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TABLE Cl

Demographic/Economic Profiles of Phoenix Respondent Groups

Characteristics Non-Ridesharers Bus~Riders Poolers
Age
Under 25 6.7% 9.1% 12.5%
25 to 34 39.4 18,2 25.0
35 to 44 31.7 45,5 30,0
45 to 54 12.5 18.2 15,0
54 and over 9.6 9.1 17.5
100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Sex.
Male 59,6% 36.4% 47.5%
Fenmale 40.4 63.6 52.5
100.0% 100,0% 100.0%
Marital Status
Married 58.7% 63.6% 67.5%
Single 16.3 27.3 15.0
Separated or Divorced 23.1 9.1 15.0
Wiclowed 19 0.0 2.5
100.0% 100,0% 100.0%
Education
Non High School Graduate 4,8% 9.1% 7+5%
High School Graduate 23.1 36.4 32.5
1 = 3 Years of College 43.3 36.4 50.0
College Graduate 14.4 0.0 10.0
Post Graduate Work _l4.4 _18.2 0,0
100,0% 100.0% 100,0%
Qccupation
Professionals 21.4% 0,0% 10,0%
Managers or
Administrators 34,0 27.3 22,5
Sales 0.0 0.0 5.0
Clerical & Support Staff 23.3 72,7 40,0
Craftsmen 8.7 0.0 12.5
Agssenbly or Line Workers 1.0 0.0 7.5
Laborers 1.9 0.0 6.0
Service Workers 9.7 0.0 2.5
100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Hougehold Income
Lesg than $10,000 1.0% 9.1% 0.0%
$10,000 to $19,999 18.6 18,2 27.5
$20,000 to $29,999 28,4 36.4 22,5
$30,000 to $39,999 16.7 9.1 30.0
$40,000 to 549,999 16.7 18,2 12,5
$50,000 and over 18.6 9.1 1.5
100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
Number of Respondents 111 11 40




Characteristics Of The Journey-to-Works

TABLE C2

Phoenix Sample

Characteristics Non=Ridershares Bus-Riders Poolers
Travel Time
Less than 5 minutes 2.7% 0,0% 0.0%
5 to 15 minutes 23,6 0.0 9.8
16 to 30 minutes 43.6 18,2 46,3
31 to 45 minutes 20,9 36.4 34,1
46 to 60 minutes 4.5 36.4 4,9
More than 1 hour 4,5 9.1 4,9
100.0% 00.0% 100,0%
DI
Less than 1 mile 2.9% 0.0% 0.0%
1 to 5 miles 26,9 0.0 19.4
6 to 10 mileg 22.1 54,5 19.4
11 to 15 miles 22.1 18,2 22,2
16 to 25 miles 19,2 27.3 37.8
26 to 35 wiles 3.8 0.0 8.3
More than 35 miles 2.9 0,0 2.8
100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Type of Parking at Work Place
Public lot or garage 3.7% - 7.9%
Pay lot or garage 23.9 - 26,3
Employer-Owner lot
or garage 63.3 - 47.4
On the street 5.5 - 7.9
Other 1.8 - 5.3
Do not park 1,7 - 5.3
100 0% o 100.0%
wment For Parking , : Place
Respondent pays all 38.9% - 19.4%
Employer pays all 5.3 - 6.5
Employer pays part 4,2 - 12.9
Cost shared with other
poolers - - 12,9
Other 2.1 o 3.2
Parking is free 49,5 - 45,2
100.0% - 100.0%




TABLE C3

Weekly Pattern Of Modes Used To Commute To Work:
Phoenix Sample

Number of Days per Week Mode is Used
(Percentage of Regpondents)

Mode O Days lDay 2Days 3 Days 4Days 3 Days 6 days
Drive Car/Truck Alone 25,2% 8.0 3.7 1.2 1.8 58,9 1.2
Carpool/Nanpool 72.4% 1.2 1.2 2.5 6.1 16.6 -
Bus 91.4% 0.6 - 1.8 1.2 4.9 -
Motorcycle 98.8% 0.6 - - - 0.6 -
Bicycle 98.2% - - 1.2 0.6 - -
Taxi 100.0% - - - - - -
Walk 99,4% - 0.6 - - - -
Other 98.8% - 0.6 0.6 - - -
Combination of Modes 100,0% - - - - - -
Classification of
Respondents by Main
Mode of Commuting Number. Percent of Total
Non-Ridesharers 111 68.1%

Bus Riders 11 6.7
Poolers _41 25,1
Total 163 100.0%




TABLE C4

Daily Activity Patterns Having An Impact
On Ridesharing: Phoenix Sample

Percentage of Respondents .
Non-Ridesharers Poolers

Average Number of Days Respondent's
Car_is Used During Work Hours

0 Days per Week 4
1 Day per Week 2
2 Days per Week 1
3 Days per Week 1
4 Days per Week
5 Days per Week

Mean Days per Week: 1.36 1.10

Reason(g) Car is Used
During Work Hours

For Work-Related Activites 27
To Get a Meal or Snack 39
To Pick Up a Few Grocery Items 12
To Pick Up Another Person 0
To Shop for Clothes 6
To Go to Another Job or School 1.
To Run Errands 38,

