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I. Introduction 

Beer has always had the ability to bring people together. It is inextricably linked 

with the establishment of our cities along with the venues where the beverage is 

consumed. Public houses like microbreweries and neighborhood taverns play an 

important role within our communities. Upon establishing new cities, many societies 

have chosen to build a brewery before constructing residences, places of worship, or civic 

buildings. The conversation fostered creates a particular kind of sustenance and 

connection among members of the community. 

In this postmodern era, many communities have systematically lost their unique 

qualities and characteristics which provided them with a sense of place and community. 

However, this trend has begun recently to reverse as people are seemingly breaking away 

from the homogeneity of postmodern American culture and finding real value in what 

can be found in their local communities. Many of these qualities which have been lost are 

largely what are referred to as ―third places.‖ A term coined by urban sociologist Ray 

Oldenburg (1989),  third places bring people from diverse backgrounds together for no 

specific purpose, and they facilitate social capital by creating a sense of belonging and an 

environment for incidental interaction to occur by allowing people to connect with 

mutual concerns or needs. Third places are anchors of community life and facilitate and 
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foster broader, more creative interaction. This study proposes that microbreweries fit into 

these categories of important social places. 

Recent popular documentaries such as Beer Wars (2009) and How Beer Saved the 

World (2011) have highlighted craft beer‘s important role in our culture‘s history and in 

our society today. Cultural geographers Wes Flack, Steven Schnell, and Joseph Reese 

have laid the framework for looking at craft beer and microbreweries as ways 

communities are reclaiming self-identity and re-establishing connections with the local, 

personal, and unique.  

However, the literature addressing microbreweries specifically is nearly void. 

This study extrapolates on these theories and aims to discover the conditions which are 

optimal for microbreweries and neighborhood taverns to exist as well as conditions which 

are deleterious. This study looks at breweries from a number of different disciplines and 

assesses their impacts from an economic, historic, sociologic, anthropologic, geographic, 

and urban planning perspective. The second portion of this study analyzes and evaluates 

the specific beneficial impacts microbreweries have on communities and neighborhoods. 

There is also a gap in literature regarding these unique land uses. Schnell and 

Reese (2003) put it aptly by saying, ―Scholars, however, have paid little attention to the 

myriad small ways that people are attempting to reclaim a sense of place and a distinctive 

landscape in the face of our globalizing economy.‖ Microbreweries and neighborhood 

taverns play a social, psychological, cultural, and economic role in our societies which is 

largely under overlooked. This sense of place is integral in making our communities 

viable, desirable places to live, work, and play.  



3 

 

This study begins with an overview of related literature in Chapter Two. First, the 

historical relationship between breweries and cities is discussed followed by examining 

the concepts of sense of place, sense of community, and the third place concept explained 

earlier. Sense of place and sense of community are two somewhat related concepts that 

deal with people‘s perceptions with the space and people around them. Next, a section on 

community development and entrepreneurism looks at programs and initiatives which 

invest in the social capital of local residents allowing communities to help themselves. 

Finally, regulatory issues facing microbreweries and neighborhood taverns are 

investigated. 

Chapter Three provides the detailed method for precisely how the study was 

conducted. Case studies are presented in Chapter Four which look at conditions ideal for 

microbreweries and taverns and an assessment of the impact microbreweries have on 

individuals and communities. The fifth and final chapter presents an overview of the 

results of the research and a concluding discussion.



 

 

II. Literature Review 

History and Significance of Beer and Microbreweries 

 The act of brewing beer is one of humanity‘s oldest traditions with beer itself 

being one of the world‘s oldest beverages (Arnold, 1911; Nelson, 2005). Many historians 

and anthropologists believe that the transformation from nomadic, hunter-gatherers to 

permanent settlements (e.g. cities) and beer have an intimate connection (Braidwood, 

1953; Katz & Voigt, 1986; Dornbusch, 2007, Corran, 1975; Hornsy, 2003). Beer first 

appeared in Sumerian writings as early as the 6000 BCE which by that time the society 

had clearly already been brewing for some time to have controlled the process enough to 

widely disseminate the beverage (Dornbusch, 2007). Professor Charlie Bamforth at the 

University of California-Davis stated beer is the basis of modern static civilization 

primarily due to the fact beer is a great source of energy (carbohydrates) and other 

nutrients through what is called ―biological ennoblement‖ (Mirsky, 2007; Corran, 1975). 

Biological ennoblement refers to fermented beverages and foods. Natural yeast 

can be found in the atmosphere and when it comes into contact with cereal grain (barley, 

oats, wheat) that is damp or moist, it begins the process of fermentation. Fermentable 

sugars from the grain are ―mashed‖ out from the water. Yeast essentially turns the 
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fermentable sugars into alcohol and leaves a very enjoyable taste. The byproduct 

is a malty beverage with a low alcohol content which is enjoyable and safe to consume. 

As urbanization occurred and densities increased, contamination of water supplies 

resulted consequently increasing the demand for beer. It was a logical alternative as a 

cheap source of calories and a stimulant. It is because of this ability to alter consciousness 

which likely allowed beer to find its niche in complex societies at a time when there must 

have been several unpleasant transformations individuals had to go through (Hornsey, 

2003). This capacity for mind-alteration ensured its way into many rituals and religious 

ceremonies. Today, some of the world‘s most highly revered and visited breweries are 

the monasteries in Belgium brewed by Trappist monks. 

While beer has a significant contribution to the establishment of cities, it also has 

contributed to humanity‘s social and economic development as well. Beer has largely 

been considered an indicator of social complexity – rather the knowledge of brewing 

being regarded as a sign of civilized behavior (Hornsey, 2003). Beer, as well as wine, 

was important for: a source of nutrition, the reorganization of agricultural production, 

labor mobilization, and intra- and inter-social exchange (Corran, 1975). Even today, beer 

that a person chooses to drink is a sociological marker or a symbol of self-definition 

(Flack, 1997). Drinking a craft beer typically denotes a defined palette in the realm of 

alcoholic beverages and is associated with those who are connoisseurs of the drink or of 

wealthy economic status.  

Culturally, beer has made an impact historically, namely in what are called 

―drinking cultures.‖ Anthropologists deem drinking culture as regular and repetitive 

drinking, not necessarily drunkenness or alcoholism, behaviors that are considered as a 



6 

 

sign of a breakdown in culture or society. Rather, it is evidence of a strong and supportive 

cultural framework which is acceptable, predictable, encouraged, and normative behavior 

(Douglas, 1987; Wilson, 2005). Mary Douglas notably stated that ―drinking is essentially 

a social act, performed in a recognized social context.‖ The microbreweries and 

brewpubs of today provide this type of social context. Microbreweries foster a collective 

appreciation and even celebration of beer. This collective appreciation garners a 

communal interest which allows others to interact with one another.  

The location of where this drinking takes place is of utmost important as well. 

Wilson (2005) claims that if drinking is a significant practice, then where you drink bears 

some scrutiny. Drinking places are locations where significant behaviors are present and 

where other things of importance occur. Places such as microbreweries facilitate this type 

of behavior allowing patrons a place share in the daily dialogue of neighbors and 

community members. 

Beer has deeply and interestingly shaped American history as well. While the 

Mayflower was travelling to the Americas in 1620, the grueling 66 day journey forced 

the Pilgrims to settle near Cape Cod instead of the English settlement in Virginia, 

Jamestown. The reason for this alternate course was because the ship was running out of 

supplies, namely beer (Flack, 1997). As water would not stay drinkable the entire voyage, 

beer was the beverage of choice for nutrition while aboard transatlantic voyages. 

Early American beer styles were dominated by top-fermenting yeast that 

produced famed English-style ales such as porters, pale ales, and stouts (Flack, 1997). As 

immigration to America increased, beer styles began to vary. By the mid-1800s, Germans 

immigrants had drastically altered the beer market to bottom-fermenting beers otherwise 
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known as lagers. These German brewers included famous names such as Miller, Pabst, 

Schlitz, Anheuser, Busch, and Blatz whose names are still found in beers today. These 

breweries over time grew into the macro-brewing giants we see currently.  

Milwaukee is the prime example of a city build upon beer. With the development 

of rail, improvements in shipping and refrigeration systems, Milwaukee enjoyed 

becoming the dominant beer-producing city (Baron, 1962). It benefitted geographically 

being on Lake Michigan as well as having several freshwater lakes nearby as a source. 

Also, the agglomeration of Germans in the region provided a large market for the 

brewers. Milwaukee, being an industrialized city, provided a large cohort of factory 

workers who needed to ―whet their whistle‖ at the end of the work day. This may have 

been an antidote to the stress of harsh working conditions imposed by industrialization 

and thus breweries and taverns thrived in this environment. 

The opening of the Western frontier also provided new regions for beer to 

disseminate into. As jobs and opportunities for wealth moved west, many migrants soon 

followed and most of them were heavy drinkers due to harsh and very dangerous 

conditions on the frontier. In 1852, San Francisco had a legal saloon for every 100 

residents (Flack, 1997). By 1873, the number of legal breweries in America peaked at 

4,131(Baron, 1962). Nearly every city and town had a microbrewery if not several. The 

number of microbreweries would decline for the next 100 years. 

This decline was brought about by a number of factors. Primarily, the rise of 

German-American-owned macrobreweries in Milwaukee (Pabst, Blatz, Schlitz, and 

Miller), St. Louis (Anheuser-Busch), and Detroit (Stroh‘s) as well as a number of other 

various regional breweries (Yeungling, Coors) began to dominate the market. 
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Microbreweries were largely pushed out by these larger breweries along with a growing 

temperance movement which urged the reduced use of alcohol until the coup de grâce 

came with the Volstead Act of 1919 (Prohibition). The major brewers were able to 

survive Prohibition by converting operations into malting milk for candy, ice cream, soft 

drinks or ―near-beer‖ beverages. Microbreweries did not have the capital to make the 

switch and died off until a small resurgence immediately following Prohibition‘s repeal. 

Again, macrobreweries were able to push out the smaller operations this time because of 

mass-marketing and promotions as well as a favorable position in the newly established 

three-tier distribution system. Companies like Miller and Anheuser-Busch were able to 

devote millions of dollars toward commercials and billboards effectively dominating the 

market until consumers‘ tastes changed in the 1980s. This was largely aided by President 

Jimmy Carter‘s repeal of a law making it illegal to brew beer in one‘s home. Since this 

point, microbreweries gained momentum off the fact they could produce more variety in 

beer styles and produce it better at a smaller scale. The figure on page 10 illustrates this 

recent increase in number of microbreweries nationwide. 

When ordering a drink at a bar, pub, or microbrewery, there is much more than 

simply the drink that is ordered; it is a part of a tradition that has shaped our culture and 

our history. These are the places where people organized, where people aired their 

grievance, this is where people spread political propaganda – these were the places where 

you could get a pint of beer, where you could find out what your neighbors thought about 

the latest news and what they planned to do about it (Sismondo, 2011). As the pilgrims 

set foot in the new world, most often the first order of business was to build the town‘s 

tavern. This was the central focal point for all important functions of the community 
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while all other infrastructure was built (Sismondo, 2011).  These early American 

breweries and taverns were the social realm of the community. They were wholly 

integrated into the social fabric. Today, the same holds true. Microbreweries still provide 

a place which allows people to network and share valuable insights and ideas with one 

another.  

Sismondo points out early all major political and social movements in America 

began in some form in a tavern. For instance, the historical evidence indicates the Boston 

Tea Party was planned in Boston‘s Green Dragon tavern. Even after the Revolution, 

taverns continue to serve as social and political hubs such as being the birthplace for 

machine politics of the 19
th

 century and the gay rights movement of the 20
th

 century. 

Today, microbreweries still fulfill this function. Founders Brewery in Grand Rapids, 

Michigan plays host to community groups who wish to hold meetings over a pint or two 

of locally brewed ale. The group Grand Rapids Whitewater, a non-profit organization 

working in collaboration with the Michigan DNR and Green Grand Rapids dedicated to 

bringing rapids back to the Grand River through downtown as an environmentally-

friendly reconstructed recreation attraction, holds its meetings and events at the brewery 

simply because of the fact it‘s a focal point of the community and it is a place people 

simply want to be at. 

Economic Impacts 

Over the last few decades, a drastically increasing number of microbreweries have 

sprung up all around the country. By 1992, there were 274 regional and microbreweries 

in the United States; by 2008 that figure would increase to 1,504 regional microbreweries 
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(Brewers Association, 2011). The industry is still growing. As of 2010, that number is at 

1,716, the highest total since the late 1800s. The figure to the right demonstrates the 

breakdown and change over time of the number of breweries. 

  

With the dramatic 

increase of this industry, 

many macrobreweries‘ 

livelihoods are being 

threatened. Their shelf 

space at retail stores is 

dwindling and their 

market share is as well. 

Sales of microbreweries 

and brewpubs have 

increased by over one million barrels between 2009 and 2010 (Ibid) and show no signs of 

slowing. Craft beer market share has risen steadily over the past few decades with an 

increase of 5% by volume and 7.6% by dollar amount in 2010. The craft beer industry 

also employs an estimated 100,000 people in the United States. 

Because of these trends, microbreweries have a considerably large multiplier 

effect. A multiplier is used to show the additional (or indirect) change to the economy 

resulting from each change in a specific industry. This is measured by number of 

employees in the sector and their respective wages both directly and indirectly. 

Microbreweries have shown to have higher than average multiplier effects both directly 

Figure 1: Breakdown and change over time of breweries in the United 

States. Source: Brewers Association. 
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and indirectly. In terms of direct employment, breweries have a multiplier of 5.77 – much 

higher than most forms of manufacturing, education, and health services – and in terms of 

wages, breweries have a multiplier of 3.39 (California Labor, 2009). This means for 

every one job created in the brewing industry, close to five more jobs are created in 

accordance
i
.  

In 2006, the Alaskan Brewing Company of Juneau, AK compiled a study of its 

brewing operations in a letter to the city planning commission when attempting to 

purchase a former mining site. The study, completed using an IMPLAN econometric 

model, showed that the brewery‘s 53 employees indirectly created 38 jobs (direct 

multiplier effect of 1.17) and induced 127 additional jobs (indirect multiplier effect of 

3.4). Regarding payroll, the brewery directly paid $2,736,000 to its 53 employees which 

indirectly spurred $1,391,000 of increased spending in Juneau by households receiving 

payroll from the brewery (direct multiplier effect of 1.51). The brewery induced 

$6,250,000 of increased spending by Juneau businesses who received payroll from the 

brewery‘s employees (indirect multiplier effect of 3.28). Finally, the brewery contributed 

$88,000 directly to the city‘s tax base. Overall, the brewery is responsible for 218 jobs in 

the community, $10,377,000 in payroll, and $652,000 in taxes and fees (direct plus 

indirect and induced).  

Even public agencies are beginning to see the value of microbreweries and 

looking to facilitate them as tools of development. Recently, the province of Alberta, 

Canada has begun offering tax breaks to craft brewers in order to aid in leveling the 

                                                 

i
 It must be noted that employment and wage multiplier effects are very dependent upon the local economy 

and upon business-to-business transactions and business-to-consumer transactions. The California figures 

are one geographic area‘s effects from microbreweries; similar effects are seen in the Juneau, Alaska case. 
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playing field against the Canadian macrobreweries, Molson and Labatt (Menzies, 2011). 

The tax incentive allowed Minhas Craft Brewery to move its brewing operations from 

Monroe, Wisconsin to Calgary where its head office is. The beer tax reduction amounted 

to a total of $5.6 million. A similar bill was passed in the U.S. Congress in 2010. 

Congress approved an excise tax reduction for microbreweries allowing them to be closer 

on par with the larger brewers but also other small businesses as craft brewers pay tax on 

their products before their even shipped. The bill cut the tax down from $18 to $16 per 

barrel produced, and is designed to allow small breweries to hire and expand facilities. 

Cultural Identity and Localism 

This growth of microbreweries and the brewing industry, according to Schnell 

and Reese (2003), is explained as a response to the homogenization of culture and the 

increasing fervor of what Flack coined as the ―neolocalism‖ phenomenon. 

Microbreweries represent a conscious effort to create new senses of place, new 

connections with the places people live, and the support of new locally-based economies. 

Microbreweries have been seen as capitalizing off this increasing trend by emphasizing 

local identity and distinctiveness. 

Drinking places also contribute to establishing a cultural identity and can shape 

notions of individual and group character (Wilson, 2005). In the case of microbreweries, 

patrons often identify with their neighborhood or local community. Wes Flack (1997) 

extrapolates upon this idea explaining microbreweries in the context of ―neolocalism.‖ 

Neolocalism refers to a growing disdain of national culture and the proliferation of a 

cultural countercurrent. Examples that can be seen today would include the increasing 
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number of farmer‘s markets, locally-based music festivals, support for locally-owned 

businesses, and even communities‘ battles to keep Wal-Mart and other big box retailers 

out of their community. This can be argued as an anti-suburban sentiment as community 

residents are becoming increasingly aware of the negative impacts a Wal-Mart or other 

big box retailers have on older, urban areas that include a mixture of uses, incomes, races, 

and interests. Older urban areas had the advantage of containing these mixtures but had 

been lost over time as suburbanization took hold. 

Flack suggests this resurgence of microbreweries is largely tied to this desire to 

break from the homogeneity of culture. While America‘s beer drinkers are ever-more 

becoming sophisticated and passionate when it comes to the quality of their beer, this 

does not simply account for the rapid increase of craft beer; there is a wide array of fine 

beers produced by macrobreweries and imported beers which have filled this niche for 

some time. Flack argues the microbrewing phenomenon is hinged upon a stronger 

attachment between beer and localities.  

In the years after Prohibition‘s end in 1933, the few breweries that were able to 

make it consolidated and formed the macrobreweries which dominate the market today. 

