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ABSTRACT .

L}

Even‘though the concept of Planned Shopping Centers Qas
conside}ed fo be ane of the major de;olopmentk'in retailing in the
post-World War 11 e}a; mainly‘individual market studies have been
done on the subjgﬁf. The major hierarchical studies done on
shopping centers ¥E-gorth‘America {more ;pecifically, in the United
Sfafes), mainly dealt with unplanned retail nuéleations or business

-~ .

centers. As well, little attention has been paid to the correlation
of function and behaviour aItEOUQh the relationship between form and
function has often been the focus of investigation on intra-urban

- *

retailing patterns. .

The purpose of this study, fherefore, was to identify a
hierarchy and to analyze the éunctional patterns -- those performea
by Planned Shopping Centerslwithin a medium-sized industrial city,
namely the.City Qf Windsor == by the utiljzation pf the Central Place
Concept. Planned Shopping Centers can be defined as groups of -
commerciél establishments which are designed, developed, owned a;d
managed as units with off-street parking provided on the property..
Four criteria, anchor tenants, populatioﬁ served, floor area and
sife area were used to classify the planned centers (twenty-one in all),
into three groups. The power change or the degree of variation off
the shopping centérs' ievels was stﬁdied through analyses of the trade
area characteristics as well as the structures of the functional units

and consumer behaviour characteristics and 'the kinds of central place

.

characteristics existing were determined.



The findings gave evidence to the existence, among the

Planned Shopping Centers of Windsor, of central place character-
istics by means of all the variables with one exception and the

changing power of these variables shows a clear variation between

~

shopping center levels. -

1t was also found that many centers deviated from each
groups theoretical characteristics, mainly in the lower level,-and

marketing approach was used to analyze the reasons.

[
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

The concept of planned shopping centers has been generally accep- *
ted as"agne of the major developments in the post-World War Il era.. it is

estimated that there are 20,000 shopping centers of various sizes in op-
a——

-

eration in Canada and the United States (Edgar, Lion, 1976). Planned

shopping centers can be defiﬁéﬂqﬁs groups of retail stores and related
business facilities which are.des{éned, developed, operated and managed
as uniFs. On-site parking faci]itieé are provided and their sizes are
usually co;;zzgzghte to the sizes of the individual centers. " The types
and sizes of the shops tﬁey contain are, in general, related to the trade
areas intended to be served (Carpenter, 1978).

The evolution of planned shopping_centers was a direct consequen—
ce of rapid suburban growth, the ensuing decentralization of population
in larger cities causing the formation of ﬁset;lements“ away from core
areas but within metropolitan boundaries. In addition, economic prospe-
rity and rising automobile ownership have contributed to changes ih shep-
ping habit;. The resultant spatial patterns in North America were not
influenced (except to a limited extent), by civic alanning departments
such as was and still is the case in Great Britain and many qther count-
ries in the world. However, within these spatial patterns, there exist

hierarchical orders.

'  The notion of hierarchy has been used to describe the functional
relationship between settlements as exemplified by retail activity. This

concept of hierarchy has also been employed as an organised framework

1



within which to differentiate levels of size and importance for the main
shopping centers of settlements. With this concept as a basis for their
" studies, it was- found that ordered hierarchies exist and preva;; in ur-
ban areas by size, functions and trade areas and have been identified by

several researchers in the United States (Berry, 1958, 1963;, Garner,

1966) .

A careful analysis of the structure of the functional units and
trade aréas as well as an.analysis of the demands of the consumers and
their shobping habits is required in any attempt to gain an understanding
of the functional patterns and hierarchy, and tHis will be the cobjective

"of the following work. .

1.7 PURPOSE AND SCOPE
l The purpose of this study is to analyse the functional patterns -
those produced by Planned Shopping Centers within a medium—siZed:indus-
frial city - specifically the city of Windsor, Ontario. The ceﬁtra]"
place concept will be used and the study will be organized in the form be-
Tow: |
1.  CIassificatioﬁ of the shopping centers into groups from lo—'
wer level to higher level using scatter diagrams and the Ur-
ban Land Institute's Shopping Center Classification'cddé S;-
stem. |
2. Analysis of the power of attraction of various shopping cen-
ter types and determine whatﬂcentral place characteristicé
exist among those classified levels by means of:
a) an examination of the tradé area characteristics (size,

shape, population and customer density), in the classified



groups. | ' .
b) an e*amination of the functional structure_chgrac-
teristics‘(types of shops, flopr area by functional
use, etc.), in the classified groups.

c) an examination of consumer behaviour characteris-~

tics in the classified groups.

Following the intensive research into cent;al place networks
that took place in the 1960's, more recent contributioqs have been less
numerous but can be welcomed for raising soTe previously neglected is-
sues (Warner and Daniels, 1979), Intra-urban Hiefarchical Studies by
Berry, (1958, 1963) and Garner (1966),.are consiHered to be the major
shopping center studies in North America, but' ey deal mainly with un-
planned shopping centers. _Little attention has been paid to the d;ve-

lopment of planned shopping centers which is believed to be a major

one in retail structure in the post-World War Il era.

The relationship between form and function has often been the
focus of investigations on intra-urban retailing patterns (Cohen ana
Lewis, 1967), but less attention has been given to the correlation of
Functionrand.behaviour (Jéhnston, 1969). In comparison with research
done in the United States, very few studies in these areas have been
submitted in Canada, and'fdr the‘most part, marketing study or research
has been done only for individual stores. Therefore this study wila )

also emphasize consumer behaviour such as modes of transportation, fre-

quency of visits and other factors.

The highly competitive nature of modern retailing as well as the

demand for large financial investment and long-term commitments placed
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on the retailer indicate that -there is great need for such studies to be
done in order that costly mistakes in store site selection might be a-

voided.

-

The shopping center .industry - vesterday's (evolution in retai-
]iné - has reached a measure of maturity. This does not mean, thoﬁgh,
that shopping center expansion is at an end. Some new shopping centers
are being built in growth areas such as Edmonton kdespﬁte the prevalence
of 2 ""no~growth' economy), and in some places, older planned shopping
centers have been expanded or remodeled. In the next few years, most
shopping center investment in Canada will be devoted to expansion énd/or
renovation of existing centers with an effort to add specialty shops, of-
fices and fewer common sery}ces. In order to gain 2 better understan-
ding of the planned ;hopping centers and ‘the factors which determine
their -trade area patterns and customer shopping behaviour, a study at mi-

.

cro level is necessary.

1.2 IMPORTANCE OF STUDY

This stuay can provide an jnsight into the successful location of
shopping centers and their hierarchical order as well as into the factors
fésPOns}ble for that oraer observeq in thé-afea wi;hin Windsor's cifx
limits. Such results can be useful té those concerned with téends in the
changing économic, social and gnvironmenta] condftiops in Windsor with
a view to providing an explanation.for the factors which inducéd the
spread of local shopping centers. This knowledge higﬁf be vital to the

planning of housing and the. provision of other services.

Research for this paper disclosed that the Planning Department
kg



of windsof City Hall had no firm-concept or definition of.sh§pping cen-
térs in its City Directory Law Book although the various dates of con-
structioq were available (see table 1). ‘Retail service establishments,
for example, limited wholesale as well as some ancillary uses such as
schools and clinics are all categorized under the heading of Commerqiai
Establfshments. Neither a shopping center study nor a detailed retai-
1ing map had been produced by éhe City Planning Department even though

the total retail sales for 1979 were $789,500,000.00 (Financial Post,

1980, p. 395). By looking at the present theory and quantitative re-

sults of consumer behaviour, therefore, city planners might be guided In.
thé planning o% commercial activities or shopping centers in the Windsor
afea. Furthermore, this inventorial and consumer behaviour study might

be_of help to investors and developers by indicating the present retail "’

trends and possible future locations in the City of Windsor.

1.3 STUDY AREA

The study area is the City of Windsor (figure 1), Canada's sou--

thernmost city and one of the earliest settlements in Ontario. 1t s

strategically situated across from Detroit, Michigan, at the tip of the .
Essex County peninsula formed by Lake St. Clair, the Detroit River and
Lake Erie and is one of the busiest and most internationally important

gateways to the United States.

Windsor is today, one:qf the most highly industrialized commu-
nities of fts size in the whole country. In addition to the automotive
indust?y, Windsor possesses among other technologies, a yide varfety.of
subsidiary industries direct]? associated with thé manufacture of auto-

mobiles. The city's economic welfare, therefore, is largely dependent



Table (1)

PLANNED SHOPPING CENTERS IN WINDSOR - 1982

City of Windsor Planning Department

Y

D& Center Date

i. - Devonshire Mall 1969-70
2. Tecumseh Mall 1962

3. Dorwin Plaza 1956

4, Eastown'Plaza 1965

5. Gateway Plaza 1962

6. University Mall 1972-73
7. - Ambassador Plaza 1958

8. Yorkto@n Plaza 1946

9. Central Mall 1977
10. ) Forest Glade Plaza 1975
1. T Pickwick Place Plaza 1979
12. Vi]]age'Mérket Plaza 1970
13. Jefferson Plaza 1976
14, Huron Plaza 1978
i5. Gladeview Plaza 1380
16. Dougal{/Cabana 1951
17. Lambton Plaza 1981
18. Hampton/Rivard i979
19. Lauzon Plaza 1577-80~ B
.20, Eastgate Plaza 1980
2}. i Tecumséh/Howard Plaza 1380
22. Jackson Plaza 1979
23. Market Place Plaza 1952
Source:
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upon the szrength and stability of this industry.
: 3

Windsor's i982 census figures show a population count of 197,000
which reflects a decrease of 0.1% from the 1975/80 tabulation. This
change is due in no small part to recent ;ational recessive tendenciés
with their resultant cut-backs and Iéy-offs in the automotive and related
industries. The unemployment percentage for 1981 has igcrease& by 10% to
(in 1982), 13% according to Statistics Canada figures and this has had a
deleterious efféct on consumer behaviour in Windsexw# Past prosperi;ies,
howgver, did create numerous and specialised retail functions in this
city and Brought into existence more shopping centers than are to be
found in any other community in the region. Pre§ent1y there are ap-
proximately 1,500 retail establishments in which 13,500 people (or 14%
of Windsor's labour force), are employed. Retailing, then, is yet ano=’

ther Tmportant industry in this city, making its Planned Shopping Centers

deserving of an in-depth study such as this.

While several studies have begn made on retail business in thé
Faculty of Business Administration, University of Windsor, they have not
dealt with locational analysis in ény depth except one by Guy (1974},
who did a thesis on convenience food store lqcations‘ A11 other marke-
ting studies done so far have been centered on decision—mak;ng techni-
ques dealing with a particuTqr.ttore. Furthermore, no studies were ﬁade
on retailing in the Geography Department at master's Jevel although Jean-
Paul Barrette did a proposed supermarket.location viability study in 1975
to fulfil his Qndergraduate study requirements in Geography. Inadequate
research on both the aéademic and cfvic levels along with the economic

factors are the basic reasons behind the choice of the present study

area.,



There are twenty-three planned shopping centers identified in the
study area (see figure 1 , tabTe 1) and For the gake of convenience, they
have been numbered 1 to 23 inclusively with these numbers béiiy used %or
future analysfs. Numbers 22 and 23, Jackson Plaza and Market Place Mall,
were excluded from the study because at thé time the survey was conduc~
ted (May - June, 1982), the former was vacant and the latter merely con-

tained several témporary establishments of the flea market type which

were deemed to be unsuitable for inclusion in this study.

1.4 RETAILING HISTORY IN THE CITY OF WINDSOR

Local retailing has a history dating back to the middie of the
nineteenth century when Windsor's shopping district began with‘a'single
street strip center. In 1854, the year of Windsor's incorporation as
a city, Front Street (later renamed Sandwich Street and stil] later, Ri-
verside Drive), was ifs only, shopping district and was made up of fewer
than twenty stores and hotels along with several residences. |t was
not until 1882, when it was extended and opened as.Far as the river,
that Ouellette Avenue came into prominence as a sHOppiﬁg district and
became the town's main street. From that date onQard, there was a gradu-
al move southward with skores being estabiishéd on Chatham Street, old
London SEreet (now University Avenue), and Park Street_- in iocatigns im
ﬁediately east and west of Quellette - with Wyandotte Street becoming
the next real center of retail business. Thereafter, as the town‘gxpan-
ded (radiatihg outward from its hub at Ouellettg and Sandwich), retail
development was established on Erie and Ottawa Streets to the south,
Drouillard Road to the east, with Tecumseh and Walker Roads to the south-
east constituting other retail districts which accommodatea farmers com-

muting from rural -areas to the town's market place.
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Windsor's long-time involvement in retailing was affected and in-

fluenced in customer behaviour and locational patterns when, in 1904,
the momentous institution of the autoﬁobile industry brought about an in;
crease inh both the size of the pqpu]ation and its financial income. The
ethnic and cultural diversity of .its citizens also played an extreﬁely
important part, over the years, in the evolution of wha£ used to be known
'as the Border Cities - Riverside, East Windsor (whi&h@)riof—to 1929.was
. known as Ford City), Walkérville, Windsor and Sandwich. ‘The latter four

were amalgamated in 1935 and were known thereafter as Greater Windsor

with the city of Riverside resisting anmexation until 1966.

Each of the cities had its own shopping district or districts,
’nOne' of which was specifically developed as an outcome of city planning
buﬁ“érew in strips.main]f a]Qng major arteries, as .the towns grew. The
Planned Shopping Center is a relatively recent transpiration in Windsor'é

retailing history. °,

Dorwin P]aza; ﬁpened in 1956 on the city’s south side, is con-
sidered to be the firgt, fully developed Planned Shopping Center in tﬁe
study area. Othér major centers suah as Ambassador Plaza (1358), Gateway
Plaza (1962), Tecumseh Mall (1962), Eastown Plaza (1965} and Devonshire
Mall (1968-70), {the latter being the largest Planned Center in South-
western'OntarEol, were all constructed during the period bethen 1§60
and 1970. It should be noted that the deve]qpment of shopping centers
toward the south 1is very much related to the.population growth of the
city. The annexation of various towns and townships {Riverside, Ojibway,

Sandwich East, Sandwich West, Sandwich ~ South, “for example), also played

an important role in the acceleration of Pianned Shopping Center construc-

-«

-
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tion. Howevgr, 50% of the total of planned centers studied for this
thesis aré all smaffer in size than those mentioned above and were de-
veloped after 1975. Of the total'of those established, 45% are located
on major arteries either as replacements for or as agjuncts to retail
districﬁs previously in existence.

It is obvious-from-figuré'l, that secondary shopping areas have
developed along streets such as Ottawa and Erie. These have bee; stron-
gly influenced by and are reflective of the.cultural/ethnic factors. .
Wyandotte Street andATecumseH Road,répresent ;rterial development. Plan-
ned Shopping Centers have genera]]yraeveloped according to the Multiple
" Nuclei Theo;y in relation to urban land use patterns, particularly those
of residential ]gnd use. HOWever; while smaller planned centers-such as
Village Market and Forest Glade Plazas are located in the midst of high-
ly residential areas,:severa} other newly developed centers have been lo-

cated at the edges of residential areas on major arteries. This aber-

ration allows for interesting research on the study area, particularly

in the céntfal place field.
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REVIEW OF LITERATURE

.

The DisFributive Trades Committee of the National Economic Deve-
1opﬁént Office‘<1970) has eSpecially re;ommended that ﬁhe central place
theory .and the genéra] interaction theory as well as the land rent the-
ory provide ‘the major framework for studies on shopping centers. They
may be used %o describe and e*plain aspects of both the structural sfstem.
fér  the supp]y.of goods and services and the spatfal characteristics of,,

5

consudi; demand (Davies, 1976). Since this . study is mainl; involved with
the spatial and Séhavioura] characteristics which determine the functional

pattern and the hierarchical order of shopping centers, all three theo-

vant tolthis field. In this Section, relevant studies,

both theoretical\and empirical,,are examined.

2.1 THEORETICAL

bt

-

.. . During the early 1930's,.two important theories evolved in re-
tail location. The first is thg'Centrat Place Theory and the other is

the Interaction Model. The Central Plaﬁe Theory was originally for@ula-

téd by the German economist and-geographer, Walter Christaller in 1933

when he studied the location, size and nature of markets. In its ori-
. 1 .
ginal and simplest form it pnesuéposes identical consumers able to tra-

velffree]y in any direction, being distributed. uniformly over an unboun-

ded and featureless plain. This theory is based on two concepts: a) the

range of a good, and b) threshold. : -

* N R
- - z - - -

Range of a good is the distance the dispersed population is wil-
1ing to travel to buy a good offered at a central place. The good has
both anm ' upper and a lower limit to its range.. The "upper limit" is the

. - . . L

w -

- 12
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- maximum radius of sa]esiﬁgiqnd which the price of the good is too high

for it to be sold. The upper limit may be either an ideal or a real

+

limit. ldeal limitJs the maximum radius which results from the increase

of price with distance until %?nsumers will no-longer purchase the good.

o~

-Real limit is the radius determined by'¥hg_proximity of an alternate cen-

ter which can offer th ood ta ]dtii price at a certain distance
- ! - . .

from the first center.

The "lower limit' of the range encloses the number of consumers
. necessary to provide the minimum sales volume required for the good to

be produced and distfibuted profitably from the central place. This has
. ’ 1 v
been called the threshold level of the good. -

Christaller also suggested a "k'' system which-is the prdpdrtional

support given to larger centers and trade areas by smaller centers and

trade areas. In the “peé?ect“ marketing case (which is .k = 3), frequen-

cies of occurrence follow a rule of three, where fof each larger trade

area Ehere will be three trade areas at the next lower sizé‘ordef, then

successively nine and twenty-seven.

. . .

Probably one of the major extensions of the thecry has been that

of Loesch, who put forward a scheme that extended and elaborated on the

Christaller model. Loesch used Ehe-same hexagonal lattices for his the-

.oretical landscapé, but he did not consider that a fixed k system approa-
~ ched reality. Using a flexible k value, Loes?g built up.a very-.differ.en.t‘
‘ landscape from Christaller, and allowing a var}able k hieréréhy, the pat-

tern of settlements.ﬁe produced is much close; to reality. Thus it pro;

duces an almost continuous sequence of settlement size, in contrast to

Christaller's model which has central places distributed in distinct

»
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tiers.

The contribution of Berry and Garrison (1958) to central place
' { _ . .
theory is much more distinctive than the others in being firmly rooted
to empirical research (Davies, 1976). Under the Christaller and Loesch
o .

ideal condition, the result is a system-of central places, uniformly
spaced with}n a system of varying sized, nested, hexagonal traée areésh .
-Such rigid tﬁeoretical assumpffoﬁs, even if they were once valid for ru-
ra{ areas, are certainly not characferistic of ﬁetropolitan areas (Gar-
ner, 1966). Berry and Garrison argue that the assumption of uniform
purchasing power may Se relaxed if the hierarchical arrangement of busi-
Eess Eente?s rathqr'than a hexagonal trade area formulation is conside-
red the importani condition which a model of central place should con-
tain. Further modification enabled the extension of the basic notions
of central place theory to.the provision of ''nucleated" business types
within the urban area as a more general theory ofdiérfiary activity. This
theory places emphasis on two concepts: 1) the notion of threshold and

2) the range df a good. By concentrating -on these concepts, they showed

that- hierarchies of shopping cente}s may be obtained inside individual

urban areas as well as .the settlement system as a whole.

The other main theory in retail activity is the General Inter-
action Thgbry. As the namé implies, it is essentially a theory of move-
ment rather than a theory of locthOn. In 1931, William Reilly was_the
" first to demonstrate the applicabilgty of gravity models to marketing
geography with his Iaﬁ of retail gravitation._ Here, it ig applied to
movement between centers of retailing activities and the’consumer's re-

sidence. He stated that consumers moved to shop in certain communities ™

-
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in accordance with a definite "Jaw“. He limited his application of his
law to very high threshold goods (shopping goods). The law states that
wo center§ attract trade from intermediate places approximately in di-
rect proportion to the population of the two centers and in inverse pro-
portion to the squares of the distances from these two centers to the

intermediate place.

EQUATION | \

2
. ls (&)
Ty Pp da Tl
Ta, Tb = the proportion of trade area drawn to centers a & b
Pa, Pb T= the populati?n sizes of centers a.& b ‘
da’ db = the distance from the intermediate center to center

asob

Later developments have subsequently made the gravity concept

‘more ?pprbpriate for dealing with urban shopping centers rather than set-

tlements as a whole. The variables have been defined in terms much more
7

specific than population size and mileage distance and have come to be

known as the attraction aﬁd the deterrence Factors.. The relative dec-
I'ines in frequencies of trips away from centers, characterised as a ''dis-
tance decay'' function, has been shown to aﬁprqximate a variety of nega-
tive exponential curves and hence can take on other values than the in-
verse square. The case of just two centers competing agains; each other
has beenlexpanded to accommodate a whole system of shoppinglceniers. This

in a metropolitan area, involves complicated overlaps of trade areas,

(Davies, 1976).

Most of the recent models pérticular]y focus on the relationships
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between consumer expenditures and retail sales. The common root for-

mula is:
T s.. = K. E.A. F(d..)
1] 1 1 J ]
5 .
where sij = expenditures in 2 center j by consumers in an area
Ei = expenditures available in area ]
Aj = a measure of shopping attractiveness at -center j
Sj = retail sales generated at center j
F(dij) = a measure of travel deterrence from i to j
K = a constant of proportionality

However, there have always been two particular types of proB]ems
to which both the older general models and newer specialised models have
been applied. The first concerns the delimitations of tr;de‘area dimen-
stons around centers. Reilly's original gravity model has been reformu-
lated to determine the exact position within an intermediate area when
trades become split between two compeﬁing centers (Davies, 1976). This .

has been described as a "break point model" and takes the form:

-

&

_ ab
Db =
P
1+P—a
b
where Pa Pb = the.sizes of centers a and b
. » N
Dy, = the break-point distance of trade to center b
Dab = the distance between centers a and b

. It has been found to be particularly useful to employ the break
point model in conjunction with a hierarchical classification of centers.

Different levels of boundary lines can then be computed for different
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orders of goods. This model revea]s‘little about the profile of distance
decay curve in trip frqguencies to centers and there also commonly ex-
ists an overlapping of trade areas which the model fails to depict (Da-
vfes, 1376).- However,‘j;om this theory, and with empirical observations,
ft appears that between two centers of similar hierarchical level, their
effective trade areas split -about halfway, all other factors being equ-

al.

A more recent model by Huff (1963), (who initially tested intra-
urban shopping movements), gives greater scope to these considerations.
It is formulated as a series of probabilities of consumers choosing

to visit one center from a set of competing centers:

F.
. Ei_, .
P.. = ij
IJ, m
2{ F'/di'
where Pij = the probability of a trip from area i to center j
Fj = the attractiveness of center j
dij = the deterrence factor
X = an exponent , -

A stricter definition has been given to the market potential mo-
del in more recent attempts to forecast in absolute terms the growth ca-
pacities of shopping centers. The most influential has been the Laksh-

manan and Hansen Model (1965). The model takes the form:
L

F.d..
5. éfn . S

—
W
N



where - Sj = total sales .in center j
Ci = total éonsumgr expenditures available in area j‘
Fj = the attraczivenesé of cengér J
dij = the deterrence factor
X =  an exponent !

