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ABSTRACT 

This report documents the results of a Park-and-Pool study undertaken at 

selective locations along the 1-30 freeway corridor in the Dallas~Fort Worth 

urbanized area. Considerable data were obtained on Park-and-Pool activity 

through a user survey. The information provided by the survey respondents, 

when considered in light of other transportation planning data, should prove 

useful in a number of ways including: 

• The evaluation of existing Park-and-Pool programs in urbanized 
areas; 

• The assessment of potential Park-and-Pool Demand; 

• The analysis of benefits and costs of proposed Park-and-Pool 
projects; and 

• The development of planning, programming and design criteria for 
Park-and-Pool facilities. 

Key Words: Park-and-Pool, Ridesharing, Carpool, Vanpool, Corridor Parking, 

Demand Estimation, Transportation Planning. 
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SUMMARY 

The increasing cost of commuting has resulted in the acceptance of 

ridesharing by the traveling public as a viable mode of transportation. The 

purpose of this research effort was to investigate Park-and-Pool activity 

in the Dallas-Fort Worth urbanized area and to formulate planning guidelines 

for predicting demand and assessing the benefit/cost of proposed facilities. 

Twenty-one informal, or non-designated, Park-and-Pool sites, having a 

total of 669 parked commuter vehicles, were identified along the I-30 freeway 

corridor. The distribution and collection of a user survey resulted in the 

i dent i fi cation of persona 1 characteristics and trave 1 behavior of commuters 

engaged in pooling activity. 

The user survey tndicated that the majority of individuals participating 

in Park-and-Pool within the Dallas-Fort Worth region are employed in either 

professional or managerial positions, have attended at least one-year of 

college, are approximately 37 years old, and are participating in ridesharing 

to save money. 

Travel patterns indicated by the survey participants revealed the 

average home-to-lot distance to be 5.9 miles, and the average 

lot-to-destination distance to be 23.2 mtles, representing a typical daily 

travel distance of 'Sl i.ghtly more than 58 mi 1 es. Some 55 percent of the 

pool ers indicated that they drove alone prior to using Park-and-Pool. 

Ninety-eight p,ercent of the survey respondents stated that th.ei r trip purpose 

was for work. Approximately 31 p;ercent of the commuters van pool from the 

parking facility to their final destination with an average van occupancy of 

8.81 persons, while an additional 62 percent travel by carpool with an 

average vehicle occupancy of 3.36 persons. 
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Seventy-five to 80 percent of the commuters originated from within the 

city where the parking facility was located. About 75 percent of the poolers 

had a final destination located in the City of Dallas, with over half (56 

percent) of these commuters traveling to the Dallas central business 

district. 

Based upon the research data, a methodology for estimating Park-and-Pool 

demand and related benefits of Park-and-Pool facilities was developed~ Using 

the travel distances and average vehicle occupancies -for 9 potential 

Park-and-Pool sites, the average annual reduction in vehicle-miles of travel 

( VMT) ranged from 2830 to 9400 mi 1 es per corrmuter with an over a 11 mean 

reduction of 6460 vehicle...;miles per year. Investigation of the catchment 

zone or market area for Park-and-Pool participants revealed a circular or 

ellpitical configuration having an area of approximately 65 to 70 square 

miles as being a general guide for estimating pooler demand. Relationships 

between potential poolers and vehicle ownership density and population 

density within the market areas were investigated to aid the transportation 

planner in estimating demand and in sizing a proposed facility. The demand 

relationships for the larger, more successful, Park-and-Pool facilities 

indicate ratios of .22 percent to .24 per~ent of vehicle owners~ip and about 

.15 percent of population within a given catchment zone to provide an 

estimate of the number of pooler commuters. 

Benefit/cost (B/C) ratios were developed, using 

estimates of benefits and high estimates of costs, 

very 

for 

conservative 

9 potential 

Park-and-Ride facilities. In all cases the B/C ratios exceeded unity or the 

threshold level for economic investment. The benefit/cost analyses revealed 

the positive nature of the B/C ratios associated with these types of 

transportation improvement projects. 
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IMPLEMENTATION STATEMENT 

Over the years, Project 205 has been directed at assisting the State 

Department of Highways and Public Transportation (SDHPT) in planning and 

implementing improvements for high occupancy vehicles (Hov•s). 

Park-and-Pool facilities are an important component of these HOV improvement 

strategies. 

Park-and-Pool facilities have been constructed at numerous locations 

throughout Texas, with the SDHPT being ins trumenta 1 in the p 1 ann i ng, design , 

financing and operat io:n of many of these impr.ovements .. The increasing cost 

of commuting has made rideshari'ng a viable and acceptable transportation 

mode to the traveling public. ·The demand for Park~and-Pool facilitie.~ has 

continued to grow with the po,pula:rity of ridesharlng. The information 

presented in this report should assist transportation professionals in 

estimating potential dema·nd for Park-and-Pool fa-cilitie-s located in 

u r b an i z ed are as an d i n d e term i ni n g r e l .at i v e ben e f i t /cost ratios for 

a 1 tern at i ve proJects. 

The p 1 ann lng te·chniques and procedur.es outlined herein should provide 

valuable interim guidar1ce in analy?ing alternative Park.-and.-Pool facilities. 

Through a continuing process of.~mon i tori ng of pool i.ng activities, the 

methodoloyi~s contain~d ~erein may be refined to further aid the 

transportation pro;fessional in evaluating these types of HOV strategies. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Urban freeways are designed to provide a high level-of-service for 

relatively long urban trips. The large urbanized areas i.n Texas are 

primarily dependent upon their freeway systems for the mobi 1 ity of persons 

and goods to support existing and future land uses and. their economic bases. 

The rapid population growth of the State's urbanized areas has resulted 

in a correspondingly rapid growth in transportation demand and traffic 

congestion. In addition to rapid population growth, the problem of 

sustaining urban mobility is compounded by a genera) reduction in the 

people-moving capacity of existing freeways. During the last 30 years,· the 

average veh i c 1 e occupancy rate has dec 1 i ned from about 4 persons per vehi c 1 e · 

to less than 1.3 persons per vehicle. This vehicle occupancy reduction has 

essentially resulted in a 68% decrease in the effective capacity of existing 

urban freeways. 

The State Depa_rtment · of Highways and Pub 1 i c Transportation is 

res pons i b 1 e for the design, construction and operation of urban freeways to 

accommodate present and future transportation demand. In an attempt to 

increase the effective capacity and productivity of existing freeway 

facilities and to reduce transportation energy consumption, the Department 

has initiated studies and evaluations of various priority treatment 

strategies for high-occupancy vehicles. Park-and-Pool facilities are an 

example of a prio~ity treatment strategy to increase the productivity of the 

freeway system in Texas and to reduce energy consumption. 

Park-and-Pool is a term used to describe· a parking area or facility 

where commuters can rendezvous, park one or more of their vehicles, and share 

a ride to a common destination. The parking areas are normally designated 



1 ots which are de 1 i neated by signs or by promotion a 1 activities of public 

agencies. The State Department of Highways and Public Transportation has 

constructed parking lots in both rural and urban areas to encourage 

ridesharing by the commuting public. Unfortunately, limited data exist to 

aid in the planni~g and design of Park-and-Pool facilities. 

The research effort documented herein is a continuation of, and a 

complement to, previous studies of priority treatment strategies sponsored by 

the State Department of Highways and Public Transportation and conducted by 

the Texas Transportation Institute. A 1981 study (Research Report 205...:13) 

investigated s.om·e 25 formal Park-and-Pool lots Within the San Antonio and 

Houston urbanized areas. The re,sults of this research effort, in combination 

with prior work, should provide useful guidelines for planning future 

Park-and-Pool facilities in major urbanized areas throughout the State. 
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STUDY nBJECTIVES AND PROCEDURE 

The objective of this research effort was to provide data useful in 

establishing planning guidelines for locating, sizing and assessing the 

cost-effectiveness of Park-and-Pool facilities in major urbanized areas. 

This study investigates pooling activity along the I-30 freeway corridor 

withinthe Dallas-Fort Worth urbanized area and complements previous research 

and . data collection efforts of Park-and-Poo 1 users in the San Antonio and 

Houston areas. Where appropriate, comparisons are made between the pooling 

characteristics of the three urbanized areas studied. Whereas the previous 

research effort surveyed formal or designated Park-and-Pool facilities, this 

study identified and investigated informal ridesharing activities occurring 

along the I-30 freeway corridor. Informal Park-and-Pool 1 ots are 

distinguished from formal lots in that no expenditure .of public funds has 

been made to construct, operate, maintain or promote the use of the informal 

facilities. 

The fallowing presents an outline of the major tasks accompli shed in 

performing this study: 

• Review of relevent literature, local planning data, and prior 
studies; 

• Identification of existing Park-and-Pool locations adjacent to the 
I-30 freeway corridor; 

• Design and performance of data collection effort; 

• Analysis of Park-and-Pool data; and, 

• Documentation of the study, major findings and appropriate 
recommendations. 
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LITERATURE REVIEW 

In an attempt to assess the current state-of-th~-art for planning 

Park-and-Pool facilities and to assemble relevant data for the Dallas 

urbanized area, two primary sources were utilized in the literature 

investigation. 

1. Texas A&M University's Automated Information Retrieval Service 
(AIRS) 

2. Local transportation professionals in the Dallas-Fort Worth 
Urbanized Area 

The Automated Information Retrieval Service {AIRS) provides customized 

searches of published literature in over 150 indexes, abstracting services, 

and directories. Identification of relevant work is based on the 

occurrence of data elements, keywords, subject codes, author names, etc. The 

researcher creates a profi 1 e of the particular subject area being 

investigated and specifies the key words or terms used by AIRS in the 

1 i terature search. Two pri nci pa 1 transportation directories were used in the 

AIRS search for relevant Park-and-Pool data. 

1. Transportation Research Information Service (TRIS) 

2. National Technical Information Service {NTIS) 

Over 300 reports and publications were identified by AIRS which related 

to ridesharing and parking activities. Abstracts of these published works 

were obtained and reviewed for possible utilization in this Park-and-Pool 

research. The applicable publications have been referenced herein where 

appropriate and are included in the References at the end of the text. 

Relevant transportation, population, and employment data were provided 

by numerous transportation officials within the Dallas-Fort Worth region. 
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Agencies which provided information and greatly assisted in the Park-and .... Pool 

study include the: 

• City of Arlington;. 

• City of Dallas; 

• North Central Texas Counci 1 of Governments; and 

• State Department of Highways and Pub 1 i c Transportation. 

To the extent possible" analysis areas used by local jurisdiction (i.e., 

census tracts, serial zones, sectors, zip code zones, etc.) were applied in 

the data analysis to fa.cilitate any subsequent local application of the 

research results. Sources of local transportation data used in the study are 

referenced herein as ap:p'ropri ate. 
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PARK-AND-POOL SURVEY 

Location Identification 

To date, no formal Park-and-Pool facilities have been constructed or 

de 1 i neated by the State Department of Highways and Public Transportation 

adjacent to ·I-30 within the Dallas urbanized area. The pooling activity 

identified along the freeway corridor in this research effort was being 

performed in an informal fashion at a variety of non-designated locations. 

The identification of Park-and-Pool activity was necessary prior to data 

collection and the distribution of pooler surveys. Whereas formal 

Park-and-Pool lots are constructed and maintained with public funds, no 

public resources have been used in designating or promoting the informal 

facilities. Three methods of location identification were employed in the 

study effort. 

1. Previous observations by State Maintenance Personnel 

2. Aerial photography (taken in early 1980) of the I-30 corridor 

3. On-site field investigation conducted by the research team 

The Dallas District•s maintenance personnel had observed some 7 

different locations or interchanges where Park-and-Pool activity was beli'eved 

to be occurring. Subsequent field investigation was used to verify these 

locations. These field investigations resulted in a total of 10 different 

sites with 262 potential Park-and-Pool vehicles. The use of aerial 

photography and on-site inspection proved to be very valuable in locating 

additional sites and potential poolers. Eleven more· sites with 407 potential 

pooler vehicles were added to the initial list of Park-and-Pool locations. 
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The combination of identification procedures used in the study resulted in a 

total of 21 different sites and 669 vehicles. 

Figure 1 shows the 21 sites identified for data collection and study 

located adjacent the 1-30 Freeway. Table 1 presents an abbreviated 

description of these locations, and identifies the number of potential pooler 

vehicles for each si,te. Of the 21 sites identified, 17 locations were on 

private property which amoun,ted to 476, or 71%, of the potential 

Park..-and.-Pool vehiclr.e.,..s~.,.-. --------

Survey forms were prepared for the data collect ion effort to obtain 

an attempt to satisfy the following cri·teria was al·s.o made itn designing the 

data collect i,on fo..rms. 

1. Data should com:f1.1H!ntent prior Park~and-Pool research conducted in 
Ho.uston and! S.ar!l Anton:i:o. 

2. Data should,. inasm:tt.ch ais possible, be tt€Jm>~atible wit~ work aAd' 
research conductett tm~r·ou:g;h\uut the nation. 

3.. StH''V~Y metn<ooolo,gy sl1ould be compatible w,i.:t.,h" and comparable to, 
prtor data colle<ction e,ff'o,rts by local ~~rt'Ci'e:S within the Oallas­
u rban i ze·d a,re'et. 

4. Survey prac_ectu;res and instruments should facilitate the highest 
possible Fe:t-urn o:f s~tatis:ttcally · sfg;nificant and m:ea.nfngful 
i n format i on •.. 

Appendix A contains the:- survey instruments. used in the data· col-lection 

effort and i~nc lucte·s the following •. 
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Tabte 1: Park-and-Pool Sites 
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Site Poo.ler · 

Numtle r · Veh i.e ,les ;location 
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·Belt line :Roacl; Grand .Prairie 

South of I-30 on Southwest Co-rner 
of Hampton· Road and ·IJS-BO 
·Business; Dallas 

South of I-30 .on •Nort't~east Cor:ner 
of Hampton Road and US-·BO 
·Bu$in~es:a; Dallas 

Southeast .:Quadrant of l-~0 and Jim 
Miller /Samuell; Dallas 

Southweat: Q.~;tadrant of J ... Jf) ;and 
loop ... 1:2'; Dallas 

Norbmw,est ;Quadl.' amt :of I-30 af.ld 
8~ lt Line Road;· . Gar land 

Nort:heast ,Quadrf)nt of· I-30 and 
!Selt (..ine Road; ·Garland 

Stu.tthw.est Q.l\ladrant of I-10 and 
··Belt Line :Road; :Garlaoo 

Northwest .Quadraflt 'Of 1..;10 and 
PM-74:-0; Rockwall C1>unty 

Southeast Quadr'tiu'lt .of I-30 and 
FH-1.40; 'Rockwall 'County 

North .,of I-30 and. South of "Y" 
Intersec.tian of ·FM-740 and 
SH-205; Rockwall 

Northwest Quadrant of I-30 and 
SH--2tl5; Rockwall 'County 

Northeast corner -of US-'80 and 
SH-205 (Soubh of I-30 and just 
:North of 1..;20); ·Terrell 

lO 

Abbreviated Bescription 

Paved parking lot; Oakland 
:Ma.U.-Buddies Sto'!'e (P·rivate 
-Pra;pe·rt y) 

Pav-ed pa,rking lot; Kroger ·(;Privat-e 
Properly) 

'Paved par:king iot; Church :of Christ 
(Privat-e Property) 

Umimp;ro,v,,ec:it, Grassy Area :be"t:wee·n Old 
Toll ;B:Qoth r ac i 1 Hy and SIDHPT 
Maintenance 'Ya:rcl (Public :Pr:.operty) 

Paved :pa:r'king areas; adj.a:oent to 
Mexican 'Food ;Rest·aurant and 
aban.dQned 'Service Stat ion CPJiJb lie 
!P-roperl: y 

Paved parkin!!;} lot; 'Bow ling Alley 
(;Pri wa\te ;P)r•operty) 

Paved parking ar•ea-v:ery small ; 
adjacent ,to ·Old Toll >Sooth 
f.aciHt~ '(',Public -Pr,opert~) 

Paved .par~king lot; Fire Museum 
{Private Prope•r'ity) 

impr-oved,, ,gravel area adjacent to 
·entrance/exit ramps by Old Toll 
Facility 'Site ; (Public Pr,aperty) 

Paved .parking lot; Stevens Park 
Shopping :Denter (Private Property) 

Paved pariking lot; food Basket 
(Private Pr(lpe.:rty) 

Paved parking lot:; Safeway (Private 
Property) 

·Pav·ed parking lot: K...:Mart (Private 
Prope.rty) 

Paved parking lot.; K...;Mart (.Private 
Property) 

Paved -pa,rking lot:; Shopping area 
(Private Pr-operty) 

Paved parking lot; Beltline 30 
'Smopping Center (Private Pr.aperty) 

lmp;raved gravel parking area; Mr. 
Catfish {Privat,e Property) 

Unimpr-oved area; adjacent :to old 
abandorned g-as ·staticm (Private 
Pra,perty) 

Paved parking lot.; Ridge Road 
Shopping Center ( Privat.e Property) 

Paved parking lot; Wal~Mart (Private 
Property) 

Pav-ed parking lot; Wal ... Mart (Private 
Property) 



Data Collection Procedure 

To obtain the maximum amount of information possible, a 100% sampling of 

all identified Park-and-Pool sites and potential poolers was undertaken. 

Each of the 21 parking areas was surveyed between the hours of 10:00 a.m. and 

3:00 p.m. by the research team on one of three days (Tuesday through 

Thursday, December 8-10, 1981). 

Three primary tasks were undertaken at each of the Park-and-Pool 

locations. 

1. Distribution of User Surveys 

2. Recording License Plate and Vehicle data 

3. Recording Parking Area Location and Description 

Each of the User Surveys was coded for eros s- reference purposes to 

identify the parking a rea and for subsequent matching of veh i c 1 e 1 i cense 

plate data. The cover letter andthe Park-and-Pool Survey form {See Appendix 

A} were inserted in an envelope and placed on the windshield of the pooler 

vehicles. For the convenience of the driver, and in an attempt to increase 

the return rate, a postage-paid return envelope was also enclosed with the 

survey form. 

In addition, e~ch vehicle•s license plate number and vehicle type (i.e., 

Subcompact, Standard, Pickup, Van) were recorded along with the following 

general information: 

t Lot designation/description, 

• Lot location, 

t Date of survey, 

t Day of week, 

1 Observer, 
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• Total number nf vehicles, and 

• Time observed. 

Survey R~suJ ~s 

The distribution of 669 survey forms resulted in 235 surveys being 

returned for a resp.onse rate of 35%. A summary of the survey response is 

shown, by site~ in Table 2. 

This section presents a summary of the information obtai ned from the 

returned surveys and is divid't~d into the following major ,areas: 

• Personal characteristics of poolers, 

• Park-,and-Poo1 lots, 

• Factors influencing decision to pool, 

• Trave 1 patterns, 

• Origins and destinations of poolers, and 

• Remarks and comments. 

Where possible, a comparison .of the rlata collected for P.ark.-and-Pool 

activity in San Antonio and Houston (Reseairch Report 205--13) is made a:nd 

presented herein. It sh·oul d be noted that summaries of survey data, 

disaggregated by city and/or county, may result in certain findings which are 

not statistically significant. 

In a:n attempt to obtain a profile :of tlle Park-and-Pool piarticip-ant, a 

seri,es of :q:U:est ions was 

educ.at ion and o;ccupat ion. 

high 1 i ght,ed be 1 ow. 

a.sked r:e 1 ,at i Klg t:o the i nd'i vidual. • s ag,:e , sex , 

The i nf ormat i on o:bt a i ned from th:ese quest i ons i s 



TABLE 2: Survey Distribution and Response; By Site 

Lot Location 
Site No. Surveys Surveys Response 

Interchange City County Distributed Returned Rate 

1 I-30 & Oakland Fort Worth Tarrant 45 18 40.0% 
2 I-30 & Bridge/Woodhaven Fort Worth Tarrant 11 2 18.2% 
3 I-30 & Loop.820 Fort Worth Tarrant 118 42 35.6% 
4 I-30 & FM-157 Arlington Tarrant 11 8 72.7% 
5 I-30 & Plaza Arlington Tarrant 133 63 47.4% 
6 I-30 & SH-360 Arlington Tarrant 23 9 39.1% 
7 J..;.30 & SH-360 Arlington Tarrant 8 3 37.5% 

SUB-TOTAL --- --- Tarrant 349 145 41.5% 

8 I-30 & Belt Line Grand Prairie Dallas 18 0 0% 

9 I-30 & Belt Line Grand Prairie Dallas 41 23 56.1% 
10 US-80 & Hampton Dallas Dallas 15 1 6.7% 
11 US-80 & Hampton Dallas Dallas 21 5 23.8% 
12 I-30 & Jim Miller/Samuel! Dallas Dallas 12 4 33.3% 
13 I~Jo & Loop-12 Dallas Dallas 20 4 20.0% 
14 I-30 & Belt Line Garland Dallas 80 31 38.8% 
15 I-30 & Belt Line Garland Dallas 30 1 3.3% 
16 I-30 & Belt Line Garland Dallas 19 5 26.3% 

SUB-TOTAL --- --- Dallas 256 74 28.9% 

17 I-30 & FM-740 Unincorporated Rockwall 6 3 50.0% 
18 I-30 & FM-740 Unincorporated Rockwall 7 0 0% 
19 FM-740 & SH-205 Rockwall Rockwall 22 2 9.1% 
20 I-30 & SH-205 Unincorporated Rockwall 24 11 45.8% 

SUB-TOTAL --- --- Rockwall 59 16 27.1% 

21 US-80 & SH-205 Terrell Kaufman 5 0 0% 

SUB-TOTAL --- --- Kaufman 5 0 0% 

TOTAL --- --- --- 669 235 35.1% 
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Qu.esti on #19 of the survey requested the respondent to indicate their 

age~ Some 94% of tha returned surveys, or 220, had age information included 

which ranged from 15 to 66 and averaged 37 years. Tab 1 e 3 shows, by city, 

the range, aver~g@ and standard de vi at ion of the respondents' age. 

Arlingtpn (n 1;;. Q2) 
Dalla~ (n ;: 14) 

Fort WQ:rth (n;c~7) 

Garland (n ;: ,l.l) 

Grand Prairie (n :; 21) 
Rpc~all (n ;:. 1J) 

All C.tt,ies (n ;: 220) 

Minimym Age Ma)(ifflY!ll AQf1' 
{ Ye~rs) · (Years) 

20 62 
1.5 54 

21 66 
25 55 

21 57 

23 51 

15 6t:i 

A .. ver. ag .. l!l 
(Mean) 

Age (Years) 

34.0 
31.1 

42.8 
J6,9 
37.5 

35.5 

36.9 

Standard 
Deviation 

(Years) 

10.5 

9.a 
13.9 

9.6 
9.6 
8.6 

11.7 

The age of poolers surveyed in San Antonio and Houston averaged 37 years 

ano ranged from 16 to 62, Figure 2 shows the cumulative frequency 

distribution for all responses to the age question. 

Sex -.. -

Question #20 ask~:d the sex of the respondent. A total of 228 

r~spondents, or 97%~ indicated their sex, with 48% being male and 52% being 

fema 1 e. Tab 1 e 4 pre$e,nts th~ split, by city, of male and fema 1 e respo;nses 

to the survey. 
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~ Arlington 
(n=83) -

' 

Male 4~ 

famale 60% 

Total 10~ 

Table 4: Sex of Survely Respondents; By City 

Dallas Fort Worth Garland Grand Prairie 
{n ::: 14) (n = 59) (n = 35) (n = 22) 

64% 54% 51% 41% 

36% 46% 49% 59% 

100% 100% 100% 100% 

Rockwall 
(n = 15) 

53% 

47% 

100% 

Total 
(n = 228) 

52-% 

The percentages of female responses varied from a high of 60% in 
~ 

Arlington to a low of 36% in Dallas.- The male-female split in the San 

Antonio/Houston study was 61% male and 39% female. 

Education 

Question #18 asked, 1'How many years of school have you completed?" 

Some 225 responses were received to this inquiry, which represents 95% of 

the returned surveys. Table 5 presents a summary of education, expressed in 

number of years, for each of the cities surveyed. 

Table 5: Educational Level of Survey Respondents; By City 

Years of School 

Average Standard 
City Minimum Maximum (Mean) Deviation 

Arlington (n = 82) 12 22. 15.4 2_.3 

Dallas (n ... 13) 9 20 14.6 3.2 
Fort Worth (n = 59) 8 22 14.2 2.5 
Garland (n = 35) 12 22 15.0 2.4 
Grand Prairie (n_:: 22) 12 19 14.0 2.6 
Rockwall (n = 14) 12 20 14.8 2.5 

All Cities (n = 225) 8 22 14.8 2.5 

Information provided indicates that Park-and-Pool p.articipa,nts are 

r~latively well educated. Only 3.6% of the respondents indicated less than 
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a high schoql education while over 65% have attended at least one year of 

call ege. More than 14% of those surveyed have camp 1 eted in excess of 16 

years of school i ng--equi va 1 ent to the graduate leve 1 of higher education. 

Park-and-Poolers surveyed in San Antonio and Houstori indicated that 51% and 

61%, respectively, had attended college, while some 11% and 8%, respectively, 

had more than 16 years of schooling. 

Figure 3 presents the cumulative frequency distribution of ·all 

responses reteived to the level of education que~tion. 

Occupation 

Question #17 asked, 11 What is your current occupation (please be 

specific)? 11 A total of 224 responses were received, representing some 95% of 

the returned surveys. Answers to the occupation question were grouped into 

13 categories; the results of this grouping are presented by county in Table 

6. 

Table 6: Occupation of Survey Respondentsj By County 

Occupation Dallas Rockwall Tarrant Total San Antonio Houston· 
(n = 70) (n = 15) (n = 139) (n = 224) (n = 67) (n = 181) 

Professional 37% 27% 36% 36% 39% 39% 

Clerical 20% 20% 23% 22% 21% 21% 

Managerial 17% 27% 22% 21% 8% 9% 

Sales 10% 7% 6% 8% 1% 3% 

Craftsman 9% --- 6% 6% 24% 25% 

Laborer 3% --- 4% 3% --- 1% 

Service Worker 2% 13% 2% 3% --- 1% 

Student 1% --- 1% 1% 7% ---
Operative 1% --- --- --- --- 1% 

Housewife --- 6ro --- --- --- ---
Private Household 

Worker --- --- --- --- --- ---
Unemployed --- --- --- --- --- ---
Retired --- --- --- ---- --- ---
TOTAL 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
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The respcmses to this question indicate some 58% of the 

Park-and-Poolers are either professional or managerial. Occupations in 

Dallas and Tarrant Counties are very similar. However, the low sample size 

(n = 15) from Rockwall County portrays an inaccurate profile of occupation; 

the 6% housewife resp,onse only represents one individual. 

For comparison p,urposes, the occupations of 248 Park..-and-Poolers 

surveyed in San Antonio an€1 Houston are are also shown in Table 6. The 

combined total of professional and manag.erial amounts. to 47%, or some 11% 

fewer than those surveyed in the Dallas urbanized areaji 

Park~and-Pool Lots 

Several questions were included on the survey fo:rm· which dealt wi,th the 

participants • use of the Park-and-Pool lots. Due to the i nforma 1 nature of 

the Park-and-Pool faciliti-es in the Dallas urbanized area, the following 

statement was included at the beginning of the survey form: 

We have tried to identify only individuals parked for the purpose 
of sharing a ride to another destination. If you do not travel 
from this parking area to another location, please help us by 
returni·ng. the question"nai re with any comments on the reverse side. 

Of th'e 235 returned que·stionnaires, only 4, or 1.7%, were non-poolers. 

