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INTRODUCTION

This report presents data on the availabilityof public trans-
portation to the main business district of the central city for
households located in StandardMetropolitan StatisticalAreas (SMSA’S)
and informationon shopping characteristicsof SMSA residents. These
data were collected in the NationwidePersonal TransportationStudy,
conducted by the Bureau of the Census for the Federal Highway Administ-
ration in 1969-1970.

The first part of this report relates size of the SMSA and income
of the householdsby race of household head and by the nearness of
the households to public transportationto the main business district
of the central city. The second part of the report discusses the
frequencywith which the headsof SMSA households shop in the main
business district of the central city, includingreasons for not shop-
ping downtown. No attempts,however, have been mde to relate the
two parts of this report.
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HIGHLIGHTS

Public transportationto the main business district of the central

city is available to nearly 87 percent of all SMSA households.

Fifty-twopercent of all SMSA households live within a two-block

radius of public transportation.

As income increases, the distance tO a public transPOrtatiOn

facility increases.

Only 22 percent of all SIISAhouseholds shop in the main business

district of the central city.

Availabilityof goods locally and distance to the main business

district of the central city cause persons in most SMSA households

not to shop in the main business district of the central city.

AS the size of the SMSA increases,the availabilityof goods 10callY

becomes more of a factor in determiningif a household head shops in

the main business district of the central city.
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BACKGROUND AND PROCEDURES

Background

The Nation{~idePersonal TransportationSurvey ~rasdesigned to obtain
up-to-date informationon national patterns of travel. Earlier surveys,
limited primarily to automobileand truck travel,were conducted in a
number of States between 1930 and 1940 and more recently between 1951 and
1959. In April 1961, a surveywas conducted to determine on a national
basis characteristicsof travel and ownership and use of automobiles.
In addition, in this national survey in 1961, family income data were
availablewhich could be related to travel patterns.

Survey procedures

The surveywas based on a multi-stage probability sample of housing
units located in 235 saple areas, comprising485 counties and independent
cities, representingevery State and the District of Columbia. The 235
smple areas were selectedby grouping all the Nation’s counties and
independentcities into about 1,900 primary sample units (PSU’S)and
further forming 235 strata of one or more PSU’S that are relatively
homogeneous according to socio-economiccharacteristics. Within each
of the strata, a single PSU was selected to represent the stratum.
Within each PSU, a probability sample of housing units was selected to
represent the civilian non-institutionalpopulation.

The h<)useholdsin the Nationwide Personal TransportationSurvey
comprised two outgoing panels in the “QuarterlyHousing Survey” (QHs)
conductedby the Bureau of the Census. One panel was interviewedin
April, July, and October 1969, and January 1970; the second panel was
intervie~~edonly once in August 1969.

Experiencedfield staff of the Bureau of the Census were assigned
to the survey. Training consistedof a one-day session for field super-
visors by Washington office personnel, and a one-day session of training
of the intcrvie~rersby field supervisors. In addition, interviewers
were assignedhome-study exercises to be turned in before each interview
period. The interviewerswere also observed periodicallyby field office
supervisorypersonnel.

The completed questionnaires~rereedited first in the Census regional
offices to clear up inconsistenciesand omissions and later in the
Washington office. The questionnaireswere then edited, coded, etc.,
before being put on tapes. An edited tape for each of the months of the
surveywas furnishedto the Federal Highway Administrationfor processing.
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I At the first visit to a selectedhousehold, in panel 1 durin~
April 1969, and in panel 2 during August 1969, sectionsI through VII
of the household questionnairewas completed as well as a control card.
On the control card were entered data on characteristicsof the hn~lse-
hold such as income, automobileownership,and age and sex of persons
in the households. Only sectionsVI and VII were cmpl.eted at stlhse-
quent intervi=rsat the households in panel 1.

Each of the tables in this report indicates a source tabulation
of the Federal Highway Administration,sho~tingthe numher of the report
contributingto the estimates. These samplebases are identified in
Appendix A. Section II of tbe survey questionnairefound in Appendix A
is most germane to this report.