Average Number of Days Stops Are Made
On The Way To and From Work

Days per Week 1
Day per Week 2
Days per Week 2
Days per Week 1
Days per Week

Days per Week 1
Days per Week

NS WN O

Mean Days per Week: 2.08 1.71

Continued



Table C4 (Continued)

Activity Pattern Characteristic Perééntaqe of Reébondents
Non-Ridesharers Poolers

Reason(s)_Stops Are Made

To Get a Meal or Snack 22,5 22.0
To Pick Up a Few Grocery Items 46,8 39.0
To Pick Up Another Person 6.3 26.8
To Shop for the Week's Groceries 2.0 17.1
To Shop for Clothes 12.6 12,2
To Go to Another Job or School 7.2 4.9
To Run Errands 48.6 43,9
Number of Respondents: 111 41




TABLE C5

Structure of Car/Van Pools:

Phoenix Sample

Characteristic Percentage
Size of Pool
(Including Respondent)
2 Persong 63.4%
3 Persons 9.8
4 Persons 14.6
5 Persons 4.9
6 or More Persons 7.3
1003
Mean Size of Pools 3.17 persons
Type of Pool
All Poolers Work
at the Same Site. 68.3%
Poolers Work at More
Than One Site., 31.7
100%
Number of Days per Month
Respondent: Drives for the
Pool
0 Days 22.0%
1 to 10 Days 17.1
11 to 15 Days 7.3
16 to 20 Days 31.7
21 to 25 Days 17,1
26 Days of More 4,9
1008
Reinmbursement Policy
in the Pool
Others Pay Respondent 27.5%
Respondent Shares Expenses 40,0
No Money is Transferred 32.5
1003
Mumber of Respondents: 41




TABLE C6

Overall Satisfaction With Current Comnmuting Arrangementss

Phoenix Sample

Satisfaction with Current e Percentag

. 2K of Respond S
Commuting Arrangement Non-Ridesharers

‘Bus Riders  Poolers

"Delighted" 13.0% 0.0% 23.,1%
"Pleased" 31.0 9,1 35.9
"Mostly Satisfied" 35,0 54,5 23,1
"Mixed (About Equally)

Satigfied and Dissatisfied” 8.0 18,2 10.3
"Mogtly Digsatisfied" 6.0 9.1 5.1
"Unhappy" 3.0 2.1 2.6
"Terrible" 4.0 0.0 0.0

100.0% 100,0% 1060.0%

Number of Respondents 100 11 39
Non-Ridesharers Bugs-Riders Poolers

Satisfaction Mean® 5,12 4,46 5,54

& Mean of Responses by Respondent Group Based on "Terrible" = 1,

"Unhappy" = 2, "Mostly Dissatisfied" = 3, "Mixed" = 4, "Mostly Satisfied" = 5,
"Pleased" = 6, "Delighted" = 7.



Table C7

Sources of Dissatisfaction with Current
Commuting Arrangements: Phoenix Sample

Percentage @wmﬁmw@ﬁﬂ&onm
on 0 tc 4 Rating Scale

Mean
Rating Number
Potential source on 0-4 of
of Dissatisfaction Scale Respondents
0 1 2 3 4
Non-Ridesharers 65.7% 8.3 8.3 6.5 11.1 .89 108
Poclers 53.7% 19,5 7.3 4,9 14.6 1.07 41
Road Concestion
Non-Ridesharers 11.1% 15.7 25.9 17.6 29.6 2,39 108
Bus Riders 20.0% - 10.0 10.0 60.0 2.90 0
Poolers 2,8% 19.5 14.6 22.0 34.1 2,51 41
Mon-Ridesharers 37.6% 20.2 15.5 10.1 15.6 1.46 109
Bus Riders 10,03  20.0 40,0 30.0 - 1.90 10
Poolers 2,8% 19.5 14.6 22.0 34,1 2,51 431
Cther (Individually Specified)
Non-Ridesharers 2.5% - 4.8 28.6 57.1 3,24 21
Bus Riders - - - 25.0 75.0 3.75 4
Poclers 20,0% - - 20.0 60,0 3,00 10

Expressed on a 5-point scale with 0 = "Not at all Bothersome" to 4 = "Very Bothersome."”



TABLE C8

Phoenix Commuters' Attitudes Toward

Ridesharing

Attitudes -; . a Non- Bus - All
—Toward Ridesharing Ridesharers Riders Poolers _Respondents
Generally Unfavorable 22.9% 0.0% 4,9% 16.8%
Neutral or Mixed 41.0 22,2 14.6 32,9
Generally Favorable 32.4 66.7 63.4 42.6
Highly Favorable 3.8 11.1 17.1 1.7

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Number of Respondents: 105 9 41 155

2 pased on 9 item ridesharing attitude scale



TABLE C9
Opinions About Ridesharing: Phoenix Sample

Opinion Statements Mean Resnonsea

Non-Ridesharers Bus Riders Poolers

"Compared to

driving alone...

