What must be done with transportation at Louisiana State University

1. Michael A. Ohene

For several years the transportation planning at Louisiana State University has been characterised by a reluctance to increase funding for non-single-occupancy vehicle (non-SOV) transportation, namely mass transit. This stance has led to an increasingly more expensive1 demand for parking spaces. 

This paper outlines where and how improvements must be made to secure a sustainable transportation system, specifically detailing different funding sources that are available and projects that should be undertaken. Virtually all of the recommendations are made based on practices of other comparable university transit systems.

In this paper, an argument for a restructured mass transportation funding scheme is made, along with a pilot bicycle education/enforcement program.

The current mass transit system at LSU is an in-house operation with resources from Capital Transit Corporation (CTC), the local transit provider. CTC services the Baton Rouge metropolitan area which is 74.74 sq. miles in size and has a population of 230,000 people.

Louisiana State University is an educational institution in Baton Rouge, LA with an enrollment of 31,234 students, comprising these students there are 26,162 undergraduate students and 4,727 graduate students. Established in 1860, LSU has existed on its present location for more than 75 years.

The cost to build a single surface parking space is roughly $1000. The price is dramatically more for parking struture lots, $8000. Transportation at US Colleges and Universities states that “”.

http://www.washington.edu/upass/news_and_reports/upass_reports/annualreport2003.pdf
“The University of Washington states they have saved over $100 million in construction costs of new parking spaces due to the implementation of its U-PASS system.”

The U-PASS system is an alternative transportation plan supporting carpooling, bus and train riding, and more.

2. The following college master plans contain the recurring peripheral parking recommendations:

Middlebury (www.middlebury.edu/~enviroc/circulate2.html)

Mt. Holyoke (www.mtholyoke.edu/offices/comm/csj/030802/campus.shtml)

University of Maryland (www.inform.umd.edu/DES/general/greening/survey.pdf )

Sonoma (www.sonoma.edu/afd/CPC/cpc100197.html )

History of Transit Planning

In 1997, LSU initiated its university Master Plan. In this plan, developed by the Smith JJR Group, goals were set to remove parking from the center of campus and replace them with perimeter parking. This plan was not unique to LSU and almost identical to plans

similar contracting agencies had developed at other universities2. What was not taken into consideration in the plans was how the unique proximity of off-campus apartments would affect the shift to perimeter parking lots.

Objections were raised by the then present Progressive Student Alliance (PSA) along with community members and other affected parties. Forming the basis to these objections, the administration was alleged of carrying out the Master Plan with poorly-attended community meetings in violation of federal TEA-21 regulations3. After media attention was garnered by the PSA, the administration in charge of designing the Master Plan launched an extremely aggressive public information campaign, setting-up displays in the university quadrangle and other heavily traversed student areas.

When the Master Plan needed approval by the Louisiana System Board of Supervisors, the administration changed the original approval date at the last minute and moved it to a time when students were still on New Year's vacation.

Despite the actions of the university administration, students were still able to attend the meeting and voice concerns about the Master Plan's neglect for mass transportation among other issues. The rebuttals issued by the administration focused on ensuring all concerned parties that the Master Plan was not “written in stone.” 

The Master Plan is currently being implemented through outside consulting agencies. These agencies will again hold public meetings to gather input about transportation planning, though the final say will lie with the consulting agency.

2. Purpose/Procedure

Why is this document being developed? As at every other major university, students have complained about parking woes with no factual information. The solutions almost always point towards someone else making all the concessions so the person offering the solution is left to benefit. In contradistinction, the focus of this paper is to examine Louisiana State University's problem and to develop a solution in line with the common practices of other universities.

The Universities that are used for comparison were chosen to resemble LSU in terms of enrollment and campus setting where relevant.

Some of these ideas have been delivered in part to the administration. Their responses are given below with accompanying references to rebuttals issued in this paper.

A. Overcrowding on buses is largely due to the choice of students to use the bus at times directly before class times. Therefore, the solution is to concentrate (shorten the interval) at those specific times

3. http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/pub_inv/q_and_a.html

B. The universities that have a larger budget for mass transit have independent, non-contracted services.

C. There is no correlation between mass transit ridership and the number of parking spaces the university provides.

D. Moving the pick-up and drop-off points prevents the buses from getting delayed by students going to class.

Some universities have been very liberal in regards to granting students access to information regarding transportation planning. One such exceptional university is the University of California Santa Cruz (UCSC). UCSC filed for a Federal Transit Agency (FTA) grant through the California Department of Transportation, and subsequently hired the transportation consulting firm Urbitran to conduct a study of their transportation and parking situation4.

