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This repbrt is one of a series issued under Research Study 2-1-71-148,
which has as an overall objective the analysis of socié], economic, and
envifonmenta] factors in the decision-making process of freeway intro-

duction and freeway improvements. Research Report 148-1, Experiences and

Opinions of Residents Along Elevated, Depressed, and On-Grade Freeway

Sections in Houston, Texas, and Report 148-2, Attitudes, Opinions, and

Expectations of Businessmen in a Planned Freeway Corridor, have been

published as a part of Study 2-1-71-148,

The contents of this report reflect the views of the authors who are
responsible for the facts and the accuracy of the data presented herein.
The contents do not necessarily reflect the official views or policies
of the Federal Highway Administration. This report does not constitute

a standard, a specification, or a regulation.
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

The findings summarized belbw represent an attempt to identify
key variabTes in the acceptance of freeway introduétionvand>1n the
ﬁon-userrimpact of freeway construction in an'urban neighborhood.
KnowTedgebdf specific personal characteristics of respondents
provided predictive determinants of receptiveness to fréeway intro-
dﬁction. While 70: percent of the total resident sample were in favor
of the proposed freeway, Anglos ranked higher in acceptaﬁce than did
Mexican-Ameriqans, and male respondents were more receptive
than were féma]e respondents. The‘educationa1 level of those inter-
viewed wés the only measure of socioeconomic-staius which differen-

tiated fteeway Favorability, with those in thé.“midd1e"»educationa1
range rankingvhiéhéf ihvacéeptaﬁceu Anglos and male respondents,
especia]1y; may accurately percéive that fhey can adapt td farge;
scale chéﬁges in fheir reéiﬁentia] area. Qh the other hand, Mexican-
Americans,.respdhdénts with Tower educationé]v]evels, and females
may feelithat their possibiiitieé for residential mobility,or for
using the freéway as a resource are more narrowly circumscribed.

Respondents in the northern portion of the Harrisburg‘area were
more recéptive to the freéWéy plan than those in thé two southern zones.
The Southeast and Southwest Zones had been proposed as thebokiginal
freeway c0rfid0f, so that residents in these‘sectidné were- more

aware of personal consequences of freeway introduction.
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Residentfa] and transportation charécteristité ot the respondents
were not predictive of strohg attitudes concerning freeway cdnstruction
~in the area. Neither length of residence nor meens76f ttanspoftation,
both of which had been anticipated as importaﬁt iddicators, were
significantly related to diffetentia] freeway acceptence.

In eva]uating the opinions of residente surveyed‘:an accounting
scheme was constructed which spec1f1ed four types of 1nformat1on
gained about the planned freeway.

Attraettons. In the survey of Harrisburg res1dents, 55 percent
provided feasohs that the proposed freeway could benefit them personally.
Accessibility to jobs and other selected places wasrthe most frequently
described peksona] advantage of the extended highWaydsystem Further,

93 percent of those 1nterv1ewed p]anned to remain in the area if the
freeway was f1ve b]ocks from their res1dence with 44 percent suggest1ng
that the area w1th1n the next 10 years would become more desirable if
the freeway were constructed. | |

Benefits ascr1bed to the area as a whole tended to be transportation-
re]ated rather than env1ronmenta1 or socioeconomic advantages The
freeway was expected to prov1de better access1b111ty for area residents,
and to re11eve traff1c congestion. In addition, med1ca1 service provision
(ostensibly based on accessibility) was v1ewed as 1mprov1ng, as well
as the genera] ne1ghborhood appearance.

Disbenefits. While the majority favored freeWay.construction,
those who opposed the proposal tended to considerAneise and higher
property taxes as potential personal disbenefits. In regard to dis-

advantages for the area as a whole, those opposing the freeway plans



anticipated that‘the actual construction would remdve too many
residentiaivdweiiings and wou]d'sp1it the'neighborhood.r'Those
respondents'suggesting'that the greatest advantage of the area was
that it was a quiet netghborhood tended to be‘less favorab1e to
freewayrpians. Further, many were aware thatvafr pollution would
adverse]y affect the area | e | o

J Speetftoqtzons. The des1res of res1dents 1n regard to freeway
desfgn were-identtfied Seventy percent of the respondents suggested
a preference for serv1ce roads, if the freeway were five blocks. from
the1r homes No real concensus as to des1gn e]evat1on emerged
s1m11ar proport1ons of respondents preferred the on- grade elevated
"and depressed des1gns fth
For the spac1ng of on/off ramps and oross overs many res1dents
- had no op1n1on The 1argest frequency of responses of those specifying
| the d1stances between these design features preferred spac1ng distances
of six b]ocks or less.
| Forms and Uses of Information. The 'Iength of t1me wh1ch had
e1apsed s1nce res1dents first became aware of the p]anned construction
_had no s1gn1f1cant»1mpact on the-degree of acoeptance of these plans.
vDeve]opment of strong opinions, either pro or con, did not depend on
know]edge of the h1ghway extension for a re]at1ve1y long per1od

Primary 1nformat1on sources were 1so1ated 1nd1v1duals, such as

acquaintances. Newspapers were mentioned by one-fourth as the origin
~of informatton, and seven percent specified THD hearings or handouts.

Respondents were relatively uninformed as to the involvement of public
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or THD officials in the planning process. Ten percenf.had attended

meetings with THD officials present. Furthermore, over two-thirds of the

respondents were not aware that THD provided re1ocatign_assistance to

residents who were displaced by freeway construction.

Almost one-third of the residents interviewed:ﬁaqspoken with
neighbors in régard to the freeway proposal. If they dépicted
neighbors as being in agreement with highway plans, then they too
were favorable (92 percent). When neighbors were perceived as being
opposed, only 34 percent then stated that they persoﬁaT]y were in
favor of the proposal.

By inc]uding this accounting scheme in the report, stress is
placed on those factors which precipitate acceptanceiqr rejection
of freeway construction. Preferences and expectations of residents
were specified, as well as forms ahd usages of informaﬁjon sources.
Further studies may attempt a refinement or reformulation of this
type of accounting scheme.

Transportation and other public decision-makefs have realized
that urban highways are viewed by the public, not only as transportation
improvements, but also as forces for change within coﬁhunitieé and
neighborhoods. In many respects, the attitudes and expectations of the
sample of residehts déscribed in this report are similar to opinions in
other urban sub-areas which have been designated for freeway construction.
The findings presented were at a macro, neighborhood level, rather than
a disaggregated indfvidua] level, so that these results should prove

applicabie to other highway projects and study siteﬁ.
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IMPLEMENTATION STATEMENT

‘The results of this report provide some tentative conclusions and
usefu]vhypothéses in regard to the highway planning process. Knowledge
of the’attitudes'and expectations of residents in urban néighborhoods
where freeway"facilities have been planned aids in predicting (1) the
degree of acceptance of this large-scale change and (2) the extent and
form of impact that the construction would precipitate.

' The focu$ of the report is sociological in nature, with attitudinal
data the primary predictors of social, and secondarily economic and
environmental, impact. The viewpoints of area residents provide
identifiable fnformation that highway engineers could utilize as auxiliary
data in determining the design, location, and overall b]an for urban

highway systems in residential areas.
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PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The construction of a freeway in an urbanized areé can represent a
potent influence within the area. For this reason, urban highway programs
must relate freeway plans to their potential impact on the residential and
commercial interests within the area.

In Houston, the Harrisburg Corridor has been designated as the proposed
location of the downtown extension of S.H. 225. As a part of an effort to
measure non-user effects of freeway introduction into this area, two separate
attitude surveys were undertaken. The first, a study 6f the attitudes of
businessmen in the Harrisburg area, has been published (TTI-2-1-71-148-2). The
second survey, concentrating on the opinions and expectations of area residents,

is the subject of this report.

The specific objectives of the survey of residents ‘were:

1. To determine the degree of residents' receptiveness to the

proposed freeway.

2. To delineate residents' reasons for favoring or opposing freeway

introduction.

3. To describe the characteristics of residents based on their

acceptance of the proposéd freeway.'

4. To identify information sources and actions of residents in regard

to freeway construction.

5. To determine some of the elements of freeway location and design

for which residents have preferences.

6. To provide quantifiable means of measuring and predicting freeway

impact in urban residential areas.

It has been shown in previous studies that the characteristics and expect-
ations of residents can provide predictive information concerning their actual
behavior should the freeway be constructed. The 305 heads-of-households inter-
viewed were representative of the residential area as a whole (see AppendixAA,
"Sampling Procedures and Reliability"); thus, theirvinterview statements

should clarify the opinions of residents in the Harrisburg Area.
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THE STUDY AREA

The_aréa sg]ected for study is éssentia]]y a residentia1 com-
munity in which.aifreewéy is currently beihg planned. As shown in
.. Figure 1, both hatura1 (Buffalo Bayou) and man-made (Missouri Pacific
Railroad and,Mis§ouriaKansas-Texas Railroad) features form the boundaries
. of this area,,kn@wn.as the Harrisburg Corridor. J o
This area j$ an older section of the city. Commercial estabiish;_
~ments are numerbﬁs along the major streets serving the area, and many
old residences have been removed to make way for the new structures‘
that house these firms,

Over 10 yeéfs ago, City of Houston and Harris County officials
began studyihg~the feasibility of constructing a freeway through the
area to connéCt State Highway 225 or the LaPorte Freeway with:downtown
Houston and tQ’ré1ieve traffic congestion on the Gulf Freeway. In
1963, Harris.Couhty officials published a study that showed a proposed
route‘(Corridof A in Figuké 2) between Harrisburg Boulevard and Canal
. Street in_the_southern,half of the study area. This route became
known as the yorigina1" route. Sévera] years passed bef&re further
~action was taken; In-1969 county officials asked the Texas Highway
Department (THD) to recommend alternative corridors for the proposed
freeway. IniMarch, 1970 THD held a public hearing and presented a map
that showed three alternative corridors for the freeway (shown in Figure

2). One of thé‘proposed corridors followed the "original" route, that is,




| sSTUDY AREA

KATY FWY.

