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PREFACE

This evaluation of the Madison Peak-Period Parking Pricing Demonstration
Project was prepared in the Boston, Massachusetts office of Charles River
Associates Incorporated (CRA) for the Transportation Systems Center (TSC) of
the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) under Contract Number
DOT-TSC-1757. The evaluation was undertaken as part of the Service and
Methods Demonstration (SMD) Program sponsored by the Urban Mass
Transportation Administration (UMTA). Thomas E. Parody served as CRA's
evaluation manager and principal investigator. Larry Doxsey of TSC served as

technical advisor and monitor for the evaluation and provided many useful
comments throughout the period of the demonstration. Marion Ott, formerly
with TSC, served in this capacity during the initial demonstration planning
phase. The UMTA project manager for the demonstration was Stewart McKeown.

Many individuals contributed to the development of this evaluation
report. Within CRA, Thomas E. Parody directed the evaluation and was the
principal author of this report. Robert Hirschey performed the computer
tabulation work. Other CRA contributors included members of the Publications
Department, as well as Sharon Ayres and Susan Novich, graphic artists. The
efforts of all of these individuals were supervised by Daniel Brand, CRA's
Officer-in-Charge of work conducted for the SMD program, who provided overall

guidance and many helpful suggestions.

Although CRA accepts full responsibility for the information and

conclusions presented in this report, the evaluation would not have been
possible without the cooperation and assistance of Ross Patronsky, Duane
Hinz, and Warren Somerfeld of the Madison Department of Transportation, and

Bud Sharp and the staff of the Wisconsin Survey Research Laboratory, who were
involved in most of the data collection activities.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

INTRODUCTION

The Madison Peak-Period Parking Pricing Demonstration Project was
instituted with the assistance of the Urban Mass Transportation
Administration's Service and Methods Demonstration (SMD) Program, in order
to evaluate the impacts of parking pricing policies aimed at discouraging the
use of automobiles during peak commuting hours. A compl ementary park-ride
shuttle bus system serving three fringe-area lots was also introduced in

order to make transit use more attractive to commuters. The overall concept
of the demonstration was based, in part, on the belief that transit
incentives by themselves, whether they be price- or service- related, may not
be completely effective in obtaining significant mode shifts from
single-passenger automobiles to transit or, in general, to any high-occupancy
mode. Thus, it was felt that pricing strategies directed at the use of the
automobile during certain hours of the day would encourage the use of transit
and other high-occupancy vehicles, as well as achieve other local goals and
objectives.

DEMONSTRATION OVERVIEW

The demonstration project in Madison involved instituting a series
of changes to the parking operation and pricing structure of certain
municipal ly-controlled parking facilities in the Madison central business
district (CBD). In particular, five public parking facilities were converted
from meter operation to attendant control (with some meters remaining).
Subsequently, a peak-period parking surcharge (or as it was called in

Madison, a "Prime Time Charge") of $1.00 was levied on all vehicles entering
two of the attendant parking ramps and two attendant parking lots between the
hours of 7:00 a.m. and 9:30 a.m. and parking for three or more hours.

The main objective of the demonstration was to improve the utilization
of parking spaces in the downtown area by discouraging individuals from

making commuter trips to the CBD by automobile, thereby increasing the

availability of parking spaces for midday shopping and personal business
trips. Park-ride shuttle buses serving three fringe-area parking lots were

also instituted in order to make transit use more attractive to commuters.
The demonstration was evaluated using data from before and after parking
surveys, a panel of commuters using surcharge parking facilities, a control

panel of commuters using nonsurcharge parking facilities, and standard
occupancy and duration counts.

xi



The entire Madison Parking Pricing Demonstration was implemented in four

separate phases. (Table S-l presents a chronology of major events that

occurred over the course of the demonstration.) In the first phase, all four

of the city-controlled parking ramps and one of the parking lots were

converted from various combinations of short-, medium-, and long-term parking

meters to attendant operation. These five parking facilities have a combined
capacity of about 2,400 spaces, which represents 76 percent of the off-street
spaces controlled by the Madison Parking Utility, or 10.6 percent of the

approximately 23,000 legal public and private parking spaces located in the
central area.

The second phase of the demonstration involved selling monthly transit
passes at a 75 percent discount to certain employees located in the CBD area.

This three-month sale occurred about one year before the start of the prime
time charge; given that these types of TFP programs were the subject of
evaluations elsewhere, their impacts are not analyzed here.

In the third phase of the demonstration, three fringe parking lots were
opened and were served by a newly-instituted, all-day shuttle bus system.
This service began about one month prior to the start of the attendant
parking operation described above. These fringe-area parking spaces were set

up to provide an alternative for individuals who desire to continue using
their automobiles for a portion of their trips destined to the CBD but who
want to avoid paying the peak-period parking surcharge.

The fourth and most important phase of the demonstration was the
institution of the peak-period parking surcharge. The $1.00 "prime time"
charge began to be collected in late December 1980, about nine months after
certain of the parking facilities began attendant operation. Initially, the
prime time charge was to apply to all individuals entering any one of the
surcharge facilities between 7:00 a.m. and 9:30 a.m. Hov/ever, in deference
to Madison officials, who did not wish to penalize short-term parkers also
parking at these hours, the $1.00 surcharge was restricted to vehicles
entering at these times and parking three or more hours.

Apparently, this was the first introduction of this particular type of
pricing mechanism in the United States. Other cities, such as San Francisco,
have imposed a parking tax on al

1

vehicles, including those that park in the
peak and offpeak periods. In directing the surcharge just at the peak
period, the program was to provide an incentive for commuters not to drive
and park in the CBD during the morning peak period, thereby freeing up
parking spaces for midday use (e.g., by shoppers), and increasing the
likelihood that transit would be used for the commuter trip to work. This
demonstration falls in the general SMD program area of pricing and service
i nnovations

.

XI 1



TABLE S-l. CHRONOLOGY OF DEMONSTRATION ACTIONS AND EVENTS

1978: September Final application for demonstration grant submitted

December Demonstration grant signed

1979: April 30 Project manager begins

September 24 Start of three-month discount pass sale to state
empl oyees

October 17 Ramp conversion begins

November 15 All-day parking occupancy and duration count

November Bus pass user survey conducted

1980: January 1 Bus fares increase $0.05 to $0.35

March 3 Shuttle bus service to three park-ride lots begins

March 24 First of five attended parking facilities opens

April 1 Validated parking program starts

May 1 Start of transit strike

July 20 End of transit strike

August 4 Shuttle bus off-peak headways increase from 15 to

30 minutes

September 30 Parking Utility Committee recommends rejecting
surcharge (5-1)

October 7 Public hearing on surcharge

October 14 Transportation Commission rejects surcharge (8-0)

October 14 Before all-day parking survey conducted

October 20 Midday and evening shuttle bus service discontinued

Table continued on following page.



TABLE S-l (Continued). CHRONOLOGY OF DEMONSTRATION ACTIONS AND EVENTS

November 13 All-day parking occupancy and duration count

November 18 Board of Estimates rejects surcharge (4-2)

December 16 City Council approves surcharge (12-9)

December 29 $1.00 prime time charge begins

1981: January 1 Bus fares increase $0.10 to $0.45

April 6 Additional reductions in park-ride bus service

April 14 All-day parking occupancy and duration count

April 17 After telephone surveys begin

April 28 After all-day parking and park-ride surveys conducted

June 12 Shuttle bus service discontinued

1982: January 1 Bus fares increase $0.10 to $0.55

January 4 Prime time charge discontinued; parking rates
increase from $0.20 to $0. 35/hour

SOURCE: Madison Department of Transportation

.
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The analysis and evaluation of the Madison demonstration has been
organized into the following three issue categories:

1. Responses to transportation supply changes;

2. User impacts and changes in travel behavior; and

3. Implementation concerns and operator impacts.

The following sections summarize the key findings pertaining to the
above issues and assess the transferabil i ty of the demonstration results to

other areas.

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Responses to Transportation Supply Changes

The $1.00 prime time charge was put into effect at over 1,000 parking
spaces, representing approximately 22 percent of all public, off-street
parking supply available in the Madison central area. The institution of the
surcharge resulted in a major and immediate impact in peak-period occupancy
characteristics at the four surcharge parking facilities. Occupancies as of
9 a.m. in three surcharge facilities declined by an average of about

40 percent, reflecting a reduction of about 330 cars per day. Conversely, at
two nonsurcharge attendant facilities located nearby, 9 a.m. occupancies
increased by about 15 percent or by an average of 80 cars per day.

Potentially even more cars would have switched to one of these facilities
were it not for the fact that it fills to capacity by 9 a.m. on a regular
basis.

By midday (measured as of 11 a.m.), occupancies at three surcharge
facilities had made a rapid rebound and were down by an average of only

7 percent after the surcharge began. Occupancies at this time of day at the

two nonsurcharge attended facilities remained essentially unchanged. Thus,

on balance, more spaces were made available for midday parkers because of the

surcharge, even after it is considered that observed occupancies already
reflect any new trips that may have been attracted to the downtown area.

The shuttle bus system to the three fringe area lots carried an average
of about 330 persons (or 660 one-way trips) per day before the surcharge was

implemented. Taking into consideration the introduction of the surcharge and

a $0.10 increase in bus fares, one can estimate that at most the shuttle
buses attracted 13 persons per day as a result of the surcharge. It would
appear that, at least in this setting, the shuttle buses provided little

complementarity to the peak-period parking surcharge.

xv



User Impacts and Changes in Travel Behavior

Restricting the prime time charge to those peak-period users that park

for three or more hours was found to be an effective way of targeting the

surcharge to long-term parkers who, almost exclusively, are making work or,

as was particularly the case in Madison, school trips. In this way,

generally shorter- term, shopping, and/or personal business trips were not

adversely affected by the additional cost of parking. Because the users that
were directly affected were making such "high value" trips, it was discovered
that very few individuals discontinued traveling to the CBD because of the

surcharge.

In comparing the parking and travel behavior characteri sties of a panel

of peak-period commuters who used surcharge facilities prior to the

introduction of the prime time charge to those of a similar panel who used
nonsurcharge facilities, it was observed that the panel of parkers facing the
surcharge were much more likely to have switched parking locations (either to

another facility or to a parking meter at the same facility) and to have
increased their use of the bus and walk modes. In addition, the prime time
facility users were much more likely to have delayed the time they entered
the parking facility to after 9:30 a.m., the end of the surcharge period.
What also clearly emerged from examining the commuting behavior of
individuals who had parked for at least one day was the degree of diversity
they exhibited in their travel behavior for a specific work or school trip
purpose during a period of one week.

Relatively few individuals who parked in the surcharge facilities
switched, in order to avoid the surcharge, to one of the three park-ride lots
that were opened as part of the demonstration. Although about 5 to 8 percent
of the work or school trips made by commuters who once parked in a surcharge
facility shifted to transit, the vast majority of these (90 percent) were
made via regular bus. Perhaps this is to be expected, given that the
regular bus routes cover, and offer, proportionately much more service
compared to the three shuttle bus routes. Of those users of the shuttle bus,
only 6.6 percent indicated that they were using the shuttle bus service
because of the $1.00 surcharge. Similarly, therefore, the great majority of
park-ride users selected this mode without any direct connection to the prime
time parking charge.

While a number of individuals changed their carpooling behavior ( i . e .

,

either by forming or disbanding a carpool ) during the six-month time span of
the before and after surveys, only about one-quarter of those in the panel of
prime time parkers who increased auto occupancies said that the surcharge was
a major reason for doing so. This finding indicates that carpooling
arrangements are more heavily influenced by factors external to the pricing
incentives of this demonstration. Basically, about 6 percent of the
surcharge panel of parkers increased auto occupancies from an average of 1.06
to 2.78. Assuming that auto occupancies for other parkers remained

xvi



unchanged, auto occupancies for all users of surcharge parking facilities
increased by 3 percent while they increased by only 1 percent for all users
of public, off-street facilities in the CBD.

With regard to the socioeconomic characteristics of various groups of
parkers, it was observed that males with lower incomes were more likely to

avoid the surcharge by using another mode or by changing the time they
entered the prime time facility. Higher-income individuals were more likely
to park at a meter or use another parking facility, while females were more
likely to continue parking at the. same facility and pay the surcharge. Age
was not found to vary significantly among the various groups of individuals
who paid the surcharge or adjusted their travel behavior in some fashion
because of the surcharge.

Perceptions of parking availability during both the morning peak period
(7:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m.) and the midday (11:00 a.m. to 2:00 p.m.) improved
significantly (on the order of about 10 percent) after the introduction of

the surcharge. However, the primary motivating factor apparently resulted
from the type and amount of publicity and advertising that was undertaken to

explain the introduction and objectives of the prime time charge program as

well as the availability of the park-ride shuttle buses. The only
individuals who reported that parking was more difficult to find after the
surcharge began were those commuters who switched and parked at a

nonsurcharge location. However, this same group said that parking was easier
to find during the midday. Thus, the objective of freeing up some spaces was
achieved both in actuality (as indicated above) and in the altered
perceptions of various parkers. About 30 percent of the prime time panel of
commuters felt that the surcharge did in fact free up spaces for midday use.
In general, however, both panels of commuters favored continuing the program
on the grounds that it is more likely to cause individuals to try other modes
of travel rather than to achieve the objective of freeing up spaces for

midday use.

Implementation Concerns and Operator Impacts

The prime time parking charge program evolved from an earlier proposal
by the City of Madison to institute a roadway/congestion pricing project,

which was studied and later rejected. The implementation of the parking
surcharge program, while proceeding smoothly in the beginning, did eventually
have to clear several hurdles that one might have expected in a program about

to be implemented for the first time in the United States.

Initial public hearings held for the purposes of the demonstration grant

application received favorable reviews from groups such as the League of

Women Voters, but representatives of the large college student population
generally voiced their opposition. Business groups were in favor of the

present demonstration as well as new parking lot construction if these
actions would ensure additional parking capacity for shoppers. As the actual

xvn



implementation date approached, however, various governmental agencies

concerned with parking matters in Madison decided against instituting the

surcharge as initially proposed. The details of the surcharge were modified
and after a series of high-level negotiations, an agreement was reached to

institute the surcharge. It is quite likely, however, that without the

impetus provided by the demonstration, the peak-period parking surcharge
would not have been implemented strictly for the purpose of meeting local

objecti ves

.

Surprisingly, very little public opposition was voiced against the

surcharge after it was implemented. During the first month of operation,
only seven complaints and one compliment were received by Madison's
Department of Transportation. No "letters to the editor" or newspaper
articles were printed. Even after the six-month "trial" period of operation
ended, few, if any, public or political calls were heard to discontinue the

program.

It was estimated that the surcharge resulted in an increase of at least
$6,000 to $10,000 per month in parking revenues. Thus, although many
individuals continued to drive, (finding ways to avoid the surcharge) , on

balance, parkers exhibited an inelastic demand.

In Madison, the additional cost involved in operating the attendant
facilities averaged about $17,800 per month. It is estimated that about
$15,000 per month in new parking revenues was being received because
attendants had replaced meters. Thus, even with the additional labor costs,
the combination of revenues generated from attendants and the $1.00 surcharge
provided a positive revenue gain. As described in more detail in the
following section, these costs could vary considerably in other localities.

TRANSFERABILITY OF FINDINGS

This section of the report describes various conditions or factors that
may be more or less specific to the Madison demonstration, and assesses how
these factors may influence the transferabil ity or generality of the findings
presented in this report. Since it is difficult to imagine the many
different types of environments that could exist in areas considering the
implementation of a peak-period parking program of this type, it is not
possible to anticipate all eventualities. Being so notified, the reader
should feel free to make similar assessments based on the site
characteri sties evident in the Madison demonstration and the subject area
under consideration.

Perhaps the most notable factors that will affect a prime time parking
charge program are the number and location of parking spaces to be included
in the program, and the choice set of available alternatives. In Madison,
the surcharge was applied at four parking facilities affecting over 1,000
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parking spaces. Still, since the surcharge was not imposed at all major
parking facilities, there was ample opportunity for many commuters to
continue to drive and park in the CBD without paying the surcharge. A fairly
compact core, coupled with a dense transit network in Madison, also provided
a competitive alternative to commuting by automobile. It is possible to

hypothesize that a more extensive application of the surcharge would result
in much less switching between parking locations, more diversion to
alternative modes, and, quite possibly, more vociferous reaction from the
public and those governmental agencies responsible for setting parking
pol icy.

That such a low percentage of parkers who were users of the surcharge
facilities switched to the park-ride mode, and/or that few park-ride users
were former surcharge facility parkers appear to be typical findings.
Clearly, diversion to this mode is a function of the number and location of
the park-ride lots, the frequency and hours of service operated by the
shuttle bus, the level of service offered by the regular bus system, and the
cost to the user. In Madison, there was no cost to use any of the three
park-ride lots, but shuttle bus patrons were charged the regular express bus
fare of $0.50 (reduced fares were charged to the elderly and handicapped).

A similar finding, likely to be applicable in other areas, was that
discontinuation of park-ride shuttle service during the off-peak hours
resulted in only minor reductions in ridership, since the majority of users
were commuters. However, even the net cost of providing the service during
peak hours was thought to be excessive, and the separate shuttle service was
eventually discontinued. The park-ride lots were kept open and were served
by making minor adjustments to certain of the regular bus routes.

As discussed in Section 6, the capital and operating costs of
implementing a peak-period surcharge program can vary substantially,
depending on the current methods used to collect parking fees. Clearly, the

highest costs are required if it is necessary to convert from meters to

attendant operation. However, the resources required if attendants are

already in use would be negligible in comparison.

The institution of the $1.00 surcharge resulted in a net increase in

parking revenues, implying that the demand for parking at surcharge lots is

inelastic at these price levels and given the prices charged at the other

facilities. While this finding is likely to hold elsewhere, the actual

change in parking revenues will vary according to the proportion of parking

supply covered by the surcharge and the type ( i . e . ,
long- vs. short-term) and

occupancy characteristics of parking spaces not included in the surcharge

program. That is, the less opportunity there is for individuals to simply

switch from a surcharge to a nonsurcharge parking facility, the larger will

be the increase in parking revenues, all other factors equal.
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The demonstration findings indicated that the parking surcharge did not
contribute to a large increase in carpooling. While a fairly substantial
amount of turnover occurred in carpool activity during the six-month interval
between the before and after surveys, this apparently resulted from normal
patterns inherent in carpooling arrangements rather than from the prime time
charge. It should be noted that the prime time charge in and of itself did
not provide a particularly strong monetary incentive to form a carpool. For
example, each individual in a two-person carpool would save only $0.50 per
day in parking costs. As a greater carpooling stimulus, other areas might
consider exempting carpool s from any surcharge. While this action might
result in a somewhat greater shift to this mode, individual carpool patterns
would still likely be more heavily influenced by other factors.



1. DEMONSTRATION BACKGROUND AND OBJECTIVES

1.1 INTRODUCTION

Pricing strategies directed at reducing the use of automobiles during
peak periods have been proposed at various times over the past two decades as

one way of improving the flow of vehicles and personal travel in congested
urban areas. The concept is based in part on the belief that transit
incentives by themselves, whether they be price- or service- rel ated, may not
be completely effective in obtaining significant mode shifts from
single-passenger automobiles to transit (or more generally, to any
high-occupancy mode). Consequently, it has often been suggested that
implementing pricing policies directed at low- or single-occupancy
automobiles, possibly coupled with the introduction or enhancement of
existing public transportation services, will result in the desired change in

travel behavior. Charges applied to parking and automobile use especially
during peak hours of the day, therefore, have the potential of encouraging
the use of transit and other high-occupancy vehicles as well as achieving
other stated local goals and objectives. The concept is consistent with the
notion of implementing "congestion fees" when marginal costs exceed marginal
benefits or average costs.

In order to test and evaluate automobile pricing disincentive policies,
the Urban Mass Transportation Administration (UMTA) in 1976 initiated
procedures for selecting sites to conduct demonstrations of the road pricing
(or congestion pricing) concept. Based on letters of interest that were
received from cities across the United States in response to a request for
expressions of interest, three cities were selected for further study:
Berkeley, California; Madison, Wisconsin; and Honolulu, Hawaii. However,
after only the completion of very preliminary studies, the emergence of some

unfavorable publicity resulted in the City of Berkeley declining to continue
its examination of the feasibility of implementing this type of
demonstration. The City of Madison also decided against a road pricing
project, but did opt for studying, and later instituting, a peak-period, or

prime time parking surcharge demonstration, for which this report describes
the principal findings. In Honolulu, the concept of road pricing has been

discussed on and off during the last six years. As recently as 1981, the

Hawaii Department of Transportation took steps to retain a consultant to

evaluate and develop a coordinated demonstration of the road pricing concept.

However, firm proposals for a specific demonstration have yet to be

developed.

1.2 DEMONSTRATION OVERVIEW

The Madison Parking Pricing Demonstration involved instituting a series
of changes to the parking operation and pricing structure of certain
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municipally-controlled parking facilities in the Madison central business
district (CBD). In particular, five public parking facilities were converted
from meter operation to attendant control (with some meters remaining).

Subsequently, a peak-period parking surcharge (or as it was called in

Madison, a "Prime Time Charge") of $1.00 was levied on all vehicles entering
two of the attendant parking ramps and two attendant parking lots between the

hours of 7:00 a.m. and 9:30 a.m. and parking for three or more hours.

("Ramps" are multi-story parking garages that, at the beginning of the

demonstration, were controlled using parking meters of various time
durations.

)

The main objective of the demonstration was to improve the utilization
of parking spaces in the downtown area by discouraging individuals from
making commuter trips to the CBD by automobile, thereby increasing the

availability of parking spaces for midday shopping and personal business
trips. Park-ride shuttle buses serving three fringe-area parking lots were
also instituted in order to make transit use more attractive to commuters.
The evaluation presented herein focuses principally on the impacts
attributable to the parking pricing changes. The effects of other
demonstration components are included in the evaluation to the extent
necessary to separate out and isolate their contributory impacts.

The entire Madison Parking Pricing Demonstration was implemented in four
separate phases. In the first phase, all four of the city-controlled parking
rarnps and one of the parking lots were converted from various combinations of
short-, medium-, and long-term parking meters to attendant operation.
However, because of design constraints, about 25 percent of the parking
spaces remained under meter operation. These five parking facilities have a

combined capacity of about 2,400 spaces, which represents 76 percent of the

off-street spaces controlled by the Madison Parking Utility; 57.5 percent of
all publicly available off-street parking spaces; or 10.6 percent of the
approximately 23,000 legal public and private parking spaces located in the
central area.