SamplingVariability

The NationwidePersonalTransportationSurvey is based on a proba-
bility sample and the estimatesare subject to sapling variability.
The term “samplingvariability”refers to the expected differences
between the results of the survey and those that would have been obtained
had a completecensus been taken.

Some items such as person or household characteristicsor nm.ber of
vehicleswere collectedonly during the first visit to a household in
April or August. Standard errors of estimates and measures of sampling
variabilitywere calculated from data collected those two months.
Estimatesof the standard errors for characteristicsof vehicle trips
and vehicle miles were determined from variance functions fitted to the
data collectedduring the five months of interviewing.

Most of the data are presented as percentagedistribtltions.The
base value of each 100 percent figure is also indicated. Tables 11A-I
and 11A-2 in Appendix B give the standard errors for specifiedpercent-
ages and base values in this report. The appropriatestandard error
of estimatemay be determinedby interpolation. In general, the chances
are about two out of three that the differencedue to samplingvaria-
bility between the estimatesdata and the figure that would have heen
obtained from a complete census does not exceed the standard error.

Other possible sourcesof error

In addition to variabilityarising from the use of samples and
household responses,errors may have been made by interviewersor by
other personnel involved in the collectionand processingof data.
Quality controls at all levels of data collection and processingwere
exercisedby the Bureau of the Census.
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AVAZDBILITY OF PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION

In consideringthe results of the survey, the choices given the
respondent should be kept in mind. men asked how far one’s household
was located from a public transportationline to the main business
district of the central city, the respondenthad the followingchoices:
(1) less than one block, (2) one to two blocks, (3) three to six blocks,
(4) over six blocks, (5) no public transportationavailable,and (6) lives
in the main business district. No attempt was made in the instructions
to differentiatebetween “public transportationgreater than six blocks”
and “public transportationnot available;”the distinctionwas left solely
to the respondent. Following is a discussionof the proximity of public
transportationby SMSA size group, household income group, and race of
the householdheads.

Distance to public transportationby SMSA size grouPs

Table 1 shows by SMSA size groups and race the distances to the nearest
public transportationserving the main businesa district of the central
city. Approximately52 percent of all households live within a two-block
radius of public transportation,and 21 percent of the households are
located less than one block from a public transportationline to the main
business district. Only in the smallest SMSA size group (under250,000)
and the largest SMSA size group (3,000,000and over) are less than half of
the households locatedwithin two blocks of public transportation. Almost
71 percent of all householdshave public transportationsix blocks or less
frm home, and an additional 17 percent of the householdsmust travel a
distance of greater than six blocks from their home to reach a public
transportationline to the main business district of the central city. At
the other extreme, approximately12 percent Of the hOusehOldshave nO
available public transportationto the main business district of the central
city. me number of households in the main business district is negligible.

The size of the SMSA may determine to some extent, the availabilityof
public transportation. In the SMSA size group of less than 250,000 only
78 percent of the householdshave available public transportation. This
availabilityincreases to 95 percent for the 2,000,000- 2,999,999SMSA
size group, but decreases to 92 percent for SMSA’S of 3,000,000 and over
population. Although some inconsistenciesexist, an increase in the size
of the SMSA generally implies a correspondingincrease in availabilityof
public transportation.

Half of the white householdsare locatedwithin two blocks of public
transportationand 87 percent are accessibleto some fo~ of public trans-
portation to the main business district (figure1). White households fare
best in SMSA’S of 2,000,000 - 2,999,999where 95 percenthave some form
of transportationavailable to them: this percentagedecreases to 90 percent
for SMSA’S of 3,000,000and over; white households fare worst in SMSA’S
of less than 250,000;however, the decrease in availabilityis not
directly proportionalto the size of the SliSApopulationgroup.
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Table 1. --Percent of hmus.holds in each SMSA aize-zr.up classified by
distance to the nearest public tr..~portatio,a

t. the mi. business district of the central city
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By and large, the householdsof Negro and other races live closer to
a public transportationfacility serving the main business district than white
household . For example, 70 percent of the householdsof Negro and other
races are locatedwithin two blocks of a public transportationfacility
compared to 50 percent of the white households. Even more interestingis
the fact that 94 percent of the householdsof Negro and other races have
public transportationavailableto t This may be due in largepart
to the shift of the populationwithin the SMSA’S acceleratedby the infl”x
Of Negro and other races into the central cities where long.establi~hed
transportationfacilitiesto the main husiness district have existed.