WESTHEIMER _ RD.

— -

\ o 2 a
e e —
N s c A [ E
z O
b4 G
H- >
&
= X
-3 &
<
b
o
e
NORTH\ LOOP )
Q
\k‘-\
EAST FWY.
. M".»“ ‘l
g ‘. anEL
E H \ y ) Cbhx\
@ & 0,)
-t S Yoy swiP |
o N o225 (LaPORTE FWY.)
3 qQak
SOUTH_LOOP ‘*}?
. A2 'G
Py
&

Figure 1. -Map of Houston Depicting Location of Study Area




o /e 1/2 3/4 '
MILES O O e ]
] [4 A [% E

\ STUDY  AREA

BOUNDARY ;s 4 ToEp e oE
N

CORRIDOR BOUNDARIES

® e 0o 00 060000

\_

SyLf FREEWAY e . b oo S ULF  FREEWAY ' J/

Figure 2. Map of Study Area Depicting the Locations of

Alternative Sites of the Preposed Harrisburg
Freeway -

4 ¥




Corridor A. Another proposed route (Corridor B) was north of

| the original route between Canal Street and Navigatioh

Boulevard. The third (Corridor C) was south of the origina] route
and fo]]owed‘no particu1ér streets; it has since beén‘omitted as

a possible corridor because of the parks, cemeteriesrand other public
land uses in the path.

Shortly after the corridor public hearing, a group of 1oca1
residents held a meeting protesting the construction}bf a freeway
through the Hakrisburg area. Officials of THD were,ihvited to
attend the meeting. In July, 1970 THD appointed ah'intérdisc1p1inary
team, composed of an economist, sociologist, andvsevéré1 THD
engineers. THb>asked this team to‘study the probiem, détermine if
the freeway should be built and, if 50, to recommend a route to
follow. Some of the protesting residents sdggestédithaf'a route':i
following Buffalo Bayou might be acceptable. This team has held )
several pub]ip meetings with residents and businessmén of the area.

The study area boundaries, which define an area approximately
one and a half miles wide and four to five mi]es.1ong, were determined
with the aid of the above mentioned Harrisburg Freeway Location and
Design Team. Because Corridor C was ruled out as a possible route, the
south boundary of the study area was set at the M.P. and M;K.T.-Ra11road
(also called the G.H.&H. Railroad). A]sq, Since quridor A was considered
long before any other and was revealed and discussed.publiCTy, the
study area was divided into zones, as shown in Figure 3. In this manner,

the data collected from the residents could be divided by zones to detect
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sectional differénéés in actions, opinions, and preferenﬁés regarding
~the proposed freeway. n

The respondents represented a proportionate‘rawdomjsample from four
1970 census tracts -- 301, 310, 311, and 312 -- which were comparable
to the four zones. - From decennial census data avai]abierfor these
tracts, an attempt was made to sketch a broad picture Of;the area.
Residents in 1970 were predominately Mexican-American;fWith Blacks
representing less than three percent of the area's population. A
decade ear]ier;'many sections of the Harrisburg area héd been primarily
Anglo, so that a gradual ethnic transformation was,oécurffng.

The age distribution of Harrisburg residents has.é1so changed, |
with a larger number of persons under 16 and over.59 years of age.
The proportion of;residents in the "dependency" age cateQOries there-
fore has increaéed. While the area had evidenced a s1fghtvdecline in
population to about 34,196 in 1970, most sectons, nevérﬁhé]ess, main-
tained a densely settled population. In addition, aThost 70 percent
of the dwellings have been enumerated as single family units.

The residential stability of the Harrisburg area can be depicted
as compardb]e to that of the 1argér metropolitan area,'wﬁth over 40
- percent of the residents having remained in the same dwéliing for five
years or longer. The condition of dwelling units also was roughly
analogous to those in the tHouston Standard Metropo1itan Statistica1
Area (S.M.S.A.) as a whole. However, 80 to 90 percent of the dwellings
(depending on census tract) were over 20 years old, whereas only 25

percent of residences in the Targer metropolitan area had been

constructed over 20 years ago.




Harrisburg, like other residential areas in close proximity to
the central business district, ranks low on indicators of socioeconomic
status. AontLZO percent of the families had inéomes below the poverty
level in 1970, whereas less than 10 percent of the metropo1itan
population was in similar circumstances. Other SOcioéCOnomic indicators,
such as owner values; gross rent, and years of schoo] completed, all
registered'be]dW—median levels when compared to the population of the
larger S.M.S:A.

A broad éketch of the Harrisburg area depicts a community with
older residences, but one which has dwellings that are fairly-well
maintained, ébnsidering the socioeconomic level of the area. As a
predominately Mexican-American community, there may Be a symbolic
isolation of the area from the rest of the city. Further, the very fact
" of examining an area with certain characteristics 6f~housing, income,
education,,agerand ethnicity is relevant for explaining the attitudes

‘and expectations of its residents.




CHARACTERISTICS OF THE RESPONDENTS

One aim of a study designed to measure attitudes is the procurement
of background data on the respondents which provide some means of exp1a1n1ng
their pred1spos1t1ons. The general character1st1cs of the sample of |
residents interviewed furnishes an explanation for deferent1a] op1n1ons

in regard to acceptance of the proposed freeway.

Personal Characteristics

Of the overall sample, 70 percent favored the bui]ding of a freeway
in the Harrisburg area, while 15 percent were opposed aﬁd 15 percent
were»undécided. This division of opinion was based on an aggregation of
qualitative responses of "yes" or "probabiy yes" and "no" or "probably
no" to the question: "Do you think that a freeway shou]dvbe built in
this area?"

In grouping the sample of residents by personal characteristics_
(see Table 1), several differences in degrees of receptiveness to the
freeway proposal emerged. The ethnicity of respondentS'Was a significant
indicator of their opinions concerning the proposed c0nstruction, as
shown in Table 2. Mexican-American residents were less favorable
than Anglos, with 78 percent of the latter as compared to 66 bercent
of the Mexican-American sample approving the proposa1;  Iﬁ addition,

a greater percentage of Mexican-Americans were either "Indifferent" or
responded "Don't Know" in regard to freeway plans. It is possible that
the Mexican-American respondents were more uncertain about the effects
of Targe-scale changes in their area. Those opposed tended to fear
disruption- of the neighborhood, and were concerned about moving to
another location.

Twenty-four percent of the heads-of-households interviewed were

female. While 75 percent of the males were amenable to the planned
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Table 1. Selected Personal Characteristics

- of the Respondents (N=305)

Ethnicity
Anglo

Mexican-American - 197  64.6

Age Distribution
a0
30-39
40-49
50-59
60+

Sex |
Male
Female

Educational Level

<5 yrs.
5-8 yrs.
9-12 yrs.
13+

No.  _Pct. Household Income
108 35.4 <$3,000
$3,000 - 4,999
100.0 $5,000 - 6,999
: , 9,000 - 10,999
a8 $11,000+ |
58 19:0 No Response
63 20.7
89 29.1 :
100.0 QOccupation
. ‘ White Collar Worker
o , Blue Collar Worker
233 764 Not Applicable/
- 1 Not Full Time
: . |
Hoysehold Size
56. 18.4 1 person
121 39.6 2 persons
106 34.8 3-4 persons
22 7.2 5-6 persons
100.0

7+ 7 -

Pct.

No.
54  17.7
43 14.1
52 17.0
57  18.7
46  15.1
36 11.8
17 5.6
T00.0
32 10.5
180  59.0
93 30.5
32 10.5
81  26.6
76  24.9
73 23.9
43 141

5
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) Table 2. Ethnicity and Acceptance of Proposed Freeway

Acceptance of Proposéd Freeway

Ethnicity Favor Against | ~Other? | Total
Anglo - | 84 17 7| 108
Mexican- o
American , 131 30 36 197

| Total - 215 47 43 305

4The “"Other" category in this and following tables refers to those who
responded either "Don't Know" or '"Makes No Difference". .

b'The asterisk in this table and those tables which follow denotes that
the relationship between the two variables presented is significant

b
2 = 8.15%
at or beyond the f05 Tevel.
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freeway, only 57 percent of the female respondents shared this opinion, )

Male residents nere more concerned with property values and less

attentive to environmental concerns; the freeway wasAthus viewed by

the male respondents as fostering economic benefits (see Tab]e 3).
Acceptance of the p]anned freeway also varied by educational level

of the respondents. Those in the "m1dd]e“.educat1ona1 Tevels were

more favOrabTe»than either the respondents with less‘than five years of

education or those in the upper educational'level of'13_years or more

of school completed (see‘Tab]e 4). Other measures of socioeconomic status,

“such as income and occupation, were not important predictors of freeway

favorability. Thus, differences in income levels and in blue-collar versus

white-collar status did not significantly affect opinions about the desirability
of a freeway in the Harrisburg area. Moreover, the number of household

members who were employed and the extent to which family members maintained
full-time employment did not alter the respondents' attitudes concerning

‘the freeway proposal.