Prior to the beginning of attendant operations, a new office building
for government employees opened in the CBD. The existing monthly transit
pass was sold to these employees at a 75 percent discount for the first three
months after the building opened. The employer ( i . e

. , the State) contributed
25 percent toward the pass cost with 50 percent of the cost provided as part
of the demonstration. Employees were able to purchase passes over-the-
counter during the week prior to the sale month. (This second phase of the
demonstration occurred about one year before the start of the prime time
charge; given that these types of TFP programs were the subject of
evaluations elsewhere,* their impacts are not analyzed here.)

*For example, see Charles River Associates, Jacksonville Transit Fare
Prepayment Demonstration

, Final Evaluation Report, prepared for the
Transportation Systems Center (UMTA-FL-06-0016-82-1

, September 1982).
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In the third phase of the demonstration, three fringe parking lots were
opened and were served by a newly-instituted, all-day shuttle bus system.
This service began about one month prior to the start of the attendant
parking operation described above. These fringe-area parking spaces were set
up to provide an alternative for individuals who desire to continue using
their automobiles for a portion of their trips destined to the CBD but who
want to avoid paying the peak-period parking surcharge.

The fourth and most important phase of the demonstration was the
institution of the peak-period parking surcharge. The $1.00 "prime time"
charge began to be collected in late December 1980, about nine months after
certain of the parking facilities began attendant operation. The main reason
for the delay was a "last-minute" reluctance on the part of various city
agencies and elected officials in Madison to implement the program as

originally designed. However, after a series of high-level negotiating
sessions between UMTA and Madison officials, a slightly-revised version of
the prime time charge demonstration was agreed upon and implemented on

December 29, 1980.

Except for the addition of the $1.00 surcharge, the hourly price of
parking in the four prime time facilities remained unchanged. Initially, the
prime time charge was to apply to all individuals entering any one of the

surcharge facilities between 7:00 a.m. and 9:30 a.m. However, in deference
to Madison officials, who did not wish to penalize short- term .parkers also
parking at these hours, the $1.00 surcharge was restricted to vehicles
entering at these times and parking three or more hours.

1.3 PROJECT INNOVATIONS AND SMD OBJECTIVES

The primary innovation of the Madison demonstration was the institution
of a morning peak-period surcharge at four parking facilities operated by the

City of Madison. This apparently was the first time that this particular
type of pricing mechanism has been introduced in the United States. Other
cities, such as San Francisco, have imposed a parking tax on al 1 vehicles

including those that park in the peak and offpeak periods. By directing the

surcharge just at the peak period, the main objective of the program was to

provide a disincentive to commuters who drive and park in the CBD during the

morning peak period, thereby freeing up parking spaces for midday use (e.g.,

by shoppers) and increasing the likelihood that transit is used for the

commuter trip to work. This demonstration falls in the general SMD program

area of pricing and service innovations.

Other aspects of the demonstration served to complement and reinforce

the main objectives of the parking surcharge but are themselves subject to

more detailed evaluation in other demonstrations. Therefore, these

components, such as the introduction of a discount transit fare prepayment

( TFP) pass plan and a park-ride shuttle bus to fringe parking lots were not

as intensively monitored as were the effects of the peak-period parking

surcharge.
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The peak-period parking surcharge element of the Madison demonstration
was directed at satisfying both local and national goals (e.g., less reliance
on the use of automobiles for commuter work trips). The principal SMD

objective was to bring about the use of local regulatory and pricing policies
to encourage ridesharing and transit use. This would occur if automobile
users were to begin carpools or switch to transit during the peak period to

fill existing bus capacity. However, because the treatment is targeted at

the journey-to-work travel market, a remote possibility existed of

exacerbating peak-period transit supply requirements . In addition, if the
demonstration helped to increase the number of parking spaces available
during the midday, individuals who once used the bus to make offpeak trips to

the CBD could find the automobile more convenient to use. This action would
have a negative effect on transit vehicle utilization.

1.4 DEMONSTRATION OBJECTIVES AND ISSUES

The Madison demonstration project had several elements structured as

incentives and disincentives to advance the following transportation policy
objectives:

• Facilitate short-term parking for shoppers and visitors in the central
city and downtown commercial district.

• Encourage multiple-occupancy automobiles to use long-term parking in the
central city.

§ Encourage mass transit as the preferred transportation mode during peak
travel hours, particularly for individuals employed in the central
c i ty

.

As described in Section 1.2 above, the demonstration consisted of four
specific elements or phases to achieve these broad goals. This Evaluation
Report, however, focuses on the most innovative aspect of the demonstration,
the peak-period parking surcharge. Therefore, the major concerns of interest
include the following:

• Does individual traveler behavior change, particularly with respect to
mode choice?

• Is the project effective in changing the use of existing
municipally-controlled parking spaces?

• Is there an increase in the number of spaces available for midday
shoppers?

• If there is an increase, are the spaces being used and by whom?
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The analysis and evaluation of these and other concerns have been
organized into the following four issue categories:

1. Responses to transportation supply changes;

2. User impacts and changes in travel behavior;

3. Operator/Agency impacts; and

4. Implementation activities and responses.

Each of these general issue categories is discussed briefly below.

1.4.1 Responses to Transportation Supply Changes

This issue focuses on how the use of the municipally-controlled parking
ramps and lots change over the course of the demonstration as well as on

ridership on the shuttle bus system. (As such, the issue is not as broad as

the title may imply, nor is it intended to denote only the supply-side
changes that cause impacts in a supply/demand framework.) The parking
facilities that were monitored included the four surcharge facilities
(Brayton, Dayton, Lake, and 600 University Avenue) and seven of the largest
nonsurcharge facilities (Doty, McCormick, the Dane County Ramp, Block 53,

Block 54, Frances Street, and Buckeye) as well as other small parking lots.

The usage characteri sties that are documented include: 1) the number of
parking spaces that are occupied, and those available by time of day; and 2)

the average parking duration and trip purpose of individuals parking at the
facility. Except for trip purpose information that was obtained from surveys
of parking ramp/lot users, the data used to examine this issue were gathered
from standard parking occupancy and duration counts and from daily records of
vehicles accumulated at the attendant facilities. For the shuttle bus

system, information on daily boardings was used.

1.4.2 User Impacts and Changes in Travel Behavior

Since the demonstration is directed at conditions that directly affect
long-term parkers who arrive downtown during the morning peak period, an

examination of commuter travel changes (for either work or school trips) is

very important. Under a typical cause-and-effect framework, it could be

expected that an individual faced with paying a surcharge to park at his or

her usual parking location might make one of the following choices. First,

the individual could pay the surcharge and travel as before. Second, the

user might elect to enter the facility either before or after the surcharge
period, thereby avoiding the surcharge. This would be more likely to occur
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if the person worked according to a flexitime schedule, either formally or

informally. Third, the individual could choose to park at one of the

remaining metered spaces or at a different parking facility. Fourth, the

user might form (or already be a member of) a carpool ,
thereby reducing the

average increase in parking price. Fifth, the individual could park-ride at

one of six (three new and three existing) fringe area lots and use a shuttle
bus. Lastly, the commuter could switch to another mode (e.g., bus, bicycle)
and avoid the driving, parking, and surcharge fee altogether.

Depending on the travel behavior changes of commuters, a different set
of alternatives may exist for midday travelers to the CBD. Clearly, if the
work trip commuters do not alter their behavior in response to the surcharge,
one would not expect to observe a change in the availability of CBD parking
spaces for midday trips. Similarly, individuals who arrive after the

surcharge or park at another CBD parking facility do not contribute to a net
increase in CBD parking availability. Thus, parking availability for midday
trips will be expanded only if work trip commuters switch modes (either
transit carpool, or park-ride) or park at "private" spaces in or near the
CBD.

1.4.3 Operator/Agency Impacts

One question that other cities or agencies considering implementing a

program similar to Madison's may well ask is, "What are the impacts that are

likely to affect my operation?" To address this concern, the evaluation
examines the following: 1) changes in parking revenues at the surcharge and
nonsurcharge CBD parking facilities; 2) changes in operating costs at the

surcharge facilities; and 3) costs and revenues involved in operating the
shuttle bus service.

1.4.4 Implementation Activities and Responses

One main implementation issue concerns the public, political, and
institutional actions and roles that are taken to bring about the
introduction of a new parking charge that is to be applied to certain
peak-period automobile commuters. A second and related issue involves the
nature and extent of reactions from users of the parking lots, such as

students at either the Madison Area Technical College (MATC) or the
University of Wisconsin, as well as from the community at-large. The amount
and direction of this reaction will provide useful feedback in determining
how easy or difficult it may be to implement this type of program in another
city.

6



1.5 ORGANIZATIONAL ROLES OF EVALUATION PARTICIPANTS

The organizations that were involved in the Madison Parking Pricing
Demonstration and their relationship to one another are shown in Figure 1-1.
The role that each organization played in the demonstration and evaluation is
briefly described below.

1.5.1

City of Ma dis on, Wisconsin

The City of Madison was the recipient of the demonstration grant from
UMTA and was responsible for administrative and budgetary control of the
project, as well as for overseeing the data collection activities used to
support monitoring and evaluation activities.

The city was also responsible for planning and implementing the various
phases of the demonstration. Among other things, this included preparing
plans, specifications, and estimates for all capital elements of the program,
contracting for and supervising all construction work, developing and
managing the discount pass programs, and managing the operation of the
park-ride and peak-period parking surcharge elements of the demonstration.

1.5.2

Urban Mass Transportation Administration (UMTA)

UMTA, the Service and Management Demonstration (SMD) sponsor for the
Madison project, was responsible for overall supervision and management.

1.5.3

Transportation Systems Center (TSC)

Overall responsibility for the evaluation rests with the Transportation
Systems Center, which is a division of the Research and Special Proqrams
Administration of the U.S. Department of Transportation. It is TSC's task to

select and monitor the activities of the evaluation contractor as well as to

specify the technical direction of the evaluation. Both TSC and the

evaluation contractor interact with the grant recipient to obtain the data

necessary for the evaluation of the demonstration. TSC also coordinates and

synthesizes the findings of the present evaluation with those from similar

demonstration projects.
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DOT = U.S. Department of Transportation

UMTA = Urban Mass Transportation Administration

TSC = Transportation Systems Center

CRA = Charles River Associates

WSRL = Wisconsin Survey Research Laboratory

FIGURE 1-1. ORGANIZATIONS AND ROLES FOR THE MADISON DEMONSTRATION
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1.5.4 Charles River Associates (CRA)

Charles River Associates serves as the evaluation contractor under
contract to TSC. As such, CRA was responsible for monitoring and evaluating
the demonstration project, including preparation of monthly Progress Reports,
and this Final Evaluation Report. To this end, CRA, in consultation with
TSC, was charged with developing appropriate data collection strategies,
implementation procedures, and quality control checks for the reduction and

transmittal of data.

1.5.5 Wisconsin Survey Research Laboratory (WSRL)

Under contract to the City of Madison, the WSRL was retained as a data

collection subcontractor in order to carry out the required data collection
functions as specified by CRA.*

*See Charles River Associates, Final Evaluation Plan: Madison Parking

Pricing Demonstration Project, prepared for the Transportation Systems Center

(Boston, MA: CRA, May 1980).
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2. CHARACTERISTICS OF THE MAD I SON TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM

2.1 HIGHWAY*

There are approximately 530 miles of streets open to traffic within the

corporate limits of the City of Madison. The downtown area has a grid street

pattern with east-west streets that parallel a relatively narrow isthmus and

therefore carry the heaviest traffic flows. With few exceptions, the

north-south streets carry little traffic, comprising mainly local circulation
or access traffic. Except at several intersections, peak-period traffic in

Madison generally operates under free-flow conditions, although traffic
volumes approaching the CBD from all directions are nearing recommended
maximum levels of service (measured at level "C" , which denotes free-flow
operations). Total vehicular traffic approaching the downtown core in the

three-hour morning peak period has been estimated at 28,000 vehicles, of

which approximately 21,700 have final destinations in the core. The

remaining 23 percent of the vehicles pass through the core.

2.2 PARKING

2.2.1 Parking Supply Characteristics

A major concern in Madison, which was a factor in the development of

this demonstration, was the availability of midday parking for nonwork trips.
After examining parking ramp/lot occupancy characteri sties and walk distances
by trip purpose, a recent study on parking in Madison stated that:

"...the shopping and personal business trip purposes are not being
served as well as the work and school purposes. The best (most
convenient, least expensive) spaces are being occupied by people who get
to the central area first (workers, students); only those spaces
remaining are available for the shoppers, visitors, business patrons,
etc. This pattern prevails without regard for the time restrictions on

the spaces being used."**

information in this section is drawn from Franklin Spielberg,
Transportat ion Improvements in Madison, Wisconsin: Preliminary Analysis of
Pricing Programs for Roads and Harking in Conjunction with Transit Changes
(Washington, DC: The Urban Institute, November 1978 K

**Barton-Aschman Associates, Madison Central Area Parking and Transportation
Plan , Draft (Evanston, IL, November 19/8

) , p. 51

.
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In an effort to discourage long-term commuter parking, rates for short-
term meters were set at $0.10 per hour, while they were $0.20 per hour for
long-term parking. This led to a distortion in the use of parking spaces,
with long-term parkers meter- feedi ng at short-term meters. Many of these
distortions were reduced when a uniform hourly parking fee of $0.20 per hour
(except for a relatively small number of spaces) was introduced in August
1978. However, parking supply prior to the beginning of the demonstration
was still limited in the majority of parking facilities, especially during
the midday.*

Approximately 40 percent of the 18,000 legal parking spaces in the core
area are for public use. These are broken down into 4,396 hourly spaces and
298 monthly rental /reserved spaces in public off-street lots and ramps, and
approximately 2,700 on-street spaces (consisting of 940 metered and 1,760
unmetered spaces). The remaining private parking spaces include 3,600
residential parking spaces, 550 university parking spaces, and approximately
7,100 nonresidential parking spaces for customer and employee parking. Table
2-1 lists the total number of parking spaces and the number of attended and
meter spaces by parking time limit for the 13 parking lots and 4 parking
ramps operated by the City of Madison at the time of the demonstration. Not
shown in the table is the Dane County Ramp (1,004 spaces) operated by the
county. All of the publicly-operated parking facilities located in the CBD
and surrounding central area of Madison are shown in Figure 2-1. The 2 ramps
(Dayton and Lake) and 2 lots (Brayton and Block 7) for which the $1.00 prime
time parking charge was applied are highlighted.

Virtually all public spaces in the immediate CBD area are controlled by

meters or are under attendant operation (except for about 200 monthly permit

spaces). Farther away from the CBD, free on-street parking spaces are

available. Parking charges (other than the surcharge) during the entire
demonstration period were set at a flat rate of $0.20 per hour for the

majority of the attended and metered off-street spaces and $0.25 per hour for

the metered on-street spaces. The meters in one of the attendant/surcharge
facilities (Brayton Lot) and three small high-demand, off-street parking lots

(Frances Street, Block 88, and Lot 452) had flat meter rates of $0.25 per

hour. Time limits on meters range from 12 minutes for some on-street spaces

to 10 hours in city ramps and 20 hours in the Dane County Ramp.

In order to encourage additional shopping trips to the CBD, the City of

Madison, in cooperation with a downtown business association, implemented a

"Park on Us" program in April 1980. Under this program, participating

business establishments provided shoppers a Park-on-Us stamp good for one

hour of free parking with each minimum purchase made. Stamps are affixed to

the parking entrance stubs obtained at any one of the five attendant

facilities. Because this program began well before the start of data

collection associated with the $1.00 surcharge, it did not particularly

influence the present evaluation.

*Duane F. Hinz, "1979 Off-Street Parking Surveys," Memorandum to Parking

Utility Committee (City of Madison), April 26, 1979.
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Table 2-2 shows the total number and type of parking spaces that were
available in the 4 surcharge and 14 nonsurcharge parking facilities before

and after the conversion process and the beginning of the prime time charge.
As indicated in the table, the total number of off-street public parking

spaces changed very little. (A few spaces were lost when the entrance/exit
gates and the attendant booths were installed.)

The most significant change was the introduction of attendants at 5

parking facilities and the conversion of 1,746 metered spaces to attendant
operation. However, only three of these facilities and Block 7, which was

already under attendant operation, were included in the surcharge program.
In these 4 surcharge facilities, 416 metered spaces continued to be

available. Most of these meters were for short-term parking (1 to 3 hours)

so as to discourage all-day parkers from using them, thereby avoiding the

surcharge. Still, approximately 170 five-hour meters did remain in the
4 surcharge facilities.

According to a 1978 parking study, the peak-period occupancy rate was
over 90 percent for the on-street spaces near Capitol Square, the State
Street Mall, and within five blocks of the university. This same study
showed that the average peak-period occupancy in the municipal off-street
facilities was 92 percent. Six of the ten facilities had 95 percent or

higher occupancies, with four of these being at 100 percent occupancy.

2.2.2 Institutional Setting

Madison is somewhat atypical in that virtually all of its publicly-
available off-street parking spaces are under the direct control and

operation of local ( i . e
. , city and county) governments. Specifically, Dane

County operates one ramp containing 1,004 parking spaces while the City of
Madison, through its Parking Utility, manages the remaining 3,690 spaces in 4

parking ramps and 13 parking lots. This is an important point with respect
to being able to plan and implement a coordinated set of changes to the

parking fee structure on a city-wide basis.

Coordination of transportation matters in the City of Madison is

achieved through the Transportation Commission, which has responsibility for

transit, parking, bikeway, and pedestrian facilities; taxicabs; and traffic
engineering activities. The Parking Utility Committee was created to serve
as an advisory body to the Transportation Commission on matters related to

the administration, regulation, and control of municipal parking finances.
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TABLE 2-2. CHANGE IN NUMBER AND TYPE OF PARKING SPACES
BEFORE AND AFTER CONVERSION TO ATTENDANT OPERATION

Surcharge Facilities

Brayton Lot
Dayton Ramp

Lake St. Ramp

Block 7

Subtotal

Nonsurcharge Facilities

Ramps (2)

Lots (11)

Dane County Ramp

Subtotal

Total Spaces

Before
Con version /Surcharge

201

543

536

190

1470

1156
1101

1004

32_61

4731

After Conversion/Surcharge
Attended Meter* Total

178 14 192

323 200 523

331 202 533

190 0 190

1022 416 1438

914 237 1151
0 1101 1101

0 1004 1004

914 2342 3256

1936 2758 4694

includes reserved and handicapped but not cycle spaces.

SOURCE: City of Madison Department of Transportation Parking Division,
"Parking Inventory - Lots and Ramps," July 1, 1979 and April 1981.
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The Parking Utility consists of the Director of Public Works, Director of

Planning, one Council member, and three citizen members. Within the

hierarchy of transportation policymaking, which is shown in Figure 2-2, the

Transportation Commission reports to the Madison Common Council.

2.3 TRANSIT

Madison's transit system, which is also under the direct control of
Madison's Department of Transportation, provides broad coverage to the city
and surrounding communities. Of the 19 regul arly-schedul ed routes in

existence in early 1981, 8 were primary or secondary routes, 8 were geared
toward commuter needs (primarily providing peak-hour express service), and 3

provided downtown circulation and service to the University of Wisconsin. In

addition, the system provided supplemental service to middle and high schools
in the school district.

As part of the present demonstration, the city began shuttle service to

three additional park-ride facilities: 1) MATC — located at the Madison
Area Technical Center, 3.1 miles northeast of the Capitol Concourse;

2) EXPO -- located at the Dane County Exposition Center, 2.1 miles south of
the Capitol Concourse; and 3) HFSO -- located at the Hill Farms State Office
Building, 4.7 miles west of the Capitol Concourse. The initial parking
capacities at these three facilities were 200, 75, and 47 spaces,
respectively. However, because of high demand levels at the HFSO facility,
its capacity was subsequently increased to approximately 100 spaces.

The 19 scheduled bus routes, as shown in Figure 2-3, radiate from the
downtown area for approximately 7 miles. (Also shown in Figure 2-3 is the

location of the three new park-ride facilities.) Typical peak-hour headways
are 15 minutes on the primary bus routes, increasing to 20 to 30 minutes
during midday/base periods.

Annual ridership on the bus system was approximately 7.5 million in
1962. It declined in the late 1960s and again reached 7.5 million riders in

1970, the first year of city ownership. Ridership has increased at a fairly
steady pace since that time, approaching nearly 14 million (total) passengers
in 1979 (see Table 2-3). On an annualized basis, ridership remained fairly
steady in 1980, although it declined in absolute numbers as a direct result
of an eleven-week work stoppage. In 1981, ridership declined slightly to

about 13.5 million (total) passengers; a contributing factor was a $0.10
increase in adult bus fares on Mainline and express routes that went into
effect on January 1, 1981. Table 2-4 presents a more detailed description of
the Madison Metro fare structure and the changes in fares that occurred on

January 1, 1981.
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’These are composed of aldermen, citizens, and staff members from the Planning and Public Works
Department. The Director of Transportation acts as the Secretary of the Transportation Commission
but is not a voting member.

FIGURE 2-2. CITY OF MADISON TRANSPORTATION POLICYMAKING STRUCTURE
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TABLE 2-3. TOTAL TRANSIT PASSENGERS AND BUS MILES
OPERATED BY MADISON METRO

Year Total Passengers* Bus Miles

1974 10,120,231 3,234,000

1975 11,021', 953 3,481,000

1976 11,417,630 3,517,000

1977 11,800,243 3,597,000

1978 12,299,311 3,917,000

1979 13,953,237 4,538,000

1980 11,933,703** 3,918,000**

1981 13,355,578 4,808,000

1982 13,282,362 4,633,804

*Does not include riders on the E&H buses or Independent Living.