«eoRidesharing is safer.” 2.96 3.40 3.29

.s.Ridesharing is a faster way to 2.30 2.80 2.56
get to and from work."

.« «Ridesharing saves money." 4,10 4,50 4.37

.« s Ridesharing makes the ride to and 3.14 3.80 3.76
from work more relaxing."

.« oRidesharing reduces pollution." 4,10 4,40 4,10

«e o Ridesharing reduces the strain of 3.50 4,00 3.61
conrmuting,. "

.+ «Ridesharing reduces traffic 4,14 4,20 4,37
congestion. "

.« oRidesharing gets you home 2,97 3.30 3.44
from work when expected."

.s «Ridesharing is convenient.," 2,82 3.60 3.68

.« o.Ridesharing saves energy." 4,12 4,44 4,27

.o sRidesharing gives you a chance 3.64 3.80 3.90
to be with friends or coworkers." '

.eoRidesharing is the 'right' thing 3.29 3.70 3.71
to do."

« o o Ridesharing provides more 2,92 3.50 3.39

personal security.”

Continued

Expressed on a 5-point scale with 5 = "strongly agree", 4 = "agree", 3 = "neither agree
nor disagree", 2 = "disagree", 1 = "strongly disagree."

10



TABLE C9 (Continued)

Opinion_Statements Mean Responsea
Non-Ridesharers Bus Riders Poolers
"Compared to

driving alone...

« s o Ridesharing makes the 3.19 3.50 3.76
vehicle too croweded."

.« oRidesharing is not a reliable 3.12 4,00 3.76
way to get to work."

.« sRidesharing prevents you from 2,08 2,00 2,49
doing errands or shopping on the way."

. e sRidesharing increases the liklihood 2,73 3.10 3,10
of being late for work."

.+ oRidesharing is more expensive 3.80 3.60 4,12
than driving my own car."

.« o«Ridesharing makes you wait." 2,42 3.10 2.93

.« o Ridesharing doesn't give you 3.13 3.10 3.49
enough space for your packages."

«soRidesharing is not fashionable 3.28 3.60 3.49
in most social circles.”

.soRidesharing is a nuisance to 2,74 2.80 - 3.27
arrange. "

.+ «Ridesharing doesn't allow the 2.15 2,30 2.56

Flexibility of setting your own
work schedule.”

« o oRidesharing is really sort of 2,54 3.00 3.27
a bother."

« s oRidesharing can be aggravating." 2.30 2,40 2.59

.« «Ridesharing would increase my 2,83 2,60 3.34

exposure to smoking."

Nurber of Respondents: 108 10 41

Expressed on a 5-point scale with 5 = "strongly agree", 4 = "agree", 3 = "neither agree
nor disagree", 2 = "disagree", 1 = "strongly disagree."
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TABLE C10

General Attitudes Toward Ridesharing:

Pheonix Sample

Percentage Distribution of Overall Mean Rating Nurber
Impressions of Ridesharing on 1-7 of
Attitude (Based on 7-Point Scale) Scale Respondents

Ridesharing is ... [Bad] < | > [Good]

1 2 3 4 2 .6 1
Non-Ridesharers 1.0 1.0 5.7 24,8 21.9 21.9 23.8 5,27 105
Bug Riders 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 12.5 50.0 37.5 6,25 8
Poolers 0.0 0.0 5.1 2.6 12,8 28,2 51.3 6.18 38
Ridesharing is ... [Fooligh] < f > [Wise]

1 2 3 4 2 _6 1
Non-Ridesharers 0.0 1.0 3.9 26.5 25,5 21.6 21.6 5,28 102
Bus Riders 0.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 0.0 25.0 50,0 6.00 8
Poolers 0.0 0.0 5,3 5.3 5.3 31.6 52.6 6.21 38
Ridesharing is ... [Undegirable] <-——i--—> [Desirable]

1 2 3 4 2 6 1
Non-Ridesharers 7.8 6.9 12,7 35,3 13,7 10.8 12,7 4,24 102
Bug Riders 0.0 0.0 0,0 12.5 50.0 12,5 25,0 5.50 8
Poolers 2,6 2.6 5.3 5.3 23.7 28,9 31.6 5.58 38

12



TABLE Cll

Likelihood of Ridesharing During the Next 12 Months:

Phoenix Sample

Percentage Likelihood Percentage of Respondents
Non=-Ridesharers Bug Riders Poolers
0% 36.9% 11,18 7.3%
10 30.1 33.3 2.4
20 9.7 - 2.4
30 2,9 - 2.4
40 3.9 11,1 2.4
50 5.8 11.1 2,4
60 2.9 - 2.4
70 2.9 11.1 -
80 2.9 - 9.8
20 1.0 11.] 14.6
100 1.0 11.1 53.7
100,0% 100.0% 100.0%
Number of Respondents 103 9 41
Mean Likelihood 18.3% 42,2% 79.8%