Geographical Location

The respondents in the two northern zones of the Harrisburg area --
Zones 1II and IV -- Were more favorable towérd the proposed fneeway than
those in the tWo southern zones (see Figure 4). The Southwest and
Southeast Zones had.been suggested as forming a possible freeway corridor
at least ten years prior to the interview described in this report.
Residents in tne two southern zones therefore were more aware that the
freeway might be‘constructed in the actual location bf their dwellings.
thnic differences between the northern and the southern zones did not

explain this differential favorability in that a larger proportion

12




Table 3. Sex of Respondents and Acceptance
of Proposed Freeway

Acceptance of Prbposedvfreeway _

Total

Sex of Respondent Favor ~ Against Other

Male 174 32 27 - 233
Female 41 15 16 72
Total 215 47 43 305
X2 = 8.66*
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Table 4. Education of Respondents and Acceptance of
' Proposed Freeway

. SRR “Acceptance of Proposed Freeway
Years of School B ' i T
Completed T Favor Against Other . . - Total
<5 yrs. o3 9 16 56
5-8 yrs. . 93 - 13 1
9-12 yrs. - 77 19 10 106
13+ yrs. o 14 6 2 22
Total - 215 47 43 305
= 17.50%
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NW
NE
SW
SE

wmouw onon

Northwest Zone
Northeast Zone
Southwest Zone
Southeast Zone

Favor Freeway

Figure 4. Acceptance of Proposed
- Freeway and Zonal Location of
Respondents

Opposed to - ' : o Indifferent or
Freeway : "Don't Know"
Note: The triangular figure above is the result of a three-

dimensional 600 angle computer plotting procedure for depicting:

(1) the strength of the respondents' attitude toward the
proposed freeway [opinions are fairly strong and polarized
away from the Indifferent and "Don't Know" categories];

(2) the degree of acceptance by zonal location of the
respondents [those in northern sectors are more favorable];

(3) the degree of confidence which can be attributed to the
four points plotted by width of circular parameters [the
Northeastern and Southeastern sectors evidence less
variability]. '

For a further display of contingency tables, see Ronald
D. Snee, "Graphical Display of Two-Way Contingency Tables,"
in The American Statistician 28 (February, 1974): 9-12.
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of Anglos res1ded in the two southern zones, and th1s group genera]]y
evidenced a greater acceptance than dld Mex1can Amer1cans
When the four zones were collapsed 1nto two area] un1ts -- ohe

section north of Cana] Street and the other south of Cana] Street --
the att1tud1na] d1fferences between respondents were more pronounced.
As shown in Tabie75,779 percent of‘thQSe samp]eo north of Canal Street
were in favar of the freeway constrnction,'whi1e‘62}percent of those

in the southern portion'maintained‘thiS‘attitnde,'»Opinions of
»respondentsftnfthe southern portion of the study area indicated that
these'residents‘wou1d be Tess willing to reside near the freeway than
- the respondents in the northern portion. As presented in Table 6
below, onIy'ZS’percent of the residents south of CanaT-Street stated
they would stay in théir present home if it abutted the freeway, while
42 precentvOfpthose in the northern portion repliedrthat they would
remain. Similar percentage differences between respondents in the two
areas can be noted in regard to their intentions about moving if the
freeway were 1ooated two blocks away or five blocks away from'their_
present residence. Interestingly, while those in the southern portion
were more opposed to res1d1ng near the freeway, they also felt they
could find another su1tab1e residence more read11y than d1d those in
the two northern zones (see Tab]e 7). No s1gn1f1cant differences in

attitudes toward the freeway were observed in compar1ng res1dents in
the eastern port1on of the area to those of the western portion. In
genera], residents' attitudes differed according to the alternative

corridor locations, so that those differences in opinfons which were
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Table 5. Respondent's Address (North or South of
Canal Street) and Acceptance of Freeway

Location
-Acceptance of Freeway Location
Respondent's , A _ o
Location Favor Against Other Total
North 116 14 16 146
South 99 33 27 159
Total 215 47 43 305




Table 6. North-South Location of Respondents and Mobility
Co Actions 1in Regard to Proposed Freeway Site

Mobility Attions

Don't

_ ' Move © Move Out-
Proposed Freeway Stay Here Within Area side Area Know Total
Location:‘:“~' , :
(1) Five Blbcks from
Residence ‘
~a. Northern Location 142 2 1 1 146
b. Southern Location 143 2 4 10 159
’ - .
(2) Two B]Ocks from
Residence
a. Northern Location 132 6 6 2 146
b. Southern Location 108 10 22 19 159
' 305
(3) Abutting:
a. Northern Location 61 38 36 11 146
b. Southern Location 39 43 49 28 159
: 305

(1) Five Blocks from Residence: x2 = 8.63*

(2) Two Blocks from Residence: x2 = 25.80*

(3) Abutting: x2= 14.02%

18




Table 7. North-Sbuth Location of‘Respdndents'ahd‘Attitude
Concerning a Suitable Alternative Residence

Attitude About | North-South Location
Suitable Alternative ,
. North of - South of

Residence Canal St. Canal St. = Total
Positive 49 51 . 100
Negative | 70 54 124
Don't Know FA 27 54 81
Total 146 159 ' 305
x% = 10,59*%
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found para]lgled}the,p]anned freeway sites. Figure 5 depicts the
differential acceptance of freeway introduction'baséd-onrproximity

to the respondent's current residence.

Residential Characteristjgs '

A 1arge portion of the respondents, 120 out of'305, owned: their
residences and another 73 were in the process of buyingAtheir dwelling
unit (see Table 8). It was anticipated that those who owned or who
were buying'fhéir homes. would feel more uncertainty with regard to
“the pTannedifréeQay-than:did the renters. However, ngfdiff&rence
among these éategories was evidenced in that 69 pefceht of thOée
who owned, 7¥Vpércent'of those buying, and 71 percent of those renting
stated that the freeway should be built.

The size:and'condﬁtionvof the: dwellings were~examfned~in_regard
to the degree of receptiveness to the planned freeway. Size of residence
was measured by number of rooms and size of heated area. As with other
socioeconomiéiiﬁdicators discussed earlier, these two.méasures did
not differentiaté attitudes toward the freeway. In éddition,,the general
condition of the residences, as evaluated by the interyiewer, had
no bearing on the opihions provided by the sample in regard to the
proposed conStruction.

Those planning to undertake major repairs or remodeling (30 percent
of the samp]é) were significantly more favorable toward freeway intro-
duction in the area than those who were not anticipating any such
alterations. It is likely that those attempting to upgrade or
maintain their residences view the freeway as adding to property values

(see Table 9).
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fi

i

‘Favor Freeway

Five blocks from residence
Two blocks from residence
Abutting residence

Figure 5. Acceptance of
Proposed Freeway and Anti-
cipated Freeway lLocation -
Relative to:Respondent's
Residence

Opposed to : . Indifferent or
Freeway ' "Don't Know"

Note: For éxp]anation of the meaning of the above figure refer to page
15, Figure 4. C
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Table 8. Selected Residential Characteristics of
' Respondents (N=305)

‘Household Tenure

Owned

Buying

Renting

Condition of Residence

Exce]]ent

Good

Fair
Poor

Years at Present Address

<1 yr.
1-4 yrs.
5-9 yrs.
10-19 yrs.
20+ yrs.

Years Resided in Neighborhood

<1 yr.
1-4 yrs.
5-9 yrs.
10-19 yrs.

20+ yrs. -

120

112

62
148

16
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Table 9. Major Repairs Planned by the Respondent and
‘Acceptance of Proposed Freeway

Major Acceptance of Propoééd Freeway

Repairs ' _ » -

Planned , Favor Against Other Total
Yes B 73 9 8 90
No - 122 3B 33 190
Don't Know - | 20 3 2 25
Total ) 215 W 43 305

x2 = 9.67*
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Length of residence, both in the same dwel]ing and within the
same neighborhood, often has explanatory value in attempting to
summarize the residents' acceptance or rejection_of'any large scale
changes'in.fheir neighborhood. Thirty-one percent of the samp]é.;
had lived in their dwellings less than.oné year:ahd 56 percent. had
resided in thé samg—house less than five years}'Oh the other hand, 27 percent
had-Tivedvjn,the same dwelling for 20 years or.]dnger. This latter
group wasliegs willing to have the freeway bui]t,ih their area than
the samp1e>as_a whole, with 22 percént against such intérVEntion,
compared tQ,IS percent génera]]y. These differencés among those
who had reSided in their homes for a 1onger-periqd compared to the
hewcomersv were not significant, however.

Likéwiée, there was a tendency among those residing within the
general area or neighborhood for a relatively long period to be less
receptive to freeway introduction than those who had lived in the
area less than five years.' As with residential stability, the dif-

ferences in attitudes based on neighborhood tenure were not significant.

