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Abstract: 

 This paper details the growing challenges of affordable housing for the undergraduate 

population at the University of Wisconsin-Madison. This study seeks to observe how luxury high 

rise development both in theory and practice affect market rents and the overall student housing 

market. A mix of GIS spatial analysis, student survey responses, and property data from the CoStar 

database is used to determine how students make their housing decisions and whether a 

hypothesized rent gradient (with campus as the epicenter) exists. Our findings conclude that for 

housing located within 2.5 miles of the center of the UW-Madison campus, (1) a correlation 

between price and distance from campus is only relevant in 4-bedroom apartments, but still only 

held an R2 value of 0.1965 (location accounted for 19.65% of the influence on monthly rent), (2) 

market rents far exceed the price that students are willing to pay, and that students must make 

sacrifices in preferred accommodations in order to make housing affordable, and (3) while distance 

from campus did not have an overall effect on rent pricing of housing, close proximity to other 

luxury buildings does. 

Introduction: 

 Between 2010-2020, Madison, WI saw its population increase by 13.4% (World 

Population Review). Although positive for the city’s overall economy, it has and continues to 

challenge the undergraduate population of the University of Wisconsin-Madison in their quest to 

find affordable housing. Whereas the city’s physical geography (on an isthmus) already sets 

boundaries for development, strict zoning ordinances, in addition to an increasing number of 

luxury high rises, limit affordable development even further. Therefore, as both a call of action 

and an investigative mission, our research seeks to describe the past and present conditions of 

student housing around the campus of UW-Madison.  
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We are particularly interested in seeing how luxury apartment developments affect off-

campus student housing and determining whether closer proximity to campus correlates to higher 

rent. Our research question materializes in several forms:  

(1) To what extent does the location of student housing spatially correlate with rent?  

(2) How has the influx of luxury off-campus development surrounding UW-Madison 

affected market/average rents? 

(3) What are the (UW) students’ perceptions of overall housing affordability and the 

changing development near campus? 

We would first like to observe apartment complexes around UW-Madison’s campus. We 

are interested to determine what average rents are today, and where the outliers of both high and 

low rent lie. Then, after we set a scope and identify a preliminary price range for rent, we would 

like to study the effects of luxury high-rise construction around campus (most notably exemplified 

by buildings like the Hub and the James). We are interested to see whether this increase in student 

housing development (i.e. supply) lowers the rent and occupancy rates of older/less desirable 

buildings, or the opposite—whether the construction of new luxury apartments around campus has 

increased demand and therefore raised the rents of inferior buildings.  

 In addition to collecting and analyzing rental properties in UW-Madison’s student housing 

market, we would like to hear from the local residents, ie; the student body. We intend to create 

and administer an anonymous, stratified random survey to gather personal anecdotes and 

preferences for student housing. Our objective is to hear from students of all income levels to learn 

whether changes in the campus housing market has displaced students outward in search of more 

affordable options and/or if an ample number of students support luxury development. 

 In short, we would like to address the growing gentrification around UW-Madison’s 
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campus. We believe that housing costs around the university can also have a profound effect on 

students' ability to pay for their education. We are concerned that Madison’s rising housing costs 

may impact the overall affordability of attaining an undergraduate degree from UW-Madison.  

 A shift in the affordability of obtaining housing and attending UW-Madison may favor 

only those who can afford these rising costs. Ultimately, this could create class divisions between 

wealthier and poorer students, (as well as non-students) and further divide the income inequality 

within both the student population and the area immediately surrounding the university.  

Scope: 

 Our research focuses specifically on apartment complexes within a 2.5-mile radius of UW-

Madison’s Bascom Hall. We chose this point due to its proximity to a number of academic 

buildings, the location of the main administrative offices, as well as its location at the top of 

Bascom Hill, the symbolic quad on campus. It will serve as our point of reference for data 

collection via CoStar, which will later be analyzed using GIS. 

Geographic Setting: 

The University of Wisconsin-Madison is a campus unlike no other in the nation in terms 

of its size and relationship with the lake it is bordered by. Nestled along the shorelines of Lake 

Mendota, UW Madison is limited in its expansion by the surrounding physical landscape of its 

campus. Not only does its location along the southern shore of Lake Mendota play a role in the 

expansion of academic buildings, but it severely limits where student housing can be built. While 

other universities across the country may find themselves centrally located in a “sea” of student 

housing accommodations, UW-Madison is unique in that there is no room for growth to the north 

of the university’s campus. 
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Theoretical Frameworks: 

In addition to collecting and analyzing quantitative data relating market rents, we intend to 

address the perception of the student housing market and its affordability from the UW-Madison 

student population. Although we expect a majority of our respondents to indicate that housing 

costs are high and at times lavish, we are curious to see their responses in terms of desired 

amenities.  

Outlined in our literature review is the idea that students themselves might be contributing 

to the increased market rents. The housing expectations of today, such as central air conditioning, 

Wi-Fi and security systems may seem standard, but are difficult to implement in old buildings and 

costly to design in the new. Therefore, apart from increased construction and labor costs, housing 

development, much like tuition, has increased at an alarming rate.  

Additionally, at the same time college students struggle to pay for increased tuition and 

housing costs, more luxurious student housing options are being built and filled at high and often 

full capacity. Private developers recognized what may have been a niche market just twenty years 

ago, and exploited it to the point where they aren’t just developing off-campus, but on-campus in 

the form of residence halls as well.  

While their involvement enables universities to focus more of their resources towards 

research and faculty, researchers Ong, Petrova and Spieler, found a negative correlation between 

housing costs and student retention rates. Thus, this leaves the question of not just whether housing 

is affordable (or even if college is overall) but if the actions made by universities for a greater 

student housing stock are to better accommodate students or for their own self-interest. 
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Literature Review: 

 According to the National Center for Education Statistics, undergraduate enrollment, the 

fastest vehicle for social mobility in the United States, “increased by 26% from 13.2 to 16.6 million 

students” between 2000 and 2018 (2020). While this higher level of enrollment would generally 

equate to more construction on campus, the U.S. The Department of Housing and Urban 

Development has suggested that “colleges’ on-campus student housing stock has not kept pace 

with the increase in enrollment”. Rather than use endowment for construction costs, public 

universities have depended on state funding to contribute to this gap in housing and enrollment. 

However, as state funding for public universities has reduced substantially throughout the years 

many universities, particularly “large public institutions, which typically have the most extensive 

housing needs” have looked to private developers to offset their construction/housing needs (U.S. 

Department of Housing and Urban Development, 2015, pg. 10).  

The relationship between public universities and private developers has not only incited 

new development, but rehabilitation as “the student housing problem is further aggravated by the 

fact that a large percentage of existing universities' residence halls are in urgent need of 

renovation” (Davis et. al., 2007, pg. 3). Largely constructed during the 1960s and 1970s, many of 

these outdated residence halls do not apply with up to date government regulations (including fire 

and safety regulations, environmental regulations and accessibility required from the The 

Americans with Disabilities Act) or are up to par with the student demands of today. Therefore, 

universities nationwide have not only hired private developers to accommodate the modern day 

amenities expected today such as “wireless internet access, cable television, air conditioning, large 

rooms, security systems and adaptable furniture”, but costly regulatory additions that they have 

more experience and better economies of scale in producing (Davis et. al., 2007, pg. 3).  
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Although privatization has helped ensure that “university resources are devoted more 

appropriately to academic programs”, more students are finding that living costs are dwarfing and 

even exceeding the cost of tuition (Davis et. al., 2007, pg. 5). While this increase in the cost of the 

typical “dorm life” would generally force a larger student population to live in houses or 

apartments off-campus, private developers have also taken over land adjacent to universities. As a 

direct consequence, low-income students have been pushed farther out both geographically and 

socially as “the country club phenomenon”, an observation to describe the two-tiered housing 

system becoming more prevalent on college campuses, has further worsened the socioeconomic 

divide in higher education.  

While it’s presumably easy to blame private developers for the change in off-campus 

student housing, public flagship universities play a significant role. Although founded to provide 

what one of the former presidents of the University of Michigan claims is an “uncommon 

education for the common man”, and furthermore that, “many public flagship universities today 

are prioritizing affluent out of state students” (Jaquette, 2017, pg. 2). Rather than pursue their 

original missions, university administrators have traded lower grade point averages and 

opportunity costs associated with not investing in the state population for greater revenue growth. 

Although they claim that out of state students, who pay on average two to three times more than 

in-state tuition, help make up for lost revenue as a result of policy changes, this shift has caused 

significant negative externalities for the in-state student population.  

According to a study entitled Tuition Rich, Mission Poor, “growth in the share of out of 

state students is associated with a decline in the share of able, moderate and low-income students” 

(Jaquette, 2017, pg. 2). It has negatively affected acceptance rates and reversed the traditional 

system that made it easier for in-state students to attend. Now not only is there an educational gap 
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between in-state and out-state students, but a further divide between rich students and their poorer 

classmates as this large administrative push to attract out of state students has contributed to more 

resort-like amenities on campus.  

Similar to university admissions, private developers have embraced the affluent student. 

Conversely, evidence demonstrates a growing trend in the out of state and international student 

populations at public flagship universities, there is still a need for affordable student housing. 

However, rather than accept meager profits, private developers look at student housing, which has 

“emerged in recent years as one of the most in demand asset classes in commercial real estate” as 

a prosperous overlooked opportunity (McFalls, 2019). Unlike landlords of older and less income 

generating properties who barely acknowledge deferred maintenance, new and luxurious 

apartment buildings are going above and beyond to attract and retain residents.  

According to Joseph Pimentel, a former senior business reporter who covered business, 

real estate and commercial real estate for Bisnow.com, the “influx of capital and more developers 

in the market has increased the level of competition and led to a rush to build Class-A 

developments” (Pimentel, 2018). To paint a better and more relevant example, in Madison, WI, 

buildings such as the Hub, the James, the Lux, the Waterfront and a handful of others have all 

incorporated similar state of the art amenities such as cycling studios, heated below parking 

garages and rooftop pools. While these additions have helped their developer’s primary goal of 

reaching full occupancy, they have also been able to change monthly rental installments that are 

hundreds of dollars above the average market rents.  

While public relations directors from these luxurious student housing developers will stress 

that their building(s) is “just one of the many options available” across the entire market, there’s 

no doubt that their strategic site locations and added amenities have ripple effects on the 
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surrounding properties. Older and less efficient buildings will be replaced and low-income students 

who could once afford a private or shared room in the neighborhood will be forced blocks if not 

miles away to find rents similar to what they paid before.  

Location also plays a very large role in students housing accommodation preferences. 

Being within one mile of the center of campus suggests that, for college students, walkability is a 

common rationale implemented in the housing search. This walkability is not only convenient for 

the student, but also eliminates expensive commuting costs such as having a vehicle. This however 

has an effect on housing prices because as you get closer to campus, housing prices rise due to the 

demand associated with the convenience of location.  

