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Welcome & Housekeeping

1. Thiswebinar is being recorded.
2. Everyone is muted.

3. The webinar supports automated closed captions .
To start automated captions, select “Show Captions”
from the menu bar at the bottom of your screen.

4. The presentation slides and recording will be sent
out after the webinar.

5. Please put questions in the Q&A.

6. We love to see who's joining us—feel free to
introduce yourself in the chat.




Poll 1

Who is with us today?
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
The Greater Madison MPO and Capital Area Regional Planning Commission are partner agencies working together to align transportation, land use, and natural resource planning in the Madison region. The Capital Area Regional Planning Commission develops and promotes the regional development framework, provides data, and supports local land use and water quality planning efforts. The MPO leads the collaborative planning and funding of a sustainable, equitable transportation system for the Greater Madison region, in part through development of the regional transportation plan.



Dane County Regional Housing Strategy (RHS)

https://danecountyplanning.com/RHS

Dane County Regional
Housing Strategy: Taking
the Next Step

Dane County, its municipalities, and private and non-profit housing
stakeholders have been working to address the critical shortage of
affordable and workforce housing for many years. The purpose of
developing the Dane County Regional Housing Strategy (RHS) is to
acknowledge, reinforce, and build on local efforts, assess the
ongeoing challenges, and work together to take the next steps to
expedite the development and preservation of affordable/workforce
housing!

JOIN US! Follow Dane County RHS on Social Media for

project updates and to participate in an upcoming housing
priorities survey.

 £10);



https://danecountyplanning.com/RHS

ABOUT THE MPO

MISSION

Lead the collaborative planning
and funding of a sustainable,

equitable transportation system
for the greater Madison region.

VISION

A sustainable, equitable
regional transportation system
that connects people, places,
and opportunities to achieve an
exceptional quality of life for all.



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
A bit about the Greater Madison MPO for those who are not familiar with us. As the designated metropolitan planning organization or MPO, we lead the collaborative regional transportation planning process with the adopted mission and vision you see here. The map shows the official planning boundary for the MPO; we must obviously also account for travel in and out of the metro area as well as within the area; some of our data collection (and our TIP) is county-wide. 


Governance Structure
of the Greater Madison MPO

City of Madison Metro

Suburban Communities Dane County



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
The MPO is governed by a 14-member policy board with representation as shown here. The MPO coordinates with federal (USDOT) and state (WisDOT) agencies and county and local governments to ensure development of a coordinated, connected regional transportation system that is consistent with the shared regional goals previously identified and supporting policies, recommendations and strategies outlined in our regional transportation plan (RTP). 



Today’s Presentation:

« Separated v. Mixed Uses

» Accessibility and the Travel Time Budget
* Housing + Transportation Costs

» Street and Sidewalk Network

» Low-Cost Transportation Options
* Active Transportation
* Transit

« Parking Costs and Impacts
 Travel Modes for Madison and Dane County Populations

 Putting it all together
* 15 Minute Cities
* Transit Oriented Development




Transportation & Land Use - A Few
Major Issues: *

Household
Budget

Equitable
Outcomes?

Travel
Time
Budget

Land Use &
Parking



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Transportation and Land Use – A few major issues: People have to navigate the relationships between their travel time budget, household budget, development including land use and parking in their area, and the outcomes are often not equitable.



Housing & Land Use Siting -
Challenges posed by the Status Quo

Location often based on land prices, not on access to services
* Regional Transportation Plan Focus Group Comments:

“I would like to be a part of “The only reason | use my
“My car payment is my biggest the community and go to car is because public
expense. Having a car for regular farmers markets, make trips to transportation is not
use means that | have to sacrifice Madison and go to other available where | live.” (SP)
a lot of things in the rest of my events, but | cannot due to
life. The money we spend to have limited bus service.” (SP)

that car so that we can have
flexibility means that we don't
have money to spend on other “It is hard to be involved with kids’
things. For example we can’t go after school activities and things like trouble. I do not like to drive in
on trips, spend money on meals, parent-teachgr cc.)nf.ere.nces”due to T
or do fun extra activities.” (LA) transportation limitations.” (BV) e e ? (LA

“I am forced to use my car.
However, | do not like to drive
because | do not want to get in



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
New housing developments need to be located where land is inexpensive enough to make the project financially viable. This means that often, without incentives such as Tax Increment Financing or Affordable Housing grants, new housing is located on relatively inexpensive land farther from destinations and services. During the development of the Connect Greater Madison 2050 Regional Transportation Plan, we met with focus groups from Sun Prairie, Bayview (Madison), and the Latino Academy of Workforce Development (county-wide). Here are some of their comments related to how separated land uses and lack of transportation options affect their lives.


