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ABSTRACF

The purpose of this study was'to'examine the effeété ofkldéatiOn '
and design éharacteristics of urban freeways upon persons ‘w‘w‘th :mic_ic_lie -
~and upper incomes living along freeway rightsrof way‘ »Thé objectfyeé bf
the study were} 1) to determine the effects of freeway 1ocation'on:
land useAchafacteristics of middle and upper income areas, 2) to detérmine
the opinions of residents living near the freeway regafding its'ldéétion,
3) to examine some of the effects of different fkeeway designs on residential
satisfaction and 4) to examine some of the social impacts of freeway con- |
struction on upper and middle incomé reéidential areas. Three residéntia1
areas lying along freeways in the Houéton,:Téxas érea were chosen for
Stqdy. Census tract data were used to examine soﬁeiof ﬁhéo¢hangés'in
-fesidentia] patterns that churred'between 1960vandA]970.  An "after
only" Samp]e survey design was.used tOIObtain data about the dpinfons
and experiences of study area residents;” Eighty-six persons'in thé study
areas were interviewed. Major findings were: 1) tﬁe study areas under-
went considerable change in the period between 1960:and 1970; 2) respondents
were generally favorabie toward'the preSence of the'ffeeway; and 3) |
detremental effects of the freeway,on‘socia1-patterns within thevstudy -

areas were minimal.
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

The purpose of this study was to examine the effects of Tocat1on
and des1gn character1st1cs of urban freeways upon persons w1th middle
and upper 1ncomes T1v1ng aTong freeway rights of way. Informat1on was
gathered fromvcensus tract data for 1960”and'1970 and by personaT inter-~
_v1ews of residents in study area neighborhoods. |

A summary of the f1nd1ngs relative to changes 1n Tand use charac-
ter1st1cs as a resuTt of the freeway, character1st1cs of respondents,
and op1n1ons of respondents concern1ng freeway Tocat1on des1gn, and
_1mpact is presented beTow |

Ti The study 1s based on 1nterv1ews with 86 persons res1d1ng
along eTevated on-grade, and depressed sections of 2 freeways 1n the
Houston Texas area. The mean age of aTT respondents is 47. 3 years;
the mean number of years of educat1on is 13 7 years, and the mean in-

come is $15, 902 Ninety-one percent of respondent households in the d
sample have T or more automobiles available to them

2. Compar1son of census tract data for 1960 and 1970 indicates
the three study areas underwent'substant1a1 changes. These changes were
attributed Tn.part to'being'more accessibTe as a resuTt»of freeway con-
struction. Some of the changes in the study areas were: 1) an increase
Tn the number of housing units; 2) an increase in the percentages of
multi-unit strUCtures and,rental units; 3) an increase in the percentages
of young»adu]ts and sing]e persons; and »4) a high mobility rate among

area residents.



3. In genera],'individua1s'in the sample tended to have a favor-
able opinion of their place of res1dence with respect to the freeway
Respondents whose residences abutted ‘the freeway tended to be more un-
favorable than those whose res1dences were further from the freeway :
Respondents who moved to the1r Tocation prior to the constructlon of the
freeway were significantly more favorable than those who moved after
the construction of the freeway. Approximately 70.percent of the
respondents in the study sample were favorab1e toward the presence of
the freeway in their neighborhood. This was attributed to an orientation
on the part of the individual more toward the 1arger.urban community
than toward the local neighborhood. This type Ofvperson is not affected
vmuch by d1srupt10ns in neighboring patterns “and enJoys the access
afforded by the freeway

Approximate]y 79 percent of a]i'respondents were'satisfied_with the
distances of their residences from the.freeway. The frequency of those
“wishing to live further from the freeway:inCreased direCtly with.
proximity to the freeway and with the elevation of the freeway design
type. Residents who moved to their location prior to the construction
of the‘freeway preferred to live further from the freeway with a signi-
»f1cant1y higher frequency than did those who moved to their location
after the freeway was. built. | |

| Thirty;one percent of all respondents report‘being annoyed in some
way-by the presence of the freeway. For most respondents, the reported
source of annoyance was traffic noise. It was found that "before-con-

struction" respondents reported being annoyed'by the freeway with a

Vi




s1gn1f1cant1y greater frequency than d1d "after construct1on" respondents

'4,' Twenty—three of the 86 respondents in the: samp]e were living in

the study areas prior to freeway construction. F1nd1ngs regard1ng the

observations and opinions of these "prior resident" respondents are

as follows. L |
Fifty-two percent of the prior respondents exper1enced some problems

~during freeway construct1on. The problems ment1oned most often were

noise of construction and dust. -An inverse relationship was found

between distance from the freeway'and the incidence of reported problems.-

Some positive effects of the freeway were reported by 91 percent of
the respondents. The positiVe effect naﬁed most'often}was‘a decrease
in travel time{ Fifty-two percent of the respondents reported negative
effects of the freeway. The most frequentTy reported problems are in-
creased noise 1evels in the home and increased air po]]ut1on

Approx1mate1y 13 percent of the prior resident samp]e reported an
increase in property va]ues,r35 percent reported a decrease, and 22
percent reported no charge. The remaining 30 percent did not know'what
effect freeway construction had had on property values. The percentage
of respondents report1ng h1gher values increases stead11y in going from‘
the_depressed design subarea to the elevated design subarea.

Travel times of priorvresidentVrespondents were'not,fncreased to

any appreciable extent. Only 13 percent of respondents reported that

any travel times were longer. In contrast, a relatively large percentage

of respondents. reported decreased travel times.
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Freeway impact on neighborhood socialeatterns was minimél. None
of.the respondents had any'friends‘or ke]atives who moved from the
néighborhood. Almost half of the respondents did not know what had
héppened to any of the persons disp]acéd by the freeway. It was con-
é]uded that the minimal impact of freeway cqnstruction on neighborhood
soéial patterns was partially a result of neighborhood residents
tending to maintain social ties to the larger urban area rather fhan

to the local neighborhood.
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IMPLEMENTATION STATEMENT

This repoft presents vfeWpointsvofvpeop1e 11ving near urban freeA
Lways} AThéSe attitﬁdes}ahd.obinipns represent a portion of the total in-
formatiOnaT'inpgt needed to evaluate expected 1Mpacts. vInc1uded in the
highway p]annihg prbcess, fnformation‘such as developed iﬁ this report
will now fully eétab]iSh the nature of the tr;de-offs iﬁvp]ved in high-

way decision-making.
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INTRODUCTION

Construction of an urban freeway affects the 1ives of almost

everyone living 1n an Qrban community in some way. A freeway hés a
'majof and lasting impact on the physical, economic, and social en-
~ vironments of theientire urban areé in which it is built. The direct
"environmental’impéct is probably the greatest on thoserpérsonslwho Tive
_ along the freeway right of way. For them the freeway provides benefits
and entails costs that affect tHeir(]iving patterns and the quality of
their Tives. Some of the potential benefits are an increase in physical
mobi]ity, more convenient access.to places of employment, shopping
facilities, and community services, and an enhanéement 6f property
values. Some of the potential costs are higher levels of ﬁoiée and
air pollution, greater traffic ¢ongestion, and a disruption of de-
sirable neighborhood SOéia] processes.

"To the extent that other essential considerations are not compromised,
inclusion of design features fhat maximize the utility of the freeway
for those who live along its path should be an integral part of the
planning process. .To do this, the planner needs to knbw the physical,
i eéonomic, ahd social effeété of vérious design alternatives and which of
these effects afe.cohsidered desirable and undesirable by those in the
vicinity of the propbsgd freeway.

This'feport presents:the results of a éurvey conducted among a
group of urban residénts 1iving along freeways. The purpose of the

survey was to determine the attitudes of these persons toward freeways



3and to re]ate these attitudes. to the major ways each 1nd1v1dua1 had

E been affected by the freeway in his neighborhood.

Objectives
The purpose of this study.was to examine some effects'df iocatidn
; - and design characteristics of an urban freeway}upon persons with midd]ef
) and upper incomes 1iving along the freeway right of way. In view of_
the amount of time and other resources available for the study, the
fo]]owing objectives were se]ected y |
1. To determ1ne the effects of freeway location on 1and -use.
character1st1cs_of_m1dd1e and upper—1ncome areas,_and
.2. To examine'the'opinions<ﬂ?persdns Tiving near,the.freeway A
with respect to the fo110w1ng
a. _amount of sat1sfact1on with location of freeway near
| residence _
b. effects of different freewayvdesign characteristies_,

c. impact of the'freeway on. residential neighborhoods

Methodology o o ' -
An "after only" survey design was used to obta1n the des1red data
i about the exper1ences of persons 11v1ng near the freeway In this ‘
| approach, 1nformat1on was obtalned from a samp]e of persons 11v1ng in
selected areas in the near v1c1n1tyvof TH 610 and Southwest‘Freewayifn
Houston during May and June of 1974.A information on the’fmpact of the
freeway on neighbprhood social patterns was sought'from‘those resbondents

in the sample who had been 1iving in the neighborhood'pridr'fo the con-

struction of the freeway. Information on land-use changes in the




residential areas was obtained from Census reports for 1960 and

1970.

Selection of Study Areas

Several criteria for the seTgctibn of study areas had tovbe.met
in order to satisfy the objectives of the study. Study areas had to
be compkised predominantly of residents with middle incomes or above.
Residents 1fving along segments of freeway.that were depressed'beTow
grade, on grade, and elevated above grade had to be interviewed to-
examine differential effects of different design chakacteristicé.
This requirement necessitated the selection of three separate study
areas, since no single suitable residential area could be located that
adjoined all three freeway design types.‘ The final criterion was |
that residentia] areas had to extend sufficient]y far back frdm the
??éeway in order to be able to measure differential effects of the o
freeway due tovdifferences in proximity.
s 7>Severa1 sites that met the study criteria were 1dentified by ;taff'
:members of the Houston Urban Project of the Texas Highway Department.
‘After on-site examination of each area, three areas were selected. The
areas chosen were generally representative of Houston area middie and
upper income housing units. In addition, each residential area appeared
comparable with the other two with respect to those variables that wefe

not controlled in the study.

Selection of the Interview Sample

Because of the limitations in resources, it was necessary to base the




study nn intormation obtained frdmta sampie‘of those residing in'theii
_study areas, rather than attempt to 1nterv1ew all residents.. 1 |
| The 1ndiv1duai househoid was chosen as the appropriate samp]ing |
vdnit, and the head of the househoid was designated as the primary

, person to be interviewed. The'popn]ation was stratified’byvfreeway
design type and diétance'from the'freeway.sb that differential effects ,
of,theée two variabiesicou}d be determined. Stratification was .
achieved by dividing each of the three design type areas into three
adietance zones, These distance zones are defined as follows: |

Zone 1 - Households on properties abutting the freeway
right- of—way,

Zone 2 - Households on properties not abuttin the free-
~way and no more than 600 feet (183 m? from the freeway,
-and '
- Zone 3 - Househoids on properties at distances greater than
600 feet (183 m) from the freeway and no more than 1200
feet (366 m) away. S
‘Households at distances greater than 1200 feet (366‘m).fromithe'freeway were
not included in‘the'pdpuiatidn. ‘This stratification scheme produced
nine strata, from which indebendent sampies were drawn.
In view of the time available and the estimated costs of inter-
viewing, the sampTe'siZe'was set at 90 househoids. Since obtaining,in-
- formation from each strata was of importance and the samp]e size was
relatively small, approximately the same number of househo]ds were

allocated to each strata in ordervto distribute the p0551b1e-consequences

of sample attrition equally among all strata. The strata'varied greatly

1Detaiied,sampiing procedures and confidence intervais for the
“sample are discussed in Appendices A and B. ‘




1n size, sO th1s procedure resulted in a d1sproport1onate strat1f1ed

samp1e L1st1ngs from the 1972 Houston C1ty D1rectory were used to

;‘draw a. systemat1c samp]e from each strata. Tab]e 1 shows the size of
: :3each strata, the number of dwe111ng units samp]ed from each strata, n
V'acand the resu1t1ng samp11ng percentages 7 o
, In genera], cooperat1on from respondents was very good Representa-
.~t1ves from 86 .of the 90 househo1ds in the samp]e or the1r a]ternates
Vwere 1nterv1ewed,f a yery sat1sfactory result The refusal rate was
}15@; In those few'cases where an interview was den1ed,_a1ternate 1nter+;

.views were obtained,;using-the sampling procedure, WithllittTe!difficuTty.

Personal Inter\h'ews2

An interview schedule was used'that included questions: designed

to elicit the fo]]ow1ng information:

1) Persona] 1nformat1on about respondents and the1r fam1]1es,i
2) ?Respondents op1n1ons concerning the locatton of the1r res1dence
w1th respect to the freeway, design character1st1cs of the free—‘
v way, and 1ts 1mpact on their 11ves, and o |
3).‘Informat1on and opinions regard1ng dr1v1ng and r1d1ng exper1ences
on the freeway. | .
h-Opinions concerning the impact'of the freeway on neighborhoodeOC1a1
: patterns were solicited only from those respondents who had been Tiving
in the study areas-before construction of the freeway in.their residential
area had begun. ~ A total of 23 of the 86 respondents, or 26.7 percent

'f of the samp]e f1t into this "before" category

2A copy of the questionnaire 1s-avafﬂab1e,on'réquest,from the authors.




Table 1.

