






















































































Prospective Users

While awareness and familiarity of E-ZPass was high among Prospective
users, actual “hands on” experience was limited. Only 8% of Prospects had
an E-ZPass account in the past.

Negative perceptions of E-ZPass do not seem to be preventing Prospects
from obtaining an E-ZPass. Most often (57%), Prospects said that they did
not have an E-ZPass because they did not drive far on the tolled facilities.

10% of Prospects said they were likely to obtain an E-ZPass in the next year,
but likelihood diminished as the time period decreased (i.e., fewer were
likely to purchase a pass in the next 6 months or the next 3 months).

Familiarity had an effect on likeliness to obtain a pass. Those who were
famitiar with E-ZPass were more likely to have said they would obtain a pass
in the next year. Familiarity “lifted” the likelihood of obtaining an E-ZPass
from 2% to 13%.

E-ZPass should be available through a variety of outlets as respondents
indicated preference for obtaining an E-ZPass at a variety of retail outlets
and locations. The most popular channel or outlet was “online,” with 27%
of those saying they would likely obtain an E-ZPass selecting “online” as
their preferred outlet.

Negative perceptions of E-ZPass do not seem to be preventing Prospects
from obtaining one. Prospects who said they were not likely to get one in
the near future indicated that they did not have a need for it {40%), would
not use it enough (32%), or did not travel much (8%).

E-7Pass Perceptions

Prospects were less likely than Users to believe that the E-ZPass lanes
moved more quickly or that the facilities were open 24/7. But still, more
than 8 in 10 agreed with these statements,

Cost may have prevented some Prospects from obtaining an E-ZPass.
Prospects and Users had different views on the costs associated with E-
ZPass in that prospects were less likely to think tolls were cheaper with the
pass and more likely to have said that the cost of E-ZPass was prohibitive,
Prospects also had a lower average household income than E-ZPass users,
567,000 compared to $74,000.



Communications

s 36% of Users, 25% of Prospects, and 30% of Residents had heard or seen
communication or promotion about E-ZPass in the past year.

» E-ZPass communication was most frequently associated with television,
radio, billboard, and newspaper.

« Communications awareness had an effect on likeliness to obtain a pass.
Those who had heard or seen communication or promotion about E-ZPass in
the past year were more likely to say they will obtain a pass in the next six
months. Communication awareness “lifted” the likelihood of obtaining an
E-ZPass from 6% to 16%.

» Unaided ad recall (i.e., asking respondents what they specifically heard
without interviewer prompting) was about 5% or lower for all messages
regardless of the audience.

» Aided ad recall (i.e., asking respondents if they recalled hearing or seeing
specific ad messages) was strongest for “E-ZPass is Faster” and “People
Save Time with E-ZPass,” especially among Users.

« When asked where they typically got information about transportation and
traffic issues, most said television, radio, or the daily newspaper. Motorists
also preferred to receive information about tolling and E-ZPass from
television, radio, and the daily newspaper.

Electronic Tolling - The Future

+ All three groups indicated that they probably would not make any changes
to their commute if new tolls were instituted. This was especially true for
Users.

» Of those who said they would switch modes in response to a possible new
toll, most said they would try carpooling, vanpooling, or teleworking.

» Awareness of advanced electronic tolling ranged from 47% to 53% and was
higher than the awareness of congestion pricing, which ranged from 16% to
20% depending on audience. Users and Residents who were aware of
advanced electronic tolling were more likely to be aware also of congestion
pricing and vice versa.

» Of those aware of congestion pricing, 44% of Users, 52% of Prospects, and
39% of Residents were familiar with it.



Of those aware of electronic tolling, 76% of Users, 67% of Prospects, and
66% of Residents were familiar with it.

HOV Lanes Use and HOT Lanes Perceptions

Almost all Users, Prospects, and Residents were aware of the HOV lanes on
I-64. But only 73% of Users, 89% of Prospects, and 72% of Residents were
aware of the HOV lanes on {-264.

78% of Prospects were familiar with the 1-64 HOV lanes in contrast to 67% of
Users and 75% of Residents. 67% of Prospects were familiar with the 1-264
HOV lanes in contrast to 58% of Users and 60% of Residents.

41% of Prospects compared with 57% of Users and 61% of Residents said they
never used the |-64 HOV lanes. 45% of Prospects compared with 71% of
Users and 70% of Residents said they never used the 1-264 lanes.

27% of Users, 35% of Prospects, and 37% of Residents were supportive of
HOT lanes on 1-64 based on a description given in the survey. Supporters
did not seem to have clearly defined reasons for supporting HOT lanes
although a few mentioned that the lanes would ease congestion and
encourage people to carpool. Most often, non-supporters said they did not
want to pay for it, they had already paid taxes, or it was a waste of money.
Those with neutral views believed the lanes would have no impact, or they
needed more information to make a decision.