A study conducted by the University of Wisconsin-Whitewater’s Fiscal and Economic 

Research Center, outlines this relationship of change in cost. The study found a very significant 

trend in the correlation between rent and vicinity to campus (location 1-4 blocks from campus). It 

was found that at the University of Wisconsin-Whitewater one can expect an increase of $29.90 

in the amount of calculated monthly rent payment, holding all other independent variables constant 

finding that the closer you are to campus, the greater premium you will pay. Furthermore, a study 

conducted by (Fields, 2011) found that if a property currently within one mile of campus were 

moved outside of that proximity, it can be expected that its rental rates would decrease by 17%, 

all other variables remaining the same. 

This is additionally supported by another conclusion made by Fields in which for the first 

mile off campus, rent decreases as distance increases, as expected however, “between roughly one 

and four miles from campus, the value levels off before decreasing more dramatically again 

beyond the four-mile mark”. Fields continues to conclude that the nonlinear relationship implies 
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that students are willing to pay more to be within about one mile of campus, but for the next three 

miles, incremental proximity does not carry much value (Fields, 2011). 

When discussing the location of students and their proximity to campus, it is also important 

to consider their effect on the long-term housing markets that they enhance. One important case 

study that analyzes the effects of studentification and its role in the student housing market is the 

case of Loughborough, home of Loughborough University in England. Throughout the 1990s and 

2000s, many students lived in the “Golden Triangle” area of Loughborough, consisting of 

converted Victorian terraces in the Storer and Burleigh wards. Students had made up 17% of all 

households in these areas in the 2001 UK Census (Kinton, et al. 2016, p. 1620; p. 245). The Golden 

Triangle, of course, would not remain this way forever; with the rising demand for student housing, 

student preferences for greater and more luxuries amenities (and the buying power to meet these 

needs), and a backlash of local residents against students living in their neighborhoods, wealthier 

students began to move into newer and more luxurious accommodations built especially for 

students, freeing the old terraces of the Golden Triangle from the constraints of the student housing 

market.  

To combat the negative effects of studentification, private developers and the surrounding 

community have placed an interest in building off-campus housing developments in 

Loughborough for students to meet student housing needs and build residential communities for 

students without disturbing the neighboring population (Kinton et. al., 2018, p. 243). Recently, 

local communities have recognized the role of students as consumers and how that plays into the 

choices they make regarding higher education and student housing. As many students “are 

expecting more amenities and services through their accommodation providers,” these students 

expect top-notch value for their money (Kinton et. al., 2018, p. 249). Not wanting to lose their 
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share of the student market, universities looking to attract and retain students are pressured to meet 

these demands. As the student body becomes increasingly wealthy, university students as a market 

maintain the buying power to demand higher-quality housing, increasing the pressure for 

universities and developers to accommodate them with new housing options. For these students, 

they seek higher education as an investment, and student housing as part of the investment in their 

college experience. 

In addition, the influx of wealthy students has contributed to the notion that “student hood 

is itself now being effectively gentrified”, transforming the student body from the cash-strapped 

student looking for inexpensive accommodation to the wealthy student shopping around for the 

best quality higher educational institutions and student housing (Kinton et al., 2018, p. 244).  

A survey on housing costs and amenities among first-year Loughborough students 

conducted in 2013 shows that purpose-built student accommodation (PBSA) commands higher 

weekly rents than other types of student housing, with on-campus facilities charging an average of 

£136 per week and off-campus facilities £89 per week. This contrasts with the £71 and £75 weekly 

rents seen in the Storer and Burleigh areas of the Golden Triangle, respectively (Kinton et. al., 

2016, p. 1622). In addition to the Golden Triangle, the private student housing market goes beyond 

this area to the Kingfisher Estate and the Forest and Herrick developments. These developments 

have since become studentified, much to the chagrin of local residents, who live completely 

different lifestyles from the students and oppose the loud noises that come from students' social 

activities in these developments (Kinton et. al., 2016, p. 1622). This has spurred an effort to restrict 

development in these areas that were not traditionally home to students, as well as supporting the 

development of new accommodations for students that don’t conflict with the existing 

neighborhoods. As students move into these new housing developments, there becomes an 
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oversupply in student rental accommodations in studentified neighborhoods, and often it is the 

least desirable of these neighborhoods that see the worst effects (Kinton et. al., 2016, p. 1624). 

Over the course of this study, the Golden Triangle has seen a decline in student population, 

with landlords seeing decreases in rental incomes as a result of increased vacancies. Ultimately, 

these new student developments in Loughborough (including the Kingfisher, Forest, and Herrick 

areas as well as on and off-campus PBSA) have led to the destudentification of the Golden 

Triangle. After this region and similar student areas become destudentified, it poses an important 

question regarding the future of these neighborhoods: who will repopulate them once the student 

body no longer finds them desirable? 

In the article “Expanding the scope of studentification studies,” Nakazawa mentions the 

role of students as “gentrifiers” and the idea of the white middle class “traditional student”. 

(Nakazawa, 2017, p. 2). However, the student body is diversifying: Nakazawa cites that in the UK 

during the 2014-15 school year, “33.0% of full-time students...were from the working class.” In 

addition, 19.3% of students were international students, and 21.2% of students were ethnic 

minorities (Nakazawa, 2017, p. 2) 

Much of the pressure of building student housing has been alleviated by building purpose-

built student accommodations (PBSAs). Local authorities favor their construction, as they 

supposedly separate students from the surrounding community, keeping out the problems students 

bring with them as they take up residence in college towns. However, the construction of PBSAs 

has only contributed to social and economic segregation (Nakazawa, 2017, p. 5). These luxurious 

PBSAs are unaffordable to lower-income students, excluding them from this type of housing, 

forcing them to seek housing accommodations elsewhere (Nakazawa, 2017, p. 5). As a result, the 

student housing market has become gentrified, with a wealthy student population displacing the 
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lower-income students, even as higher education has become increasingly culturally and 

economically diverse. 

The building of PBSAs has also displaced lower-income populations that are not part of 

the student body. A notable example of this is in the case of Athens, Georgia, where the Garden 

Springs mobile home park was replaced by the Lodge of Athens student luxury housing 

development in June 2001 (Pickren, 2012, pp. 113-14). This development was constructed to 

accommodate the growing University of Georgia student population.  

Studentification and the construction of student housing can bring about class conflicts, 

with one class of residents (such as residents of the existing mobile home park or residents of a 

local neighborhood) being displaced to accommodate students. 

Despite the diversity of the student body, the role of the “traditional student” continues to 

be a dominant force in the student housing market. Nakazawa’s article cites that student spaces 

serve as part of the experience that is considered the “identifiable student way of life” (Nakazawa, 

2017, pp. 6-7) 

Much of their preferences in regard to student housing have pressured universities and 

private developers to accommodate these preferences, in order to attract and retain students. If 

universities and private developers had not built housing according to students’ preferences, 

students would have likely lived elsewhere in the community, bringing with them the problems of 

studentification. 

Methods: 

We will begin our research by creating and administering a survey to undergraduate 

students at UW-Madison. Our questions will be focused on understanding their perceptions of 

housing affordability and the housing market around campus. We hypothesize that every student’s 
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financial perceptions differ; current living situations, tuition costs, family income, and financial 

aid status will vary for each individual. Because of this, we will administer results as stratified as 

possible to represent each person’s preferences. 

Concurrent to our survey, we will use the CoStar database, the largest commercial and 

multifamily real estate information and analytics provider. We will first narrow our research by 

using our predetermined boundary (the 2.5-mile radius around UW-Madison’s Bascom Hall). 

After CoStar filters properties beyond our scope and/or irrelevant to our study, we will then 

observe changes in the rent of specific properties, average/market rent from the collective, 

occupancy rates, and new construction within UW-Madison’s student housing market. This will 

provide background on the changes to the student housing market over time and guidance to 

answer our questions of whether or not housing is “affordable” and how/if increased housing stock 

has altered the cost of older housing.  

After our survey and property data analysis, we will utilize GIS for the remaining portion 

of our research. We plan to graph the average rent of each property in our study area as a function 

of distance from the center of campus, for each number of bedrooms. We hypothesize that the 

average rent for each number of bedrooms will see a linear decrease the further one travels from 

the center of campus. In other words, we predict that rental properties in the neighborhoods closer 

to campus will, on average, be more expensive than properties further away from campus. In order 

to calculate the distance of each rental property from the center of campus, the addresses of each 

property (as well as the location of Bascom Hall) will be geocoded into x,y coordinates. To analyze 

the linear correlation of rent as a function of the calculated distance, we will use the ordinary least 

squares (OLS) regression model. Next, we will create maps of the average rent for each property, 

for each number of bedrooms. We plan to use our graphs as well as our map data to observe any 
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spatial clusters that might exist in locations of rental properties at certain price points. We also 

plan to observe any trends or anomalies that might occur in our data. 

Conceptualization diagram for GIS analysis: 

 

Implementation diagram for GIS analysis: 
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Data Analysis and Results: 

Section A - Survey  

Question 1: In terms of cost of attendance, are you an in-state, out of state, reciprocity, or 

international student? 

46 respondents (64.8%) - In-state 

18 respondents (25.4%)  - Out of State 

6 respondents (8.5%)  - Minnesota Reciprocity 

1 respondent (1.5%) - International 

Question 2: How Affordable is your housing situation? 

33 respondents (47.8%) - Affordable 

23 respondents (33.3%) - Neither Affordable nor Unaffordable 

10 respondents (14.5%) - Unaffordable 

3 respondents (4.3%) - Very Affordable 

2 Left Blank 

Question 3: What do you dislike about your current housing situation? 

1. It’s an old building, so it’s always freezing cold and bugs find their way in more often. I’m 

also in the basement so I don’t love that. And it’s very expensive for a studio. Fortunately, my 

parents have the resources to help me pay for it, but I know not everyone has that help. 

2. Size of apartment (hard estimate 700 sq. ft for a 2 bedroom). Amenities are lacking (No In-

Unit Laundry, Thermostat is Changed By Landlord). 