This was first formulated to predict the actual sales volumes
that-would be realised in.various major shopping centers in the metrg®
politan area of Baltimore, Maryland, given a1ternative.pol?cies abo

their future arrangement.

2.1.2  LAND RENT THEORY.

There is a complex interrelationship between intené}ty of use
and the structure of land values. This seems clear from the discussion
of VonThunen's theory of economic rent and its relationships to the in-
tensity of land use - the more intensive the use, the highe; the econo-

"
mic rent pertaining to a piece of land. In VonThunen's model, this in-

tensity of use depends on location in relation to the market.

As the city grows and expands,.outlying business centers will be
established, and the major arteries commecting these business centers
with each other and with 2 central bﬁsiness district wii] become ribbons
of commercial and businéss development. These will form different cen-
ters in tbelhierarchy. As depicted in the diagram (figure 2), the basic
feature of the ;}ty's "land vaiue'" pattern also Become clear, Along the
main arteries where the bus{ness ribbons were, land values stood out as
sharp ridges above the general residential value levels and at the inter-
sections, the busimess center commercial values take a sudden upturn. lﬁ

1970, Scott further studied the land rent theory and pointed out that
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-

each type of retail activity has a different rent gradient and this ex-
plained the condition of different retail function. He commented that.
the lot size needed will also affect the rent a retailer is wi]ling to

pay. .

The arrangement of retail activities within a metropolitan area
should be considered within the context of ;he broader problem of the
arrangements.of all the region's activities. Generally, land uses are
interrelated to each other. Retailing activity, which is a parf of the
commercial‘land use,is mainly dependent on better locations. Population
distribution, transportation -and physical barriers, ;tc.; ‘influence the
location of business centers as well as customer movements. Prior to an
examination of the retail structure of metropolitan areas, a brief suﬁ-

mary statement of a general theory of metropolitan land use is presented.

-

Three different descriptives of land use pattern have been de-
rived to describe resulting spatial organisation of urben areas. These
descriptions indicate that urban land uses are distributed within con-

centric zones, sectors and multiple nuclei, (figure 3).

CONCENTRIC ZONE THEORY

The Familiér concentric rfng concept was developed by Burgeés
in 1925 to explain the growth of thé city. This theory is based on the
conception of outwardly expanding ;oncentric rings organised around a do-
minant central core. The basic processes dnderlying this expansion were

those of invasion, succession, competition, segregation, concentration

and decentralization.

Burgess' treatment of the location of retail activities is very .
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Figure 3 Source: Berry, 1943
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MULTIPLE NUCLEL

Source: Harris and Jilman. 1?45
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limited. According to his theory, C.B.D., (Central Business District),
the c&re is the main center for the retailing of goods and services. Ev-
en though this theory was critisized for being general and overly sim-
plistic, perhaps his most significant contributfon to retailiing.is his

recégnition of the clustering tendency of particular retail outlets. .

SECTOR THEbRY

The Sector Thecory advanced by housing econoﬁist, Homer Hoyt in
1939, considered the entire city as 2 circle and various areas as éec-
tors radiating out from the center of that éirc]é% similar types of land
use originate near the center 6F the circlé and migrate outward toward
the pe?iphery along the lineg_of transportation. The description of re-
sidential neighbourhoods in terms of sectors is the essential feature éf

Hoyt's contribution.

Hoyt devotes more attention to business uses than does Burgess.
In discussing thé spatial pattern of retail establishments, Hoyt extends
Burgess' concept of 'centralised decentralization“ by acknowledging
that business uses are not always limited to the central business dis-
trict ahd outlying centers. He notes that 'bands of commercial growth”
or a string-like development of stores may exéend out on one or more of
the m;in thorbughfares radiating from the main.buginess center'. He al-
so recognises explicitly the importance of accessibility as a factor in
retail location (Rogers; 1964) .

MULTIPLE NUCLET THEORY

This theory formulated by Harris and-Ullman in 1945, is perhaps

the most sophisticated of the ''three idealised descriptive schemes' and
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is derived from central plaﬁe theory (Lakshmanan, 1965). It states that
there is not a singlé nucleus of the city that shapes the land use pat-
tern, but a number of separate nuclei, each influencing the land use pat~

terns of the city. In Some cities these nuclei Hhave developed as the

"growth of the city stimulated migration and specialization.

ln a later aft}cfe, Uliman (1962) further supported the multi-
ple nuclei theory. He pointed out first that there is now a general
feeling that thé C.B.D. may lose its uniqueness; thaﬁ_;t ma9 become one
of many centers in the city - that other centers would develop on a re-
gional or specialised basis, thus strengthening the mutiple nuclei geﬁe-
ralisation. He predicted that outlying planned shopping centers would
handle the retail trade for these newly developing nuclei. Harris and

Ullman were the first to recognise the outlying business district as a

sgparate land use pattern within a metropolitan area. - ' -

It cannot be exﬁected, howéver, that any of these early theories
would exaétly fit the real world of modern cities. Jackson (1972) says
that more important than trying to amend the theory, is to appreciate
the now accepted fact that it is the three models ''together" which repre-

sent the probable conditions in any one city.

Several authors (Rolph, 1929; Proudfoot; 1937; Ratcliff, 1949),
have studied the intra-urban retail structure (éee empirical studies for
further detail). However, Berry hés provided the most definite clas;ifi-

cation of the modern business pattern in Chicago, (Davies, 1976, p. 120).

According to Berry, ''outside the central business district, re-

tail structure comprises four basic components.'':
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1) Hierarchy of business centers N -

.

The nucleated centers consist of unplannes and plannes centers.
Most in the central city are unplanned aﬁd usual]; take the form ofhcen;
ters-focusing on some major street intersection, although the smaller
ones may be strung out as local shopping streets. In sections of the

- !

city which have developed in recent decades, ﬁany of the centers of neigh-
bourhood and highe? levels have been p nngd on a unitary, inteérated
basis. - . -

2) Highway-oriented ribbons

These ribbons are natural 'strip" developments. They comprise
such functions as gasoline and service stétions,-restqurants, ice cream
‘pa;Iours, motels, fruit-stands. In general, the greater the traffic vo-
lume, the greater the demand for and density of highwqy-oriénted.

3) Urban arterial development

o
“The large number of commercial functions seek out accessible ur-
ban arterial locations in cities. Most of these functions like to have -

Sfeasonable access to the urban market; but because of space requirements
v .

and the ways in which consumers use them, they function most efficiently
outside the nucleated business centers. The establisﬁménts in this group
are usually associated with special single-purpose trips, examples being
furniture and applfance stores, automobile repair shpps, radio-TQ sales

and 'service establishments.

k) Specialised functional areas

These areas are characterised‘by the presence of‘severél'related
types qf establishments, notably dealerships in new and used cars - ”auto;
mobile rows' and doctors; dentists,-x-fay'teéﬂn%cians and 'so forth, in
medical complexes. The epitome b% such specialized clusters is found

-

first in the Central Business District and second in the growth of plan- -
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-

ned shopping centers where close associations of various retail goods

and services develop..

2.2 EMPIRICAL STUDIES

2.2.1 PIONEER WORK

Relph's Baltimore study (1929) was the first study to demonstrate
the existence of a hierarchy of business centers and distinguished them

by their functional make-up (Rogers, 1964). The study recognised five
types of business areas: 1)_a cent;al business diétrict, 2) retail sub-
centers, 3) strimg streets, 4) neighbourhood facility groups and 5} non-

concentrated businesses.

€

Even though broudqut's (1937) study was parallel to fhe Roiph

study, he investigated more than one city on the basis of the classes of
.

commodities sold, the ch?racter of ;he customer tributary areas and the
nature of concentrationlénd' dispersion éf outlets. He concludea that
the principal cities of the United Stafés, for tﬁé most_park, possess
five types of retail structures. They aré: li'tﬂe central business dis-:
trict, 2)';he ocutlying business center, 3) the principal SLSiHESS'thO‘
roughfare, &) the neighbourhood business street and Sf the is?lateq store
cluster. Rogers (1964) states that Proudfoot's investigations signifi-
cantly extend and éupport‘Rolph's angtysi;, and together these stddigs
provide the first detailéd information concerning the ngpositioh of re-
tail activities in metropolitan éreas, Supp]ying'a firm foundation for

future research efférts such as those of Ratcliff.

Mayer's (1942) classification, by contrast focused on peak land

values. He sought to cross-tabulate four size-orders of business com- -

»n

i
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plexe; wité six different kinés of shapes: 1) an nntersectlon, 2) cru-'
cuform, 3) attentuated crucnform, L) bimodal amd 5) cruc:form modlfled
“by 1) dJagonal and 2) quadrilateral. Both the Proudfoot and %ﬁger stu-‘
dies sought to d;scrlmrnate between d:fferent typologles of bu51n ss*coni‘
fuguratlons though Proudfoot gav: more attentnon to the:r locational and

norphologica] characteristics (Vance, 1962, Davies, 1976), while Mayer

looked more closely at their funcqioﬁg and forms (Davies, 1976).

Canoyer (1946) introduced .the notion that there are two basic-
types of commercial areas - viz., cluster types of nucleations and string
Sy . ’ ) . - - -

“or ribbon developments. The nucleations include the Central Business Dis-

trict,'Communi£§ Shopping District and Neighbourhood Center (Beavon, 197?).

Ratcliff suggested that the string street and the nucleations ére
thé basic conformations which cha}acterise the central business district,
{c.8.D.). In definiﬁg sub-classifications of these two basic forms, Rat-
cliff concludes witﬁ'essentially the five-fold typology sugggsted by Rolph
an& Proqdfoof (Rogers, 1§64). Nucleations are divided intovthé C.B.ﬁ.,

. - 3 - - - a .
outlying business district and isolated store clusters.

2.2.2 POST WAR STUDIES

It is interesting ;o nore that post-war studies by kelly in 1956
and Berry in51959 and 1963, have demonﬁtrated that the basiq retail pro-
file of the urban areas has remaineg virtuellynhnchanged (Rogers; i964).
Rogers further states that -if 6ne employs the classification of neighbour-
hood, community and fegibnal centers, the result of the;e gfudies still
indicates a spatial ﬁatiern consiséent with the findings of Ro]ph,.Proﬁd-
foot ‘and Ratcliff. Even though Garner (1964) agrees that these studies

were good examples of the level of investigations in the p?oneer'litera-



ture, he criticizes that these early stud:es Tacked penetratlon' the pat-

tern of commercnal actrv:ty was overs:mpl:fled He gives the reasoh5° 1)
in part from the tendency to study at fairly high levels of aggregatron
(with perhaps Kelly;s work: excepted) 2) in part also because of the lack
of a sound theoretical framework for analysis; and 3) in part because of
an emphasis upon form rather thad FuectEOn._ He also said that Berry's
study recognused the need for a process-orlented theoretical framework of

analysis for the development of more meaningful generalisations and a-

more viable description of the urban business pattern.

The initial empirical study designed to establish the "type'',
intra-urban hierarchy (Garrlson et al., 1959), was based on the city of

Spokane, Washington. The procedure adopted involved the. calculation of

“a correlation matrix (usjng the Pearson Product-moment Correlation) to

estimate the spatlaI asscciation of each palr of forty-nlne business ty-

pes in the 285 buSlnESS centers identified in the city. On the basis of

the re5u1t|ng correlation metrix, spatially proximate busnness types were

grouped using a linkage analysis technlque (McQuitty, 1957), and the same
definition of a group as emp]oyed in the Snohomish'County study (Berry

and Garrison, 1953). For the groups so identified, the correlatlon pro-

’cedure was repéated to establ:sh whether groups of proximate business ty-

-

pes themselves'had distinctive patterns of association. Two distinctive

conformations-emerged - nucleated and arterijal road groups. Following
! -
this procedure, average-centers were computed to be representative of

business centers with only one, two, three, four, etc., business types

(Garrison et el.{ 1958}. The same procedure of correlatFOn and linkage

‘was reapplied and a grouping of average centers into four classes emerged.

A Similar analysis was conducted for the arterial-type centers.:

1 -



Specific details of the structure of outlying shopping centers

"can best be illustrated by a study of outlying shopping cerfters under-

taken in the city of Chicago,.l]linois (Berry, 1962). Berry used a so-

phisticated muf;ivariate statistical techniqué (viz. factor analysfs), to
aAa]?se the functional'éompositions of more than 125 business complexes
_in the metropolitan,areé. In this study, ;tructura1'characteristics of
64 outlying shopping centers were analysed using factor analysis. -Toget~
her; with comparison of tgé results from Spokane, with the three cities
of Cedar Rapids, Phoenix and Cincinnati (Beavon, 1977), they‘léad to the
conclusion that the intra-urban nucleated centers, jn general, coPsist.
of ‘four basic components:
1) Isolated corner'store,

2) Neighbourhood business center,

——
N
e

3) Community business center,
.4) Regional business center.
The hierarchy\éfhfhése centers and their relationship with the ribbons

and other specialised areas within the city is shown in figure 4. (above,

p. 23). | ¢

. . J

Following the study of Berry in 1953, it was proven that the. the-

o

ory of tertiary activity had been shown to be applicable to both the in-
ter and intra urban areas. Under the framework of theory,in 1966 Gafner
. ¢ '

. identified more than one higrarchy of nucleated outlying business centers
iﬁHChicago, based on the relationship between land vailues and‘cohmerical
land use. He identified more than one yﬂerarchy of’ these centers related
to spatial difference in socio-economic characteristics of the city nei-

ghbourhoods.
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2.2.3  CONSUMER BEHAVIOUR STUDIES

It has been noted by Davies (1976), that many more studies of
the locational characteristics of shops and shopping centers have been

accomplished than of behav?iiz?f patterns of the consumers they serve.

Even the studies 'on consuner behaviour .are mostly done at the nal

level rather than at an intra-urban level. Spécificall}‘ no studies

have been done for'planned centers at an entire city level.

No-one really expects to be dble to identify a system of‘equal--

sized hexagons in the real world landscape without recoUnag\ to serious

distortions or complex transformations of the data |tself (Dav:es 1976) .
- \
The main quest:on addressed in connection with central place theory,

therefore, has been whether there Is sufficient evidence from the recur-

rent travel patterns of the populations. to indicate a systematic use of

*.

the various.levels of a hierarchy bf—penters; A common approach towards.
fackling this has been to plot as a series of flow lines or desire lines,
the movemént of a sample of consumers for a wide se]ectioé of éoods and
services.- A typical example is the study conducted by'Berry and otﬁers
(1962}, Ento the functional use of the hierarcﬁy of centers in Western
lowa. fribs for groceriés ( e convenience}, ary cleaning (high order
conveniencé), furnifure (town level good), clothing (city level good),

. »
were studied and it was found that higher level places attract consumers

over longer distances than lower level places consistent with their hig-
her degrees of centrality (Yeates and Garner, 1972). Moreover, the trade
areas of the higher level centers are more extensive than those of lo-

-

wer level places for goods of sinfilar order.-

A similar study on‘functional_use of centers examined three goods;
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_Figuyre_5

CONSUMER TRAVEL PATTERN FOR DIFFERENT
TYPES OF GOODS '

In Southern (Gecraean Becvy Arec., 1946.

‘Source: Thomas & Yeates, 1966
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groceries, banks and optitians in the southern Georgién Bay area, and a

similar hierarchy was established (Thomas and Yeates, 1966), figure 5.

The evidence provided by this kind of study, however, suggests
that the systematic use of hierarchy of centers is wholly dictated Ey
what is available. The orderiiness in the patterns of movement is a di-
rect result of the presence or absence of certain goods or services at
successive levels of centers. Huff (1961), places emphasis on this and
says that the nature of the product being.purchased'plays an important
rele. Exéminatiqn of the spatﬁal movements of shoppers reveals that ;
food f§r exampie, is sought in areas néarer home, whereas clgthing is
predominantly purchased do#ntown, {higher order of the hierarchy} (Jonas-
sen, 1953). ln"éeneral:-it.appears that the average'disténce that a )
consumer travels tc purchase a convenience good is considerably shorter

than a similar trip made to purchase a shopping good (Nystuen, 1959).

Again consumer trave! patterns were used in hierarchical studies
by Murdie (1965)Iinh50uthwestern Ontario. The difference in travel was
noted for old order Mennonites and modern Canadians.. The conclusion was

that significant differences in travel! do exist. . o~

An urban scale study was done bg Davies {1973) in Coventry, Eng-

land, and it was found that,ﬁhpre is a clear distinctfon between those
t;[p$ which focus on local'centers and -those which‘are orieTted to the
cen;ral area. Also disclosed, was that there is very little cross-tra-
vel throuygh the city so that a consumer in one area uses the center of

another area to a lesser degree. e

-

Despite the different types of goods and centers and the consu-
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mer trips, very few studies have considered travel modes and frequen-

cy of visits. Although the Coventry study (1973) deals with this some-
wﬁ%t,—it failed to consider the variations between centers. Johnston

and Rimmer (1969), demonstrated that tée higher the order of the cen-

ter in a hierarchy, the less frequently it is visited. They also found
that'there is an intensive use of the automobile to visit planned cen-
fers, whereas for y?sits to unplanned centers, automobiles were used Ies§
frequently - both types of centers being on the same hierarchical level

in Melbourne, Australia.

2.3 DEFINITION OF TERMS

Since the terms ”establishhents”, ”functibns”! ""trade area', '‘con-

-

venience, goods' . “shépping.gbods“.are utilized greatly-in this study, tﬁe

following definjtions are used. ' -

Establishment re;ers to the physical building or structural facility in .
which the Business activity taéés place.

Function is uséd to distinguish a certain kind or type of retail ac-
tivity or selected service. A retail activity or selected
service is commonly referred to as a business activity:

Trade Area is that area Frpm which a ;fore gets its business - where

the cﬁs%omers come from. The primary'tr§de area must be

tﬁoﬁght of as a geographic core from whicﬁ a store gets the
most bus}ness;‘_This generally accounts for betweeh,éo and

70 percent (or 2/3) of the store's customers. -

Convenience Gocds are those which are bought frequently and repeatedly

and which the consumers therefore desire to purchase with

a minimum of effort, examples being greceries, tobacco pro-

ducts, drug items, etc.
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Shopping Goods are those ;hich are generale acqufred at periodic inter-
vélq:- seasonally, annually, aﬁd in some instances, only

" once in a lifetime. Such itgms are usually unstandardized
and are pyr#hased only after consi&éfaéle comparisbns of

) quafity and-price are padq‘in & numbgr of competing.retail

- outlets (Rogers, 1964). E¥amples are }urniture; major ap-

pliances, shoes and style goods.

< -
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METHODOLOGY

3.1 THE MODEL

Berry and Garrison have proven that whatever the distribution of
purchasing power and-whether in open country side or within a metropoli-
tan area, a hierarchical spatial structure of central places supplying

central goods will emerge.

A hierarchy occurs because, to the seller of tertiary activities,
different functions have different threshold values and thus demand mi-

. . o ; .
nimum trade areas of different sizes for their support. .

]
The basic service center would be small with a2 lower number of es~
tablishments and business types and generally located among the highly
populated clusters. Their major purpose is to serve the immediate popu-

lation and therefore they will contain high frequency lower order conve-

‘nience goods, such as food.

‘[n addition to the frequent needs that . the first order center
can:satisfy, there are goods that are required less frequently - banking
and &]othing purchases, for instance. A first order center could. not af-
ford to sell such items since there would not be a large enough demand
from one small tributary area. |If several trading areas were added to-
gether, however, the'toté] number of con5umefs they contain could support

. °
a center dealing in bankfng gnd clothing. Thus é second order center

would arise. AlT the earlier constants would still operate (therefore

the establishments and business types will be numerous), except that now

N
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Figure 6

HIERARCHY WITHIN A CITY

Fifth Level Center
The CBD

Ta = 14243+4+5

Fu = n+20

Fourth Level Center
Regional Center -
Ta = 1+2+3+4 *

Fu = n+15

Third Level Center
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Ta = 14243

Fu = n+10

Second ,Level Center
Neighbourhood Center
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.Fu = n+5
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for goods purchased less frequently, a customer would be willing to tra-
vel further. Accordingly, there would be fewer second order centers than
first order ones and they would be further apart. This process could

continue on to a third or even fourth level of centers, each higher order

‘'selling less frequently required goods and therefore needing to draw on

larger and larger numbers of‘consumers willing to travel further and fur-
ther. éach higher order center would also supply a trading area, of the
order beneath it with lower order goods. Thus a fourth order center would
combine all fourth order functions for varying trading areas. (Figure 6).

3.2 .HYPOTHESES AND RATIONALE

LS . . -

The overall objectives and purposes of the study will be fulfil-
led through the testing of various hypotheses. The major purpose of the
hypotheses is the analysis of the power of attraction of various shopping

center types and the order of sﬁopping centers is measured by a2 variety

of factors such as major tenant, floor area, site area and trade-area po-

pulation.

1.) Higher order shopping centers have larger trade areas than cen-
ters at lower levels in the hierarch;.

ft has been noted ;n previous studies that trade area size re~
flects the size of the shopping center {Nelson, 1958)s Berry, 1963; La
Londe, (1962); Jones, (1969); Benson, (1963); Applebaum, (1968). Sinc;
the number and the variety o% goods and services are greater, ét the Ttar-
ger centers or at the'higher level of the shopping centers, the trade

area size also tends to be bigger at this order.

ﬁ-) Trade area popu}ation density within one mile for small centers *

is greater than that of the next order shopping centers.

- Lol
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Population densities generally decline with distance from the
C.B.D. (which is considered to be tﬂe highest level within the city).
(Berry et al., 1963). For an éstablishment with a low threshold and
small range, areas of high Hensity'might‘allow a very scattered distri-
bution. Therefére, as residential densities decrease within an urban

o 2 .
area, shopping centers should be more;ﬂideiy'spaced and their minimum -

size should increase. : . T {/—“‘\\_\\\\

7 - ——
3.) At the lowest level of the hierarchy, the majority. of the "cus-
tomers' are within the first half-mile radius from'the‘shopﬁfng centers,
whereas at the highest level, customers are further away.

_Even though this hypothesis‘seems similar to the previous one, it ~/
mainly deals with the total (trade.area) population. It is natural io-ex-
pect that customers will choose the closest center which will serve;thefr
need. Theoretica]]y, tﬁe closer to the consumer a facility ig, the most |

. ~

attraction it will hold for that individual (Claus and Hardwick, 1972).

-

L.) SHoppiﬁg goods tqké on.a larger role in the higher order of shop-
ping center than in the center of lower orders.

Consumers would be‘wilting to travel further for less frequently
’purchésed gopds. Th;;eFO(e, the number of establishménts and functions
of shopping goods would be larger at the higher arder center. Moreover,

the larger the center, greater the specialisation possible.

, .

5.) At the higher level of ihe hierarchy, the largest proportion of
the total floor sﬁace is devoted to shopping goods, whereas, at the lo-
wer Ievelz it is devoted to convenience goods.
This was proven in Garner's 1966 study, and it is expected since :

the number of establishments for shopping goods i§ larger in higher level
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. 6.) There is a sharp difference between lower order centers and the

37

shopping cefiters. The floor area proportion should also be higher, there-

fore, than in the lower levels. ' o .

higher order cegtérs in distance travelled for convenience goods as com-
¥ -
pared to that travelled for shepping goods.
. \

Since the shopping goods are less frequently purchased, custo-

mers are willing to travel a further disganqe+(Nystuen, 1959; Berry, et

al., 1962; Thomas and Yeates, 1966; Murdie, 1965; Davies, 1976). -

7.) The proportion of shoppers who travelled by car to a center will

decrease from higher order center to lower order center.