13



TABLE C12

Bus Rider Satisfaction:

Phoenix Sample

Pooling Experiences Percentage of Poolers
Eeelings About Pooling Experiences
"Delighted" 0.0%
"Pleased" 27,3
"Mogtly Satisfied" 45,5
"Mixed" 18.2
"Mostly Disgatisfied" 0.0
"Unhappy" 9.1
"Terrible" 0.0
100.0%
Mumber of Respondentss ‘ 11
Bug Rider Experiences Have Been
"Much better than expected" 27.3%
"Slightly better than expected" 27,3
"About as expected" 45,7
"Slightly worse than expected" 0.0
"Much worse than expected" 0.0
100.0%
Nunber of Respondents: 35
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TABLE C13

Car/Van Pooler Satisfactions

Phoenix Sample

Pooling Experiences Percentage of Poolers

"Delighted" 12.5%
"Pleased" 40,0
"Mogtly Satisfied" 32.5
"Mixed" 10.0
"Most:ly Dissatisfied" 0.0
"Unhappy" 2.5
"Terrible" 2D

100.0%

Nurber of Regpondentss 40

Car/Van Pooling Experiences Have Been

"Much better than expected" 45,7%
"Slightly better than expected" 8.6
"About as expected" 45,7
"Slightly worse than expected" 0.0
"Much worse than expected"” 0.0
100.0%
Nurber of Respondents: 35
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TABLE Cl4

Socio-Economic Profiles Of Target Market Segmentss

Phoenix Non-Ridesharers

All
Characteristics Non-Ridesharers Target Market Segment
A B C D
Sex
Male 59,6% 75.0% 54,2% 50,0% 56.3%
Female 40,4 24.0 45,8 50.0 48,8
100,0% 100,0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Under 35 46,1% 16.7% 54,2% 33.3% 56.3%
35 to 44 31.7 50,0 25,0 50,0 18.8
45 and Over 22,1 33.3 20,8 16.7 25,1
100.0% 100,0% 100,0% 100.0% 100.0%
Education
No College 27.9% 8.3% 37.5% 33.3% 37.6%
1 to 3 Yrs. of
College 43,3 58,8 45,8 41.7 18,8
College Graduate 288.8 33.3 16.6 25.0 43,8
100.0% 100.0% 100,0% 100,0% 100.0%
Total Household Income
Less than $20,000 19.6% 8.3% 25.0% 25.0% 12.6%
$20,000 - $39,999 45,1 25.0 50,0 41,7 50.6
$40,000 or more 35.3 _66.7 25.0 33.3 37.6
100.0% 100.0% 100,0% 100,0% 100.0%
Number of Respondents: 104 12 24 12 16
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TABLE C15

Satisfaction With Current Commuting Arramgements:

Phoenix Non-Ridesharers

Mean Rating of "Bothersomeness"

Aspect of Commuting Target Market Segmemt
A B c D
Worksite Parking 0,75 0.76 0.86 1.25
Road Congestion 2,42 2,12 2.57 2.50
Trip Length 1.33 1.64 1.29 1.56
NMumber of Respondents: 12 25 14 16
a

Expressed on a 5-point scale with 0 =
4 = "Very Bothersome"
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TABLE D1
Demographic/Bconomic Profiles of Tucson Respondent Groups

Characteristics Mon-Ridesharers Rug-Riders Poolers
Age
Under 25 2.9% 0.0% 6.5%
25 to 34 35,9 20.0 30.6
35 to 44 36.9 20,0 33.9
45 to 54 18.4 20,0 17.7
54 and over 5.9 40,0 11.3
100,0% 100.0% 106.0%
Male 33.0% 20.0% 48.4%
Female 67.0 80.0 51.6
100.0% 100,0% 100.0%
Marital Status
Married 66.0% 80.0% 66.1%
Single 15.5 10,0 22,6
Separated or Divorced 16.5 10.0 8.1
Widowed 1.9 0.0 3.2
100,0% 100,0% 100.0%
Lducation
Non High School Graduate 2.9% 0.0% 1.6%
High School Graduate 20.4 40,0 19.4
1 - 3 Years of College 42.7 40,0 35.5
College Graduate 19.4 10.0 21.0
Post Graduate Work 14.6 2108.0 22,6
100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Occupation
Professionals 30.6% 10.0% 50.8%
Managers or
Administrators 24,5 10.0 9.8
Sales 10.2 20,0 3.3
Clerical & Support Staff 26.5 60.0 32.8
Craftsmen 3.1 0.0 1.6
Assermbly or Line Workers 3.1 0.0 1.6
Laborers 2.0 .0 0.0
Service Workers 0.0 0.0 0.0
100.0% 100.0% 100,0%
Household Inco
Iess than $10,000 6.1% 11.1% 1.7%
510,000 to $19,999 16.3 11.1 12,1
$20,000 to $29,992 25.5 44,4 32.8
$30,000 to $39,999 19.4 11.1 25.9
$40,000 to $49,999 17.3 22.2 18.0
$50,000 and over 15.3 _ 0.0 8.6
100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Number of Respondents 103 10 65
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TABLE D2

