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REPORT OF THE PARKING & TRANSPORTATION ADVISORY BOA RD

History

The Parking & Transportation Advisory Board (PTABas established in May 1995 by Vice
Chancellor for Administration and Finance, Paulé&dg obtain broad-based input from the
campus community regarding parking and transportaisues. Prior to PTAB, there existed a
Parking Advisory Committee which last met in thedr8D's when the current parking program
was developed. Given the previous lack of meaningput from users into the UMass parking
and transportation system there was an obvious feeedconcentrated review of the system and
recurring operational problems. Two facilities diion studies also identify $3.5 million in
deferred maintenance for surface lots and the CarGamage - the December, 19B4yking
System Improvement Plan Phase | Repntl the April, 1996Condition Survey of the Campus
Parking Garage at the University of Massachuseftbese reports, as well as budget problems
and aging facilities, also provided the generahstus for a comprehensive review and
assessment of parking and transportation policidgiaancial models.

Introduction

The University of Massachusetts Amherst ParkinyiSes Department is a self-sustaining
business unit which is operated through fee revemyestate statute, revenues from parking
fines are utilized to support student scholarshifise operating costs of the system are currently
exceeding revenue, declining cash balances arg bsed to correct year-end deficits, and no
contributions have been made for the last threesytedacilities renewal and replacements
despite a deferred maintenance liability in exa#s§3.5 million. With few minor exceptions for
parking meter and garage hourly fees, there hage be parking fee increases since the fall of
1987, despite steadily increasing costs and agiaigities.

With these conditions in mind, it was clear thataalysis of the Parking Services financial
structure was essential, but it also seemed apptedo comprehensively review existing
parking and transportation policies, regulatiomg] averall systems from an operational, mid-
term, long-term, and planning perspective. Thé&iRgrand Transportation Advisory Board
(PTAB) was formed to acquire the broadest possiblemunity input and perspective regarding
these issues.
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Charge

The PTAB serves in an advisory capacity to the \Gbancellor for Administration and Finance
by reviewing, evaluating, and recommending polie@ed proposals related to parking and
transportation on the Amherst Campus. A major $amithe Board has been to provide a
University-wide perspective regarding parking arahsportation related policies and issues in a
manner that supports the University’s mission. Bbard first met on October 20, 1995, and has
met regularly on a bi-weekly basis ever since.

Function

1. Review, evaluate, and recommend major changes to
* parking rules and regulations
allocation of parking resources
parking and transit fees and rate structures
transit policies related to the no-fare bus syste
lift-equipped vans/handicap transportation system
field trip services within the parameters of stahd federal regulations

* % %k X X

2. Review, evaluate, and recommend priorities for:
* the renovation and construction of parking arahsit facilities, including surface
lots and parking structures.

Membership

one faculty member at large selected by the Fa&snate

* one faculty member from the Campus Physical Rlep@ommittee selected by the
Faculty Senate

* Oneundergraduate studergelected by the Student Government Association

* one graduate student selected by the GraduatkeBSti$enate

* one representative selected by each of the fatigwargaining units: AFSCME, GEO,
IBPO, MSP, SEIU, USA/MTA

* one staff person appointed by the Departmentubiie Safety

* one non-unit classified staff person selectedh®yVice Chancellor for Administration
and Finance

* one non-unit professional staff person selectgthle Vice Chancellor for

Administration and Finance

the University ADA Compliance Officer

the Parking Services Manager

the Transit Services Manager

the Associate Vice Chancellor for Physical Plangni

* ok ok *
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the Director of Campus Services

the Director of Facilities Planning

the Director of Physical Plant

the Associate Vice Chancellor for Facilities @ddmpus Services (Chair)

* ok ok *

The current membership is listed in AttachmentPATAB Membership List.

General Operating Guidelines

1. Major parking changes may be subject to approydhe University of Massachusetts
Board of Trustees and discussion with various cangaunmittees and collective
bargaining units.

2. Major policy changes related to Transit Servioey be subject to approval by the Pioneer
Valley Transit Authority (PVTA).

3. Consensus was the preferred method for reacgreement, but if this was not possible,
then a majority vote was used providing a quorurb@® of members) was present. The
Chair did not vote except in the case of a tie.

4.  Due to the educational process involved forBbard, substitute members were
discouraged. If a Board member found it imposdiblserve, then a permanent
replacement was sought.