Their large advertising budgets (e.g. infamous Super Bowl commercials), economies of 

scale, and advantages in the three-tier system of alcohol distribution allowed these 

macrobreweries to suffocate the market for smaller producers almost entirely.  

Microbreweries in the United States were declining from the national landscape 

until the mid-1980s (see Figure 1). San Francisco, Portland, and Seattle were the 

epicenters of this revitalization during that time. Not coincidentally, these places also 

happen to be centers for environmentalism which breeds into a local sentiment of the 
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region and creates a powerful local pride and commitment to community (Flack, 1997). 

Many of the beers made in those locations reflect the pro-environment attitudes of the 

populace. This is especially found as a marketing tool on the beer labels themselves. The 

Sierra Nevada Brewery always depicts the Sierra Nevada mountain range on all of its 

labels, owing its existence to the mountains and the fresh water it provides. Schnell and 

Reese (2003) studied microbreweries utilizing iconography of localities in order to give 

the beer an ever-more local ―flavor.‖ 

Many microbreweries surged in sales and popularity during the mid- to late-1990s 

simply because of the fact they represented a local alternative to the monolithic 

macrobreweries. Several notable microbreweries (Wild Goose Brewing Company from 

Frederick, Maryland for example) began to falter during this time period when they 

attempted to over-reach their market and sell nationally. These microbreweries found 

when selling to a national market, their product did not carry as much of the lure as it did 

regionally or locally. 

Meanwhile, Brooklyn Brewing Company in Brooklyn, New York decline offers 

to sell nationally and has been thriving ever since. Essentially, the success of the 

microbrewery revolution is really about more than just the beer itself (Schnell & Reese, 

2003). If the taste were the lone criterion, the faux microbreweries established by 

Anheuser-Busch (e.g. Shock Top, Red Bridge, St. Pauli Girl) and Miller-Coors (e.g. Blue 

Moon, Pilsner Urqueli, Henry Weinhard‘s) with their multi-million dollar budgets for 

advertising and share of distribution networks would have easily taken over the craft 

brew market. 
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Instead, microbreweries that focused attention on local icons have succeeded in 

the last two decades. Schnell and Reese examined names of labels of beer and how they 

fulfill a niche of ―neolocal‖ pride. Over the approximately 400 microbreweries in the 

U.S. studied, the vast majority alluded to points of local pride, containing the names and 

images of historical figures, events, local landmarks, and famous residents. Icons such as 

rocks, streets, colloquial nicknames, water bodies, obscure coastal islands, wildlife, 

outdoor activities, trains, folk tales, local lunatics, local visionaries, and countless other 

categories conjured distinctive images of place. 

These images foster a unique, local sense which has shown to create a response 

from beer drinkers. The beer names and labels which are conjuring local images and 

icons create a stronger attachment to the origin of neighborhood, city, or region which the 

beer comes from. Attachment to place is strengthened by all forms of storytelling and a 

heightened consciousness of local history (Tuan, 1980). The way beer is marketed 

certainly tells a story.  

For example, when Bell‘s Brewery in Kalamazoo, Michigan has an India Pale Ale 

named ―Two-Hearted Ale‖ with an image of a trout, it is paying homage to the river in 

Michigan‘s Upper Peninsula most popular for recreational fishing of trout. Also, it was 

the title of a famous Earnest Hemingway story, titled ―Big Two-Hearted River.‖ The beer 

name and label tell the story of the state‘s vast natural and recreational resources which 

are major points of pride for residents of the state.  

Also noteworthy is the fact seasonal beers are coming into style. The cycle of 

harvests throughout history has dictated which foods and beverages could be consumed 

and when. Microbreweries have re-established this culturally and geographically 



16 

 

important link by providing hefeweizen and wheat beers during times of harvest such as 

the proverbial German Oktoberfest. 

There are an innumerable amount of beer names which are rooted in place. The 

buildings which the breweries occupy are often older, more historic structures. They 

often reference the previous use of the building and provide an anecdotal explanation of 

the beer names, their significance, and the story of the brewery itself. For a visitor from a 

distant place, these beer names and stories are entirely foreign and seem obscure. 

However, it is precisely because of this fact that it has such appeal. Schnell and Reese 

assert this is a reaction from a cultural and commercial landscape that has become 

increasingly homogenized by national and multi-national corporations. Microbreweries 

represent an anti-modern trend and tool employed to creating and building a sense of 

loyalty and distinctiveness rooted in place. 

Sense of Place 

Many geographers and other social critics have bemoaned the destruction of local 

character and identity in our communities (e.g. Edward Relph, Yi-Fu Tuan, James 

Howard Kunstler, and Jane Jacobs). In Edward Relph‘s notable work, Place and 

Placelessness, he calls into question nature of place and its significance as an inescapable 

dimension of human life and experience. He argues that the unique quality of place is its 

power to order and to focus human intentions, experiences, and actions spatially. 

Attributing these aspects to location allows people to garner an ―authentic‖ attitude or 

affection for a place. He continues his thesis by conversely point out the idea of 

―placelessness‖: the casual eradication of distinctive places and the making of 
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standardized landscapes that results from an insensitivity to the significance of place. 

This insensitivity arises largely from uncritical acceptance of mass values, mass 

communication, mass culture leading to the ―casual replacement of the diverse and 

significant places of the world with anonymous spaces and exchangeable environments.‖ 

Jane Jacobs in her seminal work, The Death and Life of Great American Cities 

(1961) considers sense of place in an urban planning context by criticizing modernist 

planning principals which destroyed the spatial and informal cohesion of inner-city 

neighborhoods through abstract urban renewal schemes. Jacobs claims communities were 

destroyed by deliberate efforts to separate land uses and creating unnatural urban spaces. 

Many of these projects ignored the human beings who were living in these urban 

environments in lieu of facilitation for the automobile. 

Jacobs cites New York‘s Greenwich Village as an idyllic urban community and 

invokes its strong character and sense of place. Modernist principals ignore the 

conditions which fostered vibrant urban communities beholding a strong sense of place 

(i.e. mixture of land uses, short blocks, structures of varying ages and states of repair, and 

density). These modernist principals upheld order and efficiency against redundancy and 

vibrancy. 

Urban dwellers thrive off the density and mixture of uses, incomes, and interests. 

Modernist principals when applied to land use planning separate land uses and segregate 

different types of people from one another. Microbreweries and neighborhood taverns 

prosper in these urban landscapes. They are far less abundant in suburban areas largely in 

part because the operation needs to be close to the constituency which consumes its 
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product. This activity of urban dwellers leads to a self-fulfilling vibrancy which creates 

public places people want to be in. 

James Howard Kunstler discusses the built environment and its relation to sense 

of place in his book Geography of Nowhere. Kunstler claims the landscape of highway 

strips, parking lots, suburban housing tracts, mega-malls, and ravaged countrysides are all 

components which have destroyed our cities and our affection for them. Our communities 

have become riddled with places like Wal-Mart‘s, national chains, fast food restaurants, 

and tract homes which look like the one next to it. The biggest tragedy regarding sense of 

place according to Kunstler is the fact that many cities and towns have lost the local 

qualities what makes them unique. 

A suburb in Los Angeles could theoretically be picked up and placed on the 

outskirts of almost any other city, and no one would truly know the difference. The 

simple fact we have such interchangeable places is the reason why many communities 

lack character and a sense of place. These mega-malls, fast food chains, and chain 

department stores that are found everywhere have no special relationship to the places 

which they are located. Kunstler claims our cities and towns must rediscover what makes 

them unique and reacquire their sense of places. Largely, that involves going back to the 

past and acknowledging why the place exists there in the first place and the unique 

qualities that gave it its character in the beginning. 

Prominent geographer David Harvey (1990) has often been cited as a stark critic 

of postmodernity and its negative effect on sense of place. As modernism has evolved 

into postmodernity, society has become increasingly fragmented where collective 

identities are often uprooted. These identities are strongly rooted in place where 
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postmodernity has acted as a counter to traditional community structures. According to 

Harvey, it is the collapse of spatial distances for people and commodities, the 

omnipresence of information, and the flattening of history produced by technological 

changes that produce the ephemerality and schizoid character of the postmodern 

condition ultimately leading to a degraded perceived sense of place. 

Microbreweries contrast these conditions of postmodernity. Brewing is a timeless 

tradition that has a deep, culture meaning to who we are as people. Microbreweries 

themselves offer a sense of place; a place which can have an emotional attachment to it. 

By its nature it is a social place, a relief from the solitude of desolate suburban life.  

It is the very rejection of modern and post-modern principals which Carr and 

Servon (2009) claim are the reason for well-functioning urban neighborhoods with 

character and sense of place. These places are ―dense and dynamic and accommodate a 

mix of uses and users.‖ However, many cities go astray when pursuing development 

strategies resulting in homogeneity rather than preserving what distinguishes them and 

makes them unique. 

Carr and Servon claim planning approaches which involve residents, create 

opportunities of ownership, and a keen balance of culture and commerce allows cities the 

best chance to retain culture and sense of place which revitalizing itself. This idea is 

similar to urban theorists and designers Gunila Jivén and Peter Larkham (2003) who 

argue that ―it is the people—individuals and society—that integrate these features, 

through their value systems, to form a sense of place.‖ Both Carr and Servon as well as 

Jivén and Larkham approach the issue of authenticity when discussing sense of place. 
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This can especially be an issue for newly built cities which are built with the appearance 

of being old and thus coming off as fake or ―kitsch.‖    

Urban planners, cultural geographers, anthropologists, and sociologists all study 

why certain places hold special significance to individuals or groups of people. Places 

that are said to have a sense of place exhibit unique characteristics and a strong identity 

which is felt by locals as well as visitors. According to Dr. Thomas Woods (President of 

Making Sense of Place, Inc.):  

People develop a ―sense of place‖ through experience and knowledge of a 

particular area. A sense of place emerges through knowledge of the history, 

geography, and geology of an area, its flora and fauna, the legends of the place, 

and a growing sense of the land and its history after living there for a time. 

(Woods, 2011) 

These objects exist in a natural and cultural landscape and are often times written about 

by poets, novelists and historians and portrayed in other forms of art or music (Ryden, 

1993). These cultural depictions enhance a person‘s perception of place and define its 

unique qualities and characteristics. 

 Complex emotional and affective connections that relate the self to place are 

referred to through the concept of place attachment (Smith, Siderelis, & Moore, 2010). 

People value and identify with specific places based on an array of  emotional, behavioral, 

and functional factors. The identity of a place is shaped through symbolic and emotional 

values tied to the specific location of that place which contribute to a self-identity. 

Attachment to place is the perceived level which people associate themselves with place. 
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 Joshua Long, an Environmental Studies professor at Southwestern University, 

studied sense of place and attachment to place in urban landscapes with Austin, Texas as 

the focus. In his book, Weird City (2010), he details how the ―Keep Austin Weird‖ 

movement contributes to the city‘s sense of place and enhances visitors‘ and residents‘ 

attachment to the city. The social, cultural, and economic advantages of the movement 

give the city a unique and convivial nature to it. Austin contains a number of local 

characters, icons, and landmarks which are repeatedly used to capture the affections and 

interest of everyone. Long also makes the assertion that this strengthened sense of place 

and attachment to place is precisely how Austin has been able to attract so many 

individuals in what Richard Florida coined as the ―creative class.‖ The creative class then 

contributes new, innovative, and unique endeavors making Austin an ever greater place 

to be in. 

 The creative class as Florida (2002) describes it as the innovative core of younger 

Americans that typically have jobs in science, engineering, education, computer 

programming, research, as well as jobs in arts, design, and media. These cohorts of 

people ―draw on complex bodies of knowledge to solve specific problems‖ using higher 

forms of education to do so. Florida argues this group of people is socially relevant due to 

its members‘ ability to spur regional economic growth through innovation. Additionally, 

Florida claims cities with higher concentrations of members of the creative class will 

indubitably be the cities that lead the way in the new economy. Individuals in the creative 

class are often those who are brewers and the entrepreneurs who open microbreweries as 

well as the costumers who patronize them. 
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In summary, the cultural and social changes toward mass-consumerism and post-

modern values have left society with a diminished sense and attachment of place. Several 

fields, notably urban planners, attempt to reclaim these lost values and foster more 

meaningful relationships between people and the places they live, work, and play. Social 

places like microbreweries are a relief of solitary habits which are endemic to suburban 

life.  

Sense of Community 

 Sense of community is a slightly different concept however often used in the 

same context and discussion as sense of place. These concepts quite often overlap in 

literature as noted by Manzo and Perkins (2006) who said, ―Sense of community has 

been seen as closely interrelated with an attachment to place.‖ While sense of place 

considers social, cultural, and the environmental landscape, sense of community focuses 

on the psychological experience of community. 

Sense of community encompasses several similar yet slightly different definitions. 

Sarason (1974) defines sense of community as ―the perception of similarity to others‖ 

and ―an acknowledged interdependence with others.‖ This is not to be confused with 

homogeneity of modernist suburban environments. A perception of similarity or 

acknowledged interdependence could be between people from any variety of 

backgrounds, ethnicity, income, etc. A 1981 study conducted by Riger and Lavrakas 

connoted ―social bonding‖ and ―physical rootedness‖ (akin to concepts of ―rootedness‖ in 

sense of place) as being paramount in major inner-city neighborhoods. while McMillan 

and Chavis (1986) define it as ―a feeling that members have of belonging, a feeling that 
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members matter to one another and to the group, and a shared faith that members‘ needs 

will be met through their commitment to be together.‖ It was this publication that lead to 

the widely accepted and utilized Sense of Community Index (SCI), a metric used to 

measure the level of one‘s perception of sense of community.  

 McMillan and Chavis‘ 1986 seminal work cited four key elements of sense of 

community. First, there is membership. Membership has a defined boundary (who is in 

the group and who is not), a sense of belonging and identification, and other attributes. 

Next, sense of community contains the element of influence (influence from an 

individual on the group and the group on the individual). Third, there is an integration 

and fulfillment of needs (members feel reward or satisfaction for participating in the 

community). Finally and most importantly, there must be a shared emotional connection 

between individuals of the community. 

 These four criteria were found to apply to microbreweries as well (see Chapter 

IV: Case Studies). In summary, microbrewery patrons felt a sense of membership through 

various events and clubs put on by the microbrewery. Several also acknowledged a 

feeling of membership based on geographic location of the microbrewery. There is also a 

level of influence microbreweries have as well. For instance, at Upland Brewing 

Company in Bloomington, Indiana, a particular patron who was interviewed discussed 

some of the art he had contributed to the brewery to be placed on the walls. Upland also 

embodies the community‘s value of sustainability by placing photovoltaic panels on the 

brewery‘s roof. Patrons also reported sociological needs being fulfilled by being at the 

brewery and being able to converse with other patrons; those they knew and those they 

just met. Finally, microbreweries foster an emotional connection as was reported by 
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several patrons claiming that the city or neighborhood was a better place to live because 

of the brewery or that the brewery would be the first place they would take a visitor from 

out of town.  

 Critics believe these elements of our sense of community are declining, especially 

in the United States. Robert Putnam, sociology professor at Harvard University, recounts 

the reduction in all forms of in-person social intercourse upon which Americans used to 

found, educate, and enrich the fabric of their lives (Putnam, 2000). Putnam refers to these 

aspects of our social lives as ―social capital.‖ He argues civil society is breaking down as 

Americans become more disconnected with their families, neighbors, communities, and 

the nation as a whole. His book, Bowling Alone, uses the sport of bowling as an allegory 

to demonstrate how years ago, thousands of people belonged to bowling leagues, and in 

fact more people bowl today than they did 20 years prior, while today, bowlers are 

statistically more likely to bowl alone. Putnam even takes the opportunity to attribute this 

loss of sense of community to suburban sprawl: 

Television, two-career families, suburban sprawl, generational changes in values--

these and other changes in American society have meant that fewer and fewer of 

us find that the League of Women Voters, or the United Way, or the Shriners, or 

the monthly bridge club, or even a Sunday picnic with friends fits the way we 

have come to live. Our growing social-capital deficit threatens educational 

performance, safe neighborhoods, equitable tax collection, democratic 

responsiveness, everyday honesty, and even our health and happiness. 

(Putnam, 2000) 



25 

 

Putnam continues the argument by saying American society has not replaced these lost 

social institutions with anything new. Social safety nets are decreasing as people rely 

increasingly on the federal government or national corporations. 

 The term ―social capital‖ is further defined as ―the product of complex 

relationships that occur between networks of individuals, organizations, and institutions: 

these relationships afford individuals and communities resources which contribute to 

their success and well-being‖ (Williams & Pocock, 2010). Both Williams & Pocock and 

Rosenblatt et al. (2009) studied master planned communities in Australia and noted 

elements of physical infrastructure and social infrastructure which contributed to a 

heightened sense of community and increased social capital. Rosenblatt et al. concluded 

the most successful master planned communities included two key principles: build 

relationships and social networks before committees and build community identity. 

Communities which emphasized these principles scored highest on the SCI (sense of 

community index). 

Williams and Pocock took a more literal approach their analysis of master 

planned communities by noting specific needs of different populations living in the 

community.  Physical and social infrastructure can facilitate development of community 

and social capital by the way it enables people to come together. Members of the 

communities indicated that feelings of familiarity engendered trust and safety as well as a 

sense of belonging to the community. This familiarity was created by centralized 

facilities (e.g. recreation areas and community groups and events) that brought people 

together. For example, the authors discussed the necessary physical and social 

infrastructure older populations and younger populations needed such as transportation 
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networks and areas of congregation. Younger populations required provisions such as 

skate parks and music venues. These elements increase individuals‘ access to social 

capital and heightened senses of community while the lack of these kinds of provisions 

tend to isolate groups of people and adversely affect sense of community. This leads to 

the importance of ―third places‖ as discussed in the next section. Third places bring 

people from diverse backgrounds together for no specific purpose, and they facilitate 

social capital by creating a sense of belonging and an environment for incidental 

interaction to occur by allowing people to connect with mutual concerns or needs.  

