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Figure B.37: EROW Input Screen for the Tarrant County for the Second Option of Case Study 

One. 

 
 
 

 

Figure B.38: EROW Best Case Scenario Output Screen for the Tarrant County for the Second 

Option of Case Study One. 
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Figure B.39: EROW Worst Case Scenario Output Screen for the Tarrant County for the First 

Option of Case Study One. 

 
 
 

Table B.11: Best and Worst Case Scenario of the Urban County for the Second Option of Case 

Study One 

Urban  
Best Case Scenario 

Speculation Scenario and Parcels Schematics Available (10 parcels) 
Budget Option ($1,000) 1,588 
Best Rate of Return (%) 879.90 
Resulting Expenditure ($1,000) 821 
Resulting Savings ($1,000) 7,224 

Worst Case Scenario 

Speculation Scenario and Parcels 
Environmental Clearance Obtained  
(8 parcels), and Schematics Available  
(10 parcels) 

Budget Option ($1,000) 2,454 
Worst Rate of Return (%) 866.26 
Resulting Expenditure ($1,000) 1,651 
Resulting Savings ($1,000) 14,302 
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Figure B.40: Graph of Savings and RORs for Budget Options of the Urban County for the 

Second Option of Case Study One. 

 
 
 
 

 

Figure B.41: EROW Input Screen for the Urban County for the Second Option of Case Study 

One. 
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Figure B.42: EROW Best Case Scenario Output Screen for the Urban County for the Second 

Option of Case Study One. 

 
 
 
 

 

Figure B.43: EROW Worst Case Scenario Output Screen for the Urban County for the Second 

Option of Case Study One. 
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Appendix C: EROW Case Study Two Outputs 

First Option: 

Table C.1: Best and Worst Case Scenario of the Environmental Clearance Obtained Scenario for 

the First Option of Case Study Two 

Environmental Clearance Obtained 
Best Case Scenario 

County Type and Parcels Harris (3 parcels) 
Budget Option ($1,000) 5,822 
Best Rate of Return (%) 4,558.72 
Resulting Expenditure ($1,000) 3,915 
Resulting Savings ($1,000) 178,474 

Worst Case Scenario 

County Types and Parcels 
Metro (42 parcels), Dallas (25 parcels),  
Harris (12 parcels), and Tarrant (13 parcels) 

Budget Option ($1,000) 31,717 
Best Rate of Return (%) 2,083.97 
Resulting Expenditure ($1,000) 29,593 
Resulting Savings ($1,000) 616,708 

 
 
 
 

 

Figure C.1:  Graph of Savings and RORs for Budget Options of the Environmental Clearance 

Obtained Scenario for the First Option of Case Study Two. 
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Figure C.2: EROW Input Screen for the Environmental Clearance Obtained Scenario for the 

First Option of Case Study Two. 

 

 

 

 

Figure C.3: EROW Best Case Scenario Output Screen for the Environmental Clearance Obtained 

Scenario for the First Option of Case Study Two. 
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Figure C.4: EROW Worst Case Scenario Output Screen for the Environmental Clearance 

Obtained Scenario for the First Option of Case Study Two. 

 
 
 
 

Table C.2: Best and Worst Case Scenario of the First Parcel Purchased (inc. early) Scenario for 

the First Option of Case Study Two 

First Parcel Purchased (inc. early) 
Best Case Scenario 

County Type and Parcels Harris (1 Parcel) 
Budget Option ($1,000) 5,822 
Best Rate of Return (%) 2,719.24 
Resulting Expenditure ($1,000) 2,728 
Resulting Savings ($1,000) 74,181 

Worst Case Scenario 

County Types and Parcels 
Metro (2 parcels), Dallas (3 parcels),  
Harris (4 parcels), and Tarrant (6 parcels) 

Budget Option ($1,000) 31,717 
Worst Rate of Return (%) 1,569.26 
Resulting Expenditure ($1,000) 29,934 
Resulting Savings ($1,000) 469,742 
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Figure C.5: Graph of Savings and RORs for Budget Options of the First Parcel Purchased                

(inc. early) Scenario for the First Option of Case Study Two. 

 
 

 

 

Figure C.6: EROW Input Screen for the First Parcel Purchased (inc. early) Scenario for the First 

Option of Case Study Two. 
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Figure C.7: EROW Best Case Scenario Output Screen for the First Parcel Purchased (inc. early) 

Scenario for the First Option of Case Study Two. 

