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ABSTRACT

This report presents the results of a'Park-ahd-Pool survey undertaken at
se]ected locations around the San Antonio and Houston, Texas, metropolitan
areas. From the survey questionnaires, considerable information was obtained
COncerning the tybes of people attracted by Park-and-Pool and what factors
prompted them to begin carpooling. Data were also gathered on their uSe of
the lots and their daily travel routines.  This info?métion should  prove
‘useful 'in a number of different ways including: |

¢ The identification of various improvements which could be made in
order to better meet the needs of area commuters; and

e The planning and design of futuré Park—and-PooT fa¢i1ities;

Key WOrds: Park-and-Pool, Ride Sharing, Carpool, Vanpool
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SUMMARY

In recent years, the increasing éoet ef commuting has resulted in the
» fqrmdtion of numerous carpools and vanpools across Texas. To further
encouraye the carpooling effort, the State Department of Highways and Public
Transpoftation is constructing many new Park-and-Pool 1lots at various.
locations around the state. To assist the SDHPT in the - planning and
operation'ef additiona]’Park-and{Pool improvements, a Park-and-Pool survey
wesv conducted at 25 selected locations in the San Anfonio and -Houston'
metropolitan areas. The purpose of the SUrvey was to obtain'infofmation,
COncerning_ characteristics of pereons currently participating. in the
Park-and-Pool prbgram and to identify factors that influence their decisions
to eakpool Other pertinent information, including the commuters' use of the
Tots and their daily travei routines, were also collected.

‘Aithough the Park-and-Pool program was found to appeal to individuals
for a‘variety of reaeqns, the most important reason commuters are pooling ie
to save money. The average commuter perceives a savings of about $68 per
month. The high cost of fuel and the considerable amount of fuel requ1red to
travel long. distances (distances which average 31 miles each way) account for
2 large percentaye of the dollar savings. The high cost of downtowniparking
is also a faetor, particularly in Houston, where 38% of the area poolers are
commuting fo the CBD. |

Saving time does net appear to be as importanf,a‘conSideration as saving
'money. Tne average pooler, in fact, lToses approximately 15 minutes each way.
Tinie saVings may be a con51deration for poolers in Houston using one’ of the 2

]ots located on I-45_north of the Contraflow Lane, however.  Approximately

50% of those poo]ere determined eligible to use the priority treatment lane




c]aiméd_to‘save time, theif perceived'time savings averaged about 26 minutes
each way. | | |

Other concerns of poolers which dealt specifically with the
Park~aﬁd-Pool lots included: the need to improve sécurity atAthe,lots and
the need for Tighting, telphdnes and tfashvrecéptécles at the lots. Paving
or resurfabing the lots was dlso,a major concern of poo]eké inﬁthe Houston
area, where mahy'lots are not surfaced. | _ v

Park-and-Pool Tots fepresent an extremely popular :fransportation
improvement provided by the State Department of Highways and Public

Transportation,

iv




IMPLEMENTATION STATEMENT

vaéF_the years, the thrust of Projéct 205 has been to assist the State
' Depaftment of ‘Highways and Public Transportation (SDHPT) in planning and
A fmplementing improvements for high-occupancy vehicles. Park-and?POOI_
facilities are a component.of theserimprOVements.

NUmehouﬁ Park-and-Pool Tots have been constructed in many areas. across
the state, and the SDHPT has been instrumental in the planning ahd financing
of many_of thése faci]ities. Prompted by increasing commutfng costs; the-usé'
of these'Park-and-PbOI lbts’HaS'continued tovgrdw. This trénd is expeétéd to
contihué durihg the ne*t.few years, thereby creating the need for additional
Parkeand;Pool improvements. VIThe information in this report should be of
value 1in both the identification of improvements that could be made to
existing facilities and in'thérplanning and design of futuré Park-and-Pool

facilities.
‘DISCLAIMER

The contents of this report ‘reflect the views of the authors'who are
_responsible for the opinions,’findings and conclusions preSentéd herein.. The
contents do not necessarily reflect the official views or policies of the

Federal. Highway Adminfstrétidn.'_This report does not constitute a standard,

specification, or regulation.
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INTRODUCTION

During the pastrfew yeérs, the concept of one or more persons sharing a
ride to a common destinafion has gained greater acéeptance as a means of
transportation. Thé result has been the formatidn of numérou5'carpools and
' vanp001§ thrOughout/many areas of the'couhtry. As driving, gaﬁoline,»and
' parking costs have continued to increase, so has fhe nuhber of

carpools/vanpools as more peoplé band  together to share the cost of
conmuting. |

Support of varidus ride ‘sharing activfties has come from many areas.
For example, many large employers have initiated vanpool programs 1in an
effort to:

o Expand the acceséibi]ity of their business to a greater areawide
1aborrforce; :

o Improve employee attendance and on-time performance;
® Reduce or avoid expenditures for supporting parking facilities;

e Utilize their development site to full potential by minimizing
Tow-intensity and nonproductive parking areas; and

¢ Provide mobility to employees having no alternative form of
- transportation (1)*. , o

Federal, staté and local governments, on the othér hand, - envision
ride sharing as a means to reduce traffic congestion created by peak-period'
~automobile volumes and improve air quality through a reduction in fotal
vehicle-miles traveled by commuters. The potential for reducing the amount
of fuel consumed became a particularly important aspect of carpooling after
the 1973 energy shortage. In fact, on January 15; 1974, the U.S. Department

of 'TranSportation requested that state highway departments cooperate in

*Denotes number of reference Tisted at the end of the main body of report.




attempting to reduce transportation-related energy requifemehts. Carpooling
and other energy conservation programs were to be developed by making optimum

Ause of existing Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Urban Mass
Transportation Administration (UMTA) programs as well as utilizing the powers
granted under the 1974 Emergency Highway Energy Conservation Act (g).

From the carpooler's perspect1ve, however, the substant1al sav1ng§ in
1nd1v1dua1 commuter costs is the most important reason to share a ride. In
addition to saving on fuel, auto ma1ntenance and parking cqsts, peop]e enjoy
carpooling “for a variety of other .reasons, including companionship and
reduced stfess as a result of not having to drive every day. |

To further encourage the formation of carpools, many jurisdictions, sdch
as the State Department of Highways and Public Transportation (SDHPT) in
Téxas, havé established Park-and-Pool programs, in which parkihg lots are
- constructed in areas convenient for commuters to meet and ride together to
common destinations. In Texas, these lots have typically been constructed by
the State Department of Highways and Public Transportation using.maintenance
monies and personnel. Since their -construction, the use of these facilities
has continued to grow, yet relatively Tlittle 1is known about’the‘peoplé whov
use these Park-and-Pool 1ots. In response to thfs problem, ITIVCOnducted a
Park-and*Poo] survey of a selected number of ]oté for the SDHPT. The lots
surveyed were in highway districts with a major, dominant city--Houston or
~ San Antonio. The resu]ts of this survey, which shod]d provide useful
Vguide]ines for the planning, déve]opment and }operation of Park-and-Pool
facilities, are presented in this report. This repbrt, in many respects,

complements a previous réport (Research Report 205-11) that identified

characteristics of Park-and-Ride users and service.