Third Place 

 The third place is a term used to describe the social surroundings distinctly 

separate from home and the workplace coined by urban sociologist, Ray Oldenburg 

(1989). Third places are places of refuge other than home and work where people can 

regularly visit and commune with friends, neighbors, coworkers, and even total strangers. 

Oldenburg argues these realms strengthen sense of community and attachment to place. 

Third places are welcome and comfortable, has a contingent of ―regulars,‖ and is the type 

of place to meet friends and make new ones. Oldenburg uses the examples of small 

businesses, cafes, coffee shops, bars, pubs, restaurants, community centers, and so on as 

prime third places. These are the anchors of community life which facilitate and foster 

broader social interaction not otherwise fulfilled at home or in the workplace. 

 According to Oldenburg, societies historically have always contained informal 

meeting places; these places occurred naturally out of sheer necessity to be among others 

in the community. While not deliberately planned, they emerged organically and served a 
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function. Today, people are much more likely to seek these informal social spaces out 

intentionally. This could be attributed to the works of Robert Putnam where our third 

places are disappearing or becoming less fulfilling as we have move into the modern age. 

Oldenburg bridges the two concepts with this statement: 

Americans do not make daily visits to sidewalk cafes or banquet halls. We do not 

have that third realm of satisfaction and social cohesion beyond the portals of 

home and work that for others is an essential element of the good life. Our 

comings and goings are more restricted to the home and work settings, and those 

two spheres have become preemptive. Multitudes shuttle back and forth between 

the ―womb‖ and the ―rat race‖ in a constricted pattern of daily life that easily 

generates the familiar desire to ―get away from it all.‖ 

(Oldenburg, 1989) 

Oldenburg discusses breweries and brewpubs as third places in an interview where he is 

encouraged by the rise of microbreweries and brewpubs but says some fall short because 

it‘s about location of these establishments (Khermouch & Veronsky, 1995). ―Too many 

[supposed third places] are situated in suburban auto wastelands to adequately serve as a 

neighborhood hangout.‖ Oldenburg notes the underlying planning issues which have 

rendered the American landscape inhospitable to third places. According to Oldenburg, 

true third places are ones which are accessible by foot and are likely to be located in a 

neighborhood-type of urban context. 

 Kermouch and Veronsky assert that because of their ability to serve as focal 

points of the community, brewpubs are increasingly being viewed by planners and city 

officials as methods of reviving moribund downtowns. In San Jose, California, city 
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officials credit a pair of brewpubs as being the catalyst of their downtown‘s resurgence 

by attracting local residents as well as suburbanites. This spurred additional development 

such as restaurants and night clubs. Planners in Peekskill, New York decided to 

reposition its downtown as an anchor for the 60-plus artists living in the community and 

activity sought bids for a microbrewery to locate in the artist community. The idea was to 

serve as an audience of artists and be used as a gallery for the local population. 

 Mehta and Bosson (2010) suggest while third places have trademarks: free or 

inexpensive food and drink, highly accessible (proximate walking distance), involve 

regulars, and are inviting; there are also a number of physical characteristics these places 

often exhibit: personalization of the street front by the business, permeability of the 

business to the street, provided seating, and provided shelter on the street space. Mehta 

and Bosson concur that these physical characteristics support social behavior. 

 Personalization is the ―act of modifying the physical environment and an 

expression of claiming territory, of caring for and nurturing the claimed territory.‖ 

Elements of personalization add interest to the environment and decrease likelihoods of 

litter, graffiti, and vandalism that would detract from the social aspects of the place. 

Permeability to the street reveals levels of activity which can be seen from passers-by and 

a sense of what is going on inside the building can be gathered. Also, pedestrians gain a 

certain level of pleasure from characteristics of buildings such as large shop windows 

with displays of goods which encourages pedestrians to enter the store. Seating space 

retains people in public places and contributes to a social atmosphere. Businesses which 

sell food and drink which can be consumed outside the store extent this activity which 

may otherwise limited to in the store. Outdoor seating makes patrons more visible and 
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increases the attractiveness of the place. Finally, shelter is critical in public spaces for 

comfort and relief from the sun and high temperatures. Mehta and Bosson‘s statistical 

analysis of the correlation of these features and third places determined while all these 

design characteristics are important qualities of third places, the aforementioned 

characteristics themselves cannot fully explain the unique appeal of third places. There 

are certain intangible qualities these places have which make them so integral to social 

life. 

Community Development and Entrepreneurship 

 Entrepreneurs are most credited for innovation, idea and product creation, and 

employment and are ultimately vital to the success of economic growth (Yu et al., 2006). 

Recently, traditional ―smokestack-chasing‖ strategies have given way to a greater 

emphasis on homegrown new and small business development (Cheng et al., 2009). 

Johansson (2010) argues that society needs both profit-seeking entrepreneurs cultivating 

the ―gesellschaft‖ (German for social relations based on impersonal ties, as duty to a 

society or organization) as well as entrepreneurs cultivating the ―gemeinschaft‖ (German 

for social relations between individuals, based on close personal and family ties; 

community). Entrepreneurs are vital to the health of a community and strengthening of 

community. 

 Community development takes on several different notions. As demonstrated in 

von Hoffman‘s 2003 work, House by House, Block by Block, community development 

works on a grass roots level. It deepens democracy with the goal of providing 

opportunities to under-served populations through myriad of strategies implored to serve 
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in their best interest. The allocation of tools and resources to these populations for the 

purpose of economic development is where community development and 

entrepreneurship overlap. One such case study in Kalamazoo, Michigan details how 

community development strategies focusing on entrepreneurship gave the citizens of the 

city more control of its own destiny and success as a community (Kitchens, 2007). 

 Like many other Rust Belt cities of the Midwest, Kalamazoo realized it was on 

the path of irrelevancy in the late 1990s. The focus of its economic development efforts 

were on attracting big manufacturing plants, and with several of these plants closing, the 

city was left with a large portion of unemployed residents. The community worked to 

find ways to encourage the dislocated employees to start companies of their own. 

 The ―Community Capitalism‖ approach stresses making use of existing resources 

in the community and investing in the current pool of talent and labor already in the city. 

This approach rests on a set of initiatives, partnerships, and public-private efforts to 

revitalize the local economy by tapping into these existing resources. Essentially, the 

approach is predicated off the mantra of ―if you give a man a fish, you feed him for a day; 

if you teach a man to fish, you feed him for a lifetime.‖ 

 For example, when it became apparent that many large drug companies were 

downsizing, Kalamazoo pre-empted Pfizer‘s layoffs by creating a 53,000-square-foot life 

science incubator to provide entrepreneurs with the wet lab space they need to start 

companies of their own. When Pfizer eventually laid off 1,200 employees in 2003, the 

research and development facility was ready to open. With $5 million from the State of 

Michigan and $7 million from the City of Kalamazoo, the research and development 
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facility now bolsters 15 companies with approximately 200 employees, many of whom 

were former Pfizer scientists. 

 While a very unique circumstance, the Kalamazoo Promise is another instance of 

initiatives designed to invest into the current residents of the city. In late 2005, 

anonymous donors from Kalamazoo‘s business community pledged to create a fund that 

pays between 65 to 100 per cent of the tuition of every Kalamazoo Public Schools 

graduate that enrolls in a Michigan state college or university. This pledge caused home 

prices in the city to climb 10% and enrollment in the public school system climbed by 

986 students attracting students from nearly every county in the state, 32 different states, 

and nine countries. In 2006, $1.2 million of the $2.0 million paid from the Kalamazoo 

Promise remained in the community from students attending Western Michigan 

University or Kalamazoo Valley Community College. Also notable from this pledge was 

the percentage of minorities who attended college (from 60% in 2005 to 93% the 

following year). 

 Another example of a community development initiative is an internship program 

designed to retain the intellectual capital from the community. The Monroe-Brown 

Internship Program connects students with internships, scholarships, job openings, and 

networking events with major employers in the city. The city also works to provide 

training programs through its $4 million Program and Training Center created to provide 

training programs to the youth of the city in everything from math and science to 

etiquette at a high-end restaurant. While the circumstances of each community are 

unique, Kalamazoo shows how investing in the local community can pay dividends. 

Providing local community members with the tools, knowledge, and experience they 
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need to be successful eventually leads to further innovations, economic stability, 

creativity and a strengthened sense of community and place attachment.  

Recently, the University of British Columbia in February of 2012 decided to take 

the values of entrepreneurship and create the world‘s first microbrewery owned and 

operated by university students (Ivens, 2012). The microbrewery will be housed in the 

university‘s new student union building. The current student union already sells about 

CAD $1 million a year in alcohol sales. The brewery will occupy 1,000 square feet and 

have seating for 450. The school‘s Alma Mater Society is helping back the brewery 

operation. The president of the society says brewing beer on campus will not only reduce 

costs (as opposed to purchasing craft beer from outside distributors) as well as ―increase 

the awareness of craft beer culture on campus.‖ The brewery is expected to add an extra 

$500,000 to $1 million to the student union‘s $103-million operating budget. This 

innovative idea will allow students an insight and opportunity in running a retail 

operation as well as providing a service for other students and faculty on campus. The 

student and faculty benefit from having their very own brewery with beer available fresh 

and local.  

Regulatory Issues 

 Establishments which sell alcohol (i.e. neighborhood taverns, pubs, breweries) are 

held to more strict legal regulation than other similar retail operations and often rightfully 

so. As recent article in USA Today recounts how these strict regulations are responsible 

for the decline of neighborhood taverns in many of Chicago‘s as well as other city‘s 

residential areas (Keen, 2012).  In the case of Chicago, these neighborhood taverns 
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served as the cornerstones of Chicago‘s ethnic communities. Today, they find themselves 

being squeezed out of the economy while gentrification and city regulations make it more 

difficult to operate in residential areas. The costs for licensing and insurance are partially 

to blame.  

Several other bar owners in Chicago‘s historic neighborhoods describe these lost 

taverns as places where ―everyone knew your name.‖ Michael Ebner, a history professor 

emeritus at Lake Forest College just outside Chicago, recounts how these neighborhood 

taverns had a degree of camaraderie and a ―sense of neighborliness‖ as well—the social 

bonds that formed in these taverns were enduring. Dr. Ebner continues with stating how 

these establishments often served home-cooked meals and were hubs of political activity 

or places to watch sporting events; however, while this sort of tradition may live on, it 

does so in a drastically diminished fashion. The remaining taverns hopefully will survive, 

he says, because if people continuously stay home instead of patronizing neighborhood 

pubs, it fosters a sense of personal isolation. 

A recent movement in Buffalo, New York called Forgotten Buffalo has tried to 

preserve the city‘s culturally and historically significant pubs and taverns through a series 

of tours and pubcrawls (Dobosiewicz & Biniasz, 2012).  Marty Biniasz, one of the 

founders of the organization, says the neighborhood taverns in Buffalo were an oasis for 

the steel mill and other factory workers, and there has been a resurging interest driven by 

younger members of the population who are looking for authenticity and are 

rediscovering there is ―a real heart and soul in these places.‖ 

In 1990, about 3,300 Chicago establishments had tavern licenses allowing them to 

serve alcoholic beverages (places that also offer live entertainment, charge admission, or 
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serve food as a primary source of business require different or additional licenses); 

however, as of 2009 that figure is down to about 1,200. City leaders have closed several 

due to nuisances which prompt action from law enforcement. While a typical reason for 

the closure of establishments, it does not explain why there have not been taverns to take 

the place of those which have closed because of problems with nuisances or have gone 

out of business for financial reasons. In the particular case of Chicago, tavern licenses are 

issued based upon the city‘s zoning ordinance and acquiring a tavern license becomes 

increasingly difficult as residential density increases. 

In an interview with Mike Costanzo, a real estate broker in Chicago, he stated, 

―Today, you cannot get a license in anything above an RM-4 district. They basically must 

be in C [larger-scale commercial zone] or M [manufacturing zone]; even getting one in a 

B [neighborhood business zone] is very difficult‖ (interview, February 25, 2012). 

Costanzo says, ―It‘s virtually impossible.‖ 

Chicago‘s zoning ordinance is like many other American cities, predicated upon a 

cumulative, Euclidean approach favoring single family detached units over higher density 

uses. The RM-4 district includes two-flats, townhouses, and multi-unit residential 

buildings
i
 (City of Chicago, 2004). Ward leaders, known as aldermen, very rarely 

approve new licenses or license transfers in any zone above RM-4, where many of the 

city‘s historic taverns which are disappearing once existed. 

Getting a new license is incredibly difficult requiring a great deal of legal red tape 

processing through multiple city departments in a very lengthy process. Aldermen can 

                                                 

i
 Subsequent zones (RM-4.5, RM-5, RM-6, and RM-6.5) are also intended to accommodate multi-unit 

residential buildings, each increasing in density, floor-area-ratio, and allowable building heights. 



35 

 

impose moratoria on liquor licenses in areas as small as two blocks where tavern licenses 

cannot be applied for or transferred in this geographic area. 

Once the moratorium is in place, aldermen are reluctant to raise it. Costanzo says 

this is due to the ―perception of the neighborhood as a ‗rough area.‘‖  He says the city has 

made a clear position that they do not want neighborhood taverns and use zoning as a 

mechanism to exclude these types of uses. Due to this practice of Euclidean zoning, these 

neighborhood taverns are a fading commerce and art. 

Gentrification can also help to explain why neighborhood taverns are 

disappearing from the urban fabric.  Costanzo gave a very interesting anecdotal tale of 

Chicago‘s Lincoln Park neighborhood which lies just north of downtown.  Today, 

Lincoln Park boasts many young urban professionals, high property values, and is one of 

the most desirable neighborhoods to raise a family in Chicago. Costanzo attributes much 

of the neighborhood‘s resurgence during the 1980s and 1990s to the unique, interesting 

taverns and restaurants that provided places people wanted to live near, ultimately 

improving quality of life. Many of these bars, taverns, and restaurants that according to 

Costanzo ―made‖ the neighborhood are gone, economically pushed out by rising property 

values. 

Several other Chicago neighborhoods underwent this same process; however, not 

to the extreme of Lincoln Park. Today, the demographic of the neighborhood resembles 

that of a wealthy new suburb—very homogenous in terms of ethnicity and income. 

Several other neighborhoods in Chicago such as Wicker Park and Wrigleyville (discussed 

further in Chapter IV) have undergone a smaller scale of gentrification resulting in a 
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diversity of incomes, ethnicities, and interests. Thus, these neighborhoods have held on to 

their authentic places which make the neighborhoods desirable. 

The State of Indiana, like Chicago, has systematically helped the trend of 

displacing taverns from neighborhoods through heavy regulations. The Alcohol and 

Tobacco Commission places increased concern and scrutiny upon liquor licenses in 

residential areas
i
. Regarding nuisances, the commission ―is not required to determine 

beyond a reasonable doubt‖ that a nuisance has been incurred; therefore, allowing 

licenses to be revoked without reasonable doubt an offense has even taken place
ii
. 

Permits for selling alcohol are distributed on a quota system. One permit is allowed for 

every 1,500 people in the city, town, or unincorporated area
iii

. To put in perspective, if 

this quota were applied to Chicago, the city would only be permitted to have 1,800 bars 

and taverns (the city had over 3,300 in 1990). 

According to the Indiana Code, a Small Brewer (101-1) license allows up to 

20,000 barrels of beer brewed each year (assuming the holder of the legal entity is wholly 

a resident of the State of Indiana as well as all individuals or in partnership must all be 

Hoosiers). The law was written in 1993 when the state had only had three microbreweries 

brewing about 1,000 barrels a year (Smith, 2011). 

An article published in the Indianapolis Star Press last year noted how Indiana‘s 

laws regarding limits on production may hurt or severely halt the state‘s burgeoning craft 

beer industry. Sun King, located in Indianapolis, will likely reach or exceed the 20,000 

                                                 

i
 See: Title 905 Indiana Administrative Code 1-18-1 

ii
 905 IAC 1-27-3 

iii
 IC 7.1-3-22-3 
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barrel limit in 2012. Upland Brewing Company (Bloomington) and Three Floyds 

(Munster) are quickly approaching this threshold as well. 

Unfortunately, the Indiana Code nor the Alcohol and Tobacco Commission set 

forth obligations or clear, publicly-available regulations for brewers with or seeking a 

Small Brewer (101-1) license. Current law states that if a brewery in Indiana produces 

more than 20,000 barrels/year, they cannot operate a tasting room on premise (which 

includes a pub or restaurant) nor can they self-distribute. 

Brewers want the law changed to allow for 60,000 bbls/yr which complies with 

the federal regulation. In a response to the Star Press article, Sun King Brewing 

Company stated that if the law is not changed, it is likely that Three Floyds will move its 

operation to another state and Sun King will have to cap their growth or stay at or under 

the 20,000 bbls per year limit. If the brewery wanted to grow beyond the limit, it would 

force the closure the tasting room and discontinue on-premise retail sales. This would 

mean that about 12 part-time employees, the logistics manager, and three full-time 

delivery drivers would also lose their jobs because that would force the brewery to go 

through the three-tier alcohol distribution system to deliver to bars, restaurants, and 

package liquor stores. Going through the three-tier system would effectively cut 

approximately one-third of income from sales. The brewery ended its statement with this: 

―Again, we just want to continue to grow and contribute positively to Indiana‘s culture 

and economy. We hope that our state legislators see the value of that.‖



38 

 

III. Methods 

 Microbreweries and neighborhood taverns play a social, psychological, cultural, 

and economic role which is largely unexplored. This study set out to determine 

conditions and characteristics which are favorable for microbreweries and neighborhood 

taverns as well as their impacts on communities. The literature provided a number of 

ways microbreweries and taverns fulfill certain needs in society as well as a few related 

concepts such as ―third places,‖ community development, and entrepreneurism that this 

study makes the argument which microbreweries should be included in.  