The following presents the responses received from ridesharing participants 

(poolers) which pertain to tne use of the informal, nondelineated 

Park-and-Pool lots. 

Question tfl5 asked "How did you first learn about this Park--and-Pool 

1 ocation?'' A total of 222 responses, representing some 96% of the 231 
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poolers, were received. Table 7 provides a summary, by Park-and-Pool site, 
.. 

of how the poolers learned of the lot locations. 

Eighty-seven percent of the respondents learned of the lot from 

co-workers, their employers or noticed others using the area. From 264 

respondents surveyed in the San Antonio and Houston area, some 57% indicated 

learning about the Park-and-Pool facilities by either noticing the lot being 

built or by seeing a highway sign; neither of these observation methods are 

applicable to learning of parking areas in the Dallas urbanized area since 

the Dallas lots are all informal. 

Effect of Parking Area on Decision to Rideshare 

Question #11 asked, 11 How did the availability of this parking area 

effect the formation of your carpool/vanpool or using the bus? 11 A total of 

225 responses were received and are summarized by city and county in Table 

8. 

Some 51% of the 265 respondents surveyed in San Antonio and Houston 

indicated that the parking area was one of several factors in the decision to 

rideshare, while 37% said that the lot had no effect. Twelve percent of 

poolers in both studies (San Antonio/Houston and Dallas) indicated that they 

would not be par~icipating in ridesharing if it were not for the parking 

lot. 

Security of Lot 

Question #14 of the survey asked, 11 Do you feel it is safe to leave your 

car parked at this location?.. A total of 226 responses were received and are 

summarized, by city, in Table 9. 
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N 
C· 

Table 7: How Poolers Learned of Lot; By Site 

Site Number, n = (*) 

How learned 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 
of Lot (18) (1) (40) (8) ( 63) (9) ( 3) (0) (22) (1) (4) ( 2) (4) ( 29) 

Co-Workers or 50% --- 40% 88% 49% 56% 33% --- 23% --- 50% --- 50% 52% 
Employer 

Noticed Others 40% 100% 38% 12% 38% 33% 67% --- 77'J6 --- 25% 100% 25% 38% 
Using Area 

Friends or 5% --- 20% --- 8% 11% --- --- --- 100% --- --- --- ?ro 
Relatives 

Radio/TV/ --- --- --- --- __ ,.. --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- ---
Newspaper 

Other 5% --- 2% --- 5% --- --- --- --- --- 25% --- 25% 3% 

TOTAL --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- ---
*Number of responses received for question from particular site. 

15 16 17 18 19 20 21 Total 
(1) (4) (3) (0) (0) (10) (0) (n = 222) 

. 

--- --- 33% --- --- 50% --- 45% 

100% 25% 67% --- --- 40% --- 42% 

--- 50% -- --- --- --- --- 9% 

--- --- --- --- --- 10% --- ---

--- 25% --- --- --- --- --- 4% 
! 

--- --- --- --- --- --- --- 100% 
I 



Table 8: Effect of Parking Area on Decision to Rideshare; By City and County 

City County 

r;; ..s:::. 
0 ..j..) .....-1 .....-1 

..j..) ,.--.. '--- -o .......... (I) .....-~...-.. .....-~...-.. ..j..)..-.. ....-.. 
Ol N II).-- 0 ...-f r;; (Y') -c ....... ....--.. n:J-..7 1/) ........... n:s ....:t. r;; (Y') .....-1 L() 
r;; co n:s (Y') 3: <.0 «1M c '- N 3 ...-f n:s co 3 ~ n:s -.1" «<N 

Effect of Area 
..... II ....... ~ II ...... II n:J·•.-1 N -lie: II r-1 <.0 . -lie: II '- ..... -!-) N ...... c ...... II c '- c '- n:s II (.) c: .....-1 II (.) c '- II 0 II 
'-- n:s c: -!-)-.- n:s ........... (.!) c_· c 0 ............ n:s c: 0 ............ n:s c: I- c 

<C a- Li.... (.!) ~- 0:: o- 0:: 1-- ............ ............ 

This parking was one of 
several factors which 
encouraged me to 

46% 61% 51.1% 50% 53% 51.1% 61.1% 57% carpool/vanpool/bus. 71% 38% 

This parking area had 
no effect on my use of 

36% 36% 32% 50% 35% 50% 27% 31% carpool/vanpool/bus. 21% 38% 

I would not be using 
carpool/vanpool/bus if 
this parking area was 
not here. 8% 24% 18% 3% 18% --- 12% --- 13% 12% 

Totals 101.1% 100% 100% 100% 101.1% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
' 

Table 9: Feeling of Security at Parking Area; By City 

City 

Fort Grand 
Safe to Leave Car Arlington Dallas Worth Garland Prairie Rockwall Total 

(n=82) (n=13) (n=60) (n=35) (n:22) (n=14) (n:226) 

Yes 73% 54% 70% 74% 45% 100% 70% 
No 12% 15% 3% 9% 23% ---- 10% 
Not Sure 15% 31% 27% 17% 32% ---- 20% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Some 78% of 258 poo 1 ers surveyed in San Antonio and Houston responded 

"yes", with 16% saying "no" to a similar question. Several comments 

pertaining to vandalism and the need for improved security were received from 

participants in the Dallas area survey; however, such corrments were highly 

dependent upon the location of the particular site (see Remarks and Comments 

section). 
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Desire for Express Bus Service 

Question #7 asked, uif convenient express bus service was provided from 

this location to your destination, would you prefer to continue carpooling/ 

vanpooling, or ride the bus? 11 The survey was structured to ask only those 

participants present 1 y carpoo 1 i ng or vanpoo 1 i ng to respond. A tot a 1 of 204 

responses were received to the question, which represents some 96% of the 212 

carpool or vanpool participants. Table 10 presents a summary, by city, of 

the respondents • answers. It should be noted that the quest ion provides no 

information pertaining either to frequency or cost of bus service. 

f 

Table 10: Desire for Express Bus Service; By City 

City 

Fort Grand 
If Convenient Express Bus Arlington Dallas Worth Garland Prairie Rockwall Total 
Service was Provided, would: (n:BO) (n=12) (n=46) (n=32) (n=21) (n=13) (n=204) 

'. 

Continue Carpooling/ 63% 75% 44% 7f!'J, 62% 46% 60% 
Vanpooling 

Ride the Bus 36% 25% 54% 22% 38% 54% 39% 

Other 1% --- 2% --- --- --- 1% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

'The stated desire for bus service in the Dallas urbanized area clos·ely 

compares to responses received in the San Antonio-Houston Study. Of 245 

participants surveyed in San Antonio and Houst9n, 61% expressed a desire to 

cant i nue carpoo 1 i ng or vanpoo 1 i ng, whi 1 e 39% indicated they wou 1 d prefer to 

ride the bus. 

Factors Influencing Decision to Pool 

In addition to question #11 regarding the effect the parking area had on 

the participants• decision to rideshare, several questions were asked to 
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determine if saving time, money or energy were influencing factors in the 

decision to Park-and-Pool. Individuals were also asked if their employers or 

schools provided any incentives for carpooling/vanpooling. 

these questions are summarized' and presented. 

Incentives.Provided by Employer/School 

Responses to 

Question #8 asked, 11 Does your employer or school provide any incentives 

for carpools or van pool s? 11 If the respondent answered 11yes ,.. the type of 

incentive provided was requested. A total of 225 responses was received to 

this question with 89, or approximately 40%, answertrrg 11yes... The types of 

incentives provided by emp 1 ayers or schoo 1 s were categorized into 5 groups 

and are summarized, by county, in Table 11. 

Table 11: Incenti~es Provided bi·Employer/School for 
_ Carpool1ng and Vanpoo 1ng; by County 

County 

Incentive Dallas Rockwall Tarrant Total 
(n=28) (n=7) (n=47) (n=B2) 

Vanpool Program 50% 57% 45% 48% 

Subsidized Parking 21% 29% 38~ 32% 

Money 18% --- 11% 12% 

Carpool Matching 11% --- 6% 7% 

Flexible Work Hours --- 14% --- 1% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 

The use of Park-and-Pool lots apparently complement incentives provided 

by the private sector to increase vehicle occupancy. The incentives listed 

by poolers in the Dallas study closely relate to th-ose indicated in the San 

Antonio/Houston study. Of 107 responses obtained from a similar question in 

San Antonio/Houston, the following four incentives were listed most 

frequently: 
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Vanpool Program - 49% 

Subsidized Parking - 28% 

Carpool Matchin~ 8% 

Money 7% 

By far the most popular incentives provided for carpooling/vanpooling by 

employers and schools are subsidized parking and vanpool programs. These two 

incentives amount to about 80% of all incentives 1 i sted in both the San 

Antonio/Houston and th~ Dallas studies. 

Time, Money, and Energy Factors 

Three questions (#6, #12 and #13) were included on the survey form to 

determine which factors were considered rnost important to the i ndi vi dua 1 • s 

decision to rideshare. Question #6 asked, 11 ln deciding to carpool or 

vanpool, which one of the following considerations was most important to you: 

cost of driving; cost of parking; stress of driving; energy savings; or 

other? .. Table 12 summarizes, by county, the 213 responses received to this 

question. 

Table 12: Most Important Consideration in Decision to Carpool 
or Vanpool; By County 

County 

Consideration Dallas Rockwall Tarrant Total 
(n=68) (n=14) (n=131) (n=213) 

Cost of Driving 75% 71% 77% 76.1% 

(:ost of Parking 9% 21% 11% 10.8% 

Stress of Driving 10% --- 5% 6.1% 

Energy Savings 6% 8% 5% 5.2% 

Other --- --- 20' 10 1.8% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 
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Some 87% of the respondents indicated that the eost of either driving or 

parking was the most important factor in deciding to rideshare. A similar 

question asked in the San Antonio/Houston study revealed even a higher 

percentage {91% of the 266 surveyed) pooled to save money. 

Money 

Question #12 asked, 11 00 you save money by using .this Park-and-Pool 

location? 11 If the respondent answered 11yes 11 or "no 11 to the question, they 

were asked how much money they either saved or lost per month. A total of 

224 responses were received to this question. Table 13 provides a summary, 

by county, of the participants• answers. 

T able 13: Save Money Using Park-and-Pool; 
By County 

---

County ' 

Respon se Dallas Rockwall Tarrant Total 
(n:68) (n=13) (n=143) (n=224) 

Yes 84% 77% 85% 84% 

Not Sure 12% 8% 10% 10% 

No Diffe renee 4% 8% 4% 5% 

No --- 7% 1% 1% 

Tot al 100% 100% 100% 100% 
' . 

Ninety-four percent of those surveyed (n = 255) in San Antonio/Houston 

felt that they did save money in using Park-and-Pool; some 10% more than 

those responding "yes 11 in the Dallas survey. As previously mentioned, those 

poolers indicating a savings or loss of money were asked how much was saved 

or lost per month. Table 14 summarizes the mean responses obtained to the 

dollar amount inquiry for the total survey and by county. 
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Table 14: Perceived Money Saved or Lost 
per Month; By County 

County 

Response Dallas Rockwall Tarrant 

Dollars Saved Per Month $63 $58 $59 
(n=51) (n=9) (n=111) 

Dollars Lost Per Month --- $20 $63 
(n=O) (n=1) (n=1) 

Average 

$61 
(n=171) 

$42 
(n=2) 

The money saved per month ranged from $5 to $200 and averaged some $61 

with a standard deviation of $40. The poolers surveyed in San Antonio 

indicated a per month savings of $67, while those in Houston said they saved 

$71 per month. Figure 4 presents a cumulative frequency distribution of the 

dollars saved per month for all 171 responses received. 
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Figure 4: Cumulative Frequency Distribution, Dollars Saved 
by Using Park-and-Pool (n=171) 
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Time 

Question #13 asked, "Do you save time by using this Park-and-Pool 

location?" Similar to the money question, those answering either 11yes" or 

"no .. were requested to indicate how many minutes were either saved or lost 

per day. Table 15 presents the 221 responses received to this question and 

includes a. summary of answers by county. 

Table 15: Save Time Usi ng Park-and-Pool; 
By County 

Cou nty 

Response Dallas Rock wall Tarrant Total 
(n:67) (n= 13) (n=141) (n=221) 

No 39% 3 9% 34% 36% 

Yes 24% 2 3% 30% 28% 

No Difference 24% 1 5% 28% 26% 

Not Sure 13% 2 3% 8% 10% 

Total 100% 10 0% 100% 100% 

Forty-eight percent of the 254 poo 1 ers surveyed in San Antoni a/Houston 

did not feel they saved time using Park-and-Pool, while only 17% felt that 

they did. save time. Table 16 presents the mean, or average, times lost or. 

saved by those participants in the Dallas survey who responded "no" or 11yes 11 

to the question. 

Table 16: Time Lost or S aved Per Day; 
By County 

Cou nty 

Response Dallas Rock wall Tarrant Average 

Time Lost Per Day 16 min. 15 min. 20 min. 18 min. 
(n=25) (n =4) (n=43) (n=72) 

Time Saved Per Day 19 min. 12 min. 23 min. 22 min. 
(n=12) (n :3) (n=38) (n=53) 
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The time 1 ost per .day ranged from 0 minutes to 60 minutes and averaged 

18 minutes with a standard deviation of approximately 13 minutes. The time 

saved per day- ranged from 2 minutes to 60 minutes and had a mean of 22 

minutes with a standard deviation of about 14 minutes. Figures 5 and 6 

present cumulative frequency distributions for the time lost and time saved 

responses received from the questionnaire respondents. 

Travel Patterns 

To better understand past and present travel patterns of the 

Park-and-Pool participants, a series of questions were asked relating to 

previous and present modes of travel, arrival/departure times at lots, travel 

times and distances between lot to home and lot to destination, and trip 

purpose and frequency. Responses received to the travel pattern questions 

are summarized herein. 

Prior Mode of Travel 

Question #10 asked, 11Before you started using this parking area, how did 

you normally travel from home to your current destination?.. Table 17 

summarizes the responses received to this question for each of the involved 

counties and for the total ~ample. 

Some 67% of those surveyed (n = 264) in the San Antonio/Houston 

Park-and-Pool study indicated that they drove alorie prior to participating in 

ri deshari ng. Approximate 1 y 30% of the San Antoni a/Houston samp 1 e, compared 

to 27% of the Dallas area sample, stated that their previous mode of travel 

was by carpool or vanpool. 
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Table 17: Prior Travel Mode to Destination; 
By County 

County 

Response Dallas Rockwall Tarrant 
(n=69) (n=13) (n=142) 

Drove Alone 57% 54% 55% 

Carpool/Vanpool 29% 8% 27% 

Did Not Make Trip 10% 38% 10% 

Bus 4% --- 6% 

Other --- --- 2% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 

Present Mode of Travel 

Total 
(n=224) 

55% 

. 27% 

12% 

5% 

1% 

100% 

Question #3 asked, "How many days per week do you travel from this 

parking area to your destination by: carpool; van pool; bus; or other? .. 

Table 18 summarizes the present mode of travel indicated by the respondents. 

Table 19 presents the frequency, in days per week, of travel from the parking 

locations. 

Table 18: Present Travel Mode from lot to Destination; 
By County 

County 

Response Dallas Rockwall Tarrant Total 
(n=70) (n:14) (n=144) (n=228) 

Carpool 66% 71% 60% 62.3% 

Vahpool 34% 29% 29% 30.7% 

Bus* --- --- 10% 6.6% 

Other --- --- 1% .4% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100.0% 

*Note: local transit service is provided . from certain 
lots within the City of fort Worth by CITRAN. 
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Table 19: Frequency of Travel by Present Mode; 
By County 

County 

Dallas Rockwall Tarrant Total Response 
(n=70) (n=14) (n=145) (n=229) 

6 Days Per Week 3% --- 1% 1.3% 

5 Days Per Week 91% 86% 94% 92.6% 

4 Days Per Week 1% 14% 5% 4.8% 

3 Days Per Week 3% --- --- .9% 

2 Days Per Week --- --- --- ---
1 Day Per Week 2% --- --- .4% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100.0% 

A slightly higher "5 day per week" frequency was observed in the Dallas 

area compared to the San Antonio/Houston Study -- 93% versus 87%. Given the 

trip purpose (described below) as being primarily for 11 Work 11 (98%) and the 

absence of widespread 4 day work weeks, the high 5-day per week frequency can 

be expected. The mean or average of all 229 responses rec.ei ved was 4. 93 days 

of travel per week by present mode to destination. 

Trip Purpose 

Ouest ion #2 requested information on the purpose of the poo 1 ers • trips 

after leaving their vehicles parked at the study site locations. Table 20 

summarizes, by county, the trip purposes indicated by the survey 

respondents. 
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Table 20: Trip Purpose; By County 

County 

Response Dallas Rockw,all Tarrant Total 
(n=71) ( n=14) (n=144) ( n=229) 

Work 96% 100% 99% 97.8% 
"· School 3% ---- 1% 1. 7% 

Other 1% ---- ---- .5% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 1-00.0% 

Mode of Arrival at Parking Location 

Question #1 asked, 11 How many persons (including yourself) arrived at 

this location in this vehicle?" Since questionnaires were only distributed 

to parked vehicles at the study site during the day, the question replaced a 

similar question 11 How did you arrive at the Park-and-Pool lot this morning? 11 

asked of individual poolers in the San Antonio/Houston study. Table 21 

presents a summary, by county, of the responses received. 

Table 21: Mode of Arrival at lot; By County 

County 

Response Dallas Rockwall Tarrant Total 
(n=72) (n=14) (n=145) (n=231) 

1-Single Occupant 81% 79% 88% 85% 

2-Rideshare 19% 7% 7% 11% 

3-Rideshare --- 7% 1% 1% 

4-Rideshare --- 7% 3% 2% 

5-Rideshare --- --- 1% 1% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 

As seen in Tab 1 e 21, vehi c 1 e occupancy ranged from 1 to 5 persons upon 

arrival at the parking location. The average (mean) vehicle occupancy for 
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a 11 231 respondents to the survey was 1. 23 persons per vehi c 1 e for the home 

to lot journey, as shown in Table 22. 

Table 22: Mean Vehicle Occupancy - Home to lot; 
By County 

Mean or Average Range 
County Persons per Arriving 

Vehicle Minimum 

Dallas (n=72) 1.19 1 

Rockwall (n=14) 1.43 1 

Tarrant (n=145) 1.23 1 

All Counties (n=231) 1.23 1 

Maximum 

2 . 
4 

5 

5 

Of 265 poolers surveyed in San Antonio and Houston, some 87% indicated 

that they drove alone to the parking area, while 10% indicated that they rode 

with someone else to the lot. A slightly higher percentage {15%) of those 

surveyed in the Dallas area ride with others to the parking area. 

In addition to the distribution of questionnaires, data were collected 

by the survey team pertaining to the types of vehicles parked at the 

Park-and-Pool locations. Table 23 summarizes the types of vehicles observed, 

by city, for the Park-and-Pool study conducted in the Dallas urbanized area. 

Table 23: Arrival Mode at Lot: Vehicle Types; By City 

City 

fort Grand 
Vehicle Arlington Dallas Worth Garland Prairie Rockwall Terrell Total 

Type (n=175) (n=68) (n=174) (n=129) (n=59) (n=59) (n=5) (n=669) 

Standard 54% 59% 64% 55% 44% 47% 60% 56% 

Subcompact 39% 16% 17% 26% 31% 25% 20% 26% 

Pickup 6% 22% 18% 16% 24% 24% 20% 16% 

Van 1% 3% 1% 3% 1% 4% ---- ~ 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
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Some 26% of all vehicles,observed were classified as subcompacts ranging 

from a low of 16% in Dallas to a high of 39% in Arlington. Comparable data 

were not collected in the San Antonio/Houston Study. 

Time of Arrival/Departure of Poolers 

The first part of Question #16 asked, 11 What time did you arrive at this 

parking area this morning?.. Responses varied from 5:30 a.m. to 11:45 a.m. 

with the most frequent (~odal) arrival time of 7:00a.m. 

The second part of the question asked, 11 What time did you leave this 

parking area this evening?.. Times of departure listed by the respondents 

varied from 1:52 p.m. to 9:30p.m. with the most frequent (modal) time being 

5:30 p.m. 

The average arrival time in San Antonio was 6:49 a.m. while Houston 

poolers arrived at about 6:20a.m. Departure times from San Antonio lots 

averaged 5:21 p.m~ while departures in Houston averaged 5:13 p.m. 

Figures 7 and 8 present cumulative frequency di stri but ions for arri va 1 

and departure times recorded in the Dallas Park-and-Pool survey. 

Mode of Departure from Parking Location 

As previously discussed, some 62% of the respondents carpool and 31% 

vanpool from the parking location to their final destinations. This 

represents a tot a 1 of some 93% of those responding to the survey. Question 

#4 asked, .. If you carpoo 1 or vanpoo 1 to your fi na 1 destination in the 

morning, how many, persons (including yourself) leave together from this 

location?.. Responses received from this inquiry ranged from 1 to 14 and 

averaged 5.19 persons per vehicle. 
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Table 24 summarizes the mode of departure, by county, for the 211 

responses received. Tab 1 e 25 presents the average, or mean, number of 

persons per vehicle for the lot to destination· journey indicated by the 

survey data. 

Table 24: Mode of Departure from lot; By County 

County 

Number 
O~pa:rting from Dallas Rockwall Tarrant Total 
Lot in Vehicle (n::67) (n=14) (n=130) (n=211) 

1 ... Single OeGU;pant 1% 

z ... Ride~hare 25% 14% 11% 16% 

J ... Rideshare 16% 50% 24% 23% 

4 .... Rideshare 30% 7% 28% 27% 

s .... Rideah~re 4% 7ro 9% 8% 

6-.Ri.deshare 3% 2% 2% 

7 cu; Mare Ride share 21% 22% 26% 24% 

Tetal 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Table 25: Mea..n Vehicle Occupancy - lot To Destination; 
By·County 

County 

Oalla~ (n:67) 

Rockwall (n=14) 

T~rrant ( n:130) 

All Counties (.n:211) 

Mean or Average 
Persons Per 

· Depart iAg Vehicle 

4.63 

4.64 

5.54 

5.19 
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Range 

Minimum Maximum 
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Average vehicle occupancies for carpools and vanpools in San Antonio and 

in Houston were 4.1 and 5.4 persons per vehicle, respectively. Figure 9 

presents a cumulative frequency distribution of vehicle occupancies recorded 

from the Dallas study. 

100 

90 

80 T 
I~ 

70 I~ 
~ 
c: 60 Q) 
u 
s... 
Q) 
a. 
Q) 50 
> 
~ 
It$ 

I~ 
1.~ 
I 
I ,.... 

40 :::s 
3 
u 

30 

I 
I 

..c: ......, I 
20 

0 
LO I 

I 
10 I 

2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 
Number Of People 

Figure 9~ Cummulative Frequency Distribution Vehicle 
Occupancy from Lot to Destination (n = 211) 

How Carpool/Vanpool Was Formed 

Question #5 asked, "How was your carpool or vanpool formed? 11 A total of 

213 responses were received from the poolers throughout the study area. 

Table 26 summarizes, by county, the manner in which the carpools and vanpools 

were t·ormed. 
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Table 2c6: How Pools Were Formed; By County 

Response 

Co-Workers 

Employer 

Friends 

DFW Rideshare 
Program 

Oallas 
(n=68) 

80% 

17% 

1% 

Classmates 1'% 

Other 1% 

Total 100% 

County 

Rockwall 
(n=14) 

50% 

22% 

6% 

22% 

100% 

Tarrant Total 
(n=1J1) (n=21J) 

67% 70% 

25% 22% 

5% 4% 

2% 2% 

1% 1% 

1% 

100% 1()0.,0% 

Combining uco-Workers '' and "Employer" responses results in some 92% of 

the poolers indicating that their carpool or vanpool was formed or 

i nfl uer:~ced by their employment. This corresponds to the high percentage 

( 98%) of trips being made for the purpose of work and resembles the responses 

expressed by 238 poolers in San Antonio and Houston on how their carpool or 

van pool was formed. 

At the office - 86% 

Classmates 6% 

In neighborhood 4% 

METRO carshare 2% 

Other 2% 

Travel Times and Distances 

Several questions (#2, #2.a., #9, and #9.a.) were included on the survey 

form to determine the travel distance and time required for the following two 

segments of the home to work (or the home to school) trip: 
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• Home to Park-and-Pool lot; and, 

• P~rk-arid-Pool lot to destination. 

Question #2 asked the respondents to indicate their final destinations 

after parking their vehicles at the particular study site. Question #2.a. 

asked, "How far is it from this location to your destination (in- miles and in 

minutes)?.. A total of 219 responses indicating the number of miles and 218 

responses for amount of time were received. The average (mean) lot to 

destination distance was 23.2 mi 1 es. The mean travel time from lot to 

destination was 31.5 minutes, representing an average travel speed of 

slightly more than 44 miles per hour. 

Table 27 presents a summary, by city, of the average trave 1 distances 

from the parking area to the participants' destinations. 

Table 27: Average Travel Distance - Lot To Destination; 
By City 

Range 
City Mean Travel 

Distance Min. Dist. Max. Dist. 

Arlington (n=BO) 21.4 miles 15 miles 45 miles 

Dallas (n=12) 17.5 miles 4 miles 40 miles 

fort Worth (n=58) 25.5 miles 6 miles 46 miles 

Gar land ( n=33) 27.2 miles 12 miles 60 miles 

Grand Prairie (n=22) 19.4 miles 10 miles 38 miles 

Rockwall (n=14) 26.4 miles 21 miles 32 miles 

All Cities (n:219) 23.2 miles 4 miles 60 miles 

Median 
Trip Length 

(Approx.) 

27 miles 

12 miles 

26 miles 

23 miles 

15 miles 

25 miles 

22 miles 

Tab 1 e 28 summarizes, by city, the average trave 1 times and the average 

travel speeds from the lot to destination information. 
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Table 28: Average Travel Time and Speed - lot To Destination; 
By City 

Range Median 
City Mean Travel Travel Time 

Time Min. Time Max. Time (Approx.) 

Arlington (n=80) 28.8 min. 15 min. 60 min. 25 min. 

Dallas (n=13) 26.2 min. 15 min. 60 min. 20 min. 

Fort Worth (n=58) 34.1 min. 15 min. 60 min. 30 min. 

Garland (n:32) 36.6 min. 15 min. 60 min. 35 min. 

Grand Prairie (n=22) 26.7 min. 15 min. 60 min. 20 min. 

Rockwall (m:13) 37.7 min. 30 min. 50 min. 35 min. 

All Cities (n:218) 31.5 min. 15 min. 60 min. 30 min. 

Computed 
Average Travel 

Speed 

44.6 mph 

40.1 mph 

44.9 mph 

44.6 mph 

43.6 mph 

42.0 mph 

44.2 mph 

The number of miles travelled by San Antonio poolers averaged 35.7 while 

the average distance in Houston was 29.3 miles. 

Figures 10 and 11 present cumulative frequency distributions for travel 

distances and times, respectively, for the lot to destination journey. 

Question #9 asked, 11 How far do you travel in the morning to reach this 

parking area (in miles and in minutes)?'' A total of 222 responses indicating 

travel distance and 218 indicating travel time were received. The average 

(mean) home to lot distance was 5.9 miles, while the average time was 10.7 

minutes. The computed average trave 1 speed was about 33 mi 1 es per hour from 

·home to lot. 