3. Environmental health issues (e.g., chipping lead paint), noise from shared walls in the middle 

of the night, slow repairs 

4. I don't like that I have to share a room in a very basic apartment in order to have even slightly 

affordable housing 

5. The maintenance issues, oven, washer, sinks, windows, ceilings, we're and still are broken in 

one sense or another 
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6. Nothing really. Mostly just it's an apartment with other roommates so my room is the only 

space I can be alone in 

7. It is difficult to pay it off or to find enough money to pay it off because of the current working 

situation 

8. There is only one laundry room, the garbage room is in the underground parking garage 

9. Rent has increased and it's expensive because of location, not quality of residence 

10. I have the smallest room and we live a little far but for the most part I like it 

11. I wish I was closer to campus - but Spooner Street isn't that far away I guess 

12. We are paying a lot of money for a super run down apartment and no amenities 

13. My apartment is very open so heat and cooling are an expensive issue 

14. Proximity to classes (grainger), safety protocols on the building 

15. The basement is dirty and sometimes has water, cold air gets in 

16. No dishwasher, no onsite laundry, run down flooring and paint 

17. In order to afford living in Madison, I have to share a room 

18. It is a very old house, lacking some modern features 

19. Not very up to date appliances, some cosmetic issues 

20. Housing Corporations take advantage of students 

21. Older building with bad access to natural light 

22. I like it a lot but would prefer a balcony 

23. Windows are old so it gets cold in winter 

24. Utilities not included, wifi not included 

25. Expensive for what you are getting 

26. Quality of my house and price of rent 

27. It's farther than I would to things 

28. It's a lot of money for what I have 

29. I don't dislike it at all currently 

30. The cost compared to the amenities 

31. Share a room to keep it affordable 

32. Too much money for a small space 

33. It is on a loud and busy street 

34. Expensive for college students 
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35. Small, pricey, far from campus 

36. Not enough amenities included 

37. Central Heating/Old Radiators 

38. I like my housing very much 

39. Landlord is kind of annoying 

40. Far, house is old and cold 

41. Many roommates, mice, dirty 

42. Mice, ants, rude landlord 

43. The hub's management sucks 

44. No access to washer/dryer 

45. Bats in the walls 

46. Lots of hospital traffic 

47. I don’t control my heat 

48. Property owner service 

49. It is pretty expensive 

50. My roommate smells bad 

51. Location, amenities 

52. Cost of amenities. 

53. Too many roommates 

54. Property managers 

55. Noisy neighbors 

56. It is expensive 

57. Sharing a room 

58. The management 

59. Rent is high 

60. Cost, spiders 

61. My neighbors 

62. Need a Desk 

63. Very little 

64. No parking 

65. The price 
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66. Location 

67. Small 

68. Price 

3 Respondents left the question blank 

Question 3 Trends and Results: 

Response Trend Expensive Location 
Environmental 

Health 
Problems 

Maintenance
/ Landlord 

issues 

Size of 
unit 

Lack of 
amenities 

No problems / 
inconclusive 

Number of 
Respondents 20 11 9 8 7 6 7 

Many respondents cited that in order to afford student housing in Madison, they had to make 

compromises in their housing choices such as: moving further from campus, sharing a room, 

sacrificing amenities, or living in a smaller apartment/house. Such responses support our initial 

theory that, to the majority of students, rent of desired housing exceeds what rentee is willing or 

able to afford.  

Question 4: What do you look for in student housing? 

1. Location 

2. Location 

3. Doesn't exceed 30% of my income, It's not downtown, access to public transportation, off-

street parking, heat included, enough space for two people or more. 

4. Location (proximity to classes), affordability, cleanliness, safety, access to laundry, good 

management company, utilities included 

5. Proximity to my Classes and Bcycle Station. Affordability. Solid Landlord. Furnishings (Bed, 

Couches, Tables, Chairs, Etc.) 

6. Good price is most important, and how many features/amenities come along with that price is 

crucial as well 

7. Affordability, location close to UW campus, somewhat updated/modern features, parking 

capabilities, space 

8. Furnished apartment, close to campus and other services (restaurants, grocery/convenience 

stores) 
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9. Far enough from campus but still bikeable, affordable, one-bedroom apartment, well kept 

10. Whether there is a dishwasher, laundry in the unit/on site, and reviews on the landlord. 

11. Affordability, access to parking spot, proximity to State Street, quiet neighborhood 

12. Affordability = most important; also transportation accessibility (bus, bikeability) 

13. Affordable, well insulated for utility cost, good roommates, state of the space 

14. Clean, counter space, tub, manageable avg electric cost, non depressing view 

15. Good neighborhood, good space, affordable, is a house (as opposed to apt) 

16. The best value regarding affordability and location relative to campus 

17. I look for where affordability meets a place that I like to live 

18. Proximity to campus, proximity to transportation, affordability 

19. Something on the nicer side with good amenities and my own room 

20. Proximity to friends, campus, restaurants/bars, and amenities 

21. In unit washer dryer, close to science hall, modern amenities 

22. In-apartment washing/drying, Air conditioning and location 

23. Good price, natural light, fast maintenance, good location 

24. Affordability, location to class and nightlife, security 

25. Affordable, condition of apt, close to campus, amenities 

26. Less money and better amenities in cheaper buildings 

27. Affordable, kitchens that are big enough to cook in 

28. Below $700 a month and close to campus/state street 

29. Proximity to campus and fun areas. Affordability. 

30. Good location, includes utilities, low cost, safe 

31. Location, amenities, general quality of apartment 

32. Access to campus, cost, not nearby frat houses 

33. Affordability, large bedrooms, lots of windows 

34. I look for location mostly and a decent price 

35. Location, price, proximity to grocery stores 

36. Clean, good location, good landlords, price 

37. Cost, location relative to campus/classes 

38. Affordable, good landlord, good roommates 

39. Cheaper rent, clean bathroom and kitchen 
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40. Lots of space, windows, clean, location 

41. Good location, decent living conditions 

42. Affordable, good location, decent size 

43. Safety, affordability, and location 

44. Location, price, safety, furnished 

45. Good landlord, good accommodations 

46. Affordable and good location wise 

47. Price, location, quality, safety 

48. Affordable, nice, good location 

49. Affordable housing for students 

50. Affordable rent (600$), safety 

51. Cheap, kitchen, light in house 

52. Cost and proximity to campus 

53. Cheap, In unit Washer/Dryer 

54. Affordability, maintenance 

55. Affordability and location 

56. Cheap, centrally located 

57. Affordable and location 

58. Affordability, location 

59. AC, my own bedroom 

60. Close to campus 

61. Location, size 

62. Size vs price. 

63. Clean and safe 

64. Space, cost 

65. Low cost. 

66. Location 

67. Livable 

68. Cheap 

69. Space 

2 Respondents left the question blank. 
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Question 4 Trends and Results: 

Nearly every respondent followed a trend concerned with maximizing value with location. 

Respondents were looking to intersect up-to-dateness, amenities, nice furnishings/appliances, 

walkability, and size with location to either campus or downtown. When combining the results of 

this question with the results from question 3, it is once again highlighted that student preferences 

for housing are higher than what the rental market can provide at an affordable rate.  

Question 5: If price was not a factor, what are the top three things you would look for in 
housing? 

1. Light in house, space, good neighborhood 

2. Nice kitchen, furnished/unfurnished, laundry on-site 

3. Location, safety, quality 

4. Nice looking, great location, lot of space 

5. In unit washer dryer, close to science hall, modern amenities 

6. Cleanliness, ample space, closeness 

7. Transportation accessibility (bus, bikeability), flexibility (month to month options), not from 

a property manager (local landlord) 

8. Private room, private bathroom and security 

9. Location, Outdoor space, Quality of apartment/house 

10. New, Natural light, Pool/Gym 

11. Amenities, location, proximity to friends. 

12. In unit laundry, big windows, big kitchen 

13. Location, amenities, finishes 

14. Wood floors, in unit laundry, windows 

15. Livable, reasonable setup, proximity to sources of food 

16. A nice kitchen, private and big bathroom, and overall appeal 

17. Location, type of housing, size of house 

18. Included utilities/internet, pre-furnished, good location 

19. Close to campus, close to food/groceries, own room 

20. Parking, courteous in-building neighbors, location 

21. Distance from campus, neighborhood, stable situation with roommates/landlord 
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22. Location, amenities (laundry, fitness, pool etc), apartment size 

23. Condition of building/apt, parking, laundry onsite 

24. Distance from campus, in-house washing/drying and AC 

25. Safety, location to central classes/downtown, parking 

26. Location, room sizes, amenities 

27. Located on the lake, nice and reasonable landlords, good kitchen 

28. Central AC, in unit washer and dryer, and pool 

29. Cleanliness, size, location 

30. Location, ability to have my own room, quality of apartment 

31. Location, quality, parking 

32. Location, amenities, parking availability 

33. Location, access to bike paths, access to local businesses 

34. Location/proximity to campus, parking, stores nearby 

35. Parking, laundry, location 

36. Laundry in unit, all own bedrooms, workout facility 

37. Space, amenities, own bathroom 

38. Location, safety, amenities 

39. Location, size of the apartment and the amenities 

40. Location, cleanliness, charm 

41. Amenities, location, size 

42. Location, a good landlord, well-kept 

43. Proximity to campus, cost, nice looking 

44. Air conditioning, dishwasher, onsite laundry 

45. Own room, if its nice, location 

46. Nice appliances, close proximity to water and parks, nice open spaces 

47. Own room, location to campus, modern utilities 

48. Amenities, safety, and style/quality of building 

49. Location, location, location 

50. Access to campus, not nearby frat houses, and laundry in unit 

51. Furnishings. Apartment Size. Proximity to Classes. 

52. Clean, good location, good landlords 



 

24 

53. Room sizes, location, and quality 

54. Acceptable Kitchen, Good A/C and Heating, Location 

55. Safe, good location, good landlord 

56. Full size appliances, pool, good lighting for plants 

57. Location, amenities, general quality of apartment 

58. Walkable location, nice interior, nearby nature 

59. Location, updated units, pets allowed 

60. Location, amenities, number of roommates 

61. Location relative to campus, quality of the housing, bonuses (pool, workout facility, laundry, 

etc.) 

62. Space, balcony, downtown 

63. Amenities, having no scuffs/worn down floors etc, size 

64. Updated, parking, gym (amenities), space, central location 

65. Pool, study spaces, close to bottom of state street 

66. Clean, safe, and updated 

67. AC, parking, big kitchen 

4 Respondents left the question blank 

Question 5 Trends and Results: 

Response 
Trend Location Quality / Up-

to-dateness 
Size of 

Unit Amenities Appliances 
(AC/Dishwasher) 

Parking 
Included 

Number of 
Respondents 63 34 30 23 20 8 

Included in the table above are the trends of what students would look for if price was not a limiting 

factor in their housing decision. Respondents were asked to list three variables. The above table 

includes only applicable responses to data trends, not included in the table were response trends 

with less than five responses, and responses that were left blank. Overwhelmingly students, if price 

was not a limiting factor, students would opt for up-to-date and large units with amenities included, 

and centrally located to either campus or downtown. This again supports not only the trend of 

compromise in housing comfortability for cost, but also supports the idea that without price being 

factored in, students overwhelmingly would choose class A accommodations as mentioned in our 

literature review.  
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Question 6: What is your preferred type of housing? 

26 respondents (37.1%) - House (Including Duplexes) 

23 respondents (32.9%) - Large Apartment Complex (>15 units) 

20 respondents (28.6%) - Small Apartment complex (4 - 15 units) 

1 respondent (1%) - Townhouse  

1 Left Blank 

Question 7: Which neighborhoods(s) would you prefer to live in? (please limit responses to 3 
checkboxes) 

34 selections - State Street Neighborhood (54.8% of respondents selected this option) 

27 selections - Langdon Street Neighborhood (43.5% of respondents selected this option) 

22 selections - Mifflin Street Neighborhood (35.5% of respondents selected this option) 

21 selections - Capitol Neighborhood (33.8% of respondents selected this option) 

20 selections - Regent Street / South Campus Neighborhood (32.3% of respondents selected this 

option) 

20 selections - James Madison Park / Mansion Hill Neighborhood (32.3% of respondents selected 

this option) 

20 selections - University Avenue (32.3% of respondents selected this option) 

12 selections - Vilas Neighborhood (19.3% of respondents selected this option) 

10 selections - Greenbush Neighborhood (16.1% of respondents selected this option) 

9 Left question blank 

Question 7 Trends and Results: 

Overwhelmingly, given the decision, students would choose neighborhoods that are not only 

centrally located to campus, but also centrally located to downtown amenities. 