Issue Identification

The initial meetings were focused on informing Buard about the existing parking and
transportation systems, as well as the Campus MRks, with the intention of providing a
broad and thorough background to the membershiyg Board also heard a presentation from
the Faculty Senate Ad Hoc Committee on Parkinger&he presentations, the Board entered
into lengthy discussions, essentially brainstornpagking and transportation issues and their
priority to the campus. Several issues were ifiedtin early “retreat” type meetings which set
the stage for the Board'’s collective and primargum

After several meetings, the PTAB established ttogiics for discussion and review. In priority
order, they were:

Parking Lot System

Parking Revenue Uses

Parking Revenue Sources

Transit Revenue Sources and Philosophy
Facilities Access

Parking Enforcement

oOuhrwWNE
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7. Pedestrian/Vehicle Control

8. Lot/Garage Repair and Replacement (R&R)
9. Intra-Campus Transportation

10. Campus Egress

Guiding Principles

The PTAB then focused its attention on creatingtagprinciples which would be used to guide
their discussions on campus parking and transpamtaystems and potential changes. Many
ideas were considered, added, eliminated, anddeehd the discussions were extensive and
lively. The following guiding principles were adepl for use in planning, reviewing, and
operating the parking and transportation systenuVédss Amherst:

GUIDING PRINCIPLES

The parking and transportation systems of UMass &stlshould:

Support the mission of the University.

Meet the parking and transportation needs of tiieecUniversity
community and visitors.

Be clear and simple.

Be fair and reasonable.

Be safe.

Be ADA accessible.

Provide for consistent enforcement.

Be visitor and user friendly.

Address impact on the environment and surrounding
communities.

Encourage use of alternative forms of transpanati

Be fiscally and administratively responsible.
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Findings

Parking Lot System

After the Guiding Principles were approved, disaus®egan about the current parking system
and included several days of discussion aboutréifitetypes of parking systems used on other
campuses and the applicability of different systéothie UMASS setting. Discussion for the
first seven months focused on parking lot systesuds, not financial issues. Essentially, the
Board determined that the current system (resdotejflwas preferred over other systems. The
five-tier color designation system was maintainesd, Red lots for faculty and staff, Blue lots

for faculty, staff, and graduate assistants, Gletsfor faculty, staff, graduate students and non-
resident students, and Purple and Yellow lots fiyr @mmunity member.

a. Lot Designations

Further discussions then focused around the spéaifi that the PTAB determined to be
problem areas. From these discussions, the PTé@mamended that Lot 40 change

from a “BLUE” (faculty/staff, graduate assistani#)to a “RED” (faculty/staff) lot. This
change is recommended because Lot 40 was insid&athpus core and because it serves
the same population as nearby Lot 64 which haktigest and slowest moving wait list
in the parking system. The current designatiorLfir40 has graduate students with
access to more convenient parking than more permaneployees who work in the core
of campus and was inconsistent within the syst@thgraduate assistants currently in

Lot 40 would be “grandfathered.” It is also recoended that graduate assistants on the
Lot 40 wait list also be accommodated by movingrthie other lot wait lists for which

they are eligible in the same date and order thengwn the Lot 40 wait list. This wait

list procedure is consistent with a similar chatigeBoard recommended for Lot 43.

This lot was changed from a “GREEN?” (faculty/staffaduate students, and non-resident
students) to a “RED” (faculty/staff) lot for Fal926 as part of the parking changes
necessitated by the North Area construction amutdserve core parking for employees
working in the North section of campus.

b. Fee Structure

Considerable discussion centered around the exifgmstructure for parking permits.
This discussion focused on the fee structure omtlydad not deal with actual fee
changes. Early on, it was determined that it veasonable to allocate fees based on the
five-tier reserved lot system. The current pricgtigicture has no rational basis and was
not modified as the campus grew. Why do Red ktge in price from $35 to $100 per
year? If alotis Red, it is generally adjacentampus buildings; if it is Red, it is
generally proximate to an employee’s work locatidtter a significant period of
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discussion, the argument was made that everyonddspay for the relative convenience
of their parking. The recommendation was then ntaddange lot pricing so that same
tiered (same color) lots would be identically pdagith all Red lots at the same price,
Blue lots at the same price, etc.. Users can roa&ies regarding convenience and
price over time. This recommendation was initiallgde as a system change; the
financial impact was discussed at a later date.