Table 29 presents a summary, by city, of the mean and median travel 

distances from the participant's home to lot. The median trip length for all 

Dallas area respondents was between 3 and 4 miles. This closely resembles 

data co 11 ect.ed in San Antonio and Houston. Median home to 1 ot distances 

slightly exceeded 4 miles in San Antonio and were between 3 and 4 miles in 

Houston. 
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T®le ~9: Average Travel Distance - Home to Lot; By City 

Range Median 
City Mean Travel Trip Length 

(Approx.) Distance Min. Dist. Max. Dist. 

Arlington (n:::B2) 5.2 miles 0.5 miles 25.0 miles 3 miles 

Dallas (n=12) 5.9 miles 1.0 miles 18.0 miles 4 miles 

Fort Worth (n::58) 6.5 miles 0.5 miles 35.0 miles 3 miles 

Garland (n=35) 5.3 miles 1.0 miles 35.0 miles 3 miles 

Grand Prairie (n=22) 7.;0 miles 1.5 miles 25.0 miles 5 miles 

Rockwall (n:::13) 7.2 ·miles 2.0 miles 25.0 miles 5 miles 

All Cities (n:::222) 5.9 miles 0.5 miles 35.0 miles 3 miles 
...,. 

Table 30 provtdes a summary~ by city, of mean and median travel times 

between the poolers • homes and the lot location. In addition, average travel 

speeds are included for comparative purposes. 

Table 30: A.verag_e Travel Time and Speed - Home lo lot; By City 

Range Median Computed 
City M~a.n T:ravel Trip Time Average Travel 

Time Min. Time Max. Time (Approx.) Speed 

Arlington (n=79) 10 •. 2 min. J min. 30 min. 8 min. 30.6 mph 

Dallas (n=13) 12.7 min. 5 min. 25 min. 10 min. 27.9 mph 

Fort Worth (n:60) 10.9 min. 3 min. 45 min. 8 min. 35.8 mph 

Garland (n=J2) 9.J min. 3 min. 45 min. 7 min. 34.2 mph 

Grand Prairie (n:21) 12.8min. 5 min. 30 min. to min. 32.8 mph 

Rockwall (n=13) 12.0 min. 4 min. 40 min• 8 min. 36.0 mph 

All Cities (n=218) 10.7 min. 3 min. 45 min. 8 min. 33.1 mph 

Figures 12 and 13 pf';'esent ·cumulative frequency distributions for travel 

distance and travel time, respectively, for the home to lot journeys of all 

Dallas area poolers. 
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Origins and Oestinations of Poolers 

Questions #2 and #9.a requested information on the Park-and-Poolers • 

trip origin and destination. Question 9.a asked "Where does your trip 

originate (home city and zip)?" Question #2 asked, "After leaving your car 

parked at this location, what was your final destination (Address, Building 

or Company, City, and Zip)?" 

Based upon the 213 returned surveys which provided home zip codes for 

trip origins, an examination of each Park-and-Pool s.ite was made to determine 

the extent of interjurisdictional travel from home to the parking facility. 

Table 31 summarizes the percent of pooler responses which had a trip origin, 

indicated by zip code number, from within the city where the site was 

located. Table 32 provides a similar summary of trip origins of study 

participants but is organized by city. 

In addition to data supplied by survey respondents, the vehicle license 

p 1 ate numbers were recorded during the site investigations. these plate 

numbers were processed by the State Departme·nt of Highways and Public 

Transportation to obtain the home zip codes for the veliicle owners. Of the 

669 parked vehicles, state vehicle registration data were available for some 

644, or 96%, of the v,ehic.les surveyed. Comparing the state registration data 

for home zip codes to the information provided by the 213 survey respondents 

indicates a correlatio.n of approximately 63%· (only 135 of the 213 zip codes 

supplied by study pa~rticipants were the same}. Tables· 33 and 34 present a 

summary of some 632 trip origins by site and by city based upon data supplied 

by the survey respondents and supplemented with the vehi c 1 e reg i strati on 

information; 12 home zip codes were eliminated from the combined data due to 

their being outside of the study region •. 
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Table 31: Trip Origins of Survey Respondents; By Site 

Percent of Tr!p Origins From 

Site City Where Other locations 
Number: Site located Within City or.Cities 

1 (n=l6) Fort Worth 93.8% 6.2% 
2 (n=2) Fort Worth 50.0% 50.0% 
3 (n=38) Fort Worth 81.6% 18.4% 
4 (n=8) Arlington 75.0% 25.0% 
5 (n=60) Arlington 86.7% 13.3% 
6 (n=8) Arlington 87.5% 12.5% 
7 (n=2) Arlington 50.0% 50.0% 

8 (n=O) Grand Prairie ------ ------
9 (n=21) Grand Prairie 52.4% 47.6% 

10 (n=l) Dallas 100.0% 0.0% 

11 (n=4) Dailas 75.0% 25.0% 
12 (n=4) Dallas 50.0% 50.0% 

13 <n=4) Dallas 50.0% 50.0% 

-14 (n=27) Garland 59.3% 40.7% 

15 (n=l) Garland 0.0% 100.0% 

16 (n=4) Garland 25.0% 75.0% 

17 (n=3) Rockwall 100.0% 0.0% 

18 (n=O) Rockwall ------ ------
19 (n:O) Rockwall ------ ------
20 (n=lO) Rockwall 70.0% 30.0% 

21 (n=O) ' Terrell ------

Total (n=213) ------------- 74.6% 25.4% 
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City Where Sites 
located: 

Arlington (n=78) 

Dallas ( n=l3) 

fort Worth (n:56) 

Gar land ( n=32) 

Grand Prairie (n:21) 

Rockwall (n:::13) 

Total (n::213) 

Percent Respondents 

Arlingt_on 

66 

0 

2 

1 

3 

0 

72 

33.8% 

Table 32: Trip Origins of Survey Respondents; By City 

Number of Trips Originating from 
Percent of Trip 

Dallas fort Worth Garland Grand Rockwall Other Origins from 
Prairie locations Within City 

0 8 0 2 0 2 84.6% 

8 0 0 0 0 5 61.5%-

0 47 0 1 0 6 83.9% 

3 0 1_7 0 0 11 53.1% 

2 0 0 11 0 5 52.4% 

0 0 0 0 10 3 76.9% 

13 55 17 14 10 32 74.6% 

6.1% 25.8% 8.0% 6.6% 4.7% 15.0% 



Table 33: Trip Origins of Park-and-Pool Participants; By Site 

Percent of Trip Origins From 

Other 
Site City Where Within City Locations 

Number: Site Located or Cities 

1 (n=42) fort Worth 85.7% 14.3% 
2 (n:lO) II " 30.0% 70.0% 

3 (n=ll5) II " 84.4% 15.6% 
4 (n:ll) Arlington 81.8% 18.2% 
5 (n=l26) " 77.0% 23.0% 
6 (n:20) II 75.0% 25.0% 
7 (n=8) " 62.5% 37.5% 
8 (n~l8) Grand Prairie 33.3% 66.7% 
9 (n:39) " " 46.2% 53.8% 

10 (n=l5) Dallas 80.0% 20.0% 
11 (n=l8) II 72.2% 27.8% 
12 (n=l2) " 50.0% 50.0% 
13 (n=l9) II 31.6% 68.4% 
14 (n:76) Garland 55.3% 44.7% 
15 (n=27) " 25a9% 74.1% 
16 (n:l7) II 17.7% 82.3% 
17 (n=5) Rockwall 80.0% 20.0% 
18 (n=7) " 85.7% 14.3% 
19 (n:20) " 65.0% 35.0% 
20 (n=22) " 59.1% 40.9% 
21 (n=5) Terrell 40.0% 60.0% 

Total (n=632) 79.3% 20.7% 

Data Source: Survey Responses and State Vehicle Registration 
file. 

Some 170, or 72%, of the returned surveys indicated the destination zip 

code for their place of work or school • An additional 43 respondents 

provided sufficient information to determine the destination zip code, 

resulting in a total sample size of 213. Tab 1 es 35 and 36 present the 

destinations, by site and by city, of the survey respondents. 

Figure 14 shows a map of the zip code zones for the Dallas-Fort Worth 

Urbanized Area used in the origin-destination study. A complete listing of 
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Table 34: Trip Origins of Park-and;....Pool Participants; By City 

Number of Trips Originating from 

City Where Sites Arlington Da~las fort Worth Garland Grand Rockwall Other 
located: Prairie locations 

Arlington (n=l65) 126 3 17 --- 5 -- 14 

Dallas (n=64) -- 37 --- 3 --- --- 24 

Fort Worth (n=l67) 7 3 136 --- 1 -- 20 

Garland (n=120) 1 22 1 52 --- 2 42 

Grand Prairie {n:57) 11 6 2 --- 24 -- 14 

Rockwall (n:54) -- 2 --- 1 -- 36 15 

Terrell (n=5) --- ---- --- --- ----- 1 4 

Total (n=632) 145 73 156 56 30. 39 133 

Percent Origins 22.9% 11.6% 24.7% 8.9% 4.7% 6.2% 21.0% 

Data Source: Survey Responses and State Vehicle Registration file 

Percentof Trip 
Origins from 

Within City 

76.4% 
j 

57.8% 

81.4% 

43.3% 

42.1% 

66.7% 

40.0% 

79.3% 



Table 35: Trip Destinations of Park-and-Pool Participants; By Site 

Percent of Trip Destinations to locations 

" 
Site City Where Within City In Other Cities 

Number: Site located 

li"• 

1 (n:l8) fort Worth 44.4% 55.6% 
2 (n=l) " " 100.0% 0.0% 
3 (n=40) " " 12.5% 87.5% 
4 (n=8) Arlington 0.0% 100.0% 
5 (n=60) It 0.0% 100.0% 
6 (n=8) II 0.0% 100.0% 
7 (n=2) It 0.0% 100.0% 
8 (n=O) Grand Prairie ------ ------
9 (n=21) II " 0.0% 100.0% 

10 (n=l) Dallas 100.0% 0.0% 
11 (n=3) " 33.3% 66.7% 
12 (n=3) " 100 •. 0% 0.0% 
13 (n=4) " 100.0% 0.0% 
14 (n=27) Garland 0.0% 100.0% 

"" 15 (n=O) " ------ ------
16 (n=4) " 0.0% 100.0% 
17 (n=3) Rockwall 0.0% 100.0% 
18 (n=O) " ----- ------
19 (n=l) " 0.0% 100.0% 
20 (n=9) " 0.0% 100.0% 
21 (n=O) Terrell ------ ------

Total (n=213) 10.8% 89.2% 

Table 36: Trip Destinations of Park-and-Pool Participants; By City 

~ 

Number o~ Trips Destined To 
Percent of Trip 

fort Grand Other Destinations t 0 

City Arlington Dallas Worth Garland Prairie Rockwall locations Other Cities 

Arlington (n:78) 0 75 0 0 0 0 3 100.0% 
Dallas (n:ll) 0 9 1 0 0 0 1 18.2% 

fort Worth (n:59) 0 33 14 0 3 0 9 76.3% 
Garland (n=31) 0 17 0 .Q. 0 0 14 100.0% 
Grand Prairie (n=21) 0 16 3 1 0 0 1 100.0% 
Rockwall (n:l3) 0 12 0 0 0 0 1 100.0% 

Total (n=213) · 0 162 18 1 3 0 29 89.2% 

Percent Respondents 0 76.0% 8.6% .4% 1.4% 0% 13.6% 

,. 
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zip codes, cross-referenced to cities within the study region, is presented 

in Appendix C. 

Approximately 75% of the Park-and-Poolers surveyed originated from 

within the city where the parking area was located. However, almost 90% of 

the poolers had destinations to another city. It is interesting to note that 

with the exception of the two principal cities (Dallas and Fort Worth), all 

surveyed Park-and-Poolers were destined to locations in cities other than 

where the parking facility was located or where their trip began. 

Some 47% of the poolers surveyed in San Antonio and 29% of those 

surveyed in Houston had destinations to neighboring cities. This compares to 

approximately 76% of poolers in Fort Worth and 18% of poolers in Dallas 

traveling to locations 11 external 11 to the principal city. 

Remarks and Comments 

Space was provided at the end of the questionnaire for respondents to 

make personal comments or remarks. A total of 69 surveys were returned with 

one or more comments concerning Park-and-Pool activities. These comments and 

remarks were grouped into 9 categories and are summarized, by city, in Table 

37. In addition, all comments provided by participants have been arranged by 

the specific Park-and-Pool site or location and are included in Appendix B. 

Comments tend to express the popularity of parking facilities for 

ridesharing activities and appreciation to the private property owners for 

allowing parking for pooling purposes. Several comments were received which 

referred to security or safety of the parked vehicles at particular 

locations. However, these comments were somewhat isolated to particular 

sites which apparently had vandalism problems in the past. 
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Table 37: Com~nts Provid~d by Park-and-Pool Survey Respondents; By City 

·-- ,.,, 

City 
General NatiJre .. Percent of 

of Comment Arlington Dallas Fort Worth Garland Grand Rockwall Total Total 
Prairie Response 

.• 

Need More Park- 10 1 1 2 9 1 24 27.3% 
and-Pool Lots 

Need Bus or Tran~ 11 8 2 1 1 23 26.1% 
sit Service 

Need Better se~ 4 1 2 1 4 -- 12 13.6% 
curity at Lot 

Appreciate Having 2 -- 1 3 1 1 8 9.1% 
Parking Area 

lot Needs to be 4 -- -- --- 2 -- 6 6.8% 
Paved 

lot Needs to be 3 -- -- 1 2 -- 6 6.8% 
lighted 

Lot Needs to be 1 -- 4 -- -- -- 5 5.7% 
More Accessible 

Need Telephone at. 3 -- -- -- -- -- 3 3.4% 
lot 

Need Trash Recep- -- -- .,. ... -- 1 -- 1 1.2% 
tacles at Lot 

Total 38 2 16 9 20 3 88 100.0% 
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ESTIMATING PARK-AND-POOL DEMAND 

Genera 1 

Park-and-Pool experience in other sta~es has shown that vehicles parked 

in roadside areas do not provide a reliable indicatinn of potential usage of 

commuter parking areas. The presence and number of parked commuter vehicles 

should not be used as the sole basis for establishing a priority listing for 

facility development. (Jain, 1981) 

The State of Connecticut identified 69 interchanges having informal 

commuter parking during the summer of 1969. By 1972, the development of 

commuter parking facilities had become a continuous program of the 

Connecticut Department of Transportation. Some 123 facilities, having a 

total of about 10,300 parking spaces, or an average of 84 spaces per lot, 

were canst ructed and in operation by tvla rch 1980. Thirty seven, or 30%, of 

the 123 parking areas are served by express buses. Approximately 7500 

vehicles park at the facilities on a typical work day, representing a 73% 

utilization of available space. {Connecticut, 1980) 

The Park-and-Pool usage in Connecticut has shown a doubling of commuter 

parki.ng at several l9cation.s where informal pooling was occurring prior. to 

construction of a formalized facility. To accommodate the phenomenal demand 

for commuter parking, the State of Connecticut has estab 1 i shed a goa 1 of 

doubling the number of spaces available to commuters by 1986-87. A computer 

program, called 11 PARKLOT, 11 has been developed to aid in the identification 

and prioritization of new Park-and-Pool facilities. PARKLOT utilizes a 

battery of transportation planning programs, origi~-destination trip tables, 

census journey to work records, and other information to produce a tabulation 
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of trips passing through a hi.ghway intersection or interchange. 

Park -and-Pool surveys were used in the deve 1 opment and ca 1 i brat ion of the 

computerized aid. The PARK LOT program and user surveys indicate that up to 

10% of the work tri:ps passing a particular interchange or intersection can be 

diverted to a higher vehicle occupancy mode if their travel times fall within 

the average home-to-lot and lot-to-destination times. {Gudaitis, _1981) 

Planners in Connecticut have concluded that the most probable candidates 

for commuter ridesharing are persons with one-way daily commute trips of 

between 20 and 60 minutes. In addition, they have a 1 so found that the 

optimum lot location for diverting commuters to pooling activity is within 

15 or 20 minutes of the trip origin. 

Park-and-Pool planning in Texas has not advanced to the degree of 

sophistication presently being employed on the east coast. This study and 

other related work should assist in the planning and design of Park-and-Pool 

facilities to better me·et the mobility needs of the traveling public. To 

date, experience with Park-and-Pool in Texas has not been extensive on a 

statewide basis. By the end of 1981, the San Antonio District Office had 

some 15 Park-and-Pool facilities in operation ranging in size from 12 to 88 

spaces and having a total capacity for 544 vehicles. Two of the 15 lots have 

been operating at or above their designed capacity. However, average over a 11 

usage of a 11 1 ots for 1981 has varied from month to month and has ranged from 

a low of 40% to a high of 60% utilization. {Gadeke, 1982) 

Given the diverse destinations typically associated with Park-and-Pool 

commuters, the determination of pooling demand is significantly different 

than estimating transit demand. Demand for transit service basically starts 

with determining the over a 11 quantity of person travel for selective freeway 

corridors destined to a particular activity center (i.e., central business 
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district) and estimating a modal split or percent transit potential. A 

recent Park-and-Ride study conducted in the Dallas North Central Expressway 

Corridor {US-75) estimated transit demand, or modal split, to be 7% to 8% 6f 

the CBD oriented demand. The same study presented general guidelines for 

transit ridership as a percentage of total population within the market area 

served by Park-and-Ride transit; the guideline suggested for the Dallas area 

was 0.4% to 1.3% of market area population. {Nordstrom, 1981) The demand 

for vanpool and carpool parking is, however, more widespread in terms of 

freeway corridors, activity centers and interchanges involved than transit 

oriented demand. (Barton Aschman, 1970) 

Geographic Grouping 

To facilitate analysis of trip origins and related demand associated 

with Park-and-Pool activity in the Dallas urbanized area, the 21 parking 

sites were grouped into 10 common geographic areas as shown in Figure 15 and 

as summarized in Table 38. A summary comparison of travel parameters for the 

10 geographic groups and for the total survey sample are presented in Tab 1 e 

39. 

None of the five survey forms distributed at geographic group J 

(Terrell) were returned for analysis; therefore, further consideration of 

park-and-Pool activity at this location has been excluded. 

Market Area Considerations 

Demand estimation for Park-and-Pool has been attempted with varying 

degrees of success and a variety of analytical approaches. Some of the 

following methods, typically used for Park-and-Ride (transit) demand 

estimation, appear applicable to Park-and-Pool. (Tennyson, 1981) 
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Table 38: Grouping of Park-and-Pool Sites 

Number 
Sites Included City of Vehicles 

in Group Where Located Surveyed 

1,2 fort Worth 56 

3 fort Worth 118 

4,5 Arlington 144 

6,7 Arlington 31 

8,9 Grand Prairie 59 

10,11 Dallas 36 

12,13 Dallas 32 

14,15,16 Garland 129 

17,18,19,20 Rockwall 59 

21 Terrell 5 

----- ----- 669 

*Note: Eliminated from subsequent analysis. 

56 

6 
N 

Percent of 
Surveys 

Returned 

35.7% 

35.6% 

49.3% 

38.7% 

39.0% 

16.7% 

25.0% 

28.7% 

27.1% 

0.0% 

35.1% 
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Table 39: Travel Parameters for Pooling Demand; By Group 

Mean Value for Geographic Group: 
Parameter 

A B c D E r G 

Avg. Vehicle Occupancy 1.10 1.29 1.25 1.08 1.26 1.00 1.38 
-Home to lot (Persons/Vehicle) ( n=20) (n=42) (n=71) (n=l2) (n:23) (n:5) (n=8) 

Avg. Vehicle Occupancy 4.00 5.85 5.20 8.42 4.18 3.75 3.25 
-Lot to Destination (Persons/ (n=l4) (n=34) (n=70) (n=l2) (n=22) (n=4) (n=8) 

Vehicle) 

Avg. Trip Distance 5.50 7.06 4.68 8.25 6.95 5.75 6.00 
-Home to lot (Miles) (n=l9) (n=39) (n=70) (n=l2) (n=22) (n=4) (n:8) 

Avg. Trip Distance 20.18 27.68 21.00 30.36 19.36 26.00 13.25 
-Lot to Destination (Miles) (n=l7) ( n=41) (n=6B) (n=ll) (n=22) (n=4) (n=8) 

Avg. Trip Time 10.79 10.90 9.49· 13.83 12.76 14.00 11.88 
-Home to lot (Minutes) (n=l9) (n=41) (n=67) (n=l2) (n=21) (n=5) (n:8) 

Avg. Trip Time 29.12 36.12 28.52 30.36 26.68 33.00 21.88 
-Lot to Destination (Minutes) (n=l7) (n=41) (n=69) (n=ll) (n=22) (n:5) (n=B) 

Avg. Days Per Week for Pooling 4.90 4.95 4.97 4.92 4.70 5.25 5.12 
(Days) (n=20) (n=42) (n=71) (n:l2) (n:23) (n=4) (n=8) 

Note: Refer to figure 15 for location of geographic group. 

,. 

Mean Value 
for Total 

H I J Sample 

1.14 1.43 -- 1.23 
(n:36) (n=l4) (n:O) (n=231) 

5.36 4·.64 -- 5.19 
(n:33) (n=l4) (n=O) (n=2ll) 

5.29 7.23 -- 5.89 
(n=35) (n:l3) (n=O) (n=222) 

27.15 37.69 -- 23.24 
(n=33) (n=l3) (n:O) (n=217) 

9.34 12.00 -- 10.74 
(n=32) (n:l3) (n=O) (n=218) 

35.56 37.69 -- 31.49 
(n::32) (n=l3) (n=O) (n=218) 

4.94 4.86 -- 4.93 
(n:35) (n=l4) (n=O) (n=229 



1. Empirical analogy (using annual trips per capita, distance to 
activity centers, average vehicle occupancy rate, etc.) 

2. Gravity model 

3. Ratio of automobile ownership in catchment area 

4. Ratio of households in catchment area 

5. Ratio of passing traffic volume 

Corrmon to all demand estimation methods is the defi·nition of a tributary or 

market area. The shape of the market area which typically defines a 

Park-and-Ride facility for transit is parabolic in nature with an axis of 7 

miles and a cord of 8 miles as shown in Figure 16. {Christiansen, 1981) The 

market area for Park-and-Pool facilities has been suggested to be a hyperbola 

with focal points at the facility and at the primary destination as shown in 

Figure 17. The area within the hyperbo 1 i c commuter shed, based upon a 

nationwide survey of 150 Park-and-Pool lots, was found to range from 20 

square miles to 170 square miles and was a function of facility size, 

distance from lot to primary destination, home-to-lot distance, and regional 

setting. (Voorhees, 1981) 

Since the market area configurations previously suggested for 

Park-and-Pool and Park-and-Ride both depend upon the ex1stence of a primary 

destination, an investigation of pooler dispersion was undertaken for the 

Dallas urbanized area. Two of the larger geographic groups (Group C and 

Group H) were selected for more detailed analysis to better define a 

representative commutershed and travel characteristics of Park-and-Pool 

users. The combined number of vehicles surveyed at these two groups totaled 

273, or about 41% of all Park-and-Pool vehicles identified in the study. 
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Pooler Dispersion 

Figures 18 and 19 show graphically the "lot to destination" journeys for 

Group C and Group H areas, respectively. Trips are shown from the group 

areas to the approximate center of the destination zip code zones. Tables 40 

and 41 present the destinations of commuters from Group C and Group H areas, 

respectively. The most frequent destination for Poolers from Group C is the 

Dallas central business district (CBD), attracting over 57% of the 

respondents. The Dallas CBD is also a popular destination for Group H 

Poolers and attracts some 32% of the survey participants. Another, frequent 

destination from Group H was Greenville which attracts 32% of the 

respondents. 

For comparative purposes, the principal destinations from each· 

geographic group are summarized and presented in Table 42. Of the 213 survey 

participants, some 75% were destined to locations within the City of Dallas 

with over half (56%) of these having a destination in the Dallas CBD. 

Figures 20 and 21 present graphic representation of the "home to lot" 

journeys for geographic Groups C and H, respectively. The trip origins are 

shown from the approximate center of zip code zones identified by the user 

st~rvey and supplemented with the State Vehicle Registration file. 

Tables 43 and 44 present a 1 i sting of a 11 home zip codes and p 1 aces of 

origin identified by Park-and-Poolers from Group C and Group H, respectively. 

Over 77% of the Park-and-Pool participants in geographic Group C were from 

one of four zip code zones within the City of Ar 1 i ngton. Some 69% of the 

Group H vehicles where from one of four zip code areas located in Garland, 
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Table 40: Pooler Destinations from Group C Area 

Destination 
Zip Code Destination Number Percent 

Zones Location of Respondents of Respondents 

75201 Dallas CBD 17 25.0% 

75202 Dallas CBD 14 20.6% 

75283 Dallas 5 7.4% 

75204 Dallas CBD 5 7.4% 

75221 Dallas 4 5.9% 

75242 Dallas 3 4.4% 

75207 Dallas CBD 3 4.4% 

75250 Dallas 2 2.9% 

75230 Dallas 2 2.9% 

75235 Dallas 2 2.9% 

75205 Dallas 2 2.9% 

75214 Dallas 2 2.9% 

76101 fort Worth 1 1.4% 

76502 Ten.,le 1 1.4% 

75247 Dallas 1 1.4% 

75270 Dallas 1 1.4% 

75206 Dallas 1 1.4% 

75081 Richardson 1 1.4% 

75149 Mesquite 1 1.4% 

Total -- 68 99.4% 
(Due to Rounding) 

Howlett and t4esquite. The summary information presented in Tables 43 and 44 

is pictorially represented by zip code origin in Figures 22 and 23 for the 

two geographic group areas. The primary catchment zones for pooler origins 

are presented in Figure 24 for both Group C and Group H areas. 
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Table 41: Pooler Destinations from Group H Area 

Destination Percent 
Zip Code Destination Number of 

Zones Location of Respondents Respondents 

75401 Greenville 10 31.0% 

75201 Dallas CBD 7 22.6% 

75428 Commerce 3 9.7% 

75235 Dallas 2 6.5% 

75202 Dallas CBD 2 6.5% 

75265 Dallas 1 3.2% 

75295 Dallas 1 3.2% 

75216 Dallas 1 3.2% 

75221 Dallas 1 3.2% 

75205 Dallas 1 3.2% 

75207 Dallas CBD 1 3.2% 

75089 Royce City 1 3.2% 

Total -- 31 98.7% 
(Due to Rounding) 

Table 42: Principal Destinations of Park-and--Pool Participants; By Group 

Number of Participants from Geographic Group Destined to: Total Number 
Fort Participants 

Geographic Dallas Dallas Worth Fort Worth Greenville Addison Other Locations Indicating a 
Group CBD CBD or Unknown Destination 

A 1 4 3 6 -- 3 2 19 
8 13 15 -- 5 -- 1 6 40 
c 39 25 -- 1 -- -- 3 68 
D 5 5 -- -- -- -- 0 10 
E 11 5 2 1 -- -- 2 21 
F 1 1 -- 1 -- -- 1 4 
G 3 4 -- -- -- -- 0 7 
H 10 7 -- -- 10 -- 4 31 
I 7 5 -- -- 1 -- 0 13 
J -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 0 

Total 90 71 5 14 11 4 18 213 

Percent 42.3% 33.3% 2.3% 6.6% 5.2% 1.9% 8.5% 
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Table 43: Pooler Origins of Group C Area, By Zip Code 

Number of 
Origin Origin Survey Percent of 

Zip Code Location Respondents Respondents 

76011 Arlington 25 36.8% 

76012 " 11 16.2% 

76010 " 10 14.7% 

76013 II 7 10.3% 

76014 II 3 4.4% 

76112 fort Worth 3 4.4% 

75050 Grand Prairie 2 2.9% 

76016 Arlington 1 1.5% 

76018 II 1 1.5% 

76039 Euless 1 1.5% 

76063 Mansfield 1 1.5% 

76103 fort Worth 1 1.5% 

76107 " " 1 1.5% 

76118 II " 1 1.5% 

Total 68 100.2% 
(Due to 
Rounding) 

Catchment Zones 

The pri rna ry catchment zones, shown in Figure 24, are composites of the 

home zip code zones for Park-and-Poolers. The irregular shapes of the 

catchment areas are due to zip code boundaries and are not necessarily 

representative of the true home origin of the poolers. In an attempt to 

approximate a representative market area for a majority of Park-and-Pool 

participants, the travel characteristics or parameters of the total survey 
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Table 44: Pooler Origins of Group H Area, By Zip Code 

Number of 
Origin Origin Survey Percent of 

Zip Code Location Respondents Respondents 

75043 Garland 13 40.6~ 

750'88 Rowlett 4 12.5% 

75150 Mesquite 3 9.4% 

75041 Garland 2 6.2% 

75040 " 1 3.1% 

75042 " 1 3.1~ 

75089 Royse City 1 3.1% 

75141 Hutchins 1 3.1% 

75180 Balch Springs 1 3.1% 

75182 Mesquite 1 3.1% 

75227 Dallas 1 3.1% 

75228 " 1 3.1% 

75243 II 1 3.1% 

76013 Arlington 1 3.1% 

Total ------------- 32 99.7% 
(Due to Rounding) 

sample were reexamined. The major characteristics important to market area 

defi nit i.on are: 

Average (mean) home-to-1 ot distance - 5. 9 mi 1 es; 

Modal (most frequent) home-to-lot distance - 2.0 miles; 

Median (50th percentile) home-to-lot distance ( ap.prox .) - 3.5 miles; 

75th percentile home-to-lot distance (approx.) - 7. 5 miles; 

85th percentile home-to-lot distance (approx.) - 9.8 miles; 

90th percentile home-to-lot distance (approx.) - 12.0miles. 
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Group C Arlington 
(n= 88) 

Group H Garland 
(n=31) 

Figure 24: Primary Catchment Zones for Pa rk-and~Poo 1 Origins: 
-Geographic Groups II en and 11 H11 

Considering the above travel parameters in conjunction with the 

catchment zones for the two geographic. groups, a representati.ve market area 

for Park-and-Pool facilities appears to be more closely related to an 

ell ipse or a circle instead of a parabola. Examination of the catchment 

areas for the two 1 argest groups (Figure 24) waul d tend to indicate an 

elliptical shape with a major axis 1.5 times as long as the minor axis. 