Characteristics of the Journey—to-Work:

Tucson Sample

Non=Ridesharers

Characteristics Bus-Riders Poolers
Travel Ti
Less than 5 minutes 4,5% 0.0% 1.6%
5 to 15 minutes 32.7 10.0 1.6
16 to 30 minutes 38.1 30.0 40,6
31 to 45 minutes 20,9 40,0 40.6
46 to 60 minutes 2.7 20,0 14,1
More than 1 hour 0.0 0.0 1.6
100.0% 00.0% 100.0%
Digta EA
Tless than 1 mile 2.8% 11.1% 0.0%
1 to 5 miles 21.7 11.1 5.1
6 to 10 miles 31.1 11.1 6.8
11 to 15 miles 17.9 11.1 8.5
16 to 25 miles 19,8 44,4 45,8
26 to 35 miles 4,7 11,1 18.6
More than 35 miles 1.9 0.0 15.3
100.0% 00.0% 100.0%
Tyoe of Parking at Work Plac
Public lot or garage 15.9% - 6.5%
Pay lot or garage 3.7 - 0.0
Employer-Owner lot
or garage 71.0 - 90.3
On the street 2.8 - 1.6
Other 5.6 - 0.0
Do not park 0.2 — 1.6
100.0% - 100.0%
Payment For Parking At Work Place
Respondent pays all 16.0% - 0.0%
Employer pays all 0.0 - 0.0
Employver pays part 0.0 - 0.0
Cost: shared with other
roolers - - 0.0
Other 4,9 - 10.6
Parking is free 79.0 - 89,4
100,0% - 100,0%
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TABLE D3

Weekly Pattern of Modes Used to Commute to Work:

Tucson Sample

Number of Days per Week Mode is used
(Percentage of Respondents)

Mode 0 Day lDay 2Days 3 Days 4 Davs 5 Days 6 Days 7.Days
Drive Car

/Truck Alone 32.8% 3.7 4,2 2.1 7.9 47,1 1.6 0.5
Carpool
/Vanpool 65.1% 1.6 0.5 4,8 6.9 21,2 - -
Bus 94.2% - - 0.5 1.6 3.7 - -
Motorcycle 100.0% - - - - - - -
Bicycle 98.0% 1.0 - 0.5 - 0.5 - -
Taxi 100.0% - - - - - - -
Walk 99.5% 0.5 - - - - - -
Other 100,0% - - - - - - -

Combination of
Modes 100,0% - - - - - - -

Classification of
Respondents by Main

Mode of Commuting Number Perce To

Non-Ridesharers 114 60.3%

Bus Riders 10 5.3

Poolers _65 34.4
Total 189 100.0%
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TABLE D4

Daily Activity Patterns Having An Impact
On Ridesharing: Tucson Sample

Percentage of Respondents

Non-Ridesharers Poolers

Average Number of Days Respondent's
Car is Used Druing Work Hours

Days per Week 53
Day per Week 21
Days per Week 7
Days per Week 7
Days per Week

Days per Week 7.9 -
Days per Week 0.9 -

SR WNHEO

Mean Days per Week: 1.06 0.43

Reason(s) Car is Used
During Work Hours

For Work-Related Activites 22.8
To Get a Meal or Snack 28,1
To Pick Up a Few Grocery Items 9.6
To Pick Up Another Person 4,4
To Shop for Clothes 1.8
To Go to Another Job or School 6.1
To Run Errands 26.3 1

Average Number of Days Stops Are Made
On_The Way To and From Work

0 Days per Week 16.7% 49,2%
1 Day per Week 20,2 20.0
2 Days per Week 25,4 12.3
3 Days per Week 19.3 7.7
4 Days per Week 5.3 3.1
5 Days per Week 12.3 7.7
6 Days per Week 0.9 -
1008 1003
Continued
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TABLE D4 (Continued)

Percentage of Respondents
Non-Ri Poolers
Reason(s) Stops Are Made

To Get a Meal or Snack 22.8 13.38
To Pick Up a Pew Grocery Itens 51.8 24,6
To Pick Up Another Person 10.5 32.3
To Shop for the Week's Groceries 16.7 7.7
To Shop for Clothes 7.0 1.5
To Go to Another Job or School 12.3 4,6
To Run Errands 57.0 26.2
Number of Respondents: 114 65
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TABLE D5

Structure of Car/Van Pools: Tucson Sample

Characterigtic Percentage

Size of Pool
(Including Respondent)