Transportatfon Characteristiecs of Respondents

Almost half of the heads-of-households sampled stated they owned
at least one vehicle, while 33.8 percent of the respondents acknowledged
ownership of two or more vehicles (see Table 10). Eighteen percent
owned no automobile or truck. This latter group was least desirous
of freeway construction in their area, but no significant difference
between vehiéle owners versus non-owners emerged.

In 14 percent of the households surveyed, there were no drivers

24




in the family, while in 39 percent of the residences;:two'drivers
were named (Table 10). The numbér of those driving pef househo1d
had no relationship to attitudes concerning the fréeway;

| The modes of transportaffon used by family mempefs Were varied,
with 96 percent, as drivers or passengers, dependiné_qhvthe
automobile. Fourteen percent also utilized trucks fdt fransportaﬁion.
Almost 50 percenf of the family members have engageaicity buses
and eight pebcent'have utilized school buses. - The %axi was listed
by 18 percent of the respondents as a mode of transportation for
family members and walking by 58 percent of thpse in.thé sample.
As can be noted, the use of one form of transpoftatidﬁ'was not">
exclusive of othér facilities; residents in the area use the
variety of tréﬁspbftation modes available to them. derther, &he
dependence on'any'one of these facilities did not ref1eéf in
differential acceptance of the freeway's extension Within their
area. Appendix B.(pp.61-62) contains tables specifying the
frequency of'tffps to selected places, as well as the;meanS‘of

transportationfused.




Table 10. Selected Transportat1on Character1st1cs of

Residents (N=305)

Transportation Mode Used by Family Members
Independent)

Automobile - 292
Truck - - 42
City Bus 151
School Bus T 26
Taxi ‘ 56
Walk 177
Others : 7

_No. _Pct.
Private Vehicles Owned
1 Vehicle 147 48.2
2 Vehicles N | 81 26.6
3 or more R 22 7.2
None R . ’ 55 18.0
L T00.0
Drivers 1anousebo]d - -
1 Driver B 39.3
2 Drivers. 15 37.8
3 or morgjr_ _ o , 26 8.5
None - , _ 44 o _14.4

(Categories are

)

I3, =
N 00 CO 00 W W U
WOPRPNOCION
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IDENTIFICATION WITH NEIGHBORHOOD

The reasons residents provide for moving into an area, and for
remaining in the area over an extended period, aid in providing an
understandihg of the social organization of.the locale, as well as of
facilities and amenities which may be present. Those Feéidéhts sampled
in the Harrisburgrarea responded that they had moved to the area because
of convenience to work (25 percent), "good neighborhond”,(]é,percent),
and proximity to relatives (10 percent),améng other rééSohs. |

Seventy-eight percent stated they were not planniﬁgrtoimoVe within
the next two years. "Of the remainder,five percent repliedvthey p1ahned
to move to another residence within the area;bso that almost 85 percent
planned to maintain a residence in the Harrisburg area. Those planning
a move suggested that the major reason for»the change was to obtain a
larger residence. ‘ N "_. 7"

In ranking-reépondents' replies to the question, "What is the
greatest advantage of living in this neighborhood?", "convenience to
work" (52 percent) and "good neighborhood" (14 percent) received the most
mentions. In 1iSting the greatest disadvantage, 44 percent replied there
were no disadvantages and 14 percent mentidned'"physical deterioration".'
As might be expected, those who felt that the greatest advantage of the
area was convenience to work were more favorable to freewéy introduction
than those who thought the greatest advantage was that the‘neighborhood
was quiet (see Table 11 and.Figure 6).

Previous research has shown that identification with a neighborhood

and satisfaction with the area are often tied to the amount and intensity

of neighboring with friends and relatives. Lower status individuals,




Table 11. Greatest Advantage in Residing in Neighborhood and
. "Acceptance of Proposed Freeway '

o 'Acceptance'of'Proposed Freeway
Greatest Advantage | Favor | Against | Other Total
Good Neighborhood 30 : 2 2 10 42
Convenient to work, ' : :
relatives, shopping 117 32 10 159
Quiet Neighborhood | s 3 3 1
None . 27 3 | 10 40
Other - 36 7 10 53
Total =~ 215 47 43 305
x> = 24.75%
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Greatest Advantage of Residing in Neighborhood

by Acceptance of Proposed Freeway

Figure 6.

Percent Opposed to Freeway Introduction
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The proportions and associated 99 percent confidence intervals

per category are depicted to emphasize the differential acceptance

of freeway construction.

Note
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espetial]ygmihority members, are often more dependeni on their neighbor-
hood:for sdtiaT interaction than wodld be the case for resi&ents in other
urban subareasg In accord with these earlier studiés; 38 percent of
the respondents stated they had close relatives witﬁin walking distance,
and 58 perceﬁt;had close friends within walking distance. Of those
with close'fe1dtives in the area, only 63vpercent'wer§ in favor of the
freeway prbpoSé]; whereas 80 percent.of those withoUt:these familial ties
were favorable to freeway construction (see TabIé_ié);

Fifty-th percent reported visiting WithvcloSe'féTatives at least
once weekly,VWith 71 percent visiting at least one time a Week with

close friends. Approximately one-fourth of the respondents visited

with close friends and with close relatives almost daily.' Over 20

percent listed themselves or other fami]y'members'asvactive in church
activities. On the who]é, however, formal organizations were less
significant bases for social relationships than were informal neighbor-
hood ties. As will be shown in the next section, these informal ties
also provided the key source of information to the respondents concerning

the planned highway facility.
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Table 12. Close Relatives Residing in Area and Acceptance of
Proposed Freeway .

Acceptance of Propoééd Freeway

Close Relatives in Favor Against  0ther Total
Area .
Yes 110 33 31 174

No

Total




AWARENESS OF ACTIVITIES CONCERNING THE PROPOSED FREEWAY

The length of time that residents:have been informed about the

. proposed freeway could potentially bring forth differences in the
'polariiatien*Ofropinions Those res1dents who were 1nformed over a
]onger period might possess stronger attitudes than those who have Just
heard about the construct1on p]ans and who still may be re]at1ve1y
un1f0rmed

Twenty f1ve percent of the respondents explained that they had not

'"hbeen cogn1zant of the freeway plans, so that only 228 respondents are

referred to in this section of the report. Twenty-two percent had
been 1nformed for less than one year and 27 percentehad heard of the
pndposa1 fdr'dne or two years. In this sukvey, the length of time |
was not signjficantly related to differential acceptance of therfreeway
plans.

Of those aware of the proposal, sixty-four pentent had received the
information from isolated individuals, while one-fourth received their
knowledge trom newspapers. Only seven percent had learned of the proposal
from either THthearings (five percent) or THD handouts (two percent).

The differences in attitudes toward the freeway were shown to vary by
information source, as shown in Figure 4,

The respondents, on the whole, were uninformed as to the involvement
of city officia]s and other institutionally-based officials who were
making decisions about the planned freeway; Ten percent, however, replied
that they had attended meetings with THD officials present. Any other
form of involvement was negligible. Almost one-third stated that they
had spoken with neighbors concerning the issue, so that informally, more
than in formai'meetings, the freeway proposal had been discussed.

Respondents were queried as to their nejghbors' attitudes about the p}anned
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facility. Those who felt that their neighbors were fakaable a]so'
tended to possess positive opinions about the highway'extension in their
area (see Table 13). - |

Of those respondents who felt that THD officials were considering
the residents'iiﬁterests, 86 percent were in favor ofxfﬁe freeway proposal.
0f those who thdught THD officié1s wefe not properly cdhterned with
their personal 1ntérests,on1y 47 percent were in favor (see Table 14).
Eighty-seven percént of those respondents who suggestedlthat their elected
officials were considering the residents' interests Were in favor of the
freeway, whereas dnly 45 pércent were in favor of the:bfoposal if they
felt that theSé'élected officials were not concerned (Sée Table 15).

Over two-thirds of the total sample were not aware that THD gives
relocation assiétahce to residents that are displaced bj‘freeways.
Whether or not the respondent was informed in this regard appeared to

have no significant impact on acceptance of freeway pians,
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Knowledge of Neighbors' Opinions and Acceptance

34

Table 13.
S . of Proposed Freeway
NéighBOrs N Acceptance of Proposed Freeway B
Opinion of ]. _ ,
Freeway Favor Aga1nst Other Total
Favor. - 33 1 2 - 36
-Opposed 14 23. 4 a1.
~ Divided 19 2 -1 22
Indifferent 3 1 -0 4
Don't Know .- - 24. 1 -5 . 30
No Discussion:of L
- Issue 68 11 ,]6 95
Total 161 39 28 228
= 63.09*




Table 14. Respondent's Interests Considered by THD 0ff1c1als
and Acceptance of Proposed Freeway S v

Respondent's

__Acceptance of Proposed Freeway

Interest
~ Considered ~ Favor Against Other . - Total
Yes 68 5 6 79
No 16 15 3 34
Don't Know 77 19 19 115
Total 161 39 28° 228
= 28.88*
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Table TSuf'Respondént'vanténestéveaﬁsiderédAQy,P&bTic Officials
- and Acceptance of Proposed Freeway

repndent's

Interests _ Acceptance of Proposed Freeway:

~ Considered =~~~ :F§Vor Against  Other Total
Yes 65 5 5 75"
No " 15 1 a4 33

Don't’ Know 81 20 19 120

Total 161 39 28 228

G e
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ANTICIPATORY EFFECTS OF THE PROPOSED FREEWAY |

The opinions which residents develop concerning ffééway introduction
in their area are based on the varied forms of information available to
them, as well as their own predispositions. Pastvexbefiénce also can have

a pronounced effect on attitude formation.