Similar to the HOT lanes for 1-64, 28% of Users, 34% of Prospects, and
37% of Residents supported HOT lanes on 1-264. Again, supporters did
not seem to have clearly defined reasons for supporting HOT lanes
although a few mentioned an improvement in traffic congestion and
encouragement of carpooling. Most often, non-supporters said they did
not want to pay for it, they had already paid taxes, or it was a waste of
money. Those with neutral views believed the lanes would have no
impact, or they needed more information to make a decision.

Support for HOT lanes was fairly consistent across gender, race, level of
education, and registered voters.

Conclusions and Implications from Quantitative Telephone Survey

Among Motorists in Hampton Roads

Conclusion: Levels of awareness and familiarity with E-ZPass are high among
motorists in Hampton Roads, even among those who do not currently use E-
ZPass in Hampton Roads. More than three-fourths of E-ZPass Prospects and
Residents are aware of E-ZPass; and, about two-thirds of Prospects and
Residents who are aware of E-ZPass also say they are familiar with it.
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Implication: Significantly growing awareness of E-ZPass among Prospects
may not increase their adoption of E-ZPass. Converting Prospects to Users
by overcoming their concerns or persuading them of the benefits, ease of
usage, and affordability may be more effective than growing awareness.

Conclusion: Current Users are especially satisfied with E-ZPass. More than 9
out of 10 current Users say they are satisfied with E-ZPass; and, more than 9
out of 10 would recommend it to family and friends.

Implication: Satisfied users may be good “marketers” for E-ZPass. In fact,
they may already be “marketing” E-ZPass through “word of mouth.”
Explore the use of “testimonials” or “usage scenarios” with satisfied users
to market E£-ZPass. In the development of key messages explore the
effectiveness of benefits that Users most value: saving time and not having
to carry cash. But, don’t forget the lower income levels of Prospects and
the potential appeal of “cost” messages.

Conclusion: “Familiarity” increases the likelihood of usage of E-ZPass. E-
ZPass prospects are more likely to say they will obtain an E-ZPass in the next
year if they are already familiar with it.

Implication: Use marketing and communications as a way to increase
familiarity with E-ZPass, not just grow awareness. Use marketing to
educate and inform motorists about E-ZPass, not just attract their
attention.

Conclusion: Both current Users (80%) and Prospects (50%) tend to think the
cost of tolls is cheaper with E-ZPass than paying at the booth. But, Prospects
are much less likely to hold this view. In fact, half of Prospects do not think it
is cheaper with E-ZPass. Thus, because they do not have strong reasons to use
E-ZPass, have lower incomes than Users, and may not save any money with E-
LPass, they have not obtained an E-ZPass.

Implication: For some Prospects, cost may be a factor in not obtaining an
E-ZPass. While they may believe E-ZPass could save them time and is
convenient, it also costs money. Explore the development of messages and
promotions that educate Prospects about the cost of E-ZPass and any cost
savings. Consider the implementation of promotions that offer a cost
savings with £-ZPass, e.g., every fifth trip with E-ZPass is free.

Conciiision:  Marketing messages about time and ease tend to post the
strongest levels of recall: “It’s easier with E-ZPass,” “E-ZPass is faster,”
“People save time with E-ZPass.” This holds true for both current Users and
Prospects.



Implication: Messages recalled and an important reason for using E-ZPass
(saving time) are consistent. Continue to communicate “saving time” as a
benefit of E-ZPass, but don’t overlook other message components or
promotions that may be persuasive, i.e., cost.

Conclusion: ‘While many commuters say that they would make no changes in
their commute in the event of new tolls, about one-fifth would try commuting
in a carpool or vanpool or they would telework.

Implication: Other research has indicated that ridesharing awareness and
usage is low and underdeveloped in the Hampton Roads’ area. Instituting
new tolls in the Hampton Roads’ area may have an impact on mode choices
and provide an opportunity to educate commuters about their commute
options.  Although the proportion of commuters who would switch to
ridesharing may not be large, take advantage of the opportunity to grow the
use of ridesharing in Hampton Roads that would be provided by instituting
new tolls.

Conclusion: Motorists in Hampton Roads are more likely to be aware of and
familiar with advanced electronic tolling than congestion pricing.

Implication: Introduction of congestion pricing in Hampton Roads will be
more challenging than introduction of advanced electronic tolling.
Advanced electronic tolling would start in a more favorable position simply
because a greater level of awareness and familiarity already exist.

Conclusion: Support for possible HOT lanes on 1-64 and 1-264 is surprisingly
high. Without prior information about HOT Lanes on these routes, about a
third of respondents said that they supported converting the HOV lanes on
these routes into HOT lanes. Some Opinion Leaders are even more supportive,
More than 4 out of 10, or 43%, of Prospects who are also Opinion Leaders
support HOT lanes i i-64. T

Implication: Explore the possibility of implementing HOT lanes on 1-64/I-
264. HOT lanes could be a way of implementing new tolls in a way that is
“acceptable” to residents and introduces them to advanced electronic
tolling and congestion pricing. Put in place a strong
marketing/communications plan to build on the support that already exists.
Explore the potential of utilizing Opinion Leader support by transforming
Opinion Leaders into Apostles for HOT lanes.
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