2 Persons 42.2%
3 Persons 6.3
4 Persons 23.4
5 Persons 12.5
6 or More Persons 15.6
1003
Mean Size of Pools 3.86 persons
Type of Pool
All Poolers Work
at the Same Site. 90.6%
Poolers Work at More
Than One Site. 9.4
1003
Number of Days per Month
Respondent Drives for the
Pool
0 Days 21.0%
1 to 10 Days 21,0
11 to 15 Days 6.5
16 to 20 Days 29,0
21 to 25 Days 11.3
26 Days of More 11.3
100%
Reimbursement Policy
in_the Pool
Others Pay Respondent 3.1%
Respondent Shares Expenses 14.1
No Money is Transferred 82.8
1003
Number of Respondents: 64
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TABLE D6

Overall Satisfaction With Current Commuting Arrangements:

Tucson Sample

Percentage of Respondents

Who Feel: Non-Rides Bug Ridergs Poolers
"Delighted" 26.9% 11.1% 20.0%
"Pleased” 23,7 22.2 30.0
"Mostly Satisfied" 24.7 55,6 31.7
"Mixed (About Equally)

Satisfied and Dissatisfied” 14.0 11.1 16,7
"Mostly Dissatisfied" 5.4 0.0 1.7
"Unhappy" 3.2 0.0 0.0
"errible® 2.2 0.0 0,0

100.0% 100,0% 100,0%
Total Respondents: 93 9 60
Non~-Ridesharers Bus-Riders Poolers
Satisfaction Mean*® 5.34 5.33 5.50

* Mean of Responses by Respondent Group Based on Terrible = 1,
Unhapoy = 2, Mostly Dissatisfied = 3, Mixed = 4, Mostly Satisfied = 5,
Pleaged = 6, Delighted = 7,
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Table D7

Sources of Dissatisfaction with Current
Commuting Arrangements: Tucson Sample

Potential Source
£ Di of :

Percentage wwmwmwvcﬂwosm
on 0 to 4 Rating Scale™’

Mean
Rating
on 0-4

Scale =~ Respondents

Number
of

0 1 2 3 4
Worksite Parking
Non—Ridesharers 6.56% 13.4 8.0 5.4 11.6 0.92 112
Poolers 83.1% 7.7 - 1.5 7.7 0.43 65
Road Congestion
Non-Ridesharers 17.0% 12.5 20.5 24.1 25,9 2.30 112
Bus Riders 28.6% - - - 71.4 2.86 7
Poolers 21.8% 15.4 29.2 23,1 10.8 1.86 65
Trip Duration
Mon—-Ridesharers 41.1% 19.6 17.0 2.8 12,5 1.33 112
Bus Riders 42,.9% - - 14,3 42,9 2.14 7
Poolers 29,2% 18.5 26,2 10.8 15.4 1.65 65
Other (Individually Specified)
MNon-Ridesharers 25,9% - 3.7 11.1 59.3 2.78 27
Bus Riders - - - 50.0 50.0 3.50 2
Poolers 12.5% - 12.5 37.5 37.5 2,88 3

Expressed on a 5-point scale with 0= "Not at all Botherscme" to 4= "Very Bothersome.”
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TABLE D8

Tucson Commuters' Attitudes Toward

Ridesharing
Attitudes a Non— Bus All
Toward Ridesharing Ridesharers Riders Poolers -Respondents

Generally Unfavorable 29.6% 22.2% 3.2% 20.1%
Neutral or Mixed 40,7 22.2 16.1 31.3
Generally Favorable 24,1 33.3 53.2 34.6
Highly Favorable —5.6 22,2 27,4 14,0

100,0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Nunber of Respondents: 108 9 62 179

@ Based on 9 item ridesharing attitude scale
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Opinions About Ridesharing:

TABLE D9

Tucson Sample

Opinion Statements

Mean Responsea

Non-Ridesharers Bus Riders  Poolers

"Compared to

driving alone...

«eoRidesharing is safer." 2,98 3.11 3.52

.o oRidesharing is a faster way to 2.11 2,44 2,42
get to and from work,"

. s «Ridesharing saves money." 4,05 4,11 4,43

« o s Ridesharing makes the ride to and 3.00 3,78 3.78
from work more relaxing."

.« oRidesharing reduces pollution." 4,07 4,44 4,11

.« «Ridesharing reduces the strain of 3.40 4,00 3.86
commuting. "

s oRidesharing reduces traffic 4,14 4.40 4,29
congestion. "

« s «Ridesharing gets you home 3.08 3.30 3.22
from work when expected."

.o oRidesharing is convenient." 2.75 3.78 3.61

.o sRidesharing saves enerqy." 4,16 4,44 4,40

. oRidesharing gives you a chance 3.64 3.44 3.87
to be with friends or coworkers."

«coRidesharing is the ‘right' thing 3.31 3.22 3.76

. « s Ridesharing provides more 3.12 3,11 3.40
personal security."

a Continued
Expressed on a 5-point scale with 5 = "strongly agree", 4 = "agree", 3 = "neither agree

nor disagree", 2 = "disagree", 1 = "strongly disagree."