c. No Fee Parking

Another discussion about the parking system revbareund who pays for parking on
campus. After review of the current “no fee” useeveral changes were recommended.
It was recommended that the Five College Stafftard_earning in Retirement Programs
continue to be provided with reciprocal parkingnatcost. However, it was
recommended that one department, the Faculty Gribssessed for parking of vehicles
it brings to the Campus that do not otherwise p&y the parking system. The lack of
contribution by the Faculty Club was inconsisterthwther assessed operations on
campus. The Faculty Club would also be charged@dnted fee for the validated
parking permits it issues.

d. Loading Zones

The “loading zone with flasher program,” currerglypporting the West side of campus,
was recommended for expansion to the East sidampuas. This program provides 15
minute loading zones (with flashers on) and versgovice spaces for each building.
Even though this program eliminates a few “redulairspaces, the benefits were
considered to outweigh the loss of spaces in the wbere efficiency and practicality of
deliveries and service were determined to be aipyioThe loading zones offer legal
parking to anyone for 15 minutes near virtuallyrgvauilding on campus. This would
give faculty, staff, students, and visitors the apynity to find a very short-term parking
space and discourages violators in reserved Tdte. PTAB endorsed this change after
evaluating the success of the program currentptane on the West side of campus.
Stricter enforcement of the 15 minute time peri@bwalso encouraged by the Board.

e. Emeritus Program

The Emeritus Parking Program was also reviewede HRAB recommended thahy
retired employee be allowed to park in the uppeelkeof the garage and exit “free” by
showing their retired staff ID card and by signthg back of their garage entrance ticket.
Additionally, any retired employee whose departniezsgd documents that they are
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providing direct services to the University be aléml to renew their existing permit at no
charge. Other retired employees who are no lopgmnding such service to the
University may also choose to continue to pay fat getain their existing lot permits.

In recent years, “Emeritus” status and subsequetkinmy privileges have been extended
to ALL retired faculty and professional staff. Teere now 300+ Emeritus permits in
the system with additional permits being addediooously as a direct result of the
retirement incentive program. The current progiaimecoming increasingly intrusive to
the reserved lot system. With 300+ mobile-typepts, the parking system is unable to
provide reliable service to daily parkers suchrapleyees and commuting students.
Subscription rates (i.e., the number of permitges3 for reserved lots must be lower to
accommodate possible Emeritus parkers. This @htleempty spaces most of the time
and sharp criticism from those regular users whalavbke access to proximal lots.
Overall, this growing “mobile” component of the 83® contributes to inconsistent and
unpredictable parking space availability for thed® pay and use the reserved lot on a
daily basis, regardless of subscription rateghdfsubscription rate is not lowered,
paying, full-time users can find themselves withawspace, sometimes park illegally
(e.q., fire lanes, grass, etc.) and are ticketedoacasionally towed. The clear sentiment
of the PTAB is to assure paying users access toréserved lots, especially if fees are
to increase. To partially mitigate the impactlotchange, the recommendation also
provides core campus parking options to our growatged population.

Il. Parking Revenue Uses

Parking Services is a self-sustaining, revenue¢basst fund with no other source of income
other than revenue from fees, assessments, parietgys and the Campus Garage. Revenue
from fees includes employee and student permigrved-space garage permits, temporary
permits, mobile permits, and vendor permits. Assests are paid by some departments whose
programs utilize parking facilities. Currently,pdgtments that pay assessments include:
Athletics, Mullins Center, Fine Arts Center, Comfiece Services, Continuing Education, and the
Campus Center Hotel. To achieve consistency, aass@ssment for the Faculty Club was
recommended by PTAB.

Following are charts representing the summariee@®PTAB funding model and revenue needs
by category:
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PARKING FUNDING MODEL SUMMARY
Current Revenue | Additional Revenue Needed Total Revenue
FY98 $1,081,067 $409,119 $1,490,186
FY99 $839,883 $1,920,950

Please refer to Attachment-ECurrent Parking Operations Revenue and Expenses.

ADDITIONAL REVENUE NEEDED BY CATEGORY FY98 FY99
Operations $59,433 $87,316
Renewal and Replacement 0 $388,400
“Catch Up” Deferred Maintenance $291,705 $357,677
Cash Balance Restoration $57,981 $6,490

TOTAL $409,119 $839,883

Please refer to Attachment-CParking Operations Revenue and Expense Model.