Distanceby SMSA income groups

Table 2 indicatesthat for all householdscombined (1) the percentage
of householdsLivingwitbin tt~oblocks of public transportationto the
main business districtdecreasesgenerallyas income increases;(2) the
percentageof all householdswith no availablepublic transportation
increasesas income increases;and (3) the percentageof households,at all
income levels,located in the main business district is negligible.

As indicatedperviously,slightlymore than half of all households
are located two blocks or less from a public transportationsystem. This
is true because of the high proportionof householdsin income groups of
less than $10,000 a year. More than 60 percent of householdswith income
less than $5,000 to $10,OOO are locatedwithin two blocks of a public trans-
portation line. For householdswith more than $10,000 income,45 percent
in the $10,000 - $15,000 income bracket and 37 percent in the $15,000 and
over incomebracket live withi” the two-blockradius: approximately16 percent
of the householdsin each of these i“come groups ba”e no public trans-
portation facilitiesavailable.

The relationshipbetween income and the availabilityof the nearest
public transportationfacilityto the main b“siness district of the central
city changes somewhatfor Negro and other races. Whereas half’of all ~ t
families liv& within a two-blockradius of public transportation,the
number increasesto 70 percent for familiesof Negro and other races;
familiesof Negro and other races in the $10,000 income bracket fare best
with approximately83 percent of these householdswithin two blocks of
transportation. While about 14 percent of the white families do not have
some fom of public transportationavailable,for families of Negro and
other races the number drops to 6 percent. Public transportationis least
available for white householdswith annual incomesgreater than $6,000;
householdsof Negro and other races with annual incomes of less than $3,oOO
and from $5,000 - $5,999 have the greatest transportationproblem. Other-
wise nearly 94 percent of the householdsof Negro and other races as against
87 percent of the white householdshave availablepublic transportationto
the main business districtof t central city.
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Table 2,--Percent of sMSA household. classified by distance to the nearest
public transportation. to the main b.si.es. district .f the

. . . . . . . ..., .,..,. S,..,,,.. im. me .1. ss. s and b, r... ?

A“”ual I,u,, sel, old
Households inDistance t. ptlblic transportation - blocks ~in ~u,ine~, Total “umber

i,,.me group Less than
‘cot. L of

over six None dis tri. t
end ,... 1

ho. , -ho Id s
1-2 3-6 b locks .“. ilable

IUuul
L., * than $3,000

* it, 30.4 35.1 17.0 8.3 8.9 0.3 100.0 4,516
N-$?. & other races 29.6 40.4 14.8 4.6 10.6 0.0 ~1 100.0 1, 19s
Tot. 1 30.1 36.3 16.5 7.6 9.2 0.3 100.0 5,711

$3,000 - 3,999
i ce 29.0 33.2 15.1 13.6 9.3 * 100.0 2,027

NeE?a 6 other races Z&. 4 40.2 30.2 2.4 2.8 0.0 ~/ 100,0 541
Tot. 1 28.0 34. b 18.3 11.2 7.9 * 100.0 2,568

$4,000 - 4,999
white 31.6 28.9 18.2 13.2 8.1 * 100,0 1,735
N,E,o & other races 41.1 32.9 20.0 3.2 Z.a 0.0 ~/ 100.0 460
Totel 33.6 29.7 , 18.6 11.1 7.0 * 100.0 2,195