2. Parking at LSU

Parking at LSU is rightfully a growing concern among students. With 22,000 parking spaces major traffic and parking problems still exist around campus. The parking and traffic administration have already stated they see no correlation between the number of parking spaces provided and mass transit usage even when people who drive to campus live on bus routes. With this mindset, the Office of Parking and Transportation is planning more parking spaces to be built in the fall of 2004.

Table 1.1 provides ratios between available parking spaces, enrollment, and issued permits. Some universities shown in the Table 1.1 issue parking permits for different commuter areas, making parking more restricted than what is represented in the table.

Overall the table displays the overall university demand for parking and the university’s  respective response.

University
Permits/

enroll.
Enroll.
permits
spaces
Spaces/

Permits
Spaces/

enroll.

North Carolina State Univ.
0.57
29854
17111
14092
0.82
0.47

Univ. of Georgia
0.57
33846
21000
19250
0.91
0.57

Louisiana State University
0.9
31234
28000
22000
0.63
0.7

UIUC

36738

    13609

0.37

Univ. of Washington
N/A
34942
     N/A
    11431
N/A
0.33

N/A-Not applicable. System varies greatly

Table1.1 Parking table

4.The Urbitran reports are available at:

http://www2.ucsc.edu/taps/pdf/TM1_existingconditions.pdf
http://www2.ucsc.edu/taps/pdf/TM2_surveyresults.pdf
The director for transportation and parking at North Carolina State University, Greg Cain, has said the general parking policy for his university is to provide parking for 95% of faculty, 40% of on campus students, and 33% of commuters5. The deviation calculations in Table1.2 represent the deviation from the targeted number of parking spaces according to the formula used by North Carolina State University. 

University
On-campus
Off-Campus
Faculty/Staff
Space est.
Deviation

North Carolina State Univ.
7000
22854
5097
[15259]
-8.20%

Louisiana State Univ.
6613
26421
6805
[17615]
20.00%

Univ. of Georgia
5800
28046
9795
[20219]
3.86%

UIUC


                11750



Table1.2 North Carolina State University formula comparison

Parking Permit fees

LSU arguably has the cheapest parking permit fees for any major university in the nation. Although the rates for parking permits are “under consideration,” the stagnant rate over the past several years has made parking permits readily available to students who live along bus routes and therefore burden the already stressed transportation system.

Some colleges in the United States place restrictions on who can obtain parking permits based on proximity to campus6. Other institutions do not have general admission for parking. Parking is variably priced according to the parking lots proximity to campus, with the most economical lots being limited and far from campus. 

For example, Stanford has “A”, “C” and “Z” commuter zones, while the University of Georgia has $30/month, $20/month, and $10/month rates based on proximity to their campus12.

5. Sent by Greg Cain gecain@gw.ncsu.edu on 03/31/2004 09:05 AM EST

6. Parking permits at UC Berkeley are only available to students who live farther than 2 miles from campus, University of North Carolina - 2 miles, Boston College - 1 mile, North Carolina State University - 1 mile.

University
Price
University
Price($)

Univ. Illinois Urbana-Champaign
290
Stanford
96

Univ. of Wisconsin
220
Colorado State Univ.
64

Univ. of California - Davis
204
Michigan State 
58

North Carolina State Univ.
144
Michigan
+57

Texas A&M
125
Univ. of California – Santa Cruz
864;¤500

Univ. of Georgia
          *90
Louisiana State Univ.
39

Univ. of California - Berkeley
96
University of Iowa
135

Univ. of Florida
94
University of Washington
785.28

¤Off-campus rate                       +Only 2000 spaces available                  * 9-month period  

 Table1.3 Parking permit fees, lowest rates

Looking primarily at parking permit fees, we can examine the effect of a parking permit fee increase at a case university (University of Georgia). During FY 2001 (August-March) the parking permit rate at the University of Georgia was $48/year. In FY 2002(August-March) the rate increased to $10/month for the least expensive permits.

UGA Conditions
FY 2002 (August-March)
FY 2003 (August-March)

parking spaces
20000
19250

active permits
27000
21500

citations issued
37000
31000

citations paid
18736
13932

citations voided
12000
3800

Table 1.47 University of Georgia parking permit fee increase-effect

From Table1.4 it is observed that the University of Georgia’s parking situation heavily resembled that of LSU in FY 2002 (August-March). In FY 2003 (August-March), two years after the parking permit increase, UGA showed a large turn around, operating with less parking spaces, but a higher ratio (0.91 compared to the previous 0.74) of parking spaces per parking permit. 

The inverse relationship between parking permit fees and parking demand has been accepted by other university transit operators8.