 
 

 
 

 

Figure C.8: EROW Worst Case Scenario Output Screen for the First Parcel Purchased                   

(inc. early) Scenario for the First Option of Case Study Two. 
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Table C.3: Best and Worst Case Scenario of the First Parcel Purchased (not early) Scenario for 

the First Option of Case Study Two 

First Parcel Purchased (Not early) 
Best Case Scenario 

County Type and Parcels Harris (2 Parcels) 
Budget Option ($1,000) 5,822 
Best Rate of Return (%) 2,309.30 
Resulting Expenditure ($1,000) 4,849 
Resulting Savings ($1,000) 111,978 

Worst Case Scenario 

County Type and Parcels 
Metro (3 parcels), Dallas (8 parcels),  
Harris (7 parcels), and Tarrant (6 parcels) 

Budget Option ($1,000) 31,717 
Worst Rate of Return (%) 1,719.26 
Resulting Expenditure ($1,000) 30,122 
Resulting Savings ($1,000) 517,875 

 
 
 
 
 

 

Figure C.9: Graph of Savings and RORs for Budget Options of the First Parcel Purchased                

(not early) Scenario for the First Option of Case Study Two. 
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Figure C.10: EROW Input Screen for the First Parcel Purchased (not early) Scenario for the First 

Option of Case Study Two. 

 
 
 
 

 

Figure C.11: EROW Best Case Scenario Output Screen for the First Parcel Purchased  (not early) 

Scenario for the First Option of Case Study Two. 
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Figure C.12: EROW Worst Case Scenario Output Screen for the First Parcel Purchased                       

(not early) Scenario for the First Option of Case Study Two. 

 
 

Table C.4: Best and Worst Case Scenario of the ROW Release Obtained Scenario for the First 

Option of Case Study Two 

ROW Release Obtained  
Best Case Scenario 

County Type and Parcels Harris (3 Parcels) 
Budget Option ($1,000) 5,822 
Best Rate of Return (%) 3,721.27 
Resulting Expenditure ($1,000) 4,773 
Resulting Savings ($1,000) 177,616 

Worst Case Scenario 

County Type and Parcels 
Metro (36 parcels), Dallas (17 parcels),  
Harris (9 parcels), and Tarrant (11 parcels) 

Budget Option ($1,000) 31,717 
Worst Rate of Return (%) 1,965.36 
Resulting Expenditure ($1,000) 30,525 
Resulting Savings ($1,000) 599,925 
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Figure C.13: Graph of Savings and RORs for Budget Options of the ROW Release Obtained 

Scenario for the First Option of Case Study Two. 

 
 
 
 

 

Figure C.14: EROW Input Screen for the ROW Release Obtained Scenario for the First Option 

of Case Study Two. 
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Figure C.15: EROW Best Case Scenario Output Screen for the ROW Release Obtained Scenario 

for the First Option of Case Study Two. 

 
 
 

 

 

Figure C.16: EROW Worst Case Scenario Output Screen for the ROW Release Obtained 

Scenario for the First Option of Case Study Two. 
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Table C.5: Best and Worst Case Scenario of the Schematics Available (time 0) Scenario for the 

First Option of Case Study Two 

Schematics Available  
Best Case Scenario 

County Type and Parcels Harris (6 Parcels) 
Budget Option ($1,000) 5,822 
Best Rate of Return (%) 6,319.47 
Resulting Expenditure ($1,000) 4,982 
Resulting Savings ($1,000) 314,836 

Worst Case Scenario 

County Type and Parcels 
Metro (27 parcels), Dallas (28 parcels),  
Harris (21 parcels), and Tarrant (25 parcels) 

Budget Option ($1,000) 31,717 
Worst Rate of Return (%) 2,198.74 
Resulting Expenditure ($1,000) 29,518 
Resulting Savings ($1,000) 649,024 
 

 
 
 
 

 

Figure C.17: Graph of Savings and RORs for Budget Options of the Schematics Available         

(time 0) Scenario for the First Option of Case Study Two. 
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Figure C.18: EROW Input Screen for the Schematics Available (time 0) Scenario for the First 

Option of Case Study Two. 

 
 
 

 

Figure C.19: EROW Best Case Scenario Output Screen for the Schematics Available (time 0) 

Scenario for the First Option of Case Study Two. 