Data Collection 

The study first aimed to discern conditions and characteristics which are favorable 

for public places fostering a sense of community such as microbreweries and 

neighborhood taverns.  This was accomplished by comparing demographic and economic 

characteristics of neighborhoods and comparing number of taverns in each using 

Chicago, Illinois as an example. Using the database of Chicago taverns from the Chicago 

Bar Project, the locations of taverns currently existing as well as taverns which have 

closed within the last ten years were mapped by neighborhood using GIS. The 75 closed 

taverns and 598 existing taverns were geocoded by address (see Appendix B). 
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GIS shapefiles for neighborhoods were available from the City of Chicago‘s GIS 

Data portal. Once the spatial trends of tavern locations were observed, specific 

neighborhoods in Chicago were selected for detailed analysis. Using Esri‘s Community 

Analyst program
i
, data for these neighborhoods was collected and analyzed based on the 

criteria in the table below. Data was taken from Esri‘s Consumer Expenditure Database. 

The database combines Consumer Expenditure Surveys (2006-2007) from the Bureau of 

Labor Statics to estimate current spending patterns
ii
. 

 

Figure 2: Table of variable used to analyze Chicago neighborhoods. Source: Author 

                                                 

i
 Community Analyst is a web-based application system that allows demographic, public, and third-party 

sources of data to be analyzed based on unique, user-defined geographies that may not otherwise be 

available from the US Census (e.g. neighborhoods). More information is available at 

http://help.arcgis.com/en/communityanalyst/online/data/data_descriptions.html 
ii
 Esri‘s methodology statement for this database is available at: 

http://www.esri.com/library/whitepapers/pdfs/consumer-expenditure-methodology-2010.pdf 

Nob Hill Rincon Hill Third Ward

Portland (OR) San Francisco (CA) Milwaukee (WI)

Total Population 9,595 31,435 6,148

Population Density (pop/sq. mi) 14,833 19,097 8,605

Dwelling Units/Acre 16.5 16.2 9.7

Area (acres) 435.2 1,075.2 473.6

2000-2010 Pop: Annual Growth Rate (%) 0.68 3.97 1.7

Total Housing Units 7,182 17,412 4,579

     Owner-Occupied 774 3,866 692

     Renter Occupied 5,917 11,774 3,400

Vacant Housing Units (%) 6.82 10.18 10.64

Total Population 25-34 (%) 36.09 24.08 35.13

Median Age 33.8 39.5 30

Less than 9th Grade, 25+ yrs % 1.5 8.2 0.9

Some High School 3.5 7.6 3.0

High School Graduate 11.6 16.2 10.7

Some College 17.0 13.4 14.8

Associates Degree 5.6 5.1 5.8

Bachelors Degree 36.7 30.9 40.8

Graduate Degree 24.0 18.5 24.1

Median HH Income $39,101 $74,369 $49,268

Per Capita Income $39,351 $58,718 $47,736

Median Disposable Income $31,430 $57,465 $38,462

2000-2010 Per Cap. Income Annual Growth Rate (%) 3.25 5.05 2.43

2010 Unemployment Rate (%) 10.1 13.3 9.8

Drank beer/ale/6 mo (%) 54.97 48.86 55.1

Drank beer/ale/6 mo,regular domestic 44.12 35.83 44.47

Drank beer/ale/6 mo,premium domestic 25.81 22 25.94

Drank beer/ale/6 mo,super prem domestic 23.1 18.5 23.21

Existing (currently) 7 (2 brewpubs) 3 breweries 3 breweries

Closed (last 10 yrs.) (X) (X) (X)

Taverns/Breweries per sq.mile per 1,000 people (X) (X) (X)

Prime Neighborhoods

Population & 

Density

Housing

Age

Education

Income & 

Employment

Beer 

Consumption

Taverns & 

Breweries
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 The independent variables in the study are all measures under the ―Population & 

Density,‖ ―Housing,‖ ―Age,‖ ―Education,‖ and ―Income & Employment‖ categories in 

the table above. Dependent variables are all measures under the ―Beer Consumption‖ and 

―Taverns & Breweries‖ categories.  

Analysis 

Neighborhoods were chosen based upon prevalence of taverns and 

microbreweries within the defined boundaries of the neighborhood itself. The Chicago 

neighborhoods were then classified into three categories: Declining Neighborhoods, 

Revitalizing Neighborhoods, and Retrofitted Neighborhoods. The method for organizing 

the neighborhoods was by ranking each neighborhood‘s measure of taverns taking into 

account population of the neighborhood as well as geographic size of the neighborhood. 

The formula is seen below: 

# of Taverns / (Number of residents in neighborhood / 1000) / Area (acres) 

Declining Neighborhoods are those characterized by little or no taverns, 

economically distressed, and high have rates of unemployment and poverty. Revitalizing 

neighborhoods are economically healthier and still have a number of taverns left in the 

neighborhood. Retrofitted neighborhoods are those which have undergone a period of 

decline and have recovered now boasting higher incomes, higher levels of education 

attainment, and are much more stable in terms of population growth and per capita 

income growth. Finally, three neighborhoods which are known for supporting a strong 

microbrewery culture are chosen as a control variable to utilize as a comparison to the 

Chicago neighborhoods. These ―Prime Neighborhoods‖ are as follows: Nob Hill 
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(Portland, Oregon), Rincon Hill (San Francisco, California), and the historic Third Ward 

(Milwaukee, Wisconsin). 

The neighborhoods in each category were compared and contrasted with one 

another to determine trends which were pervasive throughout the data. This analysis 

resulted in a series of characteristics and qualities each neighborhood exhibited which 

ultimately indicated the conditions that are conducive for microbreweries and 

neighborhood taverns. 

Survey Design 

A survey instrument was created and implemented to measure the impact of 

microbreweries on individuals as well as the collective community.  To accomplish this, 

a series of interview questions were assembled (see Appendix A). Original interview 

questions were created for brewery owners (or others in charge of operations) as well as 

patrons. The interview questions were partly taken from Sense of Community Index from 

McMillan & Chavis (1986) used to measure patrons‘ sense of community and feelings of 

being a part of a larger social structure. Other questions were aimed to determine how 

often patrons attend the brewery where interviews were conducted and observed 

behaviors while visiting the brewery. Information on measures such as frequency of 

attendance, mode of transportation, distance from brewery, and reasons for coming to the 

brewery were collected, collated, and then analyzed. Questions directed toward brewery 

owners were aimed at discovering the nature of the operations of the brewery; how local 

the operations are, whether a deliberate attempt was made to cultivate a sense of 

community, and involvement with other community groups or businesses. Responses 
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were analyzed with one other to observe trends among patrons and owners to observe the 

various impacts microbreweries have on communities. 

Participants 

Interviews were conducted at microbreweries in the Midwest ranging from major 

metropolitan areas to small towns and from historic urban commercial districts to new 

industrial areas. Interviewees were selected on a volunteer basis and their interview 

responses were recorded. In total, 30 patrons and five owners were interviewed at seven 

microbreweries. The microbreweries chosen were New Boswell Brewing Co. in 

Richmond, Indiana; Liberty Street Brewing Company in Plymouth, Michigan; Dark 

Horse Brewing Company in Marshall, Michigan; Fountain Square Brewing Company in 

Indianapolis, Indiana; Barley Island Brewing Company in Noblesville, Indiana; Upland 

Brewing Company in Bloomington, Indiana; and Big Woods Brewing Company in 

Nashville, Indiana. These breweries were chosen to cover as wide of geography as 

possible and depended on availability and willingness of brewery owners and 

interviewees. Interviews were conducted at breweries at varying times of day and days of 

the week.



 

 IV. Case Studies 

Conditions 

 As mentioned earlier, many of Chicago‘s taverns have claimed to have been lost 

to gentrification, city regulations, and changing tastes. Microbreweries and neighborhood 

taverns have certain unique characteristics which help them thrive. Using tavern and 

brewery locations, the city of Chicago is used as a case study for finding neighborhoods 

which taverns are found along with select neighborhoods in Portland, Milwaukee, and 

San Francisco where breweries and taverns are found in plethora
i
. 

The figures on the ensuing pages show tavern locations in the city of Chicago. As 

can be inferred from the map, the concentration of taverns is focused mostly in the 

neighborhoods around and north of downtown. Mostly, they follow major arterials which 

run through the city. Corridors such as Halsted Street, Clark Street, and Lincoln Avenue 

are popular because of the bars lining the road, and the taverns that are found there are 

often times what make certain neighborhoods desirable by providing an entertaining 

nightlife. 

                                                 

i
 Tavern locations can be found in Appendix B 
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Figure 3: Map illustrating locations of existing and closed taverns in Chicago which are primarily 

concentrated in the northern portion of the city. Source: Author 
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Figure 4: Map illustrating taverns in Chicago's north side neighborhoods. Source: Author 
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Figure 5: Map illustrating taverns in Chicago's south side neighborhoods. Source: Author 
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Interestingly, several closed taverns are located in Chicago‘s wealthiest 

neighborhoods. For example, the Wrightwood neighborhood had several taverns go out 

of business in the last decade with ten. Lakeview had the most with twenty. Lincoln Park 

had five. These neighborhoods are examples of where gentrification has pushed out many 

of the neighborhood taverns which used to serve a working class or lower income 

clientele. According to the US Census, these are younger neighborhoods (median ages of 

30 to 34), employed in careers such as finance/insurance, health care, or other 

professional positions, and are characterized by very high incomes. Median household 

incomes in 2010 for these three neighborhoods were $78,188 (Lakeview), $79,482 

(Lincoln Park), and $86,673 (Wrightwood). As explained in Chapter II, he reason these 

areas have lost many of their taverns is the fact that the gentrification occurred to such an 

extreme extend, it left the area demographically similar to a high-income suburb, very 

homogenous in terms of ethnicity and income. 

Declining Neighborhoods 

While an influx of wealthier residents can push up property values and alter the 

character of the neighborhood forcing a tavern to close, there are examples of 

neighborhoods in Chicago where the inverse happens; the neighborhood becomes 

economically distressed, residents who are able to leave do so and leave behind and 

concentrate poverty. This was the case for three specific former industrial neighborhoods 

in Chicago: Back of the Yards, Bridgeport, and Goose Island. Back of the Yards got its 

name from the old Union Stock Yards which were made famous by Upton Sinclair‘s The 

Jungle. 
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The neighborhood was home to thousands of stock yard workers. However, the 

decline of the industry in Chicago and closure of the stock yards in the early 1970s has 

left the area with few other industries to keep the area economically healthy. Bridgeport 

was similarly tied to the stock yard industry yet still remaining a working-class 

neighborhood. Goose Island was once a former hotbed of taverns and bars which served 

the Irish immigrants who settled on the island (Reiff et al., 2005). These areas have lost 

many of its taverns and have suffered from decades of lack of investment. The table 

below includes a list of key demographic and economic indicators of these 

neighborhoods. 

Figure 6: Demographic and economic characteristics of declining neighborhoods in 

Chicago. Sources: US Census, Esri, Author 

Back of the Yards Bridgeport Goose Island

Chicago (IL) Chicago (IL) Chicago (IL)

Total Population 43,306 40,811 5,270

Population Density (pop/sq. mi) 11,102 14,934 5,852

Dwelling Units/Acre 5.5 9.8 4.5

Area (acres) 2,514.0 1,753.0 595.3

2000-2010 Pop: Annual Growth Rate (%) -0.61 0.35 3.65

Total Housing Units 13,717 17,180 2,658

     Owner-Occupied 3,826 6,543 644

     Renter Occupied 7,387 8,771 1,267

Vacant Housing Units (%) 18.26 10.86 28.07

Total Population 25-34 (%) 16.54 16.41 18.14

Median Age 24.7 34.5 29.5

Less than 9th Grade, 25+ yrs % 27.7 15.1 6.1

Some High School 20.4 13.1 9.8

High School Graduate 25.9 30.9 18.9

Some College 13.6 15.2 24.8

Associates Degree 4.5 4.0 13.8

Bachelors Degree 5.2 13.6 16.6

Graduate Degree 2.8 8.1 10.0

Median HH Income $31,389 $47,885 $60,808

Per Capita Income $11,783 $22,725 $34,564

Median Disposable Income $26,924 $38,934 $47,513

2000-2010 Per Cap. Income Annual Growth Rate (%) 1.92 2.74 7.04

2010 Unemployment Rate (%) 24.9 13.8 20.6

Drank beer/ale/6 mo (%) 41.37 43.41 43.9

Drank beer/ale/6 mo,regular domestic 29.98 31.84 32.25

Drank beer/ale/6 mo,premium domestic 21.42 21.11 20.29

Drank beer/ale/6 mo,super prem domestic 7.09 8.86 14.18

Existing (currently) 0 5 1

Closed (last 10 yrs.) 0 0 0

Taverns/Breweries per sq.mile per 1,000 people 0.00 0.04 0.20

Taverns & 

Breweries

Declining Neighborhoods

Population & 

Density

Housing

Age

Education

Income & 

Employment

Beer 

Consumption
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Each of the three neighborhoods in this category has many similar characteristics 

in the very low rate of taverns per square mile per 1,000 people. Given the number of 

residents in these neighborhoods, it would be expected that demand for taverns would be 

greater. These areas are characterized by lower population densities and fewer dwelling 

units per acre. Vacancy rates are extremely high; Bridgeport‘s 10.9% figure is relatively 

high whereas Goose Island‘s 28% is alarmingly high. Back of the Yards appears the most 

disadvantaged with almost half of the neighborhood never even graduating from high 

school and much of them in poverty earning a median household income of $31,389. 

Bridgeport is not too dissimilar in this regard. High unemployment is pervasive as well. 

Back of the Yards has lost all taverns, a process occurring long before tavern closures 

were recorded by the Chicago Bar Project. 

Revitalizing Neighborhoods 

 Revitalizing neighborhoods were those which had a high number of taverns 

currently existing but also had a few close within the last ten years potentially indicating 

a changing demographic in the neighborhood. The three neighborhoods selected have an 

average rate of about one tavern per 1,000 per square mile. Bucktown, for example, 

currently has 16 taverns with three having closed in the last decade. West Town and 

Ravenswood are similar having 18 and 16 taverns respectively. 

 These neighborhoods have a number of distinct differences over the declining 

neighborhoods. Population density is notably higher in many of the neighborhoods as 

well as increasing population growth rates with the exception of Ravenswood; however, 

per capita growth rates are very high at around 2.5% for each neighborhood—far greater 
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than the retrofitted neighborhoods discussed in the next section. Vacancy rates are 

notably lower and median ages are higher. This indicates these areas are more stable than 

the neighborhoods mentioned in the previous section. 

 

Figure 7: Demographic and economic data for three revitalizing neighborhoods. Sources: US 

Census, Esri, Author 

Bucktown Ravenswood West Town

Chicago (IL) Chicago (IL) Chicago (IL)

Total Population 16,885 31,625 24,699

Population Density (pop/sq. mi) 20,605 22,158 11,528

Dwelling Units/Acre 6.7 17.1 7.9

Area (acres) 529.4 915.2 1,372.0

2000-2010 Pop: Annual Growth Rate (%) 0.49 -0.14 0.75

Total Housing Units 9,442 15,690 10,792

     Owner-Occupied 3,684 4,150 3,316

     Renter Occupied 4,897 10,179 5,974

Vacant Housing Units (%) 9.12 8.67 13.92

Total Population 25-34 (%) 35.00 22.11 20.98

Median Age 32.2 34.7 32.4

Less than 9th Grade, 25+ yrs % 6.1 8.2 12.6

Some High School 5.0 5.6 10.2

High School Graduate 10.2 16.3 20.9

Some College 10.2 13.6 13.8

Associates Degree 5.1 5.2 5.4

Bachelors Degree 40.7 32.5 24.7

Graduate Degree 22.8 18.6 12.5

Median HH Income $69,083 $55,814 $53,166

Per Capita Income $49,377 $30,508 $28,135

Median Disposable Income $54,174 $44,167 $43,234

2000-2010 Per Cap. Income Annual Growth Rate (%) 2.52 2.33 2.39

2010 Unemployment Rate (%) 9.7 10.8 14.8

Drank beer/ale/6 mo (%) 51.06 48.32 46.39

Drank beer/ale/6 mo,regular domestic 38.5 37.07 34.76

Drank beer/ale/6 mo,premium domestic 23.89 23.39 22.94

Drank beer/ale/6 mo,super prem domestic 20.17 16.68 14.03

Existing (currently) 16 13 18

Closed (last 10 yrs.) 3 1 2

Taverns/Breweries per sq.mile per 1,000 people 1.15 0.29 0.34

Taverns & 

Breweries

Revitalizing Neighborhoods
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Density
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Education
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Adaptive Reuse of Industrial Neighborhoods 

 The neighborhoods considered in this section are areas where taverns are most 

readily found and serve the demand of its residents. These areas have the greatest number 

of taverns and it is no surprise that the neighborhoods of Wicker Park, East Lakeview, 

and Wrigleyville are some of the most desirable places to live in the city of Chicago.  

 Wicker Park was once a mostly German and Scandinavian neighborhood much of 

its history until Poles began to immigrate to the area during and after World War II 

(Reiff, et al., 2005). The area began to change again in the 1960‘s as the completion of 

the Kennedy Expressway displaced a number of residents and broke up the network of 

Polish-American churches. Spanish-speaking populations began to move in as they were 

displaced from urban renewal efforts in Old Town and Lincoln Park. 

The neighborhood began to gentrify in the 1980‘s as artists and college-educated 

young professionals began moving in and restoring older homes. The neighborhood has 

close proximity to the Loop and accessibility to the central business district which was an 

attractive draw for the young professionals who worked downtown. 