Problems and complaints. Mass transit was cited as taking longer times to travel the same distance and being subject to frequent overcrowding after the parking fee and subsequent mass transit ridership boom at the University of Georgia.

7. http://www.parking.uga.edu/index.asp?page=main&subpage=statistics

8. http://www.washington.edu/upass/news_and_reports/upass_reports/annualreport2003.pdf
”Managing the the demand for single-occupant-vehicle travel through product pricing is a key component of the U-PASS program. By adjusting the relative cost of parking and alternatives to driving alone, the University has aligned policy with incentives. At the inception of the U-PASS program the cost of SOV permit parking increased 50 percent. Since 2000, a series of price increases have raised parking cost by an additional 22 percent.”

Current Mass Transit System at Louisiana State University 

The LSU bus route is currently composed of:

Tigerland, Greek A, Greek B, Kirby-Smith/Vet Med, Highland/Burbank, Aster/E. State, LSU/SU, Night Route A, and the University routes.

1. Tigerland and Burbank

The Tigerland section of this system is the most heavily used and has suffered from overcrowding in previous years. 

The Tigerland, Burbank, and Brightside areas located south of LSU are by far the most densely populated area of Baton Rouge with mass transit service. 

Recently (2003), the student government made two major decisions that have affected mass transit to the Tigerland area.

The first decision was to restructure the Tigerland bus schedule due to overcrowding. The decision was to concentrate buses at peak periods to alleviate overcrowding. The reasoning was that students held a preference to use the bus at certain time periods, therefore action was needed to address those specific periods.

The success of this decision is unclear, due to the results of the second decision. 

The second decision was to change the pickup and drop off points

This decision has moved the pick-up and drop-off points from the center of campus and has focused them to one point (Lockett Hall) where there is less student pedestrian traffic. This decision was made in large part due to the sea of traffic near Turead Hall on South Stadium Drive. It is important to note pedestrian traffic is never a problem on South Stadium Drive (the source of the delays) except at noontime. Despite this, the entire bus schedule was changed to keep the buses from coming anywhere close to Turead Hall. Now the Greek buses remain the only buses that pass in front of Turead on South Stadium Drive.

The process that spawned the innovative solution of the first decision did not extend to address the second problem. Time correlations apparently played no part in determining how to precisely fix the periods when problems were occurring without leaving an enormous footprint on the mass transit system. 

The direct effects of the route change have resulted in the Life Sciences Building and CEBA being removed from the bus route. Before the route change commuters were required to walk longer distances to CEBA, than if they had taken the Tigerland Bus. Now the walking distances are similar or even shorter for commuters, depending on where one parks.

2. Aster/E. State 

The Aster/E. State serviced area can be described as a bus service of walking distance (0.5-0.75 miles). Many students already walk to points on the Aster/E.State bus route.

This route has also seen a sharp decline on ridership.

3. University
Ridership increase-2001
Ridership increase-2002
Ridership increase-2003

Univ. of Georgia*
36%
114%
-22%

Louisiana State Univ.
5.3%
0.1%
4.7%

Table 1.5 Daily Ridership Increase9 *Highest university ridership in the nation

3. Mass transit funding

At universities around the country, mass transportation funding has traditionally come from general student fees, parking permit fees, and parking fines. LSU only makes use of its general students’ fees to fund mass transportation system.

The general purpose of mass transportation has been seen as a way to transport students, replace the excessive demand for the SOV .The success of these systems is determined through their ability to replace the use of SOV’s10.

University
Buses
1. Total Revenue
Student Transit Fee

UC Santa Cruz
32
$2769000
$236

Univ. of Georgia*
35
$4180000
$126

North Carolina State Univ.
20
$2200000
$80

Louisiana State Univ.
21
$1815000
$35

Table 1.6 Mass Transit Investments

4. Bicycling/Cycling

It is too inefficient and expensive to ensure that every off-campus student receives direct mass transit service, therefore a comprehensive transportation plan is needed in order to promote an efficient sustainable transportation system

In Baton Rouge, bicycles are not seen as a viable means of transportation, so attempts to accommodate what does not exist - a demand for riding bicycles for transportation - will not work. With this crucial aspect missing, it is important to address obvious concerns of teaching citizens about bicycles and bicycle safety.

9.UGA statistics: http://www.onlineathens.com/stories/090402/new_20020904048.shtml
Additional information sent by: Ronald D. Hamlin rhamlin@uga.edu on 04/05/2004 09:09 AM AST

LSU statistics:http://www.lsu.com/PubSafety/lsuparking.nsf/$Content/Bus+Statistics?OpenDocument
10. The University of Washington’s The Clear Direction stated, “The U-PASS system is and will remain, the cornerstone of our transportation system. The program has remained successful in reducing the number of faculty, staff, and students driving alone and maintaining vehicle trips to the University below 1990 levels.