However, if ari ellipse is used to describe the pri rna ry catchment zones for 

Groups C and H, the major axis is eccentrically oriented to the freeway 
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corrld~or and -,tt> the ·centetr of ':M;te gr;oup locatio_n. lhi s eccent·ri city may, in 

part, :be acc~t)tLt:nt,~ :f(l'r b9' the noad,way (acce,ss) system and population 

con:ee.ntrati'O'fl~ (dein·siit;yJ su:p:port:i ng th.e Park-and-Po~o 1 activity. The concept 

of the tel] iptff·C·al +na:n:k~et :r».r·,ea ts il1u·strated in Figure 25; however, prior to 

app] ica;t-i.,0n., lf:u:rt.her re:s,e.arch will be necess.ary to substantiate this 

Estimatto.n of :P:ark ... ,and...:P;ool demand de.)J·eloped herein is based upon the 

r•elations'hip :0f 'eK~Lst·],n:g 4~>o,o:linJJ activity to population densities a;rtd vehicle 

character-istics o:ID:t.ai·ne·o from survey res·pondents · are used i-n .defining the 

primary i-nfluence -a·rea :s.u:rrou:nding each geographic group.. Ratios of poolers 

A:r·'ea - 11:8b 

4 

Figure ,25.: Ttl ustra'tion of Estimated Geographic Group {EGG) 
Market Configuration - Group C and Group H Only 
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to population and poolers to vehicles are calculated based upon the- 50th 

percentile (median) travel distance from origin to lot as illustrated in 

Figure 26.-

r= Median Home-To-Lot 
Travel Dletance Area .. ,2. 

Figure 26: Market Area Configuration Used for Es ti mating Park­
and-Poe 1 Demand 

Transportation Planning Data 

Transportation planning zones and data in common use within the Dallas 

urbanized area were supplemented with available information from the 1980 

census. Figure 27 presents the largest geographic planning divisions 

utilized in the Dallas-Fort Worth Region. Figure 28 shows the geographic 

units known as serial zones which subdivide the region's se-ctor planning 

areas. Data on total land area, population and employment were available for 
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each sector and for each serial zone within the sectors. (Walden, 1981) An 

attempt was made to correlate the 1980 census tracts with selective sectors 

·adjacent the 1-30 corridor to obtain the most recent population and 

population density information. A summary cross reference of sectors to 

serial zones and of sectors to census tracts is included in Appendix D. 

Table 45 presents a summary of populat.ion and population densities for 

14 of the sectors within, or imediately adjacent to, the 1-30 corridor. In 

addition, an estimate of the total number of personal use automobiles and 

light-duty-trucks was available for each of the sectors; Table 46 presents a 

summary of· the total number of vehicles; by sector, within the study area. 

(Young, 1982) 

Based upon the average vehicle occupancies indicated by the survey 

participants and the total number of parked vehicles, the number of 

ridesharing persons from each geographic area was calculated and is 

presented, along with the median home-to~lot travel distance, in Table 47. 

Demand Ana 1 ys is 

Figure 29 shows the generalized Park-and-Pool market configuration for 

geogr~phic Groups A through ~ based upon the 50th P.ercentile travel distan.ce 

from ·home to 1 ot • Table 48 provides a summary of population estimates 

encompassed by each group's market configuration and the computed ratio of 

poolers to population. 
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Sector 

8 

9 

17 

18 

24. 

25 

33 

34 

39 

40 

43 

44 

46 

54 

Table 45: Population and Populf;ltion Density for Demand Analysis; 
DfW Intensive Study Area (~SA) 

Total Location Population 

Area (Primary) Population Density 

46.8 Sq.Mi. Rockwall County * 14,528 * 310 .6/Sq~Mi. 

~W ISA 

77.1 Sq.Mi. Kaufman County * 4,090 * 53.1/Sq.Mi. 

-DFW ISA 

62.0 Sq.Mi. Hurst-Euless 79,587 1,283.7/Sq.Mi. 
-Bedford 

68.6 Sq.Mi. Arlington *149,957 *2,184. 8/Sq.Mi. 

30.3 Sq.Mi. Haltom City 62,175 2,053 .4/Sq.Mi. 
-N.E. ft. Worth 

25.4 Sq.Mi. fort Worth * 44,443 *1, 748.2/Sq.Mi. 

60.5 Sq.;Mi. Garland * 81,395 * 1, 345. 6/Sq.Mi. 
-N.E. Dallas County 

72.8 Sq. Mi. Mesquite * 48,251 * 663 .0/Sq.Mi. 
-East Dallas County 

31.2 Sq.Mi. Grand Prairie * 58,023 *1, 859 .1/Sq.Mi. 

55.1 Sq.Mi. Irving 112,194 2,035.5/Sq.Mi. 

24.1 Sq.Mi. N.E. Dallas 100,922 4,190. 2/Sq.Mi. 

48.1 Sq.Mi. S.E. Dallas 94,911 1,974.5/Sq.Mi. 

68.9 Sq.Mi. s.w. Dallas 178,868 2,596.4/Sq.Mi. 

29.8 Sq.Mi. s.E. ft. Worth 72,527 2,436.0/Sq.Mi. 

*Population and Population Density Derived from 1980 Census of Population and 
Housing, U.S. Department of Commerce, Advanced Report Issued March 1981, for 
Census Tracts shown in Appendix. 
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T~P~!ii! 46; V~hi9.lf3 ~d V~hi.c~e ()em~ity ·for Oem~ncf Analysis; 
t:TW lnt.ensiv¢ Stvd.y A~f3~ Cl$A) 

TQtal 
1\J;'EiU} 

loqation 
(P,rim~,ry) · 

RQCkwa~l CoYnty 
-d}f"W ISA 

Kaufman Coi,Jnty 
'"'DFW !~A 

HliP~t ... Eulesa 
~@E!dfol,'d 

HaJ,'I;:om City 
PN!E .. ft,. Worth 

f9l't Worth 

aarl~nd 

~.E~ Dall~s CQ.un:ty 

Mesquite 
~East Dallas Coynty 

Qr~nd · P ,rairie. 

Irving 

N.E. Oall~s 

78 

I 

.. 

Number 
of Vehicles 

1,870 

99,702 

39,315 

3.1,233 

4.7,251 

26,677 

28,746 

67,320 

(:)8,951 

5:5,067 

99,649 

40,483 

Vehicle 
Density 

103.9/Sq.Mi. 

~4~ J/Sq.Mi. 

812. 0/Sq.Mi. 

1453 .~ 4/Sq.Mi. 

1297. 5/Sq~Mi. 

1229. 6/Sq.Mi. 

781.0/Sq.Mi. 

921. 3/Sq.Mi. 

1221. 8/Sq.Mi. 

2861.0/Sq~Mi. 

1144. 8/Sq.Mi. 

l44(:) .• 3/Sq.Mi. 

1358. 5/$.q,Mi. 



Table 47: Estimated Poolers and Median Home-To-Lot Travel Distances; By 
Geographic Group 

Average Estimated Median 
Geographic Number of Vehicle Number of Home ... To-Lot 

GrQup Parked Vehicles Occupancy Poolers Travel Distances 
(Miles) 

A 56 1.100 62 2.0 

B 118 1.286 152 3.0 

c 144 1.254 181 3.0 

D 31 1.083 34 6.0 

E 59 1.261 74 4.8 

r 36 1.000 36 4.0 

G 32 1.375 44 4.0 

H 129 1.139 147 3.5 

I 59 1.429 84 4.0 

Totals 664 ----- 814 ---
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Table 48: Demand Analysis as a Function of Population 

50th 
Percentile Area of Population Ratio of 

Population Home-to~Lot Market Within Poolers to 
Geographic Density 50% of Distance Con figuration Market Population 

Grot.q:> (Per Sq. Mile) Poolers (Miles) (Square Miles) Configuration (Percent) 

A 1748 31 2.0 12.6 22,025 .14% . 

8 1748 76 3.o 28.3 49,468 .15% 

c 2185 90 3.0 28.3 61,836 .15% 

D 2100 17 6.0 113.1 237,510 .01% 

E 1950 37 4.8 72.4 141,180 .OJ% 

F 2596 18 4.0 50.3 130,579 .OHo 

G 3080 22 4.0 50.3 154,924 .OHo 

H 1300 73 3.5 38.5 50,050 .15% 

I 310 42 4.0 *30.2 9,356 .45% 

Totals ---- 406 -- ---- 856,928 .05% 

*Area adjusted due to Lake Ray Hubbard Constraint (60% of normal market configuration). 

Figure 30 illustrates the number of poolers as a percentage of 

population and as a percentage of workers. Superimposed on the graph is an 

estimated demand line for the 100 to 600 workers per square mile range. This 

demand line was based upon an investigation of 150 Park-and-Pool facilities 

throughout the country. (Voorhees, 1981) It is interesting to note that 

only two of the geographic groups of Park-and-Pool facilities studied in the 

Dallas area fall within the demand range of 100 to 600 workers per square 

mile; however, both groups I and H have percentages of poolers to population 

very close to the estimated demand line. Ratio values vary from a low of 

.01% to a high of .45%, with an overall average of approximately .05% of 

population. 
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Table 49 presents the vehicle ownership figures and calculated ratio of 

poolers to vehicles for each of the nine geographic groups. Fi g~re 31 

graphically portrays the number of poolers as a percentage of vehicle 

ownership based upon the data analysis. Ratio values for poolers to vehicle 

ownership range from • 01% to 1. 34% and have an overall average of about .08% 

of total vehicles. 

Table 49: Demand Analysis as a function of Vehicle Ownership 

50th 
Vehicle Percentile Area Ratio of 

Ownership Home-to-Lot of Market - Vehicles Poolers to 
Geographic Density 50% of Distance Configuration Within Market Vehicles 

Grol;4) (Per Sq. Mile) Poolers (Miles) (Square Miles) Configuration (Percent) 

A 1230 31 2.0 12.6 15,498 .20% 

B 1230 76 3.0 28.3 34,809 • 22% 

c 1453 90 3.0 28.3 41,120 .22% 

D 1340 17 6.0 113.1 151,554 .01% 

E 1070 37 4.8 72.4 77,468 .05% 

f 1446 18 4.0 50.3 72,734 .02% 

G 2003 22 4.0 50.3 100,751 .02% 

H 780 73 3.5 38.5 30,030 .24% 

I 104 42 4.0 *30.2 3,139 1.34% 

Totals ---- 406 -- ----- 527,103 .08% 

*Area adjusted due to lake Ray Hubbard Constraint ( 60% of normal market configuration)._ 

The application of pooler to population and pooler to vehicle ownership 

ratios for transportation planning purposes is difficult, if not impossible, 

without a more precise definition of total market area. In order to relate 

actual Park-and-Pool activity to the computed ratios, an investigation of 

each geographic group was undertaken to determine a range of representative 
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market areas which could be more directly applied to pooler demand 

estimation. 

Tables 50 and 51 present the computed area, in square miles, necessary 

to support the existing participation in Park-and-Pool at each of the 

geographic groups based upon the population and vehicle ownership ratios, 

respectively. The small discrepancy between· computed areas using the 

population ratios and the vehicle ratios for certain geographic ~roups arises 

from the -use of adjusted population figures for. certain sectors based upon 

the 1980 Census. 

The computed size of the market areas rang~ from about 25 square miles 

to over 220 square miles for supporting the existing Park-and-Pool activity. 

It should be noted, however, that the computed market areas assumes uniformly 

distributed population and vehicle ownership densities within the expanded 

catchment zones for each geographi ca 1 area. 

The three largest geographic groups {B, C and H) have marked 

similarities in their pooler to population ratios and in their market area 

size. The ratios of poolers to population for these three groups range from 

.15% ·to .24% while market area size ranges from about 56 square mi 1 es to 78 

square miles. 

Figure 32 presents the approximate dimensions of computed market area 

size for all groups; dimensions for both a circular and elliptical catchment 

area are included. 

Initial inspection of the range of computed market area size would tend 

to make suspect the applicability of the data for planning purposes. 

However, one must consider the nature of each geographic group; its 

accessibility, its utilization·, its proximity to other Park-and-Pool sites, 

and its relationship to urban employment and housing densities. Group A, 
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Table 50: Computed Market Areas BasedUpon Population Ratios 

. Geographic 
GrotJp 

A 

B 

c 

0 

E 

F 

G 

H 

I 

Total 
Number 

of Poolers 

62 

152 

1.81 

34 

74 

36 

44 

147 

84 

Population 
Density 

(Per Square Mile) 

1748 

1748 

2185 

2100 

1950 

2596 

3080 

780 

310 

Poolers to 
Pq:>ulation 

Ratio 
(Percent) 

.1408% 

.1536% 

.1456% 

.0072% 

.0262% 

.. 0138% 

.0142% 

• 2431% 

.4489% 

Population 
to Support 
Pooling 

44,034 

98,958 

124,313 

472,222 

282,443 

260,869 

309,859 

60,469 

lB, 712 

Computed 
Market 
Area 

. (Sq. Miles) 

25.2 

56.6 

56.9 

224.9 

144.8 

100.5 

100.6 

77 .. 5 

60.4 
' 

Table 51: ·Computed Market Areas Based Upon Vet-dele Ratios 

Po;olers 
to Vehicle Computed 

Total Ownership Vehicles Market 
Geogr~:tphic Number Vehicle Density Ratio To Stpport Area 

Group of Poolers (Per Square Mile) (Percent) Pooling (Sq. Miles) 

A 62 1230 .2000% 31,000 25.2 

B 152 1230 .2183% 69,629 56.6 

c 181 1453 .2189% 82,686 56.9 

0 34 1340 .0112% 303,571 226.5 

E 74 1070 .0478% 154,812 144.7 

F 36 1446 .0247% 145,749 100.8 

G 44 2003 .0218% . 201,835 100.8 

H 147 780 .2431% 60,469 77.5 

I 84 104 1.3380% 6,278 60.4 
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Figure 32: Dimensions of Computed Market Areas, By Gtoup 

Dimensions in Miles for 

Circular Market Area Ellipitical Market Area 

Geographic Computed 
Group Area 

(sq.mi.) 

2 
Area- rc.a b Area = 1Y.:r - 4 

r = a = b = 

A 25.2 2.8 .i 6.9 4.6 

B 56.6 4.2 10.4 6.9 

c 56.9 4.3 10.4 6.9 

D 224.9 8.5 20.7 13.8 

E 144.8 6.8 16.6 11.1 

F 100.5 . 5.7 13.9 9.2 

G 100.6 5.7 13.9 9.2 

H 77.5 5.0 12.2 8.1 

I 60.4 4.4 10.7 7.2 
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consisting of two smaller facilities in the City of Fort Worth, has a 

computed market area of only 25.2 square miles. Both sites within the group 

are served by transit and are considered more special-use facilities by 

residents within the neighborhood. Group o• s market area· was the 1 argest 

computed catchment zone--having an area of 224.9 square miles. This group is 

1 ocated in Arlington at the interchange of SH-360 and I ~30 making it eas i 1 y 

accessible by commuters from considerable distances away from the site. The 

group•s accessibility contributes to a low pooler to population ratio and, 

consequently, a large computed market area. Simi 1 ar to Group D, Group E, 

located on Belt Line Road in Grand Prairie, also has a relatively large 

computed market area of 144.8 square miles and a relatively low pooler to 

population ratio. 

The exclusion of these three areas (Groups A, D and E) narrows the range 

of computed market areas to about 56 to 100 square mi 1 es for the remaining 

geographic groups. The range of pooler to population ratios remains 

uncnaJtg-ed at .01% to .45%; however, the average ratio becomes .07% of 

population. 

As previously mentioned, further investigation of the market area 

configurat~ion will be necessary to substantiate the circular or elliptical 

pattern. The appropriate pattern for any given location is believed to vary 

as a function of roadway access, physical constraints and boundaries, and 

urban development within the area. However, for transportation planning 

purposes, a rough approximation of the market area and related Park-and-Pool 

potential can be estimated based upon the data presented herein. As with all 

transportation improvements, professional judgement and first-hand knowledge 

of a specific area or site must be i n~orporated in the ana 1 ys is process when 

attempting to estimate Park-and-Pool demand. 
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The section of this report entitled Application of Study Findings 

contains a generalized example of how the research data may be applied to 

analyzing a specific Park-and-Pool facility. 
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VANPOOL VERSUS CARPOOL RIDESHARING 

Commuter parking areas like Park-and-Pool facilities provide the means 

for increased vehicle occupancy rates when they are developed in conjunction 

with a well-coordinated ridesharing effort. (Gudaitis, 1981) Both Dallas 

and Fort Worth sponsor areawide rideshare programs to assist commuters in 

forming vanpools and carpools. Since their beginnings, these programs have 

actively promoted ridesharing for the purpose of increasing vehicle 

occupancy rates throughout the region. During 1979-80, the Dallas program 

added over 17,000 commuters to their rideshare data base while Fort Worth 

added almost 12,000. (Metroplex Transportation News, March 1981) 

Some 93% of the surveyed Park-and-Pool participants either v anpoo 1 or 

carpool to their final destination. The travel characteristics of these 

rtdesharing participants have been investigated, with the findings presented 

in this section. 

The number of vanpools operated in the State of Texas grew from less 

than 200 in 1977 to more than 2300 by mid-1981. With the increasing cost of 

fuel and parking, the vanpool form of ridesharing has become more attractive 

to commuters. Initial data suggested a minimum trip length of 15 miles to 

make vanpool ing a vi"able ridesharing alternative. More recent data 

indicates a reduction in the minimum trip length to approximately 12 miles. 

(Maxwell, 1982) 

Data collected in the Dallas Park-and-Pool study were examined to 

determine trip characteristics of those individuals presently engaged in 

both vanpool and carpool travel. Some 31% of the survey respondents 

indicated their present mode of travel from the parking site to their 

destination was by vanpool. An additional 62% of the respondents indicated 
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their mode of trav:el was by carpool, Table 52 summarizes the travel 

pa-rameters for vanp,ool and carpool respondents and presents a comparison of 

the parameters for all survey respondents. 

Table 52: Vanpool and Carpool Travel Parameters 

All Survey 
Parameter Vanpoolers Carpoolers Respondents 

(31% of Respondents) (62% of Respondents) (lOll%) 

Avg. Vehicle Occupancy 1.09 1_.32 1.23 
-Home to lot (n=70) (n=l42) (n:231) 

(Persons/Vehicle) 

Avg. Vehicle Occupancy 8.81 3. 36 5.19 
-Lot to Destination (n=69) (n:l38) (n=211) 

(Persons/Vehicle) 

Avg. Trip Distance 5.00 6.30 5. 89 
-Home to Lot (Miles) ( n=67) (n=l38) (n=222) 

Avg. Trip Distance 24.54 22.86 23.24 
-Lot to Destination (n=67) (n=137) (n=217) 

(Miles) 

Avg. Trip Time 9. 87 11.31 10.74 
-Home to Lot (n=,62) (n:l37) (n=218) 

(Minutes) 

Avg. Trip Time 33.15 31.05 31.49 
-lot to Destination (n:=67) (n=l35) (n=218) 

(Minutes) 

Avg. Days Per Week for 4. 97 4.91 4.93 
Pooling (Pays') (n:70) (n=l42) (n=229) 

The mast apparent, and expected, difference in travel characteristics 

i s the vehicle o c cup an c y of y an p oo 1 s v e r s u s c a r p o o 1 s f o r the 

lot-to-destination journey--8.81 persons per vanpool compared to 3.36 

persons per carpool. The mean one-way trip length from parking area to 

destination is slightly more for vanpoolers than for carpoolers--24.5 miles 

v,ersus 22.9 miles. Figures 33 and 34 graphically portray cumulative 
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frequency distributions of one .... way travel distances from lot to destination 

for vanpoolers and carpoolers, respectively. 

The average statewide roundtrip for vanpoo 1 s in Texas is 53. 6 m i 1 e s, 

while the average occupancy is 11.2 persons per van. (Maxwell, 1980) The 

data collected from the Dallas-Fort Worth urbanized area indicates the 

length &f an average roundtrip for vanpoolers from home to lot to 

destination and back is about 59 miles. The average roundtrip length for 

carpoo 1 ers is just slightly less, or some 58.4 miles. Vanpool occupancies 

observed in the Dallas-Fort W·orth urbanized area appear somewhat low when 

compared to th.e statewide average (8.8 persons per van versus 11.2 persons 

per van). No information was collected to determine th.e length of time that 

respondents have be.en 'flOoling or how mature the pool has become in terms of 

attracting a full complement of vehicl-e occupants. 

Table 53 presents a comparison of average trip lengths and passenger 

miles of travel for vanpool and carpool participants surveyed in the study. 

Home 

lot 

Trip 

to lot 

Table 53: Average One-Way Trip lengths and Passenger-Miles 
for. Vanpc;>olers and Carpoolers 

Vanpool Carpool 

Trip Trip 
length Passenger- Length 
(Miles) Occupancy Miles (Miles) Occupancy 

5.00 1.09 5.45 6.30 1.32 

to Destination 24.54 8.81 216.20 22.86 3. 36 

Totals 29.54 ---- 221.65 29.20 ----
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It . is. interesting to note that both transportation modes (vanpool and 

carpool) travel approximately the same distance; however, one vanpool 

" accommodates over two and one-half times the number of passenger miles of 

travel served by an average carpool. Even if the overall vehicle occupancy 
n 

rate during the peak periods is 1.38 persons per vehicle within the study 

area (Metroplex Transportation News, March 1981), a carpool participating in 

Park-and-Pool activ{ty serves approximately 2.1 times the number of 

passenger miles provided by the typical rush-hour commuter vehicle. A 

Park-and-Pool van, however, would provide over 5.4 times the number of 

passenger miles of travel when compared to the average commuter vehicle. 

Table 54 presents a summary, by geographic group, of those survey 

participants indicating that they vanpool from the parking area to their 

destination. As shown in Table 54, some 40% of the vanpoolers have a 

destination to the Dallas Central Business District. 

Studies conducted in the late 1960's and early 70's indicated that 

exceedingly long trip lengths were characteristic of ridesharing commuters. 

Average one-way trip lengths of over 40 .miles and one hour in duration were 

c;ommonly experienced by carpoolers (Barton Aschman, 1970). As shown herein, 

the attractiveness of ridesharing has grown with the cost of driving and, in 

turn, has significantly reduced the average trip lengths necessary to 

support ridesharing activity. 
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Table 54: De:stinations of Van-pool Particip:ants; By Group 

Number af 'liaripoolers Originating. from Group and Traveling to: 
Total 

Other Vanpool 
Geographic Dallas Green- Grand Richard- fort Grand- location or Partici-

Group . CBO Dallas ville Addison Prairie son Worth view Unknown pants 

A 3 1 4 
B 1 3 2 1 7 

c 10 12 1 1 24 
D 4 2 1 7 

E 5 5 
r 1 1 
G 2 2 

H 6 2 7 1 16 
I 2 1 1 4 
J 0 

Totals 28 22 8 3 2 2 1 1 3 70 

Percent ·40.0% 31.4% 11.4% 4.3% 2.9% 2.9% 1.4% 1.4% 4.3% 100.0% 

Note: location of ge.ographic groups is shown in figure 15. 
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BENEFIT/COST ANALYSIS 

General 

Following the identification of potential sites and the estimation of 

Park-and-Pool demand, the transportation engineer can analyze the 

c o s t - e f f e c t i v en e s s of a prop o s e d p r o j e c t • T hi s an a 1 ys i s in v o 1 v e s the 

development of cost estimates for constructing and operating a given 

f ac i 1 i ty and comparing those costs to the potential benefits anticipated to 

be derived over time. The benefit/cost analysis is one of the more common 

techniques used in investigating alternative projects. The benefit/cost 

(B/C) ratio expresses the net ben.efits to the net costs computed on an 

annua 1 i zed basis and provides an indication of which alternative has the 

biggest bang for the buck. 

The B/C ratio can be expressed mathematically by the following 

equation: 

B/C = B - M 
C(R) - S(F) 

Where: 

B = Annual net benefits accruable 

M = Annual maintenance and operating cost 

C : Capital cost or initial investment 

R =Capital recovery cost for a given interest rate and time 
period 

S = Salvage value at end of time period 

F =Sinking fund factor for a given interest rate and time 
period 
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The numerator of the equation represents the repetitive annual cash flows 

while the denominator represents the capital cost or investment necessarY to 

construct the facility. 

Benefits 

The annual benefits to accrue as a result of a.Park ... and-Pool project 

are usually exp,ressed as a reduction in costs to the traveling commuter and 

to the public in general. The following list provides some of the potential 

items of benefit to be considered during analyzing a Park-and-Pool project. 

(Voorhees,. 1981) 

1. Commuters• cost of operating and owning a vehicle (fuel, oil, tires 
tires maintenance, repairs, insurance, depreciation, finance 
chargesi taxes, fees, etc.) 

2. Commuters • parking costs 

3. Non-quantifiable commuter costs (increased safety, reduced hazard 
of vandalism, redu~ed stress, companionship, increased travel time) 

4. Reduced vehicle-miles of travel (VMT) 

5. Reduced energy consumption 

6. Possible reduction in automobile emmisions 

7. Pass ib 1 e reduct ion in traffic congestion 

8. Reduced parking demand at. destination 

For simplicity, only the following estimates will be used in 

calculating the benefit potential of Park-and-Pool in the Dallas urbanized 

area. 