The neighborhood now boasts a great number of bars and taverns. Wicker Park 

today has a very high density with nearly 18 units per acre and much lower vacancy rates 

than neighborhoods discussed in previous sections. One-third of the residents are in the 

24-35 age bracket and almost two-thirds have a college degree—the demographic of 

people Richard Florida considers as ―the creative class.‖ Wicker Park just recently had a 

microbrewery, Piece Brewery, open in the neighborhood. 
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 Wrigleyville is an interesting case as it capitalizes off of the major league baseball 

stadium located in the neighborhood. The neighborhood attracts a greater number of 

younger professionals as seen by the fact nearly half of the neighborhood‘s population is 

between the ages of 25-34. Given the very small geographic size of the neighborhood, it 

is interesting to note there are 29 taverns within a half square mile area. The 

neighborhood has a very high number of college-educated residents as 80% have at least 

a Bachelor‘s degree and 93.5% have at least had some form of higher-education. This 

results in a relatively low unemployment rate (6.8%) and very high median incomes 

($74,335). 

 The three neighborhoods here indicate a higher level of stability in terms of 

income and housing with vacancy rates being lower, lower growth rates, lower 

unemployment rates, and higher numbers of owner-occupied housing (see next page for 

table). Finally, these neighborhoods rate higher in percentage of residents who have 

consumed beer within the last six months, especially premium domestic beer (i.e. 

microbrewed beer). Around half of the population in each of these retrofitted 

neighborhoods has consumed a craft beer whereas that same figure ranges between 36-

43% in revitalizing neighborhoods (Bucktown, Ravenswood, and West Town) and 28-

34% in declining neighborhoods (Back of the Yards, Bridgeport, and Goose Island). 

 There is a direct correlation between preponderance of neighborhood taverns to 

several of the variables analyzed in this section. According to this study, taverns are most 

likely to be found in neighborhoods which have the following characteristics: high 

population density, lower vacancy rates, high percentage of population between the ages 

of 25-34 (creative class), received at least a college degree, moderately higher median 
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household income, lower unemployment rate, and stable per capita income and 

population growth rates.  

 

Prime Neighborhoods  

 Three neighborhoods were used for comparative analysis to better understand 

what characteristics are ideal for neighborhood taverns and microbreweries to exist. Nob 

Hill in Portland, Oregon; Rincon Hill in San Francisco, California; and Milwaukee, 

Wisconsin‘s historic Third Ward are established neighborhoods where multiple 

Figure 8: Demographic and economic data for three retrofitted neighborhoods. Sources: US 

Census, Esri, Author 

Wicker Park East Lakeview Wrigleyville

Chicago (IL) Chicago (IL) Chicago (IL)

Total Population 10,974 13,399 3,316

Population Density (pop/sq. mi) 21,804 26,546 22,959

Dwelling Units/Acre 17.5 23.8 20.8

Area (acres) 324.5 332.8 95.4

2000-2010 Pop: Annual Growth Rate (%) 0.43 0.2 0.04

Total Housing Units 5,688 7,921 1,981

     Owner-Occupied 1,541 2,339 519

     Renter Occupied 3,602 5,154 1,318

Vacant Housing Units (%) 9.58 5.40 7.27

Total Population 25-34 (%) 32.79 49.37 49.40

Median Age 31.4 29 28.6

Less than 9th Grade, 25+ yrs % 7.7 0.9 1.6

Some High School 6.9 1.1 1.3

High School Graduate 12.2 4.5 3.6

Some College 13.0 6.1 8.9

Associates Degree 4.4 2.8 4.8

Bachelors Degree 33.5 53.3 53.9

Graduate Degree 22.3 31.0 26.0

Median HH Income $63,089 $81,769 $74,335

Per Capita Income $38,318 $69,425 $51,643

Median Disposable Income $50,168 $63,611 $56,551

2000-2010 Per Cap. Income Annual Growth Rate (%) 2.07 2.30 1.01

2010 Unemployment Rate (%) 9.7 5.9 6.8

Drank beer/ale/6 mo (%) 47.72 54.5 55.1

Drank beer/ale/6 mo,regular domestic 35.68 41.1 44.46

Drank beer/ale/6 mo,premium domestic 22.24 24.8 25.92

Drank beer/ale/6 mo,super prem domestic 18.53 22.4 23.21

Existing (currently) 19 67 29

Closed (last 10 yrs.) 3 8 3

Taverns/Breweries per sq.mile per 1,000 people 3.41 2.26 58.67
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Breweries

Retrofitted Neighborhoods

Population & 

Density

Housing

Age

Education

Income & 

Employment

Beer 

Consumption



54 

 

microbreweries are supported by the local economy. The figure below shows the 

demographic characteristics comparing the neighborhoods. A table of all neighborhoods 

discussed in this section is available in Appendix C. 

 Nob Hill is home to three microbreweries, Lucky Labrador Beer Hall, New Old 

Lompoc Brewery, and McTarnahan‘s Brewing Company while an additional four are 

within walking distance of the neighborhood as Nob Hill blends into the central business 

district of Portland. The neighborhood is serviced by the Portland Streetcar and is one of 

the original residential neighborhoods of the city. Today, Nob Hill remains as very dense, 

Figure 9: Demographic and economic data for three neighborhoods known for supporting a strong 

microbrewery culture. Sources: US Census, Esri, Author 

Nob Hill Rincon Hill Third Ward

Portland (OR) San Francisco (CA) Milwaukee (WI)

Total Population 9,595 31,435 6,148

Population Density (pop/sq. mi) 14,833 19,097 8,605

Dwelling Units/Acre 16.5 16.2 9.7

Area (acres) 435.2 1,075.2 473.6

2000-2010 Pop: Annual Growth Rate (%) 0.68 3.97 1.7

Total Housing Units 7,182 17,412 4,579

     Owner-Occupied 774 3,866 692

     Renter Occupied 5,917 11,774 3,400

Vacant Housing Units (%) 6.82 10.18 10.64

Total Population 25-34 (%) 36.09 24.08 35.13

Median Age 33.8 39.5 30

Less than 9th Grade, 25+ yrs % 1.5 8.2 0.9

Some High School 3.5 7.6 3.0

High School Graduate 11.6 16.2 10.7

Some College 17.0 13.4 14.8

Associates Degree 5.6 5.1 5.8

Bachelors Degree 36.7 30.9 40.8

Graduate Degree 24.0 18.5 24.1

Median HH Income $39,101 $74,369 $49,268

Per Capita Income $39,351 $58,718 $47,736

Median Disposable Income $31,430 $57,465 $38,462

2000-2010 Per Cap. Income Annual Growth Rate (%) 3.25 5.05 2.43

2010 Unemployment Rate (%) 10.1 13.3 9.8

Drank beer/ale/6 mo (%) 54.97 48.86 55.1

Drank beer/ale/6 mo,regular domestic 44.12 35.83 44.47

Drank beer/ale/6 mo,premium domestic 25.81 22 25.94

Drank beer/ale/6 mo,super prem domestic 23.1 18.5 23.21

Existing (currently) 7 (2 brewpubs) 3 breweries 3 breweries

Closed (last 10 yrs.) (X) (X) (X)

Taverns/Breweries per sq.mile per 1,000 people (X) (X) (X)

Prime Neighborhoods

Population & 

Density

Housing

Age

Education

Income & 

Employment

Beer 

Consumption

Taverns & 

Breweries
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economically prosperous, neighborhood. The neighborhood is less than half of a square 

mile yet contains three microbreweries. Similar to the retrofitted Chicago neighborhoods, 

Nob Hill maintains a high density of 16.5 dwelling units per acre. The area contains a 

high percentage of 25-34 year olds (36%), high education attainment (61% have at least a 

Bachelor‘s degree), and have a high propensity to consume higher-quality beer (49% 

claimed to drink at least a premium-priced beer in the last six months).  

 Rincon Hill is also one of the original neighborhoods of the city as one of the 

original ―Seven Hills.‖ The neighborhood is located on the eastern tip of the peninsula 

near the touchdown of the Bay Bridge. The former industrial area is slowly transitioning 

back to residential uses as several multi-family dwelling units have been built in the 

neighborhood in the last 15 years which explains the neighborhood‘s very high annual 

population growth rate. 

There are also three breweries in the 1.5 square mile neighborhood, Gordon 

Biersch, 21
st
 Amendment Brewery, and Thirsty Bear Brewing Company. Rincon Hill has 

an overall density of 16 dwelling units per acre. Interestingly, the median age of the 

neighborhood is very high which is unusual of neighborhoods that support neighborhood 

taverns and microbreweries; however, 24% of the population is still in the ―creative 

class‖ age bracket. Even though the area is still in a state of transition, it still contains all 

the necessary characteristics of supporting the burgeoning craft beer industry very similar 

to that of Wicker Park in Chicago. 

 Milwaukee‘s Third Ward is a historic warehouse district which has seen a 

dramatic resurgence in microbreweries within the last few decades. Milwaukee 

throughout its history has been known for its breweries and beer culture. German 
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immigrants settled the area and started four of some of the most successful breweries in 

the United States: Pabst, Blatz, Schlitz, and Miller. Most of the brewing operations are no 

longer in Milwaukee. However, what took its place were locally-owned, craft breweries. 

Today, the neighborhood contains four breweries: the Milwaukee Brewing Company, 

Milwaukee Ale House, Rock Bottom, and the Water Street Brewing Company. 

 Similar trends regarding density, age, education, and income are observed in 

Milwaukee‘s Third Ward. Low unemployment and vacancy rates with moderate annual 

population and per capita income growth rates indicate a stable neighborhood. The 

neighborhood also contains a high contingency of beer drinkers as nearly 50% of 

residents in the neighborhood consume craft beer. These neighborhoods, along with those 

examined in Chicago, all exhibit consistent demographic and economic characteristics of 

supporting microbreweries in the local economy. 

 Higher rates of 25-34 year olds indicate a higher propensity for the prevalence of 

microbreweries and taverns as this is the cohort which patronizes and opens 

microbreweries. Stability in neighborhoods is also critical in fostering microbreweries 

because of the need for a steady clientele of ―regulars.‖ Moderate incomes are important 

as to not gentrify the neighborhood to the point where the characteristic and identity of 

the neighborhood has completely changed. When the neighborhood identity has changed 

drastically, it may take several years or decades for that change to find itself embodied in 

its third places like microbreweries. Education plays an important role as individuals who 

are well-educated typically have a taste for a higher-end product like craft beer and 

procure the disposable income to afford it. Most importantly, microbreweries and taverns 

are most prevalent in older urban areas built in high densities which allow for access by 
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several different modes of transportation. Quite simply, this density provides a large 

clientele base; however, this density is also critical to vibrant, cohesive neighborhoods 

which foster a sense of place and community. 

Impact on Community 

New Boswell Brewing Co.—Richmond, IN 

 Rodrick Landess owns and operates a newly-started microbrewery in the small 

town of Richmond, Indiana (pop: 36,812
i
). New Boswell is an interesting case as the 

brewery is expanding its operations to combine its brewery with a pub. It is an interesting 

partnership. The new location is adjacent to an existing delicatessen restaurant where the 

restaurant will provide the food for the brewpub and Landess will handle the beer. The 

brewpub will have seating for 60 people plus space on a patio and the roof giving it a 

unique, local feel, and will be located in a rehabbed historic commercial building in the 

Old Warehouse district of Richmond. The industrial-looking, exposed brick nature of the 

brewpub will feature images of Richmond‘s historic past and will serve beer paying 

homage to notable events, people, and places from the area such as a rye beer aptly 

named ―Rose City Red‖ (named after the city‘s annual rose festival and unique rose 

industry).  

 What is also notable about New Boswell is the involvement with the community. 

The brewery helps host events such as the local Spring Fest, various tasting events with 

other establishments in the city, and the area‘s Octoberfest. The brewery is also very 

active in the local business owners association to help promote the viability of the 

                                                 

i
 2010 United States Decennial Census 
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locally-owned and operated businesses in the city by sharing marketing and promotions 

expenses. The brewery has a strong commitment to localism in which it tries to buy local 

whenever available and sells to many of the local bars and restaurants. The used grain is 

either sold to local farmers for feed or used in composting for local, small-scale food 

production. During an interview with Landess, he was asked what makes breweries 

successful: 

Having a local population that naturally tries new things, a 

sort of Bohemian demographic, is naturally good for a brewery. I think 

having good beer is probably one of the secondary aspects of success. 

(Interview, March 3, 2012) 
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Liberty Street Brewing Co.—Plymouth, MI 

 The Liberty Street Brewery opened in 1996 and is located in a quaint, historic 

commercial district of the City of Plymouth (pop: 9,132
i
). Plymouth is a satellite city 

located approximately 20 miles west of 

Detroit. The brewery is a fairly small 

operation with four full-time 

employees and six other part time. Joe 

Walters, owner of the brewery, 

discussed how he wanted the brewery 

to be located in an area with a great 

deal of foot traffic. The brewery has an 

interest in supporting the local economy by hiring local designers to create beer labels 

and t-shirt designs. The brewery also donates all used grain to local farmers to use as feed 

as well. Also in similar fashion, the naming scheme for beers is conjured from local 

streets, notable families, and buildings unique to the local history and geography. For 

example, Liberty Street‘s Starkweather Stout 

is named after an old local highway and the 

label of the beer is an image taken of the 

street around the turn of the last century. 

 The 1890 structure has been fully 

restored with open areas for seating with an 

                                                 

i
 2010 United States Decennial Census 

Figure 10: Liberty Street Brewery in Plymouth, 

Michigan. Source: Author 

Figure 11: Patrons enjoying a pint at the Liberty 

Street Brewing Company. Source: Author 
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English pub-like atmosphere. It is this which Walters feels gives the brewery a ―more 

personalized‖ feel over chains (e.g. Buffalo Wild Wings, Applebees, etc.). The pub 

features only a small TV and light background music as to not drown out conversation 

and is well-lit. The pub has bands play once a month as well. Interestingly, the brewery 

operates near a church which would not other be permitted under the city‘s zoning 

regulations since it is an establishment that sells alcohol. However, the church and city 

officials agreed to overlook this regulation as they felt the positive impacts of the 

microbrewery would surpass any possible adverse effects. 

 In total, 11 patrons were interviewed at the Liberty Street Brewery. It was split 

between those who lived in the city and those who drove in after work on the Friday 

afternoon. Most people interviewed had patronized other businesses while in the area or 

were planning to. The majority of respondents came with a group of people and ranged 

from regulars who came nearly every day to first-timers. The demographic at the brewery 

favored a younger crowd, near a 24-38 year old age bracket, and were college-educated 

professionals. 

 Overwhelmingly, interview respondents at the brewery indicated the brewery 

provided a sense of community. One particular respondent said he became a member of a 

beer brewing club after getting to know others who also frequented the establishment. 

Another respondent attributed this to the fact it is ―easier to talk to others‖ and is a more 

open atmosphere socially. One female proclaimed she did not even like particularly like 

beer, but came for the social aspect of the brewery. Three others indicated the sense of 

community can be seen by the fact people know you and recognize you. For instance, 

many respondents spoke of the fact Walters, the owner, frequently chats with costumers 
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and shares a beer with them. When asked about the advantages of the brewery versus a 

chain bar, one group of businessmen proclaimed it‘s the ―neighborliness feel‖ which 

attracts them to come to chat after work. Three people claimed the business being local as 

a primary reason for coming and knowing dollars were staying in the community was an 

important factor. 

 More than half of those who interviewed attested to the idea that microbreweries 

are important to quality of life. The most auspicious claim when asked the question was a 

man who answered the question by quoting Ben Franklin: ―Beer is proof God loves us 

and wants us to be happy.‖ Another pointed to conversation and how the brewery is much 

more conducive for social gatherings and a place to be a part of the local culture.  

Dark Horse Brewing Co.—Marshall, MI 

 Dark Horse is another case of a brewery located in a small town. However, doe to 

regulations in the city‘s zoning ordinance, the brewery was forced to locate in an 

industrial area outside the 

city‘s main street. This 

separation of uses has a 

negative impact on 

walkability, especially for an 

establishment which serves 

alcohol where patrons are 

likely to be driving in their 

vehicles afterward. Due to Figure 12: Dark Horse patrons grab their mugs from the ceiling 

when they arrive. Source: Author 
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this fact, it was no surprise that all but two of the nine respondents drove. The two who 

walked to the brewery lived within a half-mile in the city‘s historic core. They were an 

especially interesting case as they were college students who stated they desired living in 

a dense, urban environment. When asked what qualities the brewery (or others like it) had 

over chains, they responded with the following: ―It‘s definitely the atmosphere. It fosters 

individualism—it‘s unique.‖   

 The brewery certainly seems to foster a unique atmosphere. The walls are covered 

with local event posters with various haberdashery and items which would be found in a 

medieval drinking hall. The ceiling is entirely covered with mugs from regulars who 

frequent the brewery giving the place a very warm, convivial ambiance (seen in the 

figure on the right). 

 Similar to the previous brewery, most respondents came with groups, came 

several times a week, and were between the ages of 24-35. However, respondents at Dark 

Horse were less likely to patronize other businesses than at all other locations which may 

be correlated to the brewery‘s location in an industrial area. Notably, three college-aged 

respondents stated that when they have friends from out of town come visit, the brewery 

is one of the places they make sure to attend. 

Fountain Square Brewery—Indianapolis, IN 

 Located in one of Indianapolis‘ oldest neighborhoods, Fountain Square Brewery 

owes its name to the old cultural and arts hub of the city. The brewery itself marks as a 

symbol of the economic revitalization of the neighborhood which converted a former 

carburetor exchange building. The building was gutted down to its frame which is almost 
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how the building stands currently. The brewery is completely open with a few lounge 

seats and a small bar. The walls are filled with original, eclectic works of art. Light 

background music and open garage doors give the brewery an industrial yet airy feeling 

as seen in the figure below. 