Size of Strata, Number of Interviews Obtained from,Eééh

Strata, and Sampling Percentages for the Stddy Sample

strata samp]ed

Zone »
o o _ ATl
Freeway Design Subarea 1 2 3 - Zones
Dég;eésed »
v va}rof'dwelling units in strata 99 647 1260 2006
- No. of dwelling units sampled - 9 11 12 .32
~ Percent of dwelling units in 9.09% 1 *70%- bo 95%7 ©1.60%
‘ strata samp]ed T 7 :
1':, un Grade A
VNo of dwe1]1ng un1ts in strata 73 934', ]i54 | 2161
~No. of dwelling units sampled 9 10 - 10 29
Percent of dwe111ng un1ts 1n g v - o 0
strata sampled 12.33% 1.075' 7 07874 A 71.344
E1évated
‘No. of dwelling units in strata: 77 454 199 730
No. of dwelling units samp]ed 7 9 9 25
_ Percent of dwelling un1ts in : ¢ 1 007 - A Eow .- \ 200
strata sampled. 9.09%. 1.98% = 4.52% | 3.42%
A11 Design Subareas‘v |
No. of dwe]iing units in strata 249 2035 2613 A 4897
No. of dwe]]ing'units sampled 25 30 31 - 86
Percent of dwelling units in. 10.04%  1.47% 1.19% ];76%'




Interviewing followed a normal procedure of contacting each
respohdent in the sample and arranging an appointment at his conven-
jence. The interviewing process was carried out in May and June of

1974.

Description of the Study Area

The locations of the three residential areas chosen for study are
shown in Figure 1. The residentia]rarea adjacent to the depressed section
of_freeway is located along Southwest Freeway, in the area between Shepherd
and Graystark Streets. The residential area adjacent to the elevated
design section is situafed in the northeast quadrant of the intersection
of the westlloop'of IH 610 and Southwest Freeway. The area adjacent to
the on-grade section 1is located along the south loop of IH 610 between
Cliffwood and Timberside Streets. For sake of convéniehée, fhe study
areas are deﬁignatéd by the following names_of the respective desigh
sections: -

Elevated - "Post Oak Area”
On-grade - "Stella Link Area"
Depressed - "Shephefd Area"
Maps of the study areas are shown in Figures 2-4. General characteris-

tics of each area are discussed below.

ShepherdvArea
This residential area is delineated by commercial development along
Richmond Avenue to the north, and by Shepherd Street, a major thorough-

- fare on the west. Southwest Freeway, which traverses the area in an

east-to-west direction, divides it into two distinct sections. Overall,
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“Figure 1. Map-Of Houst0n~Showing’Location of Study Aréa Neighbokhoods.
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Figure 2. Map of the Shepherd Area showing the boundar1es of the
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Figure 3. Map of the Stella Link Area showing the boundaries of the study area
distance zones.




Figure 4. Map of the Post Oak Area showing the boundaries of
the study area distance zones.
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the areé is characterized by older residential dwellings and commercial
activity. The majority of the residgntia] buildings appear to be
15-20 yeafs old. |
The section north of the freeway shows evidence of a gradual transi-
tion from predominantly residential 1énd use toward mixed commercial and |
residential, or predominantly commercial land use. Commercial development
has been relatively heévy é1ong Richmond Avenue, which cbmprises the
northern fringe of this section. Many of the residential structures
show some signs of disrepéir, especia11y those near commercial activity.
The~condition of residential structures tends to ihprdve as one moves
éway from the commercial zone toward the freeway. Residential structures
in the éection south of the freéway are generally similér'in age and size,
buf are in much better condition than those north of Southwest Freeway.
These structures have been maintained in good repaih; ahd'very few disp]ay
evidence of delapidation. |
The‘ﬁection of freeway adjacent to the Shepherd area was opened in -

July 1961.

Stella Link Area
This area lies along the section of South Loop (IH 610) that extends
from Timberside Street westward to Cliffwood Street. It can be described‘
as a densely-settled, suburban subdivision. The area consists of single-~-
family houses, townhouses, and apartment compiexes. A majority of the
construction appears to be of contemporary or near-contemporary vintage.

Most of the commercial activity is situated along Stella Link, a major

11



north—southvtfaffic artery ‘that bisects the study area;
The section of freeway adjacent to the Stella Link area was

opened in May 1969.

Post Oak Area
This residential area isrde1inéated by Westheimer Road to the north,

Southwest Freeway to the south, and the West Loop of IH 6]0:on the west.

Richmonq Avenue is a major thoroughfare which funs'east—wést across the
10wer portion of the area. The study area is an o]der‘sectibn of Houston
that haszchanged from predominant]y_;esidentia1 land use to mixed commer-
~cial and higher-deﬁsity residentiaT 1and‘use. There is extensive Eom- v
mercial development along both WEstheimer Road and Richmond Avenue. The
Galleria, one of Housfoh's largest shbpping ma]]s,israpproximaté1y a
block from the study area on Wesfheimgr. A majority of the residential
structures here are in very good'COndition. Much of the residential
'deve1opment appears to have been carried out within the past 10-15 years.
o The sections of freeway adjacéht tovthe Post‘Oak area.were'opened

in June 1964.
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PART 1
CHANGES IN THE STUDY AREAS CAUSED BY
CONSTRUCTION OF THE FREEWAY

One assumption uﬁderiyfng.the analysis in this section 1s'that
an urban area can be viewed as a vast co]leétioh of human actfvities
which are differentiated over space. While activities in differeht
parts of a city tend to be different, they are frequenfiy mutually
useful or mutually necessary, and are, therefore, highly interrelated.
The transtrtation System is a means of fntegrating these interreTated
activities. It permits.the circulation of men, energy, and goods;
thus permitting cooperation over space.

Presently, the major éomponent of the transportatioh system in
most urban areas is the highway system. Activities that take place
in one section of an urban areaAare integrated with activities of other
sections by the network of streets and highways that join them. The
degree to which the highway system integrates two activity areas is a

function of, among other factors, the space-time ratio of the areas.

The space-time ratio is defined as the cost in time for traveling be-
tween two areas divided by the cost for transversing the space.

An immediate consequence of building a freeway in an urban area
is to decrease the space-time rations for many areas. More space can
be used for activities which remain just as closely coordinated as before.
A greater horizontal area can be included in one network of control at
the same cost in time and'human energy. Changes in space-time ratios
cause circulation patterns within the city to change, which, over time,

alters interrelationships between different spatial areas.
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VThe effects of'éhanges in»épace-time fatios of residential
neighborhoods daused by conétructionjof:a freeway can have a con-
siderable 1hpact on the strutturés of these neighborhoods.' The type
of impact ié a result of many factors, inc]uding‘the age of the
nefghborhood, its 1§cation, and its land-use chéracteristics. For
example, the effects of building a freeway.through'a centfal city
neighborhood may be to make it beCOme relatively more isolated as
local places of emp]oyment, business establishments, and service de-
iivery organizations leave the congested centra]'business'district
for moré attractive locations in the suburbs. On the othervhand,
relatively iso1ated areas may become‘more centfa11y located as a
result 6f acCessibf]ity created by fhe freeway and may"become major

sites of real estate development and commercia] activity as a result.

Changes in Study Areas
Census tract data for 1960 and.197OJWere ¢ompared to determine what
changes have occurred in some of the chéracteristics-of the study areas
since the cOnstruCtionvof the freeway. In using tract statistics in
fhis manner, it is assumed that thé characteristics of the study areas
- are geneka]]y the same as those of the larger census tracts. The census

tract designations for the study areas are as follows:

Study Area 1960 Tract No. 1970 Tract No.
Shepherd 42 : 0404
Stella Link : 113-6 | 0415
Post Oak 67-B ' 0418, 0419
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Boundaries for the census tracts that include the Shepherd and Stella .
Link study areas were the same for both the 1960 and 1970 enumerat1ons
Boundaries of the census tract that included the Post 0Qak area in 1960
were redrawn in 1970 so that this area comprised the major portions of
two census tracts. Data for these two tracts were combined and con-
sidered as a single area so that indirect comparisons could be made
between charactéristics of the Post Oak area in 1960 and 1970. In making
thesé comparisons, some error is introduced into the inferences made'
about structural changeé that have occurred in the area. With this
restriction, broad conclusions about the nature, direction, and general
magnitude of changeé in the Post Oak area are included for comparison

pUrposes.

Changes in Housing Characteristics

Selected characteristics of housing units in the study area census
tracts are shown for 1960 and ]970 in Table 2. Two trends that have
caused major changes in housing characteristics of the study areas can
be seen from an examination of these data.

The'first trend is an increase in residential density, as evidenced
by the increase in the number of housing units in each area, the decrease
in the propoftion of singTe—unit residential structures, and the decrease
in the median number of rooms per housing unit. Over the ten-year
period, the number of housing uhits increased 5 percent in the Shepherd
area, 42 perceht in the Ste]]é Link area, and over 400 percent in the

Post Oak area. Over the same period, the proportion of single-unit re-

sidential structures decreased 8 percent in the Shepherd area, 22 percent
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Table 2

Selected Characteristics of Housing Units in Study
Area Census Tracts, 1960 and 1970 :

Area .

6 persons or more -

Characteristic Post Oak Stella Link  Shepherd
(Elevated) (On Grade) (Depressed)
1960 1970 1960 1970 - 1960 1970 .
Total Number of Units 1896 (9557)a 3486 4940 - 3768 3961
Type of Occupancy
Owner Occupied 52.2%  25.8% 90.6% 68.7% 29.4%  26.0%
Renter Occup1ed 32.9% 60.8% - 5.0  26.5% 56.6% 63.5%
Vacant 14.9%  13.3% 4.4% 4.8% 14.0% 10.4%
Units in Structure o _
1 62.5¢ 36.1%  99.2% 77.2% 43.0%  35.4%
2 - 1.4% 0.2% 0.1 0.3% 13.6% 12,3%
3-4 5.1 3.3% - ..boLL. 16.5%  15.5%
5 or more 31.2% 59.8% _0.7% 22.5% 26.8% 36.8%
Rooms Per Unit
1 room 0.1%  0.1% L2508 6.6% 6.3
2 rooms 3.3% 8.5% 0.1% 3.3% 8.0% 13.7%
3 rooms 19.6% 25.9% 0.2% 6.3% 25,5% 22.6%
4 rooms 16.7% 23.4% 2.3% 9.7% 15.2% 16.6%
5 rooms 14.5% °18.6% 213.2%  14.7% 15.2% 15,4%
6 rooms 22.2% 13.4% 38.8% 28.3% 12.4% ,11,2%
7 rooms 17.8% 6.6% 29.7%  20.9% - 8.3% 6.6%
8 rooms or more 5.9% 2.8% 15.6% 13.8% 8.9% 7.5%
Median number of rooms 5.2 4.1 6.4 6.0 4.2 3.9
Persons Per Occupied Unit
1 person 17.6% 24.6% 1.9%2 12.9% 34.6%  43.9%
2 persons 34.6% 38.7% 18.5% 28.3% 41.5% 37.3%
3 persons 18.7% 18.0% 20.9% 20.3% 12.8% 10.3%
4 persons 15.8% 10.3%  28.5% 20.2% 6.3% 5.0%
5 persons 7.9% 5.3% 18.4% 10.9% 3.0% 2.2%
' 5.6% 3.2% 11.7% 7.5% 1.8% 1.3%

~ Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Census of. .
Population and Housing, 1960 and 1970.
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Taple 2 continued

, 7 Area : ,
Characteristic Post Oak ~Stella Link - - Shepherd
(Elevated) (On Grade) (Depressed)
1960 1970 1960 1970 - 1960 1970
Median Persons Per Unit
A11 occupied units 2.4 2.2 - 3.8 2.9 1.9 1.7
A11 owner-occupied units 3.1 2.5 3.9; 3.3 2.3 2.1
A11 renter-occupied units 1.9 2.1 . 2.1 1.7 1.5
 Year Structure Built
1960 - 1969 N.A.C 61.9% N.A.  33.5% N.A.  10.9%
1950 - 1959 88.2% 25.6% 99.3% 65,9% 2.4%  23.9%
1940 or earlier 11.8% 12.5% 0.7% 0.6% 65.0%

Number of housing units for 1970 not directly comparable with 1960 data due
to change in census boundaries. See text for full explanation.

bLess than 1%.