27



Table D9 (Continued)

Opinion_Statements Mean Resmonsea
Non-Ridesharers Bus Riders  Poolers

"Compared to

driving alone...

« o oRidesharing makes the 3.33 3.67 3.69
vehicle too croweded."

.« oRidesharing is not a reliable 3.12 3.22 4,14
way to get to work."

« e o Ridesharing prevents you from 1.97 2,33 2.70
doing errands or shopping on the way."

« s «Ridesharing increases the liklihood 2,75 3.78 3.34
of being late for work."

.« oRidesharing is more expensive 3.63 3.89 4,30
than driving my own car."

. o s Ridesharing makes you wait." 2,32 2.89 : 2,84

.o oRidesharing doesn't give you 3.10 3.44 3.54
enough space for your packages."

.o oRidesharing is not fashionable 3.37 3.44 3.49
in most social circles.”

.voRidesharing is a nuisance to 2,56 2,67 3.30
arrange, "

.o oRidesharing doesn't allow the 2.06 2.33 2,62

Flexibility of setting you own
work schedule."

.o oRidesharing is really sort of 2,44 3.00 3.49
a bother."
« o «Ridesharing can be adggravating." 2.30 2,56 2,75
.« «Ridesharing would increase my 2,65 2.89 3.68
exposure to smoking."
Number of Respondents: 113 9 64
a Expregssed on a 5-point scale with 5 = "strongly agree”, 4 = "agree", 3 = "neither agree

nor disagree", 2 = "disagree", 1 = "strongly disagree."
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TABLE D10

General Attitudes Toward Ridesharing:

Tucson Sample

Percentage Distribution of Overall Mean Rating Number
Impressions of Ridesharing of
Attitude (Based on 7=Point Scale) Respondents
Ridesharing is ... [Bad] < | > [Good]
L 2 3 4 5 6 1
Non-Ridesharers 0 1.9 1.9 34.3 22.2 22.2 17.6 108
Bus Riders 0 0.0 0.0 14,3 14.3 0.0 71.4 7
Poolers 0 0.0 0,0 9.7 11.3 29.0 50.0 62
Ridesharing is ... [Foolish] < ! > [Wise]
2 3 4 5 6 Wi
Non-Ridesharers 0 0.9 0.0 26,92 27.8 26,9 17.6 108
Bus Riders 0 0.0 14,3 14.3 0.0 0.0 71.4 7
Poolers 0 0.0 1.6 4.8 16.1 29.0 48.4 62
Ridesharing is ... [Undesirable] <———+-—-=> [Desirable]
2 3 4 5 _6 i
Non-Ridesharers 11.1 6.5 31.5 14.8 11.1 15.7 4,28 108
Bus Riders 0.0 12.5 12.5 12.5 0.0 50.0 5.13 8
Poolers 1.6 1.6 8.2 19,7 26,2 41.0 5.85 61
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TARLE D11

Likelihood of Ridesharing During the Next 12 Months:

Tucson Sample

Percentage Likelihood Percentadge of Respondents
Non-Ridesharers Bus Riders Poolers

0% 45,5% 66.7% 4,7%

10 28.6 - -

20 8.0 - -

30 0.9 - 3.1

40 2.7 - 1.6

50 8,0 11.1 4,7

60 - - 3.1

70 0.9 - 1.6

80 1.8 - 10,9

920 0.9 - 28.1
100 2.7 22,2 42,2
100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Number of Respondents 112 9 64
Mean Likelihood 15.4% 27.8% 83.1%
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TABLE D12

Bus Rider Satisfaction:

Tucson Sample

Pooling Experiences Percentage of Poolers

"Delighted" 10.0
"Pleased” 20.0
"Mostly Satisfied" 50.0
"Mixed" 10.0
"Mostly Dissatisfied” 10.0
"Unhappy" 0.0
"Terrible" — 0.0

100.0

Number of Respondents: 10

Bus Riders Experiences Have Been

"Much better than expected" 30.0
"Slightly better than expected" 30,0
"About as expected" 20.0
"Slightly worse than expected" 20.0
"Much worse than expected" 0.0
100.0%
Number of Respondents: 10
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TABLE D13

Car/Van Pooler Satisfaction:

Tucson Sample

Pooling Experiences Percentage of Poolers

"Delighted" 24,6
"Pleased" 31.1
"Mostly Satisfied" 34,4
"Mixed" 9.8
"Mostly Digsatisfied" 0.0
"Unhappy" 0.0
"Terrible" 0.0

100.0

Number of Respondents: 60

"Much better than expected" 40.6
"Slightly better than expected" 9.4
"About as expected" 48.4
"Slightly worse than expected" 1.6
"Much worse than expected" 0.0
100.0%
Number of Respondents: 64
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TABLE D14