Anticipated Effects on Respondents

The effects which residents anticipate will be precipitated by the
freeway are crucigT for an understanding of theraccepfance of the planned
corridor. In response to the very broad question, fDo you think that a
freeway should be built in this area?", 70 percent replied affirmatively,
as noted earlier. Of that number, 171 respondents SdggéSted that the
~ freeway would re]ieve traffic congestion and 74 rep1ied that accessibility
would be increased. On the whole, those in favor of freeway construction
visualized transportation-related benefits rather thaﬁ"benefits to property
values, neighborhpod appearance, or neighborhood development.

0f the 30 percent who were not amenable to the freewéy proposal, only
15 percent (57 respondents) were actually against such plans. Of this
group, 16 suggestéd that the freeway would remove too many houses and 15
thought it would Sp]it>the neighborhood, while the remainder proffered
other varied reasons.

Approximately one-half, or 156 of the respondents, were able to provide
reasons that the freeway could benefit them personally. Again, these
positive responses primarily revolved around the personal importance of
accessibility tovjobs and to other places. Twenty-five respondents of the

total sample statéd that, regardless of specific 10cation, the freeway
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would harm‘theﬁfpersonally if placed in the Harrisburg area. Of these,
thirteen kesbdﬁdehts gave noise as the primary bé?sbﬁel disbenefit, and
_six feared.higher'property taxes. The 1i5t1ng of pér$ona1 benefits,
as well as. of persona] d1sbenef1ts were both h1gh1y pred1ct1ve of
_freeway acceptance (see tab]es 16 and 17). -
In further questioning concern1ng the potent1a1 effects of the

freeway on respcndents, the1r mobility decisions were ascerta1ned.

If, hypothetically, the freeway were located five blocks from the
respandent's residence, 285 or 93 percent replied that they would
remain at their present residence. Seventy%nineﬂpefceni determined
'they"WOuld-étey’if’the»F?eeway'were as close as tWo:bTockS'away.

If their home' were adjacent to the freeway, only 100 (33 percent)
replied the&-wouﬂd remain in their present dwe11ing§ﬂ»"Fb?tyione
percent felt tﬁey~c0u1d;ﬁot find a suitable place to relocate if their
residences wefertaken by the freeway's right~0f—way; Twenty-six percent
‘stated they did not know whether they could find suitable replacement
hous{ng, ahd5one-thirdfrépTied{affirmative1y-in kegaﬁd to obtaining

a suitable replacement.

-~ Two qUeStiens were addressed to owners oniy,'asking them to assume
fhat the1r~homes would -not be taken in the process bf'freeway introduction.
fhe.firSt, "Have you alréady decided to do. something with your residence
Because*of~the*proposed freeway?", was answered affirmatively by only 10
respondent§;~whereas the remaining 153 ownerS'suggested they had not
Ihade any such decisions. When asked what they chTdido with their
- residence if the freeway is built within ten years, 16 percent of the
'owners»stated“they would sell their home, while 67 percent planned to
keep: it for a home, and four percent planned to retain the dwelling for
rent property.
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Table 16. Freeway's Major Benefit for Respondent and Acceptance
of Proposed Freeway o

] 1 . - .
Freeway's Major Acceptance of Proposed Freeway

Personal o - = :
Benefit ‘ Favor  Against Other Total
Increase Property Values 6 0 RE 7
Increase Job Access 36 2 3 o 4
Increase Access to |
Other_Places , 72 6 8 . .86
Depends on It's : _
- Location 7 0 " 2 A 9
Others 2 1 o - 22
None 56 34 19 109
Don't Know v 17 - 4 10 31
Total 215 47 43 305
x? = 56.04*%
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Table 17£ Ereeway‘s Major Disbenefit for Respondént and
~~Acceptance of Proposed Freeway

g;ﬁgg:§1s Ma?h R , 7 Acceptance-ofvProposed.Freeway
Disbenefit .  Favor ~Against  Other Total
Decrease Pﬁoperty Vaiués 2 1 0 3
Higher Property Taxes 2 2 '72 6
Annoyed by No1se 4 8 1 13
IncreasedzAir'Po1lution.v 1 1 1 -3
Depends on It's Location 43 18 N ' v72
Others L | 4 5 3 | 12
None 158 n 23 192
Total " 214 46 41 301°

= 59.01% , .

qFour respondents did not furnish a response with regard to the freeway's
main personal disbenefit.
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Opinions About Freeway Design

Once it has been determined that a new freeway-shoU]d be built, the
problems of location within a corridor and freeway de§ign are of prime
interest. To the extent that the project mqy-be_expected to generate
disbenefits to a particular segment of the popu]atioh,'adjustments'in
Tocation and design are possible to reduce some of tﬁé disadvantages.

For example, continuous service or frontagé roads may maké the freeway
more accessible to neighborhood residents. Such accéssibility may

wholly or partially compensate area residents who weke‘unfavorab]y
impacted by thé‘fkeeway. To be sure, it is extremely difficult to
quantify precisé]y‘the gains or losses attributable to adjustments in
location and design. It is feasible, howevek, to adjust the direction

of the gains and losses by including the desires of the impacted citizenry
in the freeway's design and location. Thus, kéSidéhfS' ideas regarding
frontage roads, grade levels and intersection spacing should be helpful

in increasing the overall benefits tQ the community.'v

Seventy-percent of the respondents stated that ééPVice roads would
be desirable if théir‘ home were within five blocks of 'the-freeway‘. Eleven
percent wanted no service roads near their homés, and j9;percént had no
explicit preference. After being shown pictures of'ffeéways with different
grades - levels, 28 percent preferred the elevated gradé—level, 23 percent
the on-grade design and 22 percent the depressedgrade,_Twenty-seven percent
had no preference. It appeared that there was no reé1 concensus in

regard to level of grade, while the vast majority favored the inclusion

of service roads in the overall freeway design (see Table 18).




ATable’]B. TFreéway Design Factors Considered by Réspondents(N=305)

Service Roads

Design with service roads

Design without service roads .

Makes no difference
Don't know . . .

Level of Grade

Elevated

On-grade

Depressed =~ .- :
Makes no difference
Don't know . '

Distance Between Ramps .

(Pairs of on/off,famps)

Every 2 or 3 blocks .
Every 4 or 5 blocks

Over 6 blocks - ,

Makes no difference
Don't know

Distance Between Crossovers

Every 2 or 3 blocks

Every 4 or 5 blocks
Over 6 blocks
Makes no difference
Don't know
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10.8
8.5
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Respondents in many 1n§tances tended to considérVQh/dff
ramps as equivalent to cross-overs. As sdeﬁ 1n Tab]érlg, distances
over six blocks were preferred over other distancé—catégqries
for on/offramps; A éecond preference was the four‘to.fiVe block distance
for such rémps. The same two Categories were chosen byrﬁhe majority of
respondents for the distances between crossovers with the largest category

(38 percent) proposing a design incorporating four to_five-bldck distances.

Anticipated Effects of Freeway on Area

Respondents' perceptions of the potentially desirable, as well as the
deleterious effects of the proposed ffeeway on the Harrisburg area were
obtained. In response to the question, "Do you think it will be more or
less desirable tovTive in this area the next ten yeafé,withrthe freeway?",
44 percent replied "more desirable", while 27 percentféﬁggested the area
Wou]d be less desirable in the coming decade. As might bé anticipated,
those feeling that the area wbu1d be improved by the'fkeeway also thought
the freeway should be built (éee}Tab1e 19). Likewise,,fn a second, but
related, question those indicating that the freeway woquvmake the area
a less desirable place in the next ten years tended to oppose the freeway

p]ané.

A list of sixteeh possible effects of fkeeway introduction
in the area was supplied to each respondent. The opinions provided
as to the freeway's impact on each of these items was found to signi-
ficantly differentiate acceptance of the freeway in all sixteen cases. ‘
While presentation of the sixteen x? tables is found in Appendix B (pp.63-70),
a brief summary of the benefits and disadvantages of-freeway intro-

duction in regard to the items is summarized on the following page.
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Table 19. Area Des1rab111ty with Freeway and Acceptance
- ©  of Propased Freeway

Area Desirable | N o »
- with Freeway R Acceptance Of Proposed F,re_,e,wa-.\y
' ' Favor Against Other Total

More | e 3 1 133
less | 39 n 2 82
same 3% 3 3 M
Don't know - . | 2 10 7 49

Total | 215 47 43 305

2 = §2.21%
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Table 20. .Anticipatory Effects of Freeway Introduction on
' Sixteen Area Facilities or Characteristics(N=305)

About - Don't

Item Improved Made Worse Same Know Total
. ' (Percent) -
1. Local area travel 59.4* 9.8 18.0 12.8 100.0
2. Travel to other parts _ ﬁ
of city ' 89.8 .. - 1.0 . 4.6 - 4.6 100.0
3. Accidents (motor
vehicle). = - 38.4 - 2.6 - . 19.0 - 21.0 100,0
4. Air po]lutidn L
_ (motor vehicle) - 11.8 42.7 . -.33.4 12.1. . 100,0
5. Noise 4.9 66.6 25.2 3.3 1000
6. Drainage = 41.0 - 6.2 29.5 --23.3 100.0
7. Crime 15.4 9.5 50,2 24,9 100.0
8. Fire protection. 49.1 3.3 37.4 10.2- 100.0
9. Police protection 63.0 1.0 26.5 9.5 100.0
10. Medical - (1nc1ud1ng , - : _ S :
ambulance) service 5.4 0.7 18.7 5.2 100.0
11. School organizations v R S
and convenience 20.7 13.8 49.8 ~ 15,7 100.0
12. General appearance . 66.2 10.8 14,1 - 8.9 100.0
13. Employment oppor- B
tunity . : 59.0 2.3 . -23.0 - 15,7 100.0
14, Religious organ1- SR
- zations and con- . S R
venience 16.7 10.8 59.7 12.8 100.0
15.. Community together- = - - . - e
‘ness 9.2 13.1 57.4 20.3 100.0
16.