PARK~AND-POOL SURVEY

Park-and-Pool Survey questionnaires were distributed in June, 1980, at
25 different 1ofs located around the San Antonio and Houston metropolitén
'areas. The purpose of the Survey was fo obtain inférmation concerning
: carpoolér/vanpooler participation in the Park-and-Pool program. When
’ possfble, survey forms were handed to individuals when they arrived ét the
lot. Otherwise, the form was 1eft on the windshield with a return envelope.
A copy of thévsurvey quéstionnaire and letter of introduction is in;]uded»in
‘the Appendix. | | _ |

Nine lots surrounding San Antonio (Figure 1) and 16 lots in the vicinity
Vof'Houston (Figure 2) were selected for the survey. That represented all
thé,Park—ahd-Pool lots in operation in Districts 12 and 15 at the timé of the
.sufvey. A descriptioh‘of each of the lots in terms of location, approximate
capacity, and amenities available is presented in Table 1.7 Inspection of
each of the lots revealéd that, in San Antonio, all 9 16ts were paved, all
had marked parking spaces, had Park-and-Pool signs at the entrances, and all
| exéept the [-10 @ SH 46 lot were clearly visible from adjacent highways.
| Only one lot (U.S. 81 @ SH 97) was lighted, énd none were fenced. In
Hbuston,n4 out of 16 lots were paveds however, only two of these 4 had marked
parking.spaces. A11 but 2 lots had either Park-and-Pool, Carshare Info; of
'Commutef signs disp]ayed at the lots. In addition, all lots except tWorweré
-yiSib]e from the roadway. None of the 16 lots were lighted or fenced. |

In San 'Antonio,r 155 surveys were distributed.  Of these, 77 were
cémpleted and returned; resulting in a 50% response.rate. in Houston, the
'retufn,rate was comparable. Of the 416 surveys distributed, 189, or:45%,
Vwére returned, A more detailed description of the survey procedures ahd

Vtechhiques is presehted in the Appendix.
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Table 1: Location, Approximate Capacity, and Amenities Available
. At Park-and-Pool Lots, Districts 12 and 15

Amenities Avallable
Approx. - '
Lot Location Capacity | Paved | Lighted | Fenced | Marked Signed | Visible
(# of . Parking | * | From
spaces) Spaces Roadway
San Antonio (District 15)
1. 1-10 @ SH 46 22 x x x
2. 1-10 @ Cascade Caverns 16 x X x X
3. 1-358 Loop 1604 73 X Tox X T x
4. US 181 @ SH 97 32 X X X x x
5. SH 16 @ FM 476 - 22 X x x x
6. 1-35¢ SH 173 : 20 X X X X
7. 1-354@ FM 484 ’ 48 x x x x
8., US 81 @ Loop 337 30 X - X x X
9, FM.1283 @ PR 37 12 X X X X
Houston (blsfricf 12)
1« US 59 @ FM 762 - N, Side 50 X
2., US 59@FM 762 - S, Side 75 X X
3., FM 521 @ FM 457 8 x
4, FM 521 @ FM-524 25 X X
5. SH 288 @ FM 2004 : 40 X
6. FM 2004 e FM 523 : 40 X
7. SH 35 near SH 6 ~ ' 32 x ' X x x
8. SH 6@ FM 2004 10-15 | ' x x
9. SH 146 near Loop. 197 10-15 x X
10. 1-45 @ South Belt - 70 x X
11 US 59 (3 mi. S. of/FM 1485) 40 X X
12. 1-45@ FM 1488 30 x x
13. 1-45 @ Gladstell 40 X ' X X X
14, FM 149 (1 mi. N. of FM 2920) 15 x X
15. FM 149 (1/4 mi. : '
: -N. -of Spring~-Cypress) 40 _ X b%
16. FM 149 (1/2 mi. N. of FM 1960) 50 : X

Note: thber shown in fronf of‘loT location relates to numbers shown in Figures 1 and 2.




SURVEY RESULTS

From the 266 responses to the Park-and-Pool Survey questionnaire,
- considerable information was obtained concefning characteristics of the
people currently pafticipating in the Park-and-Pool program, their use of the
Park-and-Pool lqts; thervarious factors which influenced their decisiohs to
| caquo], and their dai1j Park-and-Pool travel routines. A summary of this
data for both the San Antohio and the Houston area lots is presented in this
section.

It shou1d  be noted that, due to the survey procedures'_used; the
responses are somewhat biésed'toward_the carpools/vanpools with the greatest
number of occupants. This is the case since eéch occupant rather than each

vehicle was surveyed.
, )

Personal Characteristics

of:Pafk~and-Poo] Participants

In ofdef'to_obtain a profile of the "typicai" Park-and-Poo]Aparticipant,
a- series of questions were asked relating to the age, sex, level of formal
education and current occupation of the individuals being surveyed. The

information obtained from these questions is highlighted below.
Age
Thé first question concerning the - personal characteristics of
Park-and-Pool participéntsvasked, "What is your age?" The .responses to this

question, whidh kangéd from 16 to 62 in San Antonio and 19 to 60 in Houston,

are illustrated in Figure 3. The age of carpoo]efs/vanpod]ers from'bothAthe

San Antonio and llouston areas averaged 37 years.
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Figure 3: Cumulative Frequency Distribution,
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Sex

A subsequent question asked, "What is your sex?" The results of .this
question are presented in Table 2 . In San Antdnio, there appears to be
almost as many women as men who carpool/vanpool. = In Houston, however, the

split is considerably wider, with 65% of the total sample being male.

Table 2: Sex of Park-and-Pool Participants, Percentage

San Antonio Houston Total

Sex Lots (n=72) Lots (n=182) (n=254)
Male 518 65% 61%
Female 49% 35% 393
TOTAL 1008 1008 100%




Education

"What 1is the highest level of school you have completed?" was also
 asked. The 254 responses to this question (Figure 4) reveal that ‘the

Park-and-Pool participants are a relatively educated group.
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Figure 4: Cumulative Frequency Distribution,
: Education of Park-and-Pool Users

In San Antonio, 51% of those_surveyed indicated that they have attended
coTlege, and 11% more stated that they have attended graduate school.. 1In
Houston, the percentége of carpoolers/vanpoolers who have attended college is

‘higher (61%), while’ the percentage who hayé attended gfaduéte' school is.




Tower (8%). Although Park-and-Pool patrons are relatively educated, their
level of educatian'is still sdmewhat less than that found for Park-and-Ride

users (Research Report 205-11}).

- Occupation

Another question asked, "What is your current occuﬁation, in as specific
terms as possible? (Also, please specify if retired, unemployed, student or
housewife.)" Answers to this question were grouped into 13 categories; the

results of this grouping are presented in Table 3.

Table 3:' Occupation of Park—_and—Pool- Participants, Percentage

San Antonio | Houston | Total
Occupation Lots (n=67) Lots - (n=181) (n=248)
Unemp loyed . i - - -
Housewi fe - ; - -
Student 7% - ' 2%
Retired - ! -= -
Private Household Worker - - -
.Laborers _—_— 1% 4
Operat ives - , 1% iz
Service Workers - ) 1% , ] 1%
] Craftsmen 24% v .25% - 25%
Clerical . ' 21% . 2% ' 21%
Sales 12 3% ' 2%
Manager ial 8% 9% 8%
Professional 39% 39% 398
TOTAL t00g 100% | 1003

The responses to this question from the San Antonio area were almost
identical to those from the Houston area in the top 4 -categories of

professional, craftsman, clerical, and managerial. A difference was noted,

however, in the student category, where 7% of the San Antonio area

reSpondénts indicated that they were full-time students compared to a zero

résponse in this category for the Houston area.
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More blue collar workers (craftsmen) wuse Park-and-Pool than use

Park-and-Ride (Research Report 205-11). This would be ‘expected since

Park-and-Pool seryes many niore destinations than does Park-and-Ride.