N.A. - Not Applicable.
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in the Ste11a»Link area, and 26 percent_in the Post Oak area. The
median number of rooms decreased by 7 percent;in the'Shephérd area,

6 percent fn the Stella Link area, and 26 percent in the Post Oak area.
The éecohd trend, which is closely related to the first, is an
increase in the proportion of renter-occupied units over owner-occupied
units. The proportion of renter-occupied units in 1970 as compared to ¢
1960 was 3 percent greater in the Shepperd area, 28_§ercent greater in

the Stella Link area, and 26 percent greater in the Post Qak area;

Changes in Personal Characteristics
of Study Area Residents

The changes that occurred'in the housing_characteristics.of'the study
__areas were acépmpanied by Eorresponding changes in the characteristics of -
the residenfs of these areas. Previous research Has shoWn that}thevtype
of pérSon most attracted to areas of high accessibility and mu]ti-unit
rental Housing arevyoung,_mobile, single adu1t$ and'married c0up1es‘w1th
no children.' A cdmparison of the 1960 census statistics with those for
1970 1ndfcates a trend toward an increase in the proportion of these per-
s0Nns as residents of the study areas. Tab]e 3 shows the age distribution
and the marital status of study area residents. Each area experiencéd
some increase fn the pefcebtage of residents aged 20-24, and some increase
’in'theipercentage of single and divofced residentsi' The increaseAfn thé
20-24 age group was 7 percent in the Shepherdrarea, 5 percent in the Stella

Link area, and 9 percent in the Post 0Oak area. Similarly, the percentage

1See Janet Abu-Lughod and Mary Mix Foley, "The Consumer Votes by
Moving," in Robert Guttman and David Popenoe (eds.), Neighborhood, City,
and Metropolis, (New York: Random House, 1970), pp. 460-478.
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Tab]e 3

Age Distributionvof Residents and Marital Status
of Individuals 14 Years and Older in Study Area
Census Tracts, 1960 and 1970

~ AREA

Post Qak Stella Link Shepherd Ave.
(Elevated) {On Grade) (Depressed)
1960 1970 1960 1970 1960 1970
No. of . a '
Persons 4,676 (20,538) 12,791 14,834 6,915 6,805
7 Area
Under 5
years 9.2% 9.0% 14.6% 7.8% 4.8%  A4.3%
5- 9 9.9% 7.1% 15.7% 10.1% - 3.6% 3.3%
10 - 14 8.2% 6.3% : 10.2% 11.5% 3.9% 3.4%
15 - 19 5.8% 6.9% 5.0% 10.1% 5.0% 6.1%
20 - 24 6.5% 15.7% 2.0% 6.5% 11.5% 18.6%
25 - 44 32.1% 30.5% .37.3% 27.9% 27.1% 28.5%
45 - 64 22.3% 19.4% 13.2% 19.0% 29.0%  20.4%
65 and ' '
older 6.1% 6.6% 2.0% 7.1% 15.1% 15.4%
Marital
) Status »
Single 19.0% 22.1% 13.8% -~ 39.4% 26.5% " 33.3%
Married 69.9% 65.0% -81.4% 50.5% 52.2% 47.5%
Widowed 7.3% 5.8% 3.4% 2.3% 12.9% 2.0%

Divorced 3.8% 7.7% - 1.4% 7.9% 8.3% 9.7%

aPopu]&tion data for 1970 arenot directly comparable with data for 1960
due to changes in the census tract boundaries. See text for explana-
tion.

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Census of
Population and Housing, 1960 and 1970.
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of sing1e and divorced‘persons‘increased 9 percent in the Shepherd
area, 22 percent in the Ste]]a:Link area, and 7 percent in the Post
Oak area. A

| The shift in age COmpositton and marital structure was accompanied/
by a shift in residential composition. The housing data in Table 2 _
show a decline in the median-number of persons per housing nnit in each
of the study area census tracts. from 1960 and 1970. This is consistent
with the increase in the proportien of younger adu]ts,.and'in single
and divorced persons residing in the study areas. This shift was such
that the popu]at1on of the Shepherd area decreased by 5 percent, while
the number of hous1ng units 1ncreased by 5 percent and the vacancy
rate in the»area fell fromr14 percent to 10 percent.

Each of the study areas was characterized by high residentdal mobility
over the intercensual period, From Table 4, it can be seen that 53 per;
cent of Shepherd area residents had moved to their residentia] Tocation
withdndthree years prior to the 1970‘Census survey. Thirty—four perCént
of Stella Link residents and 63 percent of Post Oak residents had'moved to
their residence during this period. In the ten-year period from 1960'to
- 1970, 79 percent ofShepherdres1dents, 69 percent of Stella Link, and 85
percent of Post Oak res1dents had moved to the1r res1dent1a1 1ocat1on

Financia]HCharacteristics of Study
Area Residents in 1970

Some financial characteristics of the residents of study area census
tracts for 1970 are shown in Tables 4 and 5. 1In genera1; income levels in
all three areas are high. The median income is almost $10,000 for the

Shepherd area, $14,000 for the Stella Link area, and $12,000 for the Post
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VTable 47

Personal and Financial Characteristics by Housing Units
in Study Area Census Tracts, 1970

2

Area
Characteristic Post Oak Stella Link . Shepherd
(ETevated) (On sGrade) (Depressed)

Income of Families and
Unrelated Individuals
Less than $1,000 1.2% 0.4% 1.6%
$1,000 - -$1,999 1.0% 0.5% 3.5%
$2,000 - $2,999 0.9% 0.8% 6:9%
$3,000 - $4,999 4,1% 2.7% 9.2%
$5,000 - $6,999 8.6% 4.6% 10.7%
$7,000 - $9,999 18.7% - 13.4% 19.5%
$10,000 - $14,999 34.4% 33.5% 21.4%
$15,000 - $24,999 23.7% - 31.8% 12.9%
$25,000 or more 6.4% 12.1% . 14.4%
Median Income $11,987 $13,994 ~ $ 9,806
Mean Income $14,037 $16,028 $15,160
Automobiles Available
None 3.8% 2.6% 15.3%
1 51.3% 35.9% 54.4%

38.6% 49.7% 26.3%
3 or more 6.2% 11.7% 4.0%
Year Moved Into Unit
1968 to March 1970 63.4% 34.3% 53.3%
1965 to 1967 : 12.6% 20.4% 13.6%
1960 to 1964 8.9% 13.9% 11.8%
1950 to 1959 11.5% 31.1% 11.5%
1949 to earlier 3.7% 0.2% 9.7%

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Census of

Population and Housing, PHC(1) - 89,

21

1970




Table 5

Va]uéAof Owner Occupied Units and Gross Rent of
Renter Occupied Units in Study Area Census Tracts, 1970

, Aréa
Characteristic Post Qak Stella Link ~ Shepherd
. (ETevated) (On Grade) (Depressed) -

Value of Owner Occupied Units , ,
Less than $20,000 65.6% 42.7% 38.3%
Less than §$5,000 0.3% 0.1% 1.1%
$5,000 - $7,499 1.0% 0.1% 0.3%
$7,500 - $9,999 2.7% - 0.4% 2.0%
$10,000 - $14,999 30.9% 8.1% 10.8%
$15,000 - $19,999 30.7% 34.0% 24.1%
$20,000 - $24,999 11.9% 26.6% 15.8%
$25,000 - $39,999 12.3% 27.2% 17.5%
$35,000 - $49,999 5.7% 5.5%. - 11.0%
$50,000 or more 4.5% 0.8% 17.5% .
‘Median Value $18,733 $21,600 $23,700
Gross_Rent e
Less than $100 3% >y 47 .5%
Less than $40 , ?.%{ - ]:%{ - -0.2%
$40 - $59 0.4% cer 1.4%
$60 - $79 0.4% 0.8% 7.3%
$80 - $99 1.5% 0.4% 19.4%
$100 - $149 43.3% 26.4% 47.7%
$150 - $199 42.,0% 44, 4% 13.1%
- $200 or more 11.0% 25.6% 7.5%
No cash rent 1.4% 2.4% 3.3%
Median $154 $174

$118

Source: U.S. Departmeht,of Commerce, Bureau of the

Population and Housing, PHC(1) - 89, 1970
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Oak area. This level of 1nc0me'isref1eCted in the financialecharae-
-ter1st1cs of housing 1n each area. The median vaiue of owner-occupied
un1t5 ‘ranges from $18 733 in the Post Oak area to $23 700 1n the Shepherd
area. It is 1nterest1ng to note that over 17 percent of the owner- |
occnp1ed units in the Shepherd area are valued at $50,000'or7mqre.

Automobiles Available to Study
Area Residents in 1970

7 The’number of automobiles available in each study area by hOUSing
unit is shown in Table 4. Approximately 85 percent pf the_housing‘units'
in the Shepherd area have one or more automobi]es avaiTable.lepprOXié
nately 97 percent of the housing units in the Ste11& Link area and 96
percent of those in the Post Oak area have at least one automob11e

available. The proportion of hous1ng units w1th two or more automob11es
available is approximately 30 percent for the Shepherd area,.61 percent
for the Stella Link area, and 45 percent for the Post Oak area. These
statistics reflect the high economic status and phySicé] mobi1ity of

the study area residents. The high rate of avai]ab11itonf automobiles
is consistant with the hypothe§i$ that study area residents are oriented
to the automobile as'a major'means of transportion and with the assumption
that the freeway has impacted uPon'the study areas by increasing their |

accessibility.

Summar
The construction of a freeway can have a major impact on an urban
residential neighborhood by altering its space-time ratios with other areas

within the city. If space-time rratios are lowered substantially, the
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fesidentia1 area becomes more accessib]é and its value for residential
and/or commercial purposes incréases. Comparison of_cehsus data fbr 1960‘
and-1970‘indiéates the three study“areaé underwent substantiai chan§e
that may have been a result of being more accessible after the con-
struction of Southwest Freeway ahd IH 610. Some of the changes that
took place in study area census tracts were: 1) an increase in thé
number of housing units; 2) an increase in the pefcentages of multi-
‘unit structures ahdlrenta1 units; 3) an increase in the percentages
of young adults and single persong; and 4) a}high mobility rate among'
area residents. B

The socioeconomic level of study area residents is genefa11y highﬁ
"Each of the study>afeas is charactefized by a high incidence of autbmof

bile availability, which suggests a dependency on automobi]e_transpoftation.
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PART IT
CHARACTERISTICS OF SURVEY. RESPONDENTS

Persona] Character1st1cs

, The d1str1but1on of respondents by age, ‘sex, years of educat1on,
and ethnic background are shown in Table 6. These statistics are |
summarized as follows. Themeanage of all 'respondents is 47.‘3}_ye"ars.
Approximately 52 percent of the respondents interriewed are female.

Approximately 58 percent of the respondents are the head of thevhoUSe-

“hold, 40 percent are the spouse of the heed;'and the remaining 2 percent

of the sample are comprised of other household members. The mean number
of years of education for all respondents 1s 13. 7'years Only a very

smal] proport1on of the respondents approximate]y 2 percent of the sample,

are from ethn1c backgrounds other than Anglo.

Household Composition

The composition of respondents' households is shown in Table 7. OQver-

all, approximately 68 percent of the households in the'sampTe_consist~of

persons living alone, and married couples without chi]dren'or other

persons in the ‘household. This percentage is aTmost even]y diVided be-"

tween sing]e persons and married coup]es with 31 percent and 37 percent

of al househons respectively belong1ng to each group. Within des1gn

- subareas, the household compos1t1ons show cons1derab1e variation. In

‘the elevated and on-grade des1gn'subareas,'20 percent and 17 percent,

respectively, of the households sampled consist of single persons living

‘alone, whiTe in the depressed designvsubarea, 53 percent of the h0useho]ds'
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Percent Distr]but1on of Respondents by Age, Sex, Years
of Education, Ethnic Background, and Relation

Table 6

to Head of Household by Design Subarea

Design Subarea .

Characteristic Elevated On Grade - Depressed AT Subareas
, {N=29)- - - {N=25) N C IN=32) {N=86)..

Age

20 - 29 20% 14% 25% 20%

30 - 39 12% 21% 22% - 19%

40 - 49 16% 21% 12% 16%

50 - 59 16% 14% 16% 15%

60 - 69 , 32% 24% 16% 23%

70 and above - 4% 7% 9% 7%

. Mean Age 50.9 yrs. 46.7 yrs. 4.4 yrs. 47.3 yrs.
Male 40% 34% 66% 48%
Female 60% 66% - 34% . - 52%
Years of Education
8 0% 3% 0% 1%

9 -12 52% 41% 25% 38%

13 - 15 12% 24% 28% - .22%

16 - 20 20% 28% 41% 30%

No Response 16% 3% 6% 8%
Mean Years of ‘ 5 N
Education 13.5 yr§. 13.2 yrs. 13.9 yrs. 13.7 yrs.
Ethnic Background |
Anglo 96% 97% 100% . 98%
Black 0% 3% 0% 1%

" Other 4% 0% 0% 1%
Relationship of Respondent
to Head of Household
Head of Household 40% 59% 72% 58%
Spouse 52% 41% 28% 40%
Child 4% 0% 0% 1%
Other Household ‘ y

Member 4% 0% 0% 1%




Table 7

Househo]d'Composition'of Réspondents by Désign,Subaréa '

Design Subarea

Characteristic Elevated -~ On Grade  Depressed A1l Subareas
| S T (Ne2® (N=29)  (N=32) .. - . (N=86)

Number of Persons
in HoUseho]d:

1T O 20% 1% 53y 314
2 485 555 25% 4%
3-4 I Y T B
5 or more - 4% 3% ‘ 6% 5%
Mean Persons per | . s o L
Nean Pers 2.2 2.2 2.0 2

‘Household Compositiaﬁ

Head of Household
with no Spouse:

Living Alone 208 s 5w 3%
Living with 0% 2% S 3% | 8%

- '.igg;ldren
Livitig with Persons : R : '
Other Than 0% A 0% 9% 3%
Children :

‘Head of Household
with Spouse: ’ g
Living with Spouse . o y ooy
Alone 482 45% R 37%
Living with _ 9 . Hny ' : -
Children 20% 10% 2% . 14%
Living with Persons - ST :
Other Than 12% 7% 0% 6%
“Children L -
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consist of single persons. Cohversely,_on]y 22 percent of the house-
holds in the depressed design subarea consist of married couplés with-
out children, while 45 percent of the hbusehons'in‘the elevated sub-
area and 45 percent of the househo]ds.in the on-grade subarea have this’
composition. The 1argesf‘variation inAthe subarea samples is among |
houéeho]ds_comprised of'heads of houSehb]dé without‘spouéeé-who live withﬁ
chf]dren. 'These houSeho]ds comprise none of the elevated subaréa,
,Zlvpercent of the on-grade, and 3:pertent of the depressed design sub- -~

areas.

The dﬁstribution of respondents by téta] family income for 1973 is
éhown‘in Table 8. In general, the study_samp]e'can'be characterized as
comprised of rgspondents in thé midd]é and upper income ranges.  The
mean family income of all respondents is:$15,902. Approximate1y 80
percent of all respondents hadrannua1~fam11y incomes of $10,000 orrmoré."

- The per-capita income for all households in the study samp]e_is'$7,572.'