Since the high order centers would be located further apart, it

is apparent that customers would use automobiles, whereas they might walk
to the closest lower lével center. This was tested by Johnston and Rim- w

mer (1969), between planned and unplanned centers in Melbourne.

8.) The higher the order of é center in a hierarchy, the less fre- ’

quently it is visited.

This hypothesis deals with shopping trips.. Goods sold by diF?
-t

ferent types of establishments and bought at varyfng frequencies by the

population produce a continuum of threshold and range vaiues  (Johnston,
1973). Since the highgr order centers have the shepping goods and are
dispersed further apart, the tendency to visit these centers would be

Tess than that for .the lower level centers.

9.) ’ The percentage of shoppers for convenience goods increases from
the higher order to the lower order, whereas the percentage of customers

for shopping goods.decreases. -
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. Since the higher level centers have more specialty functions, it
is expected that the consumers who come to purchase these goods. should

also be in higher proportion.
<0
10.) The percentage of single shoppers decreases from the lower order

to the higher order centers whereas the percentage of couples . and fami~

lies increases. : ‘ .

Since the larger cénters'are closed malls with a pleasant atmos-
" phere and leisure activities, the number of business types greater and
-

the volume of purchasing larger, more than one cus®mer for a single trip

is io‘be expected.

3.3. DATA SOURCE

~
In order to fulfil the purpose of the study, data were gathered

through secondary sources as well as by & questionnaire survey. Data for .

o

the ana]ysus of the functnona] units were obtained by means of the former.
" The Shoppnng Center Directory is a useful data source for a shoppung cen-

. &
ter study, but since the current (U. S.) directory doesn't nnclude.the v

— -

Canadian shopping centers, it was necessary to obtain relevant data by
other means. Data regarding the gross leasable area aﬁd number of estab-
lishments were ob;aired through the courtesy of the City of Windsor Plan-
‘ning Department but i;formation regarding the floor space of individual
stores was not included. Floor space data were provided most]yAfrom the
owners or'leasing agents of the centers. 1A1] these data were checked and

information regarding the business types were obtained by means of field

work.

To locate the trade areas of centers, driving time between selec-

ted centers within each class was considered. However, during the field

Ty,
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work period of data collection, it became evident that tréde areas for
shopping centers codld not be determined so simply: ., The most compélling
reason for discarding this approach was that it neglects all.retail areas -
that do not meetlthe definition of 'shopping centers''. Sevécal of the "
larger retail areas outside the.C.B.D. are older neighbourhood strfp shop-
ping areas that haVe:gro?n through the years to ﬁearly equal the siée of
the major shopping centers - Ottawé Street: for example. |t islunréalis-
tic to divide even a part of Wmdsoy into shopping center trade areas
without eL;luating ‘the roles of  these strips' retail developments.

. . %
Reilly's Law was also rejected because there was a difficulty in

getting population data for each center. This difficulty could have

been overcome by applying -floor épace, but it cannot be gssumed that two
shopping centers with equal physical plants would have the same drawing
péwer. Mainly, the types of business offeréd, historical precedent, ag-
gressive promotion or a combination of thdse can give a shopping center
drawing perf q}sproportiohate te its siijrh'?urthérmore, Reil[y's Law is
at best only an apﬁroximatipn technique and it applies better for towns
than Fgr intra~urban pa}terns. . In metropo]ftan areas, cbmpetftion is to
be uAd in so many different directions and at so many QEffeFent scales
that the‘rgsearcher-often finds it preferable to dégermine trade areas

by the direct use of customer addresses obtained during store interviews
or from éutomdbile }egistratiéns; Sincelthis study, along with trade é?’
rea size also deals with consumer behaviour patterns, a personal survey
was tarriéd out at each center. lInterviews were taken f&k this particu-

lar study maiﬁly,accprding to Ebs:ejn's (1961) methodology.

4

AN .
Since common walls and parking lot make a physical unit of a plan-
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. - d .
~ the center and ‘the layout of its parking lot), worked at random locations

the respondents’ home addresses (the item of_inforﬁétion about which the

* mers were interviewed and one hundred and f

. Lo .

. -
- . -
- -

”

ned shopping center, the parking lot is the most practiéél place in which
to conduct interviews. Most planned cepters are set back from the street

so that 2 customer who walks or cycles or ‘uses public transportation can .

also be easily interviewed. The Interviewér'(depenQIng'on the size of

. within the parking lot area and since customers were interviewed. -in the

parking lot on their.way out, each interview was handled with tact and

drspatch.

“~ S
r

The order in which the questions are listéd and are asked is . =

designed to save. time and also to insure adequate opportunity to obtain

r

greatest resistence, if any, is encountered) :

Pl

Even though it was known that the mumber of customers interviewed

should be in accordance with the total sales, because of the " confiden-

-—

tiality of sales data as well as the great number of centers (twenty-one

in all), a random sampTe of customers was chosen according ;6 the size of

-

the center and its major tenant. For Devonshire Mall two hundred custo=

-

ifty for each of the Universi-
ty, Tecumseh, Eastown, Dorwin, Ambassador and Gateway Malls and Plazas.
One hundred customeps were interviewed for each of the rest of the,indi-,

vidual centers. ' | ’ BRI .

: {9 . zi . i': .‘ . X

3.4 DATA ANALYSIS - -

*

After tﬁe data were collected, the centers were first grouped

. from lower level to highér level. The structure of the functional units

‘as well as trade area characteristics and consumer behaviour were 2naly=-
. *

.
-+

-

.



_sed in order to determine thé'powgrqu attraction of shopping center _ :
- - . ) - . .
types and to learn what central place characteristics exist among the

planned shopping center devels.

- .

— P(gviously,'a pre]ih?naryranalysiQ had been done to determine
the trade area 5|zes and shape patterns using'the custbmer spotting me-
ghod._‘First the custpmers' addresse; (obtained from the quest:onnalre
5urvéy) were plotted on a base map:- Circles or zones with half mile ra-
d|r were dcawn and customers within each zone were counted (The half
mile measurements for radii were used so that comparisons with other stu-
“dies cohid.be easily made- and half kilometer di;tances were deembd.togbe
“too narrow for this ahalysis. (Aé well, ofher studies have used 'miles' Y e
and not kilometers.) HNext the boundary qf the'drfmary trade areas (which
comprised two thirds of the total customers interviewed), was drawn with
* the help of the ''land-use map''. Usfng the Digitizer, measurement of the
. . .

trade area size was taken next and finally an up-dated population dot map

was used to determine the exact trade area population served.

. .

Upon‘completion'of the above proceqses; the énalysis was carried
'i _out in three par&s: _ | ' ‘
Part 1. Firstly, planéed sHopping centers were grouped and classified from
lower lefel to higher l;vel using the scatter diagram. The humber of es-
£%51ishments was used in the Yxis (instead of the number of bus}negg
types).'because even %hough.some ceﬁters had'larger floor areas-and msqe
department stores, the total number of business types was less, an exam=
¢ ple of this being Eastown Plaza. After the groups were fo;med, the mean -

figures were tested through two sample ''t" tests to learn the statistical

significant. The ''t' observed was compdted through following formula:

- .

] 5_\
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‘obs B )

- X] = Mean #igu:e of the first group.
) ’ §IZ = SFandqrd deviétidn square of the_first group.
‘ n = Number of samples in the first group.
For the significant levei, dégrees of freedom was = n + n2‘- 2. (Dr.

Lévalle's notes). These tests substantiated the findings of the scat-
ter diagram. Finally, the groups were named by means of the Urban Land

Institute Shopping Center Classification Code (1963).

Part 2. In this section, trade area characteristics as well as functio=

nal mix characteristics were analysed in the classified groups. ' The Pear-

son Product Homent'correla;ion was used for the trade area size analysis

"and  the significance tested with a students "t' test whose formula is

written as:

t = r .l( n - é j

J ( I =r ’

where n - 2 are the ''degrees of greedom) and r is the correlation coeffi-

v -

cient (Toyne and Newby, 1974)." Two sample '‘t" tests' were used to test

the group mean difference.

N
.

In addition to the description of the visual shapes of trade areas,

they were measured in ratios involving some parameters which might give
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some basis for comparison between the shape of one geographical feature
and another. 'By the provision of continuous variables, an objective com-

-

parison might also bé'shown (Fitzgerald, 1974).
The basic parameters used were trade areas and the length of the

iongest axis:

S A
eg. 5 = -

- 0.866 L

b
I}

Area shape being measured

.
-
1}

Length of longest axis

Because of :hei;ature ;nd complexity of larger centers, a diffg-
rent formula - fhe éoyce-Clark Method - was uéea to obtain the exact
shapes (Yeétes, 1974) . The.index_can.be ;epresented mathematically as:

S i -:ll :
BC = e
Zi=1 SR S

i=]

160 - 100

where ‘ SBC ~the Boyce-Clark.shape index -

- ri = the length of the i th radial
r = number of radiais
. Cumuiative peréentages and cartography techniques were used in

the éna]ysis of consumer locations and population characteristics.

Différent types of shops reiated tg central places were, analysed
using th; Pearson Product Moment Test. The coefficient of correlafion (r)
wffl raﬁge between +1 and -1 and the closeness ofvapproximation fo 1 is
a measure of the closeness of the relationship of the two components'(eg.

the population of shopping centers and the types of shops found in them).
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.This test was chosen over Rank correlation test because it provides a

stronger measure of correlation since the differences in actual values

are used rather than merely the respective rank orders of the two vari-

ables.

Part 3. Consumer behaviour was analysed by cumulative percentage and

Cartographic Methods. FinaiTy, a Discriminant Analysis was used to de-

- -

termine which of the centers deviated from the criteria of the tlassified
levels. According to the analysis there must Be at least two observations

in each group. The SAS Computer Manual! was used to run this program.

-
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Chapter IV

B ANALYS IS

This analysis chapter will be divided into three parts. In the
fjfst page, shopping centers are classified into three major groups.
The second part consists of the analysis of the structure of the func-

tional unit characteristics such as floor space area, business type, etc.

The third part invoives the analysis of corsumer behaviour characteris-

tics.

4.1 CLASSIFYING. THE SHOPPING CENTERS

P

The classification of shopping centers was done by making-use

of the scatter diagram which was based mainly on four major criteria -

total population served, gross leasable area, total site area and major

tenants. The Urban Land Institute Classification Code (1963) was used

<

to confirm the major groups.
4
' &

Population served was the primary criterion in this particular.
study since it relates to functional hierarchy. First, data from the

matrix establishment and the population served for each of the shopping

- centers‘were p1§tted on a scatter diagram form (figure 7a). In that fi-

gure, three groups of shopping centers (A, B and C) are apparéﬁt. In
group A, there is only one shopping center - Devonshire Mall - whose to-

tal number of establishments is eighty-eight, and the population served

45
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Table (2)

L7

FUNCTIONAL BASES OF PLANNED SHOPPING CENTERS IN WINDSOR

- AJ? NS &
' > S L &
& -~ © ) “
N & 3 oy &g
2 B4 ~. ) g ¥ g
2 I & » 2
a? o Z . L & o
< 2 & - I
.. I3 @ Q .
L N =3 “ © ~ gy F °F
& o > © 7y @ ©
Q B . ' '
Q?c < q?q o Q§' (;‘,:H Major Tenant
1. Devonshire 907,415 159,250 88 38 68.0 3 1
2 Tecumseh 256,097 56,050 29 18 28.0 2 1
3. Dorwin 209,836 45,200 33 24 17.1 1 1
L. EastTown 195,483 ° 50,450 9 9 18.3 1 1
5. Gateway .187,700 24,250 17 ik 184 1 1
6. University 147,885 39,700 16" 15 13.1 -1 1
7.  Ambassador 142,300 33,150 16 12 11.4 1 1 -
8. Yorktown 78,733 16,650 22 16 - 4.8 1
9. Central 69,552 17,000 24 16 6.4 1
10. Forest Glade 69, L4s 9,250 25 .18 4.9 1 .1
11. Pickwick Place - 57,169 12,800 22 14 k.2 ]
12. Village Market  40,222° 8,200 12 8 .1.9 11
13. Jefferson 25,165 6,300 7 6 1.5 1
14. Huron 20,776 7,500 14 10 1.4
15(MGladeview 16,564 - 3,800 11 g 1.3 [
16. Dougall/Cabana 15,202 8,300 19 10 1.5 1
17. Lambton 15,030 1,200 -13 g 1.2 P 1
18. Hampton 14,767 7,350 15 10 0.8 1
19. Lauzon 14,241 7,600 13 10 1.1 8
20. Eastgate - 13,630 11,300 7 & 1.2 1
21. Tecumseh/Howard 5,644 4,200 5 L 0.9 1
Sources: City of Windsor Planning Department -

Metro Construction Company

Field Work
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Table (3) . » ho

CLASSTFICATION CODE OF SHOPPING CENTERS

&.
Major Average Average Minimum
Tennant Gross Minimum Support
Floor Site (Threshold)
Area Area
Dept. 400,000 ° _QO Acres | 70,000 to
Store ‘Square 300,000
Feet Families or
(s/F) 100,000 +
Persons
Jr. Deptd 150,000 10 Acres’ S,bOO
Store or Square Famijigs or
Variety Feet ) 20,000 to
Store . © 100,000
= Persons
—_
= -
Ll
< o Super- 40,000 4 Acres | 1,000
- = - Market Square . Families or
= = or Feet 7,000 to
e © Drug 20,000
I = Store ! - | Persons
= = 2 <
-_— [N}
% [&]
= ) o~
L= o -
o f=3
(=) = -
. o
=
[ -
[==]
=
a
w
=

Source: Urban lLand Institute, The Dollars and Cents of Shopping Centers

(1963)
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totals one hundred gnd fifty-nine thousand, two hundred and fifty (159,
250), as derived from the population distr}bution map (figure 13). (Th?
corridor stores, gas stations and au&o parts and service centers of any
of the shopping centers are not iqc]uded in thq;gtudy). In group B, the
numbe;'of establishments ranges from nine to thirty-threg, and the pdpﬁ-
lation served from twenty-four thousand; Two hunared and fifty (ék,ZSO)
to fifty-six thousand and fifty (56,050). 1In the third (C) group, the
number of‘establishments ranges from five to twenty-fivg and the popula-
tion served ranges from twelve hundred (1,200) to seventeen thousand
(17,000). The mean population‘seréed by the C group'centers'is eigHt
thousand, six hundred and seventy-fivé (8,675), whereas the mean popula-
tion for B group is forty-one thousand, four hundred and sixty-six (41,
466) . These meén figures were tested using a two saﬁple ! test and
it was found that they différ significantly at 99.9% probability level.

Unfortunately, because of there being only one center in the type A group,

it was not possible to tesf it against the type B group.

Next a‘comparison of these centers was made using the Urbgn Land
Institute C]assification Code System, which indicated that all three ty-
pes of certers (A, B and C), fit exactly into the Regional, Community and
Neighbourhood classifications for centers according tp the population
'sgrved (table 2). .Tecumseh, Dorwin, Eastown, Gateway, University and Am-
‘bassador centers fall into the Community center category which usually"
serves fr?m twenty thousand to one‘hundred thousand people according to!
the coding system. Devonshire Mall alone falls into the Regional center
category since it serves oné hundred and fifty-nine thausand,.two hundred
and fifty people. All the other centers fall into the Neighbourhood

’ x
group which sefves between seven thousand and twenty thousand people.
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In addition to the testing by population éize, the gross floor
area comparison was used and the resu;ts confirmed the classification

of the three groups obtained in the earlier test. Figure;Yb shows _that

-

the fioor space of the shopping cénters is highly correlated (r_= 0.950)
with ;he number of establishments and also. that there are ;hree dis-
tinct groups éccording to floor arcé. Devonshire Mall, which falls into
the_A group, is far greater in size than the cente;s of the other two
groups; therefqré it does not appear on the graph. Grodp B centers floor
areas raﬁge from 142,300 s.f. to 256,097 s.f., with the same number of
establishments given above, while those of C group range from 5,644 s.f.
to 78,733 s.f. The mean gross floor area for neighbourhood centers
{32,510 ;.f.) was compared Q[th the mean va]ué.of community centers (189,
833 s.f.) and it was confirmed-that there-was a.ngnifigéﬁt difference
between these two groups at a 99.9% probability level. Since A group
contains only one center,-it Q;s again impossible to compare the diffe-
rence between A and‘B‘gr0ups. It is evident from the map (figure 7b),
however, that there is a great deal of éifféflnce (approximately 650,000
s.f.), between even the largest center fn the community group (256,037

s.f.} and the regional center (907,415 s.f.).

A comparison was then made (using groups A,'B and C from the
scatter diagram), with the Classification Code System and they were found
to fit éxae;Ty into the regfona], community and heigﬁbourhood levels res-.
pectively. Since there‘are only average gross floor area data available

in the code system, the difference between the mean of two groups was

calculated and the maximum and ‘the minimum range of flpoor area was de-



:
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termjned.- The range of floor area of Heighbourhood centers was 95,000

8 '

s.f. and b;Iow and that of community centers was 95,000 s.f. to 275,000
s.f. Regional centers measure sbové 2%5,00 s.f. and only Devonshire
Mall falls into this grou;ing. ngumsghnyorwiq, Eastown, Gateway, Uni-
versity'and.Ambassédor centers fall }nt; the commun’ty grdup with the
remainder of the centers %a]]iné into the neighbourhood classification.
The resulté of the test indicate that the samé F]assificatiqps”exist un-

der the gross floor area as did under the population served test.

-

E'Fhird testing system, using the average minimum site area data,
‘was also plotted on the scatter diagram form and again three distinct

groups were identified, Figure 7c shows the relationships between the

-

site area and the number of establishments (r = 0.89) and again group A

A -

center differs from B group and figure 7c¢ shows the distance between

themy The mean site area for B group (17.7 acres) was compared with ¢

group mean (2.36 acres), and it was found that the diffhrenées were sig-

—

nificant at 99.9% probability level.

v

Again on_the scatter-djégramv grohps were cdmpared with the clas-

N -

sification code: Since the average site areas for. the regional, communi-

ty and neighbourhood centers were foﬁty, ten and four acres respectively,

the: maximum and minimum ranges of these groups were caculated as thirty

. . L4 . (-
and over, thirty to seven and *seven and under. Once again, Devonshire

Mall falls into the regional group with sfxty-eight aqresl' Tecumseh, Dor-

win, Eastown, Gateway, University and Ambassador centers come under the

. community grouping with the rahge of twenty-eight to elgven point four

acre site areas. The rest of the centers fall into the neighbourhood

group.

-
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L ~
-

1t was confirmed, according to the major tenant critéria, that
there are three distinct groups existing among the shopping centers

in Windsor. Devonshire, with three major department stores, again stands

) >
apart from ali the other centers. Dorwin, Eastown, Gateway, .University

and Ambassador centers each has one department store as ifs major ter

nant, Tecumseh Mall has two, whlie the rest of the centers have either

a supermarket or convenience store {such as a Mac's Milk), or a drug

store as an anchor tenant with the exception of Huron Plaza. By anchor
tenant, the shopping centers are broXen down into regional, community
and'@eighbourhood levels and this break-down also agrees with the clas-

sification code cgiteria. R

-

It can be concluded with the help of the table (2), the matrix

and the scatter diagram (figures 7a, 7b and 7¢), that there are three

distinct groups of plénned centers existing in: the City of Windsor with

-

pevonshire Mall in the category of regional center, Tecumseh, Dorwin,
Eastéwn, Gateway, University and Arbassador cente;s in the community
group and all the rest in the peighbourhood.cen;er group. Figure 7d il-
lustrates the hierércéy of Planned Shopping_Cehters in the City of Wind-
sor. It was also apparent thatlamong the community and neighbourhood
groups, distinctive sub-groups also exist (see figures 7a and 7b). Ac-
cording to populafion and flo;r space size, Dorwin and Tecumseh centers

form a separate shopping center type which might be identified as Large'

Community Center. However, in this study, little attention will be gi~

ven to sub-groups as such.
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"In the following section an anal}sis will be made of the ch§rac-

“ teristics of trade areas and those of functional units.
' i

4.2.1 TRADE AREA SIZE -

*

Several studies have proven that the size of the trade area va-

ries in accordance with the size of the shopping center, (Neléon, 1958;
Lalonde, 1565; Berry, 1963; Applebaum, 1968). Using this hypothesis,
"an anaiysis will be made to show how the size and the shape of the trade
areas of fhe shopping centers-of the City of Windsor will differ ac-

cording to the shopping center levels.

4f the sizes of the trade areas are first examined, figure 8a

illustrates the relationships between the trade areas and the shopping

center sizes. 'Here the population size was used as an analoguelto shop-
ping center $ize and from the scatter diagram, as well as from the cor-
relation coefficient (r = 0.99), it is evident that whe;‘the shopping

center si;P increases, the trade area 'size also incréaseg. There is a

large Q;Qiation between the regional cen;er size (32 s.m.) and the mean
community center size (; = 6.2 s.m.}). Since Tecumseh Mall is the ‘second
largest shopping center with- twe major departﬁent stores, its trade.area

-

‘size is slightly larger than those of the other community centers.- Dor-

win and Eastown Plazas have rougﬁiy the same traae‘aréa sf;e and even
though the latter was identified as a. small cammuni ty center according
to the number of establishments and_populationldata, its trade'afea size
is equivalent to that of DorwiB'Plaza because of the Woolco Department

store and the N £ D Supermarket. This illustrates Applebaum'’s claim that
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Table (4)

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN TRADE AREA SIZES AND SHOPPING CENTER SIZES

<
Floor Area (S/F) . Population Trade Area (S/M)
— - _ —

1. Devonshire 907415 . 159250 32.4
2. Tecumseh 256097 56050 8.75
3. - Dorwin 209836 45200 ' 7.53
- 4. . EastTown 195483 50450 . 7.40
5. Gateway 187700 24250 k.45
6. University ' 147885 39700 4.80
7 Ambassador 142300 33150 4.50
_— - X 6.20

8. - Yorktown . 78733 16650 2.8
9. Central . 69552 " 17000 3.4
" 1. Forest Glade . . 69445 9250 77

11. Pickwick Place 57169 12800  * 1.30

12. Village Market Loz222 8200 i .77
13.- Jefferson . 24165 6300 .76
14, Huron . 20776 7500 .91

- 15.  Gladeview 16564 3800 Lk
- 16. Dougall/Cabana’ 15230 8302 " 1.90
17. Lambton ‘ 15030 - 1200 b2
18. Hampton : 14767 7350 " 1.20
19. Lauzon 14241 7600 .93
20. EastGate 13630 11300 150

—————t

21. Tecumseh/Howard 9345 " 4200 .55
- X 1.30

Source: City of Windsor Planning 0ffice
' Field Work
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the major tenant of the shopping center reflects the shopping center's
trade area (Applebaum, 1968). Eastown's location, in close prqximify
to tge Tecumseh. Mall, cr;ates compatibility with it. That is, there is
a certain amount of "borrowing' or "trading' of customers between the
two centers. With trade area sizes averaging 4.6 s.m., Gateway Plaza,
Ambassador Plaza and.Un?vergity Mall remain in ghe'small community cen-

ter category.
Central Mall with an A & P éupermarket and Yorktown Plazé with
an N-& D Supermarket are slightly separated in size from the other neigh-

: g
bourhood centers, with areas of 3.4 and."2.8 s.m. respectively. However,

Forest Glade Plaza and Village Market Plaza are two_excepticns_to'ﬁhis
criterion. Both have supermarkets (Gordon's and 1. G. A.), but the high
popuiation density immediately surrounding these centers limits the
spread effec£ of their trade areas. Compared with other neiéﬂEOufﬂood
centers, Pickwick Place and the Dougall/Cabana Plazés also have larger
tfaqe areas because of the variety of shopping good%. Eastgate Plaza has
a Valdi discounf grocery store which makes ité trade area larger at 115
s.m., whi]e the remainder qf t%e neighbourhcod centers measured just be=

low 1 s.m., with the average being .8 s.m. The scatter diagram (figure

8a}, indicates that all these centers are clustered together in size.