**Work stoppage, May 1 - July 20, 1980.

SOURCE: Madison Department of Transportation.
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TABLE 2-4. FARE STRUCTURE FOR THE MADISON METRO SYSTEM
(Partial Description of Tariff)

Fare Type 1/1/80 - 12/31/80 12/29/80 1/1/81 - 12/31/81

Mainline (Base)

Adults $0.35
Students $0.20
Elderly & Handicapped $0.15
Children (Under 5) Free
Shopper's Pass $0.70
Monthly Pass $13.00
Transfer to Mainline Free
Transfer to Express $0.05

( Adul t)

Transfer to Express $0.10
( Student)

Nickelodeon $0.05

Express
Adults $0.40
Students $0.30

Middleton
Adults $0.60
Students $0.35
Elderly & Handicapped $0.25
Shopper's Pass $1.20

P

R

I

M

E

$0.45
$0.25

$0.20
Free

$0.90
$16.00

T Free
I $0.05
M

E $0.10

C

H

A $0.10
R

G

E

$0.50
B $0.35
E

G

I

N $0.60
S $0.35

$0.25

$ 1.20

Verona Express $0.75 $0.75

SOURCE: Madison Department of Transportation.
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2.4 PUBLIC POLICY

A significant amount of retail activity has been attracted from the
downtown area to several shopping malls that have opened during the last
decade in suburban sections of Madison. The City of Madison, however, has

taken positive steps to preserve the downtown retail sector. Public land use
and development policy is aimed at, among other things, maintaining the
central area of Madison "as the center of government, financial and
professional office activity and as a specialized retailing complex."*
Companion transportation objectives are directed at minimizing "the need to

use private automobiles and maximize the availability and encourage the use
of public transportation ... particularly for commuter travel."**

Several transportation-rel ated policies and actions demonstrate
Madison's commitment to this objective: automobile lanes have been converted
to lanes reserved for bus or bicycle use; transit marketing is aggressive and
innovative; the sidewalks around Capitol Square have been widened using space
formerly allocated to traffic lanes; modest increases in transit fares have

been imposed; and a city department of transportation has been formed. As

described earlier, the director of this agency has responsibility for Madison
streets and highways, the city parking utility, and the public transit
operations, and, as a result, has been able to coordinate transit and

automobile policies.

*"Objectives and Policies for the City of Madison" (May 1978), p. 6.

**Ibid.
, p. 23.
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3. . DEMONSTRATION IMPLEMENTATION AND OPERATION

3.1 PROJECT HISTORY AND STATUS

In early 1976, the SMD program initiated a set of pre-implementation
planning and site selection procedures for a number of congestion pricing
demonstrations. In response to an UMTA announcement, the City of Madison
expressed an interest in a road pricing demonstration. Subsequently, in the
summer of 1976, the Urban Institute, under contract to UMTA, prepared a

report analyzing alternative road and parking pricing programs that could be

implemented in Madison.*

After a series of public hearings and city council meetings were held,
the city, in December 1976, declined to participate in the road pricing
project.** However, a desire to examine other congestion pricing approaches
was expressed. Eventually, the concept of implementing a peak-period parking
surcharge that would be applied to single-occupant automobiles parking in the
central business district was formulated as a potential demonstration
project. (During the demonstration period, however, the surcharge was also
levied on carpools.) As part of this demonstration, the city would also be

able to convert some of its metered parking facilities to attendant control.
Attendants are necessary in order to collect the peak-period or "prime time"
parking surcharge as well as to handle shopper-validated parking stubs, which
Madison and the CBD business community were anxious to implement.

In September 1978, the City of Madison submitted a grant application for
the present demonstration. UMTA approved the final application in late 1978
and thus Madison became the first site under the SMD program to undertake
this type of pricing disincentive demonstration. Demonstrations of other
parking permit and pricing concepts have subsequently been implemented in

Santa Cruz and Hermosa Beach, California.

*Franklin Spielberg, Transportation Improvements in Madiso n , Wisconsin:
Preliminary Analysis of Rricing Programs for Roads and PTrk~ing in Conjunction
with Transit Changes (Washington, DC: The Urban Institute, November 1978).

**An overview and postmortem analysis of the attempt to implement a road
pricing demonstration in Madison and other cities is contained in Thomas J.

Higgins, "Road Pricing: A Clash of Analysis and Politics," Policy Analysis
7 :i (Wi nter 1981)

.
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3.2 DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT ACTIVITIES AND SCHEDULE

The Madison parking pricing demonstration was initially scheduled to
last approximately 22 months, including about 6 months for preparatory
planning. However, because of the development of certain unforeseen events,
the entire demonstration, from the signing of the demonstration grant until
the end of data collection, lasted approximately 30 months. Most notable
among these events were: 1) longer- than-anticipated lead times to hire a

project coordinator; 2) the necessity to rebid the ramp conversion contract
twice because only one bid was -submitted in response to the first offering;
3) an eleven-week strike by bus drivers; and 4) problems associated with
obtaining final approval from various governmental agencies within the City
of Madison to implement the prime time charge as initially envisioned.

The activities that were undertaken during both the pre-implementation or
planning phase of the demonstration and during the actual demonstration
period are discussed in the following sections.

3.2.1 Planning Phase

After a manager was hired to direct the day-to-day activities of the
project, the demonstration planning phase lasted about six months. It ended
with the conversion of four parking ramps and one parking lot from all meters
to a combination of meters and attendant control.

During this phase, the city prepared plans, specifications, and
estimates for the improvements and revisions that had to be made at the

affected parking facilities (e.g., installation of attendant booths, gates,

lighting, and curbing). In conjunction with this activity, specifications
were prepared and bids were solicited for the installation of the necessary
parking equipment.

Provisions for acquiring (through ownership or lease) and preparing the

space ( i . e
. ,

lighting, resurfacing) at the proposed fringe-area parking lots

were also made during this phase. Simultaneous with this activity, steps
were taken to obtain the buses needed to provide the park-ride shuttle bus

service. Shuttle bus service to the park-ride lots was initially provided

from 6:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. with 15-minute headways, and with half-hour

headways from 6:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m.
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3.2.2 Demonstration Phase

The demonstration phase of the Madison project comprised four principal

elements that were designed as a coordinated package of activities to achieve

overall demonstration objectives. These treatments, which are described in

the following sections, were ordered in time so as to permit the impacts

attributable to the primary element -- the peak-period parking surcharge --

to be evaluated without major confounding effects from other demonstration

elements (see Figure 3-1). Also, the relatively short length of time between

before and after data collection necessitated by the project phasing helped

to minimize the effects of factors external to the demonstration. Appendix B

describes the particular data collection activities that were undertaken

during the demonstration. The various survey instruments that were used are

reproduced in Appendix C.

3. 2. 2.1 Conversion to Attendant Operation - In the first phase of the

demonstration, all four of the ci ty-control 1 ed parking ramps (Dayton, Doty,

Lake, and McCormick) and one of the parking lots (Brayton) were converted
from various combinations of short-, medium-, and long-term parking meters to

attendant operation. Attendant operation was required at these five

facilities since the original plan called for collection of the peak-period
surcharge at these locations. However, because of physical (location)
constraints, about 25 percent of the parking spaces in these five facilities
remained under meter control after conversion. (As described below, the

parking surcharge was eventually instituted in three of these facilities as

well as at the 600 University Avenue parking lot.

Attendant service was phased into operation during a two-week, period in

1980. McCormick Ramp started on March 24, Doty Ramp on March 27, Brayton Lot
on March 31, Dayton Ramp on April 1, and Lake Street on April 7. (The 600
University Avenue parking facility was already operating with attendants.)
One week prior to the beginning of attendant operation, a flyer, shown in

Figure 3-2, was placed on the windshield of cars parked in the five
facilities; it explained the change in operation that was to occur and what
benefits would accrue to the users of the affected facilities.

3. 2. 2. 2 Limited TFP Discount Sale - A new office building for about 1,200
government employees, commonly referred to as General Executive Facility
(G.E.F.) II, opened during the month of September 1979. Employees from the
Department of Natural Resources who were transferred from outside the CBD
area and employees from the Department of Administration who were already
located in the CBD were offered the opportunity to purchase a monthly,
unlimited-use (but nontransferable) transit pass at a 75 percent discount for
a period of 3 months. At the end of the three month discount period, the
pass continued to be sold to these employees at their place of work, but at
its regular price. This program provided these employees with an additional
incentive to use the transit system for regular commuter trips.
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NOTICE TO USERS
OF THIS PARKING

FACILITY
Beginning one week from today all

or a portion of the parking in this

facility will be controlled by gates

and an attendant, instead of by

parking meters.

This is part of a demonstration

program to improve parking and
bus service in downtown Madison.

You will discover a number of ben-

efits to attendant parking:

• Mo more running back once or

more times during the day to

“plug” a meter.

• Mo more worry about getting an

overtime parking ticket.

• Mo more carrying a pocket of

change to feed a meter.

• Downtown businesses plan to

have a “Park on Gs” program to

give free or reduced rate parking

to their customers.

Please bear with us during the first

few weeks — until you and we get

used to this new procedure, prob-

lems will likely occur. We will

eliminate them as fast as we can.

If you have questions, call

266-4761.

FRONTSIDE

HOW TO PARK IN
AN ATTENDED

FACILITY
When you enter—take a ticket.

Keep it with you.

When you leave—give the ticket

to the attendant. Please pay in

cash — no checks or credit cards

will be accepted. The attendants

will not be able to make change
for bills larger than $20.00.

Your parking fee—will be calcu-

lated by the attendant — it’s the

same rate as with meters,

20C/hour. (5C per 15 minutes or

portion thereof.)

If you lose your ticket—there is a

“lost ticket fee" of $3.00.

If you have “Park on Us”
stamps—they are good for up to

a maximum of 20$ per stamp.

You may have more than one
stamp on a ticket, but all stamps
must be pasted on the back of

the ticket.

REMEMBER: Attendant parking

will begin one week from today.

REVERSE SIDE

FIGURE 3-2. NOTICE ALERTING USERS THAT PARKING WILL BE
CONVERTED TO ATTENDANT OPERATION
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3. 2. 2. 3 Park-Ride Shuttle Buses - As part of this third element of the
demonstration, three parking lots located on the fringe of the CBD were
opened and were served by a newly instituted, shuttle bus system. Service to

these facilities began on March 3, 1980, about one month prior to the

conversion of parking spaces to attendant control. Again, the objective was
to provide commuters with alternatives to using the CBD parking facilities.

Initially, buses operated from 6 a.m. to 6 p.m. on 15-minute headways,
with 30-minute headways from 6 p.m. to 10 p.m. However, on August 4, 1980,

midday headways were increased to 30 minutes, and on October 20, 1980,

service was discontinued during the midday and evening hours, during which
time the service had been lightly patronized. In an effort to minimize
expenditures, additional service reductions were made on April 6, 1981 ( i . e

.

,

service hours changed from 6:00 a.m. - 10:00 a.m. and 2:30 p.m. - 6:00 p.m.

to 6:45 a.m. - 9:30 a.m. and 3:15 p.m. - 6:00 p.m. Finally, the shuttle
buses to the park-ride facilities, which were averaging about 500 boardings
per day during April-May 1981 at the express bus fare of $0.50, were
discontinued altogether on June 12, 1981.

3. 2. 2. 4 Peak-Period Parking Surcharge - The fourth and major element of the

demonstration was the institution of the peak-period or "prime time" parking
charge. This was scheduled to begin about 6 to 8 weeks after conversion or

sometime in May 1980 and was to last for a period of 16 months. However, a

strike of bus operators during the months of May, June, and July 1980

resulted in the date being postponed. Subsequently, in separate actions, the

Parking Utility Committee, the Transportation Commission, and finally the

Board of Estimates voted to reject the scheduled plan to implement the prime
time charge at the five facilities. A variety of alternatives to the
then-existing flat rate parking fee structure were proposed but, in general,
UMTA judged these nonresponsive to the main objectives and concerns of the
original demonstration design.

After a series of negotiating sessions between the Mayor of Madison and
UMTA officials, an agreement was reached whereby the prime time charge would
be introduced at three of the original five facilities (Brayton, Dayton, and
Lake Street) plus one other facility that already had attendants (called
Block 7 or 600 University Avenue). In addition, so as not to penalize
short-term parkers who happened to park at one of the surcharge facilities
during the morning peak hours (7:00 a.m. - 9:30 a.m.), there was an agreement
to assess the $1.00 prime time fee only on individuals who arrived in the
morning peak period and who parked in that facility for three or more hours.
The $1.00 fee was added to the regular parking flat* rate of $0.20 per hour
(except at Brayton Lot where it was $0.25). Consequently, workers and
students who parked between 8 or 9 hours during the day would pay between
$2.60 and $3.25.
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The prime time charge began on December 29, 1980 at Brayton, Dayton, and
Lake Street parking facilities and on January 5, 1981 at the 600 University
Avenue parking lot. Unlike the other attendant facilities, which have flat
hourly rates, parkers at this facility were charged a flat $2.50 if they
entered before 9:30 a.m.; $1.50 between 9:30 a.m. and noon; and $1.00 after
12:00 noon. Consequently, there are no short-term rates at this facility.
Figure 3-3 is a reproduction of a notice that was distributed to individuals
using the CBD parking facilities about one week prior to the start of the

prime time charge.

The agreement between UMTA and the city was to keep the prime time
charge in effect for six months. However, with little public or political
fanfare after its introduction and throughout its existence, the surcharge
was in effect for one year until the end of 1981, at which time the flat rate
for off-street parking was increased from $0.20 to $0.35 per hour and the
prime time charge was discontinued.

3.3 DEMONSTRATION FUNDING

The major funding source for the Madison demonstration was an UMTA
Section 6, Service and Methods Demonstration Grant, Federal Catalogue No.
20-506. Table 3-1 lists the budgeted amounts for each demonstration activity
and the amount of funds expended for these activities (not including some
in-kind costs) from the beginning of the demonstration. Based on the grant
application, the City of Madison contributed approximately 40 percent of the
total costs.
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PARKING RATES ARE CHANGING
Parking rates in the attended part of this facility will

change as of December 29, 1980. Beginning that day,

anyone who comes in between 7:00 a.m. and 9:30 a.m.

weekdays, and who stays 3 hours or more, will pay a $1.00
prime-time charge in addition to the 20< an hour base park-

ing fee.

The prime-time charge will be collected as you leave,

along with the base fee. If you come in before 7:00 a.m. or

after 9:30 a.m., or stay less than 3 hours, your parking fee

will be the same as it is now.

The prime-time charge will be in effect only in the fol-

lowing locations:

Lake St. Ramp—attended section

Dayton St. Ramp—attended section

Brayton Lot— attended section

Metered spaces in these facilities and the attended sec-

tions of the McCormick Ramp and the Doty St. Ramp will re-

main the same rates as they are now.

The rates at the 600 University Ave. Lot will also be

increased effective January 5, 1981. The new rates will be:

$2.50 before 9:30 a.m.

$1.50 between 9:30 a.m. and noon
$1.00 after 12 noon

Rates in other city lots and on-street meters will remain

the same.

The prime-time charge is part of a demonstration pro-

gram to improve short-term parking and bus use in down-
town Madison. It will be in effect on a trial basis for six

months.

If you have any questions, call 266-4761.

FIGURE 3-3. NOTICE ALERTING USERS THAT A
PRIME TIME PARKING CHARGE WILL BE INSTITUTED
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TABLE 3-1. DEMONSTRATION-RELATED EXPENDITURES, AS RECORDED
THROUGH JUNE 1982

Budgeted Funds
Activity Amount* Expended**

Admi ni strati on $ 50,000 $ 55,882

Data Collection 124,924 75,535

Ramp Conversion 270,456 247,357

Shuttle Bus Operation 479,183 464,645

Ramp Operation 137,519 267,779

Park-Ride Lot Operation — 1,127

Transit Passes 295,680 —
Contingency 27,649 —

$ 1,385,411 $ 1,112,325

*Includes local share and SMD contribution of $821,221.

**Not including some in-kind costs.

SOURCE: Madison Department of Transportation.
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4, RESPONSES TO TRANSPORTATION SUPPLY CHANGES

This section of the report analyzes aggregate changes in parking
utilization at the surcharge and nonsurcharge CBD parking facilities as well
as changes in park-ride shuttle bus ridership that were due to the
implementation of the prime time parking charge. Since data concerning
before and after counts (of parking use or shuttle bus ridership) are being
evaluated, the results, while illuminating, must be considered inferential in

nature. Hov/ever, the results are generally consistent with survey data from
individuals on reported changes in travel behavior that are presented in

Section 5.

4.1 CHANGES IN AGGREGATE PARKING UTILIZATION

The institution of the prime time parking charge resulted in a major
impact in the peak-period occupancy characteri sties at the four surcharge
parking facilities (Bray ton, Dayton, Lake Street, and 600 University Avenue.)
Charging long-term parkers who entered during the morning peak period an

additional $1.00 led to a significant decrease in the number of spaces
occupied during the morning peak period (measured as of 9:00 a .pi.) at the
four surcharge facilities. Midday occupancies (measured as of 11:00 a.m.)
were also reduced, but by a much smaller amount.

Data on the number of parking spaces occupied in five of the attendant
facilities measured at three different time periods (7:00, 9:00, and 11:00
a.m.) are shown in Table 4-1. The information is based on records of

occupancy counts recorded from automatic counters every one-half hour by the
parking attendants. (Table 4-2 presents comparable data on the number of

automobiles entering the 600 University Avenue parking facility by time of

day.) As shown in Table 4-1, occupancies at 7:00 a.m. rose slightly after
the prime time charge began at three of the surcharge facilities. However,
the same is basically true for 7:00 a.m. occupancies at the two nonsurcharge,
attended facilities. Since it is not likely that the prime time charge
should affect 7:00 a.m. occupancies at the nonsurcharge facilities in any

material way, it appears from this data that few individuals changed their

time of arrival to before 7:00 a.m. in order to avoid the surcharge. (See

Section 5 for an analysi s of individual responses on this issue.)

At 9:00 a.m., however, occupancies at the 3 surcharge facilities were
down by an average of about 40 percent (a reduction of an average of 330

cars) in each of the 5 months following the institution of the prime time

charge. Conversely, 9:00 a.m. occupancies at the 2 nonsurcharge ,
attendant

facilities increased by about 15 percent (or an increase of about 80 cars).
This indicates that some individuals switched to these parking facilities
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TABLE 4-2. AUTOS ENTERING THE 600 UNIVERSITY AVENUE PARKING FACILITY,
BY TIME OF DAY

Number of Cars Entering During Week

Weekly Period 7 am-9:30 am 9:31 am-Noon Noon-10 pm Total Revenue

December 8-12, 1980 [923 total] 1,424 $2,258.50

January 19-23, 1981 409 378 1,149 2,738.50

January 26-30, 1981 316 287 1,202 2,420.50

February 23-27, 1981 333 410 1,440 2,887.50

March 2-6, 1981 345 359 1,532 2,933.50

March 9-13, 1981 331 342 1,525 2,865.50

March 23-27, 1981* 297 363 1,316 2,603.00

March 30-April 3, 1981 302 298 1,491 2,693.00

April 6-10, 1981 382 354 1,432 2,918.00

April 13-17, 1981 285 349 1,678 2,914.00

April 20-24, 1981 295 418 1,819 3,183.50

April 27-May 1, 1981 343 421 1,413 2,902.00

May 4-8, 1981 336 473 1,343 2,892.50

May 11-15, 1981 349 360 1,524 2,936.50

*March 16-20, 1981: "Spri ng Break" for schools.

SOURCE: Madison Department of Transportation.
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(mainly to the McCormick Ramp -- located one to two blocks away from both the
Brayton Lot and Dayton Ramp -- and less so to Doty Ramp, which already was
typically filled to capacity by 9:30 a.m.) in order to avoid the surcharge.
However, the increase in occupancies at these 2 nonsurcharge facilities only
accounts for about one-quarter of the 9:00 a.m. reduction in occupancies at

the surcharge facilities.

By 11:00 a.m., occupancies at three of the surcharge facilities made a

rapid recovery and were down by an average of only 7 percent after the
institution of the prime time charge. Occupancies at 11:00 a.m. at the two
nonsurcharge attended facilities remained essentially unchanged. From this

data it would appear that some long-term parkers arrived after 9:30 a.m. in

order to avoid the surcharge. It is also possible to infer that some
individuals who normally arrived after 9:30 a.m. and parked in a nonsurcharge
facility found them to be full (with individuals who previously parked at a

surcharge facility), and therefore parked in one of the available prime time
facilities.

As an example of how occupancies by time of day were affected in three
surcharge and two nonsurcharge attended parking facilities, Figure 4-1

depicts the time of day that the maximum occupancy occurred most often during
each weekday for four months before and six months after the beginning of the
prime time charge. Quite striking changes are observed to have taken place
at the three surcharge facilities. Prior to the surcharge, two of the

facilities consistently reached capacity by 8:30 a.m., while the third
reached capacity at 9:30 a.m. However, in the months immediately after the

surcharge started, maximum occupancies were not attained until around 11:00
a.m. In some months, Brayton Lot did not reach its highest occupancy until

1:30 p.m., which was still under the maximum capacity of that lot. Average
maximum occupancy at Brayton Lot was nearly 100 percent prior to the prime
time charge, but it decreased to around 90 percent of capacity after the
start of the prime time charge. At the Lake and Dayton ramps, maximum
occupancies were virtually at 100 percent of capacity both before and after
the surcharge began.

At Doty Ramp, a nonsurcharge facility, capacity continued to be reached
fairly regularly each day (by 9 a.m.) after the surcharge was imposed. At
McCormick Ramp, maximum occupancies were attained at slightly earlier time

periods after the surcharge began, although the ramp rarely reached its full

capacity. Thus, to the extent that commuters destined to the northern,
central, and western sections of the CBD wished to park and avoid the prime

time charge, space was available at this facility.

Based on data from parking occupancy and duration counts taken on a

typical day both before and after the implementation of the prime time

charge, it is possible to show how accumulation characteri sties changed at

various parking facilities. Figures 4-2 and 4-3 are representative of the
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SOURCE: Madison Department of Transportation, Earliest Hour-Minimum Capacity Comparisons.

FIGURE 4-1. TIME OF MAXIMUM OCCUPANCY AT ATTENDED SPACES
FOR SURCHARGE AND NONSURCHARGE PARKING FACILITIES
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change in usage character!
-

sties at surcharge facilities. Figure 4-2 shows,
for Brayton Lot, that before the surcharge, capacity was reached very early
in the morning (i.e., by 8:00 a.m.). While occupancy at 7:00 a.m. remained
the same after the surcharge, the lot fell short of reaching capacity by the
end of the peak period (9:30 a.m.). During the remainder of the day, the
accumulation curves are very similar.

A nearly identical pattern is exhibited in Figure 4-3 for Dayton Ramp,
another prime time facility. Before the surcharge, the ramp reached capacity
around 9:00 a.m., while after the surcharge was implemented, the ramp reached
100 percent for only one hour between noon and 1:00 p.m.

At McCormick Ramp, a nonsurcharge facility, occupancies at 7:00 a.m.
were again similar before and after the surcharge began, as is shown in

Figure 4-4. However, by the end of the peak period, 60 more cars were using
this ramp after the surcharge started. Throughout the remainder of the day,
therefore, occupancies remained consistently higher. As indicated above, the
facility typically did not reach capacity levels.

Before the surcharge, Doty Ramp regularly reached capacity in the
attended section around 9:00 a.m., as shown in Figure 4-5. After the
surcharge was implemented, this non-prime time facility became even more
popular in the early morning hours as individuals switched from the prime
time facilities to fill up the available spaces. Later in the day, the two
accumulation curves behave quite similarly.