$5,000 - 5,999
whit. 24,0 26.6 21.9 17.5 9.5 0.5 100.0 2>615
N.gr. & other r.ces 25. A 37.6 13.8 7.9
Totsl

15.3 0.0 ZI 100.0 502
24.2 28.4 20.5 16.0 10.4 0.5 100,0 3,117

$6>000 - 7,4,9
Ul>ite 20.1 33.1 18.4 14.7 13.1 0.6 100,0 4,069
N.E, O & ocher ,..,. 28.5 49.1 15.2 5.1 2.1 0.0 ~/ 100.0 608
,.,.1 21.1 35.3 17.9 13,5 11.6 0,6 100.0 4,677

s7,500 - 9,999
Wl>ike 18.6 33.4 16.9 , 17.7 13.4 : * 100.0 5,851
Ne#ro & other race. 25.0 44.3 23.9 4.4 ! 2.4 0.0 ~1 ‘ 100.0 572
rotal 19.1 34.3 17.5 16.6 12.5 100.0 6,423

S10,000 - 14,999
mice 16.5 28.0 18.7 21.5 17.3 * 100.0 7,639
Negro & other roees 32.2 50.6 11.1 6.1 * 0,0 ~1 100.0 468
Total 15.5 29.3 18.3 20.6 16.3 ,; 100.0 8,107

$15,000 and over
*1,, 11,8 23.3 20.5 ; 26.2 17.1 1.1 100.0 3,628
Ne~ra 6 .ther races 34.7 29.1 20.8 15.4 ,, 0.0 ~1 100.0 256
r.tal 13.3 23.7 20.6 25.5 15.9 1,0 100.0 3,854

Not available
UlliLe 18,0 20.2 22.0 25.6 13.8 0.6 100.0 3,337
Negrc ~ other ~ac*s 27. q 25.5 15.3 15.1 13.2 0.0 ~1 100.0 287
Total 18.7 20.9 21.5 24,1 13.8 O,& 100.0 3,624

All huuseltolds
Wl)ite 20.2 29.4 18.7 18.1 13.3 0.3 100,0 35,417
Ne8r. & .Lher races 29.4 LO.6 18.0 6.0 6.0
Total

.0 ~1 100.0 4,889
21.3 30.8 18.6 16.6 12.4 0.3 100.0 40,306 II
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Table 3 indicatesthat as income increases, the distance to a

public transportationfacility increases. Householdswith incomes of
$7,500 - 14,999had the largestproportionsin each distancegroup living
within availablepublic transportation. For householdswith incomes of
more than $15,000, the smallest percentage live less than one block to
public transportation,and the percentage increasesas the distance to
a public transportationfacility increases. For householdswith incomes
of less than $7,500 annually,the mjority live within six blocks of a
public transportationline. Of householdswith no available transporta-
tion, 56 percentmake over $7,500,and an additional 11 percenthave
incomes of less than $3,OOO annually,

For households of Negro and other races in SMSA’S, the more affluent
the household, the shorter the distance to public transportation. This
tendency is exactly opposite to that of the white households. Of the
households of Negro and other races with no available transportation,some
43 percent earn less than $3,000annually and more than one-fourth,some
26 percent, earn between $5,000 - 5,999 annually; the r~inder is distri-
buted among the various incme groups below $10,000a year. Those house-
holds of Negro and other races with an average annual income of more t

$ r n h ow p t I a
none of these households were located in the main businesa district.

More than 36 percent of householdswith annual incomes of $15,000
and over and almost 25 percent of householdswith incomea frm $6,OOO -
7,499 are located in the main buainess district. On the other hand
households in the $3,000 - 4,999 income range and those in the $7,5oo -
14,999 range generallyare not located in the main business district of
the central city.
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An,,ual ho”seh>ld I Distance to p.bl%c transportation - blocks ~tn ~,,, ine,, ~otalHo”seholds f“

i.cme gr(~,)p Less tt,an
and ..,.