Question 8: How important is vicinity to campus in your housing choice? 
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29 respondents - Very important (40.8%) 

19 respondents - Somewhat to moderately important (26.7%) 

17 respondents - Extremely important (23.9%) 

6 respondents - A little to slightly important (8.4%) 

Question 8 Results: 

It is clear from the responses to this survey question that location proximity to campus plays a 

great deal in housing choice. 

Question 9: How does proximity to downtown amenities (such as bars, restaurants, and shops) 
play a role in your housing choice? 

29 respondents - Somewhat to moderately important (40.8%) 

17 respondents - Very important (23.9%) 

11 respondents - A little to slightly important (15.4%) 

9 respondents - Extremely important (12.6%) 

5 respondents - Not at all important (7%) 

Question 9 Results: 

It is clear from the responses to this survey question that location proximity to downtown amenities 

(such as bars, restaurants, and shops) plays a great deal in housing choice. 

Question 10: How does affordability play a role in your housing choice?  

26 respondents - Very important (36.6%) 

24 respondents - Extremely important (33.8%) 

14 respondents - Somewhat to moderately important (19.7%) 

6 respondents - A little to slightly important (8.6%) 

1 respondent - Not at all important (1.4%) 



 

27 

Question 10 Results 

It is clear that affordability of housing plays a very large role in decision making as 70.4% of our 

survey respondents stated that affordability is very or extremely important in housing choice. 

Question 11: When looking for student housing, what is the price range that you consider?  

44 responses for range $500 - 749 (62.9%) 

14 responses for range $750 - 999 (20%) 

 6 responses for range $250 - 499 (8.6%) 

6 responses for range $1000 - 1249 (8.6%) 

1 respondent left question blank 

Question 11 trends and results: 

Market rents range between: $759 - $1,206  for a studio ($982.50 median value, $982.50 median 

value per person), $919 - $1,426  for a one bedroom ($1169.5 median value, $1169.5 median value 

per person), $1,425 - $2,094 for a two bedroom ($1759.5 median value, $879.75 median value per 

person), $2,220 - $3,052  for a three bedroom ($2636 median value, $878.66 median value per 

person), $2,817 - $3,420 for a four bedroom ($3,123 median value, $780.75 median value per 

person). That means that, on average, an off-campus bedroom costs a student $938.23, but the 

majority of students are only willing to pay within the bracket of $500 - $749. Therefore, median 

value housing prices in Madison exceed that of student price range preferences. 

Question 12: What is your common mode of transport to get to and from classes? 

54 Responses (76.1%) - Walk 

12 Responses (16.9%) - Bike 

5 Responses (7%) - Bus 

Question 12 trends and results: 

This furthermore supports the claim that housing proximity to campus is an important 

consideration in housing choice as the vast majority (76.1%) of students' primary mode of transport 
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to class is walking. This however contrasts the fact that with better location, housing values 

increase, but students prefer not to pay those high values.  

Question 13: Why do you feel that luxury apartments (such as the Hub, the James, Lucky, etc.) 
are affordable or unaffordable to you? 

1. It's not that it is completely unaffordable to me. It's just that I don't want to ask my parents to 

fork up nearly double my rent so I can live luxury as a 20-year-old. It's just nonsensical in my 

opinion. But hey, there's always going to be demand for luxury student housing. That's why 

Real Estate companies keep building. 

2. I feel they're unaffordable because the people I've known who lived in them have complained 

about the price and are, I think, of a different income bracket than me, and I would rather spend 

my money to live with my friends in a house/apartment that feels like own rather than a cement 

expensive box that charges people for rain showers, hot tubs, or pools 

3. I feel like they are unaffordable and are built for those whose parents are willing and who have 

the money to support them. Under-represented, minority, and first-generation college students 

cannot afford the luxury of living in such big apartments close to campus and downtown, where 

all the attraction is in Madison, WI. 

4. Not interested in luxury apartments; don't know how much they cost (note on earlier question 

- I am interested in neighborhoods further from campus than the options listed above, such as 

Atwood) 

5. I lived at Lucky and honestly loved it, but it got to the point where I was needing to take out a 

second loan to cover my rent. Once it got to that point, I considered it unaffordable. 

6. I live at the hub. I get to go to the gym, laundry in my room and wifi and many other amenities 

included and would pay a lot extra a month for those things if I didn't get them. 

7. They are affordable for me. Once you add in the amenities and quality of apartment, all the 

apartment buildings in town are similar. Hub and James are worth it for the amenities. 

8. Unaffordable for the quality they offer. I’m a grad student— not interested in living on campus 

or that close to campus. I can get much more affordable housing in a better area. 

9. Personally, I don’t want to share a bedroom, so that makes them totally out of reach for me. I 

don’t want to pay for all the amenities like a gym and pool and screening room. 

10. They would be affordable for me because my parents are helping pay for college but I couldn't 

possibly live there without parental support and i don't live there now 
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11. They are extremely unaffordable as they charge like $600 to share a room with someone. While 

it is cheaper than a dorm, sharing a room with someone is not ideal. 

12. Unaffordable - they are way too much for a college student to be paying, they are very small 

apartment units, they have poor management/maintenance. 

13. They are unaffordable based on my limited income as a student, since I don't make nearly 

enough money to afford paying $1,000+ in rent per month. 

14. They are not worth the price, you can get the same location for much cheaper. Amenities in 

the James are unnecessary for myself as a college student. 

15. They are unaffordable as they have a higher demand for students who are from out of state that 

can afford it. As well as EPIC employees. 

16. Super expensive and overrated but definitely can't get enough people to live there thru parents 

money, etc so no need to decrease rent. 

17. Unaffordable because there are students who will pay extravagant prices and real estate entities 

that take advantage of such markets. 

18. Overpriced and tends to draw occupants not from the local area. Doesn't seem to have as much 

community building for its occupants. 

19. I'd honestly prefer not to pay that much for an apartment complex that feels more like a hotel 

and less like a home. 

20. I would rather spend the money that would be needed for rent at the James on fun things with 

friends or clothing. 

21. I live in the hub because I feel like they are all about the same in terms of rent in these types 

of buildings. 

22. I can afford them. I just think the amenities are unnecessary and I'm looking to pay less for 

something similar. 

23. They are unaffordable and also not well kept. pay 900 for a room you SHARE. I wouldn't want 

to live there anyway. 

24. Pretty expensive, they do offer a lot of amenities but the type of people that live there are not 

my scene. 

25. High student demand for these buildings causes the rent rates to be (in my opinion) 

unreasonably high. 
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26. If I wanted to live in a luxury apartment, I wouldn't want a roommate but singles are really 

expensive. 

27. I'd consider them to be affordable for me, but a waste when there are other cheaper options 

available. 

28. Too much money, for them to be anywhere near my price range I would still have to share a 

small room. 

29. Unaffordable only because the quality and amenities don't match with the high price you pay 

for. 

30. They are unaffordable because they offer amenities that I am not willing to pay a premium for. 

31. Unaffordable because to share a room it's still around 600 or more per month. Ridiculous 

32. Affordable because since I'm in state and get low tuition, my parents pay for my housing. 

33. Unaffordable. I'm not spending 700 plus to share a bedroom, or 1000 plus for my own room. 

34. They are unaffordable because I make 10$ an hour and pay my full cost of living. 

35. They are very unaffordable to me, very expensive given the resources I have. 

36. My parents assist me with living costs so apartments are affordable to me. 

37. Unaffordable because of how new they are and the amenities they provide. 

38. Unaffordable for most, but many students are clearly fine with the price. 

39. Unaffordable because it's up-charged for something that isn't worth it. 

40. I've heard they are super expensive for spaces that aren't worth it. 

41. They are cheaper compared to the state/area I am from in California. 

42. They are expensive and then have additional double occupancy fees. 

43. Generally unaffordable but I lived in the James one semester. 

44. They are expensive and I don't want to support them in Madison. 

45. They're affordable but the people who live there are tyrants. 

46. Because they are too expensive for my income. 

47. Sharing a room is affordable, my own is not. 

48. Very unaffordable and not worth the cost. 

49. They are way too expensive for my income. 

50. Definitely not affordable. 

51. Because they cost too much. 

52. My parents pay my rent. 
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53. They are unaffordable. 

54. I'm a college student 

55. Very unaffordable 

56. Too expensive 

57. Unaffordable 

58. Unaffordable 

59. Unaffordable 

60. Unaffordable 

61. Unaffordable 

62. Unaffordable 

63. Unaffordable 

64. Affordable 

7 respondents left the question blank. 

Question 13 Results: 

Unaffordable because: 

Response 
Trend 

Unaffordable / 
parents are not 

paying rent 

Do not want 
to share a 

room in order 
make 

affordable 

Not worth the 
cost for 
college 
student 

Low quality 
for the price 

paid 

Just plain 
uninterested 

Only meant 
for rich / out 

of state 
students 

Number of 
Respondents 23 9 7 7 2 2 

Affordable because: 

Response Trend Parents are paying rent 

Amenities included 
would amount to 

same/more if purchased 
elsewhere (gym/pool) 

Rent is cheaper than my 
home state 

Number of Respondents 5 3 1 

Neither affordable or unaffordable because: 

- 1 respondent said that they are not homey enough for them (concrete walls) 
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- 2 respondents said that they did not want to surround themselves with the “crowd” that lives there 

- 1 respondent cited that they would rather live in an affordable housing situation to their 

roommates than to live without them in a luxury building 

Question 14: Do you think luxury apartment buildings such as the Hub, the James and Lucky 
have an effect on overall student housing prices in Madison? Please briefly explain the reasoning 
behind your response. 

1. They offer more housing for people who are willing to pay more for those amenities, which I 

feel is a large portion of the student population in Madison. They make the median housing 

price increase, but they also make the more affordable options less competitive because 

students who are willing to pay more for amenities such as prime location, underground 

parking, in-unit laundry, pool, etc. can pay that price and receive the amenities they want and 

don't have to settle for lower quality housing. This allows students who are in search of lower 

priced housing to find deals where they otherwise would not have. So while the median housing 

price might increase, I believe the lower end housing landlords have had to keep prices lower 

because of the competition, so I don't see a negative impact overall from these developments. 

2. I think it's definitely hard, especially if you're a student that's coming from the dorms (which 

are so expensive and don't reflect normal rent prices at all) to know what they should be looking 

for/paying for rent. I've lived in some nice places in Madison that were priced okay, but they 

weren't easy to find, and I think there is an idea that places like the James or Lucky or the Hub 

are the default but they are so expensive and when you might be nervous to get to far from 

campus or you are having trouble finding anything besides the places that the university sells 

our emails to--its hard not to get stuck into thinking rent should cost that much...it shouldn't. 

3. Yes! These apartments are at the top of the line for pricing for Madison apartments and set a 

standard for student housing to be expensive. Anything less than these apartments is considered 

"reasonable" or "cheap" even though students may still pay up to $800/month/student for 

standard college living. Additionally, many students cannot afford these apartments and have 

to look for places elsewhere, and those places are limited. As the demand for these cheaper 

places increases, the landlords continue to raise prices, so no place is really that cheap in 

Madison. 