It is osviqus from the scatter diagram (figure 8a) amd table 4,
that there is a rather wide differentiation between the size of the re-
gional center and the sizes of the community centers. It was also found
through the two sample '"'t'' tests that the mean trade area size of the com-
munity centers differs significantiy at 6.2 s.m. from the mean trade area

size of neighbourhbod centers (1.3 s.m.) (at 0.05 significant level). The



steep regression line indicates that there is a significance relationship

between the_ centers' sizes and the trade area sizes. The correlation cos

efficient (r = 0.99) was tested with the "t" test and it was found that
the.relationship is highly significant at a 99.9% probability level,
therefore the first hypotheses ''"Higher order shopping centers have larger
trade areas thancenters at lower level in the hierarchy in Windsor'", is

4

accepted. .

In addition to population size, floor area (sf) (fig. 8b), wés
also used to test the hypothesis and to ascertain whether there is any
relationship between the ;enter size anﬁ the trade a;ea size. |t was pro-
ven that the relationship (r = 0.99) is significant at-the 99.9% probabi-

lity level. -

Along with the foregoing, trade area shapes'were also studied and
different kinds of shapes were discovered at different levels. .Firstly,
upon examination of figure 8c, it is obvious that the Forest Glada Plaza
- trade area is an almost perfect circular sh;pe. This phenomenon is main-
ly due to the cultural characteristics 6F that area. The city limits to
the south and the east, the E.C. Row Expressway to the south, Tecumseh
Road to the north and uninhabited {ndustrial property to tﬁe west and no-
rth have created barriers to the ectension of the trade area (fig. 9).
Tecumseh Mall and Pickwick Place trade areas heavily overlap the Forest
Glade trade area within a half mile of that center. Since Forest Glade
Plaza i; located in a fairly recently developed community wﬁiéh is gene-

rally circular in shape, the overall layout of that community has also
. .

helped to.create a circular type of trade area.
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Glade View P]azE, just nﬁrtheast of Forest Glade_PIaza,‘draws
customers from the Forest Glade community through its Pinto convenien-
ce store as wefi as its Farmer Jack's fresh produce market. Since it is
lﬁcated at Tecumseh Road,'it draws customers from the northern section,
and its trade area has tended to develop'in a “t?:far” manner along_Te-‘

cumseh Road.

1

Pickwick Place Plaza, which is located to the northwest of Forest
Glade, is separated from it by the Little River and Lauzon Road. Most of
its daily cusfomers patronize its drug store and come from the apartments
to the east and frdm Sycqmore aﬁd Meadowbrook Streets which are qirect1y
behind it to the'SOut? However, sincd this Plaza is compatible with two
;nearby major cénters, (Tecumseh Ma and Eastown Plaza), customers are
also drawn from farther away. The/trade area has tended’ to dévelop:in an
oval or "'c.»gg;"I shape because of arm into Forest Glade, vacaﬁt land 'to

-

the north and west and the competition of Tecumseh Méll_and Eastown Plaza

north of Tecumseh Road.

Further north, Vi]]age-Market and Lauzoﬁ‘Piaza sérvé'the popula-
tion of the adjoining Riverside region. The Detroit River forms the nor~
- thern trade area boundarylfor Vil]agé Ma;ket whose trade area shape is
more cirgular than'that of Lauzon Plaza, while Little River creates the
eastern boundary for both centers. Most of the Villages of Riverside re-
ﬁidents are sewved by Lauzon Plaza and since there.is vacant land in both

the south and the southeast, its trade area has also tended to develop

ovately.

.
-

Jefferson Plaza with its Mac's Milk convenience store, meat mar-
ket and'health'ﬁgod store, serves its immediate environs - the Roseville

and Thornberry Drive areas. Vacant land to’ the northeast, industry



6 : ) .

-

to the southeast, the E.C. Row Expressway.and the city limits in the 5°Ut§

~

along with competition from Eastgate.Plaza in the north, have caused a
narrowing of the trade area between Pillette Road and Jefferson Avenue. A

“linear'' shape- has_been produced, with the same customers also paironising\

the Eastgate P]é;a. Since.Edstéate-houses a Valdi's discount grocery

store and more convenience-typé.’stpres,"lncluding Farmerglack's produce,

- 4 R . °
it also draws customers even from the north and a "V' shaped trade area has

.

been formed which includes the Rosevil!e_Gardens area.

-

in the case of the Tecumseh/Howard Plaza, Mac's Milk convenience

store and restaurants attract customers for its primary trade area, most-

»

ly from the MacDougal Avenue district and from south of the center bet-

. ween'Tecumseh Road and the Essex Terminal and Canadian Pacific R.R. tracks.

These, along with Jackson Park on the west, limit the trade area whose

shape is ovoid. . - . . bt
H » ' ’

dn the cit;'s west side, Hurpn.Plaza, with.restaurants.aﬁd a lot-
tery shop, draws custo@ers along.and.west‘of Huron Church Road;.ité_trade
area has developed in é:“linear” manner, but with severe competitfqg from
Ambaﬁsador Plaza and University Mall. Lambton Plaza .is also tocateé onr
Huron Church Roaq but further south énd bgcause of.;he large exténf.df
vaéant land-inlthe.horthwest and the south, its vériety store and bake
shoﬁ draw customers from the limfted_housing developmegt to the west and-

a - :

for.a few blocks along Grand Marais Road. As a result, customer distri-
bution has developed linearly aloﬁg Grand Marais and Lambton-Roads ins- -

tead of Huron Church.
<

. P amp—

Yorktown Plaza, located at a major axis of Grand Marais Road and

' Dominion Boulebard, with‘an N &°'D Supermarket, a hardware, a bank and

I3
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-On therwest and south sidés, with Randolph Avenue and Beal Street boun-

2
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. -

other tenants, draws customers from the area between .E.C. Row to the north

and Cabana Road to the south. lts trade area extends as far as Huron

-

Church Road in the west and Dougall Avenue in the east and its oyate shape

includes most of the Soluth Windsor district. Hampton/Rivard Plaza dt

-Rivard Road also draws customers from the same area but on a smaller scale.

B

As in  the case of Yorktown Plaza, Dougall Road serves as the eas-

- ]

tern boundary line and E.C. Roﬁ the northern for the Dougall/Cabana ﬁlaza.

-

ding, the trade area tends to shape in a circular manner, developing and

extending along Cabana- Road, but.since there is vacant land between Cabana

Road and Wallace Avenﬁe, this trade area is genew?lly ovoid in-shape.

>

- - Because of their anchor tenants, Community Centers such as Eastown

Plaza, Tecumseh and Universitx Malls ‘and Ambassador Plaza éll have simi--

larly shaped trade areas. Eastown‘Plaza.and Tecumseh Mall both attract

numerous “customers from Tecumseh Township and because of the large vacant

area in the northeast and Little River in the west, their primary trade

‘area (which they have in common), includes the entire Forest Glade commu-

nity jn the southeast. The north and south areas are bounded by the Det-

roit River and the city limits respectively, while-a vacant jand area

along the Grand -Marais Drain near Pillette Road as well as competition

-

‘from. Central and Devonshire Malls créate a western and southwestern boun-

dary. The general contdyf of the trade area is rectangular but an ex-

- - N '
panse of industrial 'land between Jefferson Avenue and Lauzon Road and va-
cant land in the northeast causes an irregularity in its outline.
. V - 4_. /

Trade area . boundaries are common to both the Ambassador Plaza and

University Mall in the south, . southeast and southwest. Their boundaries
. . /-"./ . B A - -

-

To- : [+ I



67

.

are“limitad to the north because of school and park properties'as well

T as by the Detreit River. To the east, the Canaduan Natnonal Ra:lway Trun-

-

: - .\
kline cuts- off the‘f}ade area of AmbasSador Plaza whereas that of Univer-

sity Mall extends easterly as far as Dougall Road.

A]though communnty centers such as the fore901ng have relatively

'-sma]], compact and a1most unlnterrupted trade areas,’ Dorwnn Plaza shows
- a geographically expansive trade area spread over three distinct and

separate residential areas. The northern section extends as far as Wyan-

dotte Street along Dougall Road, narrowing down in the northwest hecause.

- of the railroad tracks, but stretching out to Walker Road in the north-

east. A fairly large number of shoppers .is drawn from the northern part
of South Windsor. The Sentry Department Store, Dominioh‘Supermarket and

a high number (29) of other establlshments-lncludung beer and 1|quor out-

lets, +have caused an extensive spread of the trade area. A]sa being the

"first'Iarga_ Planned Shopping Center in Windsor, Dorwin Rlaza's clieatele,

~

"was established early. It is located on a major access route in the

- center of a large commercialylight-industrfa] district with residential

developments on the periphery. 1ts trade area shape therefore, is re-

vealed-as both a !'linear' and d ''cluster’ pattern.

. ‘\\

'qu Gateway Piaza, the E.C. Row Expressway_ahd the city limits

serve as-the northern and southern trade area boundaries respectively.

»

In the west it extends as far as Huron Church Road belng cut off in the

'_east.by Howard Avenue. Because of the competition From Devonshure MaII

-

- A . . s . :
as well as the non-re5|dent|al land-use pattern~(such as lnghtfmanufac-

- ’

. tur:ng, :ndustrlal and vacant land), a]ong with the ré5|dént|a] deveIOp-

. -

P
ment between Cabana’ Road and Howard Avenue, the trade area is, generaIIy

speaking, peariform in 5hape.



68

As is to be expected, Devonshire Malk, the only regionél center,
servés the.entire city. Telts primary trade.area is interrupted in the
northeast by the Lauzon Parkway Industrial Site and in the west it ex-
tends as far as the major vacant land - that is“along Huron Church éoad
ia_the southwest and the area west of Prince Road in the ﬁorthwest. The
Detroit River and the city limits are respectively the nérthern and sou-
thern boundaries of the more concentrated shopper distribut}onlof this °
shopping cenFer: 1t ;s noted that Devonshire‘Shoppiné Center attracts

many customers who are dispersed as far east as the town of Leamington.

In addition to the descriptions of the visual shapes of trade

L

areas, these were measured in ratios. The basic parameters used were

}Eade areas and the lenéth of the Iongesf axis, the ratios.as produced
are shown in table 5. According to this table, all the neigﬁbourhood
centers vary between p.b and 1.0 or less with a closeness to 0.0 indica-
ting an elongation while a circle would be shown as having a ratio Bf i.O.
By comparing figure 8c aﬁd 8d and table 5, it is 6bvio¥s that the trade

areas of Gladeview (0.5), Jefferson (0.6), Lambton (0.3) and Huron {0.5) ~
shopping centers can all be described as being "linear'. Forest Gladels
ratio of 1.0 indicates a circular tradé'aqga as do those-of Yorktown

(i.!), Hampton/Rivard (1.2), Village Market (0.9) and Dougall/Cabana

(1), all qf which are reasonably ¢lose to being circular in shape.

It is interesting tO'noie that for all community centers and the
regional center, the fatiﬁs are far beyond 1.0 due fo.there being more
complexity and irregularity of shapes. Consequéntly, th;.éoyce-CIark
‘Shape Index was used to ascerta{n the_q;acf shapes of fhése trade areés.
In a series of eiperiments it was found that the index for a équare is\‘
approximately 12.0, a crucifbrm's index is around 18.0, a star-sﬁaped

- . .
B LY . -
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Table (5} E

DESCRIPTION OF ''SHAPES"

1. Devonshire

Tecumseh

4, "Easttown -

5. University

6. Ambassador

7. Gateway
8. Yorktwon
9. Lauzon _
10. Village Market

11. Forest Glade

12. Huron

13. Tecumgeh/Howard

T4, Lambton

15. Hampton

6. Dougail/ﬁabana

17. Gladeview

18. Jefferson

19. Eastgate

20. Pickwick Place

21. Central .

T

Source: Author

ot

" = Boyce Clark Method

+ = Peter Hagget Method

5.4
2.4
1.8

1.8

1.8 -

1.7
1.6
1.1
0.8
0.9
1.0

0.5

0.7
0.3
1.2
1.1
0.5

.0.6

0.8
0.8

1.6

22.0 .
25.7

24.0
23.8
21.5
35.3
32.6

I
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Figure 8(ey

NESTING OF TRADE AREAS

1 REG.
fm—
1
N N
' | i ] :
2 4 . 3 5 6 7 - Com.
| ! ‘) L 1
STTTTIN 7NV T o
9710 11 121315192021 18 8 16 17 14  NHOOD

. === Partly Nested

{1) = Refer to Center |D Number-Table 1

-

Source: Author
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(pr stellate) form approximates 25.0 and a rectangle, being twice as long
as it-is wide, measures about 28.0‘(Boycé-tlark, 1965) . According to ta-
.ble 5; Tecumseh Mall and Eastown Plaza with the{E physicél features and
industrial land each produce a ratio of approximately 24.0 which is indi-
cative of the stellate formed trade area. The ratios of Dorwin Plaza,
Pevenshire and University Mg;ls and Ambassador Plaza all lie between 22.-
and 26.0 connofing that their trade areas are somewhere between cruciform
(18.0) and stellate (25.0) in shaﬁe; while that of Gateway Plaza whose.ra-

tio is 35.0,'fends toward being rectangular.

Finally, it is of further interest to see from thé'diagrams that
to a certain extent, a nesting of trade areas exists (figure 8d and 8e).
Forest Glade and Gladeview Plazas tend toward a nesting with Pickwick
Pian Plaza, which is larger in overall size and has mofe shoppipg goods;
Hampton/Rivard and Lambton Plazas are also examg]es of this phenomenqn, ' _J;
nesting into Yorktown Plaza's trade ‘area, ;he latter having a Iafge sﬁ-
permarket and skopping goods. The nestiné is éxpiained by the tréde

areas of the larger neughbourhood cent%ys coverlng those of smal]eﬁ!jnes

-
.

The main reason for this 15'that those oﬁ 1a:§g£_§/§e house supermarkets
and/or a variety of busnness type establishments. As well, the centers
hi;e been located too closely together and af over]app:ng of goods and

services has resulted. | ' ' ’ '
T’
It can also be seen that all of the neighbourhood centers are

nésted'into one or another of the cémmunity éenters Eastgate, Jefferson,
Lauzon, Village Market, Plckwnck P]ace, Forest Glade and G]adev:ew all
being :nfluenced by the two major community centers, Tecumseh MaII and
Eastown Plaza. In a Iuke manner, Gateway Plaza‘'s trade area includes ali

the small centers in the South Windsor area - namely Hampton/Rivard,

Bannd

~— _
—
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- Yorktown, Dougall/Cabana and Lambton Plazas. Hurom Plaza is'toﬁered-by‘“
University Mall and Ambassador Plaza while Dorwin Plaza cove;s the trade
area of Tecumseh/Howard Plaza. Finally, with the'exception of the cem™-
ters in Riverside and Forest Glade, the fegiona] center, Devonshiée Mall
diréctly influences all the others. Figure 8e shows this nesting of tra-
de areas in diagrammatic form. It might therefore be concluded that

. even though a hexagonal type of hie}archical nésting-does not occur, hi-
erarchical nesting does in fact éxist to 2 certain degree or level among

the shopping centers of the City of Windsor.

.

4.2.2 TRADE AREA POPULATION

As residential densities decrease within én urban area, shopping
centers should_bé more widely spa&ed and their minimum size should in~
crease. POpulaiion density generally declines with'distance from the
ceéfral business district (Berry et al., 1963),.50 the largest ngmber
of separate establifhments and small nucleations within a metropolis
_shbuld be féund<jp the inher restdential zones. Larger centers%ﬁill
~also occur but will be relatively'léss numerous than in the ouier su-

burbs where the smaller centers cannot survive. :

Figure 11 (;he cumulative percentage of population within trade
areas by ¥ mile zones), shows that more than 75% of the trade area popu-
lation lives within the first one mile zone of the neighbo;thood centers
which indicates that most of these centers are located in high density
residential areas.. However, with regard to the tommunity'centers‘_popﬁ-
lation, oﬁiy aboLt 35% (or just under hal’f that of a neighbourhood cen-

. . . ep e " Lot ey £
ter's trade area population), lives within the first one mile radius,

whereas within the same mile radius, a regional center would merely show - .
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Table (6a)

CUMULATIVE POPULATIdN OF TRADE AREAS BY IMILE ZONES

0-+ -1 1-1% 132 2-2% 24-3  3-3% 33~k  b4-bs

1. Devonshire 0.18 3.60 '12.08 25.65- 36.95 52.55 76.45 95.20 10€.30
2. fecumseh - 3.35 25.41 59.10 B86.64 97.76 100.00

.3.  Dorwin .82 26.60  62.70 96.50 160.00

4. EastTown 4.35 24.95 50.64 '86.00 99.50 100.00

5. University 11.80 49.81 8;.55 100.00 .
6. Ambassador 10.60 42.40 81.50 100.00

7. Gateway 9.4 39.96 83.76 100.00

85 Yorktown - 32.90 83.20 100.00 - .

9.  Forest Glade 100.00

10. Central 26,10 66.20 100.00

11. . Pickwick Place 18.10 60.77 95.30.100.00
+ 12. 'Dougall/Cabana 27.60 95.10 100.00

13. Hampton - . 50.50 100.00
14, ., Huron 20.30 54.20 91.50 100.00°
15. VillageMarket 80.90 100.00
16. Gladeview 92.30 100.00 -
17. Lauzon - 78.20 100.00
18, EastBate " 45.40 87.40 100.00° .
19. TecumsehHowazd100.00 ®
20. Llembton 100,22
21. Jefferson 39.70.  92.10 100.00
Nei ghbourhood 57.90 76.90  98.10 100.00
' Communi ty _ _6.73 34.80 70.00 94.80 99.00 100.00
Regional - "¢ 00.18 3.60 i2.08 25.65 36.95. 52.é5 76.55 95.20 100.00

Source: - Assessment Office Statistics )
Field Work ~



Table (6b)

TRADE AREA POPULATION BY ¥MILE ZONES

A

76

Field Work

-w
0-3 -1 1-1% 14-2  2-2% 23-3  3-3% 33-b 4-b

1. Devonshire 0.18 3.k2 '8.48 13.57 11.30 15.60 23.90 18.75 4.78

2. Tecumseh 3.35 22.06 33:70 27.53 11.12  2.20

3. Dorwin .82 25.79° 36.1 33.79 3.40
‘b, EastTown 4.35 2060 25.69 35.36 13.50 0.4k

5. University  11.80 38.01 32.75 12.30

6. Ambassador 10.60 31.80 39.10 18.50

7. _Gateway ‘: 9.46 30-50 43.80 16.20

8. Yorktown 32.90 50.30 16.76

9. Forest Glade  100.00

10. * Central 24,10 42.10 33.80 _

11. Pickwick Place 18.10 42.67 34.50 5.00

12. , Dougali/Cabana 27.60 67.50 4.30

13. Hampton 50.50 49.40 )

14. Huron © 20.30 .33.90 37.30 8.50 )
- 15. Lauzon 78.20 21.80 "//

16. Village Market '80.50 19.10 - *
- 17. Gladeview g2.90 7.10 .

18. EassGate 45.40 42.00 12.6 \
"19. Tecumseh/Howard 100.00

20. Lambten  ~ 100.00

21. Jefferson  39.70 52.40  7.90

. Neighbourhood _ 57:90_ 30.59 10.55 .96 a
\
Communi ty .73 28.10 35.20 24-71 4.67 bh
Regional 18 3.42 8.8 13.57 11.30 215.60 23.90 18.76 4.78

Source: Assessment Office Statistics
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Figure 1
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abodt 4% of Tts total trade area populatnon. The distribution of'popula-
tion for three types of-centers in -the hterarchy are c1ear1y very dif-
ferent. This well illustrates the effect of dnfferlng “ranges“ of cen-

tral place functions upon their distribution patterns. The second hypo-

‘thesis, that trade area population deﬁsiﬁy within one mile -for -small cenf'
- ters is higher than that of the next order shdppfng centers, is therefore
. ¢ - .

accepted.

‘-‘\ - . ) -

anure 12 (percentage of popu]at:on within trade areas by-* mile

zones), illustrates that “the highest percentage (57%) of the trade area

*

population for neighbourhood centers lives within ‘the first half mile

zone, whereas the highest percentage of the population (35.2%) lives

within 1 - 1 mile zone of community centers. For a regional, a 3 - 3%
- mile radius from the shopping center is indicated. While neighbourhood
and community_centers' trade area-population density shows a sudden in-

crease or decline, the density of a regional center's trade area experi-

ences a very gradual increase or decline.

The reason for less (4%) population density for Windson's-regio-

nal center within the Flrst one mule rad:us ‘is that it was constructed

south of where the E.C. Row Expressway wnth sts FIy*overs and ramps is

now located, near the suburban area to enable customerg to be drawn from
J B B . - . ' -
all over the city as well as for cheap land. This is a graphic iltustra-

.

tion of‘Berry"s (1962) Accessibility and butfying Business Centers Model.
(see figure 2, above). Furthermore, there is railroad prOperty'and com-

mercial 1end {which includes Gateway-Plaza}, on the west side of this cen-

ter (see figure 9, land use map), and a huge plot of vacant land to the

south. Immediately to the east of Devonshire Shopping Center, is a largée

industrial park and farther east and southeast there are scattered indus-’

or
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. - Figurel2
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trial lots and open spaces or park areas as well as vacant lands. After

- -

the first mile radius, the density incréases because of the South Windsor
residential district in the southeast and an additional regidential area
between the E.C. Row Expressway and Cabana Road along Walker Road, unlike
the characteristics of the other ;wo types of centers. “However, there js
a decrease in the 2 - 2% mile radius because. the trade area extends be-
yond the city limits in the south and more vacant land occ:rs both east
and west. The density increases after 23 milés because it covers the ma-
Jjor residentfél areas to ;he n;rth of the center.