 Again, the clientele of the brewery contained several individuals in the proverbial 

―creative class;‖ however, several older patrons were in attendance. The brewery is 

located on the Cultural Trail in 

Indianapolis and definitely 

capitalizes off of it. The floor 

plan of the brewery allows 

patrons to ride their bike and 

park it inside. On the day of the 

interview, at least ten to fifteen 

bikes could be counted. More 

interview respondents were at 

the brewery for only the first or 

second time than other locations, although not surprising since the brewery opened only 

six months prior. However, five of the seven interviewed stated a sense of community 

was developing, and the brewery has ―character.‖ 

 Fountain Square differed from other breweries in that respondents were more 

likely to patronize other businesses in the area and to live near the brewery itself. Three 

respondents who lived in Indianapolis stated they like to support local businesses with 

one going so far as to say, ―The brewery is certainly a positive element. I would say it 

Figure 13: Patrons picking up a growler of their favorite ale. 

Source: Fountain Square Brewery 
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bolsters a sense of community and a kind of social exchange.‖ One particular patron said 

the need a brewery fulfills is to ―get out of the house‖ and how he enjoys talking to 

people at the bar he has never met. This is an interesting statement especially after during 

a phone interview with John Barchak, an Indiana State Excise Police Officer part of the 

Alcohol and Tobacco Commission, who said on-premise consumption of alcohol has 

decline from 50% to 18-20% in the last 30 years (Interview, February 27, 2012). This 

also coincides with Robert Putnam‘s theory that American society is less social. The 

brewery in this case operates as a third place which allows complete strangers to interact. 

Barley Island Brewing Co.—Noblesville, IN 

 Located near the city‘s historic courthouse square, Barley Island has been a long-

standing fixture in the community. The building the brewery occupies was originally 

built as a livery in 1798. In total, five interviews were conducted at the brewery. Unlike 

the other breweries, Barley Island‘s clientele was far older ranging from 30‘s to 60‘s. All 

were self-proclaimed regulars and had been for many years. All lived within walking 

distance to the brewery and were adamant in saying the brewery was ―the place to go to 

see people you know.‖  

 Most insisted the reason they frequented the brewery as opposed to other bars or 

chains was because of the communal aspect. Local store owners often come for a drink 

and discuss their business with others as witnessed prior to interviews commenced. While 

conversations were centered around the beer on occasion, everyday issue often came up 

as well. 
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Upland Brewing Co.—Bloomington, IN 

 Upland‘s commitment to 

sustainability and community is 

nearly unparalleled among 

microbreweries. The brewery 

itself is named after the term 

geologists gave to the area of 

southern Indiana which was 

spared by the flattening effects of the glaciers resulting in a region of rugged, heavily 

wooded hills and hollows. The brewery‘s namesake and inspiration comes from the 

people who originally settled this unique area. During an interview with Angela Schnick, 

VP of Operations at Upland Brewery, stated how it‘s more important than ever to keep 

our local communities, cultures, and economies strong. Whenever possible, the brewery 

locally sources food in its effort to support its local economy and reduce its carbon 

footprint (Interview, March 31, 2012). The brewery has implemented a solar water-

heating system to reduce energy demands and uses photovoltaic panels on the roof to 

utilize natural forms of energy. Moreover, every keg sold of its Preservation Pilsner goes 

to supporting the Sycamore Land Trust. The brewery also hosts a number of events to 

raise money for other non-profits in the community.  

 Being located in a major college town about 80,000
i
, the brewery serves a wide 

range of members of the community. The energy of Indiana University in combination 

                                                 

i
 2010 US Decennial Census 

Figure 14: Upland Brewing Company in Bloomington, Indiana. 

Source: Upland 
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with an eclectic older population creates a vibrant, artistic atmosphere at the brewery. 

One older interview respondent was responsible for creating much of the artwork 

featured on the walls of the brewery. The same respondent lived with a short walk of the 

brewery and usually came alone to meet up with friends or enjoying conversation with 

anyone who sits up at the bar about five or six times a week. In his spare time, he restores 

historic homes and has a strong devotion to the local Bloomington community. 

When asked about why he comes to Upland as opposed to other bars or chains, he 

stated, ―I‘ve been here since the beginning. This place has positive vibrations…It‘s not 

like the place where you walk in and people like you like, ‗Who the hell is that guy?‘ 

Most importantly, it‘s local.‖ 

When asked about the importance of the brewery and if it had any effect on 

quality of life as well as whether the brewery fostered a sense of community, he 

responded ecstatically with this statement: 

That‘s exactly what this place is [a place that provides a sense of community]. We 

need more of these places. We need a pub like this in every neighborhood. We 

need to relax things like zoning laws and license regulations for these kinds of 

places…This is where you come into the community and interact with others. 

(Interview, March 31, 2012) 

 Another interviewed patron claimed the brewery is a good place to conduct 

business and will also come alone and except to find someone to chat with. The 

remaining interviews were conducted with students from the university. The five were in 

a group who were out having a drink after working on homework for the day. All either 
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walked or biked, came a few times a week, and were rather laconic responding to why 

they enjoy coming here by saying, ―It‘s just a cool place to hang out.‖ 

Big Woods Brewing Co.—Nashville, IN 

 Jeff McCabe‘s brewery in historic Nashville has made its entire objective to be 

the biggest benefactor it possibly can. Opening in 2008, the microbrewery functions as a 

symbol and staple of Nashville and the rest of beautiful Brown County. McCabe says the 

brewery embodies the persona of the community and fosters the attitudes and sentiments 

the residents of Nashville and Brown County. Events such as Rally in the Alley, 

sponsoring local mountain biking teams and adventure racing teams, Taste of Brown 

County, and hosting musicians and artists to exhibit their trade give the brewery a unique 

cultural facet in the community. ―Anything that benefits Brown County, we support‖ said 

McCabe. Because of this, McCabe feels a sense of community has been established at his 

brewery and pizzeria located just across the street. ―Like you saw tonight, we have 

musicians of all ages like the boy I was talking to. It‘s a nice venue for them as opposed 

to some stuffy music hall. Here they get to play in front of their neighbors and family.‖ 

Beers are named for local geographic feature, after local fauna from the area, or 

their named after interesting stories. For example, ―Busted Knuckle Ale‖ was named after 

McCabe‘s son lifting the first kegs made by the brewery over his head and injuring 

himself in the process. The ―Six Foot Blonde‖ named after the first beers ever made 

which was describe by one of the other owners as being ―like a cool, tall blonde.‖ 

 McCabe feels the brewery clearly has an importance to the community and its 

quality of life. He feels there is an intricate balance between serving the needs of the 
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needs of the local regulars as well as the seasonal population who come into Nashville for 

tourism. ―There is an ecosystem here‖ says McCabe who feels supporting the local 

economy is not just crucial but compulsory. McCabe buys local whenever he can such as 

the dairy tanks he purchased to use as fermenters as well as giving the spent grain to use 

as animal feed or for mulch. The brewery contracts locally for any work needed such as 

electrical or for stainless steel products it needs. 

 While the brewery and pizzeria are successful ventures in their own right, 

McCabe is looking to spread his idea of serving the community interest into other 

commercial units near his buildings. This after some zoning issues when the brewery was 

first starting out. As many communities enforce, Nashville does not allow establishments 

which sell alcohol to be near churches. The church said it would not support a variance to 

the zoning, and the brewery was forced to open elsewhere in the Village District which is 

characterized by tourist-oriented gift shops and food services. The Village District does 

not give special authority for a microbrewery, and McCabe says the zoning ordinance 

was ―somewhat‖ ignored in the establishing of Big Woods Brewing Company. 

With positive working relationships with local officials, McCabe has been able to 

continue to reciprocate support for the local community.



 

V. Results and Discussion 

As seen from the analysis of conditions which foster microbreweries, 

neighborhoods exhibit a number of pervasive conditions found in microbrewery 

locations. High density neighborhoods with a considerable ―creative class‖ demographic 

strongly favor the existence and prosperity of microbreweries. Microbreweries foster this 

socioeconomic class which is an integral part of many industrial cities‘ redevelopment. 

Interviews demonstrated that those regarded in the ―creative class‖ were the predominant 

clientele patronizing microbreweries.  

There is a direct correlation between preponderance of neighborhood taverns to 

several of the variables analyzed in this section in addition to predominance of the 

creative class. According to this study, taverns are most likely to be found in 

neighborhoods which have the following characteristics: high population density, lower 

vacancy rates, received at least a college degree, moderately higher median household 

income, lower unemployment rate, and stable per capita income and population growth 

rates. 

The impact of microbreweries on communities was largely seen as positive 

judging by interview responses from patrons. Many patrons acknowledged a feeling of 

community and the uniqueness of place. Microbrewery owners claimed their greatest 

asset was its position in the community and providing for it. Economically, 
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microbreweries have very high multiplier effects employing local residents directly and 

indirectly. Cities and neighborhoods are positively impacted by microbreweries by 

providing a local place easily accessible by multiple forms of transportation where the 

persona of the neighborhood is embodied. Social cohesion of the neighborhood is made 

stronger by microbreweries.  

The research demonstrated microbreweries‘ growth, decline, and resurgence. 

Microbreweries were prevalent in nearly every city before the rise of the large German-

owned, lager-produced macrobreweries. Prohibition put a temporary end to small 

brewing operations as they were unable to switch operations like breweries such as 

Stroh‘s and Anheuser-Busch were able to do. Microbreweries came back en force after 

Prohibition‘s repeal in 1933, but over time the macrobreweries began to marginalize their 

market share through mass-production, massive advertising and marketing budgets, and a 

favorable position in the newly-established three-tier alcohol distribution system. The 

1980s saw a resurgence in microbreweries as consumer‘s taste began to change favoring 

more locally-produced beer. Today, microbreweries are as popular as ever thanks to a 

renewed interest in localism and a growing disdain for watered-down national culture and 

watered-down, mass-produced beer. 

Schnell and Reese (2003) were very adamant toward postmodernism and its effect 

of contributing to the homogenization of culture. Microbreweries meanwhile emphasize 

local identity and distinctiveness, a counter to postmodernist trends. David Harvey (1990) 

also spoke harshly of postmodernism by discussing the ―ephemerality and schizoid 

character of the postmodern condition.‖ Harvey claims postmodernism has created a 

condition where little or nothing is long-standing or permanent; everything is simply the 
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―flavor of the week.‖ Our traditions and mores suffer most from this ephemerality. The 

schizoid character largely related to Robert Putnam‘s book Bowling Alone. 

Microbreweries have a strong impact by bringing people from different backgrounds 

together and creating positive social atmospheres. 

Much of the hurdles microbreweries face stems from the fact they are such a 

unique land use. General retail is combined with a light manufacturing process requiring 

a strict license to manufacture, sell, and distribute its product. Because of this complexity, 

many cities and towns have relegated microbreweries to the outer fringes in industrial 

areas through its zoning practices. Microbreweries are best suited located within walking 

distance in neighborhoods or downtowns. Breweries located in historic, mixed-use 

districts are where they thrive and benefit the community most. They also can provide 

beneficial re-uses of historic structure as well. Several communities, large and small, are 

still using antiquated Euclidean zoning laws which are not sensitive to mixing of uses and 

needs of urban dwellers living in dense populations. Dark Horse was an example of a 

brewery having to locate in a location outside of town in an industrial area. Chicago‘s 

zoning regulations made sweeping, brash judgments which discriminated against 

allowing taverns in specific residential zones. License regulations need to be updated as 

well to comply with the needs of microbreweries as seen in the case of the State of 

Indiana microbrewer‘s production limit. If not changed to keep up with the changing 

market, it could force a very burgeoning, creative industry to leave the state. Also, 

microbreweries foster a productive ―drinking culture,‖ not drunkenness or alcoholism, so 

the need to limit production to decrease consumption is a farce.  
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Breweries are small, locally-focused businesses that provide a multitude of 

services for their communities. All breweries considered in this study had a very strong 

commitment serving local needs and had a higher level of social responsibility toward the 

community in general. For example, Big Woods Brewing Company is incredibly active 

in the community sponsoring various organizations and events. Regardless of the type of 

events sponsored, microbreweries make their footprints on the community and function 

as a social and cultural pillar. 

Upland Brewing Company has made its pledge to reducing its carbon footprint 

and operating in the most sustainable way possible. This brand of renewed localism and 

social responsibility are critical to our environmental stewardship as well as setting 

precedents for future generations and how we would like them to take care of the 

environment we leave them. 

We have largely found ourselves to be a very improvident and disposing society. 

In modern times we are so readily willing to dispose of our natural resources, cultural 

institutions, and traditions. Brewing is tied to our culture as Americans and as a human 

race. There is something innately valuable and fulfilling when participating in an activity 

which has been done generations upon generations before. We have traditionally drunk 

the fruits of our labor and strengthened our ties as a community. The places we conduct 

these activities becomes the places which give us a sense of where we are and what 

makes us and our places unique. Without them, we may find it difficult to truly know 

who we are as a community and where we are going as a community.
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Appendices 

Appendix A: Interview Questions 

Brewery Patrons 

 

1. Do you live either: 

a. In the neighborhood? (half-mile or less) 

b. In the city? (half-mile to ten miles) 

c. Outside the city? (ten or more miles away) 

 

2. (If previous answer was C) Was this your primary destination? If so, do you 

patronize other businesses while here? 

 

3. Mode of transportation? 

 

 

4. Do you usually come alone or with others? 

 

 

5. How would you describe yourself? 

 

 

6. How frequently do you come to this establishment? 

 

 

7. What are your primary reasons for coming to this brewery as opposed to a chain 

bar (e.g. Applebee‘s, Chili‘s, etc.)?  What characteristics does this particular place 

have that you enjoy over a chain? 

 

 

8. Is this brewery or others like it important to quality of life? Why or how? 

 

 

9. Oftentimes in the field of planning, we refer to a concept called ―sense of 

community.‖ Sense of community in this case is defined as an acknowledged 

interdependence with others and feeling part of a larger social structure (i.e. 
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10. ―Cheers‖ analogy). In your opinion, does this or other microbreweries provide a 

sense of community? 

 

 

11. Do you think a sense of community has developed among you and other patrons 

of this establishment? 

 

 

12. Additionally, does coming to this establishment fulfill a need you may have or 

have certain benefits? Other people have noted brewpubs have the benefit of 

being able to come after work and chat more casually with friends and coworkers 

or the benefit of supporting a locally-owned business. If so, what are those 

needs/benefits? 

 

 

13. Additional important thoughts/ideas on role of this microbrewery in the 

community? 

 

Brewery Owners 

 

1. How many years have you been in operation? History of business and building 

and why locate here? 

 

 

2. Number of full-time employees? Part-time? 

 

 

3.  In your best estimation, how much of your business is local? This is meant in 

terms of the brewing equipment, brewing ingredients, furnishings, packaging, 

marketing, and other operational and capital costs (buying and selling)? 

 

 

4. In your opinion, what value does this or other microbreweries (retail) have on 

your community as opposed to a chain bar (e.g. Buffalo Wild Wings, Applebee‘s, 

Chili‘s)? 

 

 

5. Often times in the field of planning, we refer to a concept called ―sense of 

community.‖ Sense of community in this case is defined as an acknowledged 

interdependence with others and feeling part of a larger social structure (i.e. 

―Cheers‖ analogy). In your opinion, does your microbrewery provide a sense of 

community?  
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6. Could you determine whether a sense of community has developed among people 

who patronize this microbrewery? Have you made deliberate attempts to obtain or 

create a sense of community? How was this accomplished? 

 

 

7. Is this brewery or others like it important to quality of life? Why or how? 

 

 

8. Did you encounter any issues with liquor licensing and/or zoning restrictions? 

 

 

9.  Do you work or partner with any community interest groups? This may include 

hosting community meetings, partnering with other businesses/organizations, host 

specific events (bands, fair, etc.) in the community to accomplish a particular 

goal. 

 

 

10. When is your brewery at its busiest? Any specific idea as to why? 

 

14. Additional important thoughts/ideas on role of microbrewery in the community? 
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Appendix B: Tavern locations in Chicago 

 The table below gives the address of all 672 taverns listed in the Chicago Bar 

Project‘s database. Each address was copied into an Excel spreadsheet and imported into 

ArcGIS to be geocoded. 