Housing Characteristics

Physical Charactefistics of.Housfng
The physical characteristics of respondents' dwe}]ing units:are
“shown in Table 9. Overé11, dwelling units of réspondéhfs in the study
sample can be general]y-characterizéd as moderately .old to old, fairly
large, most likely to be a single fam11y dwelling, and in excellent con-
dition. The average age for all dWe111ng units is 17.6 years, and the

mean number of rooms is 5.27 per unit. Approximately 63 percent of all
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Table 8

. Percent Distribution of Respondents by Family
Income and Design Subarea

Characteristic

DésignVSubarea_

Elevated

On Grade Depressed A11 Subareas
(N=25) (N=29} ... T (N=32) ~ (N=86)

Income

$3,000 ~ $4,999 8% 3% 6% 6%
$5,000 - $6,999 4% 7% 0% 3%
$7,000 - $9,999 4% 10% 12% 9%
$10,000 - $14,999 8% 3% 22% 12%
$15,000 - $24,999 24% 6% - 6% 11%
%25,000 or more 12% 17% 6% 12%
ncome not reported - 40% . 52% 47% 46%
Mean Income of Those '

‘Reporting | $18,643 $15,800 $13,735 $15,902
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Table 9.

Physical Characteristics of Respondeﬁts‘
Dwelling Units by Design Subaraa-

Design Subarex e
Characteristic Elevated On Grade Depressed A11 Subareas
(N=29) (N=25) (N=32) (N=86) -

Type of Dwe11ing

“Single Family 72% 79% n% 63%

Duplex S 0% 6% ' - 2%
Apartment House - 28% , 21% ’ 53% - 35%

Age of Dwelling -

Less thah 5 Years 0% | 0% | 3% 1%

5-9 16% 0% - 6% 7%
10 - 14 _ 16% 3% 9% 9%

15 = 19 - 44% 45% - 19% A 35%

20 - 29 . 24% 52% . 53% . 44%

30 Years or more 0% - 0% 9% 3%
Mean Age of Dwellings 14.9 yrs. -18.5 yrs. 18.9 yrs. - 17.6 yrs.

Heated Area

499 sq. ft. or less 8 BV 25% 13%

500 - 999 : 8% — 10% : 19% 13%
1,000 - 14,999 8% 7% 3% 6%
15,000 - 19,999 8% : 21% 12% 14%
20,000 or more 40% 28% 3% 22%

Don‘t Know 28% 31% - - 38% . 33%

Number{of Rooms

2 -3 » 16% 7% o 241

4 -5 4% 14% 22% 14%
6 -7 52% 45% 12% 35%
8 or more 12% 3% 6% 7%
No Response 16% 31% 12% 20%

Mean Number of Rooms  6.00 5.75 4.39 5.27
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dwelling units are single~fami1y type, and 37 percent are mu1t1—unit
apartments of dub]exes. |

" The characteristics of dwelling units vary considerably between
desﬁgh subareas. The elevated and on-grade areas are comprised pre-
dominantly of single family dwellings, Whi1e the depressed design
subarea is compriséd largely of apartment dwellings and duplexes.
Apbroximate]y 76'percént of the units in the elevated area were built
after 1954, while 52 percent of the dwellings in the on—Qfade afea ahd'.'

62 pércent of the dwellings in the depressed area were bui1t before 1954.

Financial Characteristics of Housing

Some>financia1 characteristics of dwel]ing'units in the sample are

~ shown in Table ‘10.  Each desfgnsubarea exhiBits'a high'percentége of -
respondents who rent compared to resbondents who own their dwelling.

The proportion of renters ranges from 34 percent in the depressed subérea
to 45 percent in the on-grade subarea. The estimated values of owner- .
: occupied dwe]]inés and thevestimated monthly rént paid reflect the high
economic status of the reépondents. The meén value for owner-occupjed
-dwellings for all respondents who reported this ihformation is $28,846.

The mean monthly rent paid by reporting respondents is $152.

Length of Residency

Information regarding the length of respondent residency is shown
in Tab]ev11. The information regarding 1ength of respondent residency
in their néighborhood indicates that each of the study sections is very

stable with respect to resident movement. Respbhdents show a tendency
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Table 10

Financial Characteristics of Respondents'
Dwelling Units by Design Subarea

Des1gg Subarea

Depressed A1l Subareas

No Response

.~ 59%

" Characteristic Elevated On Grade
(N=25) (N=29)... (N—az) ........ . (N=86) .

Household Tenure - - : |
Owner 60% 55% 66% 553 )
Renter 40% - 45% 4% - 45%
Estimated Value of
Owner-Occupied
Dwelling Units
Less than $20,000 0% 0 0% 3%
$20,000 -~ $29,099 47% 21% - 50% . 38%
$30,000 - $39,999 13% 57% 0% 26%
$40,000 - $49,999 - 33% 14% - 0% - 18%
$50,000 - $59,999 7% 7% 0% - 5%
$60,000 or more 0% 0% "40% 10% :
Gross Monthly Rent
‘Less than $100 0% 0% 54 3% -
$100 - §149 12% 11% 14% 13%
$150 - $199 0% 11% 23% - 15%
$200 or more 0% - 11% 0% 3%

88% - 67% 67%
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Table 11

_Percent Distribution Length of Respondent

Residency by Design Subarea

VDesigh Subarea:

A1l Subareas

Address

Characteristic Elevated On Grade Depressed
(N=29) (N=25) (N=32) - {N=86)
Length of Residency
“In Neighborhood
1 -5 years 32% 41% 41% 38%
1 year 4% 7% 16% 8% -
2 years 8% 17% 16% 14%
3 years 0% 7% 3% 3%
4 -years 12% - 3% 6% 7%
5 years 8% 7% 0% 6%
6 - 9 years - 16% 14% 28% - 20%
10 - 14 years - 20% 17% 16% - 17%
15 = 19 years 28% 4% 3%. 10%
20 years er mowe 4% 25% 12% 14%
Mean Years of S . ; o
Residency in 9.96 yrs. 10.10yrs. 7.40 yrs. 9.37 yrs.
Neighborhood ' _
Length of Residency
at Address ’
1 year 4% - 3% 16% 9%
- 2 years 8% o 17% 16% 14%
3 years 0% 7% 3% 2%
4 years 12% , 3% 6% - 7%
5 years 8% . 7% 0% 7%
6 < 9 years 16% 14% 28% 19%
- 10 = 14 years 20% 17% 16% - 16%
15 = 19 years 28% 4% 3% 10%
20 .years or more 4% 25% 12% 14%
Mean Years of : :
Residency at 9.59 yrs. 19,96 yrs. 7.40 yrs. 9,37 yrs.
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~both to rema1n in their neighborhood and to remain at the same address

For a]] respondents, the mean length of res1dency in the ne1ghborhood is.

9.37 years, and the mean Tength of residency at the address is 9.17
years. Only 4 of the 86 respondents (5 percent of the sample) had re-
sided at addresses in the neighborhood-other than the one at which they
were residing at the time of their interview. .

Respondents were classified by type of tenure and 1ength of re-
sidency in the neighborhood in order to see if differences in Tength
of res1dency existed between respondents who were owners and respondents
‘who were renters. This information is shown in Table 12. There are
major difterences between owners and renters with respect to 1ength”
»of residency. Sixty-two pencent of the renters had resided in the
neighbornood for 5 years or less, whi]e‘68 nercent of the owners had
been residents for 10 years or longer. The mean length of residency.

is'12,61 years- for owners as opposed to 4.59 years for renters.

Travel Characteristics

As discussed earlier, one of the benefits of a freeway for those
who Tive in its vicinity is thevphysicai mobility that it provides. A
freeway has the greatest potential utt1ityvfor those individuals and
families who can take full advantage of the access afforded by the auto-
mobile. Financial and soc1a1 character1st1cs of the study area residents
demonstrate an orientation toward the automobile as arpr1mary mode of
transportation. For example, incomes of respondents are high enough so
that the cost of owning and operating an automobile can be met with 1itt1e
difficulty. At the same time, age and family structures are sdch that

access to other areas is both necessary and highly desirable.
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Table 12

Percentage Distribution of Respondents by Length of
Residency in Neighborhood and Type of Tenure

Tenure -
Owner Renter . Total
(N=47) . (N=39) . (N=86)
Length of Residency
in Neighborhood
1 - 5 years 16% 62% _ 38%
1 year. 0% - 18% 8%
2 years 6% - 23% - 14%
3 years . 4% - 3% 3%
4 years - 2% 13% - 7%
5 years 6% 5 6%
6 - 9 years 13% 28% - 20%
10 - 14 years 23% - 10% - 17%
15 -~ 19 years 19% - 0% - - 10%
20 years or more

Méan‘Léhgth Ofr
Residency

265 0% 4%

12,61 yrs. 4.59 yrs.  9.37 yrs.

Chi-square with 4°d.f. = 9.60. p < .05, significant.




In the analysis of the characteristics of'residentsdof étddy area d'
cehsus tracts, a high level of automobi1e'ownership was found. Given
the financial characteristics of respondents, a high 1eve1 of auto-
mobile ownersh1p shou]d also be present among th1s group, and the auto-
mobile should be the primary mode of transportation utilized by this
‘group. N

Number of Automobiles Owned by Members
of Respondent Households 7

The distribution of respondents by the ﬁumber of aufomobi1es_owded |
is shown in Table 13.  As indicated byﬁthe.number of autom05f1e5 owned,
theré seems td a stfong'oriehtation towafd tHeraUtomobi1e as a means
of transportation among study respondents. Appfoxihaté]y 91:percent of
respondéht hodseho1ds have at least lrautomobilé, and 50 percent df the
households have 2 or more automdbiies.‘:Furthefdore, those households
without automobiles are predominantly those headed by e]dér]yAperSOns.
'Six of the 8 househo]ds without automobiles are headed by persons 60
years of age or older. Thus, the househons w1thout automob11es are
‘those headéd by the group of persons who w091d be expected to be the
least mobile, -

No stat1st1ca1 significance was found in the degree of automob11e

ownersh1p by e1ther design subareas or distance zones

Modes of Transportation Uti]ized,byARESpondehtS
Thé percentage of respondents who report théruse of various modes of
transportation is shown in Table 14. Approximately 93 pérdnet of

the kesondents report utilizing the automobile fo meét some orfa11 of
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~ Table 13

Percent Distribution of Number of Automobiles
. "Owned by Members of Respondent Households

by Design Subarea-and by Distance

~Zone

Design Subarea®

A1l Subareas

Characteristic Elevated - On Grade Depressed
- (N=25) ~  (N=29) (N=32)  (N=86)
~ Number of
Automobiles
Owned |
0 12% 3% 12% 9%
1 362 it 447 ny
2 40% 52% - 449 45%
3 2% 39 0% 5%
— Distance Zone® . o
o 1 P2 3 A11 Zenes
Number of -‘(N=25)' (N=30) (N=31) 7 (N=86)
Automobiles o ' ‘ . '
Owned
0 g8 10% 10% 9%
1 520 33% 39% n%
2 36% 57% 42% 45%
3 4% 0% 10% 59

.aChi-square with 6 degrées of freedom
'bChi-square with 6 degrees of freedom

i

'6.74. p > .05, not significant.
- 5.79. .p > .05, not significant.
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Table 14

Percentage of Respondents who Use Various Modes of Transportat1on,
by Design Subarea and by Distance Zone

Des1gn Subareaa

(101)

aPercentages for each column do not total 100 because of

multiple responses.

38

E]évated -On Grade Depressed ‘A11 Subareas

Mode of
Transportation

~ Automobile - 92% 97% 91% 93%
Bus 12% 17% 12% 14%
Taxi 4% 14% 6% 8%
Walking ' - 0% 0% 0% 0%
Bicycle . - . 0% 0% 6% 2%
Total Number - o o
of Responses (27) (37) (37) (101)

Distance Zone® SRS
1 2 3 A11 Zones

Mode of " 
Transportation
Automobile 92% 93% 949 93%
Bus 8% 20% . : 13% 14%
Taxi : 8% 13% 3% - 8%
Walking ‘ - 0% 0% ' 0% 0% -
Bicycle 0% 3% 3% 2%
Total Number of A ;
Responses (27) (39) (35) '




theirhtransportatton needs. This figure is'consonant with the highi‘_,'
level of automobile ownersh1p reported by respondents In addition;a
the eight respondents who reported that they did not ut111ze the automob11e
~as a means of transportation are the,same respondents_who reported that
they did not own an -automobile. A1l of these persons reported using
taxis, buses, or both as an a]ternatiye,to»agtomobiie transportation;‘
| The differeneés-in response rates betweenrthe—dﬁfterentddesignhspb— :
areas and between the different distance zones are well within the 11mits,
of samp11ng variation. Thus the responses in Tab]e 14 represent a |
high degree of utilization of automob11e transportat1on by respondents
regard1ess of the des1gn of the freeway in the1r vic1n1ty, or the
d1stance respondents Tive from the freeway
These data are cons1stent with a p1cture of a group of persons who
are physically mobile and have the f1nanc1a1 resources to take advantage
of the access afforded by the freeway Furthermore, since on]y two of
the respondents report ut111z1ng wa1k1ng or b1cyc1es as maJor modes of
" transportation, it can be inferred that the or1entat1on_of,respondents |

is toward activities optside their neighborhood which could’not be reached

by foot or bicyc1e.




PART II1
OPINIONS OF STUDY RESIDENTS CONCERNINGAFREEWAY |
LOCATION,; DESIGN, AND IMPACT

One of the major objectiVes of the study was to determine the
opinions of persons 1living near the freeway concerning the preferred
Tocations of residences with respect to the freeway, and to determine
if one type of freeway deéign was considered more desirable than
others. To satisfy thesé objeétivés, respondents were interviewed
extensively to determine their opinions concerning various.aspetts of

the freeway.