Historical character 4.3 1.9 85,7 32.1 . 100.0

*Under11ned values denote h1ghest proportion of ant1c1patory effects

per area fac111ty
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As noted,'eighty-hine;perCent felt that travel to other parts of the
city wou1ﬁjbe”fmprovéd.l Medical seriCes-and-geﬁerdT.appearance of
area were a]sb\highiy ranked (as measured by the pro§ortion'of
respandents:sqégesting that these items would béfimﬁroved).A Noise
and,air‘po1fﬁfi0n,were the two conditions which/man& respondents7
ranticipatedrmight-wdfsenq B

| In regard to the question of changing land dée, 47 perbent
felt that there would be fewer single family resfdences, and 61
'rpercént visualized the multiplication of apartmeﬁf houses. At least
half of the-réépondents énticipated'rétai] and sékvice.busineSseSAto
increase, as:wéll as industry and general land va]ués;_'Less than
half (40 péﬁcént) suggested that home values would;ihcrease,v One
strﬁking result of these anticipated changes in land use was that,
in all instanées,a positive response to each of these factors was .
closely tied to favorability in regard to freeway construction. Thus,
the'heads-of-househo1ds interviewed appeared to feel that an increase
in bqsﬁnesses and property values (such as retail businesses and -
Tand va]ues)woﬁld be pracipitated by freeway introdUction. The
G tables for these seven land use and land value items are included

in Appendix B (pp.71-74).
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EVALUATION OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES

Because of the 1ikelihood that the freeway will be introduced
within the’Harrisburg‘area,‘the transportationfneeds=of these residents
were ascertained. STightly over half of the respondénts de]ineated
"convenience" as the most important factor in choosihg;é means of
transpoftation; A second feature was "time5, with fhe "cost" factor
being mentioned as the primary consideration by 1e$s than two percent
of those sampled. | |

Several transportation services were mentionéd_&y'respondents
which would relieve their specific needs; Providingrmore freeways

was suggested by 24 percent, and 24 percent also méhtioned fhé need to

improve arterial streets. Other services listed as helping meet the
respdndents'transportation needs were the improvement of residential
streets and of the local bus service.

In responsé1to the question of amounts of pubifc:funding,which-
were presently béing spent on transportation-servié@é,_many of those
sampled felt that more funds sﬁould be spent for sdchgﬁkoVisions
(see Table 21)5 In addition, a large percentage had-nvopinion in
regard to pubiic funding of transporfation services.,r |

As a final part of the evaluation of transportétfon services,
the respondents were asked to appraise the services avéi]ab1e to
them currently. Table 22 provides a se]f-exp]anatbry'bresentation
of tﬁis assessment. Arterial streets, freeways at non?rush periods,
and the local bus system were evaluated higher than efher services,
No one service received an evaluation of "very good" or "good" by more

than half of the respondents.
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Table 21.

0p1n1ohs Concerning Changes in Amounts of

Public Funds Spent on Transportat1on Services
in Houston (N=305)

PubTic Funds

'Don't

: Much Same Level - = Much

Service More More as Now Less Less Know Total

| '_ ) , v o (Percent) -
Residential streets 9.2 57.42 17.7 1.6 0.0 141  100.0
Arterial Streets | 6.6 50.1 28.5 0.7 0.0 14,1 100.0
Freeways 3.9 38.3 36.4 5.6 1.0 14.8 100.0
Local bus service 3.6 28.9 32.8 0.0 0.0 34.7 100.0
Freeway bus opefations 2.3 23.0 24.9 1.0 0.0 §§:§_ 100.0
Rapid rail transitP 5.9 25.2 0.0 100.0

23.0

0.0

45.9

8ynderlined values denote highest proportion per service category.

Prne changes in regard to public funds spent on rapid rail transit was

posited as a hypothetical question.
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Table 22. Respondents' Assessment of Transportation
Services Available to Them (N=305)

~ _Evaluation o
Very So Not So Not Good Don't
Service Good  Good So  Good at A]] Know Total
(Percent) ,
Taxi o 2.3 23.0 13.8 10.5 5.2 45.2* 100.0
Freeways (rush) 0.3 14.8 3.9 18.0 49;2 13.8 100.0
Air 5.2 16.4 2.3 2.0 1.0 73.1 100.0
Intercity bus 2.0 26.9 5.2 2.6 0.7 62.6 100.0
Local bus ' 1.6 27.3 21.6 12.5 12.1 - 24.9 100.0
Train 0.3 5.6 2.0 0.7 2.6 88.8 100.0
Freeways (non-rush) 30.2  50.9 3.9 1.6 0.0 13.4 100.0
0

Arterial streets 1.6 42.4 29.2 14.4 2;6.i 9.8 100.

*Underlined values denote highest proportion per transportation category.
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_ iSUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS FOR FREEWAY IMPACT

At this point, it is possible to bind together,fhe-findings
éoncerning the attitudes and eXpectations of,Harrisburg area respondents.
A mu]ti—inditatof approach was utilized to measure the degree of receptive-
ness to.the planned freeway. Thus, crucial charaCteristics of the
residénts wefe eXamined in regard to differential-attitudes. Identification
‘wfth the neighbofhood and awareness of activities régarding the proposed
faéilify were_measured to obtaih a broader understanding of the pre-
_»dispositions of'érea residents. Relevant factors in'regard to perceived
bénefits or diéadvantages of the p]annéd highway extension also were

identified.

ﬁhe'Ffeew y

Knowledge of specific characteristics of respondents provided predictive

Residents' Characteri

determinantsvoflreceptiveness to fkeeway introductibn. While 70 percent
of the fota1 resident sample were in favor of the proposed freeway, Anglos
ranked higher in acceptance than did Mexican—Americans,rand male
respondents Were more receptive than were female respondents. The
educational level of those interviewed was the only measure of socio-
eéonomic status which differentiated freéway'favorability, with those in
the "middle" educational range ranking higher in acceptance. Anglos

~and male respondents, especially, may accurately pefceive that they can
adapt to 1ar§e—sca]e changes in their residential aréa. On the other hand,
‘Méxicah—Americans, respondents with lower educational levels, and females
may feel that their possibilities for residential mobility or for'using

the freeway as a resource are more narrowly circumscribed.
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Respondents in the northern portion of the Hérrisbukg area were
more receptive to the freeway plan than those in the two gouthern zones.
| As has been noted earlier, the Southeast and Southwest Zones had been
proposed ésvthe driginal freeway corridor, so that resjdents in these
sections were more aware of personal consequences of f%eeway introduction.
Residential and transportation characteristics 0f’the=respondents
were not predictive of strong attitudes concerning freeway construction
in the area. Neither length of residence nor means of frahsportation,
both of which had been anticipated as impoftant indicators, were
significantly rg]ated to differential freeway acceptance. - Residents
planning major repairs or remodeling were receptive to f}ééway introduction.
It is likely that those attempting to upgrade orrmaintéin their residences

view the freeway as adding to property values.

Accounting Scheme for Receptiveness to Ffeéway

Many of the difficu]ties in evaluating residents attitudes and
expectations in regard to highway construction 1ie in fﬁe.comp]exities
and interrelationships ofvthese predispositions. Furthé}, opinions
concerning the freeway proposal may not actually crystallize until
re]océtion or construttion ha§ been undertaken. A tﬁird typé of attitudinal
mechanism revolves around the difficulty of tying togethef‘opiﬁions with
actions. Those resﬁondents strongly favoring or inflexibiy opposing the
freeway may never take any direct action to either support or hinder freeway
plans. While these considerations often confound predibtive indicators
of favorability to freeway proposals, a systematic meahs,bf gauging
residents feelings and reactions is an on-going goal of social and

environmental impact studies.
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. To complete the evaluation of opinions of residents surveyed in
, therHarrisburg area, an accounting scheme has-beenlderived which
specifies four types of information gained about the planned freeway.
By including the'following scheme in the report, stress'is placed on .
these-factorSVWhich'"trigger" acceptance of highway proposals by area
residents. Theee1ements of the;accountingrschemevare oetlined below:
A. Attractions: Features of the planned facﬁ]ﬁty that made
the proposal more desirable than having ndAfreeway
construction. |
_B; Diseenefits: Unsatisfactory features of the planned
faeility‘which@1ed-to negative expectations or opinions.