Although most people will swear that they can ride a bicycle, almost no one can properly operate a bicycle in traffic or falsely believes that riding a bicycle in traffic is heresy of the highest order; a realm for the irrational and impure. Understanding this prejudice against cycling, there is a necessity to ensure that those who will potentially ride bicycles have learned how to properly operate bicycles in traffic.

In Baton Rouge, most officials have sought to build bike lanes to “create” bicycling. These efforts in Baton Rouge have mostly failed, save for the Garden District to Campus route where bicycle commuting exists. It is important to note in Baton Rouge, as well as in other cities, bicycle lanes and paths have actually introduced new hazards that are 

often ignored since bicycle facilities are often promoted as safe accommodations. The hazards are introduced through the sharing of bicycle paths with joggers, walkers, in-line skaters, dog walkers, casual bicycle riders, and other incompatible recreational users, all of whom are traveling at varying speeds and directions11.  

It is absolutely impossible to provide a transportation facility without proper education. Bike facilities are no replacement for knowledge. Even in countries like the Netherlands with extensive bicycle paths, the government has sponsored comprehensive bicycle and traffic education classes in school to ensure the health and safety of other as well as themselves.

Several provident universities have implemented bicycle education programs in accordance to the Federal Highway Administration's (FHWA) 4 E's (education, enforcement, encouragement, engineering) approach12.

In the case of UC Berkeley, a bicycle committee was formed and developed four elements of a comprehensive bicycle plan:

1. Developing a campus bicycle policy and enforcement regulations

2. Developing and maintaining bicycle campus infrastructure

3. Developing an enforcement program

4. Developing a traffic offender education program (BEST)

Funding for this program was provided by the Office of the Chancellor through the University general fund and was supported by additional funds through parking permit fees and citations.

Under this program bicycle riders not following enforced bicycle regulations are ticketed and given the chance to pay a $28 fine or pay a reduced fine of to pay $10 and take a bicycle education course offered by the campus police13.

11. http://www.cbc.ca/consumers/market/files/health/bikepaths/index.html#
Includes a 10-minute video presentation.

12. The 4E’s program is located at: http://www.bikeplan.com/4epgms.htm

13. Sent by Sgt. Michael Shipman at UC Berkeley.

shipman@uclink.berkeley.edu on 3/24/2004 11:45 PM PST

LSU Police Department (LSUPD) currently has a bicycle instructor on their police squad. There is also a League Certified Instructor, Officer Steve Jackson, with the Baton Rouge Police Department. With two cycling instructors associated with Baton Rouge law enforcement, establishing a bicycle program appears to be a realistic possibility.

Once the staffing is provided, funds will have to be generated from University funds. This underlines the importance of generating revenue through parking fees.

5. Recommendations

Ron Hamlin, director of mass transportation at the University of Georgia, states that he has observed no direct correlation between UGA’s transit fee and mass transit ridership, per se14. Also, UGA’s restriction of parking yielded frequent overcrowding on their university bus system. The aforementioned situations underline the failures systemic in one-method solutions.

All the successful university transit programs studied displayed a comprehensive approach towards obtaining an increased modal split. 

Programs such as park and ride (satellite parking) services, bicycling education/beginner programs, mass transportation promotions, flexible parking options, and dedicated citizen participation in sustainable transit and development issues. 

From what was presented in the study, increasing the parking permit fees yields a direct impact on the number of parking permits that are purchased. The threshold that exists determining when there is an inverse relationship is presently not known; therefore caution must be practiced in order to raise parking permit fees to yield some degree of efficacy.

If this threshold is met, the number of parking permits purchased and implicitly the number of cars brought to campus will decrease.

Commuters no longer able to bring cars to campus may come to campus via a variety of means; walking, carpooling, bicycling, mass transit, and other means of transportation.

Flexible Transportation Plans. There is no one perfect means of transportation for all occasions. Understanding this, some degree of flexibility is needed in choosing transportation. For example, bicycling everyday may not be suitable due to inclement weather conditions and other obstacles. 

The University of Washington makes use of Individual Commuter Tickets (ICT) for users of alternative transportation who choose to drive up to twice a week. The ICTs allow faculty and staff to park at reduced daily parking rates for the days they choose to drive to campus15.