At 600 University Avenue, the fourth surcharge facility, approximately
the same results are noted. Occupancies in the morning hours decreased by an

average of about 25 percent after the prime time charge was instituted.
Similarly, afternoon occupancies exceeded what they were before the surcharge
began. Generally, it appears that some peak-period, all-day commuters (who

at this facility are mainly associated with the university) parked at Lake
Street or Block 53/54 during the morning and moved their cars into the
parking facility later in the day. Some others adjusted their schedules to
arrive after 9:30 a.m.

To evaluate other locations where commuters who once used the Brayton,
Dayton, and Lake Street facilities may have parked, Table 4-3 presents data
on the duration characteristics of individuals using the various parking
meters that remain at the five attended facilities. When these facilities
were (partially) converted to attendant operation in March 1980, all of the

10-hour parking meter spaces were eliminated, although some 5-hour spaces
were kept. (Meter feeding in off-street parking facilities is legal in

Madison, while it is illegal for on-street parking spaces.) The data in the

table indicate that usage of the five-hour meters at two of the surcharge
facilities (Dayton and Lake) for long-term parkers (i.e., those parking for
six or more hours) tended to increase after the prime time charge was
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TABLE 4-3. PARKING DURATION CHARACTERISTICS FOR METERED SPACES
IN ATTENDED FACILITIES

Parki ng Parking Meters Date of Number Parki ng: Percent
Facil ity Time Limit Number Count < 5 hours > 6 hours > 6 hours

Surcharge:
-

Brayton 2 hrs. 14 11/80 51 9 15.0
2 14 4/81 62 6 8.8

Dayton 1 23 11/80 178 2 1.1

1 23 4/81 158 9 5.4

2 85 11/80 373 9 2.4

2 85 4/81 443 12 2.6
5 76 11/80 199 30 13.1

5 76 4/81 128 39 23.4

Lake 1 47 11/80 298 5 1.7

1 47 4/81 270 5 1.8

2 29 11/80 106 6 5.4
2 29 4/81 120 1 0.8

3 32 11/80 59 10 14.5

3 32 4/81 66 15 18.5

5 94 11/80 247 54 17.9

5 94 4/81 244 64 20.8

Nonsurcharge:

Doty 3 48 11/80 33 3 8.3

3 48 4/81 100 10 9.1

5 48 11/80 59 32 35.2

5 44 4/81 81 31 27.7

McCormick 2 82 11/80 26 0 0

2 82 4/81 20 0 0

SOURCE: Madison Department of Transportation, "Parking Survey Summary,"
all-day counts performed November 13, 1980 and April 14, 1981.
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instituted. Although the increase is fairly large in relative terms, the

absolute change in the number of long-term parkers was small, and again only

partially explains the change in behavior of some of the peak-period parkers
who were facing the $1.00 surcharge. Section 5 of this report examines the

changes that occurred in travel behavior due to the surcharge at a more
di saggregate 1 evel

.

4.2 UTILIZATION OF THE FRINGE-AREA SHUTTLE BUSES

A shuttle bus system serving three fringe-area parking lots was begun in

April 1980 in order to provide alternatives to CBD parkers following
implementation of the $1.00 prime time charge. During 6 months of operation
prior to the implementation of the surcharge, service hours were gradually
reduced such that by January 1981, shuttle buses were provided every 15

minutes during the morning and evening peak hours. If necessary, patrons
could reach the fringe lots at other times during the day by using the
regular bus service. Parking in the fringe lots was free. Fares on the
shuttle buses were $0.40 in 1980, increasing to $0.50 in 1981 -- the same as

express bus fares.

Table 4-4 shows average daily (weekday) ridership on the three shuttle
bus routes, spanning the period from the beginning of service in April 1980
to its termination in June 1981. During the four months preceding the prime
time charge (September through December 1980), the average number of daily
users remained fairly steady at 330 (or 660 one-way trips). In January, bus
fares increased from $0.40 to $0.50. Assuming an average peak-period fare
elasticity of -0.25, this would imply a ridership reduction to about 310

riders per day. In the 3-month period January through March 1981, when
shuttle bus service levels remained constant, daily riders averaged 323. It

could be inferred that at best the "additional" 13 riders (323 - 310) were
due to the prime time charge program. In actuality, data collected from a

panel of CBD parkers (see Section 5) indicate that the likely number of

individuals who shifted to the fringe-area lots as a result of the surcharge
was less than this amount.

Given that approximately the same number of individuals used the
fringe-area shuttle buses both before and after the surcharge introduction,
it seems apparent that in this setting, the shuttle buses provided little
complementarity to the peak-period surcharge. The overwhelming majority of

shuttle bus users took advantage of the service for reasons other than the
surcharge. Appendix B contains additional information on the socioeconomic
and travel behavior characteristics of individuals who made use of these
three park-ride facilities.
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TABLE
ON

4-4.

PARK
AVERAGE DAILY

-RIDE SHUTTLE
(Round Trips)

RIDERSHIP
BUSES

Month Hill Farms MATC EXPO Total Comments

April 1980 240 62 92 394 Transit Strike 5/1

July 1980 156 26 38 220 Service resumes 7/21

August 1980 139 54 40 233 Off-peak headways increased
to 30 minutes on 8/4

September 1980 185 93 58 336

October 1980 176 90 63 329 Midday and evening service
discontinued on 10/20

November 1980 184 85 56 325

December 1980* 184 88 57 329

January 1981** 186 75 54 315 Prime time charge in effect;
Bus fares increased by $0.10

February 1981 182 69 72 323

March 1981 189 85 58 332

April 1981 124 80 44 248 First and last bus runs
discontinued on 4/6

May 1981 97 89 31 217

June 1981*** 61 62 30 153

*First two weeks only.

**Last two weeks only.

***Service ended 6/12/81.

SOURCE: Madison Department of Transportation

.
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5. USER IMPACTS AND CHANGES IN TRAVEL BEHAVIOR

This section of the report analyzes the changes in individual travel

behavior that occurred after the introduction of the prime time charge, and

evaluates what particular changes were attributable directly to the prime
time fee versus those changes that would have occurred absent the surcharge.
The information presented in this section complements and extends the

findings presented in Section 4 and represents the principal travel demand
impacts that resulted from implementing the surcharge.

5.1 CHANGES IN PEAK-PERIOD TRAVEL BEHAVIOR

As described in earlier sections, the $1.00 peak-period surcharge
applied only to individuals who entered four particular parking facilities in

the Madison CBD between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 9:30 a.m., and who parked
for three or more hours. From the responses to the before all -day parking
survey conducted in October 1980, parkers who met these two criteria were
almost exclusively making either a work or a school trip. (Less than

3 percent were downtown for any other reason.) Thus, the immediate impact of

the prime time charge was targeted very directly at the commuting market --

as it was intended.

In order to track the responses of individuals to the surcharge, a panel

was established of all individuals who parked at the four surcharge
facilities and who met the criteria of the prime time charge. So that they
could be contacted at a later date for a follow-up interview, respondents
were asked on the before all -day parking questionnaire to list a telephone
number where they could be reached. (As described in more detail in

Appendix B, a relatively high response rate of 60 percent was obtained to

this question.) During April 1981, about four months after the prime time

charge began, these individuals were contacted and a detailed record was
obtained of how these individuals now make the work or school trip that they

take to the CBD. If an apparent change in trip-making behavior was noted,

the respondent was asked whether the prime time charge was a major reason or

not. As a control measure, individuals parking in non-prime time facilities
who would have met the criteria for the surcharge were also empaneled and

contacted by telephone after the surcharge began.

Because some individuals commute by different modes during any given
week and park in a varying number of locations, individuals were asked how

many days during the week they travel to the CBD by different methods.
Figure 5-1 traces through the various responses that were obtained for the

panel of prime time parking facility users. Where possible, the responses
have been weighted by the average number of days a given method of travel was

used. (This procedure reduces the bias that occurs when multiple activities
are reported by a small group of individuals.)
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As shown in the first column, about 15 percent of the individuals
responded that they did not travel to the CBD for the trip that they had made
about six months ago, before the surcharge began. The major reason was a

change in job location or school enrollment. Hardly anyone in the sample
discontinued traveling to the CBD entirely because of the surcharge (1 person
in 278 contacted). The majority of all respondents continued to drive every
day to the CBD.

The responses from the control sample* of parkers at nonsurcharge
facilities are shown in Figure 5-2. Here again, about 13 percent of the

respondents did not travel to the CBD for the 7-day week being surveyed.
"Drive every day" is again the dominant mode, but by a slightly higher
proportion than was true for the prime time users.

Comparing Figures 5-1 and 5-2, it is apparent that prime time
respondents were more likely to have switched parkinn locations and to have

increased their use of the bus and walk modes. Another very striking
difference between the two groups is the time of day that parkers entered the
facility. While the proportion of respondents entering before 7:00 a.m. is

nearly the same between the two groups, individuals using the surcharge
facilities were much more likely to have entered after 9:30 a.m. in order to

avoid the prime time charge. It is also evident from Figure 5-1 that many
individuals who continued to use a prime time facility parked at a metered
space to avoid the surcharge.

As depicted by the shaded boxes in the two figures, the percentage of

individuals in the sample who paid the $1.00 prime time charge was relatively
modest. Also emerging clearly from these figures are the travel behavior
character!' sties of commuters who on one given day of the week drive and park

in a particular facility, but who then travel via a myriad of diverse ways on

the other days of the same week. Some individuals switched from one
surcharge facility to another and paid the prime time charge. Others rode as

passengers in a vehicle that parked in a prime time facility and paid the
surcharge. Finally, some individuals who before the surcharge had parked at
least one day in a non-prime time facility parked in a prime time facility
after the surcharge was instituted.

Relatively few individuals who parked in the surcharge facilities
switched, in order to avoid the surcharge, to one of the three park-ride
facilities that were opened as part of the demonstration. About 15.8 percent

*While this is a fairly good control group, the composition of parkers
differs somewhat from the main group due to differences in lot location and
types of space available. The two groups are identical in the important
respect that each individual entered the parking facility between 7:00 a.m.

and 9:30 a.m. and parked for three or more hours on the day of the survey.
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of the commuters in the panel of surcharge parkers reported using either the
bus or park-ride shuttle bus modes, with a little over one-half saying that
the major reason for doing so was the prime time charge. For the control
panel, 10.8 percent reported using these modes. Therefore, between 5 to

8 percent of the commuting trips taken to the CBD by users of the prime time
facilities before the surcharge shifted to the bus or park-ride modes.
Within this group, 90 percent used the bus and only 10 percent the park-ride
shuttle buses.

Shuttle bus ridership ranged between 500 and 650 boardings per day,

meaning that these buses were being used by about 250 to 325 individuals per
day, although over any given time period the number of different individuals
would be larger since the same people do not use the lot every day. Not all

of these persons, however, drove to the park-ride locations or drove to the

CBD before the institution of this service. From the survey of parkers at

the three park-ride lots, about 60 percent reported that they previously used
an automobile to make the particular trip in question. Of these individuals,

65 percent previously parked in a public, off-street parking facility, with
only 12 percent using a prime time facility. Thus, the vast majority of
park-ride users selected this mode without any stimulus from the prime time
parking charge. However, most of those individuals who previously did use a

prime time facility said that they switched to the park-ride buses because of
the surcharge.

To supplement the information presented in Figures 5-1 and 5-2,
Table 5-1 hierarchical ly lists the reported "change" in travel demand that
occurred along with the percentage of those individuals who said the $1.00
prime time charge was the major reason for the change. (Not included in the

table are those individuals who reported that the surcharge had a minor
influence on their reported change in travel demand.) The two most prevalent
responses — both in number and intensity — were 1) a change in parking
location to another parking facility, and 2) a change to a parking meter at

the same facility. Using another mode (bus, park-ride, walk, or bicycle) for

one or more days during the week was reported by 50 of the 278 respondents,
with slightly over one-half of these indicating that the surcharge was the

major reason. (In interpreting these responses, it should be recalled that
the surcharge was introduced at only four parking facilities. The changes
that occurred in travel behavior would likely have been different had

additional facilities been included in the surcharge program.)

A moderate number of individuals, who before the surcharge program began
parked for three or more hours, now left the facility within three hours and

therefore did not have to pay the surcharge. However, only 18 percent of
these users indicated that this action was taken to avoid the surcharge.
(From the after telephone surveys, a few individuals reported that they left
within three hours to avoid the surcharge and drove around the block and back
into the same parking facility.) Sixty-five percent of the respondents who

at certain times changed the time that they entered the parking facility
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TABLE 5-1. CHANGES IN TRAVEL BEHAVIOR
RESULTING FROM PRIME TIME CHARGE

(Multiple Responses Possible)

Percent
Reported Change in Travel Behavior Number in Attributing Change
Due to Prime Time Charge Sample Reporting To Prime Ti m e Charge

Changed Parking Facility

Parked at Meter in Same Facility

Used Another Mode

Left Within Three Hours

Rode as Passenger

Changed Time Entering Facility

Drove With Others

Stopped Coming Downtown

Total Sample = 278

SOURCE: After Prime Time Telephone

96- 64

51 86

50 54

44 18

39 41

37 65

37 24

37 3

Survey, April 1981.
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(mostly entering after 9:30 a.m.) did so to avoid the surcharge. While an
equal number of individuals increased the number of passengers in the
vehicle, only one-quarter said that the surcharge was a major reason,
indicating that carpooling arrangements are more heavily influenced by
factors external to the pricing incentives of this demonstration. As
mentioned above, the surcharge did little to discourage anyone from making
trips to the downtown area.

Individuals who parked at a different location to avoid the surcharge
increased their (one-way) walk time to their final destination by about two
minutes (from 4.08 to 6.07 minutes, with a t-statistic of 2.6 that these mean
times are significantly different). Since these persons presumably saved the

$1.00 prime time fee, their implied price of time was $15.00 per hour. Those
who changed parking locations for their own convenience and not because of

the surcharge did not significantly alter walk access times to their final

desti nation.

The survey questionnaires used to collect information from the panels of
prime time and non-prime time parkers are provided in Appendix C. The
responses that were obtained for each question have been added to these
questionnaires. It is therefore possible to infer certain other
characteristics of travel and parking behavior that may not have been
explicitly discussed herein. For example, 60 percent (141 of 236) of the
panel prime time parkers said that they drove every day on which they came
downtown (during the week prior to the survey). However, of these
individuals, nearly 30 percent said that, following implementation of the

surcharge, they began to experiment with other ways of traveling downtown.
The majority, 74 percent, tried using the regular bus system (see

Question 25b). The reasons why they abandoned these other modes and went
back to driving are given below:

Reason Percent

Bus is less convenient 44.7
Bus takes too long 21.1
Carpool is not flexible 10.5

Need car for work 10.5
Weather 5.3

Bus is late/unreliable 5.3
Too much to carry 2.6

In interpreting the information presented in Appendix C, one must be

cautioned about the possibility of multiple responses and the skip-jump
nature of the questionnaire. Also, it will not typically be possible to

weight the responses by respondent trip frequencies.
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5.2 SOCIOECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS OF SELECTED GROUPS OF PRESENT
AND FORMER PARKERS

An examination of the responses to the two all-day parking surveys (see
Appendix B) reveals a fair amount of uniformity between the trip purpose of
parkers and the usage characteri sties of a particular facility, as well as

the socioeconomic characteri sties of the individuals who park there. For
example, Brayton Lot, both before and after the introduction of the
surcharge, is predominantly used by individuals who park on their way to
work, while it is used infrequently by students going to school (76.9 percent
vs. 1.6 percent, respectively). Average incomes of the parkers at this lot,
therefore, are higher than those at most other facilities. Conversely, the
majority of parkers at Dayton Ramp (54.1 percent) report that they are going
to school, compared to only 18.2 percent of the parkers who report that they
are going to work. Except for a slight increase in shopping and personal
business trips, the trip purpose distribution of parkers at the Lake Street
Ramp is very similar to that of Dayton Ramp -- that is, school trips account
for about 50 percent of the parkers, while slightly less than 20 percent of
the parking lot users are making a work trip.

Although the 600 University Avenue parking lot is located directly
across the street from the Lake Street Ramp, its usage characteri sties tend

to favor longer-term parkers because of the parking fee structure that is in

place. The majority of users are either on their way to work or to school.
Given the facility's close proximity to the University of Wisconsin campus,
most of the work trips may be assumed to be made by individuals associated
with the university. Because of the large number of students using the

facility, incomes are lower than average.

To evaluate whether certain socioeconomic groups were more or less
likely to alter their travel behavior due to the introduction of the

surcharge, it was necessary to establish a consistent basis for comparison;
otherwise, as indicated above, characteri sties of parkers can vary widely
even between two parking facilities. Therefore, on the basis of their

responses to the after telephone survey, individuals were divided into groups

that either continued to drive, park, and pay the surcharge, or altered their
behavior. Table 5-2 presents selected socioeconomic characteristics for

individuals who elected to pay the surcharge, as well as for four groups who

changed their travel behavior in some fashion.

Overall, it appears that males with lower incomes were more likely to

have avoided the surcharge by using another mode or by changing the time that
they entered the prime time facility. Higher-income individuals were more
likely to change parking location (either to a meter or to a different
facility), while females were more likely to continue parking at the same

facility and pay the surcharge. Because of the small sample sizes (although
they are not that small compared to the population size), statistically
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TABLE 5-2. SOCIOECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS OF PARKERS
WHO PAID THE SURCHARGE VERSUS THOSE WHO CHANGED TRAVEL BEHAVIOR

Individual s Who:

Average
Income

Average
Age

Percent
Male

Percent
Who Use Vehicle

During Day

Paid Surcharge [Xl*
[a]
[n]

$19,117
(11,594)

34

32.1

(10.4)
35

17 29

Changed Parking
Location

21,227
(11,189)

55

30.0
(9.4)
60

24 28

Used Another Mode 17,307
(9,432)

26

31.5
(10.1)

27

30 23

Formed Carpool 20,714
(10,304)

14

30.4

(8.6)
15

27 27

Changed Time
Entering Facility

17,272
(13,494)

22

31.8
(10.7)

24

33 22

*Y = estimated mean value;

a = estimated standard deviation; and
n = number of observations in sample.

SOURCE: After Prime Time Telephone Survey and Before All -Day Parking
Survey.
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significant inferences cannot he made in all instances. The average incomes
of those who changed modes as a result of the surcharge were found to be

significantly less than the incomes of individuals who changed parking
locations (at a 95 percent confidence limit). Individuals who changed the
time at which they entered the parking facility also had significantly lower
incomes (at a 90 percent confidence limit). However, there was no

statistically significant difference between travelers who paid the surcharge
and those who changed modes.

Age was not found to vary significantly among the five groups. (Part of
the reason may be due to the heavy concentration of parkers in one age
group -- over 40 percent of the respondents are between 25 and 34 years old.)

At a 90 percent confidence limit, parkers who used another mode or who
changed the time at which they entered the parking facility were more likely
to be males. Individuals who paid the surcharge tended to include those who
needed to use their car during the day. However, the difference between the
groups was not significant.

5.3 EFFECT OF SURCHARGE ON AUTO OCCUPANCY LEVEL

As indicated previously, a substantial amount of turnover occurs in the
normal carpooling patterns of individual commuters. However, because auto
occupancy levels for various individuals both before and after the

introduction of the surcharge are known, as is each respondent's assessment
of whether this method of commuting to the CBD resulted from the prime time
charge, it is possible to estimate the effect that the surcharge had on

average auto occupancy levels.

Basically, about 6 percent of the individuals in the panel of surcharge
parkers who were contacted during the after telephone survey reported that,

as a result of the surcharge, they now carpool (either driving with others
and/or riding with others). (Those who said they carpool but did not change
the number of reported occupants are not included, nor are individuals who

said that the surcharge had little or no influence on their decision to

carpool.) The average auto occupancy levels of these carpoolers increased by

1.72 persons per car from an average of 1.06 to 2.78. However, when combined
with the remaining population of all parkers at public, off-street facilities
in the CBD (whose auto occupancy levels are presumed to have remained
unchanged), auto occupancy levels for the total population of these
off-street parkers increased by only 1 percent.

On the day of the before survey, 4,610 questionnaires were given out in

surcharge facilities and 6,854 were distributed in nonsurcharge facilities.
Given that about 30 percent of the individuals in the surcharge facilities
entered between 7:00 a.m. and 9:30 a.m. and parked 3 or more hours, and that,
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of these, 6 percent increased auto occupancies, the approximate number of
parkers in this category is 83. If auto occupancies of the remaining 11,381
parkers on that day did not change over time, then the weighted change in

average auto occupancies can be computed as (83 x 1.72) * (83 + 11,381) or

0.012 persons per car. (Note that this is similar to but below the average
0.019 change in auto occupancies obtained from the before and after all-day
surveys [1.336 and 1.355, respectively] as given in Appendix B.)

5.4 ATTITUDES AND PERCEPTIONS

Since individuals who travel by auto to downtown Madison typically park
at only a subset of the parking facilities available, their knowledge of

actual parking supply conditions is likely to be based on a limited amount of
hard data (reflecting their own travel and parking choices) coupled with a

far-ranging assortment of general impressions and perceptions. In order to

evaluate whether individuals who park in the CBD area changed their
perception of parking availability after the introduction of the prime time
charge, individuals were asked during both all-day surveys and on the after
telephone survey to rate their ability to find a place to park in downtown
Madison during the commuting hours (7:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m.) and during the

midday (11:00 a.m. to 2:00 p.m.), using a scale on which 1 is "easy" and 7 is

"hard."

Based on the responses of al

1

individuals to the before and after
all-day surveys, parkers reported that it was more difficult to find parking
spaces at the surcharge rather than the nonsurcharge facilities. However,
the same parkers reported that it was easier to find a parking space at both

time periods after the introduction of the surcharge. For the 7:00 a.m. to

9:00 a.m. period, the average ranking declined by a statistically significant
amount from 3.31 to 3.03 (t = 5.0), as did the ranking for the period
11:00 a.m. to 2:00 p.m. (from 5.28 to 4.83 with a t = 9.0). However, an

examination of average ratings at the 13 major parking facilities in Madison
(see Table 5-3) reveals a broad pattern of reductions in the rating measures
(i.e., parking is easier to find) for facilities not directly affected by the
surcharge, except for one facility (Doty Ramp) that operated at capacity just
as often after the surcharge began (see Figure 4-5). Given the information
presented in Section 4 that the non-prime time facilities were used more
intensively after the surcharge began, one might have expected that the

difficulty of finding a parking space in these facilities would have
increased or at least remained the same.

