
on a partial basis. 
Attempts should be made to implement preferential 

programs that might have adverse initial impacts. Under 
current political and economic conditions, it may be im-
possible to successfully implement preferential schemes 
that radically (and relatively permanently) worsen con-
ditions for regular motorists. 

Preferential treatments should be used to develop new 
transit ridership in predominantly automobile-dominant 
territories as well as to maintain existing ridership in 
areas where transit services are already established. 
Some evidence indicates that preferential schemes have 
helped existing transit services retain ridership despite 
adverse factors such as fare increases. High-occupancy 
vehicle lanes should be considered if they serve more 
people as priority lanes than they do as nonpriority 
lanes. 

Priority treatments should not be used only for buses 
and other rubber-tired vehicles. The advantage of pri-
ority or preferential treatment is not related to any par-
ticular transit technology. It is the separate right-of-
way and not the rubber tire or the steel wheel or the air 
cushion that produces quick and reliable transportation 
service. Therefore, old trolley rights-of-way may be 
converted to busways, trolley cars (now called light rail 
vehicles) may operate on an exclusive right-of-way 
within a freeway median, or an exclusive right-of-way 
may be provided for electric, rubber-tired vehicles 
such as trolley coaches. 

Financing of preferential treatments could come from 
a variety of sources. Federal-aid primary and urban 
system funds for car-pool demonstration projects might 
be used to finance the signing, enforcement, and oper-
ating costs of an exclusive lane for car pools on any 
street or highway at a 90-10 federal-local rate. Any of 
the classes of federal-aid highway system funds are el-
igible for the construction of exclusive or preferential 
bus or car-pool lanes as federal highways. 

Preferential treatment for high-occupancy vehicles  

helps to promote transit usage. Advertisements for new 
real estate developments frequently cite available pref-
erential facilities as a benefit. 

A preferential treatment that can be readily seen by 
motorists has a greater potential for automobile-to-
transit diversion than a treatment that improves transit 
travel but is not too visible. Thus, an exclusive bus 
roadway within a freeway right-of-way would divert 
more motorists than an equivalent bus roadway on a 
separate alignment away from the freeway. 

A study in New Jersey is considering high-occupancy 
vehicle lanes on the 1-80 and 1-95 approach to the George 
Washington Bridge and on sections of the Garden State 
Parkway. The bridge approach studies are keyed pri-
marily to commuter travel, and the Garden State Park-
way analysis is focused on recreational travel. A pro-
posed potential transit improvement on the Palisades 
Interstate Parkway in New Jersey and New York is to 
allow buses to use the parkway (they are currently 
banned). This then would be an institutional rearrange-
ment rather than a technical proposal. The notion was 
advanced in the workshop that in urban areas some 
close-in freeway sections (entire directional roadways) 
could be devoted exclusively to high-occupancy vehicles, 
and regular traffic could be diverted to available paral-
lel routes. 

As long as highway capacity is continually increased, 
vehicle travel will also increase. The question was 
asked, Should it be required that all new urban freeway 
construction have some provisions for preferential use 
by high-occupancy vehicles? The New York State study 
for the Long Island Expressway in Queens is specifically 
considering a widening, and the additional lanes would 
be exclusively for high-occupancy vehicles. The con-
sensus of the workshop was that special facilities for 
high-occupancy vehicles should be considered for all 
highway-widening projects, particularly those that are 
radially oriented. 

MANAGEMENT AND CONTROL OF PARKING 
Edward J. Twomey 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Workshop moderator 

Workshop discussion centered on an example of some 
problems that are encountered when attempts to manage 
parking are undertaken. Possible solutions to these 
problems were explored. 

In the example, a surplus of both municipally owned 
and private parking exists in the central business district 
of a city. These two parking sources are in direct com-
petition with each other and, since supply exceeds de-
mand, the rate structure is quite low, about $1.75 for 
all-day parking. The city does not feel that it can raise 
the rates at municipal facilities because it would then 
lose business to the private operators. The city also 
feels that it cannot effectively institute a general parking 
tax because ample free or low-cost parking is available 
in the fringe areas surrounding the CBD. And even if 
it were possible for taxing to induce modal switches, 
there is not enough transit capacity to handle additional 
peak-period ridership. Finally, car-pooling and van-
pooling programs have yet to catch on in that community. 

This example illustrates the pragmatic problems that 
urban areas face in seeking to gain some control over  

previously unchecked and unplanned parking construction. 
Dramatic changes in parking pricing and availability 
simply are not feasible in the majority of urban areas 
where sufficient alternatives to single-occupancy vehi-
cle travel are missing. However, the difficulties should 
not serve as an excuse for inaction, at least in the view 
of some of the persons in attendance. Several U.S. cities 
as well as many foreign cities are in various stages of 
managing parking, and there are enough successful ex-
amples to conclude that it can be done. 