4. I would more or less. I'm sure because they are the top of the top, they set a price ceiling in 

terms of how much an apartment complex can charge for rent. But as for dictating the pricing 
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for lower - quality complexes around the city, I would say there is no direct correlation 

(because via the Sales Comparison Approach low-quality units would not use the Hub, the 

James, and Lucky to determine a rent level). Also, I would never live in the James! Reputation 

matters! 

5. I think the downtown area is trying to cater to young professionals, and undergraduate students 

will be pushed into the south and west campus neighborhoods. These apartment buildings offer 

more housing than single family homes though. They are luxury apartment buildings because 

they are new, but in 20 years, they will be affordable student housing. 

6. I assume luxury apartments drive up rent prices in a town where the vacancy rate is already 

pretty low. Any new rental developments now have to complete on a scale that is outside the 

affordability of the majority of residents making an impact on those who rent and are in lower-

middle socioeconomic classes. 

7. Yes, Although I think it is complicated and depends on a number of factors. Housing costs in 

Madison are high in general due to the economy, UW, etc. Luxury apartments don't help 

because they set the precedent of higher costs that developers strive for. 

8. While some affordable places remain, I think they drive up rents and allow businesses to open 

that are expensive. Also they make it harder to sublease because the kids who live there offer 

really low prices for premium units because they’re rich. 

9. Yes. Those complexes make the housing market more expensive, which indirectly raises rents 

around campus. Even the other apartments/houses that are poor in quality are getting more 

expensive because of expensive high rise buildings. 

10. Luxury apartments maximize their status and profitability by locating in high-end areas. That 

is, luxury apartments are more luxurious when they're surrounded by expensive amenities and 

other luxury properties. 

11. I would assume they are more monitored by the lower-rate apartments because luxury 

apartments are at the top, but I feel they are controlled by the availability and affordability of 

the less luxury apartments. 

12. I think that they probably make it worse, because since some students are willing to pay that 

much, they assume that they can hike prices for other students as long as they aren't as much 

as the luxury ones. 
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13. I think they do because housing in that area of campus is limited and in high demand so I think 

that other apartment buildings that don't have the same amenities charge similar or only slightly 

lower prices. 

14. No. They charge more for amenities that aren't really worth it. For students that have to pay 

their own bills, they don't make sense. These places are for students whose parents pay their 

bills. 

15. I definitely think they bring the housing prices up because other buildings see that students are 

still living in those buildings despite the prices, so they're able to raise rents. 

16. I think other apartments realize they can raise their prices. At the same time, many more kids 

would choose another appt. because they don't want to pay that much. goes both ways. 

17. I think new buildings that increase the level of housing density in the area may lead to lower 

or stagnant rents at older and cheaper properties, but the effect is likely small. 

18. Yes absolutely, I feel that they increase housing prices by having a high ceiling and allowing 

other locations to raise prices because the luxury buildings set such high prices. 

19. I'm not entirely sure; I believe that having expensive options doesn't make landlords charge 

higher prices for cheaper apartments based on demand. 

20. Overall, I don't think they have a huge impact on overall pricing. Someone needs to fill the 

demand for luxury student housing in the market. 

21. Yes, I think they allow for other landlords and agencies to charge more or around the same 

price point as these large complexes. 

22. Yes, I think other complexes try to compare to them and will raise their prices because people 

have paid for the Hub, James etc. 

23. They may cost more but I think they provide a significant amount of supply that brings down 

prices for other apartments/houses. 

24. Ya because some kids will pay for it. At the hub parking is 250 and some kids pay for it so 

they won't lower the price. 

25. Yes, I feel that they have established a baseline for what apartments in the area can charge for 

amenities and housing. 

26. I assume so. I assume since they’re so prominent they set the standard for all the smaller and 

lesser known housing. 
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27. Yes, although they are top of the line they set an example of much can be charged for rent for 

lower quality housing. 

28. Yes, I think they allow local houses to drive prices up because of the desirability to live in 

luxury apartments. 

29. Yes, I think the expenses of it being close to campus and downtown has made all homes and 

apartments expensive. 

30. Because of their size and price, they cause housing nearby to be valued higher even if they 

aren't that good. 

31. Yes, because I feel like people always compare their prices to the other competition so they 

keep going up.yes probably - places like 420 can then rake up their prices just for being in a 

luxury apartment location. 

32. Yes, I think downtown Madison rent prices are much higher than just a few blocks away from 

downtown. 

33. They're a luxury option for housing, but I feel like there are many other, more affordable 

options. 

34. Yes, other places have to compete with the pricing and amenities while trying to stay 

affordable. 

35. Yes, I think it gives landlords of houses and small apartments a reason to raise rents. 

36. No, the high volume of available houses in a large number of areas keeps the price down. 

37. No, the conditions there do not affect the conditions in other cheaper apartments. 

38. Yes— they increase the overall prices because they increase the cost of the area. 

39. Yes, there are still a lot of people who can afford to live there and they do. 

40. Yes, I think they definitely increase all of the surrounding properties. 

41. Yeah, I think they raise the price that other complexes can charge. 

42. They might drive the prices of other buildings and student living. 

43. Seems like they increase rent prices, but not sure if that's true. 

44. I think they probably do affect overall student housing prices. 

45. Probably, they all charge a lot more money than anywhere else. 

46. Probably raise prices around them. Generally silly and expensive. 

47. Yes, because they stretch the rent gap in the neighborhood. 

48. Yes, they drive prices up in general and just look tacky. 
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49. I've never really thought about it but I don't think so. 

50. Yes, they probably keep prices of house rentals lower. 

51. These places make other rents in Madison go upwards. 

52. Yes, raise other prices after their units sell out. 

53. Yes, it drives the prices of other apartments up. 

54. Yes. it's ridiculous to ask kids for 1k a month. 

55. No, I think housing prices are pretty stagnant. 

56. They set the standard for pricing much higher. 

57. Yes, they raise housing prices. 

58. Yes, they raise them everywhere. 

59. I think they drive rents up. 

60. Yes, they raise prices. 

61. I really don't know. 

62. Yes? I don't know. 

63. Not sure 

64. Unsure 

65. Yes 

6 respondents left the question blank 

Question 14 trends and results: 

Yes, luxury apartment buildings such as the Hub, the James and Lucky have an effect on overall 

student housing prices in Madison because: 

Overall response trend Respondents 

These units drive up median price of rent in Madison and therefore set a new standard, 
increasing price ceiling and allowing for other buildings/landlords to raise their rent 34 

Allows for new, pricey businesses to pop up (citing that luxury buildings are more 
luxurious when they are surrounded by nice, expensive, and luxurious businesses). 4 

The student rental market is small and so when prices rises in a compact geographic 
area, so do prices of nearby housing alternatives 4 

They are new and appealing to the market 3 
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Raises overall student housing competition, allowing for prices hikes elsewhere 2 

Once these units sell out, rent prices can increase elsewhere to play to that consumer 1 

No, luxury apartment buildings such as the Hub, the James and Lucky do not have an effect on 

overall student housing prices in Madison because: 

Overall response trend Respondents 

While median price may increase, rent market remains stagnant by the presence of 
lower housing prices elsewhere 6 

Price is stagnant because demand for luxurious buildings are met 4 

Rental market knows that luxurious places are not worth it 1 

These buildings are only expensive because they are new, long term rental market 
will remain the same 1 

4 responses were either inconclusive or the respondent was unsure of the effect of luxury housing 

on the rental market. 

Question 15: What are the impacts of luxury high-rise apartment buildings such as the Hub, the 
James, and Lucky and their businesses on students? 

1. They loop young students into their leases because of their useless amenities which reflect 

wealth (hot tubs, pools, game rooms, etc.) and they make normal housing situations look 

cheap---I'm going to be honest I think it's dumb to live in a luxury apartment in college (I 

would think of this being a period of time where most people are paying their own rent and 

living expenses for the first time in their life) and they need to learn budgeting, frugality, but 

of course some people in this university never have to worry about money or have their rent 

paid for so their fine living in luxury, but I think places like these demolish any of the sense of 

unity that's supposed to be felt in an economically diverse place such as college--it separates 

students into those who can live in a high priced luxury spot and those who cannot. 

2. I think it is harmful because it provides a way for students who are wealthy and have their 

parents pay for everything to only interact with people that are in similar situation, I think it 

also shows other apartment complexes that they can charge high prices and get away with it 

because the demand is so high for buildings in that area of campus and they know that no 

matter what they charge the apartments will get filled every year. 
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3. It probably costs the parents of occupants a lot more money. Students who rent from other 

places in town have to deal with rising rent as well as rising tuition. A high cost of living may 

mean taking out more student loans or it may mean students may opt to enroll in universities 

or schools that are less expensive. High-cost of living could also mean that students don't finish 

out a degree program due to affordability. 

4. They probably positively impact local businesses because they bring in clientele with a higher 

wage than students who contribute more to the economy. However, students need affordable 

housing and should not be subjected to live in houses that are not maintained with absent 

landlords. Students may need to start living further from campus to afford rent. 

5. They separate students and make some students feel more or less worthy based on if they can 

afford the Hub or have to live in a house. They give preferential access to gyms, pools and 

other relaxing amenities that most students have no access to. Overall, they create a divide and 

hierarchy in the student body and create stereotypes. 

6. May increase tension between friends/students/roommates that can afford to live there and the 

people that can't. Makes income inequality more obvious when someone is able to pay double 

your rent for their own apartment hot tub. 

7. They put into perspective which students come from wealthy families and which don't, so 

mostly psychological. Even though the student body has a shared identity over our school, we 

are still divided by class differences. 

8. It gives the campus a more modern feel, but can lead to superiority complex among students 

who are able to live in luxury apartments, becomes a very segregated community (ex: most of 

greek life lives in the hub). 

9. Well, for the students living in those apartments, probably none. I say this because their parents 

are probably paying for it. For everyone else, it's a slow increase in rent across the campus 

area. 

10. They are an opportunity for the rich students to use their wealth to have fancier living 

conditions with a recognizable name and identity, which is what rich people typically desire. 

11. I think they force a lot of students to live together and not only financially hurt students, but 

also create hotspots for parties, which with covid and everything is not good. 

12. I think these places price gouge students because they know that students don't have a large 

say in pricing. The people living at Hub/James typically don't care about pricing. 
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13. They attract chains to open up in the neighborhood because these larger corporations have a 

much easier time paying more expensive rents than "mom and pop shops" do. 

14. All 3 are closer to the capital and other dense areas with bars and clubs and restaurants than 

any dorm. It can encourage students to spend more time partying. 

15. Displacement of small street-level businesses to build these properties (and later replaced by 

chain businesses) negatively impacts the student experience. 

16. They raise the rent prices for the surrounding buildings. Though the buildings look nice, they 

overcharge their renters and hurt the surrounding buildings. 

17. Nothing crazy I think in Madison. They offer up what is demanded, that's why they were built. 

There are plenty of other affordable options nearby campus. 

18. They drive away co-ops and other affordable, non-gentrified housing and ultimately destroy 

the neighborhood factor of Madison's neighborhoods. 

19. Just major targeting to students, emails and promotions. they are also in super good locations 

and limit the affordable places nearby. 

20. They contribute to an attitude of class and social status based on wealth, and probably raise 

housing costs for other areas. 