 



 199 

 

Figure C.20: EROW Worst Case Scenario Output Screen for the Schematics Available (time 0) 

Scenario for the First Option of Case Study Two. 

 
 
 

Second Option: 
 

Table C.6: Best and Worst Case Scenario of the Dallas County for the Second Option of Case 

Study Two 

Dallas  
Best Case Scenario 

Speculation Scenario and Parcels Schematics Available (28 Parcels) 
Budget Option ($1,000) 5,822 
Best Rate of Return (%) 2,117.05 
Resulting Expenditure ($1,000) 4,006 
Resulting Savings ($1,000) 84,809 

Worst Case Scenario 

Speculation Scenario and Parcels 

Environmental Clearance Obtained (25 parcels), 
First Parcel Purchased (not early) (28 parcels), 
Schematics Available (28 parcels), 
First Parcel Purchased (inc. early) (8 parcels),  
and ROW Release Obtained (17 parcels)  

Budget Option ($1,000) 31,717 
Worst Rate of Return (%) 1,253.06 
Resulting Expenditure ($1,000) 31,506 
Resulting Savings ($1,000) 394,789 
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Figure C.21: Graph of Savings and RORs for Budget Options of the Dallas County for the 

Second Option of Case Study Two. 

 
 
 

 

 

Figure C.22: EROW Input Screen for the Dallas County for the Second Option of Case Study 

Two. 
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Figure C.23: EROW Best Case Scenario Output Screen for the Dallas County for the Second 

Option of Case Study Two. 

 
 

 

 

Figure C.24: EROW Worst Case Scenario Output Screen for the Dallas County for the Second 

Option of Case Study Two. 
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Table C.7: Best and Worst Case Scenario of the Harris County for the Second Option of Case 

Study Two 

Harris  
Best Case Scenario 

Speculation Scenario and Parcels Schematics Available (6 Parcel) 
Budget Option ($1,000) 5,822 
Best Rate of Return (%) 6,319.47 
Resulting Expenditure ($1,000) 4,982 
Resulting Savings ($1,000) 314,836 

Worst Case Scenario 

Speculation Scenario and Parcels 

Environmental Clearance Obtained (12 parcels), 
First Parcel Purchased (not early) (2 parcels), 
Schematics Available (6 parcels), 
and ROW Release Obtained (9 parcels)  

Budget Option ($1,000) 31,717 
Worst Rate of Return (%) 3,508.86 
Resulting Expenditure ($1,000) 30,376 
Resulting Savings ($1,000) 1,065,850 

 
 
 
 

 

Figure C.25: Graph of Savings and RORs for Budget Options of the Harris County for the 

Second Option of Case Study Two. 
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Figure C.26: EROW Input Screen for the Harris County for the Second Option of Case Study 

Two. 

 
 

 

 

Figure C.27: EROW Best Case Scenario Output Screen for the Harris County for the Second 

Option of Case Study Two. 
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Figure C.28: EROW Worst Case Scenario Output Screen for the Harris County for the Second 

Option of Case Study Two. 

 
 
 
 

Table C.8: Best and Worst Case Scenario of the Metro County for the Second Option of Case 

Study Two 

Metro 
Best Case Scenario 

Speculation Scenario and Parcels Schematics Available (27 Parcels) 
Budget Option ($1,000) 5,822 
Best Rate of Return (%) 2,632.06 
Resulting Expenditure ($1,000) 5,044 
Resulting Savings ($1,000) 132,761 

Worst Case Scenario 

Speculation Scenario and Parcels 

Environmental Clearance Obtained (16 parcels), 
First Parcel Purchased (not early) (3 parcels), 
Schematics Available (27 parcels), 
First Parcel Purchased (inc. early) (10 parcels), 
and ROW Release Obtained (11 Parcels) 

Budget Option ($1,000) 31,717 
Worst Rate of Return (%) 1,879.16 
Resulting Expenditure ($1,000) 30,277 
Resulting Savings ($1,000) 568,954 
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Figure C.29: Graph of Savings and RORs for Budget Options of the Metro County for the 

Second Option of Case Study Two. 

 
 

 

 

Figure C.30: EROW Input Screen for the Metro County for the Second Option of Case Study 

Two. 
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Figure C.31: EROW Best Case Scenario Output Screen for the Metro County for the Second 

Option of Case Study Two. 