Park-and-Pool Lots

Other qdéstions asked of participants in the Park-and-Pool program
dea]t specifiéal]y with the Park-and-Pool Tots -- how area poolers learned
_abbut the lots, how the existence of the lots affected their decisions to
1carpool/vanpoo], if there was always a space_avaf]ab]e at the lots, and if
they felt it.wés safe to leave their cars pafked at the lots unattended
'dUring the day. Area poolers were also asked if they would like bus service
to be provided to the lots (i.e., Park-and-Ride fatﬁér than Park-and-Pool),
andbif_théy‘felt the State should épend more tax dollars on the development
of additional Park-and-Pool Tlots. Their responses to these items are

presented in this section.

How Carpoolers/Vanpoolers Learned of Lots

'One_of the first questions asked was, "How did you Tlearn about the
Park-and-Pool lot?" Infdrmation in Table 4 indicates that the majority of
respondehts in San Antonio noticed the lot being.built, while the majority in
Houston,]earhed of the lot through friends, relatives or co-workers. Only a
very small percentage (3% in San Antonio and 1% in Houston)'rgad about the
~Tot in the newspaper and no one responded that he or she learned of the iot

on the radio or TV.

11




Table 4: How Users Learned About Park-and-Pool Lot, Perconfage

San Antonio |. Houston Total

. How Learned About Lot Lots (n=76) Lots (n=188) (n=264)
Friend, relative, co-worker 25% 44% 38%
Noticed lot being built 56% 35% 42%
Newspaper 3% 1% 2%
Radio/TV — -— e
Noticed highway sign 13% 16% 15%
Other 3% a3 3%
TOTAL 100% 1008 . 100%

Effect of the Park-and-Pool Lots on Decision to Carpool

'“How did this Park-and-Pool 16t affect the formation of yohr carpool?”
was asked in the Survey. The responses to this question are presented iﬁd
Table 5. Also presented in this table are the responses. to a similar
question asked of Da]]aé aréa poolers in a Park-and-Pool survey conducted‘by

the North Central Texas Council of Governments in 1979 (3).

Table 5: Effect of Park-and-Pool Lot on
Formation of Carpool, Percentage

, Total
Effect of Lot San Antonio Houston S.A. & Hou. Dal las
et ot te Lots (n=77) | Lots (n=188) (n=265) Lots (n=68)

Would not be carpooling ' '

if not for lot 5% 14% 12% 20.5%
tLot was one of several facfors ) )

in decision to carpool - 48% 52% 51% 62.0%
Lot had no effect on I ' o o 1

decision fo carpool 47% 349 37% 17.5%
TOTAL ) 100% 100% 100% 100.0% -

Source: Reference 3.

In San Antonio, 48% answered that the lot was one of several factors
influéncing their decisions to carpool/vanpool, and 5% indicated that they
would not be pooling at all if not for the lot. The remaining 47%, however,
indicated that the lot had no effect on their decisions to carpool. In

Houston, the picture is soméwhat different. | A higher percentage of

12




' reépondents indfcated that they would not be carpoo]ing/?anpoo]ing if not for
Vthé Tot; a lower percentage stated that the Tot had no effect on theif
decisions to carpool. In Dallas, the percentége who would not be carpooling
if not for the Tot is still higher, and the percentage»iﬁ which the lot hadb
no effect on their decisions to carpool is even lower. These responses would
~suggest that provision of Park-and-Pool Tots is one of ‘the more significant
_trdnsportat1on actions that mlght be taken to 'incrEasé éveragé 'vehiclér

occupancy.

- Availability of Parking

‘VWhen asked, "Is there »a]Qays a parking space available at the
'Park-andfPool Tot?" approximately 99% (n=77) of those ih the San Antonio area
answered "yes" coﬁpared to about 87% (n=187) in the Houston area. This might
indwcate a possible need for more lots or the expan51on of existing lots in

certa1n parts of the Houston area.

-Sécuritx |

AVSubcequent survey Qchtion addressed the matter of security at the
icts. :“Do you feel it is Safe to leaVe yoﬁr car'parked ét the Park§ahd#Poo1
lbt?"'was asked. Fnom thé-responses in Table 6, it appears that security is
much morevof a problem at the Houston area lots than at the San Antonio area
lTots. Apprdxfmately 21% of those surveyed in Houston indicated that they had
reason tbvbe]ieve that it was not éafe to leave their cars parked at the lots
during the déy. These responses might suggest that incréésed pfoyision of
llghtlng, fenc1ng, and telephones would be appropriate. - The Park-and-Pool
program. w111 not be successfu] if large numbers of users and possible users

consider security to be a prob]em;
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Table 6: Security at the Park-and-Pool Lots, Percentage

Safe to Leave Car /San Antonio Hohsfon Total
-Lots (n=77) Lots (n=181) (n=258)

Yes ' 91% 75% 78%

No 3% 21% 16%
Not Sure : 6% 6% 6%
TOTAL ~100% 100% 100%

Park-and-Ride Bus Service

Users of the Park-and-Pool lots were é]so asked, "If Park-and-Ride bus
service wefe provided from this lot to your destination, would you prefér to:
Continue to carpool (or) Ride the bus?" Their responses, as summarized in
Table 7, indicate thatﬁthe majority of San Antonio area respondents would
ride the bus; while the majority of the Houston area poolers would prefer to
‘continue to carpool. The responses suggest that'ﬁany Park-and-Poo] user§ are
at least potential transit users. The extent to which they actually would
hSe transit would be strongly related to the bus service providéd (heddways,

schedule speed, reliability, etc.).

Table 7: Park-and-Ride Bus to Lots, Percentage

If Park-and-Ridé Bus San Antonio Houston Total
Service Offered Lots (n=71) Lots (n=174) (n=245)
Continue to carpool 42% 69% 613
Ride the bus 58% 317 39% |
TOTAL ' 1008 100%  100%

Devote More Tax Revenue to-Park-and-Poo]

The Park-and-Pool survey also included the following statement, “The

‘State of Texas should spend more tax dollars in developing Park-and-Pool
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Tots." The extent to which area part1c1pants agreed or disagreed w1th this

: statement is presented in Table 8.

Table 8: Devote More Tax Dollars to Park-and-Pool, Percentage

State Spend More Tax San Antonio Houston Total
Dollars on Park-and-Pool Lots (n=72) Lots (n=179) (n=251)
Strongly Agree 294 443 40%

. Agree 57% 48% 50%
Neutral 13% 7% 9%
Disagree . . ’ % B } 4 1%
Strongly Disagree ———- ——— ———
TOTAL, ' 1008 . 1003 100%

A]though a significant percentage of those suhveyed in the San Aﬁtonio
area indicated that they were “"neutral" on the subject, 57% agreed, and an
additional 29% strongly agreed that more tax dollars should be spent on
Park-and-Poolilots, |

In'Hduston, while a lower percentage merely agreed with the statement, a
much higher percentage stroneg agreed, resulting in a total of 92% who felt
that more tax money: should spent in developing Park-and-Pool lots. The
strdnger eentiment towardv developing more 1ots expressed by Heuston area
respOndentS'ie coneistent with their responses to a previous question‘in
wh1ch a s1gn1f1cant percentage indicated that there was not a]ways a park1ng
:space ava1lab]e at the1r Park-and-Pool Tots. |

The responses in both San Antonio and Houston help emphasize the
rpopu]arity of the Tots. For a relatively low cost improvement, considerable

pubiic support is- developed.

