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General Recommendations 

All of the options include upgrading the treatment and handling of surface runoff. Our campus 

goal for storm water (as expressed by Michel George) is to not have any new impacts on the 

surrounding ecosystems and to eventually decrease that impact to zero. Independent of the final 

option selected, the following recommendations should be implemented. 

1.	 Maximize compact car spaces in each lot to the maximum allowable rate of 20%, which 
will increase the number of stalls without any new construction. 

2.	 Strengthen the Commute Trip Reduction program (CTR) for any option chosen. This 
would include securing funds for incentive programs as well as increase the number of 
carpool stalls. 

3.	 Urge faculty and administration to distribute class schedules more evenly throughout the 
week to alleviate the parking "crunch" on Tuesday and Thursday. Comments were made 
that current governance times tend to restrict scheduling especially programs with labs. 
This may be a task for another DTF. 

4.	 Minimize the loss of trees and habitat currently in lots. Any option should take into 
consideration the Environmental Impact Statement and overlay produced by Jill Cordner 
and Trevor Lyttle. 

Preferred Option 

We believe that Option 7 satisfies our criteria in the best possible combination . We recommend 

that this option be modified to preserve as many trees as possible (see #4 above). This option is 

the least expensive, it distributes the parking around campus, and it preserves the current 

aesthetic quality of the lots. 

Management and Fees 

We also discussed a number of parking management options, which are independent of the final 

expansion option selected. These included changing the fee structure to favor car pools, 

differential parking fees (paying more to be closer to campus), automated parking control 

structures, relocating or eliminating the parking booth, etc. The DTF is prepared to reconvene 

after we receive a more detailed version of Option 7 to finalize recommendations for 

management and fee structure. At this time, the estimated cost of the reconfigured lots is 

estimated to be between $400,000 and $500,000. Implementing Option 7 will save the college 

about $100,000 in scheduled maintenance costs (resurfacing the parking lots) . 

Regardless of the final option selected, parking fees will need to increase. The current parking 

fees are insufficient to cover current parking operations and ongoing maintenance and repair to 

our existing parking lots. In addition, any changes (additions, modifications, etc.) to the parking 

lots needs to be funded by parking fees . Thus, we expect to recommend a parking fee increase of 

between 40% to 60% to cover construction costs of the final option and ongoing repair and 

maintenance. The exact amount of this increase will be determined after the final option is 

selected and a parking management scheme is developed. 
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APPENDIX 

Attachment 1 - Consultants 

The DT F discussed and evaluated numerous parking options that were generated by a hired 

consultant (SCA) , as well as a number of options developed by community member s. 

Represent atives of campus groups that participated in the discussions included WFSE Local 443, 

Co nference Services, Campus Land Use Committee (CLUC), Housing, and Seminar II DTF. In 

addition, the DTF received technical input from the following advisors. 

•	 Susa n Graham and Perry Shea (SCA) on design, cost and construc tion. 

•	 Bill Zaugg (Cost Sub-Committee) on bud get. 

•	 Sherry Parsons (Commute Trip Reduction) on commuting alte rna tives. 

•	 Da rren Schaffer (Evergreen Alternative Transportation) on an additional reconfi gur ation 
proposals. 

•	 Jill Cordner, Trevor Lyttle , and Thomas Bain (Envi ronmental Sub-Committee) on surveying 
and identifying habitat and trees to be preserved . 

•	 Michael Van Gelder (State Dept. of General Administration) on commute trip redu ction 
plans. 

•	 Michel George (Director of Facilities Services) on consultants, CLUC, the Mas ter Plan, 
co nstruc tion concerns, repair and repl acement issues, parking mana gement, etc . 

•	 Tom Hol z (SCA) on Zero Impact Paving Options, exploring paving options that have no net 
impact on the hydrology of surrounding ecosystems. 

•	 Jim Stroh (Geology faculty) on Parking and Hydrology at Evergreen . 

Th e DT F also received reports from: 

•	 John Shadoff (Manager TDM Resource Center , WA State DOT) on transportation demand 
management. 

•	 Dan Brane and SCA, on parking management. 

•	 Joan Cullen (State Agency CTR Program Manager) on Parking Programs at Colleges and 
Dniversities . 

•	 Sherry Parson s, on commute trip redu ction options. 

•	 Darren Sh affer, on concepts for higher density lots. 

•	 Th omas Bain, on alternative reconfigur ation plans. 

/ 
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FAQ's 

1.	 Q - Why do we have to increase parking? 

A - In order to get a permit for the construction of the new Seminar II Building Thurston 

County is requiring that 380 additional parking stalls be built (based on Chapter 

20.44.030 of the Thurston County Zoning Ordinance). 

2.	 Q- Is it true that money appropriated for building seminar II can not be used for parking 

construction?
 

A - Yes. The College's request for Seminar II included parking, but that part of the
 

request was not funded by the legislature.
 

3.	 Q- How does Thurston County figure we need 380 new parking spaces? 

A - Thurston County requirements for parking are based on the total number of 

classrooms, offices and meetings spaces which includes requirements for lane width and 

landscaping for redesigned or new lots. 

4.	 Q- Why can't we all just ride the bus and not worry about parking? 

A - The DTF has explored a number of commute trip reduction programs as a part of our 

work and the final proposal will included a CTR plan. However, the college has only 

increased CTR use by 4% in the last year. The CTR program will not net the required 380 

parking spaces to build Seminar II. 

5.	 Q- Will this raise my parking fee? 

A - Yes . Every option listed requires some increase in parking fees. Cost and user impact 

were two of the top criteria used for screening various options. The DTF made low cost a 

priority when reviewing options. 

6.	 Q- What do other colleges do? 

A - The DTF looked at the Parking Programs used at all Two and Four Year College and 

Universities in the State of Washington. That information is available along with a 

written draft of the report at the Library Reference Desk. 

7.	 Q- Why do we have to pay to park at Evergreen? 

A - Washington State regulations require that the cost of operating and maintaining 

parking lots be paid for by the users. 

8.	 Q- Wouldn't it be more efficient to charge all students and employees a parking fee as a 

condition of enrollment or employment?
 

A - The DTF feels it is unfair to ask the community members who don't use the parking
 

lots to subsidize those who do. In addition, this would eliminate one of the deterrents
 

(cost) to driving to campus.
 