STATUS 
ADDRESS ZIP 

EXISTING 17 W. Adams St. 60603 

EXISTING 411 S. Wells St. 60607 

EXISTING 151 N. Michigan Ave. 60601 

EXISTING 309 W. Washington St. 60606 

EXISTING 330 S. Wells St. 60606 

EXISTING 343 S. Dearborn St.  60604 

EXISTING 404 S. Wells St. 60607 

EXISTING 400 S. Wells St. 60607 

EXISTING 170 W. Washington St. 60602 

EXISTING 141 W. Jackson Blvd. 60604 

EXISTING 180 N. Wacker Dr. 60606 

EXISTING 185 N. Wabash Ave. 60601 

EXISTING 216 N. Wabash Ave. 60601 

EXISTING 226 S. Wabash Ave. 60604 

EXISTING 325 S. Franklin St. 60606 

EXISTING 24 S. Michigan Ave. 60603 

EXISTING 1 S. Wacker Dr. 60606 

EXISTING 203 N. LaSalle St. 60601 

EXISTING 134 S. Wabash Ave. 60603 

EXISTING 205 W. Lake St. 60606 

EXISTING 45 E. Riverwalk South 60601 

EXISTING 327 S. Plymouth Ct. 60604 

EXISTING 333 S. Wells St. 60604 

EXISTING 30 S. Wacker Dr. 60606 

EXISTING 201 N. State St. 60601 

EXISTING 233 S. Wacker Dr. 60606 

EXISTING 105 W. Van Buren St. 60605 

EXISTING 36 N. Wells St. 60606 

EXISTING 17 N. Wabash St. 60602 

EXISTING 1061 W. Madison St. 60607 

EXISTING 1100 W. Randolph St. 60607 

EXISTING 120 S. Riverside Plaza 60606 



83 

 

EXISTING 1375 W. Lake St. 60607 

EXISTING 702 W. Fulton Market  60661 

EXISTING 1120 W. Madison St. 60607 

EXISTING 128 S. Halsted St. 60661 

EXISTING 955 W. Fulton Market 60607 

EXISTING 157 N. Morgan St. 60607 

EXISTING 740 W. Randolph St. 60661 

EXISTING 901 W. Jackson Blvd. 60607 

EXISTING 666 W. Lake St. 60661 

EXISTING 839 W. Fulton Market 60607 

EXISTING 1113 W. Randolph St. 60607 

EXISTING 1645 W. Jackson Blvd. 60612 

EXISTING 1104 W. Madison St. 60607 

EXISTING 837 W. Fulton Market  60607 

EXISTING 233 S. Halsted 60607 

EXISTING 324 S. Racine Ave. 60607 

EXISTING 184 N. Halsted St. 60622 

EXISTING 228 S. Racine Ave. 60607 

EXISTING 755 S. Clark St. 60605 

EXISTING 733 S. Dearborn Pkwy. 60605 

EXISTING 806 S. Plymouth Ct. 60605 

EXISTING 701 S. Dearborn St. 60605 

EXISTING 649 S. Clark St. 60605 

EXISTING 2030 S. Wabash Ave. 60616 

EXISTING 700 S. Wabash Ave. 60605 

EXISTING 720 S. Michigan Ave. 60605 

EXISTING 1736 S. Michigan Ave. 60616 

EXISTING 67 E. Cermak Rd. 60616 

EXISTING 548 W. Polk St. 60607 

EXISTING 1503 S. Michigan Ave. 60605 

EXISTING 701 S. State St. 60605 

EXISTING 1233 S. Wabash Ave. 60605 

EXISTING 11 E. Hubbard Ave. 60611 

EXISTING 676 N. LaSalle Dr. 60610 

EXISTING 420 N. Clark St. 60610 

EXISTING 731 N. Wells St. 60610 

EXISTING 431 N. Wells St. 60654 

EXISTING 20 W. Division St. 60610 

EXISTING 751 N. Clark St. 60610 

EXISTING 364 W. Erie St. 60610 

EXISTING 742 N. Clark St. 60610 

EXISTING 315 N. Dearborn St. 60610 
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EXISTING 331 W. Superior St. 60610 

EXISTING 23 W. Hubbard St. 60610 

EXISTING 444 N. LaSalle Blvd. 60610 

EXISTING 632 N. Dearborn St. 60610 

EXISTING 100 W. Grand Ave. 60610 

EXISTING 321 N. Clark St. 60610 

EXISTING 435 N. Clark St. 60610 

EXISTING 315 N. LaSalle St. 60610 

EXISTING 712 N. Clark St. 60610 

EXISTING 230 W. Kinzie St. 60654 

EXISTING 678 N. Orleans St. 60610 

EXISTING 646 N. Franklin St. 60610 

EXISTING 329 N. Dearborn St. 60610 

EXISTING 6 W. Hubbard St. 60610 

EXISTING 650 N. Dearborn St. 60610 

EXISTING 661 N. Clark St. 60610 

EXISTING 500 N. LaSalle St. 60610 

EXISTING 440 N. State St. 60654 

EXISTING 311 W. Chicago Ave. 60610 

EXISTING 600 W. Chicago Ave. 60610 

EXISTING 5 W. Hubbard St. 60654 

EXISTING 325 W. Huron St. 60610 

EXISTING 116 W. Hubbard St. 60610 

EXISTING 29 W. Hubbard St. 60610 

EXISTING 541 N. Wells St. 60654 

EXISTING 108 E. Superior St. 60611 

EXISTING 601 N. State St. 60610 

EXISTING 16 W. Ontario St. 60610 

EXISTING 1 W. Grand Ave. 60610 

EXISTING 22 W. Hubbard St. 60610 

EXISTING 412 N. State St. 60654 

EXISTING 505 N. State St. 60654 

EXISTING 210 W. Kinzie St. 60610 

EXISTING 448 N. State St. 60610 

EXISTING 544 N. LaSalle Dr. 60610 

EXISTING 504 N. Wells St. 60654 

EXISTING 111 W. Hubbard St. 60610 

EXISTING 401 N. Wabash Ave. 60611 

EXISTING 9 W. Hubbard St. 60610 

EXISTING 2 W. Erie St. 60610 

EXISTING 430 N. Lower Michigan Ave. 60611 

EXISTING 505 N. Michigan Ave. 60611 
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EXISTING 18 E. Bellevue Pl. 60611 

EXISTING 800 N. Michigan Ave. 60611 

EXISTING 875 N. Michigan Ave. 60611 

EXISTING 521 N. Rush St. 60611 

EXISTING 108 E. Superior St. 60611 

EXISTING 166 E. Superior St. 60611 

EXISTING 345 E. Ohio St. 60611 

EXISTING 160 E. Huron St. 60611 

EXISTING 400 N. McClurg Ct. 60611 

EXISTING 622 N. Fairbanks Ct. 60611 

EXISTING 160 E. Grand Ave. 60611 

EXISTING 600 E. Grand Ave. 60611 

EXISTING 600 E. Grand Ave. 60611 

EXISTING 1007 N. Rush St. 60611 

EXISTING 1112 N. State St. 60610 

EXISTING 140 E. Walton St. 60611 

EXISTING 1050 N. State St. 60610 

EXISTING 12 W. Elm St. 60610 

EXISTING 14 W. Elm St. 60610 

EXISTING 1024 N. Rush St. 60611 

EXISTING 1100 N. State St. 60610 

EXISTING 41 E. Superior St. 60611 

EXISTING 937 N. Rush St. 60611 

EXISTING 21 W. Division St. 60610 

EXISTING 1206 N. State Pkwy. 60610 

EXISTING 26 W. Division St. 60610 

EXISTING 806 N. Rush St. 60611 

EXISTING 1301 N. State Pkwy. 60610 

EXISTING 50 E. Chicago Ave. 60611 

EXISTING 1030 N. State St. 60610 

EXISTING 810 N. Clark 60611 

EXISTING 1015 N Rush St. 60611 

EXISTING 1220 N. State Pkwy. 60610 

EXISTING 1447 N. Wells St. 60610 

EXISTING 1448 N. Wells St. 60610 

EXISTING 1206 N. Wells St.  60610 

EXISTING 313 W. North Ave. 60610 

EXISTING 1528 N. Wells St. 60610 

EXISTING 219 W. North Ave. 60610 

EXISTING 1339 N. Wells St. 60610 

EXISTING 1208 N. Wells St. 60610 

EXISTING 1446 N. Wells St. 60610 
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EXISTING 940 W. Weed St. 60622 

EXISTING 1501 N. Dayton St. 60622 

EXISTING 1555 N. Dayton St. 60622 

EXISTING 640 W. Hubbard St. 60610 

EXISTING 495 N. Milwaukee Ave. 60610 

EXISTING 325 N. Jefferson St. 60661 

EXISTING 770 N. Milwaukee Ave. 60622 

EXISTING 415 N. Milwaukee Ave. 60610 

EXISTING 695 N. Milwaukee Ave. 60642 

EXISTING 491 N. Milwaukee Ave. 60610 

EXISTING 768 N. Milwaukee Ave. 60622 

EXISTING 1909 N. Lincoln Ave. 60614 

EXISTING 1615 N. Wells St. 60614 

EXISTING 1758 N. Sedgwick St. 60614 

EXISTING 1925 N. Lincoln Ave. 60614 

EXISTING 1935 N. Sedgwick St. 60614 

EXISTING 1970 N. Lincoln Ave. 60614 

EXISTING 1655 N. Sedgwick St.  60614 

EXISTING 1617 N. Wells St. 60614 

EXISTING 1550 N. Kingsbury St. 60642 

EXISTING 2020 N. Halsted St. 60614 

EXISTING 2464 N. Lincoln Ave. 60614 

EXISTING 1603 N. Lakeshore Dr.  60614 

EXISTING 2630 N. Clark St. 60614 

EXISTING 2602 N. Clark St. 60614 

EXISTING 2600 N. Clark St. 60614 

EXISTING 2455 N. Clark St. 60614 

EXISTING 433 W. Diversey Pkwy. 60614 

EXISTING 2060 N. Cleveland Ave. 60614 

EXISTING 2442 N. Clark St. 60614 

EXISTING 1971 N. Lincoln Ave 60614 

EXISTING 2274 N. Lincoln Ave. 60614 

EXISTING 658 W. Belden Ave. 60614 

EXISTING 2265 N. Lincoln Ave. 60614 

EXISTING 2263 N. Lincoln Ave. 60614 

EXISTING 1816 N. Halsted St. 60614 

EXISTING 2548 N. Halsted St. 60614 

EXISTING 2251 N. Lincoln Ave. 60614 

EXISTING 1973 N. Halsted St. 60614 

EXISTING 2450 N. Clark St. 60614 

EXISTING 2350 N. Clark St. 60614 

EXISTING 2249 N. Lincoln Ave. 60614 
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EXISTING 2301 N. Clark St. 60614 

EXISTING 2326 N. Clark St. 60614 

EXISTING 425 W. Armitage Ave. 60614 

EXISTING 2002 N. Halsted St. 60614 

EXISTING 2483 N. Clark St. 60614 

EXISTING 2447 N. Halsted St. 60614 

EXISTING 2721 N. Halsted St. 60614 

EXISTING 2270 N. Lincoln Ave. 60614 

CLOSED 1224 W. Webster Ave. 60614 

EXISTING 2417 N. Clybourn Ave.  60614 

EXISTING 2201 N. Clybourn Ave. 60614 

EXISTING 2158 N. Halsted St. 60614 

EXISTING 1800 N. Clybourn Ave. 60614 

EXISTING 2200 N. Ashland Ave. 60614 

EXISTING 949 W. Webster Ave. 60614 

EXISTING 1665 W. Fullerton Ave. 60614 

EXISTING 950 W. Armitage Ave. 60614 

EXISTING 1102 W. Webster Ave. 60614 

EXISTING 950 W. Webster Ave. 60614 

EXISTING 2500 N. Ashland Ave. 60609 

EXISTING 1134 W. Armitage Ave.  60614 

EXISTING 1147 W. Armitage Ave. 60614 

EXISTING 1801 N. Clybourn Ave. 60614 

EXISTING 1480 W. Webster Ave. 60614 

EXISTING 1983 N. Clybourn Ave. 60614 

EXISTING 2683 N. Halsted St. 60614 

EXISTING 2519 N. Halsted St. 60614 

EXISTING 2500 N. Southport Ave. 60614 

EXISTING 724 W. Wrightwood Ave. 60614 

EXISTING 2771 N. Lincoln Ave. 60614 

EXISTING 2758 N. Ashland Ave. 60614 

EXISTING 2426 N. Racine St. 60614 

EXISTING 2512 N. Halsted St. 60614 

EXISTING 950 W. Wrightwood Ave. 60614 

EXISTING 2462 N. Lincoln Ave. 60614 

EXISTING 2519 N. Lincoln Ave. 60614 

EXISTING 2856 N. Southport Ave. 60657 

EXISTING 2515 N. Lincoln Ave. 60614 

EXISTING 2432 N. Lincoln Ave. 60614 

EXISTING 1301 W. Schubert Ave. 60614 

EXISTING 2747 N. Lincoln Ave. 60614 

EXISTING 2476 N. Lincoln Ave. 60614 
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EXISTING 3160 N. Clark St. 60657 

EXISTING 3120 N. Clark St.  60657 

EXISTING 3040 N. Broadway 60657 

EXISTING 420 1/2 W. Diversey Pkwy. 60614 

EXISTING 2913 N. Clark St. 60657 

EXISTING 3010 N. Broadway 60657 

EXISTING 500 W. Diversey Pkwy. 60614 

EXISTING 676 W. Diversey Pkwy. 60614 

EXISTING 2932 N. Clark St. 60657 

EXISTING 674 W. Diversey Pkwy. 60614 

EXISTING 2827 N. Broadway 60657 

EXISTING 506 W. Diversey Pkwy. 60614 

EXISTING 3130 N. Broadway 60657 

EXISTING 3702 N. Halsted St. 60613 

EXISTING 3641 N. Halsted St. 60657 

EXISTING 3325 N. Broadway 60657 

EXISTING 3458 N. Halsted St. 60657 

EXISTING 3501 N. Halsted St. 60657 

EXISTING 3356 N. Halsted St. 60657 

EXISTING 800 W. Belmont Ave. 60657 

EXISTING 954 W. Belmont Ave. 60657 

EXISTING 1010 W. Belmont Ave.  60657 

EXISTING 1658 W. Barry Ave. 60657 

EXISTING 1232 W. Belmont Ave 60657 

EXISTING 1822 W. Addison St. 60613 

EXISTING 3655 N. Western Ave. 60618 

EXISTING 3819 N. Ashland Ave. 60613 

EXISTING 810 W. Diversey Pkwy. 60614 

EXISTING 2871 N. Lincoln Ave. 60657 

EXISTING 3001 N. Ashland Ave. 60657 

EXISTING 3458 N. Lincoln Ave. 60657 

EXISTING 3220 N. Lincoln Ave. 60657 

EXISTING 3801 N. Ashland Ave. 60613 

EXISTING 1934 W. Irving Park Rd. 60613 

EXISTING 3835 N. Lincoln Ave. 60613 

EXISTING 3032 N. Lincoln Ave. 60657 

EXISTING 1300 W. Addison St. 60613 

EXISTING 2816 N. Halsted St. 60657 

EXISTING 3259 N. Racine Ave. 60657 

EXISTING 4000 N. Sheridan Rd. 60613 

EXISTING 2319 W. Belmont Ave. 60618 

EXISTING 3425 N. Lincoln Ave. 60657 
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EXISTING 3916 N. Ashland Ave. 60613 

EXISTING 2934 N. Sheffield Ave. 60657 

EXISTING 3207 N. Clark St. 60657 

EXISTING 3010 N. Lincoln Ave. 60657 

EXISTING 3101 N. Sheffield Ave. 60657 

EXISTING 1817 W. Wellington Ave. 60657 

EXISTING 4015 N. Sheridan Rd. 60613 

EXISTING 2825 N. Lincoln Ave. 60657 

EXISTING 1638 W. Belmont Ave. 60657 

EXISTING 3258 N. Sheffield Ave. 60657 

EXISTING 1456 W. George St. 60657 

EXISTING 3611 N. Ashland Ave. 60613 

EXISTING 3931 N. Ashland Ave. 60613 

EXISTING 2858 N. Halsted St. 60657 

EXISTING 2917 N. Sheffield Ave. 60657 

EXISTING 3407 N. Paulina Ave. 60657 

EXISTING 1300 W. Wellington Ave. 60657 

EXISTING 3030 N. Racine Ave. 60657 

EXISTING 2913 N. Lincoln Ave. 60657 

EXISTING 3474 N. Clark St. 60657 

EXISTING 3664 N. Clark St. 60613 

EXISTING 1060 W. Addison St. 60613 

EXISTING 3660 N. Clark St. 60613 

EXISTING 3466 N. Clark St. 60657 

EXISTING 3424 N. Clark St. 60657 

EXISTING 1059 W. Addison St. 60613 

EXISTING 3443 N. Sheffield Ave.  60657 

EXISTING 950 W. Addison St. 60613 

EXISTING 3724 N. Clark St. 60613 

EXISTING 3740 N. Clark St. 60613 

EXISTING 3535 N. Clark St. 60657 

EXISTING 3438 N. Clark St. 60657 

EXISTING 3511 N. Clark St. 60657 

EXISTING 3454 N. Clark St. 60657 

EXISTING 3374 N. Clark St. 60657 

EXISTING 3472 N. Clark St.  60657 

EXISTING 3516 N. Clark St. 60657 

EXISTING 3518 N. Clark St. 60657 

EXISTING 3517 N. Clark St. 60657 

EXISTING 3527 N. Clark St. 60613 

EXISTING 3655 N. Sheffield Ave. 60613 

EXISTING 3439 N. Sheffield Ave. 60657 
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EXISTING 3801 N. Clark St. 60613 

EXISTING 3462 N. Clark St. 60657 

EXISTING 3525 N. Clark St. 60657 

EXISTING 3358 N. Sheffield Ave. 60657 

EXISTING 3700 N. Clark St. 60613 

EXISTING 3540 N. Clark St. 60657 

EXISTING 3485 N. Clark St. 60657 

EXISTING 3478 N. Clark St. 60657 

EXISTING 3800 N. Clark St. 60613 

EXISTING 952 W. Newport Ave. 60657 

EXISTING 3554 N. Clark St. 60657 

EXISTING 3530 N. Clark St. 60657 

EXISTING 1060 W. Addison St. 60613 

EXISTING 3900 N. Sheridan Rd. 60613 

EXISTING 3710 N. Clark St. 60613 

EXISTING 3441 N. Sheffield Ave. 60657 

EXISTING 3369 N. Clark St. 60657 

EXISTING 3734 N. Southport Ave. 60613 

EXISTING 3741 N. Southport Ave. 60613 

EXISTING 1351 W. Addison St. 60657 

EXISTING 3358 N. Southport Ave. 60657 

EXISTING 3500 N. Southport Ave. 60613 

EXISTING 3553 N. Southport Ave. 60657 

EXISTING 3443 N. Southport Ave. 60657 

EXISTING 1344 W. Newport Ave. 60657 

EXISTING 3258 N. Southport Ave.  60657 

EXISTING 3159 N. Southport Ave. 60657 

EXISTING 3418 N. Southport Ave. 60613 

EXISTING 3325 N. Southport Ave. 60657 

EXISTING 3707 N. Southport Ave. 60613 

EXISTING 3857 N. Southport Ave. 60613 

EXISTING 2100 W. Belmont Ave. 60618 

EXISTING 3251 N. Western Ave. 60618 

EXISTING 1847 W. Roscoe St. 60657 

EXISTING 2000 W. Roscoe St. 60618 

EXISTING 1958 W. Roscoe St. 60657 

EXISTING 3243 N. Western Ave.  60618 

EXISTING 2055 W. Roscoe St. 60618 

EXISTING 3614 N. Damen Ave. 60618 

EXISTING 3937 N. Lincoln Ave. 60613 

EXISTING 2256 W. Irving Park Rd. 60618 

EXISTING 4138 N. Lincoln Ave. 60618 
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EXISTING 1841 W. Irving Park Rd. 60613 