Factqrs Influencing Decision to Park-and-Pool

:In addition to the question regarding what effect the exiStence'of’a
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Park-and-Pool lot had on their decisions to carpoo]/vénpoo], several other
questiqns were asked to determine if saving time, money or energy were also
important factors in influencing decisions to Park-and-Poot.- Individua]s
were also asked if their employers provided any inceﬁtives' for them to

carpool. Responses to this series of questions follow.

Emp]qyer’s Encouragement to Carpool/Vanpool

When asked the question, "Does your emp]oyér provide any ihcentives for
Acarpoo]s?“.approximately 46% (n=61) of those responding in the San Antonio
area and 48% (n=240) of those in the Houston area answered yes. Table 9
summarizes the different types of incentives the emp1oyers provide. Subsi-
dized parking was the most commonly cited incentive in San Antonio, while
Vvanpoo] programs headed the list in Houston.

Apparently, to a significant extent, Park-qndsPool lots complement

incentives provided by the private sector to increase vehicle occupancy.

Table 9: Incentives to Cafpool/Vanpool Provided
by Employers, Percentage

Incentive San Antonio Houston Total

’ Lots (n=25) Lots (n=82) (n=107)
Vanpool programn 24% 56% 49%
Subsidized parking 48% 22% ' 28%
Carpoo! matching 24% . 8%
Money —— 108 . 7%
Free insurance : ——— 1] 1%
Flexible working hours ——— 5% 4%
Other = " ag 29 . 34
TOTAL 1007 100% -~ 100%-

Note: Just less than half of the persons using the park-and-pool
lots are receiving an employer incentive fo carpool/vanpool .




Time, Money, Energy Savings/Losses

Time

Individuals were also asked, "Do you save time using Park-and-Pool?"

Responses to this question are presented in Table 10.

Table 10: Save Time Using Park~and-Pool, Percentage

Save Time Using San Antonio . Houston Total
Park-and-Pool Lots (n=73) Lots (n=181) (n=254)
Yes 8% 21% 17%
No ) 47% - -48% 48%

~ Not Sure o315 22% 25%

. No Difference 14% 9% 10%
TOTAL 100% 1002 ) 100%

Almost half of thoée surveyed in both San Antonio and Houston indicated

~that they do not save time by using Park-and-Pool. (Figure 5 illustrates the

extent of their perceived time losses.) This would be expected since driving
to a Park~and-Podl lot probably increases total trip distance plus involving
some time waiting at the lot to .be picked up. - Approximately 21% of those

SUEVeyed in- Houston, hoWever, indicated that they do save time USing

Park-and—Poo]g (Figure 6 illustrates their perceived time savings.)

About 58% of those who stated that they save time use one of the 2
Park-and—Poo1 Tots Tocated on 1-45 north of the Contraflow Lane. Avmore
détai]ed-analysis of responses from the I-45N lots was performed to determine

if the respondents could be]éng to vanpools which use the Contraflow Lane

'ahd, if_so, the use of this lane could be the reason for the time savings.
(Note: To be eligible to use the Contraflow Lane, a vanpool must have a

- minimum of 8 passengefs registered, including the driver.)  Therefore,.

responses tb the question "Do you save time using Park-and-Pool?" from the
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[-45N ]ots were grouped into 2 categorles those with less than 8 persons

norma]ly in the1r vanpools and those w1th 8 or more persons norma]]y in their

vanpoo]s. The results of this ygrouping are presented in Table 11.

D Table: 11: Perceived Time Savings/Loses by Participants
o Who Use I-45N @ FM 1488 and 1-45N @ Gladstell
Road Lots North of Houston

Do yoo save -time Respondents with Respondents. with
using Park-and-Pool? <8 in Pool 8+ in Pool*
Yes 1 (17%) saved 40 11 (50%) saved an
min, each way average of 26
min, each way
No | 4 (66%) lost an 6 (27%) lost an
average of 19 average of 23
min. each. way min. each way
Not Sure 4 (18%)
No Difference - 1 (17%) ' 1 (5%)
TOTAL 6 (100%) 22 (100%)

*Vanpools with 8 or more passengers registered, including the
driver are eligible fo use the Contrafiow Lane. ~
Of those Fespondents whose  vanpools have the heqdired number of
passengers to use the Contraflow Lane, approximately 50% pehceived a savings
of 26 minutes each way by using Park-and-Pool and theVContraflow Lane. It
m1ght be noted that actual savings on the Contraflow Lane are in the range of

13 m1nutes, thus, perce1ved sav1ngs by users are twice actual sav1ngs,

, However, 27% felt they Iostaan average of 23 minutes each way. This fee]ing

may be due to the factAthat while some time may be saved by traveling in the

Contraflow Lane, it does not, for example, offset the time lost in traveling
from home to the ]ot or the time Tost while waiting for other passengers to
arrive at lot before the -vanpool can depart for its final dest1nat1on. Also,

all vanpoo]s w1th»8 or more persons do not necessarily have a destination

that would make uSing the contraflow lane a viable a1ternative.

Of those 1nd1v1duals who apparent]y are not USIHQ the Contraf]ow Lane,

'66% percelved a 1oss of an average of 19 minutes each way.
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Money

Another question asked, "Do you save money by using Park-and-Pooi?“ The
aﬁswers to this question (Table 12) reveal that the vast majority of
‘respondents in both San Antonio and Houston do ‘ save money by
carpooling/vanpooling. The amount they save is'illustrated in Figure 7. On
the average, poolers in San Antonio save about $67 each month, and those in

Houston save about $71 per month.

Table 12: Save Money Using Park-and-Pool, Percentage

Save Money Using San Antonio Houston Total
_ Park-and-Pool Lots (n=74) Lots (n=181) (n=255)
Yes ) 88% 96% 94%
No 1% — ————
Not Sure _ 11% 3% 5%
No Difference —— 17 i%
TOTAL 1008 : 100% 100%

These dollar savings are two to three times greater than those perceived
by Park-and-Ride users (Research Report 205-11). This would largely beAthe
result of the greater average trip length. Money savings are certainly the

major reason for carpooling at the Park-and-Pool Tots.

Saving Money Versus Saving Energy

Answers to the following question furthér ji]ustrate the importéncg of
saving money. "In ydur deéision to carbooi, which of the following concerns
was most important to gyou?"' was asked. ~ Out }of. the 73 possible ahswers,,
“Saviﬁg money," "Saving energy," -and "Other, please specify,“ the
overwhelming.majority in both the San Antonio and Houston areas replied that

saving money was most important (Table 13).
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Table 13: Most Important Concern in Declsl,oﬁ to Carpool,
Percentage
Reason San Antonio Houston Total
Lots (n=77) Lots (n=189) | -(n=266)
Saving money 91% 908 | 9%
Saving energy 8% 62 | - 6%
Other (Reduced stress by 1% | 4% 3%
_.not having fo drive) _ '
| TotaL -100% 1008 . 1003
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As costs of owning and operating an auto increase, so will the potent1a1
to save more money through ride sharing. Increased provision of Park-and-
Pool lots can enhance and encouragé’greater carpooling/vanpooling. Although
the incentive to the individual is dollar savings, the individual's decision

to carpool on that basis also pkoVides society with an energy savings.