21. Not sure; I haven't thought much about them; i imagine they create exclusions that many 

students are not able to access. 

22. The buildings employ a lot of students so perhaps by having them that means that other 

businesses don't get workers. 

23. Gentrification, spatial marginalization of affordable housing, corresponding marginalization 

of poorer students. 

24. They provide housing for students who can afford it either on their own or from funding from 

relatives. 

25. Nothing to me. Maybe people just think they’re better than others cause their parents got 

money. 

26. It limits the availability of affordable housing for students who cannot afford luxury 

apartments. 

27. They create a separate housing stock so as to residentially segregate the student body by class. 

28. They create a social class system on campus that isn't inclusive to low income students. 

29. They make the cost of living in the area higher than would be if they weren't there. 
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30. Prices students out of certain areas and creates a class hierarchy among students. 

31. They feel elitist and increase the disparities between rich and poor students. 

32. Makes me make friends that live there so I can use the pool and weight room. 

33. It divides students into those who are affluent and those who are not. 

34. I feel like it is hard to find an apartment that is reasonably priced. 

35. More drive to be in the "nicest apartment" so willing to spend more. 

36. A class of elite and privileged kids who could and should do better. 

37. They're limiting communities who cannot afford it to stay away. 

38. For students who pay their own rent, it limits housing options. 

39. They attract a bunch of rich people that live there. 

40. Unsure, but they create a kind of hierarchical housing market. 

41. They allow more choices for students in their housing search. 

42. Makes housing unaffordable to students, also a status thing. 

43. They make students sad because they’re full of snobby kids. 

44. That stupid pole place under the james, salads up blahh. 

45. The increase in rent in other apartment buildings. 

46. Definitely creates a certain stereotype in Madison. 

47. Fun to be near friends, aesthetic, hot tubs, gyms. 

48. Raise other prices after their units sell out. 

49. Provide lots of apartment locations downtown. 

50. Takes away the authenticity of Madison. 

51. Makes housing overall more expensive. 

52. More density so it might be good. 

53. Cost way more than they're worth. 

54. Not sure. Fun places to visit. 

55. Probably bad stuff 

56. Same as above 

57. Unsure 

3 Responses were “I don’t know” 

11 Respondents left the question blank 
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Question 15 Results: 

Overall response trend Respondents 

Creates student hierarchy and division of the student body 
(classism/gentrification/wealth segregation) 

24 

Increases cost of living in madison/limits housing opportunities 7 

Costs parents of wealthy students much more money 6 

Takes advantage of young, impressionable college students 5 

No change 4 

Eliminates mom & pop shop appeal and authenticity of Madison 3 

Brings in wealthy students, therefore stimulating the local economy 3 

Inconclusive 8 

 

Strengths and Weaknesses of Survey Data Analysis: 

In order to group response trends of open-ended response questions, one must simplify the 

responses and place them in “boxes”. To do so may alter the intent of the respondent’s response. 

Additionally, there is potential for mislabeling/misinterpreting the correct trend “box” to place a 

response in. However, without generalizing responses into categorical trends, analysis of the data 

would be far too cumbersome as nearly all responses were different from one another (as seen 

above). 

Section B - COSTAR Analysis 

For the quantitative component of this assignment, we used the CoStar database to analyze 

multi-family properties in Madison’s student housing market. Whereas other UW-system schools 

largely populate their local communities, such as UW-Whitewater and UW-Stout, UW-Madison 

is located in the state’s second largest city. Therefore, in order to capture as much of the student 

housing market as possible, we narrowed our scope by incorporating a 2.5-mile radius from 
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Bascom Hall, otherwise (and also known as) the quad of the UW-Madison’s campus. After setting 

our boundary, we then separated the buildings by class, whereby Class A refers to the highest 

quality, Class B are the slightly older but still desirable properties for either location or quality, 

and Class C are the oldest, typically more than 20 years old, and located in less appealing or farther 

neighborhoods. 

 After filtering out properties that we deemed unfit for students, were located beyond our 

scope or built before 1938, we were left with 109 properties. Of these 109 properties, we found 

that 23 were Class A, 33 were Class B and 52 were Class C. While we anticipated Madison’s 

student housing market would have a greater number of Class C buildings, as students generally 

want to live in more affordable housing, we noticed that the majority of the housing within this 

category were studios and 1-bedroom apartments (as shown in figure 12). Although “reasonably” 

priced in relation to Madison’s student housing market as a whole, this overwhelming number of 

studios and 1-bedroom apartments could be the result of historical preferences. Primarily built in 

the 1960’s and 1970’s, developers of that era catered to a different type of student. While some 

had partners and even children, students 50 years ago paid significantly less tuition and had more 

flexibility/funds to invest in their housing. Therefore, while demand for these housing units still 

exists today, they are typically rented by students of middle to upper-middle class as some reach a 

price point higher than a single room in 2-5 bedroom apartments in both Class A and B buildings.  

 Unlike our predictions, we found that Class B buildings had the most options (as shown in 

figure 7). Built between the 90’s, 00’s and all the way back to 1949, these are the buildings that 

were once the Class A of their time but have since been downgraded due to new development. 

They are located in what many students would define as “good areas” such as the Regent Street 

and Mifflin neighborhoods and either have proximity to campus or State Street. Although our 
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survey reveals that many of these properties lack luxurious and sometimes even sufficient 

amenities, our responses show that many are willing to trade these components in order to have 

more space, live within walking or biking distance to campus and reside with friends at a more 

affordable price.  

While UW-Madison has a fairly large market for Class B and C buildings, Class A is 

growing at the fastest pace. For example, we found that of the 23 Class A properties, all but 6 were 

built after 2010. Although this recent increase in luxurious housing may be contributable from the 

city’s growing number of young professionals, new development within the student housing 

market across the country has seen a shift in favor of class A design.  

Whereas developers could obtain a larger customer base by building more affordable 

housing options, many have capitalized off of what has “emerged in recent years as one of the 

most in demand asset classes in commercial real estate” (McFalls, 2019). They are going above 

and beyond with their incorporation of amenities such as cycling studios, in-unit hot tubs, and 

rooftop pools to attract and retain as many residents as possible. While these additions have proved 

successful and have been able to help many of these buildings reach either full or close to full 

occupancy, they also have spill-over effects to their neighboring properties. Buildings like LaVille, 

LaCiel and 420 West Gorham, both older and amenity deficient, now see full occupancy annually. 

Additionally, while the two lack both the quality and management of buildings like the Hub and 

the James, their rents aren’t too far behind and are actually among some of the highest rents in 

downtown Madison.  

Given the fact that older properties, like the two mentioned above, have the ability to attract 

both high occupancy and rents, it’s evident that it’s not only quality that drives high rent but 

location in downtown Madison. This most likely means that older and depreciated buildings in and 
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around state street will be up for redevelopment within the next few years, or whenever enough 

capital is raised to complete another phase of development (somewhat unpredictable due to 

COVID). While this has the potential to restore (retail) parts of State Street that had vacancies 

and/or high rates of turnover long before the pandemic, it also means displacement. Students 

looking for affordable housing will be pushed farther out, and competition over what are now Class 

C buildings will convert to Class B solely out of demand for location. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Class A Properties: 
 
Table 1. Class A Studio Data 
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 Table 2. Class A One Bedroom Data

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Table 3. Class A 2 Bedroom 
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 Table 4. Class A 3 Bedroom 

 

 

 

 
 
Table 5. Class A 4 Bedroom 
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 Table 6. Class A 5 Bedroom 

 
 

Class B Properties: 
 
 Table 7. Class B Studio 

 
 
 
 
 
Table 8. Class B One Bedroom 
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Table 9. Class B Two Bedroom 
 
Table 10. Class B Three Bedroom 



 

49 

 
Table 11. Class B Four Bedroom 

 
Table 12. Class B Five Bedroom 

 
 

 

 

 
 
 

Class C Properties: 

 
Table 13. Class C Studio 
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Table 14. Class C One Bedroom 
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 Table 15. Class C Two Bedroom 

 
 Table 16. Class C Three Bedroom 

 
 Table 17. Class C Four Bedroom 

 
 Table 18. Class C Five Bedroom 

 
Class A COSTAR Graphs 
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Fig. 1. Annual vs. Market Rent Growth Per Unit 

 
Fig. 2. Total Units By Bedroom     Fig. 3. Market Rent Growth 

Fig. 4. Change in Vacancy Rate                 Fig. 5. Market Asking Rent By Bedroom  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Class B COSTAR Graphs 
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Fig. 6. Annual vs. Market Rent Growth Per Unit 
 
Fig. 7. Total Units By Bedroom    Fig. 8. Market Rent Growth  

         
Fig. 9. Market Asking Rent By Bedroom   Fig. 10. Change in Vacancy Rate  

 
 
 
 
 

Class C Costar Graphs 
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Fig. 11. Annual vs. Market Rent Growth Per Unit 

Fig. 12. Total Units By Bedroom                    Fig. 13. Market Rent Growth  

Fig. 14. Change in Vacancy Rate             Fig. 15. Market Asking Rent By Bedroom  
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Section C - GIS Analysis 

To assess our research question about the correlation between monthly rent and distance 

from the center of the UW-Madison campus, we must first geocode the addresses of each of the 

rental properties in our study as well as Bascom Hall, the point we designated as our centroid. This 

point is located at 43.074731°N, 89.403306°W. As stated in the scope of our study, we chose to  

designate Bascom Hall as our centroid because it is home to the central administrative offices on 

campus, and is near many other instructional buildings on campus, such as Ingraham Hall, the 

Social Sciences building, and Van Vleck Hall, as well as Science Hall and the Humanities building 

at the bottom of Bascom Hill.  

Using the Near distance tool in ArcMap, we can calculate the distance between each rental 

property and the center of campus. Using the distance calculations for each rental property, we can 

produce a series of scatter plots displaying the relationship between distance and monthly rent for 

each number of bedrooms (studio, 1 bedroom, up to 4 bedrooms), with distance from the center of 
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campus placed at the x axis and monthly rent placed at the y axis. From these graphs, we can 

conclude that for studios, 1 bedroom, and 2 bedroom units, the plot points were largely scattered, 

showing almost no correlation between monthly rent and distance from the center of campus. The 

two graphs for 3 and 4 bedroom units, however, show a slight downward slope, with monthly rent 

slightly decreasing as one travels further from the center of campus. 

Using the ordinary least squares (OLS) regression model, we are able to run a regression 

analysis on our rent and distance data attempting to find a linear regression between monthly rent 

and distance from the center of campus, for each number of bedrooms (studio, 1 bedroom, up to 4 

bedrooms). After running the OLS regressions, we can analyze the R2 values for each of these 

regression models. According to these results, we can find that the R2 values for each number of 

bedrooms was very low for studios, 1-bedroom, and 2-bedroom units. The R2 values for 3- and 4-

bedroom units were meaningfully higher than the values for studios, 1- and 2-bedrooms, but not 

enough to show distance as the primary factor determining monthly rent. These results confirm 

the analysis from the initial graphs that shows very little correlation between distance and monthly 

rent for studios, 1-bedroom, and 2-bedroom units, and a weak correlation for 3- and 4-bedroom 

units. The regression model for 4-bedroom apartments holds the highest R2 value, with a value of 

0.1965, indicating that distance from the center of campus accounted for nearly 20% influence of 

the monthly rent for these properties. 1-bedroom apartments had the lowest R2 value, with a value 

of 0.0080, indicating that distance accounted for less than 1% of the influence of monthly rent for 

these properties. The low R2 values for each of these regression models shows that distance from 

the center of campus does not have a significant effect on the monthly rent of units in each rental 

property. Even accounting for 4-bedroom units having an R2 value of 0.1965, this is not high 



 

58 

enough to show that distance from the center of campus is the primary factor influencing the 

monthly rent for each of the properties. 