One apparent reason why perception of parking availability for all

parkers improved so ubiquitously may relate to the type and amount of
publicity and advertising that was undertaken to explain the introduction and

objectives of the prime time charge program as well as the availability of
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TABLE 5-3. AVERAGE RATINGS OF PARKING AVAILABILITY
BEFORE AND AFTER THE INTRODUCTION OF THE PRIME TIME CHARGE

7:00 am - 9:00 am Period 11:00 am - 2:00 pm Peri
Before After Before After

Surcharge Facilities

Brayton Lot 3.01 2.43 5.19 4.27
Dayton Ramp 3.78 3.37 5.18 4.83

Lake St. Ramp 3.38 3.51 5.63 5.18
600 University Ave. 3.21 2.73 6.01 4.53

Average (Weighted) 3.50 3.33 “5743 4.96

Nonsurcharge Ramps

McCormick 2.61 2.18 4.29 3.75
Doty 2.67 2.63 5.35 5.10
Dane County 2.68 2.33 4.89 3.99

Average (Weighted) 2.66 2.40 4.85 4.33

Nonsurcharge Lots

Frances Lot 3.72 3.26 5.38 5.10

Buckeye, Lot 452 3.89 2.85 5.22 4.67

Law, Blair, Post Office 3.84 3.05 5.27 4.46

Block 53/54 3.65 3.23 5.47 5.10

Average -- All Parkers 3.31 3.03 5.28 4.83

NOTE: 1 = "Easy" and 7 = "Hard".

SOURCE: All-Day Before and After Parking Surveys, October 1980 and April

1981.
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the park-ride shuttle buses. In March 1981, after the prime time charge was
implemented, an intensive series of 60-second radio and 30-second TV spots

were aired as public service announcements by the local media. While the

copy in the announcements (see Appendix D) focused on the attractiveness of
downtown Madison (for shopping and doing business) and ways of avoiding the

one-doll ar surcharge, the ads stated that more short-term parking was

available. On this score, it appears that the copy was effective in changing
perceptions of how difficult it is to find a parking place in downtown
Madison. (Some of these early perceptions could have represented memories of

parking conditions prevailing in the late 1970s, when parking space
availability was in particularly short supply.) The public announcements, in

conjunction with the earlier leafletinq campaign, were also effective in

educating parkers about the prime time charge. During the various surveys,
fewer than 5 percent of the respondents indicated that they had not heard
about it.

For the panel of commuters who used a prime time facility and who
entered between 7:00 a.m. and 9:30 a.m. and stayed three or more hours,
perceptions of parking availability during the 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. period
worsened after the surcharge was instituted. The average ranking increased
from 2.88 to 3.20. Evidently, many of these individuals attempted to park at

meters or at other facilities and found it a more difficult exercise compared
to parking at their "normal" location. Also, the responses of these
commuters are more likely to be influenced by their own experience rather
than overall impressions -- at least with regard to the morning peak period.
This same group of individuals said that it was somewhat easier to locate a

space in the 11:00 a.m. to 2:00 p.m. time period (average scores decreased
from 5.99 to 5.55)

.

Because at least some individuals did choose to carpool or take another
mode as a result of the prime time charge, some parking spaces were freed up
in the midday for use by noncommuters. The availability of parking spaces at
various facilities was discussed in Section 4. Thus, capacity was available
for individuals desiring to park in the central area. About 30 percent of
the respondents to the after prime time telephone survey indicated that the

$1.00 prime time charge did " ... in fact free up parking spaces for shoppers
who arrive during the middle of the day."

An even higher 54 percent of the respondents felt that the $1.00 prime
time charge resulted in commuters trying other ways of traveling downtown,
such as taking the bus or carpooling. It is difficult to ascertain precisely
how many new trips may have been attracted to the downtown area because of

changes in the actual as well as perceived number of parking places. From
the two all -day parking surveys, there appears to be no difference in the
proportion of shopping trips made to downtown after the surcharge began.
However, the percentage of social /recreational trips increased from
8.4 percent to 14.1 percent, while personal business trips increased from
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TABLE 5-3. AVERAGE RATINGS OF PARKING AVAILABILITY
BEFORE AND AFTER THE INTRODUCTION OF THE PRIME TIME CHARGE

7:00 am - 9:00 am Period 11:00 am - 2:00 pm Peri

Before After Before After

Surcharge Facilities

Brayton Lot 3.01 2.43 5.19 4.27
Dayton Ramp 3.78 3.37 5.18 4.83

Lake St. Ramp 3.38 3.51 5.63 5.18

600 University Ave. 3.21 2.73 6.01 4.53
Average (Weighted) 3.50 "X3I “5741

Nonsurcharge Ramps

McCormick 2.61 2.18 4.29 3.75

Doty 2.67 2.63 5.35 5.10
Dane County 2.68 2.33 4.89 3.99

Average (Weighted) 2.66 2.40 4.85 4.33

Nonsurcharge Lots

Frances Lot 3.72 3.26 5.38 5.10

Buckeye, Lot 452 3.89 2.85 5.22 4.67

Law, Blair, Post Office 3.84 3.05 5.27 4.46

Block 53/54 3.65 3.23 5.47 5.10

Average -- All Parkers

NOTE: 1 = "Easy" and 7 =

3.31

"Hard".

3.03 5.28 4.83

SOURCE: All -Day Before and After Parking Surveys, October 1980 and April

1981.
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the park-ride shuttle buses. In March 1981, after the prime time charge was
implemented, an intensive series of 60-second radio and 30-second TV spots

were aired as public service announcements by the local media. While the

copy in the announcements (see Appendix D) focused on the attractiveness of
downtown Madison (for shopping and doing business) and ways of avoiding the

one-doll ar surcharge, the ads stated that more short-term parking was

available. On this score, it appears that the copy was effective in changing
perceptions of how difficult it is to find a parking place in downtown
Madison. (Some of these early perceptions could have represented memories of

parking conditions prevailing in the late 1970s, when parking space
availability was in particularly short supply.) The public announcements, in

conjunction with the earlier leafleting campaign, were also effective in

educating parkers about the prime time charge. During the various surveys,
fewer than 5 percent of the respondents indicated that they had not heard
about it.

For the panel of commuters who used a prime time facility and who
entered between 7:00 a.m. and 9:30 a.m. and stayed three or more hours,
perceptions of parking availability during the 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. period
worsened after the surcharge was instituted. The average ranking increased
from 2.88 to 3.20. Evidently, many of these individuals attempted to park at

meters or at other facilities and found it a more difficult exercise compared
to parking at their "normal" location. Also, the responses of these
commuters are more likely to be influenced by their own experience rather
than overall impressions -- at least with regard to the morning peak period.
This same group of individuals said that it was somewhat easier to locate a

space in the 11:00 a.m. to 2:00 p.m. time period (average scores decreased
from 5.99 to 5.55)

.

Because at least some individuals did choose to carpool or take another
mode as a result of the prime time charge, some parking spaces were freed up
in the midday for use by noncommuters. The availability of parking spaces at
various facilities was discussed in Section 4. Thus, capacity was available
for individuals desiring to park in the central area. About 30 percent of
the respondents to the after prime time telephone survey indicated that the

$1.00 prime time charge did " ... in fact free up parking spaces for shoppers
who arrive during the middle of the day."

An even higher 54 percent of the respondents felt that the $1.00 prime
time charge resulted in commuters trying other ways of traveling downtown,
such as taking the bus or carpooling. It is difficult to ascertain precisely
how many new trips may have been attracted to the downtown area because of

changes in the actual as well as perceived number of parking places. From
the two all -day parking surveys, there appears to be no difference in the
proportion of shopping trips made to downtown after the surcharge began.
However, the percentage of social /recreational trips increased from
8.4 percent to 14.1 percent, while personal business trips increased from

56



12.4 percent to 15.7 percent. Because this information is based on two
separate one-day samples, the results could easily be influenced by exogenous
factors such as sales or sporting events. In any case, the change in

perceptions about parking availability was found to be significant.

During the after prime time telephone survey, individuals were asked
whether the prime time program should be continued to free up parking spaces
during the midday or, alternatively, to encourage travelers to try other
modes. In general, the respondents were more favorable toward continuing the
program on the grounds that individuals are apt to try other (more
fuel-efficient) modes rather than free up parking spaces (26 percent and

17 percent, respectively). Of just those surveyed who paid the surcharge,
only 11 percent felt that the program should continue because it frees up

space for midday use, while an exceptionally large 60 percent felt that the

program should continue because it encourages people to commute in other
ways. Quite ironically, only 6 percent of the respondents who elected (or

were forced) to ride with others felt that the surcharge should continue as a

means of encouraging individuals to use other modes.
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6. IMPLEMENTATION CONCERNS AND OPERATOR IMPACTS

As described in the preceding sections, the peak-period parking
surcharge demonstration had a variety of effects on the travel and parking
behavior characteri sti cs of users of the publicly available parking
facilities in the central area of Madison. This section of the report
examines various implementation issues (i.e., public, political, and

institutional concerns) and operator impacts, such as parking revenues and
costs, and shuttle bus operating cost results. As the subsection immediately
below describes, there was relatively little difficulty in reaching a

consensus opinion to submit a grant application for the prime time charge
program. However, as time passed and it appeared that certain pressures on

downtown parking availability had lessened, the implementation of the prime
time program was called into question. Section 6.1 describes the events
leading to its eventual implementation.

6.1 IMPLEMENTING THE PRIME TIME PARKING CHARGE

The peak-period parking surcharge program evolved from an earlier
proposal by the City of Madison to institute a roadway or congestion pricing

demonstration project (see Section 3). In 1978 when the grant for the prime
time parking demonstration was submitted to UMTA, the city had a shortage of

parking spaces available for parkers-arri vi ng during the middle of the day

(11:00 a.m. to 2:00 p.m.). The peak-period parking pricing demonstration,
therefore, was conceived as a way of encouraging commuters to carpool or to
use other modes, thereby freeing up spaces for shopping and personal business

trips to the downtown.

Public hearings held on the demonstration application in Madison in 1978

received a favorable reaction from the League of Women Voters. In prepared
remarks, the League expressed satisfaction at seeing "the integration of the
three objectives of parking, car-pooling and mass transit to advance balanced
transportation through the use of incentives and disincentives. The parking
controls and pricing ... provide disincentives for the use of low-occupancy
private vehicles during peak hours and incentives for vehicles as higher

occupancy carpools."

However, a representative from the Madison Area Technical College

expressed disapproval of any program that increased parking fees, since it

was stated that 65 percent of the students have outside jobs and need to use

their cars for work. A further argument made against the proposal was that

the increase in parking fees was "not to pay the revenue bonds but to

manipulate the modes of transportati on that people use in getting downtown."
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A local business group lent its approval to the project but at the sane
time expressed its desire that a new 1,000-car parking garage be built in the
downtown area. Apparently, this group was more concerned with promoting the
creation and expansion of parking spaces rather than the managing, through
pricing policies, the existing parking supply.

After hearing all sides of the argument, the Madison Common Council, in
1978 and later in 1979, voted its support for undertaking the demonstration.

As the time to implement the peak-period surcharge drew near, the City
Parking Manager submitted a report to the Parking Utility Committee
expressing a series of reservations about implementing the program at all

five of the origi nal ly-proposed, attended parking facilities. His main
concerns were that 1) the program could have a detrimental effect on Parking
Utility revenues, which could subsequently affect the ability of the city to

repay outstanding revenue bonds without using subsidies from the general
fund; and 2) parking occupancies had declined since the program was conceived
two years earlier, lessening the need to free-up additional spaces. Four
days later, on September 30, 1980, the Parking Utility Committee, by a vote
of 5 to 1, recommended that the peak-period surcharge not be implemented.
Subsequently, on October 14, 1980, the Transportation Commission, by a

unanimous 8-0 vote, also rejected the surcharge program as proposed and
requested that the city DOT staff report back with an evaluation of
alternatives to the $1.00 prime time charge.

At this point, proposals for a series of alternative parking pricing
strategies, ranging from flat to graduated pricing increases, and a prime
time surcharge that would be in effect at a reduced number of parking
facilities were made and evaluated. However, resistance to the concept of a

prime time charge continued to be strong and the concept was rejected again
by the Parking Utility and the Transportation Commission.

The four major objections against the prime time charge were 1) the

effect on Parking Utility finances; 2) the effect on short-term parking; 3)

the amount of the ($1.00) rate increase; and 4) the effect on the image of

parking and the downtown. To address the last three concerns, it was

proposed to restrict the surcharge to only those individuals who enter the
parking facility between 7:00 a.m. and 9:30 a.m. and who park three or more
hours. In addition, it was proposed that the surcharge be implemented at

only four central-area parking facilities. Although calculations of the

effect of the surcharge indicated that parking revenues would increase, UMTA

provided further guarantees to the city and bondholders in the event of a

revenue decrease. However, even this alternative was rejected by the Board
of Estimates by a 4-2 vote on November 18, 1980.

Finally, with the possibility that UMTA would seek reimbursement for all

demonstration expenses expended as of that date, Madison and UMTA officials
agreed on a $1.00 prime time charge that would be instituted at four
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facilities for a period of six months. With the backing of the Mayor of

Madison, this proposal was presented to and approved by the Madison Common
Council on December 16, 1980.

Two weeks later, on December 29, 1980, the prime time charge began to be
collected at three of the attended facilities. (The 600 University Avenue
facility started on January 5, 1981.) As it turned out, very little public
reaction was voiced against the rise in parking fees. During the first month
of operation, only seven complaints and one compliment were received by

Madison's Department of Transportation. No "letters to the editor" or

newspaper articles were printed by the local papers. A local TV station
reportedly interviewed parkers about the surcharge and did broadcast some of

the negative comments that were received, however.

As a further indication of the low level of public and political

reaction that occurred after the prime time charge began, no calls for
discontinuing the program were heard at the conclusion of the six-month
"trial" period. Thus, the surcharge continued to be collected, and

eventually was in effect for a period of one year. It was discontinued on

January 4, 1982 at the same time that hourly parking rates were increased
substantially from $0.20 to $0.35. This action was taken because it was felt

that the $1.00 surcharge, in addition to these large rate increases, would
result in a very high fee for all -day parkers. As it developed, however, the
actual change to the parking rate structure resulted in a di sproporti onately
larger increase for short-term parkers, thus counteracting one of the
principal goals of the demonstration, which was to encourage more short-term
parking. Long-term parkers who previously were paying the surcharge
experienced essentially no change in daily parking costs. This action
reflects a return to the concept of using traditional approaches to meeting
parking revenue budgets rather than exploring options for achieving broader

transportation system management objectives.

6.2 EFFECT ON PARKING REVENUES

A major concern that arose during the planning of the prime time parking

demonstration, as discussed above, was the effect that the prime time charge
would have on parking revenues, since the city uses certain of these revenues

to repay the principal and interest on outstanding parking revenue bonds. As

it developed, however, total parking revenues each month after the
institution of the surcharge exceeded the revenues for the same month one

year earlier (see Table 6-1). The period June 1980 to June 1981 was the only
exception and occurred because June 1980 revenues were abnormally high due to
a strike by bus transit employees.
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TABLE 6-1. MONTHLY PARKING REVENUES COLLECTED IN MADISON
BY TYPE OF PARKING SPACE
(Thousands of Dollars)

Su rcharge Facilities Other,

Month

bOT)

Uni versi ty
Avenue Attendedtt Meter

Nonsurcharge Off-Street
Attended Meter

Facilities Space

On-street Total
Meter Parking
Space Revenue

January 1980 9.7 • 34.3 . 46.5 29.0 119.5
February 9.2 - 37.2 - 41.8 27.1 115.3

March 7.7 - 36.8 - 41.8 35.0 121.3

April* 9.0 30.9 13.9 18.3 29.6 32.7 134.4

May** 8.9 35.8 14.2 25.5 27.4 29.5 141.3

June** 5.6 34.7 9.3 25.0 29.9 36.1 140.6

July** 10.4 37.0 9.9 25.6 30.7 34.2 147.8

August 11.0 31.6 12.0 21.7 25.2 30.9 132.4

September 8.5 40.7 14.2 26.5 27.1 38.4 155.4

October 10.5 45.0 18.5 27.4 33.7 31.6 166.7

November 8.7 36.3 13.5 22.9 27.7 30.9 140.0

December 8.9 35.2 12.6 23.8 24.2 33.8 138.5

January 1981*** 10.9 32.7 13.6 25.3 29.0 30.0 141.5

February 9.0 38.5 15.1 25.3 24.1 29.2 141.2

March 8.7 39.6 14.4 27.2 34.5 39.9 164.3

April 11.3 42.3 15.4 27.9 29.6 32.4 158.9

May 9.4 36.2 18.0 25.3 32.4 32.9 154.2

June 8.8 28.3 11.2 25.2 26.6 35.5 135.6

July 13.6 34.3 15.6 27.7 33.2 36.1 160.5

Augustt 12.5 35.3 14.2 24.2 35.8 37.5 159.5

Septembert 11.9 49.1 17.3 29.0 35.3 34.4 176.9

Octobert 14.3 53.5 21.7 30.0 36.0 37.3 192.8

Novembert 11.4 42.9 15.2 25.5 34.9 31.0 160.9

Decembert 9.6 41.5 14.4 26.4 36.5 32.4 160.8

*Phased opening of five attended facilities.

**Bus strike.

***$1.00 prime time charge instituted.

tBlock 53 and Block 54 closed for Capitol Ramp and Center construction.

ttBrayton, Dayton, and Lake Street.

SOURCE: Parking Utility Division, Madison Department of Transportation.
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The largest impact on parking revenues resulted simply from replacing
parking meters with attendants at five facilities in April 1980. Although
such revenues are difficult to determine precisely, city personnel have
estimated (using information obtained from a study of expired parking meters)
that parking revenues from the attendant-controlled spaces are about
30 percent greater than those obtained from using parking meters. Therefore,
the city has determined that about $15,000 in additional parking revenue each
month is attributable to attendants.

Using the above factor, parking revenues after the introduction of the
prime time charge on December 29, 1980 increased on average by approximately
$10,000 each month compared to the same month one year earlier. During the

five-month period of January to May 1981, a fairly steady average of 256

people paid the $1.00 surcharge at the Dayton, Lake, and Brayton prime time
parking facilities, while an average of about 67 individuals paid the
surcharge at the 600 University Avenue lot. Assuming 21.67 work days per
month, these 323 individuals paid approximately $7,000 per month in

additional parking fees. However, parking revenues were lost due to the
(approximate) 7 percent of certain peak-hour parkers (numbering about 95

individuals) who began using other modes and discontinued parking in the
central area. Revenues were also reduced as a result of some commuters
switching from an attended space to a parking meter. These reductions,
however, were offset by additional parking revenues from 1) midday parkers
who would have preferred parking at a meter but had to settle for an

attendant space, and 2) new trips attracted to the CBD as a result of the
actual and perceived increase in parking spaces (see Section 5). While it is

difficult to determine precisely the individual effects of these offsets, it

appears likely that the prime time program resulted in an increase in parking
revenues of at least $6,000 to $10,000 per month.

Throughout the summer months, all parking revenues, including those
derived from the surcharge, decreased due to vacations and the decline in the

student population. Beginning in August 1981, monthly parking revenues
increased by even larger amounts compared to the prior year. One apparent
cause was the closing of two large parking lots (Block 53 and Block 54),
which forced more parkers to use the attended parking facilities.

6.3 COST OF PARKING OPERATIONS

Computing the capital and operating costs required to collect the $1.00
prime time charge is heavily dependent upon the current method used to

collect parking fees. For example, if the subject parking facilities are

already attendant-controlled, then the additional cost of collecting the
$1.00 fee is practically zero. The only costs that would be required are
those necessary to advertise and educate the public concerning the parking
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fee change. In some instances these costs can be minimized through the use
of "public service" announcements and other "free" publicity.

Conversely, costs can become quite significant if it is necessary to
convert existing parking facilities from meter control to attendant
operation. In this instance, entrance and exit ways may have to be modified
to incorporate ticket-dispensing machines and attendant booths. Depending on
the physical layout, some parking spaces may be lost. Equipment for
automatically computing parking charges must be ordered, installed, tested,
and maintained. Finally, personnel must be hired and trained to operate the
equipment over the total number of hours that the facility will be in

service, unless other manning options, as described below, are used.

In Madison, about $250,000 was required to convert five parking
facilities from meter control to attendant control. (Note that only three of

these facilities were included in the surcharge program that was actually
implemented.) Included in this amount were costs for the physical changes
required at each facility (i.e., entrance ways, signs, and channelization) as

well as purchasing and installing the necessary equipment and electrical
work. The incremental cost involved in operating the four attendant
facilities (i.e., booth attendants, tickets, and electricity for light and

heating) has averaged about $17,800 per month. As mentioned, about $15,000
per month in new parking revenue was estimated to have resulted from
switching to attendant operation. The attendant operation therefore resulted
in a net deficit of approximately $2,800 per month. If the $6,000 to $10,000
in additional revenues from the $1.00 prime time charge are taken into

consideration, the attended surcharge operation netted between $3,200 and

$7,200 per month.

With regard to the issue of transferabil i ty ,
these costs are highly

variable and depend on prevailing wage rates and fringe benefits, the size of

the facilities, and the rates of entry and exit, as well as on the total

number of hours that the parking facilities are operated. With garages

operated by meters, a peak-period surcharge program could be implemented with

a low- or reduced-capital budget in at least two ways. In the first

alternative, attendants are stationed at the entrance way of each parking

facility to collect the surcharge fee only from those parkers entering during
prime time hours. This approach would reduce significantly the number of

attendant hours that are required. This alternative, by itself, could not

distinguish between short- and long-term parkers. The second approach would

rely on some form of the honor or self-service system, by which peak-period

(and if desired, long-term) parkers purchase through a vending machine a

validated ticket that is displayed on the inside of the vehicle. Parking

officers would check for the validated ticket at the same time that they

perform their regular rounds.
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6.4 COST OF SHUTTLE BUS OPERATIONS

This section examines Madison Metro's cost of operating the shuttle bus

service and the associated fare revenues that were collected. The analysis
indicates that the relatively low usage of the park-ride shuttle buses,
compared to the level of service offered, resulted in a relatively high cost,

and thus subsidy, per trip.

From September 1, 1980 to October 18, 1980, when the shuttles operated
from 6:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m., about 68.8 bus-hours of service were provided
each weekday. After midday and late evening runs were terminated, about
48.8 bus-hours of service per day were provided for the period October 18

through December 31, 1980. This service was supplied at an average cost per
bus-hour of $26.50, resulting in a total operating cost of $128,005 for this

four-month period. During this same period, $14,226* in farebox revenues
were collected, implying that 35,565 one-way trips were made at the $0.40
fare.