'Inconvenience of Not Having Auto Available

Whén asked, "Does not having a car available duringAthé day create a
serious inconvenience?" the majority of those in the Houston area responded
that it seldom, if ever, resulted in a Serious inconvenience (Table 14). In
the San Antonio area, however, a slightly higher percentage indicated that

not having an auto available during the day frequently created a serious

inconvenience. (Other factors, such as saving money, apparently overshadow

the inconveniences sometimes experienced as a result of not having a car

available during the day.)

. Table 14: inconvenience of Not Haviag Auto Available
During the Day, Percentage : '

Total

inconvenient San Antonio Hous ton

Lots (p=74) Lots (n=179) (n=253)
F_req uently 114 5% 7%
Seldom 59% 68% 65%
Never 308 - 27% 28%
TOTAL 100¢ 1008 100%

As wduld' be expected, those persons needing an quto ‘during the day for
business purposes are not as likely to carpool unless they are the driveern
a regu]af basis. Park-and-Ride surveys in the Da]]as area (Research Report
205-11) suggest that about half- of downtown employees perceive a need to have

an automobile during the day.
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Travel Patterns

In order to better understand past and -present travel patterns,
«indiyiduale were asked a number of questions relating to their previous modes
 of ,traye]-v.prior to participating in Park-and-Pool, how their
cqrpoofs/vahpoc]s were formed, the f]ength. of time rthey have been using
Pakk-andfPoo]; the number of persons ndrma]]y in their carpools/vanpools, and
how often they Park-and-Pool. Another series of questions dealt with mode of -
arrival at‘;the lots, time of arrival at/departure from the 1ot$, travel
distances from their origins bto the 1lots, the final destinations of
carpools/vanpools, and  the travel distences from tﬁe lots to these
desfinations.' Answers to these questions are highlighted on the fo]]ow1ng

~ pages.

Previous  Mode of Travel

One of the‘fifSt-questions asked poolers was "Before you became invo]ved
in Park-andQPool, how did you norma]]y_make this trip?" .Their answers, as
- sunmarized in Table 15, ~indicate that while the overall _majority ~of
respondents dfove alone,‘ a significant nUmber - were already
Carpooling/vanpooling. This is especially true in the San Antonio area where
' 4BA reported that they‘were carpoo]1ng/vanpool1ng pr1or to their 1nvo]vement
1n th1s Park-and-PooT program. This response is consistent with the 47% of
those'surveyed who indicated (in a previous question) that the existence of
the Park and- Poo] Tot had no effect on their dec1s1on to carpool. Again, it
appears that provision of Park and- Poo] Tots is a relatively effective means.

of 1increasing average vehicle occupancy.
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Table 15: Previous Method of Making Trip Before Becoming
involved in Park-and-Pool, Percentage

Previous Method San Antonio Houston Total
| of Transportation Lots (n=77) Lots (n=187) (n=264)
Drove alone 53% 72% : 67%
Carpool /vanpool ' 43% 25% 308
Bus -— 2% 1%
Other 4% L} 4 i 29
TOTAL L 1008 1008 1003

How -Carpool/Vanpool Was Formed

The question "How was your cafpoo] formed?" was also aSKed.‘ The vast
majority of resbonses -~ 74% in the Saﬁ Antonio area and 90% fn the Houston
area -- were that carpools/vanpools were formed at work (Table 16). - These
percentages are somewhat higher than the Dallas” area where only 64% of the

carpools were formed by co-workers (3). In San Antonio, an additional 20%

replied that their carpool/vanpool was formed by classmates wanting to share

a ride to campus. This 20% response in San Antonio falls in line with

earlier responses to the question regarding occupation, where 7% ‘indicated

‘they were full-time students (Also, 15% of those categorized as professionals

indicated that they were taking ‘classes during the time of this sufvey).'

Table 16: . How Carpools/Vanpools Were Formed,

Percentage

How Carpool/ San Antfonio Houston .Tofal

Vanpoo! Formed Lots (n=70) Lots (n=168) (n=238)
At the office 74% » 90% 86%
METRO carshare - 23 23
In neighborhood 3% 5% .
Private bus service -— 2% 13
By classmates . 20% ——— ' 6%
Other 3% 1% 17
TOTAL - 1008 | 1008 1008
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. Length of Time Participating in Park-and-Pool

Responses to the question, “How Tong have you been participating in the
Park-and-Pool program?" varied from one month to 27 years (Figure 8) These
responses ‘once aga1n point out that many individuals were already pool1ng

prior to the deve]opment of formal Park-and-Pool lots.

100

San Anton1o Lots

-Cumulative Percentage

| SRR ' o Months

Figure 8: Cumulative Frequency Distribution,
Length of Use of Park-and-Pool

On the average, those in the San Anton1o area have been part1c1pat1ng in
Park and- Pool 13 wonths while those in the Houston area have been poo11ng an

: average of 18 months.
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Number of l?edp]e in Carpool/Vanpool

In a subsequent question, “How many people, including yourself, are '
normally in your carpool?" was asked. Answers to this question (Figure 9)
reveal that vehicle occupancy of carpools/vanpools is considerably higher for

the Houston lots than for the San Antonio lots. Average dccupancy figures

"are 5.4 pef‘sons per vehicle in Houston compared to 4.1 persons per vehicle in
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Figure 9: Cumulative Frequency Distribution,
Occupancy of Carpools/Vanpools
Using Park-and~Pool Lots
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San Antonio.. Both of these occupancy figures are higher than the 3.76
avekage occupancy of the carpools/vanpools surveyed in. Dallas. (3). The
_ higher occupancy figure for Houston is consistent with the presence of an

extremely extensive vanpooling program.

Frequency of-Carpooling/Vdnpooling

“How many days per Week do-you carpool?" was also asked. The responses
to this qUestion are presehted in Table 17. These responsés indicaté that
individuals Park-and-Pool an average of 4.8 days per week in San Antonio and

4.9 days pef week in Houston.

Table 17: Number of ‘Days per _Neek individuals Carpool/Vanpool

Number of Days San Antonio Houston . ‘ Total
" ’ Y Lots (n=77) Lots (n-187) (n=264)

2 1% 2% 2

3 4% ) 12 2%

4 - 9% 73 ' 8%

5 86% 887 87%

© 6 ) —— 2% 1%
 ToTAL 100% 100% 1008 .

This wduld“be éxpécted. The carpoo]/vanpoo1-trip isra'work trip, and

‘those trips will occur on a daily basis.

Mode of Arrival to Park-and-Pool Lot

Major differencés were"Obséfved in 'the “answers  to the fo]]owing
question, "How did you arrive at the Park-and-Pool lot?" Approximately 90%
bf those responding in Houston replied that they drove alone (Table 18). An B

~ additional 6% rodeAwith'someone who also uses Park-and-Pool. In San Antonio,
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however, a lower percentage (79%) drove alone, and a higher percentage (17%)

rode w1th someone who also part1c1pates in Park-and-Pool.