Analysis of Data

The major focus of the analysis of data in this section was on
reTating respondents ' opinions toward thé freeway to some of the variables
that could be coqtfolled in the design énd construction of future freeways.
In this regard, one of the majqr concerns was whéther opinions varied
Significant]y by type ofvfreeway design and by the distance of residences
from the freeway. For this reason, hypotheses of significant differences
in respondent opinions by design subarea, and hypotheses of significant
differences in respondent opinions by distance zone were subjected to
statistical tests whenever appropriate. s

Opinions of Respondents Regarding
"Location of Residences

The degree to which an individual is favorable to the presence of
the freeway can be viewed as a function of the amount of satisfaction
he feels toward his place of residence, and whether he sees the freeway

as enhancing this satisfaction or detracting from it. This section
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ewamines the responses to a series of qoestions aSked ofweaCh-respondent'b
'to determ1ne (1) the reasons for locating at his place of reS1dence, -
- (2) whether or not the respondent 11ked 11v1ng at his res1dent1a1 Toca-
' t1on, and (3) whether or not the respondent was sat1sf1ed with the

]ocat1on of the freeway re]at1ve to his ne1ghborhood and res1dence

Reasons for Locating at Present Address

Each respondent was. asked to list the maJor reasons for choos1ng h1s
present residentia] 1ocat1on The d1stribut1on of coded responses,1s y
shown in Table 15. The most frequent reason given by a11 respondents
was that the res1dence was chosen because it was "1ocated in a good
.neighborhood." "Being close to work" and "being the best for the‘money"
were the next most frequeht.reaSOns given. Only 2 respondents (2 per-.
‘cent of the sample) 1ndf¢ated that their residence waslthe‘only'onev |
available to them. B | | |

vRespondentsvwere C1assified according to}whether they’had'mQVed to'dh
their present residence before or after the freeway hadrbeen‘conStructed S
ﬁnvorder to determine if there were sighificant differencesAih the reasons
:giweh for‘moving‘fntofthe,stddy.neighborhoods_that cou1d be attrihuted to'
the construction of the freeway. The resultant distr1but1on is shown in
Table 16. The major d1fference in the two groups is that those who moved-
to their address after the freeway was built gave "best for the money-
with greater frequenty.and."good neighborhood" withv]eSSer‘frequency
than did those who moved to the1r address/before the freeway was. bu11t
7However, differences in the frequency d1str1but1ons of the responses of

the two groups are,not,statist1ca]1y significant.
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Tab1e~15‘

Distribution of Responses to the Questidn "What was the Main Reasbn
For Locating at this Address," by Design Subarea and by Distance Zone

Reéponse Design Subarea® e
Elevated On Grade Depressed A1l Subareas
Best for Money 17% 20% 16% 17%
Good Neighborhood 59% - 68% 50% 58%
Only Available - 3% 0% 3% 2%
Close to Work 21% 20% 22% 21%
Other Responses 21% 12% 12% 15%
Total Number ’
of Responses (35) (30) (33) (98)
Distance Zone? , ,

Response 1 2 3 A1l Zones
Best for Money . 16% 7% 29% 179
-Good Neighborhood 64% 57% 45% 58%
Only Available 0% - 3% 3% 2%
Close to Work 4% 23% 32% 21%
Other Responses 20% 17% 4% 15%
Total Number o o
of Responses (26) (35) (37) (98)

aPérCentages in each column do not total 100 because of multiple

responses.
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Tab1e ]6

Percent D1str1but1on of Responses to the Quest1on "What was the Main
' " Reason for Locating at This Address," by Respondents Moving

to Locat1on Before or After Construct1on of Freeway

Respondenl Moved 1) Mocat1en

Prior to : After
‘ Construction - Construction AT
Response - . of Freeway - of Freeway Respondents -
Best for Money v 4% - 22% 17%
‘Good Neighborhood 74% - 52% - 58%
Only Available 4% - 2% 2%
Close -to Work 17% - L 22% 2%
- Other Responses 22% -~ . 13 15%
Total Number . o S : . '
of Responses | (28). (71) (99)

1

Percentages for each column do not total 100 because of
mu1t1p1e responses.

Chi-square with 4 d.f;eﬁv5;68; p > .05, not éignificant..,
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‘Satisfaction with Residential Locat1on
Respondents were asked to express a genera1 ommon of their
residential Iocation Respenses were: coded accord1ng ‘to whether the’
opinion was generally favorable, ‘unfavorable, or one of indi fference
toward the residential location. Tabulated results are shown in

Tables 17 and 18. In general, reépondents tended to express satis-

- faction thh their place of residence. In the total sample, 86 percent

of the respondents gave a favorab]e opinion of their residential 1ocat1on, B

7 percent gave an unfavorable opinion, and 7 percent were 1nd1fferent

-toward theirrresidehtial 10tation.

Differences in Opinion -of Residential -
Locat1on by Design Subarea

. When respondents are class1f1ed accord1ng to design subarea, the B
proportion of favorable opinions varies from 76 percent of those in the
on-grade subarea to 100 percent of those in the elevated subarea, as
shown in Table 18. The Chi-square statistic for this cont1ngency'tab1e

is not significant at the 95 percent confidence 1eve1.

Differences in Opinion of Residential Locat1on

by Distance Zones

When respondents are classified according to distance zone, the
proportidn of favorable opinions ranged froh 76 percent of those respon-
dents in zone 1 to 96 percent of those in zone 2, as shown in Table 18.
The Chi-squaré statistic for this contingency table is significant at
the 95 percent confidence interval. An examination of the table indi-
cates that a significantly greater percentage of the respondénts who

live in zone 1 expressed opinions unfavorable toward their residential
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Tab]e 17

D1str1but1on of Responses to the Quest1on "How Do You L1ke L1v1ng at
by Des1gn Subarea and by D1stance Zone

thws Locat1on,

Type of’Respthe- 3'

De51gn Subareaa

'E1eveted_

(N525)

On Grade Depressed
- (N=29) (N- 32)

.7A11'Subareasbf

‘Favorable
Indifferent

Unfavorable

0%
0%

1008

T6% 3-81%,
20 3w

4% 16%

o (N-86)

861 -
o
7%

: ,fype.of'Responseei

b .

1

(N=25)

Distance Zone -

C(N=30) (N-31)

- A1l Zones

(v-86)

Favorable
Indifferent

Unfavorable -

76%
0%
14%

9% 88t

4 e

e e

o 86%
7%
S

b

~%Chi-square with 2 d.f.
Chi-square with 2 d.f.

5.15.
16.01.

p>
- p<

.05, not significant.
.001, significant.
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'f:fab1e:18 o

D1str1but10n of Responses to the Quest1on "How Do You L1ke L1v1ng
-in this Location,". by Respondent. Moving to Locat1on Before Dr
After Construct1on of Freeway

Réspdndenﬁ'MCVéd'to‘LOCatioh' L

N T ,‘Pr1or to- Construction - " After Construct1on 'A11,
Type of Response . - of Freeway ~ of Freeway ~  Respondents
| R (N=23) -~ (N=53) - (N=86)

‘Favorable . 8% g% 8%
Indifferent 0% . 10% 7%
~Unfavorable R 2 L S

Chi-square with 2 d.F.l5_7.T]. p< .05, significant. = -

T




1ocat1on with respect to those who 11ve 1n zones 2 and 3 Zone 1

'conta1ns those residences wh1ch abut the~freeway Therefore, it can be

conc]uded that those respondents whose res1dences abut the freeway tend

to bersomewhat more unfavorable toward their res1dent1a1:10cation than

do those reSidehtS'whd Tive at‘greater distances.

, D1fferences in Opinion of Re51dent1a1 Locat1on by

- ‘Respondent Moving to Residential Locatjon Before

or lfter Construction of tﬁe Freeway

- Those respondents who moved to their res1dent1a1 1ocat10n after the 7
construction of the freeway had an advantage over those respondents whp
moved to their residential location before construction of the freeway in
that the post-construction reSpondents could take the presence of-the
vfreeway-into account whenrchoosing theiruresidentia]‘1ocation,, The_postF
COnstruction-reS1dents coU1d*wefghﬂthe assets and liabilities of living |
1n the prox1m1ty of the freeway in the process of choos1ng the1r |
resvdent1a1 1ocat1on an opt1on that was denied the pre- construction
res1dents. ‘This factor coqu affect the amount of sat1sfact1on with the

residential location; and hence the'type'of Opinionfexpressed_byvthe

: respondent ..

- To ekamine this hypothesis,ithe'sample'responses were classified
according to whether the respOndent had moved to his residential 1ocatton‘
before. or after the construction of the freeway in his own area. The_-
resu]t1ng-d1str1but1on is shown in Table 18 The proport1on of the
pre-constrUction and post-constructjon residents who expressed;favorap]e
opinion toward their residential locations is approximately-the same,'i
consisting,of‘83_percent and 87 percent of each grOup; respectively.

However, a'notfceab]y greater proportion of pre-construction respondents

a7




.-tended to be unfavorable toward the1r residentia] locat1on in contrast
'rto post-construction respondents who tended to be 1nd1fferent to their
,1ocat1on In the pre-construction group, 17 percent, of a11 those ."
respondents who did not express favorab]e opinlons expressed unfavorab]e

"op1nions On the other hand 1n the post-construction group, 10 percent

, of the respondents expressed opin1ons of 1nd1fference and only 3 per--r'-?

cent expressed unfavorab]e opinions toward their res1dent1a1 locat1on
'The Chi-square stat1st1c for th1s contingency table is. s1gn1f1cant at

‘the 95 percent confidence level

Satisfactlon with Freeway Locatlon - ,

Respondents satisfaction with the 10cation of the freeway can be
.-ana]yzed as a function of two separate factors These are (1) the~

| degree to which the presence of the freeway interferes with ne1ghbor1ng
rre1at1onships and neighborhood act1v1t1es that the individual fee]s are
an important part of h1s socia1 structure, and (2) the degree to which '}
'the-1nd1v1dua1 s quality of ]ife ts_affected by. such'freewayfrelatedA »
:probiems'as noise'pollution,‘air pb]]ution ‘and'trafftctcongeStionAﬁ
Th1s sect1on exam1nes respondent opinions regarding the location of the 7

freeway w1th respect to each of these “two factors

The 1mpacts of freeway construct1on on the soc1a1 structure of an
urban ne1ghborhood depend to a large extent on the ways that ne1ghbor- o
hood residents or1ent the1r social patterns In this regard a dis—

tr1but10n between local and urban orientat1ons toward 1ife 1s useful. ] o

co Tsee Suzanne Ke]]er, The Urban Neighborhood (New York Random
| House, 1968), p. 160. A
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Loca11y or1ented residents concentrate on the 1mmed1ate area for the p‘
. :sat1sfact1on of basic soc1a1 persona], and mater1a] needs Urban-~v
Vor1ented individuals use local fac111t1es, serv1ces, and soc1a1 contacts
~ - in a much more 11m1ted and less exc]us1ve way and look to the W1der
soc1ety for these things. Local types reside 1n the c1ty but live in-
the ne1ghborhood the urban types reside in the ne1ghborhood but 1ive
~in the city. | | '
‘Social patterns of 10ca11y—oriented'residentS'ni11 be disrupted to
some extent by the construction of a freeway throuoh their”neighborhood.
Consequently, oca11y or1ented 1nd1v1duals shou]d tend to have negative
op1n1ons regard1ng the presence of the freeway in the1r ne1ghborhood
Converse]y, social patterns of urban—or1ented res1dents will be
mtnimal]y disrdpted by freeWay construction through their neighborhood,
and their 11festy1es will be enhanced by the access afforded by the
freeway. Consequently, “urban- or1ented res1dents shou]d tend to be
pos1t1ve1y oriented or 1nd1fferent to the presence of a freeway in the1r
ne1ghborhood
‘The f1nd1ngs d1scussed in prev1ous sect1ons suggest that, in general,
'therstudy samp]e is urban oriented rather than local or1ented; Respondents
~ tend to be physically mobile, do little nalking, make considerable use |
of:antomobi1e‘transportation, and are of relatively high socioeconomic
status. A1l these characteristics are consistent with an-Urban-oriented

2

Tife sty]e If this hypothes1s of a genera1 ‘urban orientation is valid,

then there should be a h1gh degree of acceptance of the presence of the

2For a discussion of research regarding the relationships between
jndividual and group characteristics and neighboring patterns, see
Suzanne Keller, op cit., pp. 72-74.
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fréeway in study neighborhoods. Also, if the ihdividuai's orientation
toward the neighborhood is the major factor in determihing his attitude
toward the presence of the freeway, then 1little relationship should be
found between individual opinion and vafiabies such as freeway design tyﬁe,
‘distance from the freeway, and whether the individual moved to the
neighborhood before or after construction of the freeway.
Two questiongmahhtﬁélinterviéwfgéﬁédﬁié—déﬁiVWifhlfhe reéponaéﬁf's

opinion toward the presence of the freeway in the neighborhood. The
-first question is fAre you g]ad to have the freeway in this neighborhood?"
The‘second queétion is "Do you think the freeway.is properly 1oéated with
respect to your neighborhood?“ The distributions of coded responses |
to these two questions are shown in tab]es_]9¥20.
| Findings from these data support the hypothesis'of generally
faiorab]e opinions towérd_the freeway due to an urban orientation on the '
part of respondents. The overall response was generally favorable to

both the presence of the freeway in the neighborhood énd the location of
the freeway with respect to the neighborhood. Approximately 70 percent
of the respondents were glad to have the freeway in their neighborhood,
~and approximately 72 percent thought that the freeway Qas properly
located with respect to the neighborﬁood. An examination oi the data
did not reveal any patterns in the responses that could be attributed
to either the design of the freeWay, the distancg of the respondent's:
residence from the freeway, or when tﬁe respondent. moved to the néigh—
borhood. None of the Chi-square tests conducted on the various
contingency tables were significant at the 95 percent-]evei of con-

fidence.
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- Table 19

Distribution of Respdnses to the Question "Are You Glad to Have the .
Freeway in this Neighborhood?" by Design Subarea, by Distance Zone,
and by Respondent Moving to Location Before or After Construction of -

Freeway -
| -‘DéSign‘Subaréaa_. o ~
Response . Elevated On Grade - ~ Depressed - Al1 Subareas
(N=25) (N=29) - (N=32) - (N=86)
Yes 804 b5y o7sy 709
No - 2% ©31% | 6% . 16%
Don't Know 8% & 9% g
v - . , _Distance Zongbw e . :
Response. 1 2 3 " A11 Zones
, L (N=25) (N=30) .. : (N=31) o (N=86)
Yes . e . 80% 65% 0%
No | T % e . 6%
Don‘t Know 12% 10% 19 13
| Respondent Moved to Location~
Prior to Construction  After Construction A1l
Response _ of Freeway of Freeway ~© 'Respondents
E " (N=23) - (N=63) - (N=86)
Yes 0% 0% 702
No '— 21% ey 18w
Don't Know | 9% ; | 6% 14y

aChi—square with 4 d.f.
behi-square with 4 d.f.
CChi-square with 2 d.f.