Poll 2

How much time do you typically spend commuting each day (both ways )?
Participant responses:

1. How much time do you typically spend commuting each day (both ways)? (Single Choice)

84/84 (100)% answered

30 minutes or less 50/84 (60)%
31 to 45 minutes 16/84 (19)%
s —————————

46 to 60 minutes 11/84 (13)%
< OO

61 to 90 minutes 5/84 (6)%
]

More than 90 minutes 2/84 (2)%
L ]

%
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Land Use Patterns Dictate Transportation Options

Separated Uses

Longer travel distances

Combining trip purposes more
difficult

Travelmode mustbe faster
(premium transit,automobile)
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Mixed Uses

Shorter travel distances
Combiming trip purposes simp lified

Travelmode can be slower
(walking, biking, tra nsit)

\
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Land Use Patterns Dictate Transportation Options. The image on the left, for Separated Uses, shows low-density residential development; although there are sidewalks, any destination is far away and only automobiles are visible in the photo. The image on the right, for Mixed Uses, shows a four-story mixed-use building with one- to three-story buildings with shops, restaurants, a theatre, and housing, with a bicyclist crossing the street in the Capital City Trail in the foreground.



Accessibility

 Travel Time
Budget drives
decisions about
home and work
locations

* Most people are
OK with 60-90
minutes of total
travel time/day

u THE INVERSE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PROXIMITY AND TRAVEL SPEED:

People who live close to their
destination make short trips
at low speeds.

As the level of proximity
decreases, people travel
longer distances at higher
speeds.

In most communities, the
optimal morning commute

Ume |S abﬂut 20 m|nutes_ 6+ 1§ 12 & & 5 4 3 25 20 1.5 1.4 orless



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Accessibility: Travel Time Budget drives decisions about home and work locations. Most people are OK with 60-90 minutes of total travel time/day. There is an inverse relationship between proximity and travel speed. For short trips, slower travel speeds are OK, but as distances increase speed must also increase. This means that there are trade-offs, where increased location costs result in lower travel, travel time, and opportunity costs. Conversely, lower location costs result in higher travel, travel time, and opportunity costs.



TRANSIT RICH AVERAGE AMERICAN AUTO DEPENDENT
NEIGHBORHOOD FAMILY EXURBS

0 Housing  \'N/ Housing \NEY  43% Housing
09% 1 | | 1 ] Other

Other I 1 ‘BB | Expenses

Expenses J .
Bty R 13%  Transportation 4 Transportation /8

Source: Center for TOD + Transportaion Affordibility Index, 2004 Bureau of Labor Statistics

“Transportation costs consume an average of 9 percent of the household budget for
high-income families, but for very-low-income families transportation costs can
consume 55 percent of the budget or more. .

- Realizing the Potential: Expanding Housing Opportunities Near Transit 4%\‘

-


Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
This slide shows the breakdown of average household budgets in transit rich neighborhoods (left), auto dependent exurbs (right), and for average American families (center). All three groups typically spend 32% of their incomes on housing, but transportation costs only amount to 9% of household budgets in transit rich neighborhoods while they take up 25% in auto dependent exurbs and 19% on average nation-wide.

https://ctod.org/pdfs/2007RealizingPotential.pdf

Household Budgets:
Jom Housing + Transportation Costs

H+T Costs % Income: 44% [ Fact Sheet
Housing: 24% Transportation: 19%

Household: ® Regional Typical (O Regional Moderate (O National Typical

Income: $72,374 Commuters: .25 workers  Household Size: 2.35 people

Housing + Transportation Costs % Income -

; 49.5% of Dane
II II.|||._._ County residents

have an H+T cost of
Housing + Transportation Costs % Income  *
8 P 45% or less

Average: 44% Range: 24 -49

Population Housshold Meighborhood

H oy |:m 02
395
43,549
66,475
B 25-54% CENE
B 54-55% 27,402
B 55-78% 1,330
W 7s-37% 0
W o+ 0
222,929