The Board had many hours of discussion regardimantial issues that began by reviewing the
operating budget and the revenue and expenseyhistdParking and Transit Services. These
discussions resulted in recommendations to contisu@in practices and implement several

new practices.

a. Deferred Maintenance

The parking facilities (i.e., surface lots and ggehave been neglected for many years
and are crumbling. During this same period, femghremained essentially unchanged.
After significant review of professional consultatidies of UMASS parking facilities,
the PTAB unanimously recommended additional fundargleferred maintenance costs
and renewal and replacement (R&R) needs. Neafty 80the proposed fee increase is
targeted toward the UMass Amherst’'s crumbling pagknfrastructure. This funding is
critical to keep pace with aging and deterioratemwell as the backlog of deferred
maintenance. This change represents the Boaml'sriority issue. Please refer to
Attachment D - Parking Services Plant Fund Needs - Surface antsGarage
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b. Revenue Redistribution to Transit

Parking Services has redistributed $401,610 ofmegen an annual basis to Transit
Services since FY86. This contribution represdémantegration of the parking and
transportation systems and is part of the Uniwgssdannual investment in Transit
Services. The revenue redistribution is usedfiattie services for permit holders and
general transportation for the campus communityg.irdegrated parking and
transportation system promotes a pedestrian caagpu®ll as a park and ride
commuting system. The continuation of this revetmaesfer was endorsed by PTAB
and additional funding was recommended to enhdreedampus shuttle service. This
additional shuttle enhancement is an essentialeziem providing timely service to
those who chose, because of price or personalnsasopark in perimeter campus lots
and bus to their desired destination on campusaselrefer to Attachment-Hransit
Shuttle Service

c. Parking Ticket Fines

Parking ticket fine money collected by Parking $=% has historically (by statute) been
directed to the Parking Scholarship Account andiadtered by Academic Support
Services. The Board voted to continue this practicit plans to review the parking
ticket process and fine structure when it revieasking Enforcement.

d. Gated Lots

In our current general parking system, no gatesidaist. The Board recommended the
exploration of gated reserved lots using acces$saam a test basis. Not all lots lend
themselves to gating, but those lots that can tedgaould potentially eliminate reserved
lot violators and allow reallocation of enforcemefforts.

e. Cash Balance

Parking Services revenue (income) is not colleetahlly on a month to month basis.
Due to the academic calendar of the Universitytaremployee preference for payroll
deduction, the actual monthly income varies widéljne PTAB recommended that a
financially responsible minimum cash balance beldisthed and maintained for the
Parking Services operating budget. This cash balanapproximately equal to four
months of salary expense. The cash balance hasulsed to cover operational deficits
and has eroded over time due, in part, to lackfekancreases since the fall of 1987.



PTAB REPORT -- November 1996 PAGE 10

lll. Parking Revenue Sources

After reviewing the revenue needs, the Board beljsgussion of how to generate the additional
revenue needed to satisfy the operational, renamcteplacement, and deferred maintenance
budget shortfalls. During this discussion, mangrapches were evaluated. At the conclusion
of the discussions, the Board unanimously apprevise increase across all four parking
revenue sources - permit fees (including temporanhile, and vendor permits), departmental
assessments, garage rates, and parking meter rates.

The next page contains a pie chart representingaheus sources of parking revenue.



PAGE 11

PTAB REPORT -- November 1996

"0}8 ‘SiuLIad aliqolN "dwal (% 1'9})

siajeN (%6'¢1)

{056'026'L$ Slenb3 anuanay [ejo

spuuad seinbay (%9 |v)

/ sjuswssassy (%6'€)

abeieo (%9'€7)

anuanay bBunjied Jo se2inog




PTAB REPORT -- November 1996 PAGE 12

a. Permit Fees

In the PTAB model, revenue from permits and resgpagking in the Campus Garage
would make up approximately 41.6% of Parking Sewitotal current revenue in FY99.
The recommended increases in parking permit fekg@nerate the same relative
percentage of the revenue needed in future opgratidgets and was also a similar
percentage in the past. The remaining revenuebeilllocated proportionately in each
category. The specific permit fee increases anadan Attachment FParking and
Garage Operations Fee Increases FY 1998 and FY.1999

Temporary permits are issued to employees, studésitors, and vendors who have a
reasonable need for such a permit (e.g., primanjciesis being repaired). Temporaries
are also purchased by departments for their gaestwisitors. Under this proposal,
temporary parking permit fees would increase prigoately with lot permit increases,
as shown in the following table.