Figure 11 gives evidence of the density gap between the regfona]
center and the community centers being very wide but that it narrows be-
tween community and neighbourhood centers. In fact, the .gap shows a shrin-
king immediately beyond the i& mile radius, no doubt because some of the
heighbourhood centers did not locate in proper residential areas. Their
trade area limits extend as far as 1% miles due to the major supermarkets
and shopping goods stores. For Iﬁstan&e, Pickwick Place's immediate trade
area population is separated by the physical barrier of Little River and
* since it extends up to 1% miles in.the Forest Glade area, the p;rcentage
of déns?ty is high in that 1% mile radius. The same thing is true in the
case of Ceﬁtral Mall. |Its trade area narrows around éhe shopping center
as does Pickwick's, and expands northward between Central and Jefferson
Avenues as far as the C. N. R. track. Yorktown Plaza also has a large
trade area (being bbunded by fhe E.C. Row in the north), its trade érea
population density increases southard iq the residential district. Hu-~
ron, Eas;gate and Jefferson Plaza;‘ linear type trade areas produce the
same Fqgults with the gap declining in the 1% mfie radius. However, fhefe

is a distinct difference between the three groups' population densities by

distances from the centers, so it can be concluded that central place

g




characterjsfics do exist by.means of population density and distance from

the center. - '

- -

4.2.3° CUSTOMER LOCATION OR DISTANCES TRAVELLED

\ . . .
Although it seems plausible to expect that a Yenter's immediate

-

_vicinity should provide the majority of its customers, especially those

of neighbourhood shopping centers, it is not always true. 'PopulatTOn
density, land use characteristics (physical barriers), transportation net-

works, types of goods offered or combinations of these can have a strong
g

~

influence on the customer location or distances travelled.

Figure 1ha (the cumulative percentage of customers in ghe hinter-

'

land by ¥ mile zones), shows that within the first % mile zone, 39.4% of

customers came to shop at neighbourhood centers whereas only 10.9% came
to shop at community centers. No customers vusnted the regional center
from within the same radius. The fugure further shows that there is a

s:eeﬁ increase in the percentage of customers for neighbourhood centers

up to 1% - 2 mile radius, 75% being from this radius while the same per-

centage of customers came to community centers from within a 2 -~ 2% mlle

radius. In contrast, 75% of the customers came to the regional center
~

from the 4% ~ S mile radlus, cIear]y indicating that there is a d:stlnc-

.

tlve d:fference in distances trave]led for different types of centers in

the hierarchy.

Also.detailed in figure l4b is the customer location within each

'

half mile zone. This figure gives plain evidence thax a higher percentage

of the customers came to neighbouthood centers from within the first half

mile zone and from between ¥ and 1 miles to community centers whereas the

highest percentage came to regional centers from within the 4 - 4% mile

S
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radius. The peaks illustrated in.figure b can be regarded as criti-
cal zones of penetration. That is, for each type of center, experience
says that a facility or complex-mus{oachieve a high propqrtion' of custo-
mers in these peék areas or making sales bydget will bé difficulé. Three
dimensional Symvu Maps ill&Strate-these central pface charactgristics
thraggiﬂfhe samp]inés of three shopping centers selected from each of the
threé‘categories - Neighbouréood,'Community and‘RegionaI. The three ex-
amples are: 1. Forest Glade Plaza - Neighbourhood Cen:j:} 2. University

I3

Mall - Community Center and 3. Devonshire Mall - Regional Center.

Figure lhc shows that the majority of Forest Glade's customers
are clustered .around the center. This is because of the type of the goods
- offered (mostly convenience'goods and services, including the Gordon Sy-
permarket), high population density (a high-rise apartment building ad-
jacent to the center as well as the area being mainly a solid single
family residential area), and the nature of the land use (boun&ed by Lit-
tle River, the city limits, etc:). Moreover, most of th; neighbourhood
enters in the City of Windsor are located in or adjacent to highly resi-
dential areas, other good examples being Village Market, Lauzon, Yorktown
and Jefferson Plazas, (see Population Map, figure 13). The high peaking

of the customer distribution for neighbourhood centers is illustrated

through figure l4c - Forest Glade Plaza.

Community centers tend to have more shopping goods such as gene-

ral merchandise, furnityre and appare! than do neighbourhood centers,

therefore the greater part of customer distribution is expected to be

spread somewhat farther from the center. Figure 14d illustrates this si-
tuation in detail. University Mall, which indicates a smooth but somewhat

narrow curve.of customer distribution in contrast to the upside-down 'V
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Table (7a)
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CUSTOMER LOCATIONS N CUMULATIVE PERCENTAGE

0-% ¥-1 } o132 2-2%F 23-3 3-3% 33-4 b-4 bi<5 5+ 3ge
1. Dev. 0 7. 10.5 18.5 26.5 35 46.5 56.5 67.0 73.5 78.5 100.
2. Tec. 6.0 23.5 50.6 69.9 75.2 '79.8 °83.1 86.4- 88.4 89.0 93.6° To00.
3. Dor. 0.6 26.6 50.6 65.2 80.5 85.1 '87.7 89.0 89.0 83.0 96.3 100.
L, E.T. 7.2 28.0 4.8 61.6 76.0 B0.8 84.8 88.0 89.6 83.6 93.6 100.
5. Uni. 23.0 52.3 69.6 76.2.79.8 83.5 88.1 90.1 92.2 94.2 96.8 100.
6. Amb. 17.6 43.2 70.6 83.4 86.6 89.0 90.6 91.4 92.2 92.2492.2 100.
7. Gwy. 1i.4 342 50.7 64.b 72.4 7.7 77.0 84.h 85.5- 85.5 87.8 -100.
X 10.9 34.6 56.2 70.1 78.3 82.2 85.2 88.2 89.6 89.9 93.4 100.
8. Y.T. 29.0 63.0 70.0 80.0 90.0 93.0 96.0 97.0 97.0 97.0 97.0 100.
g.. F.G. 65.0 82.0 82.0 85.0 89.0 93.0 96.0 98.0 100. .100. 100. 100.
'10. Cen. 18.0 32.0 61.0 74.0 75.0. 80.0 83.0 86.0 90.0 92.0 93.0 100.
11. P.W. 29.0 40.0 56.0 67.0 72.0 76.0 79.0 81.0 82.0 83.0 90.0 100.
12. D/C " 16.0 39.0 54.0 62.0 69.0 73:0 82.0 91.0 96.0 98.0 100. 100.
13. Ham.  26.6 47.9 62.5¢60.5 75.8 82.4 83.7 85.0 86.3 86.3 86.3 100.
14. Hur. 12.0 29.3 38.6 53.2 57.2 59.8 59.8 59.8 59.8 63.8 66.4 100.
15, Lau. 62.5 85.0 90.0 95.0 96.3 97.6 98.9 99.2 99.2 99.2 99.2 100.
16. v.M. = 6810 87.0 93.0 96.0 97.0 97.0 100. 100. 100. 100. 100. 100.
17. 6.V.  42.3 b46.1y 57.6 76.8 81.9 84.4 88.2 88.2 89.5 89.5 99.6 100.
18. E.G. 22.5 41.2 63.7 77.4 87.4 91.1 94.8 196.1 96.1 96.1 96.1 100.
19. T/#f  53.2 57.1 66.1 76.% 79.0 79.0 -80.3 81.6 81.6 87.6 82.3 100.
20. Lam. 59.6 68.3 73.5 77.6 78.7 78.7 78.7 78.7 78.7 78.7 '78;7 100.
21., Jef. 47.5 68.8 85.0 92.5 93.8 93.8 g5.1 96.4 '96.4 99.0 - 100. 100.
X 39.4 56.1 68.1 77.3 81.6 84.2 86.8 88.4L 89.4 90.7 92.1 100.
Questionnaire

Source:




Table (7b)
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_PERCENTAGE OF CUSTOMERS [N THE STUDY AREA

Source: Questionnaire

0-% -1 -1z 1%-2 2-2% 23-3 3-3% 334 ¥ 43-5 5-+
. Dev. -- 7.0 3.5 8.5 8.0 8.5 11.5 10.0 17.0 6.5 5.0
2. Tec. 6.0 17.3 27.3 19.3 5.3 4.6 3.3 3.3 2.0 0.6 4.6
3. Dor. - 0.6 26.0 24.0 14.6 15.3 4.6 2.6 1.3 -- - - 7.3
4, E.T. 7.2 20.8 16.8 16.8 14.5 4.8 - 4.0 3.2 1.6 - - k.0
5. Uni. 23.0 29.3 17.3 6.6 .3.5 4.0 4.6 2.6 2.0 2.0 2.6
6. Amb. 17.6 25.6 27.4 12.8 3.2 2.4 1.6 0.8 08 -- - -
7. Gwy. 1.4 22.8 16.5 12.7 8.0 2.3 2.3 7.4 1.1 -~ 2.3
X 10.9-23.6 21.6 13.9 .8.3, 3.8 3.1 3.6 1.3 0.5 5.4
<
8. Y.T. 29.0 34.0 7.0 10.0 10.0 3.0 3.0 1.0 == == ~-
9. F.G. 65.0 17.0 -- 3.0 4.0 4.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 -~ -~
10. .Cen. ~ 18.0 14.0 29.0 13.0 1.0 5.0 .3.0 3.0 4.0 2.0 1.0
1. P.W.  29.0 11.0 16.0 11.0 5.0 4.0 - 3.0 2.0 1.0 1.0 7.0
12. D/C  16.0 23.0 15.0 8.0 7.0 4.0 . 9.0 9.0 5.0 2.0 2.0
13. Ham. 26.6 21.3 14.6 8.6 5.3 6.6 1.3 1.3 1.3 == =~
14, Hur. 12,0 17.3 9.3 146 4O 2.6 -- -- -- 40 2.8
15. Lau. 62.5 22.5 - 5.0 5.0 1.3 1.3 1.3 1.3 == =~ --
16. V.M. 68.0 19.0 6.0° 3.0 1.0 -- 3.0 == == == --
17. 6.V. 42.3 3.8 11.§ 10.2 5.1 2.5 3.8 -- 1.3 -~ 5.
18. E.G. 22.5 18.7 22.5 13.7 10.0 3.7 3.7 1.3 == == - -
19. T/H  53.2 3.9 9.0 10.3 3.6 =-- 1.3 1.3 =-- -~ 13
20. Lam. 59.6 8.7 5.2 3.5 1.7 -- == == == 4o .
21. Jef. 47.5 21.3 16.2 7.5 1.3 -~ 1.3 1.3 ~- 2.6 1.3
X 39.5 16.8 11.8 9.3 4.2 2.6 2.6 1.7 1.0 0.8 1.5 -
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Figure 14({b) .

CUS'l;OMER LOCATION BY LEVEL OF SHOPPING CENTER
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Figure 14 ()
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Figure 14(d)
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F'i'éu re 14(e)

THREE DIMENSIONAL SURFACE CUSTOMER DISTRIBVUTION
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shape of the neighbourhoad type and the cross péofile of this ce%ter (Fi- =
gure 14d) clearly illustrates this. Larger centers have an abilipy to .
maintain the%r attraction at an increasing distance, unlike a small con-
venience center. . This produceg a more subdued profile.‘ In the case of
the regional center (Devonshire Mall), (figure lhé), the customer dist-
ribution is scattered still further away with a majority of the customers
coming from the northern or near inner city area which is three or four
miles distant. The eastern side of the Mall accounted for fewer custo-
mers primarily beegﬁse of low population density between Dougall and Ho-
ward, and secondarily because of competition from Gafewa§ Plaza. All the
evidence reveals that-there are central place characteristfcs extsting in

the three samples tested according to customer distribution or distances

travellea. : .

r

The graph (figure 14a) however, indicates that space between the
regional center and the community centers is very wide but the space.be-
tw%gn community centers and neighbourhood centers is much narrower, signi-
fying .that there is overlapping occurring between these two levels of cen--
ters. In-other words, some fenters_in a certain group do not display all
of the central place c@;racteristics. This is evident through ‘table 7c
and figure 14f, that is, the average distance travelled by the customers.
The distances travelled to éastgate and Pickwick Plazas are similar to
those travelled.to community centers Fuch as Ambassador Plaza and Univer-
sity Mall, with Central Mall and Huron ﬁla;a even exceeding those. Fur-
thermore, distance travelled to Dougall/Cabana Plaza is equal to that de-

signated -for community centers such as Tecumseh Mall and Eastown and Dor-

win Plazas.
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Several reasons gan Eé'ﬁiven for this descrepancy. Pickwick
L] -

Place, for éxample, contains a variety of shopping goods such as appa-
rel shops not found in other neighb0urhood‘centgfs and Eastgate has Vél-
di's and Farmer Clyde's food and produce stores. Many customers will
travel greatér distances to take advantagé of goods being offered at

Migale! prices. In addition, Eastgate as well as Huron, Dougall/Cabana

o

and Central Mall’ are all located on major, heavy traffic-flow arter|es,;

(see Traffic Flow Hap, figure 10 above), enabi:ng the distances travel-

led to be greater than to other neighbourhood centers. Another factor

may well be that these nenghbourhood centers are parasitic in.nature,

""free-loading'' -on the customer attraction of Tecumseh Mal] and other

larger centers. An example is of Pickwick Place Plaza ""parasiting" to
some extent on Tecumseh Mall (which is located directly opposite on Te-

cumseh Road). It is likely that it ”borrows“ some of its reach from thet

-

Mall - that is, some of the customers, in one trip, will go to both cen-
ters. The average of 0.6 miles distance travelled to Lambton, Lauzon,

ﬂ .
JVillage Market, Forest Glade and Tecumseh/Howard centers is more truly

representative of the neighbourhood group, while Hampton/Rivard and Gla-

deview, with average distances of 1.1 and 1.0 also differ from the "norm'.

Again this is beesuse of their being Jocated on major arteries.

The average distance travelled to community centers such.as bor~
win, Eastown and Tecumséh centers was 1.8 miles and even though five of.
the neighbourhood centers do not.display cgptral place charagteristics,
there is’ a difference between neighbourhood - (x = 1.1) and community -

(x = 1.6) distances travelled.

A two sample ''t'' test was used to determine the significant level
: g

and the results showed evidencq‘that community centers are significantly

-

N




Table (7¢)

AVERAGE DISTANCES TRAVELLED -BY CUSTOMERS =

e

_ Miles Popuiation
1. Devonshire - 3.1 159,250
2. Tecumseh . 1.8° 56,050
3. Dorwin g 1.8 k5,200
k. ‘EastTown 1477 50,450
5. University ‘4//??3 " 39,700
6.. Ambassador Tyl 33,150
7- . Gateway 1.7 X=1.6 24,250
o . :
e t
8. Yorktown 1.1 16,650
9. Forest Glade .8 ' ' 9,250
10. Central 1.5 . 17,000
1. Pickwick Place 1.4 - 12,800
12. Dougall/Cabana 1.85 8,300 -
13. Hampton 1] 7,350
14, Lauzon G- 7,600
5. Village Market .56 *8,200 .
16. Gladeview 1.0 3,809/'*x‘
17. EastGate 1.26 11,300
18. Tecumseh/Howard .8 - Lt L _200
19. Lambton .5 . 1,200
20.  Jefferson .9 65300
21. Huron 1.5 =11 7,500
[ -3
Source: Questionnaire A
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di fferent from neighbourhood centers at 0.05 level in terms ‘of the
average ‘distance travelled. The Corretation. Coefficient (r = +0.8%)
also indicated that the distances travelled increase when the shopping

center size increases.

Evidence from figures 1b4a and 14b and the Symvu Maps indicate

that the majority of customers is within a ¥ mile radius in the lowest
level in the hierarchy (neighbourhood centers), whereas at the highest
level, customers are further:away. Along with this evidence and distaﬁées
travelled data (table 7¢), it can be concluded that c;ntral place clarac-
'téristics exist by means of distances travelled or customer locatuon\g>
among shopping centérs in Windsor. Iherefore the third hypothesis is
accepted. . . .

-

4.2.4 TYPES OF SHOPS OR FUNCTIONS -

The classification of Planned Shopping Centers proposed in the
foregoing section (4.1), was based solely upon four criteria: population,
gross Jeasable area, site area and major tenants. No account was tgken of

the specific types offered by each center. An analysis of the functional

structure of each groups of centers follows in order to determine the ap-

plicability of the proposed classification. |

‘Since the evidence indicates that people aré wi]ling to travel
Tonger distances to higher Hevel centers which purvey such merchandise as
clothing, jewellery, furnituré, appliances, eté., EP paﬁ be éxpected,
therefore, that these shops will be 1oca;ed at the higher cluster level,

community and/or tegional centers.

Table Ba shows in detail the "functional structure of Planned



Table (8a)

STRUCTURE OF PLANNED SHOPPING CENTERS BY FUNCTIONS

Typa of Functlon

1

23 %5

3 10 1 12 13 1 18

16

i8

19

20 2!

{1} CE;WENIENCS GooBCs

1. Food Stores
supermarket
dailcatassan
grocery € 'meat .
fruit & vegetabla
other food atores

1.2 Other Convenienca Siores
L0703,
conven | ence
drugs
Seer
lottary

1.3 Other Convenlencan Serviges
restaurants
coffea 3hops
ies crasm 5 pOp COFN
faundry
hair style
beauty shop
Sank *
body shapae
amusement -
nursery

—_

[ ]

—_—— et

N o ——

[ L]

{2) SHOBP (Mg GOOECY

2.1 GCanaral Merchandlsae
department 3tore

2.2 Clothing & Shoes -
clotning
dry goods
iingery & hosiery
shoasz

[ 2]

B = —n

2.3 Harcware, Housewares.
yrniture & Aooiiances
harcware
salnt ¢ wallpaper
antiquas £ caramics
draperias
furniture & major acpliancas
amsll appliances & housewares
radio & television

2.4 Other Shoooing Goods Stores
jewallary
cameras
flowsrs & gifzs -
Toys -
records & tapes
luggage & leather goods
musical instruments
othat-

N ==

— = -

—_— e —

2.5 Other Retail Stores
pats & petl supplies
art galleries, picture framing
wookd § stationery

(3) COMmuWiTY SERVICES
daentist
insuranca agency
roal estate xgancy
Srust LOmOANY
law affica
travel bureau
bookeeping
optomesrist
library
othar sarvices

r

Author

-

Source:

—— L T L ¥
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. 'REPRESENTATIVE" OR "CORE'" FUNCTIONS OF SHOPPING CENTER LEVELS

Garner (1966)

Berry (195%)

NE [ GHBOURHOOD

Present Study

Supermarket

Bakery

Barbers & Beauty Salons
Real Estate Agencies

COMMUN I TY

Grocery
Bakery

Meat Markets
Eating Places
Drug Stores
Dry Cleaners-
Laundramat

.Bars

Convenience Store (Mac's)
Real Estate Agencies

Meat Markets

Eating Places

Drug Stores

Laundry Services

Départmeht Store

Department Store

Department Store

Variety Store Variety Store Supermarket
Men's & Women's Clothing Men's & Boy's Clothing Clothing
Furniture N Women's Clothing Furniture
Florists Candy Gifts & Florists
Jewellers - . Jewellers Jewellers
Liquor Stores Beer Stores
Shoe Stores
Banks Banks
- Stationery
Gifts & Novelties
REGIONAL .
Millinery
Hosiery

Men's & Women's Shoes
Furriers

Sporting Goods
Cameras

Photographic Studios

Sources: Berry (1959)
Garner (1966)

Author
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Table (Be)
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REPRESENTATION OF FUNCTIONS 1N THE SHOPPING CENTER LEVELS

Type of Function R & C N
: e % e % R

1. Supermarkct 1 - 6 too. b 28.5
2. Dcllsa:cs:en 1 - z 33. 2 15,3
3. Grocery £ Meat - - - - 3 Ik
LW Fruit L Vegetable - - - - 2 14,3
5. Convenlence Store - = ] 6. 10 PR
6. Drugs oo 2 33, 5 5.7
7. Beer - - 4 66. - - .
g. Restaurants S - 50, 8 57.

g, Laundry , 1 - 3 50. 6 L2.8
10, Halr Styling T A T8 12 78s.7
8] Coffee Shops - - - - ‘7 50.0
12, ice Cream & Pop Corn | - 2 33, 2 14,3
13, Bankz - 6 100, 4 38.5
4, Amusements - - 1 . 16. 3 2.k
15. Bept. Store 1. 6 100. - - -
16, Clothing ’ 1 - Lk 66, 6 42.8
17. Ory Goods - - - - 3 2.4
18. Shoes 1 - 5 B3 2 14,3
19, Hardware - - - - 3 204
20. Radio ¢ T. V. 1 - 2 3. RRITI
2. Jewellery 1. 3 so. 3«21
22, Cameras 1 - I 16, L 28.5
23, Flowers & Cift - 2 3. s 1.7
. Dentist - 4 28,7
25, Realtor - - 3 R
26, Trust Compan: - 3 214
27. Law Office - o
28, Travel Buresu - Ny 28.5

F = Frequency

I = Percentages of Froquency

Sourse:

Author
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Table (8d)

CONVENIENCE & SHOPPING GOODS SHOPS IN THE PLANNED CENTERS

CONVENIENCE GOODS SHOPPING GOODS
Center  Food Other Other  Total Clothing Furniture Other Total
r47 # .Stores Goods  Services & Shoes Housewares 5. Goods
1. 2 ! 11 17 38 6 16 60
2. " 5 7 1 o0 17
3. 2 1 0 12 4 5 1 10
b, 2 2 2 6 0 0 0 0
5. - ] 2 4 3 3 1 7
6. 1 1 4 6 4 0 2 6
7. 1 3 7 I 0 .0 1
8. ! ] 6 8 0 3 i 7
9. ! 0 4 5. 4 1 5 10
10. 3 2 9 14 2 2 3 7
1. 1 1 4 6. 8 2 0 10
12 1 2 6 9 0 0 0 - 0
13. 2 1 0 3 2 1 0 3
14. . 1 5 7 2 1 0 3
15. 1 1 4 6 1 0 0 1
16. ] 2 4 7 0 4 1 5
17. 0 1 2 3 0 0 1 1
i8. 1 1 4 6 2 0 2 4
19. 0o 5 6 0 1 ] 2
20. 1 1 2 4 0 0 0 0
21. 0 1 3 4 Q 0 X 1
Source: Author

- -,
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Shopping Centers" in Windsor categorized as convenience goods, shopping
goods and community services. Convenience shops are further divided into
food stores, other coﬁvenience stores and other convenience services,
Shopping goods stores are divided into general merchandise, clothing and
shoes, hardward, h0usewares; furnithre and appliances and qfﬁer shopping
goods stores. These sub-categories were obtained from the ''Commercial
inventory Classification Sheet', (see appendix A). Some of the other re-
tail stores and personal services categories were grouped into convenience

and shopping good categories according to the nature of their function.

(see‘section 2.3 for definitions of convenience and shopping goods).

@

[t should be noted that for the sakg of expediency, men's, women's
and children's apparel of all types were grouped under the heading of
Y'clothing'. Donut shops are included in ''coffee ghops“ and health food
stores'were categorized under ""other food stores'. Beer and liquor out-
lets were grouped under "beer', laundromats and dry c]eaﬁers were grouped
into “1auﬁdry services" and arcades and billiard clubs come under ''amuse-
ﬁent“. It should also be noted that while realizing that most of the es-
tablishmenta offer a variety of mixed goods, for the purpose of this sec-
tion of this study, théy were categorized according to their predominant

line of merchandise or service, (e.g. dgug sgpre).

Accoréing to Garner (1966), functions are not distributed among
centers in the urban area with anything like the steplike regularity ty-
pical of rural areiy(,—r; order to identify the-central functions typical
of different levels in the hierarchy, some functions were considered as
"represéntations“ or "cores' of nucleations at those levels. These arg
considered to be basic to the functioning of a nucleation at a given le-

vel in the hierarchy. Table 8b shows both Berry's {1959) and Garner’s
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(1966) ''representative'' or '"core' functions of different levels in the
hierarchy along with the ""core'’ functions of this study which have been

based on these categories.