Total

Housing + Transportation Costs % Income

\\/
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https://htaindex.cnt.org/map/ c24% [124-36% [136-45% M45-54% MI54-66% Mo6-75% M78-57% MS7%- \'



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Historically, housing costs have been considered “affordable” if they are no more than 30% of a household’s income. Many experts now suggest that a combined housing and transportation cost of no more than 45% of household income can be considered affordable. As this slide shows, just over half of Dane County households have a combined housing and transportation cost exceeding 45% of their household budget. 

Note that because this analysis assumes that all residents earn the same amount (Regional Typical, $72,374), this still may not give an accurate picture of affordability. Many areas with concentrations of low-income residents, who live in areas with lower housing costs, are considered to be affordable when they are near other destinations and served by transit, while areas with high housing costs such as the villages of Shorewood Hills and Maple Bluff are considered unaffordable due to high home prices even though their residents are generally wealthier, and they are close to many destinations and have nearby transit service. 

https://htaindex.cnt.org/map/

Housing + Transportation Index for Madison Area Cities and

Household Villages

Modeled for the Regional Typical Household:
BUdgetS: Income: $72,374 Commuters: 1.25 Household Size: 2.35

- 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
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Transportation Fitchburg
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Using the same regional typical household with $72,374 income, 1.25 commuters, and 2.35 individuals in the household, here is the percentage of income that would be required to live in “typical” housing in each Madison area city and village. Typical combined Housing and Transportation costs exceed 45% of household income in every community except Madison, Fitchburg, Middleton, Monona, Stoughton, and Sun Prairie. Note that all of these communities offer some sort of public transit system, which helps reduce household transportation costs. Verona, the one area community served by transit with combined housing and transportation costs above 45%, is served by Metro routes that are designed to transport employees between their residences in other communities and the Epic campus, and is not served by transit designed to serve local residents. Maple Bluff and Shorewood Hills, which are not officially served by Metro, are directly adjacent to Metro routes that can be used by residents; note that transportation costs for these wealthier communities are comparable to transportation costs for communities with official transit service, and lower than transportation costs in other communities without transit service. 
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
This map shows the intersection density for the MPO’s Planning Area, as well as identified pedestrian barriers such as major roadways and railroads that significantly inhibit pedestrian travel, and identified existing, deficient, and planned or needed barrier crossings. The image at left shows a pedestrian crossing E Washington Ave near Melvin Ct/Rethke Ave, which is identified as a deficient crossing. This crossing is currently being improved with a center-running Bus Rapid Transit station under construction. Intersection density is an indicator of network connectivity, which we will look at more closely in the next slide. 


Block Length and Street Connectivity

Block Length and Connectivity Standards

Residential blocks should be 500-1,000 feet; use of cul-de-sacs limited, with a

City of Fitchb
Ity O Flichburg maximum length of 600 feet.

250-foot minimum between center lines of streets intersecting with local
streets; cul-de-sacs generally prohibited.

City of Middleton Blocks should be a minimum of 600 feet.
City of Monona None specified.

Residential blocks, outside of traditional neighborhood development (TND)
areas, should be 400-1,000 feet, cul-de-sacs limited to 600 feet.

City of Sun Prairie Blocks should be 500-1,200 feet; cul-de-sacs limited to 750 feet.
City of Verona Blocks should be 500-1,200 feet; cul-de-sacs limited to 1,000 feet.