1. Operating Costs 

- Subcompact Vehicles 

- Standard Vehicles 

98 

$.093/mi. 

$.141/mi. 
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2. Fuel Consumption 

- Subcompact Vehicles 
(25 MPG) 

- Standard Vehicles 
(15 MPG) 

.04 gal/VMT 

.07 gal/VMT 

Other benefits should also be included in site specific 8/C analyses during 

the actual planning and design phase of a project.. For example, the 

reduction in destination parking demand could be a very significant benefit 

that could easily be included in the calculation of the 8/C ratio. Some 42% 

of the survey participants indicated the D~llas central business district as 

their primary destination. A parking deficiency of some 12,000 to 18,000 

spaces has been estimated for the Dallas C8D by 1985 if C8D employment 

increases some 34% as predicted. (City of Dallas, 1981) This parking 

deficiency amounts to an estimated capital cost (in 1982 dollars) of some 

$60 to $90 million based upon an estimated construction cost of $5,000 per 

space. Nevertheless, these benefits have not been considered in computing 

the 8/C ratios for the DaJlas Park-and-Pool facilities. 

Costs 

The costs to be considered in computing the 8/C ratio include both 

~apital investment costs and annual maintenance and operating costs.. The 

estimated annual cost of maintaining and operating a Park-and-Pool facility 

( represented by 11 M 11 i n the 8 I C eq u at i on ) reduce s t h e n e t · a n n u a l b e n e f i t s 

derived from the project. 

The capital investment costs appear in the denominator of the 8/C 

equation and take into account the initial cost of construction, the project 

life, any salvage value at the end of a project's useful life, and the time 

val ue of money or i n t e r e s t r at e • W h e n a n a l y z i n g a c o r r i d o r p ar k i n g 

facility, a relative short time period (i.e., 5 to 10 years) should be used 
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in developing the 8/C ratio. Forecasting Park-and-Pool uti 1 i zat ion beyond 

this period of time can be risky and can significantly affect the results 

and va 1 i di ty of the 8/C analysis. 

In a nationwide survey of 150 Park-and-Pool facilities, operating and 

maintenance costs varied widely from jurisdiction to jurisdiction depending 

upon the services provided. Estimates developed during the su~vey ranged 

from $20 to $50 per parking space with a median value of some $40 per space 

per year. (Voorhees, 1981) The same survey determined typical development 

costs, excluding land acquisition, for commuter parking facilities to range 

from $400 to $1800 per space throughout the midwest region, depending upon 

the degree of improvement and the type of surfacing involved. 

Construction costs will a-lso vary depending upon who actually performs 

the work (i.e., by contract or by maintenance forces). The San Antonio 

District of the State Department of Highways,- and Public Transportation has, 

in the past, utilized maintenance personnel to construct Park-and-Pool 

facilities. Some 386 parking spaces were constructed from 1978 through 1980 

by State forces which ranged in cost from $154 to $633 per space with an 

average cost of some $285 per space. Cost estimates developed in 1980 for 

187 additional spaces ranged from $344 to $783 per parking space and 

averaged $456 per space. (Tucker, 1980) 

For illustrating the feasibility of Park-and-Pool in the Dallas area, 

the following cost estimates have been used. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Capital Cost 

Project Life 

Sa 1 vag e V a 1 ue 

Interest Rate 

$1000 Per Space 

5 Years 

$0 

15% 
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5. Operating and Main-

tenance Cost Per 

Year $40 Per Space 

·The estimated capita 1 cost of $100Q per parking space is intended 

to include roadway lighting, signing, marking and other incidentals necessary 

to place the facility into full operation. 

Cost Effectiveness Analysis 

Based upon the data obtai ned from the Dallas Park-and-Pool survey, 

the following major travel parameters for ridesharing activity along the 

I-30 corridor were identified. 

a Average vehicle occupancy: Home to lot- 1.23 persons/vehicle 

, Average vehicle occupancy: Lot to destination - 5.19 persons/vehicle 

, Average trip distance: Home to lot ~ 5.9 miles 

, Average trip distance: Lot to destination - 23.2 miles 

, Average days per week for poo 1 i ng - 4. 9 days 

Estimating that 98%. of _the 669 vehicles surveyed are actual Patk-and­

Poo 1 ers, the tot a 1 number of person trips per day i denti fi ed in the study 

amounts to 1612. Using the average vehicle occupancies and trip distances, 

the total number of vehicles miles of travel for all poolers is some 14,950 

miles per day, or about 73,700 vehicle miles per typical week. 

However, the significance of Park-and-Pool and its impacts are more 

apparent when person mi 1 es of trave 1 are considered. Using the average 

vehicle occupancies and trip distances listed above, some 47,000 person 

mi 1 es of trave 1 per day, or 231 , 600 person mi 1 es of trave 1 per typi ca 1 week, 

were identified in the study. If the normal vehicle occupany for the study 

area was 1.38 persons per vehicle (Metroplex Transportation News, March 

1981), some 167,800 vehicle miles of travel per week would be required to 
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supply the demand--approximately 94,000 more vehicle-miles than are 

currently required to support the Park-and~Pooler travel. This redi.icti on in 

vehicle miles of travel (VMT) resulting from Park-and-Pool is even more 

staggering if th-e normal vehicle occupancy rate is assumed to be lower than 

1. 38. A 1. 28 average occupancy would indicate a net weekly savings in VMT 

of some 107,000 miles. 

The intent of a cost,;.effectiveness analysis, however !I is to compare 

specific alternative projects in an attempt to determine a priority ranking 

based upon a comparison of costs and benefits. Several assumptions have 

been made in order to determine representative B/C ratios for the 9 

geographic groups in the Dallas area for which data were obtained. These 

assumptions follow. 

1. Each of the geographic groups represent a viable Park.;.and-Pool 
project. 

2. Sufficient public right-of-way presently exists within the 
geographic area to construct the desired Park-and~Pool facility. 

3. The survey data obtained from the Park-and-Pool participants is 
representative of both existing and potential users. 

4. Initial construction will accommodate existing demand plus a 50% 
increase. 

5. Utilizatio-n of the facilities will average 80% over the useful 
project life. 

6. Calculation of annual VMT reduction is based upon an average 
vehicle occupancy of 1.38 persons per vehicle and 50 weeks per 
year·. 

7. Subcompact vehicles amount to 26% of all privately owned vehicles 
and related· VMT contributions. 

Based upon the above design assumptions and the suggested unit cost 

estimates!l a summary by geographic group of Park-and-Pool facility costs 

is presented in Table 55. Calculated benefits for each geographic group are 

presented in Table 56~ Benefits associated with reduced veh i c 1 e-mi 1 es of 

102 



Table 55: Costs of Park-and-Pool facilities; By Grol4J 

Annual Amualized 
Design Size Maintenance/ C~ital Cost 

Geographic (Number of Construction Operating R:.29832 
Grol4J: Spaces) Cost (C) Cost (M) (C) (R) 

A 82 $ 82,000 $ 3,280 $ 24,462 

B 173 173,000 6,920 51,609 

c 212 212 ,ooo 8,480 63,244 

D 46 46,000 1,840 13,723 

E 87 87,000 3,480 25,954 

f 53 53,000 2,120 15,811 

G 47 47 ,ooo 1,880 14,021 

H 190 190,000 7,600 56,681 

I 87 87,000 3,480 25,954 

Totals 977 $977,000 $39,080 $291,459 

Table 56: Benefits of Park-and-Pool facilities; By Grol4J 

Average Number Annual Annual Operating 

Geographic of Commuters VMT Cost Savings Annual fuel 

Group Using facility Reduction (B) Savings (gallons) 

A 72 302,127 $ 38,829 18,792 

B 179 1' 326,377 170,466 82,501 

c 212 1,367,206 175 '713 85,040 

D 40 329,323 . 42,325 20,484 

E 88 368,842 47,404 22,945 

f 42 227,643 29,257 14,160 

G 52 147,083 18,903 9,149 

H 173 1,179,514 151,591 73,366 

I 100 941,478 120 '999 58,560 

Totals 958 6,189,593 $795,487 384,997 

Note: Ann u a 1 bene fits on 1 y consider VMT reduction in this comparison; 
additional benefits should be included for site specific analyses. 
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travel (VMT) are computed based upon travel patterns indicated by data 

obtained from survey respondents. presently engaged in ridesharing within the 

particular geographic group~ 

The calculated benefit/cost (B/C) ratios for each group are summarized 

in Table 57. B/C ratios range from a low of 1. 21 to a high of 4. 53. The 

highest B/C ratio was indicated for the Rockwall area which is more of a 

rural Park-and-Pool faci 1 ity than the other geographic groups. The 

relatively high net benefits for this particular group arise from the longer 

than average lot-to-destination distances indicated by the survey data. 

The computed B/C ratios, shown in Table 57, are believed to be a very 

c on s e r v at i v e e s t i mate o f t h e a c t u a l e f f e c t i v en e s s o f P ark ...; and -P oo 1 

facilities. If the construction cost of the parking areas was estimated at 

$500 per space (instead of $1000 per space), the B/C ratios would double, and 

range from 2.42 to 9.06. Likewise, if the useful life of the facility was 

considered to be 10 years (instead of 5 years) for the $1000 per space 

investment, the B/C ratios would increase by 50% and would range from 1. 82 

to 6. 78. In addition, the B/C ratios would be significantly higher if net 

benefits other than VMT reduction and related out-of-the-pocket vehicle 

operating cost were included in the calculations. The intent of the B/C 
. . 

analysis, contained herein, is to illustrate the analysis process and to 

suggest the importance of determining travel characteristics of specific 

Park-and-Pool locations. The analysis also shows, beyond any doubt, the 

positive nature of the B/C ratio associated with these types of projects. 
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Table 57: Benafit/Cost Ratios; By Gro1.4JS 

Net Annual Amualized 
Geographic Benefits Cost B/C Ratio 

Group (B) - (M) (C) (R) 

A $ 35,549 $24,462 1.45 

B 163,546 51,609 3.17 

c 167,233 63,244 2.64 

D 40,485 13,723 2.95 

E 43,924 25,954 1.69 

r 27,137 15,811 1. 72 

G 17,023 14,021 1.21 

H 143,991 56,681 2.54 

I 117,519 25,954 4.53 

Note: The B/C ratios shown in this table, as a result 
of the assuq>tions used in the analysis, can be 
considered to be extremely conservative. 
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MAJOR FINDINGS 

The Park-and-Pool survey and d.ata analysis performed in the Dallas 

urbanized area have provide~ consid~rable information on personal 

characteristics and travel patterns of individuals currently engaged in 

rideshare activity. Also of importance is the methodo 1 ogy deve 1 oped for 

investigating potential demand of Park-and-Pool facilities and the 

assessment of benefits and costs of such facilities. The data presented 

herein should prove useful in a number of areas including: 

• The evaluation of existing Park-and-Pool programs in urbanized 
areas; 

• The assessment of potential Park-and-Pool demand; 

• The analyses of benefits and costs of proposed Park-and-Pool 
projects; and 

• The development of planning, programming and design criteria for 
P ark -and-P oo 1 f ac i 1 i t i e s • 

Personal Characteristics of Park~and-Pool Participants 

The personal characteristics of individuals involved in Park-and-Pool 

a c t i v i t y i n d i c at e t h at t h e m a jo r i t y are eng a g e d i n p r o f es s ion a 1 or 

· man ag e r i a 1 p o s i t i on s , h ave at t en d e d at 1 e a s t on e y e a r o f c o 1 1 e g e , 

are approximately 37 years old and are engaged in pooling because of the 

cost of driving. Table 58 presents a summary of the characteristics 

indicated by the survey respondents from the Dallas area compared to 

. Park-and-Poolers surveyed in Houston and San Antonio. 
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Table 58: Summary of Personal Characteristics 
of Parl<-and...;Pool Participants 

Characteristic 

Age (years) 

50th Percentile 

85th Percentile 

Sex 

Male 
female 

Years of Education 

50th 'Percentile 
85th Percentile 

Occupation 

Professional 
'clerical 
Managerial 

Reason for Pooling 

Cost of Driving 
Cost of Parking 

Houston/ 
San Antonio 

Poolers 

35.7 

49.8 

61% 
39% 

13.5 

15.8 

39% 
21% 

8% 

Travel Patterns of Park:-and~Pool Participants 

I 

Dalla:s 
Area 

Poolers 

34.5 

51.5 

52% 
48% 

14.8 
16.9 

36% 
22% 
21% 

76~6 

11% 

. The Park-and-Pool participants in the Oall as. urbanized area live an 

average of 5.9 miles from the parking area and travel 23.2 miles to their 

final destination. Fifty perce,nt of the poolers, however, 1 ive within 3.5 

miles of the parking facility and travel with 2 or 3 others no more than 

21.5 miles to their destination. A majority (55%) of the survey resprindents 

indicated their mode of travel prior to becoming involved with Park-and-Pool 

was to drive alone. A summary of the major travel characteristics 

identified in the study are presented in Table 59 along with a comparison to 

characteristics of Houston and San Antonio poolers. 
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Table 59: Summary of Travel Patterns of Park~and-Pool 

Participants 

Houston/ Dallas 

Travel San Antonio Area 
Pattern . Poolers Poolers 

Prior Mode of Travel 

Drove Alone 67% 55% 

Carpooled/Vanpooled 30% 27% 

Number of Persons in Pool 

50th Percentile 3.4 3.4 

85th Percentile 11.0 10.2 

Average (Mean) ---- 5.2 

Distance Traveled: Home To 
Lot (Miles) 

50th Percentile 3.7 3.5 

85th Percentile 9.8 9.8 

Average (Mean) ---- 5.9 

Distance Traveled: Lot To 
Destination (Miles) 

50th Percentile 28.0 21.5 

85th Percentile 44.7 31.2 

Average (Mean) ---- 23.2 

Pooler Origins/Destinations 

Seventy-five to 80 percent of the Park-and-Poolers originate within the 

city where the parking faci 1 i ty is 1 oc a ted. A 1 most 90 percent of the 

poo 1 ers had destinations to a city in the Dallas-Fort Worth metroplex other 

than the city where the Park-and-Pool site was located. 

Some 75% of the survey respondents indicated their final destination as 

heing located in the City of Dalla~ with over half (56%) of these 

des t i n at i on s be i n g 1 oc ate d i n the D a 11 as c en t r a 1 bus i ness d i s t r i c t . 
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Demand Estimatton 

Estimatin:g d·emand for Park-and-Pool facili~ies depends, to a large 

extent, upon the catchment or market area defi·nition. Th-e study examined 

the ap.p 1 i cab i 1 i ty of p-ar abo lie and hyperbolic shapes to describe the areas 

of pooler origins. Data analysis se·ems to indicate· that the market zone for 

P.ark-and-Pool in the o,a]las urbanized area c4n best be described with a 

circle or an ·ell ipse (Figure 3'5). 

:r=:radlu·s 

C:t f C'U la·r 

Figure 35: Suggested Market Area Configurations for 
Park~and--Poo'l in Da 11 as Urbani ze.d Area 

The size, co,nfiguration and ori:entatioo of the market area varies 

widely and appears to be related to the roadway or access system, physical 

o r g eo g r a ph i c con s t r a i n ts , and u r b a ·n d e v e 1 o p men t s u r r o u n d i n g the 

Park- and-Poo 1 site. Profess i·onal judg.ement and know 1 edge of the l o c·a 1 are a 

must be applied in the definition of a raarket a:rea for any given site .. Jhe 

three Park-and-Pool groups with the higllest patronage were represented by 
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market areas ranging from 56 to 78 square miles 1n size and having a radius 

(r) of between 4.2 to 5.0 miles. As a general guideline, a market area of 

6 5 to 70 square mi 1 es may be used for fac i 1 it i es intended to accommodate 100 

to 150 commuters. 

Existing Park-and-Poo 1 patronage was compared to both population and 

vehicle ownership within the market area of the facilities studied. Ratios 

of poolers to vehicle ownership varied from .01% to 1~34% with the three 

most utilized facilities having ratios of between .22% and .24%. The 

calculated ratios for current poolers to population ranged from a low of 

less than .01% to a high of .45% with the three largest facilities all 

having ratios of approximately .15% of the population within the market area. 

The utilization of the ratios must be performed with sound judgement and 

knowledge of local conditions. The computed ratios represent existing 

conditions only and indicate the baseline of Park-and-Pool demand. 

Experience in other states has indicated as much as a doubling of 

Park-and-Pool utilization when informal facilities are converted to formal 

facilities. 

Vanpool/Carpool Ridesharing 

A special investigation of vanpool and carpool characteristics was 

undertaken as part of the P ark- and- P o o 1 s t u d y . Some 31 % o f t h e s u r v e y 

participants vanpool from the parking facilities to their final destination 

with an average of 7 or 8 other individuals. 

The average daily round trip distance of an individual participating in 

a.vanpool is about 59 miles. The most common destination of individuals 

engaged in vanpooling is the Dallas CBD attracting some 40% of the vanpool 

participants. The vanpool mode accommodates, on the average, over 5.4 times 

the number of passenger miles of travel accommodated by a typical commuter 
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vehi'cle~ and armproxim·at'e,ly_ 2.6 t:im,es the passe:n~~er mJles- s,upp'li:ed by a 

carp;Qnl p:art.fc tp:a::tinmg Tn the p·ar-k-a:nd!;_Pool.: 

Some 6;2%~ of the. s.~.:wvey.~ res:pandents- ca,rpoul to· thetr fi:nal desti;nation 

from' ttl:·e: P'·a,rJ<.~a:nd-Pool f·a~cll:tty. The avrera:g'e ca-rp(JOl occup-ancy is 3.36 

persons per vehtclie' \.•dt'h an averag:e daily round trip co:mmute distance ef 

slightly m!o:re: t.h~a.rrt 5B• m:i'Te-s. The carp1ools participating in Park-and'":"Pool 

acti·vity accommod:a:te s~ome Z.J; times. the number of p-assenger -m i l e s s:upp lied 

by the t:JpicaJ: commtJ'te:r vehd'cle. 

Benefit/Cost (B/C) Arla.Tysis-

B/C ratios w·e-re caTculate·d for 9 p·ote·n:tial Park-and-Pool sites using 

very conservative estimates for· the va·lue of net benefi:ts accrued and h i·g h 

estimates o-f costs i·nv-c>lv~d. All B/'C rat i·os exce,ede<f' undty or the threshold 

level for ec:onomi:c inve-stment.. The: hfgJ1e-st B/C rat i·o· determined: for any 

1 ocat ion was for the Rock:w,ad'l' site and' tncH'cated th·e i:rrfluence that long-er 

trip lengths have on net b:en,efits of P·ar-1<.-and:--Paol faci-rit:tes. It s.hou ld be 

noted that,. in ca-lc u lat5ng the BlC ratios., o.r1ly out-of-the-pocket vehicle 

operating. casts were us ecd f o r de t e' r m i n in g:: t h e' n·e t va-lue o f bene f i t s • 

Signifi-cantly higne.r B/C ratios can be reaJize·d if th·e following benefits 

are considered and_ quantified. 

• Commuters' cost of ownh1g a. v.ehfcJe (insu;rance,. depreciation, fi,nance 
charges-., taxe:s, fees, etc. ) 

• Commuters' parking costs 

• Reduced vehicle miles of travel (VMT) 

• Reduced energy consumpti-on 

• Possible reduction in automobile emmissions 

• Possible reduction in traffic congestion 

• R'educed parktng demand at destination 
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Based upon the travel characteristics indicated by survey participants, 

the potential annual VMT reduction ranged from 2,830 to nver 9,400 miles per 

commuter, with an overall average of some 6,460 VMT. The approximate annual 

fuel savings per site ranged from 9,000 to 85,000 gallons ahd averaged some 

400 gallons reduction per commuter for the nine locations. 
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APPLICATION OF STUDY FINDINGS 

General 

The data collected i'n the Dallas Park-and-Pool study ~hould prove 

useful in assessing the potential for pooling demand and in analyzing the 

benefits and costs of alternative projects. Application of the computed 

demand ratios and generalized market area configurations must be accompanied 

with professional transportation judgement and knowledge of local conditions 

(i.e., urban development, roadway access system, available right-of-way, 

etc.). A step-by-step illustration of how the study findings can be applied 

to analyze a potential Park-and-Pool facility is included. 

Planning Methodology 

Based upon the identified travel characteristic of Park-and-Pool 

participants along the I -30 freeway carr i dor and other re 1 a ted study 

efforts, the following outline of planning methodology is suggested. 

1. Major corridor identification 

2. Potential site identification 

3. Market area analysis 

4. Estimation of Park-and-Pool demand 

5. Investigation of available land 

6. Analysis of benefit/cost ratios 

7. Programming and preliminary design (sketch plan) 

8. Monitoring and evaluation 

The identification of major corridors and potential sites should be 

accomplished as part of the 11 3-C" planning process and the development of 

the Transportation System Management (TSM) element of an urbanized area's 
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tra.n$port9.1:iJJn lmf;)r.oY~ment ProgriJOO (TJP), tct.~ntifie,:,~tipn .of potential sites 

sho.yld be an 9fl~t{)jrl:g .~ndeavor .• H(lW·.ev.~r, th~ a~tuil pr·(l£.JramnJing of viable 

Park~and.~P.ool improvem~nt.s or projects should follow an evaluation of 

potenti g] :d~m~nd .~JH:J a cleta.i led a.nalysfs of probable b~n~fit/cost r{it i os of 

prop.os ed f <}.~ i lit i ~s .. 

Th~ ~Loc.u.meAt~d $tudy findings should b·e particularly useful to th~ 

transportation prqfe$.~ipna1 in ac:;comjll i~hin~p 

• M~·rk~t .9r~.~ ~n.f! ly$ i ~ ;p 

• Est i mat i .on of cl.emand, ~nd 

• Analysis of ben~fit/t;Q$t ratios, 

The definition of .a m.grk~t irei is highly contingent upon the local roadway 

or acces& syst~m and the topogr~phy su·rroynding any particular site. 

Knowl@dge of the y;rb~n area. i~ es$.enti.il in d.~fining a. representativ.e 

catchment zon~ or market area for a particular loce9tion. As a general 

guide, bP.seq y~on the Oall~s study findings, the initial .9r~a to be q,efine~d 

for investigatiDn sho.tJld be apprcH<imat.~ly 50 t.Q 100 square miles in size. 

The configuration mo~t easily applied is a circl€! with it$ center located at 

the prqposed sit~L. However, when topography is consioereq, an ellipse or 

even a semicircle ma¥ be mor.e appropria.t.e for a particul.ar location" The 

in it i a 1 IJ1 ark e t are.~ may Q:.e adj ust~d when the amount of informal p<Oo 1 ing is 

taken into account. The 65 to 7Q square mile are~ appears to be 

representative of the more successful Par-k..,.and,..Pool facilities observed in 

the Dallas U!rbanized area. Figt,.tre J6 grap,:hically presents t~h€ reiations.hip 

between the number of existing, or informal, poolers and the defined market 

are9- for the nine g~·ogr.aphic groups lo~a~·~fl within the sty .. qy area. In the 
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absence of additioc~'lal .r:esear:ch '.clat.a, a :market area <t:>f 6'5 to 70 seruare miles 

may be us.e'GI ft:J~r Pa;rk~.a:n-d-Pool faciiiti.es intended to accommodate 100 to 150 

urban comrnute,rs. 

Following th€ definition of a market area, the analyst should 

determine the apf)irO>d::m:ate :pop·td a tion t>r ven i c le owr:u~r sh i p c on t a i :fl e d w i t h i n 

the c a tc bm:en t zane·.. HsiN·g the tot a 1 area of the catchment zone, expressed 

in squa·re miles, the ~,,u.latian density and/orr vehicle ownership density can 

be c ompu te,d. 

Once the pop'u·lat i·on tlens ity or ve::kth:le owner·snip cl:ensity h·as been 

comput.ed, the analyst ·ca,. oitltain pe'r•centa~e r.atto.s frof:T:l eitrne·r Fi:g ure 30 or 

Figure 31 (contai.rle'€1 1n th€ sectiQ'A ti;tled 11Esti;m,ating ·Park-and-·Pool Hem:and; 

Demand Ana lys is 11
). The over.a.ll average of ·pool,e,rs to Jl>Op u l at ion is ab.ou t 

• 07% w he·n. t tl·e market .area falls in t:h-e 50 to 1'0'0 s q,u-are m·i 1 e rang·e. 

However, the more s·uccessJ~T Part- and-.P oo l f.ac i l it i es , .err tho s e w i t h o v -er 

100 commuters, a.p,;p.-e.ar to. h-av'e ·~·eole·;r to p:e:pula:ti;o:r:l rati.,os in the range of 

.15% to .. 24%. 

F o 1 low i 'R·g the select i or1 of the deman~d r·atio to ~P'e us.ed, · m:u 1 tip ly the 

percentag~ ratio :b:Y "t:h:e total p;opiulation .o~r v,ehicLe O'wnershi p contained 

within the market area of the particular site. The product J)rovi des an 

estimate of the _potenti .a 1 demand bas e.d upon the res tfl t s of th:e D a 1 las 

Park-and-Pool stud}l. Jf informal p<>oling is CLtrreAtly occurring at or near 

the site .bei:ng inv;estiga,t.ed, tJ1e an a 1 yst sho·uld compare th;e comp.uted 

estimate to the actual pooling demand. Remember that the computed pooling 

demand represents individtlals or commuters and not the number of vehicles. 

Average or obs·erv,ed vehi.cl:e occupancy rates sho~ld he appli,ed t® the demand 

estimate for conversion t:o the number of vehi-cles or parking ·spaces 

re·quired. 
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Prior to analyses of B/C ratios, an investigation of available land 

should be undertaken. The lack of existing public right-of~way can 

significantly affect the feasibility of a proposed project by substantially 

increasing the implementation cost. For planning purposes, the estimated 

parking or vehicle demand should be multiplied by 450 square feet per 

vehicle to determine the amount of land required. The possibility of future 

expansion should also be considered during the on~site inspection along with 

other design elements (i.e., safety, sight distance, egress and ingress, 

visibility, etc.). 

Following the accomplishment of the above tasks, the analyst may 

undertake the computation of benefit/cost (B/C) ratio ( s) for the proposed 

project(s). A discussion of the B/C analysis is contained as a separate 

section of this report and has been based upon the reduction in vehicle 

miles of travel (VMT) for the various locations investigated. Several 

factors contribute to changes in VMT including: 

• Distance from park-and-pool facility to the final destinations; 

• Distance from commuters' origins to facility; 

• Average vehicle occupancy rates from origin to facility and from 
facility to final destination; and, 

• Typical vehicle occ.upancy rates of commute.rs not participating in. 
·park-and-Pool. 

The necessary data to. determine VMT reduction should, if possible, be 

derived from pooler surveys for a particular area (i.e., Table 39) or from 

generalized information on Park-and-Pool characteristics for an urbanized 

area. It is recommended, however, that a s amp 1 i ng of poo 1 er tr ave 1 

characteristics be undertaken for more accurate B/C computation and project 

comparisons. 
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l'n a;d:d·i':tion to N''MT r·e:duct4:o~n., ;.:other :potential be.n:e;fi'ts are -·highly 

recommend'et1 ·for i·nclu:ston i·n th:e R/C analys·is. ·Hen·e-fits which may he 

inc'l uded are : 

·• Commuter;s·• ;p.arking cos·ts., 

·• Reducti:o·n .;tn the .·need ;for new 'transport·ati on f:ac i 1 i ties., 

... Reductton :in ener;g:y consumptton., 

;• ;p os s ·i:b le ·reduct :i,o·n tn atitfJm:dbi :lee etniss ions , 

'• Posslble ·r:ettuct~ion ·i·'n traff:tc .congestion, an.d, 

• Reduction i·n ;pa·rk4ng :lilema:ntJ .at D•estfn"at:i·on. 