8.69. p > .05, not significant.

3.39. p > .05, not significant.
1.20. p > .05, not significant.

n
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Table 20

Distribution of Responses to the Question "Do You. Th1nk the Freeway
is Properly Located with Respect to Your Neighborhood?" by Design

Subarea, by Distance Zone, and by Respondent Moving to Location

Before or After gonstruction of Freeway

Response

Design Subareaa

Elevated On Grade Depressed ATl Subareas
(N=23) (N=29) (N=32) (N=86) ‘
Yes 88% 56% 75% 729
No 4% 10% 3% 6% .
Don't Know 8% 34% 22% 22%
- DistancevZoneb
Response 1 2 - 3 “A11 Zones
(N=25) (N=30) — (N=31) (N=86)
Yes 80% 80% 58% 72%
No 8% 6% : 3% 6%
Don't Know 12% 14% 39% 22%
Respondent Moved to Location® o
» Prior to Construction After Construction A1
Response to Freeway of Freeway Respondents
' (N=23) (N=63) (N=86)
Yes 83% _ 68% 72%
No 9% | 5% 6%
Don't Know 9% ' 27%

22%

b

aChi-square with 4 d.f.
Chi-square with 4 d.f.
cChi—square with 2 d.f.

7.89. p >.05, not significant.
7.99. p > .05, not significant.
3.48. p > .05, not significant.

"

"
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vLocation of;the FreeWayfwfth Respect to Respondent-Resfdenées

- Two related questions on the interview schedule were designed to
measure respondent~sat13faction with the location of residences in
respect to the freeway. The first question is "Where do you prefer to
live with respect to the freeway?" - The second question is “Does.the
presence of the freeway'annoy you in any way?" The dfstributions of
"reSponses to these questions}are shown in‘Tahies 21-22

In the tota] sample, response was genera]]y that respondents tended :
to prefer to 1ive about where they were with respect to the freeway |
: Approximately 79 percent'Of all respondents'said that thEthere~satisfied
with the distancevof'their residence from thehfreeway;‘ZO percent'of-af]
respondents stated that they preferred to 1iyevfurther from theffreeway;
and 1 respondent, or slightly over 1 percent of the sample, preferred '
to 11ve c]oser to the freeway. V o R

-The data indicate a poss1b1e re]at1onsh1p between respondent sat1s-
fact1on w1th h1s res1dent1a1 distance from the freeway -and the e]evat1on
of the freeway section in the proximity of his res1dence _As shown in
Table 21, the percentage of respondents who prefer to 11ve further from
‘the. freeway increases as the elevation of the freeway 1ncreases Twentyr
eight percent of those in the elevated design subarea prefer to 11ve .
further from the freeway, while on]y 9 percentaof those in the-depressed
design subarea have this preference. The Chi-square statistic»{stnot
significant at the 95 percent level of confidence, so a conc]usion that
this relationship is due sofe]y to sampling effects cannot be rejected.

The data show a definite relationship between proximity to the

freeway and where respondents prefer to live with respect to the freeWay;
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Tab1e>21

Distribution of Respdnses to the Question "Where do You Prefer to
Live with Respect to the Freeway?" By Design Subarea and Distance
Zone and by Respondent Moving to Location Before or After Construc-

tion of Freeway.

Design Subarea®

A1l Subareas

- Response Elevated On Grade Depressed
(N=25) (N=29) (N=32) (N=86)
Closer 0% . 0% 3% - 1%
Further Away 28% 24% 9% - 20%
About Where You Are 72% 76% 88% 79%
Distance Zoneb
Response ] 2 3 A1l Zones
(N=25) (N=30) (N=31) (N=86)
Closer 0% 3 0% . 1%
Further Away 40% 13% - 10% 20%
About Where You Are - 60% 84% 90% : 79%
Respondent Moved to Location®.
Prior to Construction After Construction AN
Response of Freeway of Freeway Respondents
(N=23) ‘ (N=63) (N=86)
Closer 0% 2% 1%
Further Away 43% 1% 20%
79%

About Where You Are

 57% | - 87%

3Chi-square with 4 d.f.

Chi-square with 4 d.f.‘
CChi-square with 2 d.f.

b

'5.06. p >.05, not significant.
10.98. p <.05, significant.
11.31. p<.001, significant.
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The data in Tab1e'21 show-thatdthe greater the dfstance from the.
freeway, the greater the sat1sfact1on w1th the res1dent1a1 lTocation
re]at1ve to the freeway S1xty percent of the respondents 11v1ng 1n
zone 1 (abutt1ng the freeway) prefer to Tive about where they are,
- while 90 percent of those in zone 3 (600-]200 feet‘frow theufreeway)f‘
expreSS'satisfactfon with their residential‘location;v'The Chiesdoarer
statistic is sfgnificant beyond the 95 percent confidence interval, so
it can be,concluded.that'this relatjonshipris_probably not due,to:chance
variation a1one; | 7 | | B |
The data also show avrelationship between the'respOndent's'satis-
faction with his residential location and whether he moved to the
1ocatfon before or after the freeway was bui]t "Asrshown-in Tab]ev21
respondents who moved to their residential location after the freeway
was bu11t prefer to 11ve about where they are w1th a much greater fre-
quency than do respondents who were living at their residential Iocat1on
before the freeway was built. Eighty-seven percent of the "after-
constructwon" residents preferred to live about where they are, compared
to 57 percent of the "before construct1on“ residents who have this
preference. The greater degree of satisfaction of the‘"after-construction“
respondents may be explained by thejr being able to take the'presence'of'
the freeway into account~when choosing their residential-1ocation;x.These
persons could act1ve1y consider the trade-offs between the costs and
benefits of 1iving a particular distance from the freeway and had more

opportunity'to choose a location that was sat1sfactory;‘
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Whether the individual is a "before‘constructiOH" or fafter-
construction” resident also seems to be one_bf the major factoks deter-
minfng whether or not hé is annoyed in some way berthe freeWéy. Sixty-
‘one percent of the "before-construction" respondents reportéd being.
annoyed.in some way by the freeway, while only 21 percent of the "after-
construction" respondents reported any annoyance, as shown in Table 22.
The Chi-square statistic for this distribution is significant beyond
the 99.9 percent level of confidence. No réadi]y recognizable patterned
, fe]ationship could be found between the frequency of annoyance and either
design subarea or distance zone. , |

The major type of annoyance reported by respondents is traffic |
noise. 'Twenty-four of the 27 réspondénts who reported being annoyed in
some way Tisted noise pollution as the source of their 1rritaffon. Pre-
dictably, those respondents whose residences are néarést thexfréewéy
tended to report being disturbed more by noise than were respondents
whqse residences were further from the freeway. In additjon, respondents
who lived in single family residences tended to be disfurbéd more by
noise than wererthose,]iving in apartment bﬁi]dings and other multi-family
dwe]]ings. | ' '

Opinions of Respondents Regarding
Design of Freeway

A series of questions regafding certain asbects of freeWéy designv
were included on the interview’schedd]e.v The results, reported in
Table 23,.show that 69 percent of all kespbndents approved of the appear-
ance of the freeway in their neighborhood. By design subarea, the

proportion of respondents who approved of the appearance ranged from a
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Table 22

D1str1but1on of Responses to the Quest1on “Does the Presence of

the Freeway Annoy You 'in Any Way?"

By Design Subarea and by -

Distance Zone and by Respondent Moving to Locat1on Before or
After Construct1on of Freeway.

Response

____Design Subarea®

Elevated

| A]ilSubareas

~ On Grade Depressed :
(N=25) (N=29) (N=32) (N=86)
Yes 40% 28% 28% 31%
No 60% 72% 2% 6%
____Distance Zoneb B
L 1 2 3 A1 Zones
Response (N=25) (N=30) - (N=31). . - (N=86) -
Yes 32% 403 23% 319
Mo 68 60% 7% 69%
Respondent Moved to Location ~
_ Prior to Construction - After Construction A1 ,
Response of Freeway of Freeway ‘Respondents ~
(N=23) (N=63) (h-g6)
Ves 61% 219 319
No 39% 79% - 69%

aChi- -square wifh 2 d.f.
bCh1 -square wyth_2 d.f.
Ch1 -square with 1 d.f.

ui i

1.21. p>. 05 not s1gn1f1cant
2.15. p>.05, not significant.
.001, significant.

= 10.86. p <
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Table 23

Responses of Respondents to Questions Regarding

Design of the Freeway

Responses to Questions

A1l Respohdehts-

Do You Like the Appearance of the
Freeway in Your Neighborhood?
Yes

No :
Don't Know

Are There Enough On and Off Ramps?
Yes . ’
No
Don't Know

Are There Enough Overpasses and
Underpasses?

Yes
No
Don t Know

WOu1d You Rather L1ve Near a Depressed
On-Grade, or Elevated Section of the

Freeway?

Depressed

On-Grade

Elevated :

No Preference or Don t Know

' 59%
209
7%

50%
29%
21%

764
6%
8%

6%

5%

2%
87%
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1ow of 55 percent of those 11v1ng in the on- grade des1gn subarea to a !
- h1gh of 80 percent of those 11v1ng in the elevated subarea Very few o
respondents could g1ve any specific reason for not 11k1ng the appear— -
ance of the freeway, nor cou]d they offer any suggest1on for 1mprov1ng
the freeway S appearance | | |
Approx1mate1y 50 percent of‘a]1irespondents.fe1t that there were
'1Enough off?on'ramps in thefr'neigthrhOOd. ‘Two major reasons weretgiven’
for preferring more ramps : The'most'frequent reason inen'Was-that more
‘vamps and more: feeder streets would he]p relieve traffic congest1on 1n
'.the ne1ghborhood and/or near the 1nd1v1dua] S home 1‘ : ,
| Most respondents had no defjn1te preference for one'typehof'free— ,
- way designfover anyeother design 0vera11 87 percent of the respondents
expressed no preference for a particular freeway design type or did not
- know wh1ch design type they preferred - Of those who expressed a preference,
the maJor1ty preferred ‘the type of freeway design they were 11v1ng near.
These responses are not surpr1s1ng, since near]y all of the respondents
had had exper1ence with on]y one type of freeway des1gn the one they were
current]y 11v1ng near, and -thus had no means of rea11st1ca11y compar1ng R

freeway designs. -

Sdmmary ‘

Thevdegree to which an individual is favorable toward thenfreeway_v
can be exp]ained'1arge1y in terms of the degree to,which-he is'satisfied‘
with his p]ace of res1dence and how he sees the freeway" affect1ng th1s
sat1sfact1on “1In genera], individuals in the sample tended»torhave a

favorab]e‘opinion of their place of residence, with 86 percent -of the
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respondents expressing satisfaction'with theirvlocation.‘ Réspbndenté
whose résidences abutted the freeway tended to be more uﬁfavorablé than
. those whose reéidences were further from the freeway. Respondents who
moved to their location prior to the cqnstruction of the freéway were
signfficant]y mofe unfavorable tﬁan those who moved after the construction
of the freeway. 7'
 Individual satisfaction with the location of thé freeway Qas analyzed
in terms of the degree to which the freeway interferes with thé individual's
neighboring re]ationshibs and the degree to which the ihdividua]‘é quality
~ of 1ife‘is enhanced or degradedrby the freeway. ApproximateTy 70 percent
of the respondents 1n'tﬁe study sample were favorable ﬁoward the pfesence
6f the freeway in their neighborhood. This is attributed to an orientation
on the pari of the individual more toward the larger urban community‘than
toward ther1oca1 neighborhood. This type of person fs;hot éffécted muéh by
disruptions in neighbbring patterns and enjoys the access afforded by the
freeway. | | h o
Respendénts were asked where they preferred to live Withvrespect to
the freeway. Approximately 79 percent of all respondents were satisfied
"wfth the distances of their residencesbfrpm the freeway. The frequency
of those wishing to 1ive further from the freeway increased directly
with proximity to the freeway and with-the elevation of the fréeway design
type. Residents who moved to their loéation prior to the construction |
of the freeway preferred to live further from the freeway with a significantly
higher frequency than did those who moved to their location after the

freeway was built.
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‘Thfnty—one pencent of a]]'nespondentenreported being:annbyedvinx:
some way by the presence of the'freeWay, For most respendents, the -
~reported soUrCe-ef annoyance was traffie_npise; It was feund'that -
"before- construction“ nespondents repofted being annoyed by the freeway.‘.
1th a s1gn1f1cant1y greater frequency than d1d "after- construct1on |
respondents - |
Sixty-nine percent of the samp]e 11ked the appearance of ther
freeway in their ne1ghborhoodv Approx1mate1y 60 percent of respondents e
thought there were enough off—on ramps, and 87 percent had no preference

for living near a part1cu1ar type of freeway design.
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PART 1V , |
NATURE AND EXTENT OF CHANGES IN STUDY NEIGHBORHOODS!
ATTRIBUTABLE TO CONSTRUCTION OF THE FREEWAY
' Twenty-three ef the 86 respondents in the study sample wene Tiving.
in the study areas prior to freeway construction. These respondents -
_were'asked to evaluate the nature and extent of variousvchanges-in
their neighborhood that they could attribute to the construct1on and
presence of the freeway. The observations and opinions of these
residents regarding neighborhood and individual changes are ane]yZed in

this section.