EXISTING 4264 N. Lincoln Ave. 60618 

EXISTING 4128 N. Lincoln Ave. 60618 

EXISTING 2119 W. Irving Park Rd. 60618 

EXISTING 3855 N. Lincoln Ave. 60613 

EXISTING 3759 N. Damen Ave. 60618 

EXISTING 4337 N. Lincoln Ave.  60618 

EXISTING 1920 W. Irving Park Rd. 60613 

EXISTING 4008 N. Lincoln Ave. 60618 

EXISTING 1612 W. Irving Park Rd. 60613 

EXISTING 2100 W. Irving Park Rd. 60613 

EXISTING 2257 W. Irving Park Rd. 60618 

EXISTING 4535 N. Lincoln Ave. 60625 

EXISTING 4732 N. Lincoln Ave. 60625 

EXISTING 4560 N. Lincoln Ave. 60625 

EXISTING 4530 N. Lincoln Ave. 60625 

EXISTING 4659 N. Lincoln Ave. 60625 

EXISTING 4721 N. Lincoln Ave. 60625 

EXISTING 2034 W. Irving Park Rd. 60618 

EXISTING 4623 N. Western Ave. 60625 

EXISTING 4757 N. Talman Ave. 60625 

EXISTING 1970 W. Montrose Ave. 60640 

EXISTING 4557 N. Ravenswood Ave. 60640 

EXISTING 4709 N. Damen Ave. 60625 

EXISTING 4632 N. Rockwell St. 60625 

EXISTING 4641 N. Rockwell St. 60625 

EXISTING 5305 N. Damen Ave. 60625 

EXISTING 1930 W. Foster Ave. 60640 

EXISTING 5233 N. Damen Ave. 60625 

EXISTING 4659 N. Clark St. 60640 

EXISTING 5024 N. Sheridan Rd. 60640 

EXISTING 4802 N. Broadway 60640 

EXISTING 4804 N. Broadway Street 60640 

EXISTING 1136 W. Lawrence Ave. 60640 

EXISTING 4810 N. Broadway 60640 

EXISTING 910 W. Buena Ave.  60613 

EXISTING 5308 N. Clark St. 60640 

EXISTING 1818 W. Foster Ave. 60640 

EXISTING 5600 N. Ashland Ave. 60660 

EXISTING 5400 N. Clark St. 60640 

EXISTING 5148 N. Clark St. 60640 

EXISTING 5420 N. Clark St. 60640 
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EXISTING 1744 W. Balmoral Ave. 60640 

EXISTING 1511 W. Balmoral Ave. 60640 

EXISTING 5402 N. Clark St. 60640 

EXISTING 5455 N. Ravenswood Ave. 60640 

EXISTING 5210 N. Clark St. 60640 

EXISTING 4923 N. Clark St. 60640 

EXISTING 5025 N. Clark St. 60640 

EXISTING 6400 N. Clark St. 60626 

EXISTING 6036 N. Broadway 60660 

EXISTING 5739 N. Ravenswood Ave. 60660 

EXISTING 6341 N. Broadway 60660 

EXISTING 6406 N. Clark St. 60626 

EXISTING 5910 N. Broadway 60660 

EXISTING 5938 N. Broadway 60660 

EXISTING 6157 N. Broadway 60660 

EXISTING 6202 N. Broadway 60660 

EXISTING 6001 N. Paulina Ave. 60660 

EXISTING 2537 W. Peterson Ave. 60659 

EXISTING 3301 W. Bryn Mawr Ave. 60625 

EXISTING 6562 N Sheridan Rd. 60626 

EXISTING 1424 W. Devon Ave. 60660 

EXISTING 6962 N. Glenwood Ave. 60626 

EXISTING 7000 N. Glenwood Ave. 60626 

EXISTING 7545 N. Clark St. 60626 

EXISTING 6973 N. Clark St. 60626 

EXISTING 1218 W. Morse Ave. 60626 

EXISTING 7452 N. Western Ave. 60645 

EXISTING 7126 N. Ridge Rd. 60645 

EXISTING 7436 N. Western Ave. 60645 

EXISTING 7301 N. Western Ave. 60645 

EXISTING 6251 N. McCormick Rd. 60659 

EXISTING 7121 N. Western Ave. 60645 

EXISTING 2827 W. Howard St. 60645 

EXISTING 3420 W. Grace St. 60618 

EXISTING 3454 W. Addison St. 60618 

EXISTING 2825 W. Irving Park Rd. 60618 

EXISTING 2916 W. Irving Park Rd. 60618 

EXISTING 2933 W. Montrose Ave.  60618 

EXISTING 2922 W. Irving Park Rd. 60618 

EXISTING 4328 W. Irving Park Rd. 60641 

EXISTING 5610 W. Diversey Ave. 60639 

EXISTING 4914 N. Milwaukee Ave. 60630 
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EXISTING 5901 W. Lawrence Ave. 60630 

EXISTING 6705 N. Northwest Hwy. 60631 

EXISTING 6686 N. Northwest Hwy. 60631 

EXISTING 4000 North O'Hare Fld 60666 

EXISTING 1600 W. Grand Ave. 60622 

EXISTING 1202 W. Grand Ave. 60622 

EXISTING 1935 W. Chicago Ave. 60622 

EXISTING 235 N. Ashland Ave. 60607 

EXISTING 1367 W. Erie St. 60622 

EXISTING 551 N. Ogden Ave. 60622 

EXISTING 1200 W. Hubbard St. 60642 

EXISTING 2109 W. Chicago Ave. 60622 

EXISTING 1415 W. Randolph St. 60607 

EXISTING 2159 W. Chicago Ave. 60622 

EXISTING 501 N. Ogden Ave. 60622 

EXISTING 832 N. Greenview Ave. 60622 

EXISTING 1072 N. Milwaukee Ave. 60622 

EXISTING 1424 W. Chicago Ave. 60622 

EXISTING 826 N. Ashland Ave. 60622 

EXISTING 1721 W. Division St. 60622 

EXISTING 1824 W. Augusta Blvd. 60622 

EXISTING 1035 N. Western Ave. 60622 

EXISTING 1725 W. Division St. 60622 

EXISTING 1755 W. Division St. 60622 

EXISTING 1059 N. Wolcott Ave.  60622 

EXISTING 1935 W. Thomas St. 60622 

EXISTING 2051 W. Division St. 60622 

EXISTING 1024 N Western Ave. 60622 

EXISTING 1801 W. Division St.  60622 

EXISTING 1150 N. Damen Ave. 60622 

EXISTING 2049 W. Division St. 60622 

EXISTING 2600 W. Iowa St. 60622 

EXISTING 2532 W. Chicago Ave. 60622 

EXISTING 1002 N. California Ave. 60622 

EXISTING 2801 W. Chicago Ave. 60622 

EXISTING 2403 W. Homer St. 60647 

EXISTING 954 N. California Ave. 60622 

EXISTING 1415 N. Wood St. 60622 

EXISTING 1548 N. Damen Ave. 60622 

EXISTING 1749 N. Damen Ave. 60647 

EXISTING 1640 N. Damen Ave.  60647 

EXISTING 1383 N. Milwaukee Ave. 60622 
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EXISTING 1572 N. Milwaukee Ave. 60622 

EXISTING 2013 W. North Ave. 60622 

EXISTING 2311 W. North Ave. 60647 

EXISTING 1824 W. Division St. 60622 

EXISTING 1516 N. Milwaukee Ave. 60622 

EXISTING 1635 N. Damen Ave. 60647 

EXISTING 1800 W. Division St. 60622 

EXISTING 1927 W. North Ave. 60622 

EXISTING 1547 N. Milwaukee Ave. 60622 

EXISTING 1530 N. Milwaukee Ave. 60622 

EXISTING 1700 N. Damen Ave. 60647 

EXISTING 1804 W. Division St. 60622 

EXISTING 1840 W North Ave. 60622 

EXISTING 2011 W. North Ave. 60647 

EXISTING 1745 W. North Ave. 60622 

EXISTING 1520 N. Damen Ave. 60622 

EXISTING 1658 W. Cortland Ave. 60622 

EXISTING 2026 W. Webster Ave. 60647 

EXISTING 2076 N. Hoyne Ave. 60647 

EXISTING 1824 W. Wabansia Ave. 60622 

EXISTING 1951 W. Dickens Ave. 60614 

EXISTING 1944 N. Oakley Ave. 60647 

EXISTING 2020 N. Oakley Ave. 60647 

EXISTING 1354 W. Wabansia Ave. 60642 

EXISTING 1850 N. Damen Ave.  60647 

EXISTING 1858 W. Wabansia Ave. 60622 

EXISTING 1925 W. Cortland St. 60622 

EXISTING 1949 N. Hoyne Ave. 60647 

EXISTING 1750 W. Armitage Ave. 60647 

EXISTING 3545 W. Fullerton Ave. 60647 

EXISTING 2657 N. Kedzie Ave. 60647 

EXISTING 2428 N. Western Ave. 60647 

EXISTING 2401 N. Western Ave. 60647 

EXISTING 2323 N. Milwaukee Ave. 60647 

EXISTING 3420 W. Armitage Ave. 60647 

EXISTING 3659 W. Armitage Ave. 60647 

EXISTING 3224 W. Fullerton Ave. 60647 

EXISTING 2421 N. Milwaukee Ave. 60647 

EXISTING 3471 N. Elston Ave. 60618 

EXISTING 2900 W. Belmont Ave. 60618 

EXISTING 2977 N. Elston Ave. 60618 

EXISTING 2959 N. California Ave. 60618 
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EXISTING 2956 N. Albany Ave. 60618 

EXISTING 7313 S. Halsted St. 60620 

EXISTING 5221 S. Cicero Ave. 60632 

EXISTING 13300 S. Brandon Ave. 60633 

EXISTING 5518 S. Archer Ave. 60638 

EXISTING 333 W. 35th St. 60616 

EXISTING 6335 S. Central Ave. 60638 

EXISTING 13505 S. Brainard Ave. 60633 

EXISTING 13157 S. Avenue M 60633 

EXISTING 4455 W. 55th St. 60632 

EXISTING 10614 S. Western Ave. 60643 

EXISTING 1750 E. 55th St. 60615 

EXISTING 6335 S. Central Ave. 60638 

EXISTING 914 E. 79th St. 60619 

EXISTING 5173 S. Archer Ave. 60632 

EXISTING 3479 S. Archer Ave.  60608 

EXISTING 2600 S. Wentworth Ave. 60616 

EXISTING 1601 E. 53rd St. 60615 

EXISTING 3901 W. 103rd St. 60655 

EXISTING 3243 W. 111th St. 60655 

EXISTING 1458 W. Taylor St. 60607 

EXISTING 6539 W. 63rd St. 60638 

EXISTING 2058 W. Cermak Rd. 60608 

EXISTING 6102 S. Central Ave. 60638 

EXISTING 4403 S. Wallace St. 60609 

EXISTING 7401 S. Chicago Ave. 60619 

EXISTING 1044 W. 51st St. 60621 

EXISTING 3031 S. Archer Ave. 60608 

EXISTING 4046 S. Archer Ave. 60632 

EXISTING 4654 W. 63rd St. 60629 

EXISTING 1325 S. Halsted St.  60607 

EXISTING 13401 S. Baltimore Ave. 60633 

EXISTING 504 E. 75th St. 60619 

EXISTING 5201 S. Harper Ct. 60615 

EXISTING 13501 S. Brandon Ave. 60633 

EXISTING 5772 S. Archer Ave. 60638 

EXISTING 13601 S. Calhoun Ave. 60633 

EXISTING 5908 W. 63rd St. 60638 

EXISTING 5129 S. Archer Ave.  60632 

EXISTING 2105 S. State St. 60616 

EXISTING 3301 E. 106th St. 60617 

EXISTING 5788 S. Archer Ave. 60638 
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EXISTING 3714 S. Halsted St. 60609 

EXISTING 3758 S. Union Ave. 60609 

EXISTING 960 W. 18th St. 60608 

EXISTING 2149 S. Halsted St. 60608 

EXISTING 3325 E. 106th St. 60617 

EXISTING 5076 S. Archer Ave. 60632 

EXISTING 5419 N. Clark St. 60640 

EXISTING 13200 S. Baltimore Ave. 60633 

EXISTING 4276 S. Archer Ave. 60632 

EXISTING 5214 S. Archer Ave. 60632 

EXISTING 5030 S. Archer Ave. 60632 

EXISTING 8216 S. Vincennes Ave. 60620 

EXISTING 6058 W. 63rd St. 60638 

EXISTING 1073 W. Vernon Park Pl. 60607 

EXISTING 6462 S. Central Ave. 60638 

EXISTING 2128 1/2 S. Indiana Ave. 60616 

EXISTING 13335 S. Baltimore Ave. 60633 

EXISTING 4201 W. 55th St. 60632 

EXISTING 5700 W. 63rd St. 60638 

EXISTING 1172 E. 55th St. 60615 

EXISTING 4785 S. Archer Ave. 60632 

CLOSED 3542 N Halsted St. 60657 

CLOSED 3527 N. Clark St. 60657 

CLOSED 3115 N. Lincoln Ave. 60657 

CLOSED 2251 N. Lincoln Ave. 60614 

CLOSED 1734 W. Wabansia Ave. 60622 

CLOSED 1401 W. Irving Park Rd. 60613 

CLOSED 2247 N. Lincoln Ave. 60614 

CLOSED 741 W. Randolph St.  60661 

CLOSED 3557 N. Clark St. 60657 

CLOSED 3313 N. Clark St. 60657 

CLOSED 426 W. Diversey Parkway 60657 

CLOSED 3210 N. Lincoln Ave. 60657 

CLOSED 3937 N. Lincoln Ave. 60613 

CLOSED 124 S. Wabash Ave. 60603 

CLOSED 2532 W. Chicago Ave. 60622 

CLOSED 1325 W. Wrightwood Ave. 60614 

CLOSED 1637 N. Clybourn Ave. 60614 

CLOSED 1958 W. North Ave. 60622 

CLOSED 2909 N. Sheffield Ave. 60657 

CLOSED 1733 W. Madison St. 60612 

CLOSED 1622 W. Belmont Ave. 60657 
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CLOSED 2706 N. Ashland Ave. 60614 

CLOSED 5308 N. Clark St. 60640 

CLOSED 600 E. Grand Ave. 60611 

CLOSED 1935 N. Damen Ave. 60647 

CLOSED 1612 E. 53rd St. 60615 

CLOSED 950 W. Wrightwood Ave. 60614 

CLOSED 205 E. Grand Ave. 60611 

CLOSED 2610 N. Halsted St. 60614 

CLOSED 2843 N. Halsted St. 60657 

CLOSED 1814 W. Division St. 60622 

CLOSED 1935 N. Damen Ave. 60647 

CLOSED 2624 N. Lincoln Ave. 60614 

CLOSED 661 N. Clark St. 60610 

CLOSED 3857 N. Southport Ave. 60613 

CLOSED 5938 N. Broadway 60660 

CLOSED 2858 N. Halsted St. 60657 

CLOSED 2438 N. Lincoln Ave. 60614 

CLOSED 4128 N. Lincoln Ave. 60618 

CLOSED 3832 N. Lincoln Ave. 60613 

CLOSED 1638 W. Belmont Ave.  60657 

CLOSED 3551 N. Sheffield Ave. 60657 

CLOSED 1471 N. Milwaukee Ave. 60622 

CLOSED 31 E. Balbo Ave. 60605 

CLOSED 3358 N. Ashland Ave. 60657 

CLOSED 2142 N. Clybourn Ave. 60614 

CLOSED 751 N. Clark St. 60610 

CLOSED 3358 N. Paulina Ave. 60657 

CLOSED 3206 N. Wilton Ave. 60657 

CLOSED 859 N. Damen 60622 

CLOSED 1028 W. Diversey Ave. 60614 

CLOSED 2758 N. Ashland Ave. 60614 

CLOSED 1645 W. Cortland St. 60622 

CLOSED 1934 W. Irving Park Rd. 60613 

CLOSED 316 W. Erie St. 60610 

CLOSED 3032 N. Lincoln Ave. 60657 

CLOSED 1114 N. State St. 60610 

CLOSED 748 W. Fullerton Pkwy. 60614 

CLOSED 440 N. Aberdeen St. 60622 

CLOSED 2934 N. Sheffield Ave.  60657 

CLOSED 2559 N. Southport Ave. 60614 

CLOSED 2626 N. Halsted St. 60614 

CLOSED 611 E. 113th St. 60628 
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CLOSED 2446 N. Lincoln Ave. 60614 

CLOSED 1653 N. Wells St. 60614 

CLOSED 420 W. Belmont Ave. 60657 

CLOSED 2548 N. Southport Ave. 60614 

CLOSED 3747 N. Southport Ave. 60613 

CLOSED 3328 N. Lincoln Ave. 60657 

CLOSED 1056 N. Damen Ave. 60622 

CLOSED 1814 W. Addison St. 60613 

CLOSED 2201 W. Chicago Ave. 60622 

CLOSED 3423 N. Southport Ave. 60657 

CLOSED 4530 N. Lincoln Ave. 60625 
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Appendix C: Demographic and economic characteristics of all neighborhoods 
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