Socio-Economic Profiles Of Target Market Segments:

Tucson Non=-Ridesharers

All
Characteristics Non-Ridesharers Target Market Segment
A B C D
Sex
Male 33.0% 22.7% 43,8% 12.5% 42,1%
Female 67.0 77.3 56,3 87.5 57.9
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Age
Under 35 38.8% 40,9% 31.3% 50.0% 31.6%
35 to 44 36.9 45,5 43,8 37.5 26,3
45 and Qver 24,3 13.5 25.1 12.5 42,1
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100,03
Education
No College 23.3% 27.3% 12,.5% 22.5% 21.1%
1 to 3 ¥rs. of
College 42,7 40.9 43,8 62.5 42,1
College Graduate 34.0 31.8 43.8 25,0 36.8
100.0% 100.0% 100,0% 100.0% 100.0%
Total Household Income
Less than $20,000 22.4% 19.0% 20.0% 12.5% 15.8%
$20,000 -~ $39,999 44.9 71.4 33.4 25,0 47,4
$40,000 or more 32.6 9.5 46.6 62.5 36.8
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100,0%
Mumber of Respondents: 103 21 15 8 19
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TABLE D15

Satisfaction With Current Commuiting Arrangements:

Tucson Non-Ridesharers

Mean Rating of "Bothersomenessg"

Aspect of Commuting Target Market Segmemt
A B C D
Worksite Parking 1,17 0.63 0.50 1.50
Road Congestion 1.96 1.95 1.75 2.65
Trip Length 0.74 1.32 0.88 1.65
Number of Respondents: 23 19 8 20

Expressed on a 5-point scale with 0

4

"Not at all Bothersome" and

= "Very Bothersome"
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TABLE E1

Characteristics of Responding Organizations:

Phoenix and Tucson

Characteristics Phoenix Tucson

Type of Organization

Manufacturing 11.1% 50.0%
Retailing 11.1 12.5
Education 22.2 25,0
General Offices 22,2 0.0
Mining 0.0 12.5
Government 33.3 0,0
100.0% 100.0%
Enployee Size
Less than 200 employees 33.3% 25,0%
201 - 499 11.1 12.5
500 — 999 0.0 0.0
1000 - 1999 11.1 12.5
2000 - 4999 11.1 12.5
5000 and over 22.2 12.5
Not specified _11.1 _12.5
100.0% 100.0%
Number of Respondents: 9 8
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TARLE E2

Organizational Support for Ridesharing

Support for Ridesharing

Attitude Toward Ridesharing Evaluation Provided By Key Informant®
Phoenix Employers Tucson Employers
Degree of Active Encouragement of 2,111 2,750
Ridesharing
Degree of Support and Enthusiasm 2,111 2,250

for Ridesharing

Perception of Benefit of Ridesharing 1.556 1.500
to Organization

Perception of Benefit of Ridesharing 2.333 2.875
to Emplovee

Degree of Favorability Toward
Ridesharing by:

Top Management 1.444 1.875

Middle/Tower Management 1.333 2.000

Remainder of Workforce 1.556 2,000
Number of Respondents: .9 8

Expressed on 1ll-point scale (+5 to -5) with +5 representing highest
degree of favorability and zero representing neutrality.
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TABLE E3

Current Implementation of Ridesharing Incentive Programs
by Respondent Organizations

Ridesharing Incentive Program

ercentag
Phoeni.

s Offering Program

Tucson Employers

Parking
Parking lot for all employees
Reserved parking for ridesharers
Covered parking for ridesharers
Free parking for ridesharers
Reimpursement of ridesharers
parking cost

Transit
Employee discounts for transit use
Specially arranged transit stops
Express bus service

bours
Staggered work hours
Flexible work hours

Ridesharing Programs
Ridematching service
Employee time off to arrange

pooling
Company—owned vans provided
Direct ridesharing subsidies
Distribution of ridesharing
literature

Number of Respondents:

B ~J

L) e
OO0
oo

foet

62,5
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TAPLE E4

Increase in Likelihood of Adoption of Selected
Incentive Programs Due to Employers' Cost Reimbursement

Increase in Likelihood of Adoption Due to

Number of Firme Showing Percent

Ridesharing Incentive Program __Reimbursement of 1/2 of Emplover's Costs
20%  L10% .20% .30% .40% .50% .G60% 0%
Phoenix Employers
Free Computerized Ridematching 4 1
Full-Time Ridesharing Coordinator 6 1 1
Vans Provided for Ridesharing 6 1 1
One~-half of Employee Commuting
Costs Reimbursed 4 3 1 1
All Commuting Costs Reimbursed 5 2 1
Empl
Free Computerized Ridematching 4 1 1
Full-Time Ridesharing Coordinator 5 1
Vans Provided for Ridesharing 5 1 1 1
One-half of Commuting Costs
Reimbursed 5 1 1 1
All Commuting Costs Reimbursed 5 1 1

*

70% and higher.
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