Mid-block crossings should be considered on any block longer than 400

City of Madison

City of Stoughton

feet; less in more intensive urban areas. - ITE

https://www.greatermadisonmpo.org/planning/documents/PedestrianFacilityRe
guirementsandPoliciesandStreetStandards FINAL 5 25 21.pdf

\
=

W

Graphic: Wasatch Front Regional Council


Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Block length and street connectivity form the foundation of overall network connectivity. Blocks that are overly long force out-of-direction travel, increase the risk of speeding due to infrequent controlled intersections, and limit the route options available to travelers. In the small graphic at bottom of the slide, the low connectivity neighborhood (left), with its “loops and lollipops” or “dead worm” network configuration, forces travelers to take a more circuitous route, involving higher-traffic streets. The high connectivity neighborhood (right) allows travelers to take a much more direct path, often on lower-traffic streets. This is why intersection density is considered an indicator of network connectivity, as was shown on the previous slide. In the larger image at top right, you can see both of these development patterns evident in the small gridded downtown of Verona (roughly the area in the red box), while more recent development around downtown follows the typical auto-centric post-WWII development pattern of dead-ends and circuitous routes. Block length and connectivity standards for cities in the Madison urban area are shown in the table at top left, with related recommendations from the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE). Note that most communities require minimum block lengths of 400 to 600 feet, with maximum lengths of 1,000 to 1,200 feet, while ITE recommends that mid-block crossings should be considered on any block longer than 400 feet. For area communities, mid-block crossings are generally required on blocks longer than 900 feet. 


https://www.greatermadisonmpo.org/planning/documents/PedestrianFacilityRequirementsandPoliciesandStreetStandards_FINAL_5_25_21.pdf

Relationship
between Street
Width and Vehicle
Speeds

Street Width (ft)

City of Fitchburg 32-36
City of Madison 28-36
City of Middleton 32

Community

City of Monona 33
City of Stoughton 28-34
City of Sun Prairie 33
City of Verona 36

Figure 2 Vehicle 5peeds and Pedestrian Fotalities

HIBYR AAAAARAAR D 2w,
HUEYRA AAAAAQDOOD e,

HIT BY

A VEHICLE AT

Source: Vision Fero

Pct. of Vehicles at
Number of .
Road Segment Bike Lane Least 5 mph Over
ranes Limit

East Washington Ave -

(Wright St/Fair Oaks Ave to 3 Yes 3.1%
STH 30)

South Whitney Way -

(Science Dr to Mineral Point 3 No 2.2%
Rd)

Uni v Ave -

niversity Ave : 5 Yes 1.99%
(Allen Blvd to Capital Ave) ;‘V‘
S\

T )
-

https://www.greatermadisonmpo.org/planning/documents/PedestrianFacilityRequirementsandPoliciesandStreetStandards FINAL 5 25 21.pdf



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
The report at the link on this slide (and the previous) sought to not only document existing community standards and national best practices, but to also provide information supporting those recommendations and to explain their importance in safe street design. Here are some example figures from the section on speed and its relationship to street width. Think back to the Travel Time Budget of 60-90 minutes that most people find acceptable, and how separated uses result in the need for higher travel speeds to stay within the Travel Time Budget. As this slide shows, those higher speeds result in increasing levels of danger for pedestrians and bicyclists.

https://www.greatermadisonmpo.org/planning/documents/PedestrianFacilityRequirementsandPoliciesandStreetStandards_FINAL_5_25_21.pdf

And now for something completely different:

Active Transportation

Walking & Bicycling

Every trip begins and ends as a pedestrian

Free or relatively inexpensive

Best for shorter trips (13 miles)
Available 24/7

Accessible facilities required (ADA)
Promotes mental and physical health
Builds community

“Vulnerable Road Users” in need of
accommodation

Dedicated federal and county funding
sources for construction

% | YOU HAVE NOW ENTERED X

THE JURISDICTION
OF THE MINISTRY
OF SILLY WALKS.
COMMENCE SILLY

WALKING

IMMEDIATELY.



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
It is important to recognize that every trip begins and ends as a pedestrian, whether walking to a car, a bus stop, or a bike rack. For purposes of transportation planning, walking includes the use of wheelchairs and adaptive devices that are appropriate for use on sidewalks; bicycling includes the use of devices that travel at higher speeds and are not appropriate for use on sidewalks but are generally not appropriate for use in faster or higher-volume vehicle traffic.


Bicycle Network & Traffic Stress

Level of Traffic Stress (LTS)

LTS + Strong separation from all except low speed, low volume traffic. Simple -to-use
crossings. Suitable for children.

LTS 2- Exceptin low speed / low volume traffic situations, cyclists have their own place
to ride. Limits traffic stress to what the mainstream adult population can tolerate.