 
 
 
 

 

Figure C.32: EROW Worst Case Scenario Output Screen for the Metro County for the Second 

Option of Case Study Two. 
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Table C.9: Best and Worst Case Scenario of the Rural County for the Second Option of Case 

Study Two 

Rural 
Best Case Scenario 

Speculation Scenario and Parcels Schematics Available (43 Parcels) 
Budget Option ($1,000) 5,822 
Best Rate of Return (%) 76.40 
Resulting Expenditure ($1,000) 1,157 
Resulting Savings ($1,000) 884 

Worst Case Scenario 

Speculation Scenario and Parcels 

Environmental Clearance Obtained (42 parcels), 
First Parcel Purchased (not early) (42 parcels), 
Schematics Available (42 parcels), 
First Parcel Purchased (inc. early) (42 parcels),  
and ROW Release Obtained (42 parcels)  

Budget Option ($1,000) 26,538 
Worst Rate of Return (%) 46.53 
Resulting Expenditure ($1,000) 6,963 
Resulting Savings ($1,000) 3,240 

 
 
 
 

 

 

Figure C.33: Graph of Savings and RORs for Budget Options of the Rural County for the Second 

Option of Case Study Two. 
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Figure C.34: EROW Input Screen for the Rural County for the Second Option of Case Study 

Two. 

 
 
 
 

 

Figure C.35: EROW Best Case Scenario Output Screen for the Rural County for the Second 

Option of Case Study Two. 

 



 209 

 

Figure C.36: EROW Best Case Scenario Output Screen for the Rural County for the Second 

Option of Case Study Two. 

 
 
 

Table C.10: Best and Worst Case Scenario of the Tarrant County for the Second Option of Case 

Study Two 

Tarrant  
Best Case Scenario 

County Type and Parcels Schematics Available (20 Parcels) 
Budget Option ($1,000) 5,822 
Best Rate of Return (%) 1,707.99 
Resulting Expenditure ($1,000) 4,732 
Resulting Savings ($1,000) 80,822 

Worst Case Scenario 

County Type and Parcels 

Environmental Clearance Obtained (13 parcels), 
First Parcel Purchased (not early) (6 parcels), 
Schematics Available (25 parcels), 
First Parcel Purchased (inc. early) (6 parcels),  
and ROW Release Obtained (11 parcels) 

Budget Option ($1,000) 31,717 
Worst Rate of Return (%) 1,279 
Resulting Expenditure ($1,000) 29,690 
Resulting Savings ($1,000) 379,736 
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Figure C.37: Graph of Savings and RORs for Budget Options of the Tarrant County for the 

Second Option of Case Study Two. 

 
 
 
 

 

Figure C.38: EROW Input Screen for the Tarrant County for the Second Option of Case Study 

Two. 

 
 



 211 

 

Figure C.39: EROW Best Case Scenario Output Screen for the Tarrant County for the Second 

Option of Case Study Two. 

 
 
 

 

 

Figure C.40: EROW Worst Case Scenario Output Screen for the Tarrant County for the First 

Option of Case Study Two. 
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Table C.11: Best and Worst Case Scenario of the Urban County for the Second Option of Case 

Study Two 

Urban  
Best Case Scenario 

Speculation Scenario and Parcels Schematics Available (42 Parcels) 
Budget Option ($1,000) 5,822 
Best Rate of Return (%) 292.50 
Resulting Expenditure ($1,000) 3,026 
Resulting Savings ($1,000) 8,851 

Worst Case Scenario 

Speculation Scenario and Parcels 

Environmental Clearance Obtained (42 parcels), 
First Parcel Purchased (not early) (42 parcels), 
Schematics Available (42 parcels), 
First Parcel Purchased (inc. early) (42 parcels),  
and ROW Release Obtained (42 parcels)  

Budget Option ($1,000) 26,538 
Worst Rate of Return (%) 207.43 
Resulting Expenditure ($1,000) 19,316 
Resulting Savings ($1,000) 40,067 

 
 
 

 
 

 

Figure C.41: Graph of Savings and RORs for Budget Options of the Urban County for the 

Second Option of Case Study Two. 
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Figure C.42: EROW Input Screen for the Urban County for the Second Option of Case Study 

Two. 

 
 
 
 

 

Figure C.43: EROW Best Case Scenario Output Screen for the Urban County for the Second 

Option of Case Study Two. 
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Figure C.44: EROW Worst Case Scenario Output Screen for the Urban County for the Second 

Option of Case Study Two. 
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