 132 employees). Additionally, because one site for possible courthouse worker relocation is near other
county facilities, we surveyed county government center and East Campus employees to understand their
downtown dining and shopping habits. The response rate for the remaining county employees was 37.2
percent (146 of 392 employees).



The second survey was of visitors to selected county government facilities. This survey was conducted on
April 28, April 30, and May 3, 2010. For the Courthouse, three days of the week (Monday, Wednesday,
and Friday) were identified as having distinct traffic patterns. Volunteers from the Hendricks County
Chapter of the Business and Professional Exchange administered the survey for 20 minutes during each
hour between 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. in eight locations (four courthouse entrances, juvenile probation
office, adult probation office, and two county government center entrances). The survey yielded 245
responses.

The third survey was of downtown business patrons. This survey was conducted the week of April 19 —
April 23, 2010. Business owners and employees administered the survey for 30 minutes of each hour
between 8:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. Seventeen (17) downtown Danville establishments (dining, retail, and
service) participated. More than 40 businesses are located within one block of the Courthouse Square. The
survey yielded 248 responses.

The survey instruments are provided in Appendix A. In general, we asked Courthouse employees to tell us
how often they dined, shopped, and visited other downtown establishments in a typical week. We also
asked them to report typical spending patterns and whether they would expect their behavior to change if
their work location changed. We asked visitors to the courthouse to identify their primary purpose for
coming downtown, and then what other downtown activities they had been or would be engaged in as
well as previous and expected spending downtown. Finally, we asked customers at downtown Danville,
restaurants, retail shops, and service providers to tell us whether they worked at or had/will visit the
Courthouse during this visit and to report on their downtown activities and spending patterns.

The surveys of government employees and government facility visitors are the principal tools used to
estimate the contributions of the Courthouse to downtown Danville. The business patron data were used
primarily as a comparison point to the spending and visit data gained from the surveys at the Courthouse.
Specifically, because the spending data reported on the customer survey were reported at the point of sale
we used the customer data to test the spending reports from the Courthouse visitor and worker surveys.
We also were able to determine the share of total customers at the downtown facilities that were
attributable to the Courthouse.

Finally, not all individuals responded to every question. For example, 198 of the 202 visitors to the
Courthouse (who did not work there) responded to the question of what was the primary reason for your
visit to downtown.

County Government Employee Survey

The survey of Hendricks County employees was emailed to 524 individuals, including, 132 workers
employed at the Courthouse and adult and juvenile probation offices. The overall response rate was 42.7
percent (224 of 524). The response rate for courthouse and probation office employees was a bit higher at
59.1 percent (78 of 132). The survey asked those employed at the Courthouse to report on how much
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