Recog·n·iz·ing tile o'bvi··O.t:.rs advan:ta:ges to roadway ·and •en.ergy e:·ff t.c i··en cy., 

Par-k- and- P oo 1 fac·ilities should always be designed .with possible evolution 

to Park-and-Ride tn mi,nd. If si·te specific studies suggest t'hat express 

trans it service m,:ay b:e warrranted,, deslgn provtstuns -should be made for 

future expansion and incorpo,tatton of f·eat'ur.es to sttp:~p:or t P a;r,k- and-Ride 

o p·e ration. (.Vo'Ohre.e s, 19::81) lf SYC'h :evnlution appears just.ifi<able at a 

particu1.ar site or sites, the transportation analyst may need to ad_just the 

cost/benefit ana·1.}tsis and ·co·tTesponding 8/C -ratios to reflect the net 

benefits and net costs assoc:fated ·wlt'h P·ark-and,.;Rtd:e operatoi.on to suppor--t 

buspooling~ 

Monitoring and Evaluation 

Undotfhtably, the ;plannirng techniques fbr .demand estimatiol:l should and 

wi 11 be reffned as more experience is .g.a ined with formalized Park ... and .. P oo 1 

facilities in major u·rban areas. Fo:r this re.aso·n, a procedure for 

man i torin·g and evaluating Park-·and--Pool activity has been lncarpnrated as ah 

integra 1 part of the planning methodology.. Additiona 1 data o'btained from 
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the monitoring of future pooling activity will aid in the refinement of the 

demand estimation techniques and in the assessment of any proposed 

Park-and-Pool projects. 
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COMMISSION 

"' A. SAM WALDROP. CHAIRMAN 

DEWITT C. GREER 

RAY A. BARNHART 

STATE DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS 
AND PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION 

AUSTIN, TEXAS 78763 

December 8, 1981 

PARK-AND-POOL SURVEY 

ENGINEER-DIRECTOR 

M.G. GOODE 

IN REPLY REFER TO 
FILE NO. 

The Texas Transportation Institute, The Texas A&M University System, is 
conducting a study of parking areas known as Park-and-Pool lots along the 
I-30 freeway corridor. The purpose of this study is to obtain information 
about your use of, and opinions concerning, Park-and-.Pool lots to assist in 
the planning of possible improvements of parking areas adjacent to the 
freeway for use by carpoolers and vanpoolers. 

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

Please complete the attached survey form and return it to us in the 
postage-paid envelope at your earliest possible convenience. We are grateful 
for your participation in this transportation study. 

PLW/jem 
Attachments 
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Sincerely, 

Phillip L. Wilson 
State Planning Engineer, 

Transportation 





PARK-AND-POOL SURVEY 
· Undertaken by the Texas Transportation bwt1:tute, Texas A&M Uniuersity 

in cooperation with the Texas State Department of Higro~ys and Public Transportation 
and the V. S. Department of Transportation, Federal High!.>ay Administration 

Dear Driver: We need your advice! Please complete this survey and return it in the 
postage-paid envelope at your earliest possible convenience. 
We have tried to identify only individuals parked for the purpose of sharing a ride to 
another destination. If you do not travel from this parking area to another location, 
please help us by returning the questionnaire with any comments on the reverse side. 

1. How many persons (including yourself) arrived at this location in this vehicle? --
2. · After leaving your car parked at this location, what was your final destination and 

trip purpose? 
Address, Building or Company: _______ City: _______ Zip: ______ _ 
TRIP Purpose: D Work 0 School 0 Other (Specify) _____ _ 

2.a. How far is it from this location to your destination? Miles:__; and, Minutes: 

3. How many days per week do you travel from this parking area to your destination by: 
D Carpool __ day/wk D Vanpool __ day/wk D Bus __ day/wk 

D Other (Specify' day/wk 

****If you travel by "Bus" or 11 0ther 11
, please skip to Question #8 below**** 

4. If you carpool or vanpool to your final destination in the morning, how many persons 
(including yourself) leave together from this location? 

5. How was your carpool or vanpool formed? 
[] Co-Workers []Classmates [] Friends [] Employer 
[] DFW Rideshare Program []Other (Specify) 

6. In deciding to carpool or vanpool, which one of the following considerations was 
"most" important to yo~ (choose only one)? 

0 Cost of Driving 0 Cost of Parking D Stress of Driving 
D Energy Savings D Other (Specify): 

7. If convenient express bus service was provided from this location to your 
destination, would you prefer to: · 

D Continue Ca rpoo 1 i ng/Vanpoo 1 i ng D Ride the Bus 

8. Does your employer or school provide any incentives for carpools or vanpools? 
D Yes D No 

If YES, what incentives?: --------------------
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9. How far do you travel in the morning to reach this parking area? 

Miles: : and, Minut~s: 
~.,...,..-o---,----,----

9.a. Where does your trip originate? Home City: Zip: 
...,._....,.--,-----~--

10. Before you started using this parking area, how did you normally travel from home to 
your current destination? 

0 Drove Alone D Carpool/Vanpool D Did Not Make Trip 

D Bus 0 Other (Specify): 
-~~-~-------~ 

11. How did the availability of this parking area effect_th.e formati.on of your 
carpool/vanpool or using the bus? · 

D This parking area had no effect on my use of carpool/vanpool/bus. 

0 I would not be using C·arpool/vanpool/bus if this parking area w.as rlot h~re. 

0 This parking was one of sev•eral factors which encoura.ged me to carpoollv~npoolfb,t:Js .• 

12. Oo you save .money by using this :Park-and-:Poo1 location? 
0 Yes If Y·es, •how much do you s.ave? $ 

..,..__...___,......,.~,_ 

p.e r moor:tt:h 

0 No If No, how much d:o you lose? $ _,_..,,....,.,.._~~ cp:er -month 
0 :Not Sure ·0 No D i ffe.ntulc.e 

13. D·o yo-u save ti-me 'by :using t·bis .P,ar,k-.and-.P.ool t:aca.tl•&m? 

0 Y:e:s .If Ve·s, ho-w much do you sa V<e J);e:r d,a~y? mj r:t(Jte·s 
....,.,..,__-~ 

:0 'Ne If ;fl.lo" now much do y;ol!J 1;Qse per da-v? mint:Jtes 
,--.,...-~--.-

':0 Not Sure ;0 JUo ;ffiiffe:nenc,e 

14. Do yau feel ·it ·i·s s;a'fe to le.a·y,e y<ou:r •ca:r :Pa)rk.ed .a•t trbis l.!(lCa't~:on? 

0 Ye·s ~o ~No ·o ~Not S.ure 

15. How -did you first ~;ea,r:n a'l>out ,th·is <Pa·rk-and,..;iP;oo1 t;ocatiten! 
D Fri•ends err 'Relatlves :_0 ENJJti:ced O:the.rs Using Are:a 

:0 Go-Wo•rkers ·or Employer ··o !Rad;to/TV /News.paper 

0 ·nt:h~r ('Sp;eci :fy) ·: 
--------------~--

16. What time did y·ou arri•·v;e .at it'hls ;p:a,rk:i~n:g .:a:rea ·thls ~'m.onmin:g~ 

What time -d:i:d ;you lea,v.e fthd·s ;.paJ\Idng .. a.nea ·t·h·t:-5 ~e¥eni,ng·? 

;17. What is your ··cu~r,en.t o:ccup:ati;on ·fP'leas~e ,Re :-Sp:eciftic)','? 

'1;8". :How mar~;;y yea"rs ·o'f s.cho~o'1 ;have you _,cnmpl:et,ed:-? 

-,---_.,.,..._,...,....;a .m. 

·20. Sex: 0 Male 0 Female Zl. 'Pleas·.e .prov:i,de :comments or {sugg~stions beJow: 

THANK YOU FOR YOU;R ~'C0.0PERATI ON 'l32 



w 
w 

" 

Total No. Vehicles: ------Date of Survey: * Lot Designation: -------­

Lot Location: -------------- Day of Week: -------- Time Observed: 

Observer: Page __ of __ _ 

PARK-AND-POOL SITE INVESTIGATION 
Survey Form 'License Plate Vehicle Type Survey Form License Plate Vehicle Type 

(* - Number) Year I Number Sub-C ·J Std. .1 P_. Up1 Other (* - Number: Year I Number Sub-C I Std. l P.Up lather 
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APPENDIX B 

Remarks and Comments Received in Response to 
Park-and-Pool Survey 

The listings contained herein are the comments provided by the 

respondents to the Par~-and-Pool Survey conducted in the Dallas 

Urbanized Area during December, 1981. Comments received have been 

organized by the individual Park-and-Pool sites surveyed in this 

research effort. Minor modif·ications have been made for the sake of 

c 1 a r i f i c at i o n ; h o w e v e r , an y e d i t o r i a 1 c h an g e s o r m o d i f i cat i on s are 

delineated by parentheses within the text of the comment. Any names, 

addresses and/or phone numbers have been deleted to protect the 

confidentiality of the respondent. 

The following comments were received from Park-and-Pool Site Number 1, 

located at I-30 and Oakland Boulevard, Fort Worth. 

• The bus is a convenience letting the driver fight the traffic. If 
bus fares go up again, I will probably quit riding the bus, unless 
gasoline gets scarce. About 25% of our bus riders quit last year 
when fares went up. 

1 Sporting events in Dallas, or large attendance gatherings, should be 
available by bus from here. Were price reasonable-I•d use it (for) 
Maverick Home Games, Dallas State Fair, Dallas Symphony, Ft. Worth 
Stock Show, Air Shows~ (and) many other. events. 

• At one time we had bus service to work, which we fought to get. 
Forty-five people were required for this service (to be offered) but 
with people being laid off, shifted to other facilities, or 
(different work) shifts, 33 people were left--bus cancelled! 

• We tried to ride the bus but it was inconvenient, took 1-1/2 hours 
longer, undependable, and costly. 

• It (the Park-and-Pool facility) should have easy access on and off 
I-30. 

• Would be most interested in keeping this parking area. 

• r•d rather be working in Ft. Worth. 
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The following comment was received from Park-and-Pool Site Number 2, 

located on the northside of I-30 at Bridge and Woodhaven, Fort Worth. 

• I am presently not a permanent resident of this State or City, but 
will be moving into my home in the City of Arlington at Fiedler Rd. 
& Pioneer p·rf<w. by January, 1982. 

The following comments were received from Park-and-Pool Site Number 3, 

located at J .... Jo and Loop-820; Fort Worth. 

• The carpool saves on gasoline. I also feel more safe riding with 
others and not being alone in the car (since the) crime (rate) is 
awfu 1. 

• (My preference to· co·nt i nue poo 1 ing or riding a convenient bus) 
depends on how much (the bus wo·uld) cost. I feel: the Park-and-Pool 
locations. need good security. I have already had one truck stolen 
and I am sure there have been others. 

• T h i s 1 o c a t i on i s c on v e n i e n t f or a c c e s s t o I -30 but there i s a 
traffic problem; particularly around 5-5:30 p.m. Another entrance 
to I- 30 is needed for east Ft. Worth (perhaps Sandy Lane). Note: I 
am th'e only one in my carpool who received this survey. The others 
were not at work and one drove (alone). 

a This Tot is hard to leave going north; signal lig.ht (is) needed on 
the corner of Brentw:ood & Brentwood .... Stair. There have been several 
accidents at this location. 

• Completion of entry to Loop 820 from I-30 will relieve congestion at 
Handley exit and expedite traffic from I-30 to other areas of City 
of Ft. Worthjj 

a Access to and from the freeway is severely worsened by this location. 
Easy off and on parking locations similar to roadside parks wou 1 d be 
good. 

1 Don • t think buses are the answer to ma-ss transit; especially this 
route. Rapid transit train would be better. One thing is certain, 
since tolls were removed from this highway, traffic has increased 
dramatically. lt is becoming more and more 1 ike Dallas • North 
Central Expressway. If not Mass Transit, we certainly need another 
alternate route. 

• Fede-ral funding should be given to companies that provide carpool 
parking to h'elp promote park & ride facilities. 

• Keep as many {buses) and as fast a bus service as possible. Time 
away from home is valuable. Our bus just started making an out of 
the way pick up in the evening that added 15 min. to our day. 
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• The lot is as safe as any can be. My wheel covers have been stolen 
once and I know of 2 cars that have been stolen; however, that can 
happen in front of your own house. 

• Parking area CL is a "church .. parking lot and, as such, is not 
publicly supported and could not benefit by any type of 
assistance (grant). 

• A few people have lost hub caps and tags on this lot. Police should 
drive through a few times a day to check on cars. 

t We really enjoy riding the bus. I drove for 16 years before I found 
out about the bus. I wore out several cars and lots of tires in the 
last 22 years. 

• Some (form) of (direct) transportation to the Dallas VA hospital 
would be a great service for patients, workers and visitors going to 
see family members confined for treatment. A suggested favorable 
route would be one that could include brief stops in areas to 
include East Ft. Worth-Arlington and Grand Prairie. Presently, 
transportation involves too many transfers. 

• The two people that carpool with me from this location carpool to 
(this lot) from Hurst. This lot is approximately half way for them. 
They work with me and were encouraged to carpool by me. We have 
been doing this for several years and it has worked out very 
satisfactorily. 

t This church has been very generous in letting us park here. When I 
rode (the) bus for a short time, (a) hat was passed to help (pay the 
church for) lot maintenance. Our contributions (were) probably less 
than 1% of actual cost of lot maintenance. Most (poolers at the 
beginning were) government employees transferred to Dallas (from 
Fort Worth) when Regional Office was moved there- 11 Politics." Now I 
guess we are about 40-50% gov. employees. Rest are mostly other 
Dallas workers. 

t Need more locations of this type. 

• I read this (survey) three times before I decided it was not an 
Aggie Joke. 

• We need help! 

The following comments were received from Park-and-Pool Site Number 4, 

located at I-30 and FM-157, Arlington. 

t Paving the Parking Area would be beneficial during bad weather days. 
Using this area is a good deal for commuters and a good use of 1 and 
otherwise not put to use. No difference in money spent (for 
Question #12) refers to fact that vanpool could be "caught" at 
another location. This location mainly saves time. 
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• This area is getting crowded. Parking on dirt or grass is 
necessary, and this can be bad in wet weather. Several people have 
gotten stuck in the mud. A street light on the east side would also 
be helpful. 

• It would be nice to have a complete concrete parking lot, so that I 
would not have to go through the mud on rainy days. 

• This parking lot is very convenient in location. It would be better 
if paved. 

The following comments were received from Park-and-Pool Site Number 5., 

located at I -30 and the 0 ld Turnpike P 1 aza, Arlington. 

• Park & Pool is an ·excellent idea. I wish there would he mor.e 
:parking a,r;eas like this. It would be very helpful if we co·uld hav.e 
a pay p :h orH~ near by the ~at that c.ar or van poo le,rs -can use in 'Case 
of emergency. 

• Mor'e park i:ng is ne·e.ded. I started park i:ng here in Feb·r-u.ary {or some 
8 months ago~ and no:w you hard 1 y ca-n f i:nd a :park ing p 1 ace .. 

• I would l ike to see other Pa~rk ·& Poo 1 1 ocat ions and/or more spaces 
available in this one~ 

t We fe·:e 1 it is an ide.a1 place to meet.; conv:enient and the traffic is 
not half as bad as it was .at SH-360 or Skaggs parking 1 ot whe·re we 
t:la.d heen :me.eting.. I ·fe.el carp,ool ing is for everyo:ne' s best int-erest .. 
(Carpooling) s'htould ':be enco-urag·ed for aTl who have to drive any 1 o·ng 
dis t ant'e fo .. r :{the reaso:ns of) safety, money, energy, .and 1 ast (but 
not least) my c-ar ( ls a) .wrec-k . 

,, The parki·ng lot sih:ou1d be expanded soon. T·he -number of cars 
uti 1 i zing the lot :continua11y grows. A 1 ·so, I feel co.ns iderat i-on 
should be gi!ii"en to securing th-e lot to prevent any stolen autos or 
malicious dama·ge. A sign ·designating lots used for park & ride 
would prevent trucks from using the lot. 

• It would be .better· if there wer-e more {parking) areas available ·near 
mai.n hi-ghways;IInterstat-es. There is much theft of the c.ars 1 eft 
here during the day. 

• I, and trte people that ride (in) our van, ( ar.e) from the Arlington 
area. (We) hav:e wonde.red how much the Arlington po 1 ice p atro·l the 
(parking) area, .and how safe it is to leave our cars so near I-30. 

• Our carpool previously met Randall--Mill .and Collins--getting on I-30 
was much more d-ifficult and took mor-e time. This i·s an i:de.a 1 
location and has made :going to work much more pleas ant for me. 

-, Due to the price of fuel, c arpoo 1 i ng is essential. ·r would be 
wi 11 ing to .. participate tn an effort to provide a cost-s avtng mass 
transit system for the metroplex. 
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1 I think more publication of the advantages of car/vanpooling would 
improve participation. (Recommend) bumper-stickers (which say) 11 I 
JUMPED IN A POOL ... 

• I was thinking about this last week. Good luck! Could_you send me 
the results of this survey? (Name and address omitted) 

• I rode the bus until June 1980. The service just got progressively 
worse--no air, standing room only and buses just not arriving to 
pick us up at night. There is no way I could go back to (riding the 
bus). 

1 The ( av a i 1 ab i 1 i ty of this) lot makes (pooling) work. Buses are a 
pain because they make too many stops (and it) takes too long to get 
where they are going. The time of the trip is as important as the 
distance and the money saved. If I had to leave (or exit from) the 
freeway much further (than I do now), I probably wouldn • t carpool. 
I have used mass transit before and the trains in Chicago are the 
only acceptable way (to go). They are cheap, fast and get you very 
close to your destination. 

• This parking area is very convenient to all riders since we live in 
different areas of Arlington. 

• Would love to see some rapid transit systems developed in the 
metroplex. 

• I would prefer to use convenient express bus service if I had a 
parking space much nearer my home in Arlington, Texas. 

• Need more carpools. I bet 95% of cars on (the) freeways are 
occupied by one person. Need more incentives (for carpools) such as 
tax breaks, or may be even laws, to encourage their use. Mass 
transportation, at least in the metroplex for the next several 
years, is not the answer. 

• Carpoo 1 s are o. k.--but I would prefer an express bus that ran (at) 
sev-eral different times, especially in the afternoon, so I could 
have the option of leaving work early or working late ·without having 
to drive in myself or worrying about other time schedules. 

• Generally like the (parking) space provided. Appreciate the city 
stressing, and helping out, the carpool system-even though 
Dallas-Ft. Worth is in need of a more modern transit system. 

• Cars with less than 3 people should pay a toll charge to enter the 
City of Dallas before 10:00 a.m. (A toll charge) would cut down 
considerably on the parking problem and traffic. We definitely need 
these park & pool areas; without them (more) people would be forced 
to drive into the cities of Ft. Worth and Dallas. 

1 My fellow carpooler (who did have a form to complete) originates her 
drive in east Ft. Worth. She drove alone before I transferred to (my 
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present j:ob and formed this. carpool). She also is a supervisor~ has 
some co lle~lEh and she is 35 yrs. old. 

t T h e a c c e s s i b i l i t y o f t he freeway ( to a-nd from a Park -and-P oo 1 
f ac i 1 i ty) is a m a j Q r f a c tor i n de c i d i n g w her e to p a r k and i· n 
s.treamltning ttile whole tra-ve,l routine. we· need more areas like thi·s! 
(The p,arking area) is starting to get crowded. We need to do 
everything (:lOSS ible to encourage Ride-Sharing. It can really help 
reduce ttcHi~ tra,ffi:c snarls. 

,, If a new c a.l'!'p,ool parki.ng lot is estab-lished~ I would sugge-st (that) 
w-olictng, the area is i:mportant, since man·y have lost their hub-caps!· 

• Expres.s bus se.TV ice from this location w.ould be well received and 
uti. l i .eed to a, great extent • 

,, If carpool'S were t:lQ:t avatlable~ the cast of pre·sent bus. routes is 
p·r·ohibitati~··e, ev~n- wh:e:n: compar·e:d, to- dr:i,v·tng. m,y awn car.. (rravel 
time by bu.s.J W'Qu,ld be 75-100% long,er. I dt> prefer rapid tra,nsit 
1 ike Montreal and Sar1r Franci sea. 

• My van has 12 ri:ders ..... -8 ~lf whom meet at another location. There i's 
no time flexibility wd:tt1 vampoolin.g .• On O·ccasion-- ( 1 ikel once a 
week I would like to ride a bus home later i-f it would drop me off 
by my car. 

• Lets get m·ass transi-t in the metroplex or we w·ill end up like 
Houston. Need· a telephone at the parking a,rea. 

• The me-troplex a:rea. d'e·sp>erately ne·ed:s a m.a·ss transit system~ 
p-articularly as more and. more people move into this area. Parking 
space is a.lr·ea,cf:y at a premium, in th·e downtow.n areas. Even if you 
can aifford (downtown parking}~ it's. extremely difficult ot find. 

•· I'm presu-mtng from the lhte- of q:uestioning, you may be considering 
anoth-er means of transportation for us.. M·y carpool is the cheapest 
means of tra:nsportation. In order for me to even consider another 
alternative- itt wouJd.· h:av:.e to beat my (present) cost and that me an s 
for you to charg·e $1. 00 a day! 

1 Gig ... em! 

The following: comments were recei-ved fr.om: Park-and-Pool Site Number 6~ 

1 ocated at I -30 and SH ... J60 in southwest quadrant~ A;rl i.ngton. 

•- S i nee I am parking on the private lot of the bowltng alley~ it is by. 
the manag.ement'-s g:eod nature tha·t my car tra,sn't been towed away;_ 
there i s a.lways that· fear though. P lea:s.e· put some nice safe lots 
for (carpool) p·arking, purposes.; the-y would; certaJn ly be. used. 

•• This location is not a regular Park &·Ride; it belongs to the 
Bowling_. Alley but they. don't care if we u.se it. 
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• Are intercity trains/trolleys possible in this area? 

The following comments were received from Park-and-Pool Site Number 7, 

located at I-30 and SH-360 in the southeast quadrant, Arlington. 

• It's a good idea to have areas like this for people in bedroom 
communities. Some lots need to be expanded. A (street) 1 ight at 
night would help provide security. 

• At times we could use more space. (Recommend) signs for 
carpool/vanpool use only (and) striped parking spaces, lighting, 
(and a) pay phone. 

The following comments were received from Park-and-Pool Site Number 9, 

located at I-30 and Belt Line Road in northeast quadrant, Grand Prairie. 

1 I enjoy carpooling and appreciate the availability of this parking 
area. 

• Need more parking area. 

1 Enlarge (parking) area--pave part of opposite (side) of street. 

• Please enlarge the parking area. Since I started using this area, 
the (number of) cars parked here has increased tremendously. 

• W o u 1 d 1 i k e t o s e e m o r e p a r k i n g are a s i n c e i t i s us u a 11 y over 
capacity every day. Also, would like (parked cars) spot checked to 
help (improve) security of the cars. 

1 Enlarge parking area at this site. 

• Some days there are no places to park, so I have to park wherever 
there is a spot. I would like to see more spaces available. There 
are a lot of people who park and ride, so it would be nice. There 
are a lot of cars who park on the sides of the street and on the 
hi 11 . 

• Enlarge parking lot (and) furnish minimum (street) lighting, litter 
barrel, (and marked) parking lanes. 

• This area should be better 1 ighted; it took me 4 days to finally pin 
down the exact 1 oc at ion in the dark at 5 : 4 0 a.m. ! S h o u 1 d be 
expanded and paved too--maybe even a message board (signing) would 
be helpful. 

o When I leave this area, I'm not sure that my car is safe. I wish 
someone would be here to look (out) for the car. I (wish) all (of) 
the cars parked here would find somebody (like a security guard) to 
look (out) for the cars and we (would) pay him. 

• A hubcap on my car was bent in an attempt to steal it; (a hubcap) 
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lock prevented it (from) being taken. (I) no longer fee 1 safe in 
parki-ng at t,hi s loc:at i·.on. 

• I fe:el 'J ike this area s:hould be patrolled by the Police Department 
SO O<Ur vrehicl;es will :bie S·afe; we have had a battery stole-n. 
Possi:bly a mo.nt:hly charge for parking (accomparlied with) and I.D. 
sticker fo·r {des i gnat i ng) au thor i z e d v e:h ic le s (w o u 1 d i d en t i f y ) 
u n .au t h .or i z 'e d v e hi c le s and pos s i b le van d a 1 s ( to Po 1 ice) . Some days 
it i$ impos:sfble to fin:d a place to park. 

• Th·ere wi 11 be -a s·erfous auto wreck if some facilities improvements 
are not i;nstitute,d. Sltle·eds are 5'5 mph {on the e'ntrance/ex it ramps) 
and c-Ytting ac~ross traffi·c is normal a-nd ·no one slows down. 
Pedestrian tr;affi·c ts heavy (at Park-and-P:oo1 Site) ·and peop 1 e ·are 
nearly hit ev~ery day. 

• We a 11 would be v:ery interest·ed in som,e express fo·r:m of 
transportat1o'n---rail :or bus--which was re.aso-nab1y convenie:nt a'nd 
fa i r 1 y pr i c;efd • 

• CarJ:lOOl twice a year for (s,easonal) training at La"ke Hubbard. 

The following comments we're received from Park -and·-Pool Site N·umber 11, 

located south of I-30 at Hampton Road and US-80 :BR on northeast corner, 

Dallas. 

• By taking my car and driving to .work frnm my home~ it takes me 55 
minutes in the morning and 1 hour and 15 minutes in the afternoon. 
The difference in time going to (and from) work is due to the fact 
that there is mor·e traffic in the afternoon. This information is 
based on the 55 MPH 1 aw. 

• I do not park & pool. Since I am tn sales, it is necessary for me 
to use my own car for work. 

• It is very nice to have someone who ·cares about our driving and this 
c arpoo 1 has been a lot of help. 

The following comments 'were received from Park-and-Pool Site Number 12, 

located at I-30 and Jim Miller/Samuell, Dallas. 

• I'm glad you put this thing on my car because I wasn't really sure 
if I was parking (at Safeway) legally -or not. 

• This is not a park & pnol location--it is a Safeway parking lot. 

The following comments were received from Park-and-Pool Site Number 13, 

located at I--30 and Loop-12 in southwest q-uadrant~ Dallas. 

• w.ould (like to have) park ·&po-ol (facility) at Gres Phomasson and 
I -30. We a 11 come from Gar 1 and (area) and Rowlett. 
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• I would park-and-pay for (a) more secure parking (area). 

The following comments were received from Park-and-Pool Site Number 14, 

located at I-30 and Belt Line Road in northwest quadrant; Garland. 

• I thought {this) was a K-Mart parking lot. Thanks for the 
information and assuring me my car won•t be towed. Carpooling is a 
valuable asset to the nation and is a habit we must learn to 
perform. 

• I hope this parking area will continue to be made available by 
K-Mart. 

• Thanks for supplying the place. 

• Need some supervision to make sure no one steals (our) cars. 

1 Toll {charges should be placed) on cars with (less than) 3 or 4 
persons~ Mass transit {is needed). 

• Verbal pleads from city, state, and federal (governments), to JOln 
carpools, are plentiful while carpooling is in reality discouraged 
by cities, state, and businesses because nearly all of these 
prohibit carpool parking. My vanpoolers are very grateful to K-Mart 
and deliberately patronize them for permitting our parking. 