LTS 3- Involves interaction with moderate speed or multilane traffic, or close proximity
to higher speed traffic. Acceptable to the “enthused and confident.”

LTS 4- Involves being forced to mix with moderate speed traffic or close proximity to
high-speed traffic. Acceptable only to the “strong and fearless.”

Figure 1 Four Stages of Bicycling Comfort

Strong & Enthused &
Fearless  confident (7%)

<:1%\ /

Interested but Concerned (60%) No Way, No
How (33%)

Source: Roger Geller, City of Portland

MPO Low Stress Bicycle Network Report and updated Scoring Methodology



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
As is shown in the graphic at the bottom center, current bicycle planning is based on the concept that there are four stages of bicycling comfort. Providing low traffic stress routes encourages the “Interested but Concerned” cyclists - who make up more than half the population - to use bicycles for recreation or utilitarian trips. The image at left shows a “strong and fearless” rider in traffic on Fish Hatchery Road (LTS 4); the image at right shows rollerbladers and adults and children bicycling on the Capital City Trail (LTS 1). Note that with adequately maintained facilities, there are many users of this low-stress facility even on a winter day.

Under the MPO’s Complete Streets policy, the MPO will not award funding for any roadway project resulting in a Level of Traffic Stress 4. We are happy to work with designers and engineers to ensure project eligibility, please reach out if you have any questions.

https://www.greatermadisonmpo.org/planning/documents/LTSRReportFinal.pdf
https://www.greatermadisonmpo.org/planning/documents/LTS_Methodology_2023_Update.pdf

Transit:
Coverage V.
Ridership

Imagine you are the transit
planner working in this
fictional neighborhood.

The dots scattered around
the map are people and jobs.

The 18 buses are the
resources that the town has
to run transit.

ETT WALEL N [ &

Maximum Ridership

4

Dots = people and jobs
Lines = roads

Maximum Coverage
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Adapted from https://www.cityofmadison.com/metro/documents/network-redesign/ExistingConditionsChoicesReport-20210311.pdf



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Compare an imaginary town where transit is run with the goal of maximizing frequency and ridership (bottom left) vs. the same town where transit is run with the goal of providing a little service near everyone (bottom right). The maximum ridership (left) network has very frequent service, but only on the roads where the most people live and work. 

The maximum coverage network has service on every road, but it doesn’t come very often. Madison’s pre-Transit Network Redesign system looked more like this and prioritized coverage over ridership. The redesign process resulted in a new system that looks more like the maximum ridership network on the left, with some coverage routes.

https://www.cityofmadison.com/metro/documents/network-redesign/ExistingConditionsChoicesReport-20210311.pdf

Metro

Transit
Network

New stops on new routes

*  Multi-modal

connections
Dedicated bus lanes

Increased service

frequency

Transit Signal Priority
(TSP)

New local Sun Prairie
service

Potential for future
Monona and Cottage
Grove routes
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
This is the Metro transit network plan that went into effect in 2023.

Transit service is not provided on the majority of roads in any community, and routes are usually separated by at least ½ mile when they run parallel to each other. It is critical to provide accessible pedestrian and bicycle network connections to the transit network. In addition to sidewalks and accessible curbs and loading platforms, connections to and from transit are facilitated by the provision of bicycle storage (preferably covered) and other facilities such as bike-share, car-share, or park-and-ride lots. 


Current Metro Service Planning

SUCCGSS_fm guidelines call for at least:
Tran3|_t = |+ 15 boardings per hour
Ridership + 5,000 jobs served (within % mile of
Depends on stops) per bus in service
Providing » 5,000 population served (within %4
Access mile of stops) per bus in service

Communities should plan for
density and diversity of land uses
along future and existing transit
routes
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Parking:

Both

Transportation
and Land Use

Office, financial
institutions, business,
governmental and
professional

1 space/300 sq. ft.
per gross floor area

Residential:

Elderly or
efficiency

1 space/dwelling unit

One bedroom

2 spaces/dwelling
unit

Two or more
bedrooms

2 spaces/dwelling
unit

Three bedrooms

2% spaces/dwelling
unit

Four bedrooms

3 spaces/dwelling
unit

Example requirements: Village of McFarland, Sec. 62-172(j)

Typically mandated by local governments with
every new development or change in use