0 i None
1 1-2 3-6 I ;::,;.’ available

district

Lese cl,. ” $3,000
Wit. 19.1 1s.2 11.6 5.9 8.6 13.1 12,8

Negro& oth. r ,.., s 24,6 24.3 20.1 19.1 &2.6 0.0 ~/

Total

24.&
20,0 16,6 12,6 6.4 10.5 13.1 14.1

I
$3,000 - 3,999

~itc 8.2 6,5 4.6 4.3 4.0 5.7

Neg.. 6 oth. t race% 9.2 11.0 18.6 4.5 :.; 0.0 ~,’ 11.1

Total 5.3 7.2 6.2 4.3 6.&

$6,000 - 4,199
W,it. 7.6 4.8 4.8 3.6 3.0 * L.9

N,8c0 6 Othev race. 13.1 7.6 10.4 5.1 4.3 0.0 ~1 9.4

Total 8.6 5.3 5.5 3.6 3.1 ,, 5.4

$5,000 - 5,999
~ite 8.7 6.7 8.7 7.1 5.3 13.1 7.4

Negro ~ .LheX race, 8.9 9.5 7.9 13.7 26.0 0.0 ~/ 10.3

Total 8,8 7.1 8.5 7.4 6.5 13.1 7.8

$6,000 - 1,699
white 11.4 13.0 ! 11.3 9.3 11,3 24.5 11.5

N.grO ~ other ~..e. 12.0 15.1 10.5 10.6 4.4

rot.1

0.0 ;/ 12.4
11.5 13.3 11.3 9.L 10.9 24.5 11,6

$7,500 - Y,YY9
mite 15.2 18,7 14.9 16.2 L6.7

N.gro & other race. 9.9 ~~.,
* 16.5

15,5 8.7 4.7
?0,.1 14.3

0.0 ~1 11,7
11.8 15.0 15.8 16.0 * 15.9

Slo, ooo - 14,999
*iLe 15.4 20.5 21.7 25,5 28.1 *

;;;;; & .the~ r*.e* 10.5 11.9 5.9 9.8 . 0.0 Al 2;::
14,6 19.1 19.8 26.9 26.4 , 20.2

s15,000 ancl 0“..
Uhite 6,0 8.1 11,3 1&.8 13.2 36.4 10,2
NeBCO & other ,...,

2:: I ;:: 1::; ;::: 1:..

0.0 ;/ 5,2

ToL.1 36.6 9.6

Not available
Wltite 8,4 6.5 11,1 13.3 ?.8 12.9

N o r 5.6 4.1 5.0 15.0 12.9 O.Q ;/ 5.9

Total 7.9 6.2 10,4 13.4 10.1 12.9 9.0

All I, ”us.1>.ld,
mite 100,0 100.0 100,0 100.0 100. G 100.0 100.0
Neg.. & other ra.. s 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
T.L.1

0.0 ~[ ,00,0

100,0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100,0

Total numker of ht,!, se-
hold. (000)
kll, ite 7,174 10,414 6,607 6,420 &,69S 106
Neszoh ,~ther ,..., 1,438 1,’386 880 291 295 0.0 ~/ 3:::;:
Total 8,612 12,&00 1,487 6,711 4,990 106 40,306 II
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Public transportationto the main business district of the central j
city is availableto nearly 88 percent of all households--approximately q

87 percent for white householdsand 94 percent for the householdsof Negro
and other races. The availabilityof transportationis distributedmore
evenly for the white households,regardlessof income or SMSA size group. /
The size of the SMSA may to some extent determinethe availabilityof public

$

transportation. In addition,those householdswhich may need public j

transportationto the main business district,such as householdsof Negro ~

and other races m,ithan average annual income of less than $3,000, do not ha”e
i

public transportationas availableas other income groups.
j
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SHOPPING CWCTERISTICS O S RESIDENTS

This part of the report provides data on shopping characteristics
of households located in SMSA’S. Specifically,the heads or members of
the householdswere asked to indicate if they travel to the main business
district of the central city to shop, and if SO, the frequencyOf these
trips during a three-monthperiod.