The average operating cost per trip is thus $3.60; deducting the $0.40
fare paid yields an average subsidy per trip of $3.20. Stated alternatively,
the farebox recovery ratio during this period was a relatively low

11.1 percent.

In the three months following the introduction of the surcharge, a total

of 48.8 bus-hours of service per day continued to be provided. As Madison
Metro operates on a cal endar-year basis, fares were increased on January 1,

1981 by $0.10 to $0.50, and operating costs increased to $32.40 per bus-hour.
Total operating cost from January through March 1981 was thus computed to be

$99,651. Farebox revenues during this same period totaled $11,590, yielding
23,180 one-way trips. Given this new cost structure, the average (gross)

cost per trip increased to $4.30, implying a subsidy of $3.80. The farebox
recovery ratio improved slightly to 11.6 percent since no off-peak service
was being provided.

As a result of the cost structure for the shuttle bus system, the
service was discontinued on June 12, 1981, although the park-ride lots

remained open and service continued via existing bus routes.

*Not included in this figure are any farebox revenues that may have been
collected on the regular bus system from park-ride patrons.
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7, CONCLUSIONS

The Madison Peak-Period Parking Pricing Demonstration tested an
innovative approach to managing the use of parking spaces through pricing
techniques in an urban area. From this test, as outlined in the preceding
sections, numerous observations concerning the implementation and resultant
travel behavior responses have been made. When assessing the potential
merits of this type of pricing program for other urban areas, however, it is

necessary to account for the effects that the characteristics of the local
setting and the demonstration itself had on the observed results. Certain of
these transferability issues have been noted in the Executive Summary and
will not be repeated here. Rather, this section focuses on a more
generalized assessment of the demonstration.

Perhaps one of the most noteworthy aspects of the Madison demonstration
was that it was implemented at all. Although time-of-day pricing is common
in other industries ( e

.
g

. ,
telephone service) and to a limited extent in

urban mass transportation , it has seen little or no application with respect
to the automobile in the United States. Roadway or congestion pricing
strategies have been proposed for decades, but as yet such concepts remain as

far from implementation as ever. Peak-period parking pricing, however, is a

close proxy for these roadway pricing strategies, and, as documented herein,
the practice was in effect for one year in Madison.

Without the impetus provided by the demonstration, it is likely that the
time-of-day pricing strategy as used in Madison would not have been

implemented. Thus, on one level the current political, social, and
institutional situations continue to favor existing pricing practices.
Although such considerations are not evaluated here, businesses and shop

owners likely receive regular feedback on parking shortages and typically
have the means or forums to inform local policymakers of developments in this
area. In Madison, downtown business establishments favored the attendant-
operated surcharge program both as a way of freeing up spaces for shoppers
and as a way of introducing a validated parking program. They also favor the

construction of new parking facilities. Notwithstanding these comments, it

is particularly relevant to note that the prime time charge did not elicit a

vociferous response from the community against it. However, when asked, most
commuters to the CBD had negative comments about the program.

The demonstration and this accompanying evaluation clearly show that
individuals will adjust their travel behavior in response to changes in

the parking pricing structure. While in Madison the large majority of

individuals continued to rely on their automobiles for commuting to work or
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school, some diversion to other modes was noted. It is likely that, had the
surcharge been implemented more widely, modal diversions would have been

larger, while diversions to alternative parking facilities would have been
reduced. In both cases, parking revenues would have increased given the

inelastic price elasticities that were observed at these parking fee levels.

No single demonstration can produce a universal "model" that can be used
to predict or quantify the impacts of similar events implemented at all other
localities. Insufficient information is available concerning the

i nterrel ationships among the levels of transportation services provided (and
the prices charged) and the vitality of a local business and economic
environment. However, as a method of allocating or rationing scarce
resources (parking spaces), peak-period or time-of-day pricing strategies,
such as the program implemented in Madison, can be included in the list of

alternatives to be considered for possible implementation elsewhere.
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APPENDIX A. DEMONSTRATION SETTING

A.l GENERAL SITE DESCRIPTION

Madison, the state capital, is located in south-central Wisconsin, 80

miles west of Milwaukee and 150 miles northwest of Chicago. A map of Madison
and vicinity is presented in Figure A-l. Madison's population grew rapidly
in the 1960s, increasing by 35.6 percent from 1960 to 1970. According to the

1980 Census, however, Madison's population decreased by 1.5 percent over the

next 10 years, from 173,258 in 1970 to a 1980 Census total of 170,616. The
city's corporate limits encompass 54 square miles with a correspond!* ng
population density of approximately 3,160 people per square mile. This is

only slightly smaller than the average population density of 3,551 persons
per square mile for central cities located in urbanized areas in the United
States.

Madison is also the county seat of Dane County, which is coterminous
with the Madison Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area (SMSA). This county,
comprising 1,205 square miles, had a 1980 population of about 323,545, with
two-thirds of the people living in the Madison urbanized area (69 square
miles). From 1970 to 1980, population in Dane County increased by

11.5 percent. All of this growth occurred outside the city of Madison. A

more complete list of these and other demographic character!* sties of Madison
is supplied in Table A-l and discussed in the next subsection.

A. 2 DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION

The median family income in Madison for 1969 was $11,385, which was
almost 20 percent higher than the national median family income of $9,586 for
the same year. According to the 1980 Census, median family income doubled to

$22,856 by 1979. Of the city's 66,451 households in 1980, 13.7 percent
earned less than $10,000 while 21.1 percent earned above $35,000. Comparable
data for urbanized areas in the United States are not yet available from the

Census.

The median number of years of schooling in Madison for persons 25 years
and older was 14.1 years in 1980, increasing from 12.8 in 1970. Approximately
14,879 people or 8.7 percent of Madison's 1980 population of 170,616 were 65

years of age or older. The median age of Madison's population increased from
23.6 to 26.9 years between 1970 and 1980. The percentage of the population
under the age of 18 decreased significantly from 29.9 to 20.5 over this same
time period. Madison's residents are predominantly white, comprising over
94 percent of the population; about 2.7 percent are black and the remaining
3.0 percent consist of other nationalities.
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SOURCE: 1976 Official Highway Map of Wisconsin.

FIGURE A-1. MADISON AND VICINITY
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TABLE A-l. DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF THE
CITY OF MADISON AND THE URBANIZED AREAS OF THE UNITED STATES

(For 1980 Unless Otherwise Stated)

Characteri sti

c

Madison* United States**

1. Population 170,616 139,170,683 (366 areas)

2. Growth Rate

Percent Change in Population
1960-1970 35.6 23.6

1970-1980 -1.5 17.5

3. Ethnic Breakdown
Percent Black
Percent White
Percent Other

2.7 14.4
94.3 79.1

3.0 6.5

4. Land Area (Sq . Mi .

)

54 52,017

5. Density (Pop./Sq. Mi.) 3,160 2,675

3,551 (inside
central cities)

6. Median Age (Years) 26.9 30.0

7. Age Distribution
Percent Below 18

Percent Above 64

20.5 27.0
8.7 10.9

8. Median Years of Schooling 14.1

(Persons 25 Years Old and Over) 12.8 (1970)*** 12.1 (1970)***

9. Total Number of Households 66,451 50,541,185

10. Average Number of Persons
per Household

2.38 2.68

11. Median Family Income (1979) $22,856 N/A

12. Income Distribution (1979)
Percent Below $10,000
Percent Above $35,000

13.7 N/A

21.1 N/A

Table continued on following page.
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TABLE A-l (Continued).
DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF THE

CITY OF MADISON AND THE URBANIZED AREA OF THE UNITED STATES
(For 1980 Unless Otherwise Stated)

Character!’ stic Madi son* United States**

13. Number of Persons in

Labor Force
Number of Females

14. Unemployment Rate (4/1981 )

t

(Percent)

15. Modal Split
Percent Workers Using Public
Transportation for Work Trip

16. Auto Ownership (1970)***

Percent Households with
One or More Autos

95,449
45,445

4.9 (Dane Co.)

14.9 (1980)

9.8 (1970)***

81.2

N/A
N/A

7.3

13.8 (1970)***

79.9

17. Mean Travel Time to Work 17.4

(Mi nutes)

18. Persons per Private Vehicle 1.17

19. Mean Temperature (°F)

January 16.8tt

July 70.1+t

20. Mean Precipitation (Inches) 30.25tt
Percent Possible Sunshine 57.0+t

Wind Velocity (Mph) 9.9tt

Notes on following page.
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TABLE A-l (Continued).
DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF THE

CITY OF MADISON AND THE URBANIZED AREA OF THE UNITED STATES
(For 1980 Unless Otherwise Stated)

^Unless otherwise noted, Madison data are from U.S. Department of Commerce,
1980 Census of Population , Vol . 1, Cha racteri sti cs of the Population ,

Ch. B - "General Population Characteri sties : Wisconsin" (August 1982); and

Ch. C - "General Social and Economic Characteristics: Wisconsin"
(August 1983).

**Unless otherwise noted, U.S. data are from U.S. Department of Commerce,
1980 Census of Population , Vol. 1, Characteristics of the Population ,

Ch. B - "General Population Characteristics: United States Summary"
(May 1983).

***U.S. Department of Commerce, Social and Economic Statistics Administration,
Bureau of the Census, County and City Data Book, 1972: A Statistical
Suppl ement (1972).

tU.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Employment and
Earnings , Vol. 28, No. 7 (July 1981).

ttU.S. National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, Local Climatological
Data : Annual Summa ry with Comparat i ve Data - Madison, Wisconsin, 1977T
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CLIMATE*A.

3

Madison is situated on a narrow isthmus of land between Lakes Mendota
and Monona. Lake Mendota (15 square miles in size) lies northwest of Lake
Monona (5 square miles) and the lakes are only two-thirds of a mile apart at
their closest point, which is also the location of Madison's CBD.

Madison has the typical continental climate of interior North America
with a large annual temperature range and frequent short-period temperature
changes. Temperature extremes have ranged from 107°F to -37°F. Winter
temperatures (December-February)- average 20°F, with the summer average
(June-August) a relatively cool and mild 68°F.

There are no dry and wet seasons as such but 59 percent of the annual
precipitation (the mean is 30.25 inches) falls during the summer months from
May through September. While the "cold season" precipitation is somewhat
less, it lasts over a longer period of time. During an average winter, the
ground is covered with an inch or more of snow about 60 percent of the time
from December 10 to February 25.

Madison lies in the path of frequent cyclones and anticyclones, which
move eastward over the region during fall, winter, and spring. March and
November are the windiest months in Madison, with an average wind velocity of
9.9 miles per hour. Tornadoes occur infrequently, averaging one occurrence
every three to five years in Dane County.

A. 4 ECONOMIC BASE

The state government and the University of Wisconsin, both located in or

very near to downtown Madison on the isthmus, are the major employers in the

area. In 1970, 39.4 percent of the labor force of 78,773 were employed by

the government and 22.3 percent were employed in educational services.
Recent data for the month of April 1981 show that, of the 171,100 employees
working in Dane County, 34.1 percent were employed by the government,
(compared to 17.7 percent for the United States as a whole), and 26.2 percent
were employed in educational, business, repair, and personal services. Table

A-2 can be used to compare employment by industry division for that month for

Dane County and the entire United States. In April 1981, the unemployment
rate in Dane County was 4.9 percent, significantly lower than the national

unemployment rate of 7.3 percent for the same month.

information in this section is taken from U.S. National Oceanic and

Atmospheric Administration, Local Climatological Data: Annual Summary with
Comparati ve Data ,

Madi son

,

Wisconsin, 1977.
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TABLE A-2. EMPLOYEES ON NONAGR ICULTURAL PAYROLLS IN DANE COUNTY
AND THE UNITED STATES BY INDUSTRY DIVISION (APRIL 1981)

Dane County United States

Types of Employment Numbe r Percent Number (000s) Percent

Contract Construction 6,500 3.8 4,418 4.8

Manuf acturi ng 19,800 11.6 20,332 22.2

Transportation and Public Utilities 6,300 3.7 5,161 5.7

Wholesale and Retail Trade 35,300 20.6 20,636 22.6

Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate 12,800 7.5 5,316 5.8

Services, Mining 32,100 18.7 19,425 21.2

Government 58,300 34.1 16,170 17.7

171,100 100.0 91,458 100.0

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Employment and

Earnings , Vol . 28, No. 7 (July 1981), pp. 118-119.
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Figure A-2 shows the Madison central business district with the State
Capitol at the center. High levels of retail activity extend from the

capitol along State Street to the campus of the University of Wisconsin,
approximately one mile to the west.
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APPENDIX B. DATA COLLECTION ACTIVITIES

The information and analyses presented throughout this report are based
on a series of data collection efforts designed to monitor all of the
potential effects of the prime time demonstration. For the most part, the

data collection was structured in a "before-and-after" framework to identify
changes that occurred after the implementation of the surcharge. To isolate
those changes that resulted directly from the surcharge from "changes" that
would have occurred otherwise, two separate procedures were implemented.
First, individuals in a survey panel who, in the second wave of surveys,
reported making a change in the way they traveled were asked directly whether
the surcharge was a major, minor, or unrelated reason for the change.
Second, travel behavior changes of a control panel of individuals not
directly affected by the surcharge were monitored. Both of these approaches
were found to be extremely helpful in determining whether or not a given
change in travel behavior was attributable to the $1.00 prime time charge.

Below is a list of the specific data collection activities that were
undertaken during the course of this demonstration:

1. Before all-day parking survey;

2. After all -day parking survey;

3. After telephone surveys;

4. After park-ride survey;

5. Before and after parking accumulation and duration counts; and

6. Parking and transit revenue and operating statistics.

A brief description of each of these is presented below. Copies of the

various survey instruments are given in Appendix C.

1. BEFORE PARKING SURVEY

The purpose of the before parking survey was to establish a baseline
data set of travel behavior and user character!

-

sties of parkers who use

public, off-street parking facilities in downtown Madison, prior to the

implementation of the prime time parking charge but subsequent to the
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conversion of five major parking facilities in the CBD area from meter
control to attendant operation.

The day-long before parking survey was conducted on Tuesday, October 14,
1980. Self-administered, postage-paid questionnaires were distributed to all
drivers who entered parking facilities downtown between the hours of 6:00
a.m. and 10:00 p.m. (Surveys were discontinued at 7:00 p.m. at the Doty and
McCormick ramps.) Where possible, questionnaires were handed out at the
entranceways of each facility in order to insure a high coverage rate. When
this was not possible, questionnaires were placed on the windshields of cars
that were al ready parked. Also; questionnaires were placed on cars that were
already in a parking facility prior to the 6:00 a.m. start time. Therefore,
someone working a late-night shift from midnight to 8:00 a.m., for example,
would have received a survey. However, an individual entering a parking
facility after 10:00 p.m. and leaving before 6:00 a.m. the following morning
would not. From an earlier survey, it was determined that little parking
activity occurs at these late hours and, in any event, the individuals who
park at these hours would not be affected either directly or indirectly by
the surcharge program.

Questionnaires were distributed at the four surcharge facilities
(Brayton, Dayton, Lake Street, and 600 University Avenue), at the
county-operated Dane County Ramp, at Madison's two other parking ramps
(McCormick and Doty) and at eight parking lots in the downtown and campus
center areas (Frances Street, Buckeye, Lot 452, Law Park, Blair, Block 53,
Block 54, and Post Office Block 88). As Table B-l shows, 4,016
questionnaires were returned in response to the 11,464 questionnaires that
were distributed, resulting in a favorable overall response rate of 35

percent. By parking facility, response rates ranged from a low of 21 percent
at Buckeye/Lot 452 to a high of 50 percent at McCormick Ramp. The response
rates at three of the four surcharge facilities are almost identical and are
close to the mean response rate of all parking facilities. As a result,

weighting the survey responses by the observed response rates will likely

have little effect on the distribution of characteri sties of individuals
parking at the surcharge facilities.

The weather conditions on the day of the survey were basically
favorable. Except for some rain between 6:00 and 7:00 a.m., the rest of the

day was dry, although it remained cloudy and chilly.

The survey instrument, which is given in Appendix C, was serial -coded in

order to record which parking facility it was distributed at and, as

illustrated above, to determine response rates. Respondents listed their

telephone numbers on slightly more than 60 percent of the surveys that were

returned (see Table B-l). This was important since many of these same

persons were contacted after the surcharge was enacted. Individuals had a

choice of leaving the completed surveys in boxes located in each parking

facility or returning them at no cost through the mail.
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Table B-2 presents a cross- tabul ation of the responses to each question
on the before parking survey by each of the four surcharge facilities, for
five other nonsurcharge facilities, and aggregated across all parking
facilities contained in the sample. For each question, cell frequencies,
sample means (where appropriate)

,
and sample sizes are listed in the table.

2. AFTER PARKING SURVEY

The day-long after parking survey was conducted on Tuesday, April 28,
1981. The basic mechanics of the survey were nearly identical to those of
the before all-day survey (see above). Even the weather conditions were
similar; there was a light rain early in the morning, with the remainder of
the day being cool. The main objective of the survey was to obtain data on

the overall composition and usage characteristics of both the prime time and
non-prime time ramps and lots after the surcharge went into effect.

As Table B-3 shows, 3,602 questionnaires were returned in response to

the 12,067 questionnaires that were distributed, resulting in an overall
response rate of nearly 30 percent. This response rate is 5 percent less in

absolute terms or about 15 percent less, relatively, than the before survey
rate. Although no completely consistent response bias is evident, it

appears that students and some of the longer-term parkers, who were more
likely to have responded to the before survey, may have had lower response
rates to the after survey. To the extent that this is true, information on

the survey that is correlated with these individuals will be underrepresented
in the sample. The response rates by parking facility are again fairly
similar to each other, with the notable exceptions of 600 University Avenue
and Buckeye/Lot 452.

Table B-4 presents a cross- tabul ation of the responses to each question
on the after parking survey by each of the four surcharge facilities, for

five other nonsurcharge facilities, and aggregated across all parking
facilities contained in the sample. For each question, cell frequencies,
sample means (where appropriate)

,
and sample sizes are listed in the table.

3. AFTER TELEPHONE SURVEY

For these surveys, two panels of individuals who responded to the
before, all-day survey were established, and after the introduction of the

surcharge these people were contacted by telephone for the purpose of

ascertaining what changes in travel behavior, if any, were made in response
to the $1.00 prime time charge. Only those individuals who entered a

downtown or campus- area parking facility between 7:00 and 9:30 a.m. during
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HCO O M

CD O -

—

• • • co
CVJ N O LO
r-H CO O ro

o
L̂DO —

i

O ^

o o o o
o oo o

rj- cf o
03
O ooo

OJ
03

o
00o roo

iv ro Oi

O O 03
LO

o —

*

O LO LO o — CO CO r-H

• CO • • • cj- • • •

O r- co CO O ro lo r^O co CVJ O — LO ro
r—H *«—•*

O 03 o
CO CVJ r-H

o —
• LOOo —

*

c —
• 03o CVJo —

O
• *3-

o roO CVJ

O C".O ro

OO ro

cnO i-O <D
co >

CD
03
i-
(O
sz
u
i~
3
oo

CO ^
CVJ

• o

ro *—

*

r- r-

co Ô
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TABLE B-3. SURVEY SAMPLING STATISTICS FOR AFTER ALL-DAY PARKING SURVEY

Parki ng Faci 1 i ty

Number of

Surveys

Di st ri buted

Number

of

Surveys Response
Returned Rate

Surcharge Locations

Lake Street Ramp 2231 722 32.36

Dayton Ramp 2347 594 25.31

Brayton Lot 345 115 33.33

600 University Avenue 363 68 18.73

Subtotal 5286 1499 28.4

Nonsurcharge Ramps

McCormick Ramp 558 235 42.11

Doty Ramp 827 322 38.94

Dane County Ramp 1330 372 27.97

Subtotal 2715 929 34.2

Nonsurcharge Lots

Frances Lot 433 129 29.79

Buckeye, Lot 452 369 69 18.70

Law, Blair, Post Office 292 91 31.16

Block 53/54 2972 885 29.78

Subtotal 4066 1174 28.9

TOTAL 12067 3602 29.9

SOURCES: Charles River Associates and Wisconsin Survey Research
After A1 1 -Day Parking Survey, April 1981.
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the day of the before parking survey and who had parked for three hours or
more were contacted. (These are the basic ground rules that determined who
would be assessed the surcharge.) The two panels consisted of 1) individuals
who parked in one of the four prime time facilities and, 2) a control group
of individuals who parked in all other ( nonsurcharge) facilities.

The survey was implemented over a three-week period from April 18 to May

8, 1981. Separate but very similar questionnaires were administered to each
panel. The survey obtained information on individual travel behavior during
the seven days (Sunday-Saturday) of the prior week with regard to trips taken
to some place for the trip purp'ose indicated on the before survey. If any

change in travel behavior had been made, individuals were asked whether the

$1.00 prime time charge had been a major, minor, or not a contributing
factor. Below is a summary of the sample statistics for the two groups
surveyed.

Panel of
Surcharge Parkers

Panel of
Nonsurcharge

Parkers
Number of respondents in before
survey who entered 7:00-9:30 a.m.

and parked three or more hours 487 858

Respondents with telephone numbers 322 523

Interviews completed 278 470

Reasons not completed:

Could not locate 27 26

Not at home 8 17

Refused 1 2

Other 8 8

Completion rate 86 . 3% 89

.

9%

Basically, both surveys achieved very high response rates (86 and

90 percent). The refusal rate after an individual was contacted was

exceptionally small (less than 0.5 percent). The most typical reason for

not being able to undertake the survey was the inability to locate the

intended respondent (e.g., because of incorrect or outdated telephone

numbers). In short, this survey approach worked remarkably well.
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4.

AFTER PARK-RIDE SURVEY

On April 28, 1981, all users of the three new park-ride lots that were
opened as part of this demonstration were given a postage-paid, mail-back
questionnaire as they entered the parking facility. The purpose of the
survey was to establish a database on the socioeconomic and travel behavior
characteristics of users of this mode. Of the 157 questionnaires given out,
107 usable responses were obtained, resulting in a favorable 68 percent
response rate. Table B-5 presents a cross- tabul ation of the responses to

each question. Results are not disaggregated by park-ride facility due to

sample size limitations.

5.

BEFORE AND AFTER PARKING ACCUMULATION AND DURATION COUNTS

On November 13, 1980, about six weeks prior to the implementation of the
prime time charge, and again on April 14, 1981, after the surcharge had been
imposed, standard day-long parking occupancy and duration counts were made of
parkers at all downtown off-street facilities. These two time periods were
felt to represent fairly consistent weather and travel behavior conditions.