The only transportation facility generally
required of developments (no required subsidy
of airline tickets, or providing bus passes) -
bike parking is a recent exception in some
communities

“One policy is right at the transportation/land
use connection: relax or remove minimum
parking requirements”

-The Transportation/Land Use Connection. Moore,
PAS Report 546/547, P. 145

Thorsnes, Appleyard, 2007 APA

%
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
The table at left is an excerpt from the Village of McFarland’s “Required off-street parking facilities” table; note that requirements such as these are nearly universal among communities, and that McFarland is only being singled out here because the formatting of their parking requirements was conducive to use in a presentation.

https://library.municode.com/wi/mcfarland/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=PTIICOOR_CH62ZO_ARTIIZODIREGE_DIV2ZODIDIRE_SDIVVICLPALOFASC_S62-172REOREPAFA

Parking

Apx. $43,000 - $72,000 per space*
for structured parking

Apx. 300 square feet per parking
space & aisle

Estimated (nationwide) to be as
many as eight parking spaces for
each car/light truck

Space used for parking pushes other
land uses farther apart, making

them less walkable and harder to
serve with transit

Free parking encourages driving
alone Surface Parking
Private parkingcosts are passed on to
tenants andconsumers (not really free) Ea2st Towne Mall Area =
Building Footprint
*2022 Estimates for the State Street Campus Garage Mixed Use Project; City of Madison Staff indicate higher end is reasonable

%
P
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
The image shows an aerial view of Madison's East Towne Mall area, with parking areas shown in orange, and building footprints shown in blue. The area devoted to parking is much larger than the area devoted to buildings.
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
This graphic, from a 2015 blog post on ReinventingParking.org, shows the range of rent increases required to pay for a single parking space in a multi-level garage in various U.S. cities, with the national average of a $225/month rent increase to pay for a single parking space. As the blog post concludes:�
“Every dollar invested in creating an apartment translates to a higher minimum rent required just to break even. If a developer does not expect a new unit will command this target rent, that potential project will not be built. If the amount of parking can be reduced or eliminated, the money saved on construction will lower the required rent to break even and make some projects viable that were not viable before. More viable projects translates to more units getting built resulting in greater competition and thus lower local rents if demand holds constant.”


https://www.reinventingparking.org/2015/06/how-much-does-one-parking-spot-add-to.html

Parking
Reduces

Maximum

Dwelling
Density

See Parking Requirement Impacts

on Housing Affordability by the
Victoria Transport Policy Institute
for more on this topic

Maximum Units Per Acre With Different Parking Requirements

160 — o 500 sq. ft.
140 750 sq. ft.
1,000 =q. ft.

120 1 - = == 1,500 sq. ft.

- = 2,000 sq. ft.

Maximum Potential Units Per
Acre
oo
i

0 Spaces 1 Space 2 Spaces
Parking Spaces Per Residential Unit

“In urban areas where land costs are high, the best way to increase
affordability is to minimize land requirements per unit by increasing

density and reducing parking facility requirements.” DY
1‘\‘.

https://www.vtpi.org/park-hou.pdf \'



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Not only do the costs of providing “free” parking increase the costs of everything else and push various land uses farther from one another – providing parking physically reduces the capacity for a development to provide increased density or other amenities.

The Victoria Transport Policy Institute writes that an “effective way to provide affordable housing is to reduce construction costs for moderately-priced new units. This increases housing affordability both directly (by reducing the costs of new housing) and indirectly by increasing affordable housing supply. The added units do not all need to be “affordable” themselves, but they free up the older stock of housing to be truly affordable.”


https://www.vtpi.org/park-hou.pdf
https://www.vtpi.org/park-hou.pdf

Poll 3

How do you typically commute to work?
Participant responses:

1. How do you *typically* commute to work? Choose all that apply: (Multiple Choice)

84/84 (100)% answered

Bicycle, e-scooter, etc.