C. Speeifications: Attributes of the proposed freeway which

would be desirous for personal or community purposes. -

D; Infokmation Sources and Actions: Means by which the proposed
fétilityvﬁas*brOHth fo the respondent's attention and actual
}act1qn undertaken in regard to the freeway p]an
Attract1ons In the survey of Harrisburg res1dents, 55 perceht
prov1ded reasons that the proposed freeway could benef1t them persona]ly
Access1b111ty to jobs and other selected places was the most frequent]y
descr1bed persona] advantage of the extended highway system. In addition,
93 percent of those interviewed planned to remain in the area if the
~ freeway was five blocks from their residence, with 44 eercent suggesting
thet the area withfn the next lo'years would beeoﬁe more desirable if

the freeway were constructed.
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Bénefits ascribed to the area as a whole tended to be tranSportation~
related, rather than environmental or socioeconomic adVahtages; ‘The
freeway was expected to provide better accessibility for area residents,
and to fe]ieve traffic congestion. In addition, medicél sérvice provision
(ostensibly based on accessibility) was viewed as improving, as well as
the general neighborhood appearance.

Disbenefits. While the majority favored freeway cdnﬁtruction, those
who opposed the proposal tended to consider noise and higher property
taxes as potential personal disbenefits. Also, a large proportion of
respondents (74 percent in the southern portion and 581percent in the
northern section) planned to move if the freeway abutted their residence.

In regard to disadvantages for the area as a whoTé; those opposing
the freeway plans anticipated that the actual construction would remove
too many residential dhe]]ings and would split the neighﬂorhood.‘ Those
respondents suggesting that the greatest advantage of fhe area was that
it was a quiet nefghborhood tended to be less favorab]e,tb freeway plans.
Further, many were aware that air pollution wou]d,advefse1y-affect the

area.

Specifiéations; The desires of residents in regahd*to freeway design
were identified. Seventy percent of the respondents suggésted a preference
for service roads, if the freeWay were five blocks from their homes. No
real concensus as to design elevation emerged; similar prbportions of
respondents preferred the on-grade, elevated, and depressed designs.

For the spacing of on/off ramps and cross-overs, many residents
had no opinion. The largest frequency of responses of those specifying
the distances between these design features, preferred spacing distances

of six blocks of 1e$s.
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Forms and Uses of Information. The length'ofvtime which had
elapsed since residents first became aware of the planned construction had
np'significant fmpact on the degree of acceptance of the plans. Development
of.strong opinidns, either pro or con, did not depénd on knowledge of
tﬁe highwayrextenéion for a relatively long period.

Primary information sources were'isolated individuals, such as acquain-
.tances; Newépapers were mentioned.as an origin of infermation, and seven
percent spécifiéd THD hearings or handouts. Respondents were relatively
uninformed as to the involvement of public or THD officials in the
'blanning process. Ten percent had attended meetings with THD officials
present. Furtﬁér, over two-thirds of the respondents were not aware
that THD provided relocation assistance to residentsiwho were displaced
by freeway construction.

Almost one-third of the residents interviewed had spoken with
neighbors in regard to the freeway proposal. If they'dépicted neighbors
as.beihg in agreément,with highway plans, then.they too were favorable
(92 percent).. When neighbors were perceived as beihgvopposed, only 34

percent then stated that they persona11y were in favor of the proposal.

This general accounting scheme presented above focuses on four
basic elements which are primary predictors of freeway»impact. Preferences
and expectations of residents were specified, as well as forms and usages
of information sources. Further studies may attempt a refinement or refor-
mulation of thiéltype of accounting scheme. Ideally, researchers involved in
predicting freeway impact should attempt to deteérmine the coverage (or proportion

adherring to a specific attitude) and the intensity (or relative importance)
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of the attitude or expectation under examination. InAfhis manner,
pre-construction indicators of residential impact can be further
quan@ified, and the differential importance of predictive impact

variables can be determined.
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" APPENDIX A. SAMPLING PROCEDURES AND RELIABILITY

Census[tracts, selected because they encompaséed*the three proposed
corridows, were used as the areal basis for sampling. Since each tract
variedfsligﬁtfyvaTOng'socioecanamic, ethnic, and other dimensions, it was
necessary to obtain a sample proportionate to the popﬁiatfon size in
eéch 0? the tracts. A random probability sample of ohe'out of one-hundred
residents in'each*tvact was then delineated. A systématic scheme was
utilized to replace any respondents in the originaiVSampTe'when’a]ternates
were necessary;. An'alternateswas chosen, for example}.if'the respondent
‘could not be interviewed after at least two=attempts or if the residence
itself was paﬁt of a larger multi-unit structure.

The finéivsampTe of residéﬂts was intended to represent a proportfonate

population sample from four 1970 census tracts in the Harrisburg area.

'Table A-1. P@pulatidn and'SampTe Size by Census Tract

‘ Ratio of Sample Proportion
Census Tract Pop. Sample Size to- Total Population of Sample
301 10,545 80 0.8% 26%
310 , - 6,322 43 - 0.7% 14%
311 9,356 94 1.0% 31%
312 7,973 88 B 1.1% : 29%
' - 100.0%

The'data,Were collected using field interviews and a pre-tested
q&estionnaifé. Interviewers were staff members of the Texas Transportation
Institute. ‘The questionnaire utilized multiple choice questions and was
administered in 1971-1972 as a structured, personalrinterviewiwith each
of the 305 Harrisburg respondents. A copy of the questionnaire can

be obtained from the Texas Transportation Institute.
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Two stat1st1ca1 tests are usefu] in ana1y21ng the survey samp]e
data One of them, the x2 test, is used in the text ‘The %2 test]
is applied to test1ng‘the comparabi]1ty of actua] and ekpected'
frequencies in_two¥wéy claséifications, thét_is; in tésttng the
hypothesis that there is no relationship between the'twd classifiéations.
When computed x2 values e*ceed the %2 vaiue for a chéseﬁtprobabi]ity
level, the hypothésis'of independence is rejected. Such:cases offer
opportunities for positing theoretical relationships:SetWeen the two
classified entitiés.

The second statistical technique, infefence, uses the normal distribu-

tion to determine.confidence intervals for the parameter P, the proportion

of the population having a certain attribute. The 95 percent confidence
interval is defined as:
p-1.966 <P < p+ 1.960, where
5 ,
5 =\P( Nh) p,(1-p,) . )
N n > an
h -

- the stze of the population (or-34,196 in this study)

P
=
i ]

N, = total number of persons per census tract

Py = the proportion of the sample per tract hav1ng
“a certain attribute
n, = number of persons sampled per census tract

]The calculations of x2 were made using the procedure recommended in

Jerome Li, Statistical Inference I, (Ann Arbor, Michigan: Edwards
Brother, Inc.) 1964, and William G. Cochran, Sampling Techniques
(New York: John W11ey and Sons), 1963, pp. 88-95.




Nh1}e no 1nferences about the popu]at1on (or parameter P) are made
in the text of th1s report the 1nterested reader can eas11y app]y the
conf1dence 1nterva1 techn1que to any of the samp]e results that are

presented.
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APPENDIX B: SUPPLEMENTAL TABLES

Table B-1. Means of Transportation to Se]ected Places

Auto,  Auto, - . - Not
Driver Rider Bus Taxi Walk - - Other -  Applicable, Total

Grocery Store | 223 23 3 1 50 2 3 | 305
(Percent) 73.1 7.5 1.0 0.3 16.4 0.7 1.0 100.0

Bank 189 9 16 1 7 3. 80 305
62.0 3.0 5.2 0.3 2.3 1.0 26.2 100.0

Church 181 27 2 1 42 0 52 305
| 59.3 8.9 0.7 0.3 13.8 0.0 17.0 100.0

Doctor 210 25 19 4 15 0 32 305
 68.9 8.2 6.2 1.3 49 0.0  10.5 100.0

Employment 183 22 8 0 10 1 8 | 305
60.0 7.2 2.6 0.0 3.3 0.3 26.6 100.0

Movie Theater 123 8 15 0 3 0 156 305
0.4 2.6 = 4.9 0.0 1.0 0.0-  51.1 100.0

Public Park 145 7 4 0 . 21 2 126 | 305
47.5 2.3 1.3 0.0 6.9 0.7  41.3 100.0

60




Table B-2. Frequency of Trips to Selected Places

Don't ~Not

Daily Weekly Monthly Yearly Know . Applicable Total

Grocery Store | . 94 204 4 0 0 3 305
(Percent) 1 30.8 669 1.3 00 0. 1.0 100.0

Bank 2 80 124 15 3 81 305
N 0.7 26.2 40.7 4.9 1.  26.5 100.0

Church 1 207 27 7 o 53 305
3.6 67.8 8.9 2.3 0. 17.4 100.0

Doctor- 2 122 152 105 3 3] 305
| 0.7 3.9 49.8 34.4 1. 10.2 100.0

Employment 222 1 2 0 0 80 305
- 72.8 0.3 0.7 0.0 0. 26.2 100.0
Movie 0 82 23 4 155 305
0.0 13.4  26.9 7.5. 1. 50,9 100.0

Public Park 5 3T 71 71 0 127 1305
- 1.6 101 23.3 23.3 0. 41.7 100.0
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Acceptance of Proposed FreewayAénd

Table B-3. , ,
‘ ..+ - Anticipated Effect on Local Travel
Acceptance of Proposed Freeway
Local Travel Favor Against ‘Oiher Total
Improved 144 16 21 181
Worsened 13 16 -1 30
Same 39 8 8 55
Don't Know 19 7 13" 39
Total 215 47 43 305
" x% = 54,64%
Table B-4. Acceptance of Proposed FreewayrahdvAnticipated

Effect on Travel to Other Parts of the City

Travel to Other

Acceptance of Proposed‘Ffeeway

Parts of City Favor Against Other Total
Improved 205 32 37 274
Worsened 1 2 0 3
Same 3 9 2 14
Don't Know 6 4 4  l 14
Total 215 47 43 305
x2 = 41.05*
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. :;Table-B—Sé»

Acceptance of Proposed eréway and |

Anticipated Effect on Mo

tor Vehicle

~ - Table B-6. -

Acceptance of Proposed Freeway and
Anticipated Effect on Air Pollution

- Accidents
Acteptancé-of Proposed Freeway

Motor Vehicle Accidents Favor ‘Against Other Total -
Increased 100 10 7 117
Decreased 37 - 18 11 66
Same a4 '8 6 58
Don't Know 34 11 19 ' 64
Total 215 47 43 305
2 = 35.87*

Acceptance_ofvProposedvFreeway

Air Pollution Favor "Against Other Total
Improved 31 0 5 36
Worsened 84 29 17 130
Same 80 12 10 102
Don't Know 20 6 IR 37
Total 215 47 43 305
x2 = 22.51%*
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Table B-7.