• The idea of pooling is great; however, the inconvenience of time 
lost waiting for someone who is late, {and) also coping with the 
special problems of others, is annoying when you are use to driving 
alone. I am certain (that pooling) works better for others than it 
does for me. 

• I wou 1 d 1 ave to see a bus service and a park and pool from the I-30 
& Broadway. location. Though I work at K-Mart, I would use the 
service to go to the downtown area. It would also alleviate the 
disorganized parking mess poolers now create. Many in my immediate 
family would use this bus service to get to and from work. I hope 
to see this service soon1 

1 If Garland Park-N-Ride was anywhere near reasonable, I would 
probably ride the bus. But this is working out great, at the 
moment. 

• It would be nice to have a few lights (turned) on in the parking 
area in the early morning hours. This park & pool situation is a 
1 ife saver and fun too. I hope we get to continue this way •. Thank 
you. 

• Repair I-30 in Rockwall County. 

• Sorry I didn't get this to you earlier. 
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The follo,wing comments were received from Pa,rk-and-Pool Site .Number 16, 

located at .I-30 an:d Belt Line Road i'n the southwest quadrant, Garland. 

• It is very important to us to have a place to park our cars during 
thes-e hours.; o'therw ise we wo u 1 d ·have to s e,e:k .another 1 o cat ion • 
There is a c!Jefi n i te need for .a good parking area near here. 

·• I ·w:o·rk at Kro·ger and the area (of the store's parking lot) by I-30 
or 'Bel tl ine are our designated (employee) parking areas. 

The following commeJlts were received from Park-and-Pool Site Number 17, 

located at I -30 and FM-7'40 in northwest ·quadrant, Rockwe 11 County. 

• All .efforts to retain and e.nh·ance this parking facility, encourag,e 
car/vanpooli.ng, and oth·er mass transit facilities, are priority 
i terns to as·sure the fu t:ur-e :of a .quality life style and pres.erve 
natura 1 res:o•urce.s. 

• I don't fee 1 at this t i m.e questlo:ns #17 thru .20 are ne,cessary to 
answer. (Questions pertaining to occupation, schooling, age and 
s.ex) .. 

The f o 11 ,owing comment was received fr·om Park-aneJ-Poo 1 Site Number 19, 

located north of I-30 -at the intersection of FM-740 and SH-205, Rockwall. 

• I have used Park,& Pool locations in other cities (where) I hav;e 
1 ived. I think they ar·e worthwhile and necessary in en c our aging 
cons,ervation. 

The following comme,nts were 'received from Park-and-Pool Site Number 20, 

1 ocated at I -30 a:r1d SH-205, Rockwe 11 County. 

1 I thought this property was (a) Wal-Mart Parking lot. I was not 
awarre this area was for Park & Ride. Thanks! 

1 The Wal-Mart parking lot is very conveniently located for pe-ople to 
meet to carpo.o 1 to D a 1las, but if we we r e p r e v en ted from p a r k i n g 
h:ere, 'We would have to leave our cars at someone' s home and probably 
park on the street. 

• The on 1 y reason it is more thne consuming to vanpool is because we 
often must wait for the driver and that could also be a fa,ctor with 
(riding th,e bus). Inconvenience is made up by the money saved. If 
it were not for the vanpoo 1, I would be unable to work in Da 11 as. 

• I carpool from Rockwall to Downtown Dallas. I ride with a couple 
from Royce City, Texas. The husband works at the same company I do 
and they pick me up in Rockwa 11. 
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-~--·---~-----------------------------------------------------------------------------

• Please note that my vanpool commutes away from Dallas ·(to 
Greenville). r•m sure this isn•t the norm for Rockwall County. 
Thanks for your interest! Hook •Em! 
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APPEND I X C 

Dallas-Fort Worth Zip Codes 
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Zip Code 
{;a, Number: 

75001 
75007 
/5031 
7~~; 04 Q 

l5041 
7~1042 

l504:3 
75050 
7 ~Hi~~11 
/505:?. 
/~'i060 

}506i 
?5062 
l507t~ 

}5080 
75081 
;~;;iOB 8 

7~iOH9 

?5'1 02 
?510~3 

75126 
75141 
75142 
7~:il49 

?5.150 
7~) 180 

7~~i1 8/ 
l~i~U>l 

75:?02 

ZIP CODE ZONES F~ ~IGINS/O'ESTINATIONS 
Da I I as-Fort Worth Urben I zed Area 

City Zip Code 
Location: Number: 

ADIHSON 7~i2()J 

CAHROLLTOH ?5204 
f ARMERStJI U.E ?5:.?0~i 

GARLANft ] t:'') ')' . .J .... \,0 

Gf'\RLAH [I ?5207 
GARlf"1HD 7~)208 

GARlANO ?5209 
GRAND PRAIRIE 752'11 
GRAND PRAIRIE 75212 
IJRANO PRATRIE 75214 
IRtlJNG 75216 
IRVING 752'17 
IRVlHG l52t8 
f'J ANO ?5i20 
RICHARDSON ?5?21 
ROCKWALL 7~12?2 

ROlJLETT /'5224 
ROYSE CITY 7~il:?5 

BARRY ?5~'26 

CANTON 15227 
FORNEY 75228 
lANCASTER ?5229 
LANCASTER ?5230 
f\E.SGIJITE ?5231 
liESOIJlTE 7~j2~'52 

fiESOUJff ?5234 
rtESOHITE r~i235 

OALLAS CBD 75236 
flAil. AS CBD 75237 
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City 
Location 

.OitLlAS 
DALLAS CBI:t 
DALLAS 
HALl f1S 
~ALLAS CBD 
HALLAS 
DAlLAS 
DALlAS 
DALLAS 
BALL. AS 
DAlLAS 
HALlAS 
DALLAS 
Di~lLAH 

llf~l 1.. AS 
0Ai..lf~5 

.OALl.t~S 

nAti..f:.ls 
&AlL AS CBD 
HALlAS 
DALLAS 
DALLAS 
DAlLAS 
DAlLAS 
DAlLAS 
DALLAS 
DALLAS 
DALLAS 
DALLAS 



Zl'P' CODE: ·zoN&:S:' FOR\, QR;JfGl:NS''/'BESTlNATFfONS 
D:ilil' l'a•s:,-Fo·rtc WQrrlfli' Ur·bifn:l ':Z·ett' A'rea: 

Z:Tp: C'od:&, 
Numt:JeJ\'::· 

?5:d8 
l5 ~2 4;0 
/5:?4+ 
?5:l42 
?52~3 

752.:l(,, 

1 ~)::<AS 
?52!::iO 
?526:1 
l~)iir2 

l ~)26·5 
/5266 
752?0: 
?~)283 

75295 
l5401 
76010· 
76() t 1 

76{)l2 
7b()l3 
)6{1l'4 

7 6·ttl6 
/6(tl? 
}b()18 

7f~tt·l 9 
?6028 
7 6&:~9 

DAti:.. A+, 
n•ttAS 
O#LlA·S 
Dfti.Lt;S 
[i {~ l !. A:.S 
0f11J AS 
I~'Ai. 1. p,s 
fit\L Lr~·S 
:okt L,:\s 
lil'\Lt AS 
DIH LA-S 
BAl.Lt~S 

llrttlt.A:H 
[I A't. t r~S­
HAt.lAS 
IlAf.lt~'S 

G'RE E N:IJ TL L E 
ARt lN'HfON 
ARt l~fHftt.f:. 
M"L lNHlH*·· 
A·R·i:. INt1 ro:t~ 
ARLINGTON 
•lRt HHJ HlH 
t-\Rt lNfJT.ON 
A·Rt I·N&TOtf 
ARL I IH3lCrf1.: 
A-RL IH'{i rON 
BHRLES·HN'' 
EULESs.:. 

Zip Code' 
Number·:· 

Clty 
Loartlon· 

l6050 
?605:i 
}6060 
76063 
76086 
76101 
?610?. 

ltd (j.~ 
7.~ l 04 
/,Sl()5 

16106 
76'1()/ 

l61&8 
761()9 
761l0 
76111 
76"1"12 
76 114· 
76115-· 
761"16 
lb11? 
7611 a 
76119 
76126 
76"133 
76134 
7613/ 
l6140 
l6179 

GRANDVIEW 
HURST 
KEffNEIJALE 
ti"ANSF J E. L D 
Wf t-~ THEHFORD 
FT UOR~H AEIERAl OYNAM1GS 
i~ T IJORTH r:Hll 
Fi Wot<l 11 
FT UORTH 
Fl UiJRlH· 
F f ~{IR'l H 
FT UOKTH 
FT WORTH 
FT tiORltt 
FT UORTH 
1:: T IJORTH 
FT UORTH 
FT UORTH 
FT IHJRfH 
F f UORTit 
F T WO.RlH 
FT UHRTtt 
FT U:ORT H 
FT WORTH 
Ff UORTH 
f'T WORTH 
Ff WOiii"H 
F·T WORTH 
fl WORTH 

l6201 OEifTON 



AODENDIX D 

Transportation Planning Data 

• Sectors 

• Serial Zones 

• Census Tracts 
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1977 SECT<RS CDEa< 6): EMPLOYMENT, POPULATION AND AAEA 
Dallas-Fort Worth I ntens lve Study Area 

"' 
Employ- Popula-

Sector Employ- rnent Popula- tlon Area 
No. ment Density tlon Density (Sq. MI.) 

3L~ 4.:"-' 3HIA 44.?7 i'1 .. 9t.2 

2 3,? ~~ . .; A l., 6 ~1 40 .~./ :.394. :,6 b0.95i. 
:~ 

... l r ~~ 
.• · ,J.: 5.R 116/0 7.68.24 4,:5. ~i06 

4 190 ::-,. 6 ~·48 16.06 :~4 .. 11 4 
5 6553 :?21 .7 411?? 1 ~~91 .. 24 29 .. 558 
b 663b 40:?.4 208B~J 1266. :~o 16.493 
7 1430 :? 2. 7 671 ~~ 'IOA.AB 6?.92? 
8 1 ~-\21 ::~a. 2 '7613 1 ~;-,:;. ·;:p. 4A.'769 
9 364 4.7 ;n36 ·iJ3 1" t ,~ ?7.095 

1() 709 7.1 7809 ;J:,.9~~· 1 0\.i .. 16~· 
11 3140 3.3.? 14936 160. ::'iO 9'3 ~ O~s? 
1 ') ~31 p, 3,.7 :.H90 3?.01 86.180 
13 )1 L~ 35~9 14?.5~ 242.37 !=a8. B 11 
1 4 ~.:it :~.o 45.1 13704 120,.53 113 .. 649 
15 :)/'18 58.5 :35924 36? .. 53 97.745 
16 1811 9'~J it 

I 0 "* 6i->76 359.13 18.589 
17 ? 7R~\J 449 .. 2 795H? 128~ .. A7 61 .999 

18 69:Ph ., 01 t - 1 1 4 -~4 1 7 ?09v.lb 68 ... ~ 1? 
19 :?094 :t~ .I:. c:o·]u 

.I'·' r 95,.if9 61.2R5 
~) (j 17:748 17().:) ;'7H12 371 • ~(i 74.9()4 
?1 [R()~i 34.6 7:,94 91.32 80.972 
22 530 20.0 2545 96.15 26.469 
23 48093 1684.9 61666 21A0 .. 40 28 .. 544 
24 293~9 969 •. ~ 62175 2051 .. 38 30.279 
25 997'1 392.2 38020 149~i. ~i4 25.422 
26 56218 1391.7 93732 2320.40 40.395 
27 1 3175 652.7 49017 2428.16 20.187 
28 34997 44724.6 1005' 1284 .. 3:) 0 .. 782 
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SaetQl" 
No. 

ltll SeCT~$< (t)SQ< 6:1; , , iMPl:OfME~T, 'PQPULAT I:QN AND ' AREA 
' D•f h.,,:S,..f'()rt W<>rt'h tnte~tstv• Stud:y Ar·Ql! 

limp,tQy~ 
.-nt· 

t:,!$3-4 
1000 

6~750 

~5:334. 

/'~12 

'7198 

4?7'0 
.. ::,8.:if 

2l 1 Q''() 

38_J(:)2 
6.5,t,,SB 
t8:'r'2t 
l99()3 
tS!l4.t 
lfH\3() 

5$989 
t:,,09t:•-t 

4\fo60. 

60304 
~5:1 15.3 

11: 5S&.fi 
72~·0 

177.72 
19405 

Emp·loy .... 
m.Qnt · 
D•,nslty 

478.7 
")~ ") 
~ .... ~ .... £..~' 

1396.,5 
l-496.6 

129 .. $ 
980!9 
1:3.4 
79.1 
94, • .7 
82.9 

blb •. 1 
ti94,9 

~ 1 ~·5. 5 
12,~2 ,.8: 
826.3 
~3.92 •. (): 
4tt2.4 
&56.3. 

6978 .. (l 

J5:=ib. b 
3~i94 .l 
:?286 .. 1-J 

S44~i4 .. 5c 

8882 .• 0 
872 .. 2 
651 •. H 
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PopU.I~, .. 
tlon 

44 
3291 

149r~c9 

90652 
733~:7 

48?24 
839;:i 

16910 
1'7'30? 

54-JH() 
11219·4 
98474 
6.95A4 

100922 
949·11: 

10,078;/) 

t 7&l86H 
22852 
49784 
83846 
4lt8:~ 

JYH 
l07t 

3~.i6'-l'~ 

floput.a• 
tfon 
Oensl,ty 

7 3. l B 
31 3~~. )b 

2076.56 
1212~1/ 

662.64 
99 .. 71 

4:?8. 26 
4fr9 ., 8b 

1 /4/. J8 
')"'',!; .-.· .. 
•.. '~) ~ '' • ;,• • .J 

3 ::>31 •• ~s 
4641 .49 
4196.16 
19/4.5.<) 
2628 .. 5f) 
2596.45 
1218.07 

3022. Ht 
29t .. :.:q 

1321.20 
1801.74 
2436.04 

Area 
CSq~ MI.) 

?R .. 940 
44.9?{) 

84 .l9{:r 
58.?56 
4~). 071 
!i5 • ].8 :5 
J1 • 21 (} 
!\~i .. 119 
30.47:-i 
14. 9.·8~~ 
?4"085 
48.068 
:3.8. 343 
68.889 
18.761 
13. Ya] 
'16 .7;"8 
13. 6)4 

1 • ;.~66 
0 •. 811 

1 9. 8.03 
29 .. 7?2 



-~--~--~-------------~~~~~--~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-. 

1977 SERIAL ZONES: EMPLOYMENT, POPULATION AND AREA 
D81 l8s-Fort Worth I ntenslve Study Are8 

0 Employ• 
Popula• 

Popula-
Serial Sector Employ- mellt tlon Area 
Zones No. ment Density tlon Density (Sq. M·l • .) 

0 

4'tB '")C 
r~ ~J 

~.:· 

·' 4 '; 7 
• :' J ·= .I 4.?7 1 • 170"?8 

~ti)(; '?~; ;: 1 b :~," ~_) {i 1 6 14.?4 1 • 12.34 4 
~. (! i 18 0 o.oo ~~.4 9 -~lli.55 1 .7~~~.S44 

~·0!. 18 3 '1 Jc-
A~ .. tt .J ,f 1()5 96.28 1.09062 

~03 18 0 0.00 1 ~~ 5 .. 40 2.22094 
~i07 25 203 :?34.01 1b24 1872.0!:i 0.86750 
50R 25 404 188.77 3:?71 1 ::i28. J9 2.14016 
~09 

,.,. &.-
L- ,_1- 40 29.6(; 7 ~l4 S?/.74 l p.:5514l 

510 2~ 23 24.43 13Y -, 4? .lf;5 0.94141 
511 2~i 19 1.4.75 87 .~7. 53 1 .28828 
:-i12 r) c.· ,_ ... J 39 32~08 114 rL5 .. l8 1 if :{1 ~ib2 
~13 18 6()1 :so9.87 324~; 'iil/3.08 1 • 9:~\153 
~d 4 1H 68 13)'.:12 1::\60 2 7~i4. 43 0.49~37~ 
~i 1 s 1 A 1330 1256.38 60fP' '57~)0 .. 08 1 .. O!=i859 
~.1 f, 1 8 :~,o 1 /50.91 5:?5 7A6.89 0.66?19 
S17 1 fl 0 0.00 4 ''i 

·~- 83.95 (). 500:31 
51R 18 B~-iA 1 S5i;. :~6 8.'52 1512 .. 73 0.~5000 
Sl9 18 90 167r44 1 ~=~ 2?,.91 0. !137~i0 
r: '} ~-
.J; H 18 89 4~,. s:~ 1.-, •.. ·b. t R 1 .. 94187 
5?1 18 

. ~ r.. ... , ~ 

·'·' ,• 0 
47:,9 .. :\",7 0 () ~ ti() 0.7~453 

522 1R 4610 ~14:1.24 64h .i;91 .. 02 0.93484 
~~:~ 1 p, 94 1?9.18 1304 1i92.05 0.72766 

63.4 f81 0.'62 
·-0- .. 

0.00 5'!4 1 H 0. :;\~·016 
525 25 166 379.84 131 3 300~.36 0 .. 43703 
526 25 229 339.42 352 521.72 0.67469 
527 '} t:: 

L.,_l 229 3'39.42 9'')" .t_l 1373 .. 97 0 .. 67469 
528 '}.: 

L • .] 44~3 312.28 40.76 2873.27 1 .. 41859 
5?.9 25 E;' L':'7 .., ... , 525.78 468/ 4424 .. 31 1 .. 059:37 
~~30 .rll;; 

.. ~.d 29 32.07 1083 1203.04 0.90437 
~i~~ l ').:.· 

~.~ • . J 1 8 8.58 j:p ~~9. 07 2.09875 
!)32 18 32 45.89 23?6 ~3407.21 0.69734 
~J33 18 241 404. s:3 l52} 25b5.0~ 0. ~i9S3l 
534 1 B t 3 ., 189.08 1531 ~~209. 83 o •. :)9281 
535 18 921 137~~ .. 5::j 2147 3208.97 0.6b906 
536 16 138 ?10.44 7 ~55 11~.,0.80 o .. 6s5;•a 
537 18 2086 2552;.66 9 11 • 01 0.8t7t9 
538 18 6747 9001.63 0 0.00 0.74953 
539 18 1 ~-} 1 1 1847.96 ~ ~)rt: 

I •. :.·-' .J 1534.87 0.8176t) 
541 ')C 

L"'-1 i395 ~~711 .. 21 1 (.)b (} :?O.:SO. 1 ~'5 0. 514 ~i3 
542 25 1102 L570.27 1"]') l 

'OJ, ..:. .q 4630.~i8 0.80422 
c ....... 
... r~j 

'}t:' 
i.. ·-' 1369 1 36 l • l :~ 36?:'5 36~}1. 89 J • 005?8 

544 'j&.' .. _.] 566 7 ?~, • . -,4 ~h1~4 4183.56 0 .. 7~~0()0 
545 25 1720 2632.86 21 ~i8 :.3303 .. 32 0. 6~.i3;!8 
546 ") c:· 

·~--' 300 483.87. 9 14.52 0.62000 
547 '}J:: 

t..-..1 750 480.77 441v 2826.92 1. 56000 
348 rp; .(_._, 1 n:s 111.14 11.:)~·4 992.73 1. 06172 

157 



Serlal 
Zones 

'551 

552 
553 

555 
561 
562 
563 
564 
565 
566 
567 
56H 
S69 
570 
571 

C""''C 
.J,'.j 

5.77 
S7R 
579 
580 
581 
58:2 
583 
584 
'585 
~i93 

~·94 
~i95 

596 
597 
598 

599 
600 
601 
602 
603 
604 
605 
610 
613 
614 

1977 S'ERIAl ZO~ES: EMPLOYMEHT, POPULATION AND AREA 

Sec tot 
No~ 

1 !;.• " 

18 
18 
18 
18 
18 
18 
18 
18 
1:8 
18 
18 
18 
18 
18 
18 
lH 
1B 
18 
18 
18 
lfl 
18 
lS 
l8 
'1'8 
1'8 
18 
18 

.18 
18 
16 
18 
18 
lB 
18 
18 
18 
1~ 

HI 
18 
18 
2'5 

Oat las-Fort Worth I nt$n~J ve Stud.y Area 

Employ­
ment 

6/<!1 

1 Jt.)9 
1202 
l982 

- 645 
·17i2 
$2·0'5 

H>O 

618 
23.2"1 

1214 
556 

469 
bit 

?H 
?·fi? 

904 
·b4l 

814 
?5:3 

1051 
:661 
544 
740 
!':i'55 
184 

25 
102 

1'0'49 

1362 
766 
401 
5;·91 

322 
1H7~i 

4~57 

0 
1?6 
/64 
43 

Employ'­
ment 
Oen~Jty 

6h.L h.~ 

991.56 
1 ~57:.3. 71 
2594 .. 03 
1l16.?8 
3818 .. A5 
62:~8 .• 44 

124.93 
7~50.91 

643.65 
197?. 9:5 
5378. ~-1 2 
2714.74 
567 .. 89 

8/t o. 78 
~i29. 3·0 

1576.47 
53.8 -~ 3:3 

2421.?1 

31? .?:\) 

1734 .. 29 
A-40./} 

88~?. :~1 

1 t/7 2. 05 
76:3.89 
835.52 

·1074.90 
1 989,. 92 

t :37. 4·6. 
30.48 
79 il '() 

886.05 
199.7 .• 89 
14·4<1.9'9 

345 .. 3·6 
493 .• 59 
62.60 

306. t.i 
Jl80 .. 72 
~)81.82 

0.00 
159.05 
3~l.68 

50.4."5 

158 

P:opuliit­
'tlon 

316 

.. ~.48 
?7~i9 

4061 

2511 
0 
(} 

415 
4?35 
:~481 

6:.~96 

4691 
694 

17() 

76.t.8 
0 

499!) 
1 a;>t 

4A 

:;4,40 

JY48 
4000 
6.1 ~9 
5415 

331.!9 
138.7 

0 
4?:33 
1994 

53·6 

1912 
329 

6()'37 

6614 

13?1 
0 

1 2 
12 

/89 
~)55 

!~iH1 

PopuJ.a ... 
tlon 
Density 

311.09 
4 Oc. 6" 3 '7 
:31 ~~,;;. l 4 

~:+,t ~i. 01 

434~i.7() 

0. (i(! 
o.oo 

518.45 

:t,6?71.45 
54~=;o. 65 
4111.16 
t.5ti 1 .. 92 
;)711 "59 
:~71 .,:'>j 

r. ~· •. A 

V .t.JV 

4401) •. 88 
/-901. )7 

J(lB 7:? 

~146.?5 

4'9~\8 ./4 
4686 .• 93 
685?.22 
h2':57 .• 85 
5174.:37 
?014 "71 

0.00 
~~ 1.~.2 .• 2./' 

2 4JO. ~7 8 
41 5 • /1 !':.i 

2746.84 
2804 .. 68 
622.?7 

5179,41 
5523~BY 

1 2 ~-iB • 1 o 
0.00 
10~48 

19.0() 
71J.o·.-~ 

292.11 
bH 1 • -4 (1 

Area 
(Sq. MI.) 

1. 01578 
1.11844 
0.8?500 
0.?6406 
o.~il7H1 

0. 46406 
0.5137'5 
0.8004'7 
0.819~~'3 

0 .. 96016 
1 •. 1 r~44 
1 .. 18969 
0.4471Y 
0.97906 
0. 457R1 
1 • (;1266 
0.~9?50 

1 .. 1 ~~ ~(i(; 

() .• 6 ?.?.b. 6 
tL'i4427. 
0.6515A 

0.796~~5 

0. 85~~44 
0.896?2 
0 .. 865:31 
0.·65109 
v~.SB94ll 

0.?.7891 

0.820:31 
1 • 28953 

1.1839l 
0 .. 681?2 
0.-52828 
1 • 161 ()9 
1.19/3ll 

1 • \;5000 
0.49~)94 

1 .. l44~i3 

0.63156 
1 .. 1-oo~ib 
1. 90000 
0 -~ 8 ~:, ~~ /,) 6 



1977 SERIAL ZONES: EMPLOYMENT, POPULATION AND AREA 
Dal las-Fort Worth Intensive Study A tee 

Employ-
Popula-

Popule-
~'") Serial Sector Employ- ment tlon Area 

Zones No. mant Density tlon Density ·(Sq. MI.) 

:::;. 
615 18 y 1]. ~,4 94ti 1 H ·~ ll • i ;.- 0. ~~i l )9 / 
616 18 ,~.;] 44.01 l (}ijl / /I \J" ~t .~ 1 .. ~.:n !iv 
A17 lk 86 B~i.(iJ /Y~ ;~111.:\7 1. 04844 
618 18 456 456.64 1506 1508.12 0.9<7'859 
619 18 85 88.03 1627 1684.92 0.96562 
620 18 t24 113.97 986 906. :::8 1. 08797 
621 18 6 8.62 ")') 

.(..L 31.~19 0 .. 69641 
62? 18 643 549.4~, 3 2.56 1.17031 
623 18 0 0.00 28 23.96 1.16844 
624 t 8 0 0.00 3 6.44 0.4b~j94 

1006 40 567 ~25.92 516 387.61 t .. :~:3t25 
1007 40 4 3. 1 2 0 0.00 1.28109 
1008 40 128 4~)5. 56 13 43. 2~~ (),.300?8 
1010 40 177. 195.48 48 ~j:;_ () 1 0.90547 
1023 40 1:~2 ~i5 ,;32 1028 4~~0 .. 86 2.38594 
1024 4() 15~i 114 ... "50 ;!705 19Y4.70 t .. ::i5609 
1(};~~i 40 69 87.69 t601 2034.63 O .. i868/ 
i0?6 40 !~jO ~'" .. 5:? 

'1 • .... (. .. 19 1~36922 
1027 4t'> 7 .~:i 6 ~)8 "4:~ !".ifl 1 498 .. 11 1 .. 16641 
1 O~iB 40 11;.' .I )4 .. 4 ~i -~ 4 .. f:R 0 .. 614:37 
., 0~?9 4(: C'01 ;?()55 .. 19 0 (). fH} 0.~8437 
i030 40 7R 103.~i(j ,, } .. 'iB 0. 7~C~59 
1045 40 24 :?2 .. 56 603 ~.::-.t.., {\) 1,.01;406 
H)46 40 ;~5:? :;74.46 41:i/ t.1~9.9b 0. t;?~H/7 

1047 40 14fi7 :il ~j[ .. 04 .. ~2~i58 ~j? i'ti. ~;~:, O .. bll63 
1048 40 616 835.08 5996 8128.45 0.73766 
1049 40 492 934.36 1986 3771.63 0.52656 
1050 40 834 918.22 6333 6972.51 0.90828 
1 (J5 t 40 837 1928.99 2929 6750.31 0.43391 

,·, 1()52 40 366 :39?.29 43:~9 4709 .. 91 0.,92125 
1053 40 646 9;59.8~i 5:::i62 809:~. 02 0 "687:34 
1054 4() 20St. 1452.08 847 589 .. 60 1.43A56 
iO~.t~i 40 (; 0,.00 () 0.00 0 .. 16031 
1 o~io 40 667 100l.74 0 0.00 0.66187 
1094 8 0 0.00 97 6().39 1. 60625 
1096 33 213 197 .. 22 661 612.04 1.08000 
1097 33 15 21.62 307 442.52 0.69375 
1098 33 0 0.00 25 62.22 0 .. 45000 
1099 33 0 0.00 .43 22 .. 93 1. 87500 
1100 33 {) 0.00 21? 188 .. /.1 l "l~i297 
11 01 33 (; o.oo 498 444 .. :~3 1.12078 
1112 33 0 0.00 4? ") :t 'i "7 

'- •J •:!... I 2.01953 
1113 33 c.-.., 3.82 53 40.50 .1 .. 30859 
1114 J~~ 0 0 .. 00 78 ~. 7. 98 1 •. :-.\4531 
11 ?3 33 0 o.oo zi3 1'2 It 6;3 0 .. 72969 
1 1 :?4 :r3 0. "~; 1 j 9 76.96 1.54!)78 

159. 