The purpose of these parking counts was to determine the change in usage
characteri sties at the surcharge and nonsurcharge parking facilities after
the beginning of the prime time charge. The automatic equipment at the

attended parking facilities also allowed data to be tabulated daily on

parking occupancies at half-hour intervals.

6.

PARKING AND TRANSIT REVENUE AND OPERATING STATISTICS

In order to monitor and analyze the aggregated impacts of the surcharge
on the transportation operating agencies in Madison, data on revenues and

operating statistics (e.g., cost and usage) were tabulated regularly for both

the parking facilities and the transit system. Data on parking revenues were

kept on a monthly basis for all parking facilities controlled by the City of

Madison. Operating revenues and costs for the park-ride shuttle buses were

maintained monthly, while statistics on ridership for each of the three

routes were recorded on a daily basis.
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TABLE B-5. AFTER PARK-RIDE SURVEY:
TABULATION OF FREQUENCIES AND MEANS

Survey Question Frequency

1. Where Coming From?

Home 97.2
Work - 1.9

Personal Business 0.9

Other 0.0
17X377

(107)

2. Time of Entering

Before 7:00 a .m. 18.7
7:00 - 7:59 a.m. 54.2

8:00 - 8:59 a .m

.

26.2

9:00 - 10:30 a.m. 0.9
100.0
(107)

3. Time of Leaving

7:00 - 8:59 a.m. 3.7

9:00 - 11:59 a.m. 0.0

12:00 - 4:59 p.m. 47.7

5:00 - 12:00 p.m. 45.8

12:01 - 5:59 a.m. 2.8
17X577

(107)

Park Time
(Hours) 0-5

5-

6

6-

7

7-

8

8+

2.9
1.0

2.9

4.9
88.3mu
(103)

4. Take Bus to Destination?

Yes 100.0
(107)

Table continued on following page.
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TABLE B-5 (Continued). AFTER PARK-RIDE SURVEY
TABULATION OF FREQUENCIES AND MEANS

Survey Question

5. Where Going To?

Work
School
Other

6. Number of Days Downtown
for This Purpose

None
1

2

3

4

5

6a. Use Park-Ride All Days?

Yes
No

6b. Number of Days Used Other

1

2

3

4

Frequency

85.0
15.0

0

TODTTJ

(107)

1.9
0

2.8

2.8
7.5

85.0
IDTJTTT

(107)

78.8
21.2

100.0

(104)

Means

50.0
13.6

22.8
13.6

TMTQ'
( 22 )

Table continued on following page.
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TABLE B-5 (Continued). AFTER PARK-RIDE SURVEY
TABULATION OF FREQUENCIES AND MEANS

Survey Question

6c. Other Means of Travel

Auto Driver
Auto Passenger
Taxi
Bicycle
Bus
Walk
Other

7. Mode Used Before Park-Ride

Auto
Carpool
Bus
Walk
Bicycle
Taxi

Frequency

69.3
15.4

0

3.8
7.7

0

3.8
100.0

(26)

60.8
3.9

35.3
0

0

0

TWT0
( 102 )

9. Parking Facility Used Before Park-Ride

Block 53/54 3.1

Dayton Ramp 10.8

McCormick Ramp 15.4

Doty Ramp 6.1

Lake Street Ramp 1.5

Blair Street 3.1

Dane County Ramp 20.0

Hill Farm 4.6

On-Street 7.7

Private Off-Street 9.2

Private Outlying 18.5

Brayton 0

600 University 0

( 65 )

Table continued on following page.
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TABLE B-5 (Continued). AFTER PARK-RIDE SURVEY
TABULATION OF FREQUENCIES AND MEANS

Survey Question Frequency

11. Parking Difficulty
(7:00 - 9:00 a.m.)

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

33.3
13.1

12.1

12.1

6.1

3.1

20.2
100.0

Average 3.34
(99)

(11:00 - 2:00 p.m.)

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

2.9
1.4

10.0

17.1

11.4

12.9
44.3

TDTT7CT

Average 5.49
(70)

12. Number of Vehicles Owned 1.91
(107)

13. Number of Licensed Drivers 2.08
(107)

Table continued on following page.
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TABLE B-5 (Continued). AFTER PARK-RIDE SURVEY:
TABULATION OF FREQUENCIES AND MEANS

Survey Question Frequency

14. Age

16-19
20-24
25-34
35-44
45-54
55-64

1.9
21.5
40.2
19.6

10.3
6.5

TOOTO
(107)

15. Sex
Mai e

Femal

e

25.5

74.5
TOOTO'

( 102 )

16. Household Income
(Dol lars)

0 - 4,999 7.1

5,000 - 9,999 10.2

10,000 - 14,999 18.4

15,000 - 19,999 15.3

20,000 - 24,999 14.3

25,000 - 29,999 10.2

30,000 - 34,999 15.3

35,000+ 9.2

100.0
(98)

NOTE: Sample size is shown in parentheses.

SOURCE: Charles River Associates, from After Park-Ride Survey,

April 28, 1981.
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APPENDIX C. SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRES

Before All -day Parking Survey

After All-day Parking Survey

Park-Ride Survey

Telephone Survey -- Prime Time Respondents

Telephone Survey -- Non-Prime Time Respondents
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Office Number
Project 1353
April 3, 1981

University of Wisconsin-Extension
Wisconsin Survey Research Laboratory

PRIME TIME RAMP/LOT

^ "AFTER PARKING" TELEPHONE SURVEY

(j £ * gE5PONPlM6

1. The questionnaire you filled out one day last October indicated that you went
to (work/school : SEE COVER SHEET ) then and parked in Madison's downtown or

State Street area before 9:30 in the morning. How many days last week did you
go downtown or to the State Street area to (work/school)?

Q4Q (T)
0. None # Days: 8. R denies eligibility

I (TO Q 10) (TO Q 34)

2. Why was it that you didn't make this trip at all last week?
24- NOT IM ‘SCHOOL- \'HCNZO I- HAD 'BASf
IQ 1 CHA/Mfrgp JtJBS - LOST LlCeklgg 2'QT
Z' iodic tkiP l -O*] VACAnON

INTERVIEWER: HAS R COMPLETELY STOPPED MAKING THIS WORK/SCHOOL TRIP?

1. 2̂

(TO Q 4)

3a. Was the $1.00 prime time parking charge that began a few months ago a

major reason you stopped making this trip, a minor reason, or not a

reaspn a t all?

CD CD
1. Major 2 . Minor 3 . Not at all

CD
Never heard of it

(SKIP TO Q 34)

4.

When you do make this trip downtown or to the State Street area to (work/school),
do you yourself usually drive, or do you get there some other way?

r^) CD CD
me sfner way 8. Never makes this trip

(GO BACK TO Q 3a)

2. Some
(TO Q 8)

5.

Do you usually parkarte in (RAMP/LOT I.D. FROM COVER SHEET) when you make this trip?

QD CD CT
1. Yes 2. No 3. DonTTTeme

T
remember

(TO Q 7)

6.

Do you usually park in another public ramp or lot, at a metered space on the

stree t, at an unmetered stree t space, use pr ivat e parking space . or what?

CD CD CD CD CD
1 . Ramp/lot 2. Meter 3. Unmetered 4. Private OETTer

:

(TO Q 9) (TO Q 9)

6a. What is the name or location of the ramp or lot you park in?

Name or Location: I " HcCQEMlOL 'ramp 7 . Don ' t know
7)

6b, INTERVIEWER: IS THIS A PRIME TIME FACILITY?

^ ^ (TOO 7
> ^

^

CD CD CD
1 . Yes 2 . no 3 . Canrt t

(TO Q 7) (TO Q 9) (TO Q 7)

ell

Interviewer

:

Sample #:

Date

:

Time Started:

C-8



Project 1353
(Prime Time Ramp/Lot)

Page 2

7. When you park there, dg you usually pay the $1.00 prime time parking charge?

1 Yes 2. No 5 Depends 4. Never heard of it 7. Don't know
(SKIP TO Q 34) (END)

7a. Do you usually avoid this charge by parking in a metered space, not
entering between 7 and 9:30 in the morning, leaving before three hours,
or what?

CpMA)
1. Metered 2. Not entering 3. Leaving Other:

(TO Q 9) (SKIP TO Q 34)

8. How do you get downtown or to the State Street area when you go to (work/school)

IrS Cob CO Cc cob
3. Car passenger 4. wafk 5.1 . Bus

O
6 . Tax

y

Other

2. Park and ride bus Bicycle

9. Was the $1.00 prime time parking charge that began a few months ago a major
reason you park or make these trips as you do now, a minor reason, or not a

reason a t all?^

OD C5D CX> Cc4>
1. Major 2. Minor 3. Not at all 4. Never Heard of it

(SKIP TO Q 34)

I R'S WHO MADE THIS TRIP LAST WEEK
|

10. How many of these days last week did you yourself drive to (work/school)

downtown or the State Street are a?

C$z) Oil
0. None 8. All of them # Days

:

(TO Q 26)

11. Did you make these trip s alone, or were any of them with others?

2. Wittiotners 3. Both alone and with others1. Alone
(TO Q 12)

11a. Including yourself, how many people were in the vehicle on these trips

last week? _ 2.

*’
1 1-3
5'4

I - U>

lib. Was the $1.00 prime time parking charge that began a few months ago a

major reason that you traveled with others, a minor reason, or not a

reason at all?

Gp _ _
1. Major 2. Minor 3. Not at all 4. Never heard of it

'CT> dD



Project 1353

(Prime Time Ramp/Lot)
Page 3

12. How many days that you drove last week did you park in (RAMP/LOT I.D. FROM
COVER SHEET) to go to (work/ school) downtown or the State Street area?

(QO)
^ d C^>

0.

(TO Q 19)

8. Alj~yf~them # Days : 7. R doesn't know
(TO Q 25)

13.

When you went to this ramp or lot last week, did you usually park at a meter,
or did you park in the attendant-controlled section after looking for a meter,

or did you go directly t o the attendant -control 1 ed seqt-inn?

C&O Co OO) QfQ
1. Meter 2. Looked /attendant 3. Attendant direct 4 . OtKer

(TO Q 14) (TO Q 14)

13a. Did you want to park at..a meter to avoid paving the $1.00 prime time

parking charge? COO) (QcQ)

1. Yes 3. Depends

14.

When you parked at this ramp or lot last week to go to (work/school ) ,
did

you usually enter before 7 in the morning . between 7 and 9: 3Q ,
or after

9:30 in the morning? C" gO) (C^L-)

1. Before 7 2. T=Tf30 3. After 9:30
(TO Q 15)

'

14a. Was the $1.00 prime time parking charge that began a few months ago
a major reason that you entered at this time, a minor reason, or not
a reason at all?oo C5I>
1. Major 2 . Minor

CtD
3. Not at all re^~He^r4. Never heard of it

15.

Did you pay all o f the cos t of parking at this ramp or lot yourself?

(jTQ CO
1 . Yes 2 . ffo

(TO Q 16)

15a. Who did pay the cost of this parking?

Cp
2. Employer

d id pay

c2D>
1. Passengers Other: 3Hf\&. WlTH VAttKUkeP,

16. How much was the usual total cost per day to park at this ramp or lot when
you went to (work/school)?

41 £z &I.OO $ 7. Don't know
5k 4|.00-*JOO
24 7 $1.00

16a. INTERVIEWER:
T

(TO Q 16d)

DID R PARK AT METER (Q 13)?

60
res- 2T

16b. INTERVIEWER

(TO Q 16c)

EM" CL..

a^
IS "ALL OF THEM[I_CIRCLED IN Q 12?

C&)
1 .Yes 2.

(TO Q 25) (TO Q 19)

C-10



Project 1353

(Prime Time Ramp/Lot)
Page 4

16c. INTERVIEWER: IS THE AMOUNT IN Q 16 MORE THAN $1.60?

i55P £§>
(TO Q 17)

16d. Did the cos t of this parking include the $1.00 prime time charge?

1 . Yes 2. No 7. DoivTTKncenow
(TO Q 17)

16e. Why did you park where the $1.00 prime time charge had to be paid?

7 - vDl ON'T VJAUT ID ViXXbr

I C7KI4V PLACE 1 COULD F IMP - MOT WoeTH LQOIClKte-
Hr? - ClOoeSl VAXHIK16 PLACE(T0 Q 18)

17. Did you leave the ramp or lot within three hours to avoid paving the $1.00
prime time parking charge?

1 /'Yes 2 . r3o 3 . Never
-
Rea:

T

ieard of it

(TO Q 18)

17a. Did you leave and then return to the same ramp or lot, park at another
ramp or lot, park at a meter on the street, or what?

1 . Same 2 . Anotne

T
3. Meter on street Other

:

cz>
(TO Q 18)

|

(TO Q 18) (TO Q 18)

17b. What is the name or location of the ramp or lot you parked in next?

Name or location:

18. INTERVIEWER: IS "ALL OF THEM" CIRCLED IN Q 12?

u>
£1P

(TO Q 19)

18a. INTERVIEWER: WAS PRIME TIME CHARGE PAID ("YES" TO Q 16d)?

32 ,

Tes

(TO Q 25)

18b. Have you tried to park someplace else to avoid paying the $1,00 prime

time parking charge when going to (work/ schoo l) downtown or in the State

Street area?

1 . Yes 2 / No

j

(TO Q 25)

18c. To do this have you parked at meters in public ramps or lots, at

street meters, at private parking spaces, or what? (CHECK ALL THAT

C32 CE> C°2
1. Meters: ramps, 2. Street 3. Private Other:

lots meters
(TO Q 25)

C-ll



Project 1353

(Prime Time Ramp/Lot)
Page 5

19. How many days last week did you park somewhere other than (RAMP/LOT I.D. FROM
COVER SHEET ) when you drove downtown or to the State Street area t o (work/
school)? Co^)

0. Norie All remaining # Days:
_ 7. R doesn't know

(GO BACK TO Q 12.

RECONCILE)
(TO Q 25)

20. Did you park at another public ramp or lot, at a street meter, at an unmetered
str eet space, in pr ivate parking , or where? (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY)

ir:

public meter
(TO Q 21)

;red 4. Private Othei

(TO Q 21) (TO Q 21)

20a. What is the name or location of the ramp or lot you parked in?
13- McCoghick i-BCAVton 2 - 6>0O l/miV. AVg-.

XT _ . 3'FCANCe5 I
- BLOCK 64 I

- Hiu. F
Name or Location: q - p/ucg £>T

1

- StXKEYfc; 12 - UMi vp'gS iTY UJT
3- F^ANCgS ST

20b. INTERVIEWER; JS THIS A PRIME TIME FACILITY?

c&o CO
1. Yes

T

2 .

(TO Q 21)

7. Cannot tell
(TO Q 21)

20c. When you park there, do you usually pay the $1.00 prime time parking
charge ?

cx>
1

.

yes 2. No 3. Depends 7. Don t kr

l

know e^~Ke^ri8. Never heard of it

(TO Q 20e

)

(TO Q 24)

20d. Why did you park where the $1.00 prime time parking charge had

to be paid?
/-only Place availA&ue
I

- CLC'SEST LOT
i

- cmert
(TO Q 20f

)

20e. Do you usually avoid this charge by parking in a metered space, not

entering between 7 and 9:30 in the morning, leaving before three hours,

1. Metered 2. Not entering 3. Leaving Other
:

(TO Q 21) (TO Q 24)

20f. Did you pay all of the cost of parking there yourself?

iSP
(TO Q 20h)

20g. Who d id pay the cost of this parking?

CTO Co^> Cl
1. Passengers 2. Employer Other: <*- EMPLOVER

20h. How much was the usual cost per day to park there when you went to

(work/school) ? * 4 ^
$

2 ^ * • 50 7 . Don 1

1 know

(TO Q 24) (TO Q 24)
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Project 1353
(Prime Time Ramp/Lot)

Page 6

21. Did you pay all of the cost of parking there yourself?

T
(TO Q 22)

21a. Who d id pay the cost of this parking?

1. ErmTloy^r

did pay

1. Passengers 2. Employer Other:

22. How much was the usual cpst per day to park there when you went to (work/school)?
2-b OO

* AO * 1.00 '±2 00
$ 3 ~?$2.nr^ 7 . Don £ know

23. Was the $1.00 prime time parking charge a major reason that you parked there
last week, a minor reason, or not a reason at all?

qD dsD (2D
verTieai1. MaJSr 2 . Minor 4. Neverheard of it

24. How many minutes did it usually take you to get from this parking place to
(work/school)? 71 - 0-5 N (NOTE'S)

# Minutes: l& - &-lO Mlk)L>TFS

12 - ii -20 mi Kjure-5

25. INTERVIEWER: I1ALL OF THEM" CIRCLED IN Q 10?

(j§b
1. Yes 2 No

(TO Q 26)

25a. After the $1.00 prime time parking charge that began a few months ago,
did you try to experiment with any other ways of traveling downtown or

to the State Street area to get to (nark/school )

?

1. Yes 2. No 3. Hasivt

(TO Q 34)

heard of it

(TO Q 34)

Co}
7 . Don 1

1 know

25b. What other kinds of transportation to (work/school) did you try before
you went back to driving? (CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY 1

)

1. Bus 2. Park and 3. WaTk 4. Bicycle
only ride bus

I. Tixi Other

:

GD
I 7 - B05 Less CONENIFOT

25c. Why did you go back to driving?
4 - c/tflPoou not
4- Meep cAgeoK

ie/i

Z - WeATHFR

(SKIP TO Q 34 ) 2 - 6UE
I - TOO Hb»CH TO CARRV

26. On how many of these days last week that you went downtown or to the State

Street area to (work/school) did you ride as a passenger in a private vehicle?

'SD CO C^>iinfiti8. All

(TO Q 27)

26a.

them # Days :

Including yourself, how many people were in the vehicle last week? #:

22 -2 5-4
10 '3 Z'7

C-l 3



Project 1353
(Prime Time Ramp/Lot)

Page 7

26b. Was this vehicle usually parked in a public ramp or lot, at a meter on
the street, at an unmetered street space, in a private space, or where?GP CP CD CD CP
1, Public 2. MeTTer 3. Unmetered 4. Private Other: 7PUK

(TO Q 26d) (TO Q 26d)

26c. Did the cost of this parking include the $1.00 prime time parking
charge that began a few months ago?0 ®

3 . Haven’t heard 7 . DonTicnow
of charge

CH3> CP
ing? 1. Yes 2. wo

1. Yes 2PNo

26d. Did you pay any of the cost of this parking

26e

.

Was the $1.00 prime time parking charge that began a few months ago
a major reason that you traveled this way, a minor reason, or not a

reason at all?

<3> CP CD
1. Major 2. Minor 3. Not at all

Co
4. Never heard of it

INTERVIEWER: WHEN R HAS PROVIDED A MEANS OF TRANSPORTATION FOR ALL DAYS
INDICATED IN 0 1. SKIP TO Q 32.

27. On how many of these days last week did you take either a regular bus or a

park and ride bus for these (work /schoo l) trips?

CO CO cO)
0. None 8. All~of them # Days:

(TO Q 32a)

28. On how many of these days did you walk?

co co A co‘ UPof them "
0. None

29,

30.

T

8. Al]

(TO Q 33)

# Days

:

On how many of the se da

CP
0 .None

"T

days did you make the trip by bicycle?

8. All of them
(TO Q 33)

# Days

:

.CP)

Howjj^ny of these day s did you take a taxi to (work/school)?

0 . None

r
8 . AlT-of them

(TO Q 33)

31. And, if all the days you made this trip last week aren't covered—what other
means did you use last week to make this (work/school) trip?

i
- paove

0. All covered, or:
1 1 ^OTQ£CYCL£

C-l 4
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(Prime Time Ramp/Lot)

32. INTERVIEWER: DID R MAKE ANY BUS TRIPS? (Q 27)

32a.

32b.

32c.

32d.

1 . Yes 2. No

(TO Q 33)

Did you use any of _ the park and ride buses last week for this trip?

(JL^ C38
1. Yes 2.

T
(TO Q 32d)

Which park and ride bus did you use?

Op CD CD CD
1. HillFarm 2. Exposition Center 3. MATC 4. Sherman Plaza

5 . Nako
cn> Opgo CO

KanCAnn ilaza inn Inn 7. Copp^s lot Other:

Did you park in the park and ride lot?

When you took the bus to (work/school)
did you get from home to the bus st op?CO CO CO
1. walk 2. Wasdriven 3. R drove

CC CD
1. Yes 2. No

(TO Q 33)

on these trips last week, how

Other

:

33. Was the $1.00 prime time parking charge a major reason you traveled this way,

a minor reason, or no t a reason at all?

CD cd CD CD
1. Major 2. Minor 3. Not a reason 4. Never heard of it

(END)

I ALL RESPONDENTS I

34.

On a scale of one to seven with one being "easy" and seven being "hard", how
would you rate your ability to find a place to park in downtown Madison from
7 to 9 in the morning?

Scale #: 3 20 CAV&) 8. Don't know

35.

...from 11 in the morning to 2 in the afternoon? Scale #: 555.

C

AVgpB. Don't know

36.

Do you think the $1.00 prime time parking charge does--in fact--free up

parking spac e for shoppers who arrive during the midd le of the day?QO CO CO CO
1. Yes 2 .No 7 . Dontrknow 4. Never heard of it

j

(TO Q 37) (TO Q 38)

36a. Do you think it should or should not be continued for this reason?

(250 CO CO
1 . Should 2. Should not 7. DorT^Ticnow

C-l 5
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(Prime Time Ramp/Lot)

Page 9

37. Does the $1.00 prime time parking charge, in your opinion, result in commuters

trying other wavs to get downtown such as the bus or carpooling?

CS) C2J)
1 .yes 2T~No 7 . DonHTknow

J

(TO Q 38)

37a. Do you think it should or should not be continued for this reason?

c§p
2. Should not1. Should 7 . Don’TT'know

38. What other comments--if any--would you like to make about the $1.00 prime
time parking charge and parking downtown or in the State Street area?