Table 18: Mode of Arrival to Park-and-Pool Lots, Percentage

Mode of Arrival ‘San Anfohio Hous ton Total
Lots (n=77) Lots (n=188) (né265)

Drove alone _ 79% ' %% | - 88
Rode with someone
who also uses

Park-and-Pool 17% 6% 10%
Dropped off by someone 3 23 2%
Other 12 2% 1%
TOTAL - 100§ 1008 | 1008

Time of Arrival at/Departure from Park-and-Pool Lot

When poolers were asked "What time did you arrive at the Park-and-Pool
Tot this morning?" their answers ranged anywhere from 4:30 to 8:30 a.m.
(Figure 10). The average time of arrival for those in the San Antonio area
~was 6:49 a.m., about 30 minutes Tlater tﬁan Houston's average of 6:20 a.m.
The _ear]ier arrival time in Houston may be partly the result of greater
.congestlon in that c1ty, the morning work trip takes longer to comp]ete.
Answers to the second part of this question, "What time did you leave
the Park-and-Pool 1ot this evening?" varied widely, as illustrated in
Figure 11.  The average tihe of departure was 5:13 p.m. in Houston and 5:21v7
~pem. in San Antonio. In general, patrons in Hogston arfived at, and departed

from, theirllots earlier than those in San Antonio.
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Travel Distance to Park-and-Pool Lot

Responses to another guestion asked area poolers, "How far do you travel
to arrive at the Park-and-Pool Tot?" are illustrated in Figure 12.  Median
trip lengths in San Antonio exceeded 4 mi]és, and median trip 1eng£hs in
Houston exceeded 3 miles. Users of Park-and-Pool travel almost a$ far just

to get to the lot as the typical city driver does for his entire workrtrip.
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Destinations of Park-and-Pool Participants

It has beén hypothesized that the vast majority 6f those pafticipating
in Park-and-Pool programs across the state are destined to the central
business districts (CBD's) of the major cities. Such is the case in the
Dallas area whefe approximately 76% of the poolers are traveling to
"destinatfons ih the Dallas CBD (3). However, answers to the question, "What
is your destination’after leaving your car parked at the Park-and-Pool lot?"
revea]ed that area poo]ers are destined to _numerous other locations in
add1t1on to the San Antonio and Houston CBD's. ‘
| In the San Antonio area, for example, while 53% of the respondents
indicated that they:are traveling fnto San Antonio to various locations, 47%
are traveling out of San Antonio to destinatiohs in neighbofing cities (Table
19){ In fact, the Tlargest group of respondents (24%) are destined. por
SoythWest Texas State University in‘San Marcos. Other destinations commonly
listed are located in the areas of the South Texas Medical Cénter, the
A»Centra] Business District and Kelly Air Force Base (all in San Antonio). The
University of Texas in'Austin also drew a sizéab]e percéntage.

V’I_In,the Houston area, approximately 71% of the respondénts are traveling
to destinations within the City of Houston with the remaining 29% traVe]ing
to neighboring cities (Table 20). Unlike San Antonfo, over a third (39%) of
-Houston area respondents are poo]ihg to destinations located in the Houston

centfa1“business district. (This percentage of CBD-bound poolers is still

considerably Tower than the 76% for the Dallas afea poo]ers, hbwever.). In
'H0uston; the Texas Medical Center Complex and the'Ga]]eria/Post’Oak areas

accounted for an additional 7.5% and 4.3% of the destinations, respectively.
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Table 19: Destinations of Park-and-Pool Participants
from the San Antonio Area Lots (n=63)

Destination Percent

Within San Antonio

South Texas Medical Center 12,6
Central Business District 11.0
Kelly Air Force Base 10.0
San Antonio Int'l Airport 1.5
San Antonio College 1.5
Rando!ph Air Force Base 1.5
Castle Hills ' 3.2
Northwest San Antonio 6.3
West San Antonio 3.2
South San Antonio A 1.5
Outside San Antonio
Bergstrom AFB - Austin ' 3.2
IRS - Austin 1.5
UT - Austin ' 8.0
New Braunfels ' 5.0
SW Texas State U. - San Marcos 24,0
Bandera 1.5
Falls City 1.5
‘Kerrville 1.5
| Poteet : 1.5
| TOTAL : 100.0%

The second part of this_question asked "How mény miles do you travel to
reach your destination?" Figure 13 shows that San Antonio area poolers are
traveling significantly farther from their Park-and-Pool lots to their final
destinations. The number Aof miles traveled averaged 35.7 miles in San
Antoﬁio compared to 29.3 miles in the Houston area. Thislis largely the
result of stﬁdent travel from SanrAhtonio to Southwest Texas State Universityi-

in San Marcos and the University of Texas in Austin.
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Table 20: Destinations of Park-and-Pool Participants
from the Houston Area Lots (n=161)

Destination Percentage

Within Houston

Central Business District 37.9
Texas Medical Center Complex Te5
Bellaire ’ 2.5
" Galleria/Post Oak 4,3
Chocolate Bayou 1.9
Greenspoint 6
Sharpstown 3.1
Southbrook . : 6
Brookho! low West +6
Memorial 1.9
Sandal Wood «6
Belt Way 2.5
Kirkwood ' 6
W. Univ. Place 6
Kenwood Place «6
Greenway Plaza ] , .6
Tang lewood 1.3
Spoon Downs : «6
S.E. Houston 2.5
Katy : 3.7
Atief 1.3
Outside Houston ,
Alvin ) 1.3
El Campo 6
Thompson ' 2.5
Sugar land 1.3
Mo. City o6
Fal Iston ’ 6
Richwood .6
Anglefoh 6
Freeport ' 1.9
Gal veston . .16
Texas City , 3.7
0ld Ocean ' 1.3
Clear Lake City 2.5
Galveston . ' 1.3
Pasadena 6. -
.Bayfown o6
Channel View .6
Addicks o6
Conroe . ] .6
Spring - . © 46
Jersey Vil lage 6
Aldine _ N .6
TOTAL o : ‘ 100.0%

"NOTE: '3 desfinaflon addresses could not be located.
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Space was a]so ‘provided at the end of the survey questionnaires for
respondents to list additidnal comments that they might have in areas which
were not covered by the questions. A total of 55 individuals fro}n the
Houston area and 18 from the San Antonio area listed one or moré comme.n«ts
concerning the Park_—a,hd-;Poo] lotsf These comments were grouped into 97
cét‘egor‘ies; the results are presented in Table 21.
further state the apparent popularity of Park-and-Pool ‘imprbvements.

appears that certain desiAred 1'mprovemehts (e.g., telephones and trash :
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Figure 13: Cumulative Frequency Distribution,
Distance Traveled from Park-and-Peol
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Additional Comments

receptacles) could be providéd at modest costs.
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Table 21: Comments Listed by Park-and-Poo! Participants

Comment San ﬁg:gnio Hﬁgizon Total Tof:?rﬁggzog;es
' Appreciate Having Lot to Park in 6 20 26 26%
Lot Needs to be Paved/Resurfaced - . 10 10 108
Need Better Security at Lot 3 17 20 20%
More Lots or Expand Existing Lots 3 12 15 15%
Need Telephone for Emergencies 3 3 6 6%
Lot Should be Lighted 4 10 14 _ 14%
Need Bus Service fo Lot - 2 2 ‘ 2%
Make Lots More Accessible - 3 3 3%
Need Tfash Receptables at Lot 4 - 4 4%
TOTAL . 3 | 7 100 1008

In génera], respondehté,expressed appreciation for having a convenient -

- place to park their cars dufing the day while they take advantage of the
benefits of carpooling. Several also listed areas which needed improvement.
'The need for better security at the lots was the comment must frequently
listed. The need for lighting at the lots, which goes hand in hand with_

security, was also nentioned numerous times.
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MAJOR FINDINGS

The Park-and-Pool surveys performed in District 15 (San Antonio) and
7 District 12 (Houston) have provided insights into both the types.of people
who currently pérticipate_in Park-and-Pool and their daily trave],féutines.
Of greater importance, howéVer, is the information obtained concerning what
factors,-léd these individuals to their decisions to carpool, and how
Park-and~P§oi'§ah be improved to encourage contfnued participation. This
information should prove véldable in a numbér of areas inc]udingf

) The'evaluétion of existihg‘Park-ahd-Pool programs; |

e The possible need to upgrade certain features of the Park-and-Pool
lots in order to better meet the needs of area commuters; and

‘e The planning and design of future Park-and-Pool facilities in the
San Antonio and Houston areas or in other areas around the State.