ANALYSIS OF FUNCTIONS BY LEVELS OF CENTERS : ' .

.Neighbourhood Centers . -

“According to the central place theory, the ézgor.representations :
oflthe neighbourhood level are convenience goods and services. For the
present study, seven functions we;e identified as being “truly'represen-
tative' ;amples of functions or "core' functioés of neighbourhood level
shopping centers in Windsor. They are: convznience stores {such as Mac's
ﬂilk), meat markets, eating places (restaurants), drug-stores, laundry

services and real estate agencies.

TabL% BF shows the representatfon of functions in the shopping
center levels, but does nog show how many establishments are in each func-
tion at éach center. 1t merely indicates the frequency of occurrence of
each function, the maximum frequency at this level being fourteen (there
are fourteen neighbourhood centers included in this study). Hone Sf the
seven '"core' functions appears in all ceﬁters at this level.“ Hair-styiing
shops and convenience stores are the prominent functioné aﬁd repregént in
57.1% and Soz_ofrthe total centers respectively. All.the comﬁunity ser-
vices such as real estate-agencies (core), trust coqpanies,'law offices,
travél bureaus and dentists appear in more than 20% of the total centers,
-the latter two being 28.5%. It is interesting to note that higher level

functions such as clothing stores appear in Q?.BZ and camera shops in

28.5% of the total neighbourhood centers respectively.

The type of functions and number of establishments at each cen-

ter is shown in table 8d. This table indicates that many higher order
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functions are found at this level which illustrates the more complex
distribution of functioﬁs.at centers in the urban area. This finding
agrees with Garner's Chicago Study. According to ;hig table, Pickwick
élace has eight (or 36%) and Central Mall has four (or 16.6%) clothing
and shoe stofes of the total éstablishments at tﬁose centers. Dougall/
Cabana has four anQ Yorktowq.has three household, furniture and appliance
goods shops and Central Mall, Yorktown and Forest Glade have five, four
and three other_shopping good shops respectively. However, ten of the
fourteen centers have more than 25% of other convenience service shops.
Thus the data reflect the dominance of convenience functions while at

the same time they show variability of occurrence of hopping goods stores.

Community Centers

Theoretically, community centers contain all the neighbourhood
functions as well as some additional higher order functions. Department
stores, supermarkets, clothing, furniture, gift and florist, jewellery
stores, banks and beer stores are considered to be the core functions at
this_levél (along with neighbrouhood level functions). It is also-to be
lexpected that the community level should contain a greater numberlof dup-

lications than do neighbourhood level centers,

In contrast to the data regardin§ the ne}ghbourhood level, fhreg
of the eight community level core functions are fully represented (100%)
in all six community level centers, viz. departhent stores,.supermarkets
~ ahd banks. Another.three functions, beer (66:6%), clothing (66.6%) and
jewellery (50%) are represented‘in 50% and over whereas flowers and gifts

and” furniture appear in only 33.3% and 16.6% of the centers at this.level.

None of the community services l#sted in table 8a are available with the
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exception of one travel bureau. Shoe stores (a regional level represen-
tation), are present in 83.3% of 3ll the community level centers. Other
convenience community services such as restaurants, laundries and hair

styling shops, appear in 50% of the centers..

The types of functions of shops and number of establighments at
community centers are listed in table 8d. In general, centers at this
level are functionally more complex than the lower level centers. Thirty-
three percent of the community centers have more than 50% of the td&al
sh&pping goods shops whereas only 16% (or one centerl has convenience
shops above the 50% mark. Furthermore, 50% of the centers have Pelow 25%
of the total establishments devoted to convenience type.shops and services.
In the Tecumseh, University'and Gateway centers, 37, 25 and 17% of the es-

tablishments are devoted to clothi®y and. shoe shops which reveals the do-

minance of shopping good functions.

Regioﬁal Center - : . \\

Central functions typical of this level are miIIinery,lhosier{,_
shoes, furs, sporting goods and cameras. Since Devonshireg Mall is the
only regionéf center, frequency or percentage figures would be of little
importance. However, tables Ba and 8¢ show that this center contains all
the main shopping goods {except hardware), and most of the co;venience

goods shops, with meat, fruit-aﬁd-vegetable shops being.exceptions.

At the regional level, ice cream and pop corn shpps and restau-
rants {lower order functions), are more numerous than in any.of the Tower
level centers. This is not, however, as significant as the increase in -
the number of higher order good shops such as depértmenf stores, clothing,

shoes and furniture stores. Other shopping goods such as jewellery, flo-
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Figure 15(b)

. 107

No of Shops
5  F %

L]
L

CONVENIENCE AND SHOPPING GOOD S-HOPS.

N'hood

BY CENTER SIZE

-

. Community

3 o.3.g
* O.L.%

N'hoaod

Center Size (pop-'00Q)

Community

4~ =] L] . ] | 3 Lihopping i
% © - . \ | ® N canvenience |
24 2 s -
a [
T ¥ T T L
] 10 20 20 “0 50 80

Canter Size (pop.’500)

hed

1ng

Source: Author




106 -

wers and gifts, luggage and leather goods also have a higher number T
establishmentas. Clctaing and sShoe shops account for 41.8% of %he tota
number of establishments and other shopping goods account for IZ(E%;\ AlY

the shopping goods together account for 66% of the total establishments

.whereas all the convenience goods and services shops only account for

18.7%. . . "

Up to this point, the functional structure of the shoppiﬁg cen-
ter by types of goo!s or functions representqtion and the total number
of different types of shops have been analysed in each of the levels. Fi-
gures 152 and 15b show how shopping qgods shops and cohvénience goods and
services shops are related to thE*shopping-eenter size. The Pearson Pro-_
duct Moment Corrglation Coefficient tesf was used to analyse this charac-

teristic. The population size of the centers was used as the center size.

To simplify lanation of variations between ''shopping goods shops'

-

and ''convenience Joods shops'', separate comparisons were made of 1) other

convenience good shops and household good shops; 2) clothing and food

shops; and 3) other service shops.aLd other shopping gobd shops. The clas-
sification of shopping goods ang/éjnvenience goods has already been given

in table 8a.

»

Figure 15a shows a negative correlation (r-= -0.001} between' other

convenience stores and a moderate correlagion (r = +0.54) between house-

-~

ware and appliance good shops and shopping center sizes. The least square
line for food shops paralleled the horizontal axis and (r~= +0.37) shows 1

that there is no greét difference in the number of food shops among the
- 1 -

Planned Cepte?s. However, the clothing and shoe shops category shows high

(r = +0.91) correlation. Figure 15b.indicates the relationship between

"'other convenience services' and 'other shopping goods''.- Again/{;;:;—?:f§‘\\\\d,
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a dnfference in the association of the two types of goods and servnces.

¢
”Other convenience services’ is moderately oorreiated because even the
hlgher level centers have a greater number of convenience services such

as restaurants, ice cream parlours and hair-styling shops.

S N . >
From these gcorrelation corff?&i&t_s (r)and least square lines,

it 1s evident that the relationship betwéen the number of convenience

*

shops and services and the planned centers is negative to moderate, where-

as that of the shopping good shops (categories) and center size was mode-

rate t6\highlz_corre]ated. In-addition,” the total number of shops and
< .

services for convenience good shops and services (r =_+0:59) and shoppihg

-

goods shops (r = +0.91) indicate that there is 2 moderate and a- -high cor-
relation with the center size. Thts evudence 5upoorts the h?Eg;heSlS (#4)
that the ”number and the proport:on of shopp:ng goods shops is greater
‘in higher order”centers“ and that central place characteristics eXist
according to types of goods among the planned cgnters in win&sor.

-

V- FLOOR SPACE‘FOR DIFFERENT TYPES OF GOO&S

From the ‘previous hypothesis it was concluded that the number of
shopping goods shops in a center is directly related to the center size

in the hlerarchy of Planned Shopping Centers. Convenience goods shops

£
are |nversely related Garner's Chicago Study'ﬂ7§65), shows that the E;o-

portion of floor space. devoted to convenlence goods is directly re]ated

to the proportlon devoted to other uses, but inversely related to the

proportion of floor space devoted to shopping goods for 'retai’l nuclea-

tions't. This aection will amalyse the same hypothesis for Planned Shop-

. pfng Centers in the City of Windsor.

Table'S_and figure Iéa,show the floor soace devoted to convenience
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goods, other‘types‘of.gobds as well as vacant spac; in percentages for
the threé leve]g‘of Planned Shopping Centers in Windsor. Other retg?]
stores (2.5) and commhunity gefvices (3), are listed under ''other''. Fi-
gure 16a shows that on the neighbourhood Tevel, 56% of floor - space is
covered by convenience fype goods and aghthe°tommunity level the percen-
tage has lowerearto 31.9 }approximately h;{f that of neighbourhood cen-
ters, whereas fhe regional center's préportion is a mere 12.3%. Figure
16a also shows that shopping goods' floor space is inversely related to -
convenience type floor space. However, the proportion of sfopping goods
floor space at 63.3% in the community level, cerger is almosT three and a
half times highér than that of neighbourhood centefs ;hosi‘proportién is
19.3%. The differené;?;;twgén community (63.3%) “andsregional (82.4%) is
not nearly so great compared w{th that between community and nejghbour-
hood. This is beéause all community.centefs have largé dgpartmént stores

as major tenants. Even though the regionai center has a-greater number

of clothing and household goods stores than the community level centers,

-~
.

their ayerage floor space is very small.

The proportion of floor space devoted to other types of goods is
not directly related to the proportion devoted to convenience type Qoodé

floor space because of a-lower proportion (3:6%) in the communit§ level.

The difference between each grbup is small compared with other types of

goods (shopping and convenience); which account for 9.7% of floor space

in neigh50urhood centers_and only 3.6% and 5.3§'in community centers and

the regional center.

In contrast with .the high proportion of floor space devoted to

shopping goods in regional centers, 82.4% of neighbourhood centers de- )

vote only 56.0% to convenience goods. This is partly due to the larger

-



| 109
TABLE (9)

FLOOR SPACE FOR DIFFERENT TYPES OF GOQDS

ID#  CENTER CONVENIENCE  SHOPPING  OTHER  VACANT
. GOODS GOODS
Regional . | )
1.  Devonshire 12.3 . 82.4 5.3 - -
Lommunity
2 Tecumseh ' 20.0 78.4 1.6 - -
3 Dorwin 37.6 53.6 L.2 4.6
4.,  Eastown i 35.7 63.5 . 0.8 - -
5. Gateway 21.3 T 71.3 6.2 1.2
6. University 4.8 61.1 k.1 - -
7 Ambassador . 42.3 o 52.3 4.3 1.5
X . 31.9 - 63.3 3.6 1.2
Ne ighbourhood | o
8. Yorktown . £6.5 20.0 11.5 - 2.0
g.  Central 64.3 22.5 5.5 7.7
10., " Forest Glade © 76.9 14.0 5.9 3.2
11. Pickwick Place k6.6, 15.8 31.3 6.3
12.  Village Market 83.5 - - Lo 12.5
- 13.  Jefferson 17.8 60.2 --  22.0
14, Huron 46.6 19.1 T9.9 2.k
15. Glaaeview 6k.2 6.3 - - 29.3
16. - Dougall/Cabana 50.0 20.2 21.9 7.9
17.  Lambton 25.9 11.9 - - 62.2
18. Hampton/Rivard L4g.1 25.5 23.3. 6.0
19.  Lauzon 61.6° 11.0 15.0 12.4
20. Eastgate 78.0 - - 7.0 15.0
21. Tecumseh/Howard 57.0 43.0 - - - -
X 56.0 19.3 2.7  15.0

Sources: - City of Windsor Planning Department
" Metro Construction Company &

Field Work
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proportion of vacant space in neighbourhood centers, and even the floor
. L
space devoted to convenience goods by the anchor temants is very much -

smaller than that which they devote to shopping goods.

Table 9 shows,;h% inverse relationship in vacant space with shop-
ping center size. All the neighbourhood centers have vacant space with
the exception of Tecumseh/How;rd Plaza. Newly build Lambton Plaza has the
highest proportion of vacant space (62.2%) due to its mediocre location
in a very low population density area. Gladeview, Huron and Jefferson
.Plazas also have high percentages of vacant space, 29.3, 24.4 and 22.0
percent respectively. Each of these centers is located on a major artery
(figure 10), away from predominantly residentidl areés. Another serious
factor which contributes to the high percentage of vacant space is the
current adverse economie situation (national and more especially, local),
which has greatly increased the risk of survival to small business ven-
tures. Finally, thle there is F0urteén times more vacant space in neigh-
bourhood than in community ceniers, the regional center has no vacant
space at all. The main reason is that customers are more willing to

travel further to larger centers for milti-purpose visits and investors

are more will to risk locating in the more prestigious centers.

o

Figure 16b, using the percentages of gross leasable floor area
in actual use, distinctly indicates'by the solid line the difference be-
tween the proportions of convenience.and shopping goods floor space in
each group. This figure also shows, however, that among the neighbour-
hood centers, Jefferson and Tecumseh/Howard Plazas both have a high pro-"
portion~of shopping goods fIOO{ space. Thfs is a deviatioh from the Cen-
tral PI;S;\characteristics and is explgined’by the presence of a fabric

shop at the former and a music shop at the latfer;‘_Pickwick Place Pla-
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za is also near the breaking line and this can be ascribed to its rela-

tively large number of clothing shops. The very low proportion of con-
»

venience type goods at Lambton Plaza can bé attributed to the high bro-

portion of vacant land adjacent to this center.

From the evidence presented through table 9 and figures 16a and
16b, it can be concluded that the propértion of floor space devoted to
convenience goods Is'directly related to the‘shopping centérs' levels,
while shopping goods floor space is inversely related. The hypothesis
(#5), th;t shopping goods floor space takes a high proportion in higher
order centers is therefor; accepted. Also, from the demonstration of
the evidence, the applicability of the Ei§§sification of centers into

different levels in a hierarchy based upon the analysis of population

size and number of establishments, etc., is upheld.

4.2.6 DISTANCE TRAVELLED.EOR SHOPPING GOODS AND CONVENIENCE GOODS
In general, it éppears_xhat the average distance a consumef tra-
vels to purchase a convenience good is considerably shorter than a trip
made to purchase a shopping good, (Nystuen, 1959). Even though Berry (et
al., 1962) and Thomas and Yeates, (1966), emphasize this through custo-
mer flow maps, their studies were done only at the regional level for
¥

villages and cities. The following section will analyze this hypothesis

" at the intra-urban level fér Planned Shopping Centers in Windsor.

Table 103 and figure 17a show the average distances travelled: for
convenience and shopping goods at the different levelg in the hierarchy"
as well as at individual cent;rs in Windsor. All the data for this mani~ ~_ -
pulation were derived from the quéstionnaire. According to the table,

the average distance travelled for convenience goods is 2.8 miles and for
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shoppiﬁg goods, 3.5 miles at the refional level, 1.2 and 2.5 miles at the
community level and 1.1 and 1.8 miles at the neighb0urhood lfvel. It was
proven that there is a significant difference between the average length
journey travelled for .convenience and shoppiné goods at neighbourhood
and community levels in the hierarchy at a 0.05 significant level. The
difference of the length of the journey for shopping goods however, is
twice that travelled for convenience goods (1.2 miles at the community
level), while the difference is .7 miles at the other two levels. The
explanation probably lies in’ the greater attraction, from a distance, of
the K-Mart and Woolco type department stores which for a lng time have

had a low or moderate price image.

The average di%ance travelled for convenience goods increases
with the level of the shopping center - 1.1 miles at the neighygﬂ;hood
level, 1.2 miles at the community level and 2.8 miles ;t the ;égionai le-

“vel, as determined by the two sémpre “é; test with no signiffcant diffe-
rence between the neighbourhood and comﬁﬁnit? levels. Even-though a si-

‘ milar trend occurs for shopping goods, the difference between the neigh-
bourhood level and the community level at 0.6 miles is lower than that
of 1.1 miles between the community and regional levels. There gre some
centers at the neighbrouhood level which do not disp]éy centra]l lace
characteristics. Again, the low or moderate price image projected by
some deﬁgftment stores is a probablé influence which causes a greater

spread in trade areas.

*

The scatter diégram (figure 17a), clearly indicates a distinct
difference between the length of distance travelled for shopping goods
and convenience goods at the regionél and community levels. At the neigh-

bourhood level however, some centers crQss the dividing line for their



115
Table (10a)

_AVERAGE DISTANCES TRAVELLED FOR.CONVENIENCE AND SHOPPING GOODS

‘ % o
- : o .
Center - Conveni_ence Goods /Shopping Goods
T (Miles) - (Miles)
1. Devonshire 2.8 A 3.5
¥ _
2. Tecumseh . 1 .3 2.5
3. Dorwin 1.3 2.1
4, Eastown - 1.4 2.4
5. Gateway . 1.4 2.5
6. University 1.2 2.5
7. Ambassador _b 2.0
X : 1.2 2.4
8. Yorktown - 1.0 1.3
9. Central 1.5 ~ 2.9
10. ~Forest Glade . 0.9 0.8
1. Pickwick Place 10 2.2
12.  Village Market 0.7 - -
13. Jefferson | 0.8 1.5
4. Huron 1.2 1.7
15. Gladeview , 1.2 : co 3.0
16. Dougall/Cabana ' 2.0 1.9
17.  Lambton 0.6 2.0
18.  Hampton 1 .3 2.5
ia. Lauzon . 0.8 1.0
20. EastGatre : 1.3 - -
21.  Tecumseh/Howard ‘ _0.8 _ . 3.0
X 1.1 1.

0o

Source: Questionnaire
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Figu re 17(a)

AVERAGE DISTANCES TRAVELLED FOR CONVENIENCE AND
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category. Central Mall and Gladeview and Hampton/Rivard Plazas show the
same distance travelled for shopping goods as do Tecumseh and University
Malls and Gateway Plaza at the community level. This is mainly due to
their being located on major arteries of the city (figure 10). The same N
reasén, in addition to tﬁere being a muéic stgre at the Tecumseh/Héward .
Piaza, made its average &istance for shoppfng goods even higher than that

for the community level centers..

In contrast to the theory given in the referrence literature (see
above), the-average distances travelled to the Forest Glade and Dougall/

Cabana centers for convenience goods exceeds those travelled for shopping

goods by 0.1 mile. Férest Glade's supermarket draws customers from beyond-

the Forest Glade community. Data regarding the Dougall/Cabana center
(which ié located on the perimeter of the city on a major artery- leading
out into the County), revealed that most of its shoppers stdpped only to
buy cigarettes or snacks, while enroute to other destinations, some of
thése outside the. city. fhe distances éravelled is therefore greater for
convenigng; goods than for shopping goods. Village Market and Eastgate

centers have no data for shopping goods distances because they'only house

convenience goods shops.

The cumulative percent;ges of distances travelied for convenience
aqd shopping goods by zones one mile apart - up to five miles from the
c;;QQr within the city limits for different levels in the hierarchy are
shown by table 10b and figure 17b.- These are in addition to the data

.. '
cited above. Table 10c and figure 17¢ show customer locations in percen-

tages by one mile zones from the- center. These percentages are also cal-

culated only as far as five miles. Figures 17d and 17e illustrate cus-

tomer Iocafion in detail both within as well as outside the city. {Two
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Table (10b)

DISTANCE TRAVELLED' FOR SHOPPING AND CONVENIENCE GOODS IN

CUMULATIVE PERCENTAGE AT.THE HIERARCHY -

' 0-1 1-2 2-3 3-4 4-5
* 5.8 14.8 27.3 54.0 55.5
REGIONAL

1.0 2.9 6.1 9.9 18.9

g - * 31.8 59.4 - g7.1 . 70.4 711
COMMUN I TY , = .

. 2.4 9.2 3.4 16.2 19.2

* 50.4 67.3 73.0 . 76.5 72.9

NE I GHBOURHOOD

2.8 . 5.9 7.2 9.0 10.1

*

Convenience Goods %

Source: " Questionnaire
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Figure 17(c)

-
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maps were used for -reasons of pro;;d:ng greater clarlty because of the
complexlty of overlapp:ng of the centers within the- urban area). Custo-
mer locations.beyond the cnty llmlts are studned separately Customers

who came from the metrOpolltan a\ea (LaSaIle St. Clair Beach Tecumseh

-_ -4 "-'1:

ete.), are indicated BX a (i) Symbol, while those. who came from outside

the city or Metro areaigqe ident?fied by an (X)-Symbol.

\' -

According to - fugu;Es 17b and 17¢ and tables 10b and 10c, a.hlgher
b
percentage (16.7) of the customers who shopped for convenience goods-at

the regional- level, travelled from the three to four mile radius, whereas

.,

9% of those shoppung for shopping goods came from the fOur to f:ve mile

zone. At the commuhffy level, a higher (31.8) percentage of customers

for convenience goods i5 from within the one mile radius while for shop-
ping goods it is from the one to two mile radius. A maJorlty (50.4%) is
From within the one mile radius while 3.1% for shopplng goods is From the
one to two mlle zone. Notably, a h:gher percentage of customers for both

nenghbourhood and community Ievel centers is from the same mile radius

~

for both types of goods. The percentage.of customers decllnes from 50.9
to 16.9 percent after the one mile radius for convenience goods and from

3.1 to 1.8 percent for shopping goods at the neighbourhood'level. Only

a modgrate decline of 4.2% (from 31.8% to 27.6%) is shown fer convenience

goods at the same mile radius at the community level.

. - .
[

This study is limited to the confines of the city limits of Wind-

sor, as previously stated. Neverthe]ess,'since the interviews were all
taken from customers who were at the centers at one particular time and
since quite a number them were Found to have come from outs:de the ci-

ty limits, the anaTysas was xtended to :ncIude ;hese, and interesting

results were obtained. Tabie 10d indicates -the percentages of customers
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DISTANCE TRAVELLED FOR CONVENIEMCE AND SHOPPING GOGDS BY ONE MILE ZOMES

Miles

o=1 1-2 2-3 -4 4=5
1. Devonshlre * 5.8 39.0 12,5 6.7 Wy
1.0 1.9 3,2 3.8 9.0
2. Tecumseh r7.8 w128 1.2 . 1.2 ]2
3.7 1n.5 9.3 5.5 6.8
3. Borwlin "27.5 *36.3 L P PR
- - Q.6 6.8 .75 - =
4. + Easttown %20.0 *19.2 823 420 .- -
' 4.0 9.6 4.1 4.8 4.8
5. ,Gateway 34,5 *27.3 * g5 LR LI 3
1.2 L.2 1.2 2.6 3.6
6. University #5831 ~22.9 "%.3 LI .« 2.8
. 1.4 2.) 1.4 2.8 1.4
7. Ambassador «38.0 33,3 * 3.0 * 2.2 L
1.8 5.1 2.2 - = 1,5
Total community *31.E 27.6 7.7 3.3 0.7
Shopalag Goody 2.4 6.8 4,2 2.8 3.0
8.  Yorktowne »58.0 *6.3 w2 LIRS | ...
. .0 1.0 2.0 1.0 - -
9.  Central T "16.3 * 5.0 * 6.0 * 4.0
1.0 t.0 1.0 "5 1.0
10. Forest Glade 5.4 A l.9 * 7.6, * 4.8 * 1.9
1.0 .9 - = - = - =
11, Plchwick Place  #35.0 *13.0 % 5.0 . 2.0 .- -
5.0 4.0 L.0 4.0 £.o
12, Village Marhet  *86.0 "» 8.0 * 1.0 » 3.0 "= -
k3. Jeffersen n57.2 *ih3 * 1.1 " 2.2 L
» 3.3 6.6 - - - - b1
14. Huron #25.0 ~13.8 » 5.0 - - % 2,5
2.6 B.7 1,13 o . 1.2
15. Gladeview *39.0 n26,1 ~ 6.5 LR *19.5
) - - - - - 2 3.3 ==
16. Dougall/Cabana LFI LARIE ] » 6.6 LIEN] LI
15,7 10.) 3.6 2,7 6.4
17. Lambton #5H.3 * 7.5 * 1.6 " . LA
- . - - 2._9 - = - -
18. Hampton 2.7 *22.7 ~10.8 L P .-
5.2 - - 1.3 2.6 1.3
19, Lauzon *83.0 n 7.9 L USRS WS " 2.4
. - - 1.2 1.2 - -
20. Esstgate a4l,2 *36.2 *13.7 * 5.0 r--
21, Tecumieh/Howard #52.9 8.0 * 2.4 LR *3.2
- - - - 1.2 7.2 2.4
Total N'hood *50. *16.9 " 5,7 * 15 * 1.4
Shapping Goods 2.8 3.0 31,3 1.0 1.