Approximatelytwenty-twopercent indicated that they shop in the
main business district of the central city. The first section dis-
cusses the distributionof households that do shop in the main business
district, and the frequencyof these shopping trips during a three-month
period. The second section investigatesthe reasons that the remaining
seventy-eightpercent of the households do not shop in the main business
district of the central city.

Shop in the main business district of the central city

Table 4 shows the percentagesof households in two SMSA size groups
t~hichreported shoppingin the main business district of the central city
by the number of shopping trips made in a three-monthperiod. The table
is fairly self-explanatoryand shows some consistencybetween the popu-
lation groups of less than 1,000,000and the populationgroups of 1,000,000
or more. Furthermore,for each of the size groups, the ahopping frequency
ia fairly uniform, although more variation in the data is evidenced in the
SMSA aize group of 1,000,000or more (figure2).

It should be noted that for both population groups, the percent of
households that make 7-8 shopping trips during a three-monthperiod is
low. This may be due to the limited size Of the s~Ple, the recall
ability Of the respondents,Or that this categOrY representsthe break-
ing point between occasional and frequent downtown shopping.

Do not shop in the main business district of the central city

The seventy-eightpercent of the households that do not shop in
the main business district of the central city were asked to indicate
any or all of the followingreasons that applied them: (1) goods
a“ailable locally, (2) too far away, (3) difficulty in parking,
(4) difficultyof driving in congested area, (5) no automobile,and
(6) other ... specify ... Some houscholda gave only one reason, others
two, and others three or more. An analysis of the responses follows.

One reason only

Table 5 shows percentagedistributionOf hOusehOlds,by SMSA size
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Table 4.--Percentof householdheads that shop in the ~ain
businessdistrictof the centralcity by shopping

frequencyin a three-monthperiod and by size of the S

ShOpping
frequency

1 - 2 times

3 -4tties

5 - 6 times

7- 8thes

9 or more times

S of t

Less than
1,000,000

26.0

22.7

20.6

2.9

27.8

? SMSA

1,000,000
m

32.7

21.6

9.4

1.9

34.4

Total

29.3

22.2

15,0

2.4

31.1
1

] Total I 100.0 I 100.0 I 100.0

Number of house-
,

holds (000) 4,585 4,125 8,710
1 I

Source: Based upon unpublishedtable,H-11, from the Nation-
wide Personal‘TransportationSurvey conductedby the
Bureau of the Census for the Federal Highway
Administration,1969-1970.



32.7

26,0

F 2 Frequency of SMSA households that *hop downtown
in a 3 p b s o S

3

27.8

I I I I I I
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groups, which gave only one reason for not shopping in the win bu~ine~~
districtof the central city. ‘l’hereason most given for not shopping in
the min business district of the central city is that goods are available
locally;nearly 45 percent of the households checked this category. Al-
mOSt one-fourthof the householdsga”e “other”reaSonS and 15 percent of
the households indicatedthat the main business district of the central
citY was too far away. Interestinglyenough, only 2 percent of the house-
holds gave the lack of an autmobile as the single most tiportantreason
for not shopping in the ~i” business district. Figure 3 presents this
informationgraphically.

Two reasons only

The data presentedin table 6 for responsesgiven by householdswhich
supplied two reasons for not shopping in the main business district of
the central city, are more evenly distributedthan the data shnwn in
table 5 for householdswhich suppliedonly one reason. Again, the avail-
ability of goods locally is the mjor reason, nearly 33 percent of the
responses included this as one of two reasons; the distance to the main
business district of the central city accounted for 25 percent of the
household responsesand parking difficultymade up nearly 17 percent of
the reasons given. The fact that saue householdshave no a.t~bile
accounted for a relativelysmall number, a littlemore than 3 percent of
the responses.