# of bedrooms Coefficient Intercept R2 

Studio 122.593652 811.054959 0.036099754 

1 -74.6685017 1172.277236 0.008045261 

2 -112.1955573 1880.422564 0.012123426 

3 -521.6953567 2933.149516 0.080345448 

4 -2011.710169 4301.923316 0.196461391 

 

In our series of rent vs. distance graphs, a band of overlap exists for each number of 

bedrooms, containing a mix of class A, B, and C units. This overlap proves that the rent for class 

A, B, and C buildings are not completely segregated. These bands of overlap can then be mapped 

separately, to observe any spatial clusters that might occur. For our 3-bedroom and 4-bedroom 

maps, we are able to find two weak clusters of predominantly class B buildings, one of which is 

located in the South Campus neighborhood, as defined by the city of Madison neighborhood map 

(City of Madison Department of Planning, Community & Economic Development, 2020), and 

another centered around the James luxury apartment building, located at the intersection of West 

Gorham Street, University Avenue, and North Bassett Street. Our 3- and 4-bedroom graphs also 

have weak clusters of points consisting largely of class B units 0.5 miles from the center of campus. 

This observation led to the hypothesis that certain buildings or clusters of buildings may affect the 

rent of surrounding properties, which we later attempted to analyze using various tools in ArcMap. 

After analyzing our results from the initial OLS regression models, we also attempted a 

number of tools in ArcMap to search for potential effects of the rent of class A properties on 

surrounding buildings. Using  the Spatial Autocorrelation tool in ArcMap (which uses the Morans 
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I model of spatial autocorrelation) on the residuals for our OLS regression models, we were able 

to find that these residuals were randomly distributed, indicating that the spatial pattern between 

monthly rent and distance from the center of campus was random and not statistically significant. 

When we tried the Ripley’s K-function for 3- and 4-bedrooms using the Multi-Distance Spatial 

Cluster Analysis tool in ArcMap, we were able to notice that the expected k-values for 3-bedrooms 

lay above the confidence envelope, and the expected k-values for 4-bedrooms skirting the upper 

bound of the confidence envelope. Furthermore, the slopes of the observed k-values were similar 

to the slopes of the  confidence envelopes, but not the slopes of the expected k-values. The slopes 

of the expected k-values for 3- and 4-bedroom units crossed the upper bounds of the confidence 

envelopes, and the slopes of the expected k-values. After further research, we found that the 

unusual slopes in the graphs were caused by the shape of the Madison isthmus from Lake Mendota 

and Lake Monona. The isthmus restricted the shape of our study area, providing more skewed 

results than if our study area was more uniform. Because of these inaccurate results from our 

Ripley’s K graphs, we could not use this function to observe the spatial distribution of monthly 

rent for each of the properties in our study. Ultimately, the tools we used for our spatial analysis 

failed to prove any relationship between the rent of any particular building and its surrounding 

buildings. This failure could be attributed to these tools analyzing each of our points globally 

instead of examining the local relationship of each of these points to the surrounding buildings like 

we had intended. Nevertheless, the results (or lack thereof) from the analysis using these tools are 

relevant to this study. 

 While conducting our analysis, we did not find much significant spatial correlation between 

monthly rent and the distance from the center of campus, suggesting distance was not a significant 

factor affecting rent in the student housing market. We hypothesized that there would be a negative 
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correlation between monthly rent and distance from the center of campus, with buildings closer to 

campus having a higher asking rent than buildings farther away from campus; however, our 

analysis showed little proof of this. Ultimately, we did not find significant evidence that buildings 

closer to campus were more expensive to rent than buildings farther away, except for a weak 

(almost 20%) negative correlation for 4-bedroom apartments. In addition to our regression 

analysis, we were also able to find some weak clusters of points on our graphs and our maps for 

3- and 4-bedroom apartments, denoting areas of similar rent clustered in two areas 0.5 miles from 

the center of campus. We believe these clusters had some significance because the rent for these 

properties may be affected by location, though not necessarily distance from campus. The results 

from further analysis of these clusters using various tools in ArcGIS proved to be inconclusive. 

Maps 

Fig. 16. Location of all rental properties 

 
Fig. 17. Monthly rent for studios 
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Fig. 18. Monthly rent for 1-bedrooms 

 
Fig. 19. Monthly rent for 2-bedrooms 
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Fig. 20. Monthly rent for 3-bedrooms 

 
Fig. 21. Monthly rent for 4-bedrooms 
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Fig. 22. Location of studios from $900-$1,100 

 
Fig. 23. Location of 1-bedrooms from $1,200-$1,500 
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Fig. 24. Location of 2-bedrooms from $1,500-$2,000 

 
Fig. 25. Location of 3-bedrooms from $2.000-$3,000 
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Fig. 26. Location of 4-bedrooms from $2,000-$4,000 
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Rent vs. Distance Graphs 

Fig. 27. Monthly rent vs. distance for studios 
 

 
 
Fig. 28. Monthly rent vs. distance for 1-bedrooms 
 

 
 
Fig. 29. Monthly rent vs. distance for 2-bedrooms 
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Fig. 30. Monthly rent vs. distance for 3-bedrooms 
 

 
 
Fig. 31. Monthly rent vs. distance for 4-bedrooms 
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Location and Distance Tables 

Class A: 

Address Class Latitude Longitude Dist. to center of campus (mi) 

2510-2560 University Ave A 43.07259 -89.429486 1.33324897 

212 N Bassett St A 43.07158 -89.392822 0.573004891 

201 S Bedford St A 43.06736 -89.389919 0.846511356 

902 Drake St A 43.06242 -89.401165 0.856226049 

313 N Frances St A 43.07242 -89.395848 0.409158546 

409 W Gorham St A 43.07357 -89.392917 0.531388542 

431 W Gorham St A 43.07332 -89.393274 0.516472801 

633 N Henry St A 43.07754 -89.393281 0.542988384 

309 W Johnson St A 43.07398 -89.390657 0.641840558 

1022 W Johnson St A 43.07246 -89.403642 0.156893774 

699 W Mifflin St A 43.06859 -89.394706 0.60692921 
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1 N Randall Ave A 43.06806 -89.408647 0.533804034 

1001 University Ave A 43.07292 -89.402786 0.12728345 

3326 University Ave A 43.07553 -89.444846 2.103075301 

27 N Webster St A 43.07699 -89.38289 1.044616247 

151 E Wilson St A 43.07353 -89.379778 1.193150356 

320 E Wilson St A 43.07483 -89.378406 1.259733229 

633 W Wilson St A 43.06597 -89.390345 0.89137141 

306 W Main St A 43.07166 -89.386596 0.871368571 

1033 High St A 43.05562 -89.399359 1.333626465 

727 Lorillard Ct A 43.065 -89.391037 0.913849011 

820 S Park St A 43.05871 -89.400725 1.113332027 

601 W Doty St A 43.06748 -89.390464 0.819874564 

 

 

 

 

Class B: 

Address Class Latitude Longitude Dist. to center of campus (mi) 

931 E Dayton St B 43.084367 -89.374006 1.624870897 

344 W Dayton St B 43.073537 -89.390826 0.636514228 

1020 Fahrenbrook Ct B 43.068936 -89.403347 0.399470592 

602 E Johnson St B 43.081299 -89.381229 1.205520856 

405 N Lake St B 43.073547 -89.397208 0.318784776 

515 N Lake St B 43.075393 -89.397058 0.319228177 

424 W Mifflin St B 43.071976 -89.390889 0.656048318 

20 N Orchard St B 43.068174 -89.407805 0.506295725 

33 S Bassett St B 43.069543 -89.389574 0.781235435 

620 N Carroll St B 43.078536 -89.391764 0.640328974 
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901 Drake St B 43.061776 -89.401549 0.898079293 

420 W Gorham St B 43.073904 -89.393506 0.498822422 

303 N Hamilton St B 43.079572 -89.38372 1.045776742 

641 Main St B 43.06643 -89.392634 0.786792329 

506 W Main St B 43.069282 -89.389735 0.782487733 

2715 Marshall Ct B 43.074675 -89.435746 1.641872915 

115 S Mills St B 43.065836 -89.403902 0.614203349 

1008 S Park St B 43.056743 -89.398861 1.261278867 

45 N Randall Ave B 43.069354 -89.408692 0.460225469 

536 State St B 43.075137 -89.39433 0.454804721 

2701 University Ave B 43.073159 -89.434328 1.573841219 

515 University Ave- LaCiel B 43.072834 -89.394972 0.441139433 

2116-2124 University Ave B 43.073068 -89.42284 0.995376959 

2355 University Ave B 43.071998 -89.4263 1.179000347 

2505 University Ave B 43.071944 -89.428697 1.299434647 

2553-2581 University Ave B 43.072167 -89.430533 1.389352553 

622 W Wilson St B 43.066251 -89.390377 0.877320538 

700 University Bay Dr B 43.074289 -89.433989 1.553253843 

2901 University Ave B 43.074682 -89.439336 1.82353675 

210 N Charter St B 43.07132 -89.40596 0.270738259 

1301 Spring St B 43.069376 -89.407692 0.430845889 

1001 W Dayton St B 43.070788 -89.402572 0.27411213 

1323 W Dayton St B 43.07075 -89.408475 0.379201723 

 

Class C: 

Address Class Latitude Longitude Dist. to center of campus (mi) 

315 S Paterson St C 43.07988 -89.369985 1.722984658 

30 S Broom St C 43.0705 -89.388175 0.818954117 
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738 E Dayton St C 43.08243 -89.377823 1.394691489 

417 W Dayton St C 43.07227 -89.391186 0.635990542 

454 W Dayton St C 43.072 -89.392633 0.571651447 

409 W Doty St C 43.0694 -89.387062 0.90024788 

126-128 S Franklin St C 43.07635 -89.377919 1.289214277 

143-145 W Gilman St C 43.07612 -89.391068 0.626487109 

16 E Gorham St C 43.07815 -89.387486 0.834385595 

29 N Hancock St C 43.07831 -89.381051 1.152752262 

121 S Hancock St C 43.07622 -89.378275 1.270544548 

134 E Johnson St C 43.0786 -89.385054 0.961351809 

152 E Johnson St C 43.07895 -89.384424 0.998719639 

640 E Johnson St C 43.08174 -89.380607 1.246189749 

502 E Main St C 43.07735 -89.378545 1.265716597 

518 W Main St C 43.06897 -89.390606 0.755366147 

1013 Milton St C 43.0661 -89.40316 0.595335277 

1019 Milton St C 43.0661 -89.403384 0.595446379 

419 N Pinckney St C 43.07886 -89.386973 0.874058444 

911-919 Spring St C 43.06904 -89.401696 0.400594241 

1308 Spring St C 43.06994 -89.407789 0.400990615 

404 E Wilson St C 43.07555 -89.377477 1.307961665 

147 W Wilson St C 43.07029 -89.383362 1.054300738 

512 W Wilson St C 43.06779 -89.388592 0.884850113 

523 W Wilson St C 43.06714 -89.388463 0.915089409 

526 W Wilson St C 43.0675 -89.388996 0.87876513 

415 Wisconsin Ave C 43.07816 -89.388013 0.809027653 

140-142 W Gorham St C 43.07598 -89.390564 0.650268021 

111 Bassett St C 43.07138 -89.391999 0.616552899 

218 S Bassett St C 43.06801 -89.388284 0.890108313 

402 W Dayton St C 43.07283 -89.39132 0.620170185 



 