* Coavenicnce Goods
Source: Questionnalre

i
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from within the Metro area (LaSalle, Tecumseh, etc.), as well as tho
froT ogtside, such as Leamington, London and some Pointé in the United .
States. At all levels in the hierg?ghgt whether from within or outside
the Metro area, the total percentage of customers who visited for con-
venience goods is greater than for shopping goods mainfy because of ;he
occasional customers who visited solely to purchase,small §oods such as
cigarettes, candy or -other snacks, etc. However; at the neighbourhood
level, the transient customers who visited for shopping goods were in a
higher percentage (3.3) than for cénvenience goods (3.1).: For example,

the primary reason shoppers stopped at- Lambton Plaza is because of its

ighly specialized ''Canadiana’ sduvenir shop which attracts a large num-

bdr (20.8%) of the center's customers, many of whom are tourists who tras<

vel\along Huron Church Road (Highway #3) to or from the Ambassador Bridge

and/or Highway 401. Another example at the same’ level isfHuron Plaza
_whiph also attracts 11:22'of its customers frOm outside the Metro area

vecause it contains the only china/ceramics gift shop in the immediate

vicinity.

Exactly fifty percent, that is seven of the fourteen centers at

-

the neighbourhood level, did not obtain any customers from outside the
Metro area, Qﬁereas only one center, Eastown Plaza with 16% at the com-
munity level, displayed this characteristic. However, 12.4% of custo-
mers for convenience goods and 6.2% of customers for shopping,gdods

visited frodjwithin the perimeter of the Metro area - mainly from the

towns of Tecumseh, Belle River and environs. Eastown's N £ D, as the

-

nearest and 1%rgest supermarket, draws the greatest number of customers
from these areas. Huron Plaza, on.the bridge route to and from the U.

S. A. as well as the Highway 401 route, is at the lowest level and inte-
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Table (10¢)

DISTANCES CUSTOMERS TRAVELLED FOR CONVENIENCE AND SHOPPING COODS FROM
DUTSIDE CITY LIMITS

Melro Out of Hetro Total

1. Devonshire " 5.7 - T #13.8
3.8 . 6.7 10.5

2. Tecumseh - L 5.2 '-10.3
152 3.7 * 4.9

3. Darwin " 1.0 . 8.0 RN
. 0.8 3.0 3.8
'" Eas tTown - 2.4 [ FN
6.2 - = b.2

5. Gateway s K8 n 3.0 LI -
. 2.3 0.6 2.9

6. University t 0.7 » 01 T a0l
3.7 g.1 0.8

7. Ambassadar 2.3 n3.8 LN
1.5 2.3 3.8

X * 35 #2.0 5.5

w2, 1 2.3 1.7

8. Yorktown LN ] .. 1.0
§. - Central A0 - - ot A
- ' - - 1.0 1.0

10.  Forest Glade " 5.6 A- - "5 6
11, Pickwick Place * 3.0 » 2.0 n5.0
b - - ' 7.0 1.0

12, Village Market " 2.0 - - " 2.0
13. l.lcffcr:on LI » 1.0 » 5.4
Lok 3.3 7.7

4.  Huron ' "2 *25.0 26.2
2.5 £1.2 13.7

15, Cludeview . »18.5 - - 18.5
16.  DougaFl/Cobuna LECR - - . - -
) . 1.8 - - 1.8

17, Lembron * 8.9 . .- * 8.9
- - 0.8 20.8

18.  Hampton .13 LN * 9.3
' 1. ) 1.3 2.6

19. I.Luu:on' A2 - - 1.2
20.  Eastgute * 3.9 - - ) * 3.9
21, Tacumsch/Howard . * 6.0 T 7.2 ) "13.2
2.4 2.4 L oL

P O ~ 3.1 " 7.2

C 0.8, ! 1.3 L.2

% = Lonvenlence Goods
Source: Questionnalre .
-

.
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restingly, draws 25% of its customers for convenience goods from outside
the Metro area because of there being three restaurants and a lottery
shop on its premises. The lower perce;tage of customers from ouéside
the‘Hetro area at the neighbourhood level illustrates central place cha-
racteristics but Jefferson, Huron, Lambton; HaﬁbtbﬁYRivard and Tecumseh/
Howard centers.have a‘higherfpercentage of.cqstomgrs because o% their

- locaticons on main traffic arteries.:

It was also éf Interest'to discover that 18.5% of the customers
who came to the Gladeview center came for convenience goods. .This was
mainly because of the Valdi store's low, d{scount dkices on groceries,
which are comparable in quality and by brand name to those being sold
in the supermarkets at higher %rices. The current eﬁonomic situation .
has had an effect on the willingness of customers to travel greater dis-

tances to take advantage of discount pricing and special sales and many

will now travel farther to shop for convenience goods.

Although the overall percentage of customers who travelled from
outside the city limits for convenience goods is greater than for shop-
ping goods, the facts obtained from figures 17a, 17b, and 17¢, and tables

lOa,rjob, and 10c illustrate that the distance travélled for shopping

-
—

goods 'is higher than that for convenience goods at the three lTevels of

the hierarchy. The hypothesis #6 is therefore accepted.

§.3

*

This section will focu$ on the consumer behaviours at the differ-

ent levels of the hierarchy.

4,371 MODE OF TRANSPORTATION

Increased levels of automobile ownership ih many parts of the

.
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Tabte (11)
MODE  OF TRANSPORTATION BY SHOPPING CENTER LEVELS i .";:;;
ID#  CENTER . DRIVE WALK OTHER
Regional .
1. Devonshire 90.0 1.0 9.0
| Communifx _
2 Tecumseh ' 79.0 8.6 - 12.4
3 Dorwin 89.0 . . 3.5 7.5
L Eastown - 94,0 h.O‘ 2.0
5. .. Gateway | 95.6 2.8 1.6
6. °  University * 81.0 7.0 12.0
7. Ambassador 84.5 8.5 . 7.0
X 87.1 .. 5.8 7.1
NeighEourhood
8. Yorktéwn- . 94.0 5.0 1.0
3. Central . . 82.0 ©1k0 Lo
10. Forest Glade » © 75.0 20.0 : 5.0
11.  Pickwick Place - T72.0 23.0 5.0
12.  Village Market 66.0 29.0 5:0
13.  Jefferson ' 69.0 . 22.0 9.0
4. Huron, 88.0 | 11.0 ‘ 13.0 .
15. Gladeview , o . 68.0 . 19.0 13;0_
16. Dougal 1/Cabana s 78.0. . 7.0 15.0
f7. Lambton N 78.0 v 16.0 ' 6.0
18.  Hampton/Rivard 83.0 .. _  12.0 © 5.0
19. . Lauzon ] 68.0 26.0 6.0
20. Eastgate . " 83.0 9.0 8.0
21. Tecﬁmseh/ﬁqward 60.0 _ c ‘zé;gﬁ, . )
x 76.0 17.8 ' 6.2

-

Source: Questionnaire
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world have radically re-orientedﬁshoppiné habits (Johhaton, 1969). Al-

though the planned shopping center structure was des:gned to cater to

LA,

;..

shoppers travelling by car, theoretically a hlgher percentage of. pedes-
trian customers is expected to patronlze neighbourhood centers since

these are located in high populatlon areas. ’ !

— _
"Table 11 shows the customer mode of transportation by indivi-

dual centers as well as by means of hierarchical groups in pec, tages. -
. S . /!
. . . s
Figure 18 represents the graphical explanation of the mode of transpor-

it

tation at thfee different levels. From the graph it is obV|ous that the
prOportlon of people who travelled by car is directly related to the
center level while the proportion of people who walked to the centers
is inversely related to the center levels. O0f the shoppers intérviewed,
-90% travelled to the regienal center by car; whereas this mode of trans-
portation accounts for 87.1% for the community centers and a much lower

76% for the neighbourhood cenfers. The proportion of pedestrian-to-total .

customers in the neighbourhood centers is 17.8%. This proportion is

_fhree times as large as that of community centers at 5.8%. Only .1.0%
(or one-sixth of the comﬁuﬁity level's proportion), came to the regional
center on foot. This is because Devonshire Mall, on a major artery, is
located in the midst of a large industrial, transportation and vacant
land area adJacent to the E. (. Row Expressway. Other studies have
shown a low walk-to shop proportlon for very large shopplng centers,

AIso directly related to the shOpp:ng center size of the Central Place
are other modes of transportation such as buses, bicycles and taxis.
Nine percent of the shoppers used other means of transportation to visit

Devonshire Mall (regional center), because it is well served by public

transit. Most customers were from the downtown area and even students
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QF:SE as far away as the University we;e willing, despite the gre;ter

distance, to tra;el tb Devonshire Mall to shop‘there instead of at fhe

much closer University Mall because of the availabi]ity‘ofigood public

traﬁsport. The 1.02'gap between the community level (7.1%) and the

neighbourhood level (5.2%) with regard to other means of transportation .
- »

is smaller because-a relatively large number-of those interviewed travel-
\

led by bicycle to reach the tatter.

In order to determine which cente}% deviate from the central

-

place characteristics, Discriminant Analysis was used and according to
Appendix B{1), Yorktown, Dougall/Cabana, Huron, Hampton/Rivard and East-
gate Plazas in the neighbourhood gro:p were identi%ied as being misclas-
sified centers. The regional center was not’ included because of it being

the only case in that gr0up.‘ _ | -

Among the neighbourhood cénters, Yorktown Plaza has a high pro-
pqrfion (9&%) of customerg who drove. This may be because of the physi-
'callbarrier created by'the Grand Marais Drain as well as its trade area-
extending into a relatively.high income, subuéban area {éouﬁh Windsor),
where nearily all resigents own one or more automoﬁilés. Also, Yorktown

-t

is located on several busy streets and this might discourage pedestrian
) traffic. 1Its majbr'teﬁané is. a very successful N&D Supermarket and the
.average purchase is high,, thereby encouraging the automobile mode.

_ . _ -
Huron, Hampton/Rivard and Eastgate Plazas also have a highzg}dgortion of
customers who dfove {88.0%, 83.0% and 83.0 respectively), due to ;heir
being located on major arteries (see fig. 10, Traffic Flow Map). Dougall/
Cabana is al#o misclassified_because of the lower proportion (7.0%) of

customers who walked. .This is because the center is located at the edge

of the residential area in an area of low population density, and the

-

>
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incidence of transient or casual business is nigher than normal.

During the survey it was. also-observed<that a majority~6f the
neighbourhood centers' other means of transportation percentaées'@ere
swelled by teenaéérs bicycling tﬁere for the'entertainment of arcade
and video games and to make small purchases of §oft drinks, cigarettes,

etc.

+

The evudencé presented in table 11 and more especially f?om
figure 18, leads to the conclusnon that the proportion of customers who
use the automobile is directly related to the center level whule the pro-
portion of pedestr:ans is tnversely related The hypothesls #7 that the
prOport:on of shoppers who travglled by car to a center will decrease

from higher order center to lower order center is therefore accepted.

4.3.2 FREQUENCY OF VISIT

Variations in trip frequency also emphasize differences in con-
sumer behaviour among centers as w@ll as between groups. According to

the theory, Highef order centers mainly deal with‘speéjalty goods such as

clothing and household goods and are located farther apart, therefore
. . ’ - -

customers are less willing to pay Frequggi:ﬁisits to these centers. A

generalization night encompass: the more important the process of goods

selection, the longer the trip, and therefore, the less frequent the visit .

Table 12 sho;s the proportipn of the shopping visits - weekly,
monghly, occasionally and seldom - for all the shopping centers and
figure 19 illustrates the same th;aé by different levels fn_the hierar-
chy. In contrast to the theory, the percentage (60) of'wgekly visits to
those centers in the community‘éroup ig higher than the propoftion of

weekly visits (57) to those in the neighbourhood group. Even the percen-
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Table .(12)

FREQUENCY OF VISITS BY SHOPPING CENTER LEVELS

\

- N oW N
. v >

T1p £ CENTER - _ WEEKLY MONTHLY OCCASIONALLY':> SELDOM -
-y
Regional .
1. Devonshire . 43.0 29.0 18.0 - 10.0
- Community
" Tecumseh 5.0 16.6 12.4 6.0
Dorwin T 86.0. 13.0 9.0 12.0
. Eastown 71.0 8.0 15.0 6.0
Gateway 617 13.7 10.4 BRI
. University 50.0 20.5 15.5 14.0 -
Ambassador L8.8 13.7 21.8 15.7

x 60.4 14.3 14.0 . 11.3

Neighbourhood

8. Yorktown - 84.0 4.0 10.0 2.0
3. Central C 5h.0 25.0 13.0 - £38.0
10. Forest Glade 82.0 5.0 11.0 3.0
11. Pickwick Place 50.0 10.0 25.0 16.0
12. Village Market . 81.0 "2.0 13.0 L.o
13. "  Jefferson 50.0 10.0 21.0 19.0
4. Huron 29,0 8.0 24.0 - 39.0
15.  Gladeview = 64.0 12.0 16.0. - 8.0
16. Dougall/Cabana 49.0 15.0 16.0 ° 20.0
17.  Lambton 37.0 23.0 13.0 . 27.0
18.  Hampton/Rivard ”  40.0 . 12.0 15.0 33.0
19.  Lauzon ' . 81.0 5.0 13.0 - 1.0
20. Eastgats® S4.0 23.0 18.0 . 5.0
' 21. . Tecumseh/Howard 440 140 20.0 22.0

x _ 57.2 . 11.9 16.2 14.7

: i ir
Source' Questionnaire N
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_tage of monthly visits in the communlty group IS higher ot 14% than

that of the neighbourhood at 11.7%, It is’ |nterest|ng to note that
&
the percentage of customers visiting se]dom is inversely related to

the shopplng centér size in the centraI places. -On the regnona] le~

’

vel, central pIace characterust:cs .éxist as denoted by the frequency

-

of v:5|ts-because its percentage of weekly visits is lower (h3%) and

monthly and occasional visits are h:gher (29 and 18 percent reSpectu-

‘;vely), compared with “the other two-levels.

" . The reason for a hlgher percentage of weekly visits in the cdm-

«munity group is that al] the centers in this group contaln Iarge su-

permarkets, whereas in the ne:ghbourhood group; only Yorktown, Centra]

Forest Glade and Village Market have this faci]ity.
. A : .

Appéndix B(Z) (Dlscrumunant Ana]ysns), shows which of the centers
do not display the centra] place characterlstlcs in the community and
nelghbourho;% groups. Due to the fact that Eastown has the maJor super-.
market (N & D), more customers (71%) tend to visit week]y causing it to
be classified in the neighbourhood group accordlng to frequency of vi-
sits. Even though‘the percentage of weekly vns:tors is smaller for Am-
bassador Plaza (48, 8%) Jit has also classified as a neighbourhood cen-
ter. Ihere are two possible reasons for this aberration. Fnrstly, in
Nundsor,'the netgthurhood centers have a high proportlon of customers

(fugure 19) who visit occasionally and seldom, and Ambassador Plaza, dus-

'play:ng this .trait, has classified into that group. Secondly, the,regno-

nal center was not included in this analysis but had it been, because of

.-

its lower percentage.of weekly visitors (48.8%), this plaza would have

c¢lassified into the regional group.
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Twenty-e:ght percent of the centers {4/14) have been mlsclas~
5|f:ed in-the nelghbourhood group, namely Yorktown, Lambton and East-
gate Plazas and Cegtral Mall. Yorktown is m:sclaSSif:ed because of the
'heighboPrhood groups' low (59:5%) percentage of weekly visits. . However,
;inee ;his plaza has.Bh% of weekly cuetomers; it truly represents the
neighbourhood group. Because of the wide residential h:nter]and and
large number of‘shoﬁping goods, the percentage of montely vieitorS‘in-
cfeeses and this is a hﬁaﬁz? order characteristic. Lambton,. and East-
gate's percentages of monthly yisitors; (23% each),.are also high due to
their beieg located on mejor arteries;' 0f notable interest is that all
thé centefs which have a rjgh perEentage of "seldom'' visitors {Pickwick -
Teeemseh-Road 16%, Jefferson - Tecumseh Road. ane Jeffersqn Avanee 19%,
.Huron -_Huron éhurch Road 39%, Dougall/Cabana - Dougall Roed and Cabana
Avenue 27%, Tecumseh/HoQard - Tecumseh Road end Howard Avanue 22%, are
all located on major arteries and/or majorFintersectionS‘in.the:city,
(see figure‘lo). . R ’

-
1

"The large number of shopping gooeds shops-in some of tee neigh-
bourhood centers 5uch as Pickwick Place, Jefferson, Lambton Hampton/
Ruvard and Tecdmseh/Howard, also prqvndes another reason for the percen-
tage of occasional .and seldom visits to increase and the number of week-

ly visits telde gase. It is noted that the above centers"are heavily ori-
ented to the traffic flow type of customers and lees than normal, for

this type of.center, to neighbourhood sources of business.

Since the percentage of selfom visitors is inversely retated to
the Ehopping Eenter level or size and the percentage of weekly and month-

ly VLSItOTS in the neighbourhood group, the hypothesis (#8) that the

-
-
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higher the order of a center in a hierarchy, the less frequently it it
visited is rejected.

\J . -

4.3.3 MAJOR PURPOSE OF THE VISIT

Since the_higherrlevel centers have ﬁore Ehopping good functions,
it is expected that Fhe consumers who come todpurchase‘these Qbods shoﬁld'
be i;-é higher'proportion. Table 13 shows in detail the major purpose of
"visits by?indiv}qual centers and figure 20 illustrates the trend of major

purpose of the visit by three levels of shopping centers. Botﬁ table and
figureiind%tate clearly that the percentage of the visits for shopping

-goods is directly related to the center size in central places whife the

percentage of visits for convenience goods is inversely related.
L] ra ) ) :

At the regional ]evél; L% of the customers interviewed came main-
ly for‘shopping goods. However, there was not much difference befgeen ap-
parel goods visitors (21%) and other shopping goods (23%). 'At the coﬁmﬁ-
nity level, only 26.3% of the customers interviewed a;d 15.3% at the ne{gh-

_bourhood level came mainly %or shopping'éoods. As at the regional level,
a hiéh propqrtioﬁ~6f customers came foé other shopping goods rather than:
for apparel while on the community level their main purpose was_fér appa-
el goods. KThisris mainly because of Tecumséh Mall {26%) and Gateway Pla-
18%) having more apparel shops. Only 56% of the éustomers at the re-
nal centér came to it mainly for convenience goods whereas this %igure
inc;eases to as higé as 73.7% at the community level and to 84.7% at the
nefghyourhood level. This evidence supports the hypothesis that the per-

centage of shoppers for convenience goods increases from higher order to

lower order whereas the percentage of customers for shopping goods decrea-
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MAJOR PURPOSE OF THE VIS!T BY SHOPPING CENTER LEVELS

‘Ceonvenience Goods'

Shopping “Goods

OTHER

Source: Questionnaire

ID.#  CENTER FOOD  DRUGS TOTAL ~ APPAREL OTHER .  TOTAL
S. GOODS
Regional . : .
f.  -Devonshire 38.0 6.0 2.0 56.0 21.0 . 24.0 44.0
Commun i ty - :
2. Tecumseh 38.0 2.0 23.5  63.5. 26.0 10.5 36.5
3. Dorwin 4.0 2.0 28.0 79.0 10.0  11.0 21.0
4.’ Eas town 53.0 .~ - 15.0 68.0  10.0 22.0 32.0
5.  Gateway 52.8. 2.2 23.5  78.5  12.3 9.2 21.5
6. University 51.0 13.0 15.0  79.0 9.0 12.0 200
7 Ambassador 49.0 . 3.0.. 22.0  74.0  14.0 12.0 26.0
x 58.8 3.7 2.2 73.7 135 12.8 *26.3
Ne ighbourhood - " ’
8. Yorktown - 76.0 4.0 11.0 91.0 - - . 9.0 9.0
9. Central 69.0 5.0 15.0  89.0 3.0 - 8.0 11.0
10.  Forest Glade 69.0 6.0 21.0 96.0 1.0 3.0 4.0
1. Pickwick Place 9.0 12.0  40.0  61.0  26.0°  13.0 39.0
12. Village Market 67.0 9.0  .20.0 9.0 - - 4.0 L.o
13.  Jefferson 26.5 -"-  52.0 78.5 8.4 13,1 21.5
14, Huron 41.3 -~ 32,57 73.8  11.0  15.0 26.2
15. ' Gladeview 68.0 - -  28.0  96.0 4.0 - - 4.0
16.  Dougall/Cabana 18.0 11.2  35.0 642 5.0 * 30.8 35.8
17.  Lambton 30.0 -~  45.0  75.0 - - 25.0 25.0
.18. Hampton/Rivard 10.0 =- - 66.6 86.6 : - 13.4 13.4
1e. Lauzen 39.0 - - 52.0 91.0 - - 8.0 e.0
20. Eastgate 67.5 - - 32.5 10870 - - - - - -
.21.' Tecumseh/Howard 34.0 -~ - 5L.0 - 88.0 - - 12.0 12.0
x ' 45.3 3.4 36.0  84.7 4,2 1 15.3
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ses, and the hypothesis (#9) is accepted.

A]ﬁhough diffarences exist among shopping center levels in the
Tajor purpose og,the'visit; the variance between_tﬁe neighbourhood ana
;he.communfty levels~i§ less than»thdgﬁbetween the community and the
regional lerels. .This is because 35.7% of the centers {5/14) do not
have lower order ceﬁfral place characteristics by meens of major purpose

of visit. Accordung to table 21, Pickwick Place, Ueffersbn * Huron, Dou-

gaIl/Cabana and Lambton Plazas among the neighbourhood centers, have com-

muni-ty shopping center level character:stlcs because all of these cen-

ters contain a high percentage of shopping good shops. Twenty-six per- '\\\

cent of -the customeré'interqiewed at Pickwick Place came to shop for ap~

dare] goods . The Canadian Trading Post, at Lambton, Radio-Shack, a wall-

o~

" paper store and a drug store at D%ugali/tabana, a china and ceramics shop '

at Huron, a dry goeds and fabrics shop at Jefferson - all ShOpplng goods
shops - drew higher percentages of customers to the Plazas where they are

5.0%, 30.8%, 15.0% and 13.1% respectively.