Table 7 shows that of all household responseswhich included “goods
available locally”as a reason for not shopping in the main business
district of the central city, “too far away” appeared 48.5 p of the
the as the related reason, “parkingdifficulty”23.1 percent, !Idri”ing
difficulty” 10.1 percent,etc. Likewise,of all household responseswhich
included “ far away,“ “goodsavaiIabIe locally”appeared 63.2 percent
ofthetime, “parkingdifficulty”9.5 percent, “drivingdifficulty’!6.5
percent, etc.

It may be observed that in table 7 definite relationshipsexist
between several of the reasons for not shopping in the ~in business
district of the central city. Specifically: (1)A high percentageof
those householdswhich cited “goodsavailable locally’!as a reason, also
implied that the main business district of the central city “as ‘Itoofar
away,” and vice-versa; (2) Over 25 percent of the household responses that
included “difficultyin parking” as a reason for not shopping in the min
business districtof the central city, “difficultyin driving” appeared
as a supplementaryreason. Conversely,nearly one-half of the responses
which included “difficultyin parking”; (3) Nearly 93 percent of the tfme,
householdswithout an automobileselected “goodsavailable locally”and
“too far away” as their two reasons for not shopping in the main business
district of the central city.
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Table 8 shows the distributionof the combinationof reasons as a
percent of the total reasons given by these households. The most important
combinationof reasons cited, “goodsavailable locally”and the main busi-
ness district is “too far away,“ appeared 32 percent of the time; “goods
available locally”and “parkingdifficulty” 14 percent of the time; and
“parkingand driving difficulties”10 percent; less than 4 percent of the
responses included “no automobile”and “goodsavailable locally”as the
two reasons for not shopping in the main business district.

~ree or more reasons
i

Table 9 presents data for those householdswhich supplied three or
more reasons for not shopping in the main business district of the central 1

?
city. As illustratedin figure 5, the reasons are more evenly distributed
than those shown in figure 4. Nearly 27 percent of the responses included
the availabilityof goods l a t m i reason. Sme 23
percent of the responsesindicatedthat the main business district of the
central city is too far away. Difficultyin parking appearednearly 20
percent of t and difficulty in driving appeared almost 18 percent of
the time.

Sununary 1
Only 22 percent of all households shop in the main business district i

of the central city. fiose household which do not shop in the min
business district tend to agree that the availabilityof goods locally,
the distance to the main business district of the central city as well as
parking and driving difficultiesconstitutethe major reasonswhy they do
not shop downtown. The lack of an automobiledoes not appear to affect I
downtown shopping patterns.

1
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Table9.--Percentof resPOnsesgivenby hOusehOldswhich citedthreeor more
reasonsfornot shoppingin themain businessdistrictof the central

cityby sMSAsizegroupsand reasons

Reasons

Goodsavailablelocally

Too far away

Difficultyin parking

Difficultyin driving

No automobile

Other

Total

Totalnumberof
responses(000)

Lessthan
250,000

29.8

17.8

17.4

19.5

3.5

12.0

100.0

825

250,000-
499,999

23.8

17.1

28.5

17.9

2.1

10.6

100.0

1,388

? of SNBA

500,000-
199,999

26.5

21.3

20.7

17.1

3.8

10.6

100.0

2,518

~ g

1
1

2

2

2

1

2

8

100.0

2,859

UP
2,000,000-
2,999,999

30.3

19.7

17.6

22.5

1.6

8.3

100.0

1>659

3,000,000
and over

27.3

26.8

15.&

14.6

8.9

7.2

100.0

4,692

Total

26,9

22.7

19.3

17.4

4.8

8.9

100.0

13,941

SOURCE: Basedupon unpublishedtableH-n fromtheNationwidePersonalTransportationSurveyconducted
by the Bureauof theCen6usfor the FederalHighwayAdministration,1969-70.





! The larger the SMSA, the greater the distance to the main
business district and the greater availabilityof goods locally; these
two major reasonswere cited by households for not shopping in the down-
town business district. On the other hand, parking and driving diffi-
culties become less a factor in determiningif a hotls<?holdshops in the I
main business district of the central city. 4
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Sample base for Nationwide Personal TransportationSurvey

The followingare the major series of tables and the sample base

for tables developed from the survey. Each of the tables in any of

these reports will indicate a reference source from which the sample

base can be determined.