72 

511 W Doty St C 43.06809 -89.388883 0.861351532 

514 W Doty St C 43.06844 -89.389483 0.822764099 

521 W Doty St C 43.0679 -89.389161 0.856761247 

525 W Doty St C 43.06777 -89.38934 0.854068482 

630 Frances St C 43.07677 -89.395661 0.411539131 

501 Henry St C 43.07652 -89.391667 0.601552969 

640 Henry St C 43.07758 -89.393933 0.513400832 

140 Iota Ct C 43.07798 -89.393135 0.56148832 

135 E Johnson St C 43.07839 -89.384474 0.985712666 

511 W Johnson St C 43.07171 -89.393804 0.523587341 

427-437 W Main St C 43.06948 -89.388721 0.821668198 

530 W Main St C 43.06881 -89.390829 0.751623904 

746 W Main St C 43.06571 -89.395762 0.730019689 

212 Marion St C 43.07138 -89.395069 0.476175073 

661 Mendota Ct C 43.07696 -89.396037 0.398694244 

434 W Mifflin St C 43.07166 -89.391334 0.641336284 

2130 University Ave C 43.07292 -89.423531 1.031280095 

2308 University Ave C 43.07264 -89.42671 1.193342394 

507 W Wilson St C 43.06743 -89.387865 0.92916289 

402 W Dayton St C 43.07283 -89.39132 0.620170185 

201 Langdon St C 43.07641 -89.392466 0.56038297 

45 N Orchard St C 43.06945 -89.406906 0.407104814 
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Conclusion: 

For our geography capstone project, we were particularly interested in researching the 

student housing market in Madison, WI. We wanted to determine how and to what extent location 

and amenities of student housing correlate with rent as well as whether or not other UW-Madison 

students perceived it affordable. While we originally thought that the high demand for close 

proximity to campus would correlate to higher rents, our detailed analysis of rental rates by 

property and GIS computations somewhat debunked this theory. We found that the correlation 

between price and location was only relevant in 4-bedroom apartments, but still only held an R2 

value of 0.1965, meaning that location accounted for 19.65% of the influence on monthly rent. 

The correlation for 3-bedrooms was weaker, with an R2 value of 0.0803, meaning an 8.03% 

correlation. This means that with more people involved in making a housing decision, location 

becomes a more important variable. Given all the aspects that go into making a housing decision, 

19.65% is a significant value, making up nearly one-fifth of the deciding factor. The rest of the R2 

values did not show any significance as the other analyzed bedroom units held a value of 0.0361 

or less. 

Since the city of Madison offers a variety of appealing neighborhoods and natural 

amenities, such as State Street, the Capitol Square, Lake Mendota, and Lake Monona, it would 

make sense why proximity to campus and higher rents isn’t perfectly correlated. However, this 

idea contrasts with our survey findings of student preferences, whereby 64.7% of respondents 

listed proximity to campus as very to extremely important in their housing decision.  

Furthermore, while many of these same respondents stated that housing affordability is 

either “very” or “extremely important”, market rents far exceed the price that students are willing 

to pay. For example, whereas the majority of students stated that they are only willing to pay within 
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the rent bracket of $500 - $749, an off-campus bedroom in Madison costs an average of $938.23. 

As a consequence, many UW-Madison students are forced to make compromises in their overall 

housing preferences when making a housing decision. Students' responses additionally tended to 

be concerned with maximizing the value of their housing decision by bridging the gap between 

price and living preferences. This in turn led many respondents to state that luxury apartments are 

not with the cost for the compromises that students would need to make in order to afford luxury 

buildings. 

Finally, while our group concluded that location and vicinity to campus did not have an 

overall effect on rent pricing of housing, our data analysis indicated that it did for those located 

within close proximity to luxury buildings. Although generally the case for most Class A and their 

neighboring Class B or C buildings, we suspect that the Hub and The James in particular have 

spill-over effects to LaVille, LaCiel, and 420 West Gorham. Despite being both older and amenity 

deficient buildings, since the rise of their luxury neighbors, they now see full occupancy on an 

annual basis. Additionally, although they lack the quality and management typically required from 

Class A and (nicer Class) B buildings, their rents aren’t too far behind their luxurious neighbors 

and are actually among some of the highest rents in downtown Madison. We also found that this 

spill-over effect aligns with our survey finding of students' opinions of luxury buildings. Many 

students cited that these units [luxury buildings] drive up median price of rent in Madison and 

therefore set a new living standard, increasing the price ceiling and allowing for other 

buildings/landlords to raise their rent, or moreover that luxury buildings are only luxurious when 

they are surrounded by nice, expensive, and luxurious businesses. 
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Discussion and Future Research: 

Over the course of our research, we realized that our original survey was not completely 

satisfactory. Three of our questions incorporated the Likert scale (questions 8-10), which had two 

answers that our professor suggested we reword. He recommended that we change “A little 

important” and “Somewhat important” to “Slightly important” and “Moderately important” 

respectively. However, due to time constraints, we did not have the opportunity to edit our 

questions and redistribute the survey. We are unsure whether these changes would have 

significantly affected how students perceive these questions; however, we cannot automatically 

rule out any effect rewording of these answer options might have on our survey results. To test out 

this hypothesis, we could publish two different versions of the survey, and perform a chi-square 

test to observe any potential effect on our findings.  

Another change that was discussed, but ultimately not included in our survey, was a 

reference map showing the approximate locations of the neighborhoods we listed for question 7: 

“Which neighborhoods(s) would you prefer to live in?” The reason we excluded this was because 

we conducted our survey using Google Forms rather than Qualtrics. Whereas google forms 

provides basic questions and answers and a few graphs, the Qualtrics platform contains additional 

features that researchers can use for submitting questions and analyzing data compared to Google 

Forms, such as a Matrix Table for combining similar questions with the same set of answer options, 

a Slider allowing respondents to select their answer on a sliding scale, as well as the Heat Map 

type of question which allows respondents to select any location from an image (Qualtrics, 2020). 

We did not realize the additional functionality of the survey questions made available through 

Qualtrics until after submitting the survey. If we submitted the survey using Qualtrics, we could’ve 

included a Heat Map question containing a blank map of our study area that allowed students to 
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select the specific location or locations they would prefer to live. Had we submitted our survey 

using Qualtrics and used a Heat Map type question to ask about students’ preferred locations, we 

would not need to list separate choices for neighborhoods. However, we could have still included 

a map similar to the one shown below (page 76) to ask about students’ preferred locations and 

added these updated locations to a new list instead of producing a heat map. 

Furthermore, when we drafted the answers for question 7, we did not consider all of the 

potential neighborhoods students desire. For example, we unintentionally omitted the area around 

Breese Terrace, a popular student neighborhood just west of Camp Randall Stadium. In addition 

to neglecting certain areas, we also named our neighborhoods rather poorly. This includes several 

areas, such as “James Madison Park” and “Regent St/South Campus”, but the most notable 

location was “University Ave”. While we envisioned this location to be the portion of University 

Avenue in Madison parallel to Campus Drive, between Engineering Hall and the UW Hospital, 

this portion of University Avenue is also called “Old University Avenue”. It’s possible that many 

students could have interpreted this answer differently, and thought we were referring to the 

portion of University Avenue on campus and further east until it turns into West Gorham Street.  

In addition to University Ave, “Regent St/South Campus” could’ve been shortened to 

“South Campus”, as the South Campus neighborhood is bounded by Regent Street to the south, 

instead of being centered around this street. The “James Madison Park” location also includes the 

Mansion Hill neighborhood, so the location could be renamed “Mansion Hill/James Madison 

Park” to reflect this. The “Capitol” neighborhood is vague; there is no commonly defined “Capitol” 

neighborhood, either among students or by the city of Madison. 
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To avoid confusion about the names of these locations, we would like to clarify that our 

location definitions were not reflective of what is formally used by the official Madison 

neighborhood map. We reasoned our nontraditional descriptions to better relate to students. For 

example, the city of Madison defines a “State-Langdon” neighborhood which includes both the 

western portion of State Street as well as Langdon Street as one entity. However, students at UW 

identify them separately. Langdon Street is popularly known for Greek life and State Street is a 

central shopping district of Madison and the location of the Hub, the Statesider, and the Towers 

on State apartment buildings.  

As for our future GIS analysis, we may look into other spatial factors affecting the asking 

rent, such as proximity to the Wisconsin State Capitol, distance from Lake Mendota and Lake 

Monona, or distance from buildings of different classes. As we noted in our GIS analysis results, 

we were unable to accurately assess the relationship between monthly rent and the distance from 

center of campus using Ripley's K-function, due to the shape of our study area significantly 
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affecting the shape of our graphs. We also found that in order to analyze the local relationship of 

the average rent for each apartment building to buildings surrounding them, we would need to use 

the Colocation Analysis tool in ArcGIS Pro, which was not available to us as students. This tool 

would allow us to define the K-nearest neighbors function in order to observe how luxury 

apartment buildings (the class A buildings we obtained from our CoStar analysis) affect the rent 

of nearby class B and C buildings. 

Another important note is that the CoStar database overlooks smaller/individual residential 

properties. Although it was helpful to analyze apartment complexes (which a large population of 

students prefer), we failed to account for the thousands of students who live in duplexes, flats, and 

houses. If we had conducted research on an additional database to account for these types of 

housing, we would have been able to conduct a more complete analysis of the student rental 

market. 

Zoning may also be a significant factor affecting rent. The City of Madison’s Capitol View 

Preservation Ordinance (established in 1966) prohibits any future building within a mile of the 

state Capitol from exceeding “the height of the base of columns beneath the dome, roughly 180 

feet high” (Ivey, 2014). Although the ordinance was instituted to preserve visibility of the state’s 

Capitol building, the city council members at the time failed to account for future growth and 

restricted the maximum height in which developers can build. Therefore, not only did the 

ordinance limit development, but the potential for more affordable housing in Madison as well.  

Whereas this ordinance impacts many low-income residents, it disproportionately affects 

students. Both concentrated and predominantly located at the edges of campus, student housing 

may not currently have enough supply to meet the demand. While a few property developers have 

stepped in to construct more housing near campus, the majority of their proposals are for Class A 
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development. Therefore, it might come down to persuasion of the city council to eliminate or 

lessen the restrictions of the zoning obstacle in order to protect and create more affordable housing 

for both students and the city. 
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