-Persona]VCharacteristics and Travel Routine

of Park-and-Pool Participants

~ From the responses to the Park-and-Pool survey questionnafres, it was
determined that gPafk-and-Pooi .appeals to a wide variety of 1ndividuais
'traveling to a wide variety of destinatioﬁs. On the average, however, thé
majority of participants are male, around 37 years old, haVe.comp1eted~at‘
lTeast 2'yéars ofvcollége and are employed in white-cO]]ar professionsQ They
typically travel alone about 6.3 miles each weekday to reach their
Park-and-Pool lots, arriving at about 6:28 a.m. They cérpoo] with 2 or'3
other people_to destinations located about 31.2 mileé from their 1ot§. They
return to the 16ts‘ét thé eﬁd of the dayvand leave at about 5:16 p.m. These

characteristics are summarized in Table 22.
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' Table 22: Overview of Selected Personal and Transportation Characferlsflcs.
) _ of Park-and-Pool Users (Districts 12 and 15) ‘

Characteristic District 15 District 12 Total
: (San Antonio) (Houston) .
Age (years) v
50th percentile T 3643 B 35.5 35.7
85th percentile 48.1 50.2 49.8
Sex
Male 51% 65% 61%
Female 492 . 39% 39%
Years of Education
50th percentile : 13.1 13.7 13.5
85th percentile 15.8 i _ 15.8 15.8
Occupation
Professional . 39¢ . 39% 39%
Craftsman 24% , 25% _ 25%
Clerical 21% 21% 212
Manageriat . 8% 9% 8%
Previous Mode of Travel .
Drove alone 53% 728 . 67%
Carpooi/Vanpool ) 43% 25% 30%

Number of Persons in
Carpool/Vanpool

50th percentile . 3.1 3.6 : 3.4
85th percentile 4.8 11.4 11.0
Distance Traveled (ml.),
Home to Lot
50th percentile 4.5 | 3.3 3.7
85th percentile 11.8 9.0 9.8

Distance Traveled (mi.),
Lot to Destination

50th percentile 33,5 25.8 28.0
85th percentile 47.5 41.5 44,7

Factors Influencing Decision to Carpool

One of the primary objectives of the survey was to determine what
factors were important to the majority of individuals in their decisions to
- carpool. Was it saving time, saving mohey, saving energy, or was itAsome

‘other reason? Finally, what role did the lots play invtheir_decisions'to |

Park-and-Pool?




Saving Money

General]y spéaking, saving money was determined'to be the most important
reason therlargest percentage decided to carpool. Furthermore, if appears
that 1nd1v1duals do perceive that they save money -- and save a con51derable
amount. Approx1mate1y 94A claim to save money, and the amount they save
averagés $68 per month., The high cost of fuel and the considerable amount
reqUired,to travel 1ohg£distances probably account for the majority of the
savings in the San Antonio aréa. The high cost'of downtown parking is also a

factor in the majority of cases in the Houston area.

' Séving Time
~Saving time, on the other hand, does not appear tq be as important as.
saving money. Indeed, individuals appear willing to pay a time penalty to
realize a dollar savings. One fourth of those surveyed were not sure whether
or not they saved time. An- additional 10% replied that there was no
difference -- no time saved, but no time 1ost_either.- Almost half, however,
indicated that they definftely do not save time usihg'Park-and-Pool. In
faét, they claim fo lose . an avérage of 15 minutes each Way. On tﬁe average,
they feé] they save about $1.50 to offset that 15 minutes of:time;
0f the 36 responses from'participants,in the Houston area who use one of
the twoblots served by the Contraflow Lane, 22 were determined to be eligible
to use theVContraflow Lane. wﬁéther or not they actua]]y do use the lane is
nbt known, however. Eleven (50%) of'these 22 indicated theyvdo savertimé :
uSingr Park-énd-Pbo] ~-- probably due to their use of Contraflow.  Their
percéived, savingé ~average qbout 26' minutes eaph way. (Thus, priority
treatment,does have an effect on time savings.) NeVerthéless, when asked

which concern was most important (savingrvmoney,» saving energy or other,
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please- specify), 10 out .of 11 answered, "saving money." The eleventh -

answered, "reducing stress by not having to drive."

Saving Energy

Only 6% of those surveyed in San Antonib and Houston answered that

saving energy was the most important factor which led them to

carpool/vanpool. Far more were concerned with saving money. This sentiment
mqy be the result of the fact that fuel is readily available once again.
Néverthé]ess, regardless of the primary reason for deciding to pool, energy

savings are realized.

Role of Park-and-Pool Lots

When asked what effect the Park-and-Pool lot had on their deéision to

- carpool, about 63% of the total indicated that the lot had at least some

effect on that decision. In fact, 12% answered that they would not be
carpoo]lng at all, if not for the lot.

" Other information obtained concerned the use of the Park-and- Pool Tots.
Approximately 90% of those surveyed responded that there was always a parking
space avéi]ab]e at the lots, indicating that the capacity of>the present lots
is adequaté in most cases fof the'cur?ent level of patronage. Respondents
did voice that improvements could be made to the lots, however. Security at
the lots was one item which could be improved, espeéia]ly at the Houston area
1dts, where 21% did not feel it was safe to leave their cars.parked there
during the day; an additional 6% had mixed feelings. Other improvements area
poolers would 11ke to see at the lots 1nc1ude lighting, te]ephones, trash
receptac1es, paving or resurfacing of some lots, and the expansion of other

lots.
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~ APPENDIX

. Park-and-Pool Survey Procedure

A total of 16 lots in‘District 12 (Houston).ahd 9 lots in District 15
(San'Antohio) were selected for in-depth analysis. A description of each 1ot
in terms of lbcation aﬁd physical characteristics is presented in Table 1 of
the main body of this report. A Park-and-Pool survey was conducted at each

‘of the 25 Tots in June 1980. The purpose of :the survey was to obtaih:
informationr regarding Park-and-Pool user characteristics and what factors
inf]uence area commuters 1in- their decisions to carpool/vanpool. Other
pertinent information including the cohmuteks' use of the lots and their
V daily travel routines wefe'also collected from the éurvey.

| In most cases, Park-and-Pool Survey questionnaires were distributed to'
commuters as they arrived at the Park-and-Pool lots in the morningar;when
this was not possible, questionnaires were left on the windshields of the
qars'parked at the lot. Commuters were asked to complete the questionnaires
and retdrn them iﬁ the stamped envelopes . provided in the éurvey packages.
Copieé of fhe letters of introduction and the questionnaire contained in the
'survey packages are presented_at the end of this Appendix.