There is also an Emergency Ride Home program, which allows faculty and staff U-PASS holders who experience an emergency at work, and whose usual transportation is unavailable, to call any taxicab and be reimbursed for 90 percent of the fare, up to 50 miles per quarter15. 

14. Sent by Ronald D. Hamlin rhamlin@uga.edu on 03/26/2004 10:42 AM EST

15. “The Clear Direction: 2003 U-Pass Annual Report”. 2004. University of Washington.

Also available at: http://www.washington.edu/upass/news_and_reports/upass_reports/annualreport2003.pdf

The problems that arise in surpassing the threshold are making sure that there is a commensurate benefit tied to the increased parking fees and dealing with possible mass transit delays and overcrowding16. The aforementioned are associated closely to the University of Georgia’s parking goals of decreasing the demand of parking while ensuring each person with a parking permit has no problems finding a parking space.

In contradistinction, the University of Washington has identified a key number of people who must use SOV’s, and has based the remaining of its transportation system strictly on mass transit, cycling, and other forms of non-SOV travel.

Neither the infrastructure 17nor the political environment currently exists to implement the latter vision. The success of the University of Georgia’s program may seem lofty, but it is the most congenial traffic implementation scheme in relation to Louisiana State University.

1. Aster/E.State Street

The Aster/State Street routes are not necessary and can be better utilised in areas where students drive cars to campus. 

No routes should be added until there is a parking permit fee increase.

Permit Fees.

The main concern when such fees are raised is the loss of revenue from parking permit fees. The University of Georgia had a 22% drop in the number of parking permits that were issued after the parking permit fee increase. Assuming LSU had a similar drop (5094 permits) in the number of parking permits issued after a fee increase, commuter tags would have to rise to at least $50. A larger drop can be expected since many commuters live no farther than 3 miles from campus (Tigerland, Highland, Burbank). The abovementioned is only valid if the threshold of inverse relations (parking fee vs. permits issued) is met; i.e. Is the parking permit fee increase enough to prevent current permit holders from purchasing the more expensive permits?

The University of Georgia’s increase was roughly 191%. If we take this to be the threshold, a resulting $74 commuter-parking permit would be necessary to result in at least a 22% drop in the number of parking permits issued.

16. “University, Athens bus complaints on the rise. Students bothered by overcrowded buses “. Red and Black. Jessica Lee Reese. August 29, 2002, 12:00:01 PM EDT

http://www.redandblack.com/vnews/display.v/ART/2002/08/29/3d6e16008d079?in_archive=1

17. The Seattle area has a monorail line, a city train service, and a strong bus system.

There appears to have been success in reducing overcrowding on the Tigerland route 

with the new crowding-alleviation strategy.

B. /C. Only one reason exists as to why LSU cannot efficiently support a larger ridership 

with an expanded bus fleet. This is the lack of funding for the bus system. While it is important to keep low tuition rates, it is also important to ensure students who are most affected by parking issues, students who have to live and work off-campus, receive decent access to parking. This process can only be initiated if excess SOV travel is suppressed. 

The LSU area has no lack high-density student apartment. Despite this LSU has one of the smallest bus fleets of comparable-sized universities.

Whether the universities had contracted, city-run, or self-sufficient systems, they almost always ranked above LSU in terms of funding.

C. Regardless if parking and mass transit have a correlation, parking is universally regulated (in quantity) to control congestion, traffic, urban, runoff, and other ecological factors. As was presented in the study, the North Carolina State University formula places LSU’s parking system in rubrics.   

LSU’s parking must conceptually be brought in line with the North Carolina State University formula and then amended to account for regional differences. As the example of the University of Georgia showed, it is possible to have fewer parking spaces while making it easier for commuters to find places to park.

D. Statistically, the effect of changing the pick-up and drop-off points has had no apparent negative effects on ridership. However, CTC bus drivers on the affected bus route have stated that the changes have been “noticeable.” 

After such a significant change in transit procedure, rider input is absolutely necessary. The observations of riders and students should be taken into consideration as well as the statistical information.

To address the issue of buses being delayed one must first leave the bus system as it exists since the bus system is not the source of the problems.  Furthermore, one should determine whether the problem is manageable.

In the case of the Tigerland route, the only obstacle to overcome would be to create the same function (shared use) as a traffic light. This can simply be accomplished by having a bicycle officer direct traffic at the peak pedestrian crossing period.

Additional Recommendations

To address future parking situations, students need to be represented when parking and transportation decisions are made. Students are the primary users of the bus system, pedestrian areas, and bicycle facilities (bicycle racks, roads, etc.). Considering this fact, having a group of non-generally elected students is only just. The opportunity for student representation would best be served on an issue-specific, merit and locality basis. 
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