For the example discussed at the workshop, several 
possible solutions were explored as a means of achieving 
some controls over parking. The solutions focused on 
measures that affect the most regular and easily con-
trolled parkers: the work commuters. Incentives such 
as reserving some of the excess supply of convenient 
CBD parking to car poolers at little or no cost could act 
as an effective incentive, especially if attempts were 
made to implement a comprehensive areawide car-pool 
program that focused on major employers. Appeals to 
major CBD (as well as urban-wide) employers to provide 



car-pooling and van-pooling services to employees not 
served by transit have been effective in many metro-
politan areas. In addition, improved transit services, 
especially express services in the peak periods, can 
divert persons from automobile to transit travel. At-
tempts to implement disincentives such as increased 
parking rates, parking taxes and surcharges, and re-
strictions on parking hours and supplies, although po-
tentially effective, often give rise to strong opposition 
from various groups and must be planned and imple-
mented carefully. 

A more long-range and gradual solution was also 
discussed. This involves changing present zoning laws, 
which typically require a minimum number of parking 
spaces per unit of development, to a zoning law that 
would place a maximum ceiling on the number of parking 
spaces per unit of development. The advantage of this 
approach is that gradual restrictions on the supply in a 
given area can be achieved without adversely affecting 
the mobility of the population. Only new developments 
would be affected and, if done properly, the restrictions 
would not be so strict as to place the new development 
at a commercial disadvantage with competitors. This 
latter point became the subject of some discussion at the 
workshop. Concern was raised about the willingness of 
mortgage bankers to lend money to projects that are 
impacted by supply restrictions. This appears to be an 
important, often overlooked factor that must be better 
understood before an area begins to seriously limit  

parking. 
The role of parking in ThM, although not discussed 

at the workshop, is an issue that needs further explora-
tion. Some have even questioned the value of its inclu-
sion within ThM. An answer to that question is that the 
transportation network consists of many interrelated and 
dependent parts, of which parking is one. Until recently, 
parking has often been overlooked and ignored even though 
it serves a vital role in the network. In short, manage-
ment of parking under ThM is transportation planning, 
and it should be a part of any regulation that purports to 
influence noncapital transportation improvements. 

The motives for managing parking can be diverse: 
congestion relief, CBD revitalization, air pollution re-
duction, energy savings, transit support. It can be at-
tempted through one or more individual parking control 
measures that may or may not be coordinated. Alter-
natively, it may be attempted in a more comprehensive 
manner through formalized parking planning that consists 
of a process as well as a plan. The measures imple-
mented would be a part of a considered scheme. This 
approach requires institutional coordination, a defined 
planning process with goals and public involvement, po-
litical commitment, and technical analysis. Although 
more difficult and expensive, the comprehensive planning 
approach may result in better and more defensible strat-
egies than the individual measure approach. However, 
present evidence is lacking on which to judge the planning 
approach. 

MANAGEMENT OF DEMAND 
Michael A. Kemp 
Urban Institute 
Workshop moderator 

The phrase "management of demand" could be applied 
to virtually every TSM policy under discussion at the 
conference. The U.S. Department of Transportation 
has employed the phrase with a much more restricted 
meaning, however, in its published material concerning 
transportation system management. The department's 
usage appears to be limited to just two concepts: (a) 
pricing policies for highway and transit use and (b) ad-
justment of work schedules. (Those are the actions 
listed under paragraph 4a5 of the Appendix to Part 450.1 
of the federal highway regulations, 23 CFR.) The scope 
of the workshop discussion was even more restricted; 
since pricing policies were discussed by another work-
shop, we were concerned only with the manipulation of 
work schedules to influence the patterns of demand for 
using transportation facilities. 

The status of work schedule adjustment policies as a 
means of influencing travel demand is a little ambiguous. 
On the one hand, we are told that flexible and staggered 
working hours have a long history and that the personnel 
departments of major companies are currently rushing 
to introduce them. On the other hand, few transporta-
tion professionals as yet have any experience in pro-
moting the adjustment of work schedules with the spe-
cific aim of reducing the peaking of demand for highway 
and transit use. In consequence, the attendees at the 
workshop (whose varied backgrounds appeared to provide 
a reasonable microcosm of the full conference) could 
contribute little that was drawn from personal experi-
ence. Most of the time was spent instead in questioning  

the author of the resource paper, who has managed rel-
evant projects in New York City and in Newark and who 
is an articulate and enthusiastic proponent of this type 
of policy. 

Of all the policies discussed at the ThM conference, 
work schedule adjustment might perhaps be claimed to 
come the closest to Pareto optimality. The experience 
accrued to date suggests that the abandonment of uniform 
working hours is popular with all of the interests involved. 
Employees certainly like it. The employers, although 
negative or hesitant at first, generally find after adjust-
ing schedules that there are several pecuniary or non-
pecuniary benefits accruing to the company. And society 
at large gains too from the reduction of peak-hour con-
gestion on transportation facilities. The costs and dis-
benefits of the policy, on the other hand, appear to be 
small and comprise principally the expense of promoting 
the idea to the public. 

As far as maximizing the beneficial transportation 
consequences is concerned, the best form of work sched-
ule adjustment appears to be the most radical: flexible 
working hours. Each employee is (within limits) free to 
arrange his or her own work schedule in such a way that 
he or she finds optimal, considering factors such as 
travel times and conditions and coordination with other 
family members. Since minimization of the time delays 
and the discomfort associated with traveling under con-
gested conditions has a high priority for many employees, 
this "free market" in work starting times will usually 
imply a significant smoothing of the travel peak. 