Pnob]ems Encountered During Freeway,Construction

The prior resident respendents were asked 1f they had experienced:
any .problems during the period the freeway was being constructed in their
neighborhoods. As shown in Table 24, the respondents were almost eqna11y
divided between those who hed experienced some problem (52 bercent) and
those who had not experienced any problems (48 percent). The preb]ené‘
mentioned most often were noise of construction and dust.

"There is-very little difference in the reported incidence of con-
~struction problems in the different design subareas. As could be
expected there is an 1nverse relationship between the distance from the
freeway_and the incidence of reported problems. Examination of Table 24,
‘reveals that the proportion of respondents who encountered eech type of
problem during freeway'construction increases sharply from zone 3 to:
zone 1, and conversely, the proportion of respondents who did net en-

counter any problems decreases sharply from zone 3 to zone 1.

1It shou]d be noted that some of the tables in this sect1on contain
multiple responses from the 23 "prior" residents.




. Type of Problem

Tab]e 24 .

Responses of Pr1or Res1dents Regarding Prob1ems Encountered
During Freeway Construct1on By Des1gn Subarea and D1stance
-Zone _ .

Design Subarea?

’Type_Of Problem , E]éVéted_ On Grade Depressed ~ A11 Subareas

Did The Construction
of the Freeway Cause
You Any Problems?

Noise of Construc- e o 7 . o
tion 50% : 44% 50% - - A48%

Dust 50% 33% : 50% _ 43%
Other Problems 12% 22% : 0% © - 13%
No Prqblems 50%_7 44% ‘ =50% : 48%
Number of Responses V (13) L (13) o (9) ' ':.'v(35)

_Distance Zone? _

Zone 1 Zone 2 - Zone 3 : | AT1 Zones

Did The Construction
Of The Freeway Cause
You Any Problems?

-Noise. of Construc- ' . . o ' : _
tion 75% 42% . 0% 48%

Dust ' 62% : 42% 0% 43%
Other Problems 25% 8% - - 0% 13%
No Problems- 25% - 50% 100% - - A48%
Number of Responses (15)'_ _ 7y ' (3) | (35)

Percentages in each co]umn do not tota] 100 because of mu1t1p1e
responses.
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Positive and Negative Effects of the Freeway

The distribution of coded responses kegarding,the positive effects
of the freeway for prior residents is shown in Table 25. The most often
reported positive effects relate to the access‘the freeway provides,

A11 of the respondents either reported that the freeway saves them time
in traveling to places they went befbre its cohstruétion, 6r that they
use the freeway to travel to places to which they did n0£,90“bef0re its
construction, or both. Approximately 78 percent of all respondents
reborted that the freeway saves them time, and 48‘percent of all respon-
dent reported using the freeway for tréve]. Only two of the 23 |
respondents (9 percent of the sample) did not see any benefit from the
presehce of the freeway. These respondents were 1h thé_onrgrade designe '
subarea, with residences abutting the freeway.

The distribution of coded responses regarding the negative effects
of the freeway'is showh jn Table 26. The most frequent]y'feported
problems are increased noise levels in the homé‘(52 pércent) and in-
creased air pollution (26 percent). Three respondents in the elevated
design subarea whose residences abutted the freeway reported that the
access to their property was Timited by the presence of the freeway.
Approximately 35 percent of all respondents felt there wéfe no‘neéative
effects from the’ffeeway, .

The degree to which noise is viewed negatively seems to be directly
related to the elevation of the freeway and inversely related to the
distance the respondent lives from the freeway. The proportion of
respondents who report noise as a problem increases with the elevation

of the freeway and decreases as the distance of respondents' residences
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Table 25

Responses of Prior Residents Regarding Positive Effects of the
Freeway by Design Subarea and Distance Zone '

Design Subarea?

Type of Positive

Effect . Elevated - - On Grade - Depressed A11 Subareas

Saves Time in Travel- . ' ' - .

ing 100% _ 56% . 83% 78%
Use the Freeway for

Travel _ 38% : 22% _ 100% - 48% .
Increased Property o : , S

Values o 12% 0% 0% 4%
Other Positive Effects 0% . 1% 0% A%
No Positive Effects - 0% ' 22% 0% 9%
Number of Responses (zy . (). (11) (33)

Distance Zone®

V Type of Positive

Response - Zone 1. =~ Zone 2 Zone 3 A1l Zones

Saves Time in Travel- .

ling : 62% 83% 100% - . 78%
Use the Freeway for : o .

Travel _ 50% 50% : 33% 48%
Increased Property 3 : , '

Values o 12% 0% - 0% a% - ,
Other Positive Effects 0% 8% 0%. 4% '
No Positive Effects 25% 0% . 0% - 9%

Numbér of~Responses - (12) | an. (4) (33)

aPercentages in each column do not total 100 due to multiple
responses.
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‘Table 26

Responses of Prior Residents Regarding Negative\EFfects of the
Freeway, by Design Subarea and Distance Zone

Design Subarea®

Type of Negative

Effect Elevated On Grade - Depressed A1l Subareas

Increased Noise in S _

Home 75% 56% - 17% - 52% -
Limited Access to :

Property : 0% 33% ‘ 0% 13%
Increased Dust and :

Fumes (air pollution) 12% - 33% 33% v 26%
Other Negative Effects 0% 0% ' 17% . 4%
No Negative Effects 25% 33% 50% - 35%

Number of Responses (9) (14) ' (7) (30)

Distance Zone2

Typé of Negative

Effect Zone 1 Zone 2 Zone 3 ‘A11 Zones
Increased Noise in . ' , '
Home ' 75% . 42% 33% ' 52%
Limited Access to S . :
Property . 25% 8% 0% 13%
Increased Dust and . h
Fumes (air pollution) 25% 33% - 0% 26% -
Other Negative Effects 0 8% 0% - 4%
No Negative Effects 25% 33% 67% - 35%
Number of Responses (12) (15) (3) ‘ (30)

aPercentage'in each column do not total 100 percent because 6f_mu1t1p1e
responses.
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from the freeway ihcrease Conversely,the proport1on of- respondents
who report no negative effects from the freeway decreases w1th freeway
elevation and increases W1th residence distance from the freeway. A]so,
in thfs sample, a small percentage of the reSpondents 1ivfng near‘the |
elevated freeway section report air pollution as a problem.

Effects of the Freeway on Res1dential
Property Values '

Respondents were asked what effect the construction of the freewayv
had hadvon the value of their residences. The distributioh of kesponees
in Table 27 shows that approximately 13 percent of all resbondents re-
ported that their residential valees had increased since the constructﬁon
of the freeway, 35 percent ‘reported that residential values had decreased
22 percent reported no change in va]ues, and 30 percent did not know
what effect the construct1on of the freeway had been on property va]ues
Exam1nat1on of the frequency d1str1but1ons in Table 27 reveals that there
is a poss1b1e relationship between the elevation of the freeway and |
_— -increased property values. The bergentage of respondents reporting hfgher
values increases steadily in going from the depressed=«design subsampTe- |
to the elevated~design subsample. | |

A possible re]atibnehip between the distance of residence from the
freeway and changes 1in residentia] values also is indicated by the
data. The percentage of'respOndents who report an increase in‘property
values is smallest in .zone 1 (abutting the‘freeway) and greatest in 7
zone 3 (600-1200 feet or 183-366 m from the freeway). Conversely, fhe pekcentage
of respondents who report a decrease in property values is greatest

in zone 1 and smallest in zone 3. The Chi-square statistics for the
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1Tab1e 27

Responses of Prior Residents Regarding Effects of the Freeway on
Residential Property Values, by Design Subarea and Distance Zone.

Design Subéreaa

Effects on Value

of Residence Elevated On Grade  Depressed A1].$ubareas 
: . (N=8) (N=9) - (N=6) {N=23)
Increased Value 25% 1% ' 0% . 13%
Decreased Value 25% 44% - 33% , 35%
No Effect 25% 22% 33% - 22%
Don't Know ' - 25% - 22% - 33% -30%
Effects on Value : | Distance Zoneb -
of Residence Zone 1 Zone 2 ‘Zone 3 A1l Zones
(N=8)  (N=12) (N=3) - (N=23)
Increased Value 0% 7% T 33% 1%
Decreased Value 50% 33% 0% 35%
No Effect 2% 33% - 0% - 22%

Don't Know 38% 17% 67% - 30%

3.18. p > .05, not significant. | R
7.57. p > .05, not significant.

3Chi-square with 6 d.f.
behi-square with 6 d.f.
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. Table 28

Responses of Prior Residents.Regarding:Effects of ‘the Freeway on
~Travel Habits, by Design Subarea and Distance Zone

Effects on ' o _____ Design Subarea? ST
a;gg%; . | : E1eyated ~ On Gradg" Depressed - ‘A1l Subareas
Freeway Used Often 100% o33y 7% 57%

Changed Travel Patterns 25% 449 33% _ 39%
. Freeway Caused Round- ' .
about Travel to - : ' ' -
Certain Places 0% 33% - 50% 22% -

~ Other Effects S R (T 33 4%
No Effects : : 0% 11% 0% : a7% -
Don’t Know | 0% 0% 7 9
Number of Responses | (10) (12) | (9) : - (31)

Effects on o | - Distance Zone®
L;g¥il ' ) - Zone 1 | Zone 2 Zone 3' A11 Zones .
Freeway Used Often 38% 58% 100% | 57%

- Changed Travel Patterns 25% 50% - 33% 39%
Freeway Caused Round- ' . ,

about Travel to ' ' S
- Certain Places 38% 17% 0% . - 22% -

Other Effects 12% ' 0% 0% ‘ 4%
~No Effects . a 12% 0% 0% 4%
Don't Know ' 12% 8% - 0% : 9%
Number of Reéponses- (1) - (16) (4) . (31)

o aPercentages in each column do not total 100 due to multiple responses.

69




re]at1onsh1ps in Tab]e 27 are not swgn1f1cant at the 95 percent con-’-'
fidence level, so. it is poss1b]e that the relationships found are

' spur1ous ' 'z~“it-'

- Effects of theﬁfreeway on Travel Habits"

Prior respondents were asked what changes had occurred‘in their p-‘
travel habits as a result of thevconstruchOn‘of’the freeway. Most of»
the responses fell into one of’threeygeneral categories (see Table 28).

In order of frequency of response, these categories are: (1)'the free— |
way is used often for travel (57 percent), (2) the freeway changed
customary travel pattern3~(39 percent); and (3) the freeway caused
roundabout travel to certain dest1nat1ons (22 percent). Only 3 of the'
23 respondents reported no effects on travel habits or d1d not know what

7 the effects of the freeway were | |

A possible relationship between freeway design type and change 1n

. the use of the freeway is- 1ndicated by ‘the data in Tab]e 28. The pro-

portion of respondents who report that their travel habits changed towards
more frequent use of the highway is greater in the on-grade subsamp]e as
compared to the depressed subsampie, and‘greater_for‘the,e1evated'sub—'
sample as compared to the on- grade subsamp]e

As could be expected there is an apparent re]at1onsh1p between
freeway design type and the degree.to which respondents report hav1ng '
to use roundabout routes to some destinations. None of the e]evated
design subsample reported any roundabout travel; while 33 percent of
the on-grade desfgn and 50 percent of the depressed design reportedu

such travel.
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- Some reTatiOnships between the distancerthe:resbondent.fives from .
the freeway and some of ‘the: changes ‘in travel habits are also indicated by;,
the’data-in Table 28. The percentage_o? respondents wno report frequent .
use of the freeway increases as distance from the freeway'fncreases. ’

On the otner hand, the percentage of respondents who reported having

to use'roundabout routes to certain destinations increases with prokimityA
| to the freeway. Interest1ng]y, all of the respondents who did not know |
what the effects of the freeway were res1ded in the depressed des1gn

' subarea, and the percentage of "don t know" responses increases with

-the proximfty.to the freeway. However, only 3 respdndents gavev |

th1s answer, a response rate much too small to serve as the bas1s for any»

ser1ous 1nferences of a relationship.