TEMPORARY PARKING PROPOSED INCREASES
Permit Type Current FY98 FY99

one lot all lots one lot all lots one lot all lots
Daily $2 $3 $3 $5 $4 $7
Weekly $8 $15 $12 $25 $16 $35
Monthly $25 $60 $40 $100 $50 $140

b. Departmental Assessments

Assessments are paid by a number of departmenpaifking facilities based on the
usage their programs generate after hours and ekends for vehicles which do not
otherwise pay for parking in lots, at meters, othiea Garage. The assessment rates are
subject to change if the departments usage, kgt sales, program activity, etc.,
changes. The proposed increases in assessmesti@med in Attachment &

FY 1999 Parking Operations Assessment Model.
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c. Campus Parking Garage Proposed Rate Increases

The following represents a proposed increase ikipgugarage rates that is proportional
to all other revenue categories and is consistéhtAymherst market value.

Current $.70 per hour $7.00 per day

$.60 per hour/prepay $2.50 per day - Hotel (multiple exits)
$3.75 (one day/one exit) - NSP
$6.00 (two day/one exit) - NSP

FY98 $.90 per hour $9.00 per day (one exit)

$.60 per hour/prepay $3.25 per day - Hotel (multiple exits)
$4.85 (one day/one exit) - NSP
$7.75 (two day/one exit ) - NSP

FY99 $.90 per hour $9.00 per day (one exit)

$.60 per hour/prepay $3.25 per day - Hotel

$4.85 (one day/one exit) - NSP
$7.75 (two day/one exit) - NSP

NSP = New Students Program

d. Meter Parking Proposed Rate Increases

The following represents a proposed increase irinmates that is proportional to all
other revenue categories and is consistent with&sthmarket value.

METER PARKING PROPOSED INCREASES

Current $.60 per hour

FY98 $.75 per hour

FY99 $.75 per hour

The PTAB recommended that fee increases be implemiémtwo phases. During Phase One in
FY98, parking permit fees and department assesdeenvill be adjusted to reflect 50% of the
total increase. In Phase Two for FY99 the rat@ssaagain to the full amount. Garage and
meter rates are increased the whole amount in FYt98.anticipated that beginning in FY 2000,
Parking Services will need to increase revenuevarege of approximately 2% per year to
maintain the necessary funding for these servimgisthis does not include funding for long-term
investments such as new construction of lots dkipgrdecks. Please refer to Attachment F
Parking and Garage Operations Fee Increases FY2BFR0Q9for the recommended fee
structure.
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IV. Recommended Policy Changes

Over the last year, the PTAB’s primary focus hasnben two issues -- reviewing the parking lot
system and assessing the financial condition oP#mking Services revenue operation. In the
course of discussing these two issues, severai@gohvere recommended for significant change
while several policies were merely revamped oraeed without recommendation for change.
These recommended changes or confirmation of agiglicy are listed below:

1. Maintain the current five tier system of reserias:
- Red (faculty/staff)
- Blue (faculty/staff/graduate assistants)
- Green (faculty/staff/graduate students/non-regidaudents)
- Purple and Yellow (any University community memjbe

2. Change Lot 40 from Blue to Red.
3. Change lot pricing structure to “one color -eq@rice.”

4. Continue to provide parking at no charge toRive College Collaborative
Programs.

5. Assess the Faculty Club for parking consistdtit ather campus revenue
operations (i.e., based on usage level).

6. Expand the Loading Zone with Flasher and Ver@wice programs to the East
side of campus.

7. Modify Emeritus Parking program to:
- provide parking in the upper garage levels, atimarge, to all retired
employees
- provide parking at no charge for retired emplsye®o are providing
direct services to the University
- allow retired employees who do not provide dilgatvices to maintain
and pay for their current lot permits

8. Continue to transfer funds from the parking sisto the transit system with
enhanced shuttle service from outer lots to the.cor

9. Continue to use parking ticket fine revenuelaiversity scholarships (statutory
requirement).
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V. Summary

The discussions about the Parking Lot System, RgfRevenue Uses, and Parking Revenue
Sources which led to these recommendations havsaiowed one year of PTAB’s time, leaving
several areas yet to be reviewed. In summaryMiger Focus Topics previously identified by
the PTAB, in priority order, were:

1. Parking Lot System

2. Parking Revenue Uses

3. Parking Revenue Sources

4. Transit Revenue Sources and Philosophy
5. Facilities Access

6. Parking Enforcement

7. Pedestrian/Vehicle Control

8. Lot/Garage Repair and Replacement (R&R)
9. Intra-Campus Transportation

10. Campus Egress

Items #1 through #4 have been discussed and cheeg@amended as necessary. The
remaining issues have been discussed either gir@cthdirectly. PTAB will continue its
deliberation of the remaining issues and will likplay a major role in developing the Parking
Master Plan. In addition, PTAB will continue toveainput in:

the need for new structures and planning foralss bf surface lots to new building
construction

all Campus Master Planning activities
PTAB considers part of its charge to be an ongoavgew of the complex and highly visible
campus and regional parking and transportatiograras. To that end, new issues may evolve

while existing ones abate. Essentially, it wouddreasonable to assume that PTAB’s work will
continue and this Report and its recommendatiomsiaimportant first step.

H:\USERS\SANDY\PTABREP.WPD
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ATTACHMENT A

PTAB MEMBERSHIP LIST
(revised 08/13/96)

Sandra Anderson, Director
Campus Services

336 Whitmore

PHONE: 545-0776

FAX: 545-2114
anderson@admin.umass.edu

Paul Appleby

ADA Compliance Officer
Affirmative Action

305 Whitmore

PHONE: 545-3464

FAX: 545-2328

Lynn Braddock, Manager
Parking Services

Lot 25 Trailers

PHONE: 545-6588

FAX: 545-4440
I.braddock@umassp.edu

Steve Bruscoe

Work Management & Support
Physical Plant

PHONE: 545-6451

FAX: 545-0729

Al Byam, Manager
Transit Services
Bus Garage

PHONE: 545-0056
FAX: 545-1930
aeb@admin.umass.edu

Jim Cahill, Director
Facilities Planning
Physical Plant

PHONE: 545-1383

FAX: 545-3684
Jjcahill@facil.umass.edu
ckumiega@admin.umass .edu

Prof. James Chumbley
Psychology

432 Tobin Hall

PHONE: 545-2787

FAX: 545-0996
chumbley@psych.umass.edu

Richard Coach

Inst. Security Officer
Public Safety
Dickinson Hall

PHONE: 545-2123

FAX: 545-3113

Marcus Fifield

University Police Officer
Public Safety

Dickinson Hall

PHONE: 545-2121

EAX: '545-3113
m.fifield@umassp.edu

Timur Friedman

Computer Science

Lederle GRC

PHONE: 545-2544, (h) 586-2279
friedman@cs.umass.edu

Prof. Steve Goodwin
Microbiology

203 Morrill IV N

PHONE: 545-4604

FAX: 545-1578
sgoodwin@microbio.umass.edu

Patricia Graves

Library Office, 4th Floor
WEB Du Bois Library
PHONE: 545-0284

FAX: 545-6873
pgraves@library.umass.edu
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ATTACHMENT B
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ATTACHMENT C
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ATTACHMENT D
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ATTACHMENT E

Transit Shuttle Service

The proposed additional Campus Shuttle bus woudigee 15 minute service around campus
in both directions all day during the academic ydresently, the system provides 15 minute
service in one direction, and 22 minute servictheother depending on the time of day.

To provide 15 minute service during the entire yaarPTAB recommends the above scenario,
plus two buses during the summer months. The sureameice should have one bus going in
opposite direction every % hour or both buses tiagén the same direction every 15 minutes.
To maximize efficiency, summer buses could alscalsgghe Orchard Hill area as few
dormitories are occupied. The cost of the sumrdditian and intersession would be
approximately $60,000 for two buses operating betwtbe hours of 6:30am and 6:30pm. The
cost of summer service plus the additional busnduttie year would be approximately
$90,000/year.

If the addition of a faculty/staff shuttle was s, this service could be established as to
provide service from peripheral parking lots to nsgparts of campus. The shuttle could operate
more frequently than a bus that circled the whal®gus, and possible cheaper utilizing a
smaller vehicle. A 15 passenger or smaller sizéclelwould be recommended so no CDL
drivers would be used. An approximate cost of alfgustaff shuttle would be $186,048 for 12
hours service during the academic year, and $388@t4an entire year (summer and
intersession included).

After discussion regarding the financial analygiseveral option, the following was chosen by
the PTAB:

Additional Campus Shuttle Bus $ 30,500
Campus Shuttle during Summer & Intersession $0ED,0

Total $ 90,500
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