0 . None
, or

ATTACKED

* * ft ftftftftftftftftftftftftftftft TERMINATE ******************

A. Sex of Respondent: 1 2. Female

B. Time Interview Ended: 7-7 MlKJUTgS

COMMENTS: frgf&ftg PA<g-HlM£ kPT: 'Bgpofce tkip Purpose :

It'S' 'PAYToM kamp J32- ~\K)h<Z.K

37- $*AYTONJ LOT \A \
- School-

67' bA<g ST. tfAMP 2- - Howg-

3.3. .-kPP UAJiy££SlI^. Al/£.
' " SHDP
2-

C-l 6



Q. 38. RESPONSES OF "PRIME TIME" PANEL. (MULTIPLE RESPONSES PERMITTED.)

N0M 6ER POSITIVE SURCHARGE RESPONSES

q
&
z
iq

7

36

18

A3
34

i O
IS

5
ZO

6
15

7

I

9
i

7
6
30
5

I

3
l

cPeW op parking for SHoppefTS

BNCOuRA&eS dUS RiVEKSHiP

P&DVC&5 -Tug" AMOUNT OF TOWWTDW/U TRAFFIC

^ ê
0
O
P
|0^E¥^MKf-COWMeWT N°T

- cowe*

NEGATIVE SURCHARGE RESPONSES

4Nfi ^J-C^Pieiwe riMf CHAC&g-CfiMMe/oT^r^COMT NOT SPgCiFieX*'
INUBD,

IM5T OOWWTDWKJ WoeiCEeS- e^lSCS

NOT FAie TO STUOEIOT6>

.D R/
_ , . srtoppries -

WS^o’KJ'mF
TRgfce CR'Aee stuo&ots

Not errecTive in 6errriN6 pccplc to use AtreENAriv/es To vriuihG

PEOPLE JUST PARC INCXHEE LOTS — MCVg- TMe'P C^£S a«oudp
Wiping h-tepay

JUST A NCTtfgE WAV' TO£ -THe OTV TD MAte" MO^EV
QtceiMiMAjes a&a/ms't our or tdwkj commuter who
CAW’T TAcT -THg' 60S

fences PecFte td change thbhe tin? of areiuao or. vepAPro&e

Bus -rALrs too uowdr — tu pilous bus seteuice

*1.00 5U€CHAe6tf TOO BtPeNSOJE
OIS^MdUA-f^S A6A /WST Wfc*etifJ6 MOTHERS WHO HAUb To TAKE

UNFAIR TO PEOPLE WHO NEED THilR CARTS TOR WORK.

LINE'S TOO LOMfe Tt> <&eT OUT CF £AWP

OTHER COMMENTSON PARKING:

9U|CCHA^£ POgSAJ'T ArFgCT MB
4U, PAPCINb ie> Too EXPzN&We
MEEt> <M0«e PA«Cin6 PLACP&

PARKING l<b 61COD - NO COMPLAINT^

iMPeour gite paths- it's -crtwsgRoos to £ipe ow -mg sneerrs»

NBTD MD"^ L0NE> TFKM PAeCiNCr, INCReASED M€TeR. T/ugS

STATF SHoulO PROU I QE TACKING TOE THE i ft EMPLOTRIPS
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Office Humber
Project 1353

April 3, 1981

University of Wisconsin-Extension
Wisconsin Survey Research Laboratory

HOW-PRIME TIME RAMP/LOT

CD = tf f?ESPC>MDlM6 "AFTER PARKING" TELEPHONE SURVEY

1. The questionnaire you filled out one day last October indicated that you went
to (work/school : SEE COVER SHEET ) then and parked in Madison's downtown or

State Street area before 9:30 in the morning. How many days last week did you
*o downtown or to the State Street area to (work/ school)?

'59") (^TT)x
S. R dentlTseliability

(TO Q 32)

0 None

T"
ir Days:

(TO Q 10)

2. Why was it that you didn’t make this trip at all last week?
t&-CHAH6eD JO05 T ' P£tltOOlC TtflP I

- SiC*
10 - VACATION! 2 ' MOVgp I- OTHER
C\ - NOT IKI SCHOOL I

- HAD 6ABY

3. INTERVIEWER: HAS R COUPLETELY STOPPED IIAKING THIS WORK/SCHOOL TRIP?

(IT) (2?)
1. Yes 2. No

V (TO Q 4)

3a. Was the $1.00 prime time parking charge that began a few months ago a

major reason you stopped making this trip, a minor reason, or not a

reason at all?

Cp> CD GD GD
1. Kaior 2. Minor 3. Hot at all

(SKIP TO Q 32)

4. Never heard of it

4. When you do make this trip downtown or to the State Street area to (work/

school), do vou yourself usually drive, or do you get there some other way?

CgD QD
1. Drive 2. Some oTher wav 8. Never makes this trip

(TO Q 8) (GO BACK TO Q 3a)

5. Do you usua lly park in (RA11P/L0T I.D. FROM COVER SHEET ) when you make this tri -

.

1. Yes 2. iTo 3. Don't remember

<T0 °? i
G. Do you usually park in another public ramp or lot, at a metered space on the

street ._at an unmetered street space, use privat e parking space, or what?Op GD co CD CD
1. Ramp/ lot 2. Meter 3. Unmgrgred 4. PrivateCvate Other:

^ (TO Q 9) (TO Q 9)

6a. ’Jhat is the name or location of the ramp or lot you park in?

Name or Location: l ~ POTY fiAMP 7. Don't know

, (TO Q 7)GD I CP
Gb. INTERVIEWER: IS THIS A PRIME TIME FACILITY? 1. Yes 2. No 3. Can't tell

(TO Q 7) (TO Q 9) (TO Q 7)

T

Interviewer: Sample #:

Date: Time Started:

C-l 8
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Non- Prime Time Ramp/Lot

7.

When you park there, do you usually pay the $1.00 prime time parking charge?

1 . Yes 2, No .37 Depends 4. Never heard of it 7. Don't know
(SKIP TO Q R

J

(END)

7a. Do you usually avoid this charge by parking in a metered space, not
entering between 7 and 9:30 in the morning, leaving before three hours,
or what?

(pKJA)
1. Metered 2. Not entering 3. Leaving Other

:

(TO Q 9) (SKIP TO Q 32)

8.

How do you get downtown or to the State Street area when you go to (work/school)

?

CD CD CD CD
. Bus only 2. Park and ride bus 3. Car passenger 4. walk 5. BTSycle
CD

1. Busohly

6. Taxi Other:

9.

Was the $1.00 prime time parking charge that began a few months ago a major
reason you park or make these trips as you do now, a minor reason, or not a

reason a t all?

CX> C<D GE>
,

CD>
1. Maior 2. Minor 3. Not at all 4. Neverneard of it

(SKIP TO Q 32)

1 R * S WHO MADE THIS TRIP LAST WEEK
1

10.

How many of these days last week did you yourself drive to (work/school)
downtown or the St ate Street area?

CSD CD
0. None 8. Allot them # Days:

(TO Q 24)

11.

Did you make these trip s alone, or were any of them with others?

QEDith~oth2. With others 3. Botn~aIone and with others
22£

1. Alone
(TO Q 12)

11a. Including yourself, how many people were in the vehicle on these trips

last week? 92 " 2 1 -Co

#: 14'3 3"?
q-4
5*2

lib. Was the $1.00 prime time parking charge that began a few months ago a

major reason that you traveled with others, a minor reason, or not a

reason at all?^

<2D CjD
1. Major 2. Minor 3. Not at all 4. Never heard of it

C-l 9



Project 1353 Page 3

Non-Prime Time Ramp/Lot

12. How many days that you drove last week did you park in (RAMP/LOT I.D. FROM
COVER SHEET) to go t o (work/school ) downtown or the State Street area?

J95P> C223) (JP>
0. 8. All them
(TO Q 17)

# Days: 7. R doesn't know
(TO Q 23)

13. When you parked at this ramp or lot last week to go to (work/school), did

you usually enter before 7 in the morning, be tween 7 and 9 : 30. or after
9:30 in the morning? (^24p)

1. Before 7 2. 7^9730 3. AfW"9:30

14. Did you pay aiiof the cost of parking at this ramp or lot yourself?
C|iq) (2jEp
1. Yes 2 . No

(TO Q 15)

14a. Who did pay the cost

dD
1. Pas sengers 2. Employer

of this parking?

dD
Improve i ^____0ther

:

GD
: PASSENGER* EHPVOTER

'PA2&EN6ER. SOCIAL COUNTY RATE
15. How much was the usual total cost per day to park at this ramp or lot when

you went to (work/school)

?

55 - A & 1.00 $ 7. Don't know
l4 5 - i 1.00-2.00

1 1 ~ 7*2.00
16. INTERVIEWER: IS "ALL OF THEbUlCIRCLED IN Q 12?

C223) C±D
1 .Yes 2 /~No

17. How many days last week did you park somewhere other than (RAMP/LOT I.D. FROM
COVER SHEET ) when you drove downtown or to the State Street area to (work/
school)? QfT) QiP)

i /MJays: 7. R doesn't know
(TO Q 23)

(TO Q 23)

0,

(GO BACK TO Q 12.

RECONCILE )

A1 1 remaining

18. Did you park at another public ramp or lot, at a street
street space, in pr ivate parking, or where 1 (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY)

C*£) CO
3. Unmetered 4. Private Other:

(TO Q 19)

street s pace, in pr ivc

1. Other 2. SEreet

meter, at an unmetered

public

T

meter
(TO Q 19)

(TO Q 19)

18a. What is the name or location of the ramp or lot you parked in?
II- OATTON RAHP A - 3RATTON 2-3LAlR

Name or Location: 3 - PPTYRAmP 3- McCiPgM fCK I
~ BlOOC 3A

5 - VANE CO. 2 ' LAKE ST. I
- OTHER

18b. INTERVIEWER: IS THIS A PRIME TIME FACILITY?GD cfo db
1. Yes 2 .No 7 . Cannot t

(TO Q 18c) (TO Q 19)

tell

C-20
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Non-Prime Time Ramp/Lot

Page 4

18c.

18e.

18f

.

18h.

e^~He^r<

When you park there, do you usually pay the $1.00 prime time parking
charge ?CD (d> CD CD
1 . Yes 2 .No 3, Depends

(TO Q 18e)

18d. Why did you park where the $1.00 prime time parking charge had
“ be Pald? Z- CUTEST >oPT

7. Don't know 8. Never heard of it

(TO Q 22)

(TO Q 18f

)

Do you usually avoid this charge by parking in a metered space, not
entering between 7 and 9:30 in the morning, leaving before three hours,

or what? _CO CD CSC CD
1. Metered 2. Not entering 3. Leaving Other:

(TO Q 19)

Did you pay all of the cost of parking there yourself?

(TO Q 22)

i pay a i

i.^P dC
(TO Q 18h)

18g. Who did pay the cost'of this parking?

CD
Employ*

^oj) CD
1. Passengers 2. Employer Other: 'P£lV£HS4 EiHPLOYET^_

How much was the

(work/school)

?

I
- *0.50

I
-#2.00

usual cost per day to park there when you went to

$ 7 . Don 1 1 know
(TO Q 22) (TO Q 22)

C-21
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Non-Prime Time Ramp/Lot

19. Did you pay all of the cost of_parking there yourself?

1. Yes 2>No
(TO Q 20)

19a. Who d id pay the cost of this parking?

Page 5

did pay

GD
1. Passengers

C3> '"'It-'
2. En^Toyer Other: pglVgje <* gHPLOVeTg.

20. How much was the usual cost per day to park there when you went to (work /school )

?

5b> - L *I OO
30 -•*

I 00-2.00 $ 7 - Don t know

7 - > *2.00

21. Was the $1.00 prime time parking charge a major reason that you parked there
last week, a minor reason

.

or not a reason at all?

CJcD C|D
2. Minor 3. Not at all 4. Never heard of it1. Major

22.

How many minutes did it usually take you to get from this parking place to

(work/ school)? 47 _ 0*5 MHUOTgS
# Minutes:

j 4 - -\Q N/W UTBt>

|| - II -20^ IN)^TE6

23. INTERVIEWER: IS-JJALL OF THEM" CIRCLED IN Q 10?

C27j)
1. Yes 2.

23a. After the

(TO Q 24)

$ 1.00 prime time parking charge that began a few months ago,
did you try to experiment with any other ways of traveling downtown or

to the State Street area to get to (work /school )

?

'5T) (231) GD
i't heard1 . Yes 2 .

(TO Q 32)
3. Hasn't heard of it

(TO Q 32)

7. Don ' t know

23b. What other kinds of transportation to (work/school) did you try before
you went back to driving? (CIRCLE ALL THAT A££LY) .

C±y CO GD> OD OD
1. Bus 2. PaflTand 3. walk 4. Bicycle 5. Taxi

only ride bus
Other: CA&YOOL HOTEeC'SCUE

A - K/eeo car. "Foe. woeic

23c. Why did you go back to driving? 2. ~ PAY ~PQg PgW/<^Tg 5FPT
IB- 3U5 LESS CONt/£NieWT 3"C/4CPCOL WOT PLE^KdLB'

(e Too Slew 3- g|*E PROBLEMS
(SKIP TO Q 32)

24. On how many of these days last week that you went downtown or to the State
Street area to (work/

s

chool) did you ride as a passenger in a private vehicle?

CVtT)
~

0 , None 8 . All~~oft:hem # Days

:

(TO Q 25)

24a. Including vourself, how many people were in the vehicle last week? #:

54 - Z 2 - 4
6-3 5-7

C- 22
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Non-Prime Time Ramp/Lot
Page 6

24b. Was this vehicle usually parked in a public ramp or lot, at a meter on
the stree t

,
at an ummetered street space, in a private space, or where?

Gl7 GD GO GO ~
1. Public 2. Mefer 3. Unmetered 4. Private Other

(TO Q 24d)

L/awc , UJL WUCLCi

(TO Q 24d) (TO Q 24d)

24c. Did the cost of this parking include the $1.00 prime time parking
charge that__hegan a few months ago? _

cS3 qfe cd>
1. Yes 2. No 3. Haven't heard 7. Don't know

of charge

GO Qh.
24d. Did you pay any of the cost of this parking? 1. Yes 2.

24e. Was the $1.00 prime time parking charge that began a few months ago
a major reason that you traveled this way, a minor reason, or not a

reaspn at all?

CD . CD
2. Minor 3. Not at all 4. Never heard of itqp»r heart

INTERVIEWER: WHEN R HAS PROVIDED A MEANS OF TRANSPORTATION FOR ALL DAYS
INDICATED IN Q 1. SKIP TO Q 30.

25. On how many of these days last week did you take either a regular bus or a

park and ride bus for these (work/school) trips?

GO GO CS>
0. None 8. Alifrr them # Days:

(TO Q 30a)

26.
7

On how many of these days did you walk?

GO C$7 Cs^>
0. None 8 . Allot them # Days D" y

l how m

CD
I

(TO Q 31)

27. On Jiow

j

nanv of these days did you make the trip by bicycle?

..CZ3
0 . None 8. Allof them

(TO Q 31)

# Days

:

28. How many of these day s did you take a taxi to (work/school)?low many or these days

d3 co
) . None 8 A 1 l~~or t8 , Ali~of them

(TO Q 31)

# Days

:

29. And, if all the days you made this trip last week aren't covered--what other

means did you use last week to make this (work/school) trip?

Co CD ,
0. All covered, or: CA$PnOi MOtOPCXCLf^
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Non-Prime Time Ramp /Lot
Page 7

30. INTERVIEWER: DID R MAKE ANY JUS TRIPS? (Q 27)

1 .Yes
(TO Q 31)

30a. Did you use any of the park and ride buses last week for this trip?

T —
(TO Q 30d)

30b. Which park and ride bus d id you use'bus d id _u; GD CID GD
1. HillTarm 2. Exposition Center 3 . MATC 4. Sherman Plaza

GD> cd> CD
5. Nakoma Plaza 6. Kam^mf Inn 7. Copp^s 1Copp^T lot Other

CT>
30c. Did you park in the park and ride lot? 1 . Yes

(TO Q 31)

30d. When you took the bus to (work/school) on these trips last week, how
did you get from home to the bus stop?

C^b GO Cfo
1. walk 2. Was^driven 3. Orove Other:

31. Was the $1.00 prime time parking charge a major reason you traveled this way,

a minor reason, or no t a reason at all?QO Cj£) (jT) d>
1. Major 2. Minor 3. Not a-reason 4. Never heard of it

(END)

ALL RESPONDENTS

32. On a scale of one to seven with one being "easy" and seven being "hard", how
would you rate your ability to find a place to park in downtown Madison from
7 to 9 in the morning?

Scale # : 2. L>(* ( 8. Don't know

33. ...from 11 in the morning to 2 in the afternoon? Scale #: A. 8? Don't know

34. Do you think the $1.00 prime time parking charge does--in fact--free up

parking space for shoppers who anjve during the midd le of the day?

know 4. Never heard of it

(TO Q 36)

ig space for shoppers who arr^w
OJs)

1 .Yes 2 ?~~No 7 . Don ' t kn<

(TO Q 35)

34a, Do you think it should ox lould not be continued for this reason?
to

1. Should
33.

2. Should not 7 . DoirTT'know
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Page 8

35. Does the $1.00 prime time parking charge, in your opinion, result in commuters
trying other ways to get downtown such as the bus or carpooling?

Cgb
2. No 7 , Don^t <now
(TO Q 36)

35a. Do you think i£_should or should not be continued for this reason?
QiT)

1. Should 2. Should not 7. DonTlcnow

36. What other comments--if any--would you like to make about the $1.00 prime
time parking charge and parking downtown or in the State Street area?

0 . None
, or

AlWCtim. 'Z&ZE1

****************** 232RMI NATE ******************

A. Sex of Respondent: 1. Male 2. Female

B. Time Interview Ended: (p. f C

COMMENTS: VAM IW6 LOT: &PCrO£E 7RIP TUKPOSE:

132 - CD- 413- WCK*
1 14 - 0LOCX 53/54 37- SCHOOL
qp>- DOTY ZAHp
34 - M‘CoeMlCK f?AHP (o

- PEXSCtJAL
37- ' LAW. BLAlA, 'PC&'T OFFiCFl 3' SOCIAL,

4 - FrtANCeS S>T. Z - 5H0PPIN6
I
- Bi;r<PVfr i

- medical.
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Q. 36. RESPONSES OF "NON-PRIME TIME" PANEL. (MULTIPLE RESPONSES PERMITTED.)

WUM 6ER POSITIVE SURCHARGE RESPONSES

z
\Z

1

vs

5

to

(o\

19

31

10

6

3
19

2
10

5
A

0

3

33
21

30
22
2
3
3

UP P/4fcKTN6 FOf? ShDPPeZS

eucovfV&es dvzKiveKSHie

eeouces THg" amount oftdwntduvaj ttsaffic

^E&'3

lS?p
r̂ ^'fo>"'euT N0T

SIKWBJ^^fB
'®41STOTAT,oM ' tome*

NEGATIVE SURCHARGE RESPONSES

AHTI ti QO PPIM6 TIME CHAtf&e-CfiMMgWT NOT SPSClFteD'

NO*
1

N

^m l

Ve
U
EFF^CT

MOUt'C> NOT^E CONTINUED,

^S^IM^^T^^6A/N3T OOWNTDWN WoetCgES- 1?AlS€S

wot FAne to students
OPETL) OP P/A2(C(06 FpC SHOPFrKS-

HAU. — S&W33®1

vchjkjtowu work TKgee or ar«? stuoeiots

not eTFecnue /n <s-err/M6 pg&pte ro use Aureeuxrwes To 'PiewfwG

^OPtB JUST PARC INCTHEC LOTS — MCVg
- TMg/P 04£S AROUND

COP IMG TPTEPAY

JU5T ANOTKgR WAT TOC THg COV TO lOLAeg' MONEY
m 1Nj^res out" or town couuume who

{Pieces PeoFuf to chan6c -mgi/e r/wg- of apcu/au or -CEp^sToee

BUS TAC&S TOO UOU& — IMPROVE BUS 'S&RUlCe

* 1. 00 ‘vOZCHA&bG rs TOO ejtPg-NSH/g

“**e,w< MomeBS W"C’ HA* ^
UNFAIR. TO PttPie WHO N6€0 THUS. CARS FOR VVO«<
LlWg.e> TOO LONfe fb <GC~r Our OF RAHP

OTHER COMMENTSQN PARKING:

9UeCHAR<>£ DOESN'T ArPgCT Mg
40. PH«CIN6 I* TOO EXPgKJSlVe’

v/e^t> woiae pa«cin& placed
P/R/BClNC* (<b 6OOP - NO (COMPLAINTS

iMPeovtr sure paths- it-s xrtNsgieoos to eipg- on thf sneerrs>

NfTD MORe LONfo 1D2M PAeONO, INCggrASED MgTet^. T/UgS

S-fATg SHOUUO PROVlPe" 'PACON6 TO? fHfcrlS eM-PLOYCES
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Advertising,Boetter&Lincoln
Madison • Milwaukee Downtown Wisconsin

1 10 East Main Street • Madison. Wl 53703 Trn n SDOT* tU t ion P rO i CC t
i.'irts i

K >

Radio: 60 "Geography"
Job #51-389

AS PRODUCED
February 18, 1981

(MUSIC UNDER)

A NNCR

:

Geographically, Madison's

an interesting city ... with the beautiful,

active Downtown Wisconsin nestled

between two lakes.

But, those lakes mean there's not much

room to park a lot of cars

.

If you're a student. . .or if you work

downtown. ..you're probably aware of

the city's demonstration surcharge

at four of the attendant parking areas . .

.

for people arriving early and parking

more than three hours.

But, listen to these ways to avoid the

dollar surcharge. You can take advantage

of Metro's "Park & Ride" service. Park

free at a handy "Park & Ride" lot and

just pay for the "Park & Ride" express

bus to Downtown Wisconsin.

D-2



Advertising,Boetter& Lincoln
Madison • Milwaukee

1 10 East Main Street • Madison, Wl 53703
608-251-3381

COPY

Downtown Wisconsin
Transportation Project

Radio :60 ’’Geography”

Job #51-389

AS PRODUCED
February 18, 1981 Page 2

There are frequent buses during

rush hours

.

Or, you can park at the McCormick

or Doty ramps where there is no

surcharge.

With more short-term parking available,

you’ll find it's more fun to do business,

shop, or explore die excitement of

Downtown Wisconsin. . .and most

downtown businesses are happy to he lp

pay for the parking with "Park On Us"

stickers

.

Downtown Wisconsin is_ the center of

things. . .and now it's easier for more

of us to be there.
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GRAPHIC

ANNCR: Heading downtown?

(MUSIC UNDER)

Most merchants will pay for your

city -lot parking with

'Park On Us" stickers.

Plus. . . there's more short-term

parking available since there's a

surcharge at some attendant lots.

CARS MOVING ON STREET -

CAMERA PICKS OUT BUS

CU PARK & RIDE BUS

If you're coming downtown early

and parking more than chree hours. .

.

avoid the dollar surcharge by using

Metro's 'Park & Ride" service.

It's easy. .. to be in the center of things.

QUICK CUTS OF PEOPLE,
PLACES, EVENTS DOWNTOWN

SUPER: DW LOCO

SINGERS: One place to find

and it's the center of Madison

Downtown Wisconsin

Is the center of Madison
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