1. ~-series, g-series, and Z-9 throughx-16

These tables relate to data collected in Sections I

through V of the questionnaire. The tables are based upon

a sample of approximately6,000 households, approximately

3,000 from panel 1 interviewedin April 1969, and

approximately3,000 from panel 2 interviewedin

August 1969. Each of these panels were expanded to

national estimates. For purposes of all tables referred

to in any of these reports, the expanded data from the

t p w averaged.

2. ~-series and ~-l throughz-8

These tables relate to data collected in Section VI.

Data from four interviewsat the identicalhouseholds

in panel l,(approximately3,000 householdswere intervietued

in April, July, October 1969, and January 1970)were

combined and expanded to represent annual estimates

of trips and travel by automobileor other forms of

public transportation.

- 29 -
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~ APPENDIx A

Major sectionsof questionnaire

The followingare the main sectionsof the questionnaire:

1. The data reported in items a through t above Section 1
of the questionnaireform were transcribedfrom the
control card.

2. Section I - AutomobileRecord.

3. S II - Shopping and nearness to public trans-
portation to main business districtby residentsof
StandardMetropolitanStatisticalAreas.

4. Section III - Travel to work for all employed persons
16 years or older.

5. Section IV - Driver informationor estimatedannual
miles driven by licensed drivers.

6. SectionV - Travel to school for persons between 5 and
18 years of age and attendingschool. For panel 2 of
the households interviewedin August 1969, the inter-
viewer asked for the travel to school informationfor
the precedingMay.

7. Section VI - Travel day report. All one-way trips by
motor vehicle or some form of public transportation
taken by persons 5 years of agc or older were reported
for a pre-assignedreferenceday. The reference days
were all in a one-week period in each of the months
of interviewingand all ~reekdaysand weekends were
represented. Generally,the interviewervisited all
households the first weekday after the refrrence day
in order to minimize memory errors.

8. SectionVII - Overnight travel record of all trips
lasting one or more nights during the 7 days ending
the day before the preassignedtravel day. Insuffi-
cient data were collectedin this section to permit
detailed analyses.
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APPENDIXB

Table ll.A.-l.--Estimatedstandarderrorsfor estimatesfor
households

Esttiatedtotal
(000)

25

50

100

150

200

25o

300

500

750

1,000

1,500

2,000

3,000

5,000

7,500

10,000

15,000

20,000

25,000

30,000

35>000

Estimatedstandarderror
(1 .i~a)
(000)

25

29

40

49

57

64

70

90

110

127

155

178

217

276

333

378

447

496

532

556

571
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APPENDIXB

Table 11.A.-2.--E.stimatedstandard errors for percentage, s for households

B o p e
(

1

1

2

2

3

5

7

1

1

2

3

5

7

1

1

2

2

3

3

5

6

Estimatedperce.ntagc

or 99:

-1

1.8

1.5

1.3

1.0

.9

.7

.6

.5

.4

.3

.3

.3

.2

.2

.2

.2

5 or 95?
-

5.6

5.1

3.9

3.2

2.8

2.3

2.0

1.6

1.2

1.0

.9

.7

.6

.6

.5

.5

.4

.4

.0or 90

9.9

8.6

7.6

7.0

5.4

4.&

3.8

3.1

2.7

2.2

1.7

1.4

1.2

1.0

.9

.8

.7

.6

.5

.5

36 -

?0 o 807
—.

1

1

1

1

9

7

5

5

4

3

2

2

1

1

1

1

1

.

.

.

.

2 o 7

1

1

1

1

1

7

6

5

4

3

3

2

2

1

1

1

1

1

.

.

.

50%

20,2

16.5

14.3

12.8

11.6

9.0

7.4

6.4

5.2

4.5

3.7

2.8

2.3

2.0

1.6

1.4

1.3

1.2

1.1

.9

.8