Carpool

Drive Alone

Taxi or Uber/Lyft

Telework

Transit or Paratransit

Walk/Wheelchair

22/84 (26)%

5/84 (6)%

59/84 (70)%

0/84 (0)%

19/84 (23)%

6/84 (7)%

9/84 (11)%




Dane County and City of Madison
Commute Modes, 2017 and 2021

Journey to Work (ACS 1 -year)
=

City of Madison

g

Dane County 62% 4% 1%8% 5% o5y
City of Madison 6 9% 9% 4% 10% 6%
Dane County 71% 9% 5% 3% 6% 6% l"—‘\\

5%
1%

2017

“V



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Teleworking grew exponentially in 2020 due to the COVID-19 pandemic, and resulted in reduced use of all other transportation modes for the journey to work. The graphic shows that the City of Madison, with its higher level of transit service and non-motorized network and denser development patterns in the urban core, enjoys much higher use of transit and walking for the journey to work than Dane County overall, as well as a modest increase in bicycle commuting.


Equity and Journey -to-Work Mode

Black or African Asian Hispanic or Latino
American origin (of any race)
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. (]
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2.00% 2.00%
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Car, truck, or van --  Car, truck, or van -- Public transportation drove alone carpooled transportation Car, truck, or van --  Car, truck, or van -- Public transportation
drove alone carpooled (excluding taxicab) (excluding taxicab) drove alone carpooled (excluding taxicab)
% of Mode — e====% of Population N % of Mode — e====9% of Population N % of Mode — e % of Population

\
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2021 ACS 5-year data for Dane County \V


Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
As these charts show, Black/African American, Asian, and Hispanic populations drive alone at lower rates than each population composes of Dane County’s population. They also carpool and use public transportation at higher rates than each population composes, with Black/African American and Asian populations relying on transit at over twice the rate that they represent in the overall population, and Hispanic populations carpooling at nearly twice the rate that they compose in the population. 


Equity and Journey

Below 100% Poverty
Level

25.00%

20.00%

15.00%

10.00%
5.00% I
0.00% .

Car, truck, or van --  Car, truck, or van -- Public transportation
drove alone carpooled (excluding taxicab)

m Below 100 percent of the poverty level e 9% of Population

2021 ACS 5-year data for Dane County

100 to 149% Poverty
Level

7.00%

6.00%
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1.00%

0.00%

-to -Work Mode

At or Above 150%
Poverty Level
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
As with race and ethnicity, there are marked differences between commute modes of persons at various income levels. These charts show that public transportation is used by people below 100% of the poverty level at nearly three times the rate that that population composes of Dane County’s population, and that this group is less likely to drive alone than their representation in the population. Public transit is still very important for people earning between 100 and 149% of the poverty level, with carpooling being used for the journey-to-work nearly as frequently as transit, and driving alone still being under-represented for this population. At or above 150% of the poverty level, driving alone becomes more common than the population as a component of total county population, carpooling being slightly less common, and public transit being used less frequently than the proportion of this population in the total population. This data reinforces that lower-income populations are more frequently transit-dependent and experience less freedom of access than higher-income populations. 

Unfortunately, some important metrics, such as Travel Time to Work by Race/Ethnicity, Income, or Poverty Level, are not available from the ACS. Historic Madison Metro rider surveys have shown that Black/African American transit riders require longer to make their trips on transit than do white riders, and that they must transfer at higher rates than white riders do. The Metro Transit Network Redesign aimed to improve equity in transportation access and to reduce the number of transfers required for trips to and from areas with high minority and low-income populations. 


A Way Forward

* Site land uses based on proximity to other uses and services
* Reduce or eliminate minimum parking requirements

» Establish maximum parking limits

* Ensure street, sidewalk, and bike network connectivity

» Context-sensitive roadway design

* Encourage mixed use development

* Focus development in Centers and Corridors (next slide)
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
The Capital Area Regional Planning Commission (CARPC)’s long-range land use plan, the 2050 Regional Development Framework, was developed in concert with the MPO’s Connect Greater Madison 2050 Regional Transportation Plan, and both plan for future growth to be targeted in the centers and corridors shown in this map.

https://carpc.sharepoint.com/Document_Library/Forms/AllItems.aspx?id=%2FDocument%5FLibrary%2FDocument%20Share%2FRegional%20Development%20Framework%2FRDF%5FFinal%2DReport%5FJuly%2D2022%2Epdf&parent=%2FDocument%5FLibrary%2FDocument%20Share%2FRegional%20Development%20Framework&p=true&ga=1

15-Minute Cities

“Everyone living in a city should
have access to essential urban
services within a 15 minute walk
or bike. The 15Minute City
Project is designed to help
access-focused urban
transformations be what we
need them to be: ambitious,
Inclusive, measurable and
effectively implemented .”