In District 12 (Houstop), 416 surveys were distributed. Of these, 189
Were,completed and returned, reSu]ting'in a 45% response rate. In Districtr
15 (San Antonio), the return rate was s]ightiy higher. Of the 155
quesfionnaires distributed, 77 or 50% were returded. The actual number of

sUrveys ~distributed and completed, by lot, is summarized in Table A-l.

A-1



Table A-1: Number of Surveys Distributed and Complefed,
by Park-and-Pool Lot

Surveys Surveys Response

» Park-and-Poo! Lot Distributed Returned Rate
District 12 -~ Housfon
US 59 @ FM 762 - N. Side 21 12 443
US 59 @ FM 762 - S, Side 47 24 - 51%
FM 521 @ FM 457 ' 1 - -—
FM 521 @ FM 524 7 - ———
SH 288 @ FM 2004 31 , 9 29%
FM 2004 @ FM 523 A 6 2 33%
SH 35 near SH 6 41 14 349
SH 6 @ FM 2004 24 5 - 21%
SH 146 near Loop 197 6 2 33%
1-45 @ South Belt 50 30 603%
US 59 (3 mi. S. of FM 1485) : 40 5 - 38%
1-45 @ FM 1488 ' 21 8 38%
1-45 @ Gladstell 51 24 47%
FM 149 (1 mi. N. of FM 2920) ' 10 8 80%
FM 149 (1/4 mi. N. of Spring-Cypress) 19 12 633
FM 149 (1/2 mi. N. of FM 1960) 35 24 663
TOTAL 416 . 189 45%
District 15 - San Antonio
1=10 @ SH 46 30 23 77%
I~10 @ Cascade Caverns 6 5 83% X
{-35 @ Loop 1604 50 19 . 38%
US 181 @ SH 97 25 8 32%
SH 16 @ FM 476 , 16 7 443
|-35 @ SH 173 4 2 50%
1-35 @ FM 484 1 - _—
US 81 @ Loop 337 : 19 12 63%
" FM 1283 @ PR 37 4 1 25%
TOTAL i 155 77 50%
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PARK~AND-POOL SURVEY

The Texas Transportation Institute, Texas A&M University. is condu:t-
ing a study of Park-and-Pool lots in the Houston area. The purpose of
this study is to obtain information about your use of,.and op1n1oqs.con-"
cerning, Park-and-Pool lots in order to assist in planning for additional

tots.

Since there are only a small number of Park-and-Pool users, your
participation is essential to ensure the success of the project.

Please complete the attached survey form and return it to us in the .
stamped envelope within one week. We are grateful for your participation
in this project. '

Sincerely,

Phillip L. Wilson

State Planning Engineer,
Transportation

- PLW/bh
Enclosure




COMMISSION

A. SAM WALDROP. CHAIRMAN
DEWITT C. GREER
RAY A. BARNHART

Cooperating Agencles:
Federal Highway Administration
City of San Antonio

lots.

STATE I_)EPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS . ENGINEER-DIREC TOR
AND PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION © B. L DEBERRY

é?LgEﬁgY REFER TO
" 750308
- 720.15

PARK-AND-POOL SURVEY

The Texas Transportation Institute, Texas A&M University, is conduct-
ing a study of Park-and-Pool Tots in the San Antonio area. The purpose of
this study is to obtain information about your use of, and opinions con-
cerning, Park-and-Pool lots in order to assist in planning for additional

Since there are only a small number of Park-and-Pool users, your
participation is essential to ensure the success of the project.

Please complete the attached survey form and return it to us in the

stamped envelope within one week. We are grateful for your participation

in this project.

PLW/bh
Enclosure

Sincerely,

C::tiig:“aza;é\EZ:—;alaéa...J
Phillip L. Wilson

State Planning Engineer,
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' 12.' How far do'you,travel'to‘arrive at the Park-and-Pool lot? ‘miles,

Park-and-Pool S—urvey

. Undertaken by the Texas Tramsportation Instttute Texas AGM Um.veratty
in cooperation with the Texas State Department of Ihghways and Public Transportation
and the U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration

'Th1s questionnaire is designed to be easy to complete and should take no more than. 5 minutes

of your time. A1l answers to the questions will remain confidential. Please return this
form in the stamped envelope within one week.

1. Before you became involved in Park-and-Pool, how did you normally make this trip?-

_____Drove alone o - ___ Bus
_____Carpool/Vanpool ‘ _____Other
2. How did you learn about the Park—and-Pool lot? :
' Friend, relative or co-worker _____Radio/TV
___Noticed the lot being built ~ ___Noticed the highway sign
_Newspaper ' , -~ ____Other, Please specify.

3. How did this Park-and-Pool lot affect the formation of your carpool?

I would not be carpooling if it were-not for this lot.
This lot was one of several factors which encouraged me to carpool.
This Tlot had no effect on my decision to carpool.

q, In maklng your decision to carpool which of the following concerns was most
important to you? (Please choose one answer)

Saving money .'__w;__Sav1ng energy ____ Other, Please specify
5. How long haVe you .been participating in-the Park-and-Pool program? months
6, How many people, including yourself, are normally in your carpool?
7, How manyrdays per week do you cakpoo]7 ' '
8. How did you arrive at the Park-and-Pool lot th1s morning?
' Drove alone , A Dropped off by someone-
Rode with someone else Other
who uses Park-and-Pool
9. What time did you arrive at the Park-and-Pool lot this morning? __ a.m.
'_What time did you leave the Park-and-Pool lot this evening? p.m.
10. .Isithere.always a parking space available at the Park-and-Pool lot?
A Yes : : ._No V
11. Do you feeT:if is safe to leave your car parked at thé Park-and-Pool -10t?
Yes o No ‘
" Where does

your trip originate? ‘Street address or nearest intersection and City

A5
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13,

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.
19.
20.

21,
23,

24.

~ What is your dest1nat1on after leaving your car parked at the Park-and- Poo] lot?

Street address or building, and City
How many miles do you travel to reach your destination? , miles.

Does your employer provide any incentives for carpools?
__Yes - No
If "yes", what 1ncentives are provided?

Do you save money by using Park-and-Poo1?

Yes/If "yes", how much do you save? $ : ~per month
_No/If "no", how much do you lose? $ __per morith
_____Not sure
Do you save time using Park-and-Poo1?
Yes/If "yes", how much time do you save each way? _ ' minutes
No/If "no", how much time do you lose each way? minutes
Not sure

Does not having a car available during the day create.a_éerious inconvenience?
' _____Frequently- _____Seldom Never

If Park-and-Ride bus service were provided from this lot to your destination, would
you prefer to:

Continue to carpool Ride the bus

How was your carpool formed?

The State of Texas should spend more tax dollars in developing Park-and-Pool 1lots.

Strongly agree Neutra] - Disagree
Agree Strongly disagree
What is your age? 22. What is your'sex? _____Male Female

What is your current occupation, in as specific terms as poss1b1e (A]so, b]ease

-specify if retired, unemployed, student or housewife).

What is the highest level of school you have completed?

COMMENTS

A-6

THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION.