‘Acceptance of Proposed FreéWay‘and

Anticipated Effect on Noise LeVe]s

_Acceptance of Proposed Freeway

64

Noise Levels ~Favor Against ‘; Other Total
Improved 11 2 .2 15
Worsened 135 39 29 203
. Same 64 5 o 8 77
Don't Know 5 1 R 10
Total 215 47 © 43 305
x2 = 14.44%
Table B-8. Acceptance of Proposed Freeway and
Anticipated Effect on Drainage
Acceptance of Proposed Freeway

Drainage Favor Against - Other Total
Improved 100 10 - 15 125
Worsened 9 5 5 19
Same 68 15 : 7 90
Don't Know 38 17 ; 16 71
Total 215 47 a3 305
x2 = 24.18*%




- Table B-9. ~ Acceptance of Proposed Freeway. and
RS ‘Anticipated Effect on Area Crime

Acceptance of Proposed Freeway

Area Criméi 11 f : ' Favor ‘ Against ' QOther Total

Improved e ' 38 5 ';.' 4 47
Worsened : ,'..7 I 15 10 1{  4 29
Same  ‘f | 107 23 23 153
Don't know . | 58 o 12 76

Total . | 215 47 43 305 :

2 = 11.68

- Table B-10. Acceptance of Proposed Freeway and
L ~ Anticipated Effect on Fire Protection

Acceptance_of Proposed Freeway

Fire Protection )' o . Favor Against Other Total

Improved o 120 13 1w | 180
Worsened ‘ ]> » 5 | 4 _ 1 10
Same | 73 25 B 16 114
Don't Know 17 | 5 ' 9 31

Total, 215 47 - 43 305

¥2 = 21.61%
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Table B-11. Acceptance of Proposed FreeWéy-and
B K - Anticipated Effect on Police Protection

Acceptance of Prdpbséd Freeway
Police Protection   ‘,: | Favor ~ Against Other Total
Improved 146 23 23 | 192
Worsened - 1 , 2 -0 3
Same ‘ 50 19 12 81
Don't Know | 18 , 3 8 29
Total - 215 47 43 | 305
x2 = 17.87*

Table B-12. . Acceptance of Proposed Freeway and
- Anticipated Effect on Area Medical Service

Acceptance of Proposed Freeway
Area Medical Services ~ Favor . Against Other Total
Improved - 174 28 28 | 230
Worsened : 1 1 ' ‘,0. 2
Same ’ 33 17 7 57
Don't Know R 7 1 8 16
Total 7 215 47 43 305
x% = 31.21%
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fTaﬁle B-13. Acceptance of Proposed Ffeéway;and
SRR . Anticipated Effect on School: Organizations
and Convenience

___Acceptance of Proposed Freewa

Schools i | Favor Against Other | Total

Imprdved‘ o | 47 ! - iljz 63
or sened : | 19 18 5 42
Same '~* ' 123 16 3 152
Don't Know _  '   26 9 13 | 48

Total o 215 47 3 305

x2 = 44,99%

fable B-14. Acceptance of Proposed Freeway and
SRR © Anticipated Effect on General Appearance

of Area

Acceptance of Proposed Freeway

General Appearancéaof Area - Favor Against. . Other . Total

Improved o 161 16 25 202
Worsened S 7 9 21 : | 3 _ 33
Same . - 28 7 s 43
Don't Know : : 17 - 3 -7 A 27

Total ) - 215 47 - 43 - 305

x? = 73.38*
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Table B-15.

Acceptance of Proposed Freeway and
Anticipated Effect on Employment
Opportunity o

Acceptance of Proposed Freeway

Employment Opportunity Favor Against Other Total
Improved 145 16 19 180
Worsened - 1 5 >,» 1 7
Same 44 16 10 70
Don't Know 25 0 3 48
Total. 215 47 43 . 305
x2 = 38.61%

Table B-16.

Acceptance of Proposed Freeway and
Anticipated Effect on Area Religious
Organizations and Convenience

. Acceptahce of Proposed Freeway

Religious Organizations ‘ :

and Convenience Favor Against Other Total
Improved 38 3 10 51
Worsened 14 16 3 33
Same 136 23 23 182
Don't Know 27 5 7 39
Total 215 47 43 305
x2 = 34.15%
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Table B-17.

Acceptance of Proposed Freeway and
Anticipated Effect on Community
Togetherness

_Acceptance of Proposed Freeway

Community Togetherness Favor  Against Other ‘Total”
Improved 20 0 8 28
Worsened 18 19 3 40
Same - 137 18 20 175
Don't Know 40 10 12 62
Total 215 47 43 305

X2 = 47.06%

‘Table B-18.  ‘Acceptance of Proposed Freeway and
T Anticipated Effect on Historical
" Character of Area
Acceptance of Proposed Freeway

Historical Character Favor  Against Other Total
Improved 8 0 5 13
Worsened 9 13 2 24
Same 136 15 19 170
Don't Know 62 19 17 98
Total © 215 47 43 305

X2 = 45.75 %
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Table B-19.. Acceptahce'of Pkoposéd Fréeway and Expécted

Change in Number of Single Family Residences

Acceptance of Proposed Freeway

Direction of , _ - T .
Land Use Change Favor Against - .Other Total
More Residences 20 0 6 26
Fewer Residences 99 29 14 142
Same Amount 55 8 4 67
Don't Know 4] 10 19 70
Total 215 47 43 305

X2 = 24.64*

Acceptance of Proposed Fréeway’ahd Expected

Table B-20.

Change in Number of Multi-Family Dwellings -

Acceptance 0f~Proposed Freeway
Direction of . T '
Land Use Change Favor Against Other Total
More Apartments 138 23 24 185
Fewer Abartments 2 5 2 9
Same Amount 36 10 3 49
Don't Know 39 9 14 62
Total 215 47 43 305
x% = 21.25*
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Table B-21.

Acceptance of Proposed Freeway and Expected

Change in Number of Reta11 Businesses

Acceptance of Prepbsed Freeway

Direction of . T

Land Use Change Favor Against Other Total
More Retail Businesses 139 15 21 175
Fewer Retail Busineesés 18 11 2 31
Same Ameunt 39 7 5 51
Don't Know 19 14 15 48
Total 215 47 43 305

2 = 47,35%

Table B-22.

Acceptance of Proposed Freeway and Expected
Change in Number of Service Businesses

7 Acceptance of Proposed Freeway

. Direction .of o o ' .

Land Use Change Favor Against Other. Total
More Service aninesses 123 i] 17 151
Fewer Service Businesses 15 12 3 30
Same Amount 46 8 6 60
Don't Know 31 16 17 64
Total 215 47 43 305

2 = 40.32%
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Table B-23.. Acceptance of Proposed Freeway and Expected
Change in Number of Industrial Businesses

Acceptance of Proposed Freeway

Direction of : o :
Land Use Change - - Favor Against Other Total

More Industrial

Businesses - 146 24 9 189
Fewer Industrial | : )

Businesses 5 2 1 8
Same Amount E 43 12 9 64
Don't Know I 21 9 14 . 44

Total ) 215 47 43 305
x% = 19.21%

Table B-24. Acceptance of Proposed Freeway and Expected
Change in General Land Values

_Acceptance of Proposed. Freeway

Direction of ,

Land Use Change _ ) Favor Against Other Total
Higher Land Values 150 14 18 182
Lower Land Values 7 13 . 0 20
Same Amount | 17 6 3 26
Don't Know , 4] 14 22 77
Total | 215 47 43 305

X2 = 67.58%*
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Tab]e‘B;ZS; Acceptance of Proposed Freeway and Expected
R Change in Home Values

» Acceptance of Proposed Freeway
Direction of '
Land Use Change Favor Against Other Total
Higher Home Values 103 7 13 123
Lower Home Values : 19 15 3 | 37
Same Amount e a0 12 R 57
Don't Know L 53 13 22 88 °
Total o . 215 . . 47. . . . 43 305 : .
= 40.80%*
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