Effects of the Freeway on Travel Times

Each respondent was presented a list of typica] traveT'desfinations
and asked how his travel time to these places had been affected'byﬂthe
construction of the freeway. The tabulated responses are shewn'1n~'
Table 29. Exam1nat1on of this table reveals that construct1on of the
freeway did not increase travel t1mes for any appreciab]e number of

prior res1dents. Only 4 respondents (]3 percent of the-samp]e)
reported that any traVe% times were longer. fThree respondenfs (9
percent of the sample) reported that it tnok them longer to get to some
shOpping facilities, and 1 respondentr(4_percentlof the sample) reported
an increased travel time to his doctor's office. The‘residences of each
Qf_these respondents abut the freeway and 3 of the 4 respondents were

in. the depressed design subarea.
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Responses of Prior Res1dents Regard1ng Effects of Freeway on
Travel Time to Various Placesa _

Tab]e 29

1 Reported Effect on Travel Time

Not

Out of Town

0%

74%

Destination Increased No Effect Decreased 3
: Travel Time  on Travel Travel Applicable -
Time Time :
Place of Employment 0% 17% 61% 22%
Schools 0% 7% 4% 78%

- Grocery Stores 0%1 65% 22% 13%
Other Shopp1ng Facilities 9% 48%' 30% 13%;_
Churches 0% 61% 17% 22%.
Doctors and Dentists 4% 65% 9% 22%

~ Parks 0% 17% 0% - 83%
Other Recreational ! : o =
"~ Facilities 0% 17% 13% 80%
Homes -of Relatives and , | - |

Friends 0% 48% 39% 13%
Downtdwn Hous ton 0% 13% 70% 17%'
9% 17%

3Responses in each row of the table include all 23 prior residents.
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‘In contrast to thensmaTl percentage of respendents th reported ”
increased trave] t1mes, a re]at1ve1y ]arge percentage of respondents
'reported decreased travel times to certa1n dest1nat1ons. Dest1nat1ons
with the highest.percentagevof respondents reportfng a.decrease in
travel tfmes are: (1) out of town (74 percent of the‘sample), |
(2) downtown Houston (70 percent of the sample), and (3) p]ace of
employment (61 percent of the sample).

Impact of the Freeway on Study
Area Ne1ghborhoods '

Respondents who had been 11v1ng in the study area ne1ghborhoods
prior to the construct1on of the freeway were asked a series of ques—'
tions in an effort to determ1ne if the construction of the freeway had
ser1ous]y d1srupted ne1ghborhood soc1a1 patterns “and to determ1ne the
71mpact of the freeway on transportat1on dependent serv1ces to the study
ne1ghborhood The. questlons asked and the d1str1but1on of responses

g1ven are shown in Table 30

Freeway Impact on Neighboring Patterns

| The degree to which the-construction of arfreeway affeetsathe-social
re]at1onsh1ps 1n an urban ne1ghborhood is a funct1on of two factors The
first factor is the extent to wh1ch a ne1qhborhood is phys1ca11y disrupted
by the d1sp1acement of res1dents, the removal of-soc1als1nst1tut1ons such
as churchessand'schoo1s; and the b]ockage of lines of interattfen and'
communication. The second factor is the'eXtent to»which neighborhodd
residents depend on the local neighborhood for_sociaT interaction. If
neighborhood residents are local-oriented, any physical disruption_by the

freeway will seriously disturb the network of social relationships in the
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neighborhood. :On the other hand, tf the residents are urban—qriented;
massive physical disruption can occur without seriously'disrupting the -
soc1a1 relationships of ne1ghborhood residents, s'ince these individuals
tend to look to the larger urban commun1ty rather than the 1oca1 ne1gh—
borhood. In the previous sect1on, it was concluded that respondents in
~the study areas tend to be urban-oriented. If this hypothesis'is'correet,
respondents should have few close ties with their‘fe1low neighborhood
nesidents, and the construction of the freeway will have had a minimal
effect on social ties in the study neighborhoods.

The data in Table 30 seem to indicate that respondents d1d not
1rma1nta1n very many c1ose soc1a1 relationships with the re31dents who
were displaced as a result of the freeway Forty-eight percent of the
respondents did not know whether or not peop]e displaced by ‘the freeway
" had remained in the neighborhood. None of the respondents had any c]ose
friends or relatives who moved from the neighborhood. These responees
lend support to the hypothesis that the study respondents‘tend'te'be.
urban-oriented rather than local-oriented and do not engage in neighbor-
ing ectivities to any appreciable extent.

The lack of close social ties to the neighborhood could also explain
‘the Tack of concensus on the part of respondents regarding the question
of whether the neighborhood is better off or worse off because of tne
freeway. It seems reasonable to expect that if the respondentstwere
closely tied to theijr neighborhood,‘there would be a 1erge amount ef
agreement concerning the overall impact of the freeway on study neighborw
hoods. Only 13 percent of the respondents reported their neighborhoods

as worse off because of the freeway, 17 percent did not know, 35 percent
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Table 30

Responses of Prior Residents Regarding the Impact of the Freeway |
On Study Ne1ghborhoods

Question and'ReSponse - Percent Resbondfng

Did many of the people who ‘were d1sp]aced by the
freeway remain in this ne1g”borhood?

Yes S | D ' 17%

No » _ : . T - 35%

Don't Know AR S 48%
Did any of your close friends or relatives move '
from the neighborhood because of the freeway? -
Yes . ' o o 0%
. -~ No 7 -~ 100%
In general, do you think that the people who had o “
to move because of the freeway are better off or

worse off? _
' - Better o - . R 0%
Worse _ : j _ o 13%
Same - o - 17%
Don't Know - L ' . - - 68%.

D1d the freeway remove any neighborhood meetl_g
p1aces such as cafes, etc? C

Yes , ’ , 0%

No 100%
-Does the freeway help or h1nder your f1re and. ' '
“police protection?

Help ' ‘ , R '52%

Hinder ' : ’ A%

No Effect =~ o , A 44%

Does ‘the freeway help or hinder the hosp1ta1 and
ambu]ance services you might need?

~ Help A | . 61%

Hinder , 4%

No Effect v _ _ - 35%

'Did the freeway reduce traffic congestion in the
streets in your neighborhood?

Yes o , o | 52%

No : v , 22%

Don't Know : - 26%
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Table 30 Continued

Question and Resbonse : ‘7 Percent Respdndﬁﬁg

Did the freeway reduce congestion on major streets leading
from your neighborhood?

Yes | o g - 57%

No L : 17%
- Don't Know ' : : ' 26%

Considering all the changes brought about by the freeway,
were you benefited more than harmed by it?

Yes B : 39%
No . 26%.

~ Don't Know AP ' - 35%
Is your>neighborh00d better off or worse off because of '

the freeway

Better ‘ - - 35%
Worse v ' : ‘ : ' ' 13%
Same o _ 35%

Don't Know _ : 17%

ach question includes reéponses from all 23 prior respondents.
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o
reported,the‘neighborhOOd wasdthe same,vandv35'perCent of respondentst
reported their neighborhood better Off'as a result of the freeway. An
alternate explanation for this lack of consensus is- that the freeWay‘had
differential-impacts on each ofrthe three study neighborhoodszhich; in:
turn, caused d1fferentia1 responses' but this was not found to be the

case when responses were tabulated by either design subarea or d1stance

zone.

Impact of the Freeway on TranSportation;Dependent,ServiCes |

- The tabulated responses of pr1or res1dents to quest1on regard1ng
the 1mpact of the freeway on neighborhood services wh1ch are pr1mar11y

transportation: related are shown in Table 30. In generaT the maJor1ty

'of respondents either see ‘the freeway as enhanc1ng such services as

police and fire protection and ambu]ance seryices or do not know what

the effects of the freeWay'are on Suchfservices ~The blgge$t negative

response in this group of questions is that 22 percent of the respondents

felt that ne1ghborhood traffic congest1on was not reduced by the con-

struction of the freeway
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Summary _

Twenty-three of the 86 respondents were living in the study areas
prior to freeway construction, Observationrand opinions;df these ?pribr
resident" respondents are ana1yzed in this section. |

Fifty-two percent of the prior,respondents experienced someAproblems
during freéway construction. The problems mentiqned most often were.
noise of construction and dust. An inverse relationship was found
between distance from the ffeeway and the incﬁdence of reported prob1éms.

Some positive effects of thé freeway were reported by 91 percent of
the respondents. The positive effect named most often'WaSza decrease
in travel time. Fifty-two percent of the respondéhté reported'negative
- effects of the freeway. The most frequent1y reported problems ére ih-
creased noise levels in the home and increased air pollution.

| Approximately 13 percent of the prior resident_sampie reported an

increase in property values, 35 percent reported a decrease, and 22 per-
cent reported no charge. The remaining 30 pefcent did not know what
effect freeway construction had‘had on property values. The percentage
of respondents reporting higher values increases steadily in going from
the depressed design subarea to the elevated design subérea.

Travel times of prior resident respondents were not increased to
any appreciable extent. Only 13 percent of respondents reported that
any travel times wefe Tonger. In contrast, a re1at1ve1y large per-"
centage of respondents reported decreased travel times;

Negative freeway impact on neighborhood social patterns was minimal.

. None of the respondents had any friends or relatives who moved from the
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neighborhood. Almost half ofvthé'respohdents did not -know what had
happened to any of the persons d1sp1aced by the freeway. It was conQ

cluded that the m1n1ma1 negat1ve 1mpact of freeway construct1on on ne1gh-

borhood social patterns was part1a]1y a result of ne1ghborhood res1dents

tend1ng to maintain soc1a1 t1es to the 1arger urban area rather than

-

to the 1oca1 ne1ghborhood
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~ APPENDIX A
SAMPLING PROCEDURES

The population for this study consisted of all the households

in the three selected kesidentia]_areas in the Houston erea. The -

sample was stratified by study area and by distanbe_zone within each

study area. This stratification scheme produced nine subpopdlatith;

- or strata, from which 1ndependeht, systematic sambles were‘drawn.

The sample for each stratum Was‘drawn in the following manner:

1. The number of residences was COuﬁted in each stratum and a samb1ing

rate was determined that would produce the number of obserVatiohs'

which had been allocated to that stratum.

2. A procedure for systematically selecting sample residences Wés

determ1ned before samp11ng began. The procedure -is as fo]IDWS°

aO

Samp]e the streets parallel to the freeway f1rst proceed1ng
from south to north with the starting point being the

most southerly street on the east end A

Next, sample the cross streets, proceed1ng from east to west,
with the starting po1nt be1ng ‘the most easterly street Qn the
south end. | o
Sample first the even numbered residences on a street; theh
sample the odd,numbered‘residehces before proceeding to another._
street. |

The actual starting point on the first parallel street for the -

first sampling interval, e.g. between the first and_loth o

" residence, was determined by using a table of random numbers.
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Alternates were,Sé]ected in the fo]]owing manner:‘
a. First alternate - fifét residence or apartment to the right- - o
- of the original sample residence or apartment. | |
~b. Second alternate - first residence or apartment. to the
left of the original sample residence or apartment,
c. For other alternate - proceed to the néxt c1osést:house or
aparthent until interview cah be made.“ |
A]ternates were chosen to replace thé original sample members only
~under the fo]]owihg circumstances: | h
a. If the sample residence was vacated. 7
b. If no aduTt occupant could be interviewed aftervfepeafed A
attempté (at least four) had been made betWeen 9:00 a.m.
and 9?00 p.m. .
-SeVeral attempts were made to interview the head of'hdusehold

before another adult, usually the wife, was interviewed.

%
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~ APPENDIX B
CONFIDENCE INTERVALS

From,samp1e data, it is possible to_inferrsbmething about the
magnitude of P, the percentage of a population who exhibit a certain -
characteristic or expreSS a certain opiniqn,ﬁvfhis is an 1nductive proé
cess where one ‘reasons fromva part to‘the whole. Since p, the est1mate
of the popu]at1on percentage obtained from a sample varies from one
samp]e to another, it is difficult to say that P, the popu]at1on per-
centage, is exactly'equal-tq p, the sample estimate. It is often more
accurate to give an 1nterva1,rperhap§ with p as the'center, and say with

reasonable confidence that P was in the interval. This is known as the

ccnfidence Or fiducial inferénce.T}The intérva} estimates of:P are

known as. conf1dence 1nterva1s

Conf1dence 1ntervals can be ca]cu]ated for each of the percentage
estimates in this study, whjch,were calcu]ated.from sample data,-fThe

mathematical formula is:

P = (p ¥ [t\’i -vn[N V pa/(n-1) + ?%el X 100%

]

where P Popu]at1on percentage

t = value of the standard normal deviate for-a g1ven
degree of confidence. (For confidence that o
P is within the interval 95 percent of the time,
" n = the number of observations in the sample.
N = the number of persons in the population.
p = the sample estimate of the population proport1on

(population proport1on = population percentage : 100
percent) .

q ='(1fp)
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The values of n a
body of the study

The fo]]ow1n
ca]cu]ate‘conf1de
on page 27 it Ean
the elevated desi
. the 95 peréent co
households in the
substituted into

t:

n

N

-
] ]

Then

P

P

it

Thus, in 95

will 1ie between

nd N can'be'obtained from Table 1 on page 6_0fAthe_main

g examp]e will 111ustrate the use of th1s formu]a to
nce 1nterva1s for population percentages. From Table 7
be seen that 20 pércent of the househo1ds,samp1ed.in
gn subarea are comprised of on1y one person.A To calculate

nfidence intervals for the‘percentage of oné-persbn' |
e]evéted:design subarea, the following figures are
the mathematical formula: |

1.95

25 (From Table 1, page 6)

730 (From Table 1, page 6)

.20

(1.00-.20) =

(.20 * [1. 95\]1 25/230 \I( z)( 8)/(25 1 +

20% * 17.4%

1§ST§§7-] ) X 1OOA

out of 100 times, the percentage of one-person households

2.6 percent and 37.4 percent of all households in the

popu]at1on Confidence intervals for any of the’samp1e percentages re-

ported in th1s st

udy can be calculated in the same manner.
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