--~------------------------------------------------------------------------------------



Serle I 
Zones 

11 ?~· 
11 /6 
11 ~~b 

1147 
l148 
11 ~R 

11 ~~9 
l 11;() 

1161 
1162 

1163 
1164 
1173 
1174 

1115 
1 l76 
1177 

1178 
11 79 

1180 
1181 

1182 
1183 
1192 
1193 

1194 
1195 

1196 
1197 

; 1 ~H 
1199 
l :100 
: ;•nA 
1 i()9 

1 21 0 
1211 
1212 
1213 
1 ~q 4 
1215 
1224 
1225 
1226 
1227 
1228 
1229 

1977 S~lAl ZONES: a-PLOYMENT ,. POPULAT lON AND AA£A 
Old 'llls....'FOr-t. Worth Jnt·e:ns:lve St:udy Area 

Sect<>r 
Mo. 

33 
33 
~:~ 

:~3 

:r; 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
3~ 

33 
3.3 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
3:~ 

33 
3:~ 

3~ 
:~ .\ 

:-;;3 

.n 
-~3 
... "l 
-~ ·-· 
33 
33 
33 
33 
34 
34 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 

Emp·loy­
·ment 

t) 

(; 

504 
85 
12 
10 

2 

77 
178 
293 

82 .. , 
!(.. 

1 ~~ 
28 
47 

175 
·-~ 

12 
159 
bOl 
169 
317 

29 
(j 

0 

612 
440 
5J.o 
536 

42 
174 

1 1 
0 

769 
185 
199 

25 
204 

21 

EMploy­
ment 
[}enslty 

o.oo 
0; (;0 

;.18. ;~9 

191.42 
!~; 1 • 3~ 

L:~t.:Ln9 

17!::;3.04 
1(;2.06. 

7 .. 19 
3.98 
2.44 
0. 5~j 

23?.l2 
2:39. (l~3 
~l08. 52 
50P.. o:.J 

:) • 98 
23.38 
16.26 

252.35 
27:L 17 

4. 14 
-~ ri..,. 
1,\).j 

5~i~L 92 
54~5.79 

313.72 
21 .Ott 

1Lf10 

Jt:-•• /t) 
0. (,(; 

i. 90 
n:lt . 1 ::s 
488.63 
4-48.20 
634.6? 
25.48 

114.3:3 
3~'). 61 

o.oo 
t534.16 
369.42 
252.70 
4~.37 

27:3.48 
21 • 1 3 

160 

Popula­
tion 

2 7? 

)Oid 
?llH 
19BO 

1161 
1359 

256 
1~0 

678 
~~i73 

5:385 
~il13 

1 .... 

940 
111 
345 

25 
794 

74 
3 ., t 

1971 
5109 
1692 
3481:. 
B15 

c··· .1.1 

1 ) 

.~Y(16 

4396 
4049 
1828 

:5.64 
931 

1179 
0 

2.319 
2l50 
4056 

6 
2940 
2044 

Pop.ula.;. 
tlon 
Density 

~i·. 60 
19 .:. •• H6 

)6:)9.89 

1?Rt;.89 
:;; ? 1-_,(). ()P, 

1:7? i.. 1;: 
1394.07 

814 .. 76 
101.9? 
158.66 
371 .. 51 

1769.03 
'7231. 22 
538].88 

18.59 
1399.40 

199 .. 61 
200.3:.3 
134 .. 23 

1231! .. 41 
107.09 
182.30 

5188.9ti 
4708 .. 76 
5444.:34 
:,449.88 

::fer:?., 73 
~i9 _ 4R 

:~.{;. Ot 

·u.:L 1 k 
~028.10 

4881.90 
3424. 1 0 
216-4 .. 51 
220.82 
611 • 7!:i 

381~.69 

0.00 
4b2b.43 
5491.42 
5150.48 

10.65 
:3941 .. 3~j 
205h.86 

Area 
csq. MI.> 

4.9H/03 
1.181?5 
v .. 7?4H4 
o.:::d?1¥ 

i.53B59 

\;.28750 

0.83281 
1 • ?-.679? 
2.!:i106?. 
0.81937 
1 • 82~i00 

0.~~2391 

0.74469 
0. 94'169" 
(j .16141 
0.6717? 
o. ~i:~io09 
1 .l2 219 

0 .. 18625 
(i.,; 6.tlQ6:~ 

v.724B.ii 
1 .. 70594 
(). ~~7984 
l • 08500 
o.;;to7P. 
1 .. 01047 

1. ;575(!0 
(i .. 9 :i 4 f\ 9 

o. !;d90f! 
0.9~)it/ 

1. (;~4\i~. 

0.96969 
0 .. 90047 
1 • l82SO 
0. 84-4~i:\ 
l. 64844 
1.52187 
().30891 
0 .. 18500 
(j. 5·0 1 2 5 
0.500l8 
0.78750 
() .56~544 
0.?45<14 
·o. '99:37~ 

.~ 



1977 SERIAL ZONES: EMPLOYMENT, POPULATION AND AREA 
Da lias-Fort Worth IntensIve Study Area 

Employ- Popula-
0> Serial Sector Employ- ment Popula- tfon Area 

Zones No. ment Density tlon Density (Sq. MI.) 

0 1 2~' 9 ~-~ t.J (j. \!~) /~)6 1339.58 O.!::r/703 

1240 .\.3 I;(! 81 • i :-;., .. 4.06 (_; • ; 13 9 5 .~~ 

1:? 41 33 1 8 1 4 p 6 ~i :·~ ~;..· ? ;J 9 8 .. b(i 1 .. 2 ~~ 9 Ob 
1242 :~4 7!:· ,J 13:/.j3 )409 4 ._. ~ ·-;- '17 ,.· L1-.! "J(·' 0.:)6?19 

1/43 :\4 70 49.49 1¥14 1 353. 2!=; l .. 41~~i7 

1/44 34 42 26.41 3J4 203~l::i l.~901A 

1245 8 0 opoo 117 11 4 ~ 1 ~- 1 • o:?SOO 

1246 B 0 (). (.){; 16 :~o .. 48 0. ~i/:-:1110 

1247 a 0 0 .. 0(; ~i90 ..-,ll'? .. 70 1 • 41 2 ~~,(! 
1/48 40 1214 !504. 03 4';'16 197. o:'i 2 .. 40B!cr9 

1249 40 J6f> 384 .. 9!1 679 '714. 15 0.950/fi 
1 ~:~(i 4(; 21 :?9 ~300~1. 22 3592 5066.96 0.:70891 
l ;J ~·1 40 1959 2529.27 3913 5052.09 0.77453 
1252 40 1915 3417.74 2387 4260.12 0.560:~1 

1253 40 81!1 1919.0/l /.lRl 513~.~14 0.42469 
1254 40 ·ro48 2006.:J4 3:301 6:~19 .. 59 o.~i22~H 

1255 40 A42 1068.57 2985 3?88.2:? 0.7879? 

1256 .40 19~j9 .. 33::~2. 9H 2S6~ .• 4:~50" 91 0.589~3 

1 :?~t? 40 1 08.~ 1626.:~8 2245 :.H/1.19 0.66594 
L-~58 1lO 625 9:~5 .. 02 4951 7406.83 0. 6.~844 
12!",ljl 40 641 ?03.79 4572 5019.87 0.91078 
1260 40 4879 2594.57 1797 689 ... 72 1 • 88047 
1266 40 -7 r:. 

~ .! 50.:31 482 323.35 ·1 .. 4'1062 

1267 40 91 ?2.71 158~~ 1264.02 1 • 251 ~6 
1268 40 331 340. ~36 :5709 :.~5 13 "88 6. 972~l(i 
1269 40 28:3 290.~30 6.~50 6821.61 0.974S4 
1/.70 40 •j 164 18?9.31 ~;;;·os ~i986 .. 68 0 .. 619.:17 
1271 40 1 '7 ?t:; I L ._.f 2266.94 :!.492 -4:i89 ~08 0.7601f4 

1:?72 40 84'1 1210.89 ~~s :?o .4t ~·2 .. 28 0. 694:.:•. 
1):6·:;; aq (; 470 )74.10 1 311 ?f.4~:-i7 1.'7i4t-.Y 

12/6 40. 8HB 1:.99 -·04 94 /4,.()() 1,. 2?\L:'Il 

1 ·;t77 40 78 38. ~.:i(j H3f.9 9?2. Al :).02578 
!?78 40 397 299.98 5470 4133.18 1 • 3:-!3·~4 
1 ~) 79 40 415 ;~82. 25 3293 ::>239 .. 66 1.47031 

1?80 40 9~~ 112.b4 550 666 .. 16· 0.8;15Ai 
1281 40 . 21 12.95 74 45 .. 63 1.62187 
1282 39 13 23.82 864 1S83.05 0.54578 
1283 39 48 51. 9'i 9 9.73 0.92453 
l2R4 .tlO 21 18.89 19 17.09 1 .. 111 7~ 
1/f;5 39 85 76.-4() 1849 lbt-'2.02 1. 1 1 ? ~-,o 

1286 40 :.:}2:3 l4~i.P. 78 3!';1. 20 2.?l~b;~ 

1287 39 6 9 7 -•. 6 9.70 0.61828 
1288 39 516 524.9 0 0.00 0.98297 
1289 JlO r,r 

l• .. l 20 .. 6 13 10.71 l. ?1406 
1290 39 58 73.3 0 0.0() 0.791~i6 

16J 



Serial 
Zones 

1300 
1301 

1302 

1303 

1 ~'04 
13()5 

l ~~Oh 

1 :!07 
l3l3 
LHJl 
13l5 
l-'16 
t:H7 
1318 
1Jl9 
1 :~:~a 
1339 

1,340 
1341 

1352 
1353 
1 :5S4 
1368 
1369 
1370 
1523 
1524 
1525 
1 ~i26 
1534 

1535 

l::i4J 
1544 
1545 
1557 
1558 
1559 
i ;=-j60 
1561 
1562 
1574 
1 ~·75 
1576 
1577 

1977 SERIAL ZONES: EMPLOYMENT, POPULATION AND AREA 

Sector 
No. 

:H' 
39 
3Y 
39 
39 

39 
39 
39 
39 
39 
39 
39 
~~9 

39 
:iiV 

39 
39 
39 
39 
39 
39 
39 
39 
39 
34 
34 
34 
34 
34 
34 
~4 

.54 
34 
34 
34 
34 

34 
34 
34 
34 
34 

34 
34 

Dallas-Fort Worth Intensive Study' Area 

Emplor­
ment 

95 

1209 
1:314 
10()2 

<.:;"' • Q.!") 

409 
118 

279 
268 

8501 
1250 

426 
1360 

433 
324 

Cit:'" 
J .. ) 

8 

r:-, 
Jl 

169 

79 
4 
5 

tO 
0 

12 
0 

1·48-4 

~!o 

3() 
0 

165 
9 
5 
5 

1 0 
5 

156 

982 
HO 

26~1 

~mploy­
ment 
Dens lty 

18-4.? 

168ft.() 

1865,.9 
924.6 
a:::is. a 
284.5 
210.6 
529.5 
442 .. ~· 

261.8 
348.1 

1 06l2 .1 
1758.2 

3:31 • 9 
l4l0.0 

490.7 
419.8 

3?..7 
6.5 

279.3 
20.1 
49 .. 0 

147.9 
37 .. 8 
13.9 

6 .. 1 
14.9 

(). () 

7,. 4 
.o.o 

~1:53. b 

l -4 .. 0 
o.o 

590.9 

12.8 
7 .. 8 

t 1 • 6 
4,. 1 

187.8 
1208.2 

162.8 
120.2 

162 

Popula-­
tion 

945 

4~3~i 

l4Rl 

2?17 
4 ::,t (i 

172() 
9 

l~iv9 

54()9 
3~311 

2512 
410 

() 

:·)64 
1 :.,.64 
4479 
31 41 
2201 

34 
46?1 

9 
12 

1419 
2805 

299 
9B5 

42 
1 ~.a 

~~38 

143 

?OY 
51 
68 

139 
7? 

57 
11 9 

62 
5137 
~i963 
1 :1, 1 f) 

93fl 

Popula­
tion 
Density 

:-Jv67.71 
3148 .. 17 
4161.H1 
24~i(j. 24 

16~06 

1 003 .. 7 (; 

61~55 .. 70 
J lQ?. I 0 
:3262 .. 34 
~;14.?1 

o.oo 
283.58 

1474 .. 35 
5075.35 
40.~9.31 

1547 .. 28 
2/w{j(} 

4849 .. 05 
~j .. 16 

10.31 
1241 .. 50 
1342.11 
10-41.?0 
1196 .. 66 

62.66 
11 L3Y 
1 ~.i1 • ;,o 
1;·H.A? 
8o.:n 
Yv.ti4 
23.?4 
48~7t 

497 .. 82 
198 .. 39 

0 .. 00 
88.98 

138. 1 0 

6184.50 
7 3:5t.. ?b 
)IJ,L,o,.b? 

.. ~~() ... -;7 

Area 
CSq. Ml~) 

H. ~i14 ~n 

n. H 1 ~~ 1 6 

0 .. 71~/5 

1 .. (183}~. 
1 • O~i~'iOo 
1 "4 :3 7 ~:,(j 
0. ~~ib () 31 
i .. 50344 
0.881~h 

, .. ····o .. , .. v. /, o~·,n 
(},.71094 

1 • 28;359 
0.92516 
o. 882~10 
0.7?187 
1.42)~() 

1 .. ?3187 
0. 9b:32H 

i.742Fn 
1.'16:544 
1.14297 
2.0S'OOO 
0.28703 
0 .. 8)312 
0.67031 
1 ~ 3 :;3 :=,9 
1 • 63 2~r0 

t~B10'i4 

"1.?8016 
ZMJOv/ti 
2.14844 
1 • ~~yf.-.09 
0. :~~79 ~)2 
0 ~ ,38812 
() .. 39063 
O.f.40A.~ 

0.861/2 
1 • :? 3 1 4 1 

0.83062 
0.81281 
0.491~>~ 

:~.17953 



1977 SERIAL ZONES: EMPLOYMENT, POPULATION AND AREA 
Oa I I as-Fort Worth I ntenslve Study Area 

~ 
Employ- Popula-

Serial Sector Employ- ment Popula- tlon Area 

Zones No. ment Dens lty tlon Density .(Sq. Ml ~) 

0 
1 ~J 78 :\ 4 "77 :=i~.o 54 :'B, ~-4 1 .. 40109 

1 !Hib :?.4 1 .~::, 4."~8 .. 2 1 ·~· 1.1 -4/~r •. ~!) () .. .37 .~!)t; 
•! I 

1589 -~· .q t•,? :=. /8b/.4 :?49 114~·~ •. :;: 0.)1/9/ 

1590 :,4 ~) l'-1 s:-ii .. 9 3/6 617.18 0.6092? 

1591 --;:. ll 600 5~:i7·,. 9 ;~o 18,60 1 .. 0?547 
.. _ . .,. 

1 ~J92 ~~ 4 .. :. ! 1}. 1 2:' H> .. b4 2.1hl(ll 

1 ~i99 34 H9 1 :):~. ) ? 1 l ; .. ! ~· ?4 }7 .. 1 7i o. ?·1 ''ii4 

1600 ~4 56~ 502 .. 64 4f .. 'd 411/ .. ~H 1 • 1 3 ?{; 

1 bO 1 j4 48 3? .~i3 :)7~i(; ?l)b~::i6 1 .. 2l9l 

11,02 34 20 1b.6:2 79 o!='i .. 6~ 1 • 2034 

1603 34 4'--•. J 22.53 "l6 38.05 1 .. 9977. 

1 612. 34 0 o.oo 11 22 .. 4~) 0 .490.'r 

l b 13 34 18 46.66 900 23:.3? .. 9 :~ 0. ~~8~!8 

1623 34 0 0.00 11 21 • 78 0 .50~·? 

1 62.4 34 5 15 .. 15 52 157.58 0.3300 
'~ 1625 :34 0 0 .. 00 85 125.96 0.6?48 

1 b ~)6 34 0 0.00 34 25.07 1 • 3561 

1 627 34 0 0.()0 21 25.15 0.8348 

1 t.28 :.~4 () 0.00 73 40.46 1.8042 

1637 34 169 340.?7 624 12~i8 .22 0.4959 

1638 34 1 1 7. 3~~ 192 127.91 1. 5011 

1639 34 0 o.oo 1 2 10.67 1 .. 1250 

1640 34 0 0"00 9 :~; .. ?8 ? .:Hva 
1 648 34 194 ;.:>30.8~1 }~a04 29/9.29 0 .. 8405 

1649 ;1-4 lll 160.26 3279 J() 7 :~ .(i 1 1 • o6lv 

i t-.~o 34 1 0. ~i2 'i.~4 499.7? 1~9289 

"lf-.~9 34 26 17 .. (l6 ?98 523.71 1,. Sl~~i 

1Ai;O ~54 8 4.85 718 4:~5. 28 1. 6. 95 

1661 34 0 0.00 1 or.: ,,} 77 ~ ;1 1. 2 .. 5089 

l lit-:/ 34 0 0.00 6 4.61 1 • 301-4 
1 '0 ... 
I 1"1 ~ j '~ :~4 83 57.68 632 4:'.9.17 1 .. 4391 

j f.85 34 ll R5 .. 19 t..a>· ""11 ,. :"1. ..... 

(j .. 90:\9 / t. \I? t1 j 

1 t:.BIP ~'i4 A 1¥ ~ 96 .~29 1tJ9-4 •. ~~9 0~300(\ 

11'\BA :54 0 OJHI 7 ~1 8 .44:L, ?:3 1 .640.") 

1689 ~~4 (i 0.00 15."~ 10(i .. 64 1 • 5203 

1690 34 49 90.71 1037 1919.81 0.5402 

1691 34 0 0.00 3 2" 11 1 • 4206 

1692 34 144 45.71 1842 584.70 3 .. 150:~ 

1693 9 0 0.00 0 0.00 2 • ~~ 2 ~·:,() 

1694 9 0 0.00 3 1. 69 1 .77~·() 

1695 9 0 0.00 160 ?2.70 7.0500 

1696 9 1:.3 1 • 28 380 :~7. ~3 1 o. 12~i0 
1697 9 18 2.68 98 14. ~iS 6.7225 

183B 34 0 0.00 43 73.00 0.5891 

1899 9 0 0.00 b 4.9b 1.2105 
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1977 $ERIAL. ZONES: EMPLOYMENT, POP'UL.ATJON mo AREA 
Dal las~ Fort Worth I ntenslve Study Area 

sedtor 
EmpJoy-

PopuJa-
PopuJa-

Serfa,t Employ- ment tlon Area ~ 

Zones No. rnent Density flon Dells lty CSq. MI.) 

1'?00 9 10 2.88 34 9.78 :i. 47SO 
·J5\ 

1901 9 0 o.6o t ?b ::01 ~07 5.980(; 
1~02 9 16 2 II L(i :~t;·:) 3~i" /4 7. ;.~/~j(t 
1 9{)3 B t: 1 &;;-''"' i (;/' .-~3 !t t.;:i ~J 1 s i 1 • .J • ~J/ ..... ~ .. { 

1904 8 0 0.00 ·t 9H )4 . ll H.Ol."iu 
1905 B l) . 4. 03 103 .H i. ~ J 

.. !,1;• 2 ·~'I ?~·:;o 
1 906 0 

•J 0 0.00 379 ?"?5.64 1 .37i0 
i90l B 10 " . ..,,. 

-=+ • • ~ v 1 ~i9 . .;g .. :!. 9 2 .. 3/.:w; 
1908 f. 7:-i 51 .. SJ 71 1 491 '1 r. ......... 1 .44/o 
1it09 8 1 :3o 157.87 1b?J l9l1 .01 0 .. 82!\4 
1910 e 712" 1383 .. 78 1:U4 247b.04 0~51 41,:' .I 

191 1 B :~5 16.89 , .. ,, 
·~·b 9t .89 i .4800 

1 912 H ',!00 16:0.()0 46 36.BO 1 .. 2~i(;O 
1913 8 :-i5 ~74 .. 89 H 1 0.89 0.7344 
1914 A 19 34.92 1 98 363.93 0.5441 
1 91 ~I IJ. 1 () 9. l4 25 ")'' .• L .84 1 • 09i\.:c, 
l916 8 20 3 ~} .. ~·i l f-. 7 108 9'1 .. :! (}-A 1 ~':; 
lYl / e 9 2 • 4 1 0 7~·9 :~o:~. ?6 :.3 • . ] 2 ~;. () f j 
1918 1"\ 0 Q .·uO(l .\Y 1 s .40 / -1 ?O·.•i: 
1919 8 i 4 1 0 .. 000 7 ~'A 1 62.86 1 .40000 
1 920 8 0 0 .. 000 1 ciO 44 .. 94 3.33750 
1 921 B (j 0 -000 106 10~-).41 1 • 025(10 
1922 s· iO 1 0.959 :~29 tBv.2l 1 ,. 8~!.500 

2.0B8 145 
I 

1Y23 8 5 61 • ?9 '1 "•or.:·, 6 /( .. ' ·-' ~ ._, ' 

1925 9 0 0 .. 000 1 1 32.38 () .. 3~5969 
1926 9 {1 0 .. 00() ")·'") 

i. .~~::.~ •1'1 ~ 81 1 • 8b ;~~ ~ (j 
1927 9 0 0.0(}0 1 09 1 3~66 7 ~ 98(;0(i 
tlf?B 9 7 4 .085 ·34 1 9 .. 84 l • ?1:359 
1 t;;~>9 9 6 3. 85!~1 ; t:•-s 4"'l"i l l 1 .!15:\?~J (j;.J/ I(. ....... ., 

11f:Hi 9 ·' 3.394 73 3~ .. 39 2. (j6?::i0 
1 9 :~ i 9 i 8 2. ~i9Y: /6 10 .. 9? 6.9?::io(; 
1 9::\? ¥ 75 40ft. ()O(i ::~9:.\ 1 5-~, 2 ~ t.'? (j • 1 87~1i) 
19 ~\3 9 /8 I ::>'1 "~~ ;:· 1 686 10A? •. 44 (). 64 ~ji·.b 
1 9 :~4 9 S8 1 1 1 "8 iJ:i 1 R:? 3~i0 .84 0 .. 51 S/~J 
1 935 9 so 1 3 ~ 2(11 ?8 ? • :59 3.78?50 
1936 9 8 2" 2 /j!.l 98 27.36 3.58125 
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1980 CENSUS TRACTS AND POPULATION-BY SECT<RS 
Oa I las-Fort Worth I ntens lve Study Area 

-.o 
Census Sector Census Sector 
Tract No. Population Tract No. Population 

(.) 

1}. (rl ~-d i :1 ' •. 157.00 j9 303~.i 

/1 • (;(; ~~~ if.:;, 158.01) 39 /4::4 

:-,l~ttl ::11 j4)4 1 ~j9 .00 39 ~T ' t:• .. 
• :\t).l~ 

:~ :.~ • (} 'l ~d 1 Hf1 160.00 39 b061 

9V. (;(; 4(l :.~ f-~~i 1bi.O\i :~9 :~004 

'i41,04 40 8668 lh).i)\) 39 6131 
14~.00 4() 6861 1 h3. (H) 39 ~3892 

l 4,L01 40 924~5 164.00 .-;9 14169 

1 1\:~.02 40 6816 1 ;:t;. {;(; .-~;4 :3376 

143.0~3 40 73B6 1:7/.,.00 34 2:5~3 

1 4~L 04 40 2.3 _17~5,.(li 34 4!=159 

144.01 40 1¥'5l l;~:L02 34 5896 
144.02 4() 736? 174.00 34 4700 

14~J.00 HI 684~_j 175.00 34 242:3 

~ 14b.Ov 40 63;.~4 176 .. 01 34 1224 
14/.(H) -40 ?613 177.00 34 11798 

148.01 40 1416 t'lR,.o:~ ::\4 4"14~i 

148.02 40 1 ')"7 • ., 
,_,, l I 181 .04 .H 1~42 

t-49.00 40 326~· "181,\')5 -~3 5897 
ltiO .. OO 4(i ~·386 '181.0f. 3:·; 3742 
1 ~., • () () 40 ~357 11:!1.07 3:; 3945 
152.01 40 12621 181 .08 33 4168 

152.02 40 2563. 181 .09 33 2766 

153.01 40 2620 181.10 ~;3 1147 

153.0? 40 6535 181.11 33 49~i9 

1~i4.00 39 8630 181.12 3:~ 9.320 

15:-i.OO 39 2781 181.1~!, 33 5079 

l ~11"', 0 00 JY 4190 1 Hl ~ 14 3~-\ 4287 

/,;;. 
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Census 
Tract 

181.15 
182 .. 01 
1£2 .. 02 

183.00 
184.01 
1114.02 
UH.o3 
197.00 
401.£10 
402.00 
,•lO:). Q{i 

404,. 0\,) 

405~00 

~02 .. 00 
1tJ1i.ut 
1013.61 
Hl13 .. i;::• 
1014.01 
HH4.0/ 
tilltl.(P~ 

HH5.,0u 
1 t:)l a .o,o 
1 {) l c;: .. f)(j 

1035.00 
1065.01 
1665 .. 02 
10b~l.03 

101;~.04 

Sector 
No. 

J4 
33 
,p; 

,33 

33 
3~\ 

:u 
33 
a 
8 
ij 

B 
R 
9 

25 
25 
7.5 

l9'80 ·CENSUS lRAcrS · AfiD f'Of'ULATfON-'SY SECTCRS 
Dallas-F.or't Worth lntenslv,e St'udy Area 

~j825 

;.. 'i.'1 7 
.. . ~.,:-I 

4·-41 0 
lil4.0 

1183 
1401 

2541 

4090 

42fj6 

2f..·tf? 

99:i 

J.4~ 
4Fl94, 
4·673 

·49S9 
515.3 

l66 

Censu·s 
Tract 

1 11 ~' ... OA 

H 15.07 
1115 .. 0H 
111!'-i.OY 
1115.10 
1130 .. 00 
1131.00 

121 ·6. 01 
1~~16.04 

12iA . .fi~l 
12"16.0\':l 
1216.07 
., :.t1 • 0 1 
1)'ll~!l:.) 

1 ;~1 R.{h) 

1/'19 ~ (; 1 
1219. 0~} 
1220 .. 00 
1221fto-o 
1 ~r;;:). oo 
1/:J3.00 
1/)Al~OO 

l))h.OO 
l?? 6 ·~ (Jt) 

l)//.00 
1)28.00 

Sector 
No. 

1 R 

lR 

18 
18 
18 
18 
18 
18 
18 
18 
18 
18 
18 
18 
18 
18 
18 
18 
18 
tB 
18 
18 
18 
18 
HJ 
18 

1 e 

Populetlon 

?63 
4Y9.L, 

4?89 
6088 
999(; 
9129 

10587 
5!";10 

1 J434 
60~l1 

5205 
;~248 

2190 
10520 
!':·3~i6 
?Y4{i 

285 
3874 
5~129 

(:.9()6 

56()0 
1l7 .3 
:1.48b 
fiA/2 
3 ~j{) 9 

~j979 

40!)7, 

6/.lb 

:t. 