All'the\large neighbourhoed centers have capacious supermarkets
(with the excepfion of Pickﬁick Plaza), and therefore draw a higher per-
centage of customers for food stuffs and ether_groceries among convenien-
Ee goods The I G. A. supermarkets in Village Market and Eastgate Pla-
zas and Farmer Clyde s in Gladeview Plaza also drew’a high percentage of
customers for food and produce. At both the community and regional le-

vels, the percentage of customers visiting for the purchase of food is -

higher among the convenience goods.

4.3.4 TYPE OF SHOPPERS

Consumers will go on foot to nearby neighbourhood centers to pur-

L'
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-
-

chase convenience or day-to-day“goods such as bread, milk, cigarettes,
newspapers or other small, easily carried items. There is usually less
need, therefore, for more than one person to go along or to use any

other method of transportatfon to reach .these lower order centers except

when é mother, parent or other family member might take a child along"
: -

rather than leave him/her alone at home.

Table'lh and figure 21 show the propofpion of type of shopEEFs
by individual store ahd by 'differed£ shepping e§nter Tevel in.the hi-
erarchy. Seventy-five percent of-éhe customers {nterviewed at the neigh-
bourhood level were single sﬁoppers. TE}s—ﬁ?ﬁﬁor£i§n decrea;ed somewhat
(to 71;42) af.thg c;ﬁmunity level and at the regional level there were
only 55.8%, which is indfcat%ve of the céntral place characteristic§.-
The prqpoftion of.fami]ies who came to these centers incréases from

13.8% at the neighbourhood level to 15.4% at the community level and 26.6%

at the regional level.

Since the proportion of family customers and couples-is directly

-

related to the shoppiﬁg center sizes the thesis (#ld) that the per=

centage of éingle shoppers decreases from the{&aga&;uﬂer to the higher

order centers, whereas the percentage of couples and families increases

4
3

is accepted.

However, there are exceptions such as Pickwick Place, Forest Gla-
de, Eastgate,Huron and Gladeview centers on the neighbourhood level,
which have a-higher proportion of family customers. nge a.parent qf
either sex accompanied by a child was considéred as a family. ({Forest
Glade Plaza is situated in a.highly residential area so it is to be ex-

pected that a single parent will take a small child on such a shopping ~
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Table (14)

TYPE OF SHOPPERS by SHOPPING CENTER LEVELS

-

ID #  CENTER | SINGLE COUPLE ?Anluv
Regional
1. Devonshire . 55.8 18.6 25;6
Commuynity o :
2. Tecumseh | " 60.5 15.0 2.5
3. Dorwin ' 76.0 7.8 16.2
4. Eastown . 56.0 18.5 '25.5
5. Gateway R 76.3 15.8 7.9
6. University . 76.0 16.0 8.0
7. Ambassador 84.1 7.3 8.6
X . . 71.4 . 13.5 15.4
Neighbourhood
8. "Yorktown 82.0 10.0 8.0
9. Central 69.0 15.0 16.0
10. Forest Glade | 67.0 13.0 20.0
1. Pickwick Place 62.0 13.0 -~ 25.0
12. . Village Market 77.0 7 16.0 . 7.0
13. Jefferson _ 85.0 6.0 9.0
14, Huron £8.0 12.0 20.0
15. Gladeview 74.0 - 9.0 17.0
6. Dougall/cabana " 90.0 7.0 3.0
17. Lambton 72.0 15.0 13.0
18. Hampton/Rivard 73.0 12,.0n 15.0
i9. - Lauzon ) 93.0, ;i¥: 5.0
20. Eastgate . 69.0 11.0 20.0
21. Tecumseh/Howard 71.0 14.0 ig;g
x _ 75.1 1L 13.8

Source: Questionnaire.
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trip for safé??T;\nge. It was generally observed throughout the sur-
vey that this kind of family shopping was more often to be found at the
major supermariets and apparel stores. Pickwick Place has an excep-
tionally high number (7) of. appérel stores which might be the reason
for there being a high proportion (25%) of Famiiy customers shopping at

that center.

Eastgate with Valdi's and Gladeview with Farmer's Ppide and three
eating shops (a restaurant, a donut/coffee shop and an ice cream parlour),
draw 2 large number of family cistomers on the neighbourhood level. Res-
taurants, aloﬁg with a china and gift shop attract local ‘and tourist fa-

milies to shop at Huron Plaza.

On the community level, Gateway, University and Ambassador centers
.have a small proportion (x = 8.1%) of family customers in comparison with
other large centérs - Dorwin; Tecuﬁseh and Eagtown (i = 22.0%). Interes-
tingly, BQZ.of the customers visiting Ambassador Plaza, a.community level
center, idéntf?ied as single'. This is a neighbourhood level characteris-
tic. Also, with' the exception of Ambassador and Dorwfn Plazés, all the

other community level centers have a‘rglative]f high proportion of custo-

mers listed as single.
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CONCLUSION

Y
The main purposes of this study were: ffrst, to group the Plan-

ned Shopping Centers of the City of Windsor from Tower level to higher
level; .second, to analyse the trade area characterustlcs as well aé/the
structure of the functional units and consumer behav:our at those clas-
sified leveis in order to determine the powEr of attraction of those le-

vels and to learn what central place characteristics exist in those clas-

sified levels. The Central Place Concept was used throughout.

5.1 Classification of Shopping Centers .

The functional hierarchy of the Planned Shopping Centers in Wind-
sor was the primary concern of this study.' 0f the four major criteria -
population served, gross floor area, site area and major tenmant - popula-

tion served was the foremost criterion used. . -

Three groups of Planned Centers were identifieq by means of the

- scatter diagram from the data of all four C(iter%a co[]ected by means of
the questionnaire survey ;nd secondary sources. These were jabeled Groups
YA, 'B' and “'C".- %heVUrban Land Institute Classification Code System

- was also used as a control test against the findings of the scatter diag-
ram and identical patterns of groupings resulted. The three groups and
the shopping centers conta{neﬁ within them were named and code numbered

as FoILowﬁ:

Group A - Regional Center - 1. Devonshire Mall

Group B - Community-Centers - 2. Tecumseh Mali, 3. Dorwin Plaza, 4. Eas-
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town Piaia, 5. Gateway Plaza, 6. University Mall, 7. Am-

-

bassador Plaza.
G?Zup C - NeighbourHood Centers_; 8. Yorktown Plaza, 9. Central Mall,
< . . .

10. Forest Glade Plaza, 11. Pickwick Place Plaza, 12. Vil-

-

lage Market Plaza, 13. Jefferson Plaza, 14. Huron Plaza, 15.

Gladeview Plaza, 16. Dougall/cabéna Plaza, 17.-Laébton PlaZa,‘
18. Hampton/Rivard Plaza,.19. Lauzon Plaza, 20. Eastgate Pla-
za, 21. TecUmseh/Howard Plaza. ) '

in B Gr;up, Dorwin Plaza and Tecumseh Mall were jdentifiea as being large

-

gommunity centers and in C Group, Forest Glade, Yorktown, Pickwick Place

D

Plazas and Central Mall were identified a% being large neighbourhood cen-

-

ters. Two other centers, Jackson and Harke£ Place Plazas (#'s 22 and 23),
were not studied because_the? eitheq’g}d’ﬁsthéQe the minimuﬁ number of
stores and/or a.convenience type stoféf;;;;:;l of planﬁed neighbourhood
'cenxers._ Sub-groups were of ljttle importance within tEe context of this

study. _
D ¥

It was found that the Planned Shopping Centers in (EEE?E:_Ejn the

whole), meet the following criteria:
Neighbourhood Centers contain a convenience tybe store as major tenant,
have an average gross floor area of 32,510 s.f. on 2.4 acres and serve an

average of 8,675 persons.

Community Centers contain one department store as a major tenant with an

average dross floor area of 189,833 s.f,, a 17.7 acre site, serving a po-

pulation of 41,466 persons.
Regional Center houses three major department stores, has 907,&]5.§.f.

gross floor area on a 60 acre site area, serving a population of 159,250.

Since there is'only one center at the regional level, no mean figures are

available.
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The power of attraction of the above shopping center groups was

analysed by the testing of ten hypotheses using central place theory.
,‘ N

5.2 Trade Area and the Functional Structure Characteristics

"

S.ﬁ;l Trade Area Characteristics

Since the number and the variety of godds and services are greater

at the larger centers or at the higher levels of the shopping centers, the

:tfade area size also tends to be bigger at ‘this order. The trade area

tests show thaf their sizes are correlated (r = 0.99%) with the planned
centers' sfzéilat a highly signifiggnt 99.9%.pro£§bility level. {Popula-"
tion size was deemed to be equated with center size). The re§i0nal cen-
ter's %rédg area displays a wide difference at 32 square miles from the
mean size of the commun?éy.group at x = 6.2 s.m. and the Iattgf_ﬁiffefs
sjghificantly from the mear size of the neighbourhood centers at 1.3 s.m.
The hféothesis (#1) tGat ""higher order shopping centers have’ larger tra-

de areas than centers at lower levels in the hierarchy! is accepted be-

cause of the sngnlflcant correlatlon and the significant differencesbet-

ween the groups of centers’

The ghapeé of the trade areas were also studied and 35.7% of
those of the neighbourhood centers were found to be circular, 28.5%

ovoid or peariform ahd another 28.5% linear. The shapes of all the large
. & -
. - [N .
centers (regional and community), are stellate or irregular. The phy-

sical geography of the city itself; street patterns, large expanses af
X o -

vacant property, barriers produced by railroads, industrial districts,

Ed
[

cemeteries, parks and other land uses and the pattern of%the histori-

cal deVelopment are among the reasons for the occurrence of‘thislpheno-

menon.
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Finally, these studtes also revealed that a nestlng of trade -

areas occurs in the h:erarchy of planned shoppung centers. The trade

areas of all neighbourhood centers nested*into one or another of the

community centers and with few exceptions, trade areas of both neigh- .

"bourhood and community centers all ‘nest into that of the regional cen-

\ N . » -

. . - . »

5.2.2 Trade Area Population
1 L . . - . : ' .
The study disclosed that 75% of the total trade area population

luves within the first mlle of the nelghbourhood centers. This percen-

tage figure dropped to 35% for communlty centers and to 4% for the Fe-

gional center. These f:nd:ngs support hypothes:s ( 2) “trade area po-

I

'pulatnon dens;ty w:than one m41e for small centers is greater than that

of the_next order shopping centers'. The customer concent; tion of "the

neighbourhood, shopping centers peaks within a one-half mile radius with
57% of the total trade area population coming_from this area. The cus-

tomer concentration of the comﬁunify centers peaks in the 1 - 1% mile

»
-

zone from the center. Apprcximatcly 35:7% of the customers come from

this zone. For the regional_shppping center, the highes¢ percentage

(23.9%) of the cuélomers‘originate'in the 3ch§§ mile radius. This in-

dicates the changing power of attraction in the distribution of the popu--

latien fc;\the three types of centers in the hierarchy.

. . . -

' 5.2.3 CuStomér Location or Distances Travelled

-t . -

. The third hycothesis states that the majority of customers are
+

&

from within a half mile radius at.the Towest (neighbourhood) level of the

L hierarchy and, from farther away at the highest (regional) level. The fin-
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dings .of this study show- that 39.4% of the customers interviewed at the

neighbourhéod shopping centers, 10.9% at the community level and 0.0% at

the regional level, live within the first ¥ mile zone. The highest per-

-

'centage of cu§tomefs come to the neighbourhood centers from within the
first & mile zone and from between ¥ to.l miles to the community centers
whefeas to the regional center, the Eighest percentage come from within
-the;h - hé,mile radius. Tﬁis again illustrates the power of attraction

of different levels of shogﬁing centers clegrly.

Thus far, statistically, the ptausibility of the hypothesis holds
and fhg above mentioned regularity indicates the existence of central

place charaeteristics.in ®terms of customer location. However, some dis-

crepaﬁcies, such as the overlapping of trade areas of some community and

-

’

. neighbourhood'centers_occurred. Also, distances travelled to some centers.
cIaSSEFEe& as neighbourhood equalled or exceeded some of those travelied
to community centers, Sevér;l'reasons have been given in the analysis
chapter for different centers Quf the, main reason was that Windsor is a
medium size ciﬁy and, good transportation facTIi;ies enable customers to
rea;h aﬁy part of the citf Qith reésopab]e ease. The existence of a spe-
cial'service or shopping goods* stdfe in a smaller center may bring cus-

tomers from a2 considerable distance.

5.2.4 Type of Functions or Shobs'

According to theory, the proportions of convenience goods -at the

lower level and shopping goods at the higher level’ should be greater, (Hy-

. )

- pothesis #4). The high correlation coefficient (r = +0.91) proves that

the number of shopping good shops is highly correlated with the shopping
2% : .
center size whereas all the convenience goods and services-shops only ac-
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count for 18.7% at the regional level. This proportion changes to 40.4%,
}OZ and 25.0%;-25.8% at community and ,neighbourhood levels respectively.

This shows the prominence of shopping goods shops at the higher level of -

the hierartchy.

It was also~found that hafr-sty]ing shops and cohveﬁiencé stores, at the

neighﬁqurhopd.ieve! and department stores, supermarkets and banks at th;
community level are preddmihant functions. Representative basic functions
at each level were also studied and it was determ{ned that of.these, none
of the basic functions'were'represented at the neighbéuﬁhood level while

three out of enght functions were to be found at the communlty level. Thi;
neighbourhood characteristic indicates the complextty of the functions at

the intrasurban hierarchical level and generally supports the findings of

Garner's Chicago Study.

5.2.5 Floor Space . )

Garner, in his Chicago study (1966), postulated éhat since the
number of shops devoted to‘shopping goods is greater at the higher level
‘centers, the floor space devoted to ;hese-goods will be p}oportionately
high. - o

-

Garner's study was conducted‘for the retail nucleations in a farge
metropolitan area. I[n this study it was decided go test his theory agai-
nst the planned shoppnng centers in a medium sizd c:ty Statistically,
the results are sumllar to those arrlved at by Garner and the hypothesns
-f#s) holds. The square footage of shopplng-goods floor space was found

to be directly related (N = 19.3; C = 63.3; R = 84.4%) to the center le-

vels while that of convenience goods is inversely related. However, it
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-

is ?nteresting to' note that the proportion of floor space devoted to
4

shopping goods in Windsor is greater at 2l levels than in Chicago (N-5;

C-30; R-51%). c

-

5.2.6 Distances Travelled for Shopoing and Convenience Goods

At all levels in the hierarchy within the city, the total percen-

-

tage of customers who visited centers to purchase shopping goods travel-

led Tonger distances than for convenience goods (hypothesis #6) . At the

community level the distance is almost double (1.2 miles) for shopping
goods than that of the other two levels (0.7 miles). The attraction of
low to moderate price image department stores such as K-Mart and Woolco

is a probable explanation.

The average distances travelled for convenience goods and shop-

ping goods also ianoases from lower level to higher levels, but statis-

tical tests show that ‘there is not a significant difference in distanoos

~

travelled for community and neighbourhood center groups for convenience

goods. The locations of some centers on major arteries leading in and

out of the city play an important role in the distances travelled for con-

- -

venience goods. Also, economic reasons have caused a change in the wil-
lingness of many customers to travel greater distances in order to take
advantage of discount or sale pricing on goods which might otherwise be

purchased closer to home at the neighbourhood level.

5.3.1 Mode of Transportation

S

The proportion of people who travelled bycar is directly related
to center levels while the proportion of people who walked is inversely

‘related. The proportion who walked to neighbourhood centers is twice as

>



152

large as the proportion who walked to community centers. Ninety per-
“cent of customers travelled py car ;olfhe regio;al center'aﬁd this dec-
reaséd to 87% and 76% at.commgnity and néighbourhood levels respecti-
‘vely. There was nog a great aeaj of difference between reéipnal and com-
munity centers, however. It was found that five of the fourteen neigh-
bourhood centers deviate from their level characteristics with respect

to mode of transportation. ]n other words, even though they fé]l into
.the netghbourhood groupA(actording to the scatter diagram and classifi-
cation cdde syst;;:f:;;y all have alhigher percentége of customers who

came by car than would be expected. It should be noted that all of these

centers are located on major arteries.

5.3.2 Freguency of Visit

In Fhe regional level, central placeAcharacteristics exist b;'

- means of frequency of visits - that is é higher percentage of customers
visited less frequently (hypothesfs #8). Howevef, in the comﬁunity
group, the percentage of weekly and monthly visitors {s higher than that
of the neighbourhood group‘and this is a deviation from the central place
characteristics. The consumer behaviour patterns ameng the plénned.cen-
ters in Windsor therefo}e, do not beér out the theory that higher prder
centers are less frequently visi;ed than are th§se of tbe lower levels.
The reason is that the frequency of visit tends to be more highly rela-
ted tﬁ the components of a given center than to its'size.

5.3.3 Major Purpose of the Visit

That the percentage of shoppers for convenience goeds increases
' . - a

from higher leve! to lower level whereas it decreases for shopping goods

(hypothesis #9), isp supported by the evidence, because higher order cen-
- o .
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ters have more shopping good functions. The variance between neigh-
bourhoEd and communit& levels is smaller than that between community
and regional levels. However, five of the neighbourhood centers, be-
cause they contain a high percentage of shopping good shops, display

community level characteristics.

-

5.3.4 Type of Shoppers

The proportion of single shqppers decreasés.from neighbodrhopd
centers ta reéional centers (N -75.1%,C -71.4%, R Lés,ng) while the pro-
portion of Family_SFOppers increases from neighbourhood to regional cen-
ters (N -13.8%,C -15.4%,R =25.6% ), and these percentage fiéures.supporp.
the hypothesis ,'#10." Howevg;,'five centers at the neighboﬁrhood ievel have
a hiéﬁ proportion of famiI; customers and therefore deviate from the cen-
tral place characteristics or theory by meéns of type of shoppers. Su-~

‘permarkets and apparel stores generall§ draw family customers at the -

lower level. .

GENERAL CONCLUSIONS _ 1
Centralelace theoéy hagfbeen aeveloped by geographers to account
for the regularity in the marketing functions performed by the central g
‘places of the areas served. " The literature on this d;bject has either
stated or implied a hierarchy of shopping centers with a céhtinuity or
relatively smooth gradient of characteristics from one rank to another.
From the foregoing summary of findings it is évident-that there is a sys-
Fematic change in the power of attraction among the plann;d shopping cen-

ter groups in Windsor. However, this research indicates that there is

not a smooth gradient,. that is, while central-place characteristics do
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exist, some centers do not conform to type, or to all characteristics
of their rank in the shoppfng center hierarchy. Ihere are some cen;efs
from each Ievef which deviate from the centra]lplacé characteristics
with respect to each of the variables studied.y“#his resea;gh adds to
the literature in that iﬁ points out reasons. for deviations in shop-
ping.hierarchy For;cities‘of the magnifude of Windsor, vet confirms

the validity of the geﬁeral shopping center hierarchy concept as tes-

ted by other writers.

5.4 Limitation of the Studyl

| Every study mus t have ceréain limiiations in some area and in
this study the major limitation is the sample size. Accoqdjég to Ap-
plebaum (1968), one interview should be obtained for evefy $100.00 of
weekly store sales (it is assumed that a store's sales are in proportion
to .the number of its customers) . fhe preference of any. researcher would
be.to obtain a largér sémple whiéh would be more truly represeﬁtativeﬂ
However, this study deals with ql] the planned centers in w}ndsor and

*

each center contains a number of stéres, therefore Applebaum's criterion’

was not useq.to determine the size of the sample. Arbitrary representa-
' Y
tive samples were used instead. _The confidentiality of the sales data

and the limits of the§§1ff and finances of the researcher also influen~

ced the size of the sample taken.

Much of the center' individual store floor space data waSs~obtai-
ned from the Devonshire Mall Company and the Metro Construction Company.
However, there was difficulty in obtaining data regarding some of tﬁe
cmaller centers’ because of the the owners or leasing tenants or leasing
égents being located in Toronto and some of the local owners did not want

to cooperate with the researcher in this regard. Therefore approximate
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measurements were taken by pacing-off.

There were some comparisons made, to a certain extent, with Gar-
ner's 1966 ‘Chicago Study. It shoﬁld be .noted , however, that the chro-
nologicél gap and the difference; in the fiefd of . research (pnplanned
vs planned centers), as well as the.Qide variance in the size; of these

two cities, limits the importance of the comparison.

5.4 Further Direction of Research

S:nce the present study deals only with planned shoppnng centers,
it does not give the full or c0mp1ete picture of WIndsor s retalilng 5Ys~-
tem. A study of the unplanned centers conducted along simi.lar lines
using the same kinds of methods as presented in this paper, would illus-
trate'more accgrately the trade éfea patter&g and the retail}ng systéﬁ

of the whole city. A comparison study with a more appropriately sized

city (that is, other than Chicago), should be used.

At the present time there {; élgreat deal of -effort befng made‘to'
rev}talize Windsor's Central Business District, the main thrust being in
the construction of a new, main street shopping mall, including plané for
a new department store. In comparison studjes’It would be interesting
to see how either the Devonshire Mall alone or/and.the overall plannéd,

centers affect Downtown business through trade area as well as consumer

behaviour studies. .

It is hoped that the knowledge derived from the results of this
" study might provide useful in%ight for the-furure planning of houéiqg

and the provision of other services as well as be of use to those con-
cerned with treéds in the social, environmental and economic conditions

in Windsor.
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1,
2.
3.

4.

Drive ther ’ !
2, How often do you, ghop here? ' )
WeeXly Monthly Occasionally Seldom
3. Yhat provortion of “your total shonping is éccomplished'here?'

. How did vou arrive
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" QUESTIONNAIRE

ch did you arrive at the centre today?
Drive ‘Walk - Other

How often do you shop here?. : )
Weekly Monthly Occasionally Seldom

What orooortion of your'total'shovninz i3 accomplished hefe?'
0-10 -__ 11-30 __31-50 __51-75 __ 76 plus

what was the major ournose(s) or'vour shonrnine trip here? -
food arugzs other conveniences aoparel

other shonnina goods.

————

Is this vour rrimarv shoovrine area? __yes __ _no,
At whet other centres or stores 4o vy frenuentlv shon?

How f=t do vou rome to shov here? : miles,

- Would von mind zivine vour annroximate address?
The block and street ndame will be adenuate.

Nete: F | Counle _ Family

Are Groups _ Child _ Teen __ 21-30 __31-‘40__41-5?_55 nlus

QUESTIONNATRE

the centre today?

__0-10 _ 11-30 __31-50 __51-75 __76 plus

.

4, Yhat wasﬁigz’maior purnose{s) of your shovning trip here?

> _fGrues other conveniences. - __anparel

other shonning soods,

5. Is this vour nrimary shoooing arem? _ _ves _ no.

At whnt other centrps or %tores do vou frenuentlv shop

Al

6, How far do you come to sﬁob here? . miles.

7. ¥ould you mind giving vour annroximate address?

- The block and street name will be sdecuate.

Note: F M Couole __ Family

Ame Groups _ Child _ Teen _ 21-30 _ 31-40 _41-54 __ 55 nlus

......



Néhe:-
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Birth Place:

Education:
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Experience:

Other:
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