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
15-Minute Cities: “Everyone living in a city should have access to essential urban services within a 15 minute walk or bike. The 15-Minute City Project is designed to help access-focused urban transformations be what we need them to be: ambitious, inclusive, measurable and effectively implemented.”

The 15-minute city concept has gained popularity around the world, with increasing numbers of communities planning infill and redevelopment projects to improve access to services for surrounding neighborhoods.

https://www.15minutecity.com/about

Transit -Oriented Development

* Density
« Jobs & Services
» Residences
* >10d.u./acre* (median suburban)
« >30 d.u./acre* (median urban)
 Diversity
* Land Uses
* Resident Demographics™*
 Design
 Human-Scale
* Amenities
« Context- Sensitive

The Ella, Madison, W1 ;‘V‘
S\

*www.transit.dot.gov/sites/fta.dot.gov/files/FTA Report No. 0057.pdf page 5-10 =
**Not one of the original “3 D’s”, but clearly important

WY


Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
TOD does not have to be composed of tall buildings in city centers. TOD can be applied in communities of any size, and can be composed of mixed uses on adjacent properties or within a single development. Note the two- to three-story buildings in Banff, Alberta, where shops and restaurants on the ground floor have residences and offices above, compared to the recently opened The Ella in Madison, which has retail and restaurant space on the ground floor and four stories of residences above. 

Benefits of TOD include: Housing and Mobility Choices; Environmental Performance; Infrastructure Cost Savings; Support Healthy Lifestyles; Strengthens Transit Systems; Creates Lasting Value; and, Reduces GHG Emissions
Additional Benefits of Mixed-Income TOD include: Truly Affordable Housing; Stabilizes Transit Ridership; Broadens Access to Opportunity; and, Relieves Displacement Pressure

[Adapted from Mixed Income Housing Near Transit, Center for Transit-Oriented Development]


https://www.transit.dot.gov/sites/fta.dot.gov/files/FTA_Report_No._0057.pdf

City of Madison Transit -Oriented Development Overlay Zone

Proposed Transit-Oriented Development
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https://cityofmadison.mape arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.htm|?id=89737c066cdad41eea5d986dd71291576



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
The City of Madison Transit-Oriented Development overlay zone, adopted January 17, 2023, generally encompasses areas within ¼ mile of Metro’s Frequent Service Network, where buses come every 15 minutes or less. In the East Towne Mall area and south of Mineral Point Blvd., the zone is enlarged to encompass larger areas with high development/redevelopment potential. 

This overlay zone increases the number of by-right dwellings that may be constructed in single-family zones, and increases height and density limits in other zones. The City of Madison does not have minimum parking requirements in many zoning districts, although use-specific parking requirements exist in most zones; there are no parking minimums at all, and reduced parking maximums, within the TOD overlay zone. 

https://cityofmadison.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=89737c066cda41eea5d986dd71291576

Want to build Transit Oriented

Development?
“Don’t Walit”

“You can just literally come in if you have a transit- oriented
development project...[USDOThre authorized as part of the
bipartisan infrastructure law to provide you direct loans for your
mixed-income or affordable housing projects near those transit
stations as well as passenger rail stations.”

- Christopher Coes, Assistant Secretaryfor Transportation Policy, U.S. Department of
Transportation at the U.S. Conference of Mayors, Jan. 2023

USDOT Build America Bureau:https://www.transportation.gov/buildamerica/

\
=

https://www.route-fifty.com/infrastructure/2023/01/tips-winning-federal-transportation-grants/382134/ \'


Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
The USDOT, through its Build America Bureau, can provide low-interest loans for mixed-income and affordable housing projects near transit stations. Technical assistance is available in addition to financing. 

https://www.transportation.gov/buildamerica/
https://www.route-fifty.com/infrastructure/2023/01/tips-winning-federal-transportation-grants/382134/

Questions?




Thank You!

Ben Lyman, Transportation Planner
blyman@cityofmadison.com
608-243-0182



mailto:blyman@cityofmadison.com
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