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 On June 22, 2017, faculty and staff received an email announcing a 40% increase in 
parking fees for most employees, with the increase going into effect July 1. In response, the 
Faculty Senate and Staff Council (FS/SC) sent a request to the Provost and the Senior Vice 
President for Operations and Administration (SVPOA), asking that parking fees be frozen at last 
year’s rate until faculty and staff could have input on the process of determining fair fees as part 
of a long-term campus parking plan. The request was rejected, but the Financial Review Board 
(FRB) agreed to freeze fees at the current rate until receiving input from a committee; 
additionally, they asked the committee to review the larger campus parking conditions and make 
recommendations for improvement. FS/SC subsequently staffed a committee which began 
meeting on a weekly basis to look at financial documents, supply and demand of parking spots, 
parking administration, and communication. Minutes and documents used by the committee are 
available on SharePoint. 
 Despite three months of work, the committee has not been able to gather all the 
information and data needed to make specific recommendations concerning parking fees or the 
number of parking spaces needed. The Committee’s main effort, to date, has been to identify the 
key problems that affect campus parking. This “initial findings” document presents the findings 
so far, the problems identified, and preliminary recommendations to address those problems. 
 

FINDINGS 
Financials 
F1. The Committee has not found a data-based rationale for the current fee structure nor for the 
fee increases.  The committee found that standard practice for setting parking fees is to determine 
the costs of administration and maintenance, then set fees that will generate revenue slightly in 
excess of those projected costs. The current fee structure is based on generating funds for a 
“sinking fund” in anticipation of an eventual parking garage. A sinking fund account was created 
in June of 2014 and has been receiving funds since July of 2014. The size and cost of the 
anticipated parking garage has yet to be determined; thus, the annual fee increases work to 
maximize the fund. 
 
F2. While investigating the sinking fund, the committee discovered that fees collected for 
parking were being split between parking, the general fund, and athletics. South Carolina law 
states that collected funds must be “expended to fulfill the purpose for which such fees or income 
were levied,” and that “no such fee or income shall be charged in excess of the amount that is 
necessary to supply the service, or fulfill the purpose for which such fee or income was charged” 
(Proviso 117.8 of the annual appropriations bill). 
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F3. While trying to find the number of permits issued and the amount paid for each permit, the 
committee discovered that different groups pay for parking in different places: faculty and staff 
pay through a payroll deduction; cadets pay through the Commandant’s office; other permit-
holders (e.g., ROTC staff) pay other ways. Finally, other groups (e.g., TCF staff, SC Guard) have 
special agreements for parking. Once deposited, parking funds become co-mingled with other 
funds, preventing anyone from being able to know how many permits were issued or the price at 
which those issued permits were sold.   
 
Supply / Demand 
SD1. While trying to determine the current supply and demand, the committee found 2017 data 
showing over 4800 students, staff, and faculty, but only about 2200 parking spaces. The number 
of permits issued could not be determined, but the committee found no ceiling on the number of 
permits issued. Further, the committee found that some groups pay at the lowest rate, regardless 
of salary, while others have other arrangements to cover parking fees. The committee noted that 
the parking supply and demand is frequently in a state of critical oversaturation during the 
workday, and with the advent of patron needs for Chic-fil-A and Starbucks, as well as recurrent 
reserved parking for special events, the situation will worsen. 
 
Administration 
A1. The committee looked closely at parking practices at MUSC, the College of Charleston, and 
USC, and considered practices at several other urban schools in order to gain additional insight. 
Every school investigated has a Parking Auxiliary that administers all aspects of parking: setting 
policies and fees, selling permits, managing parking-related facilities, and communicating with 
campus constituencies. Since all funds go to the parking auxiliary, and everything related to 
parking is paid by the parking auxiliary, compliance with Proviso 117.8 is assured. Since all 
records are maintained by a single entity, projections for expenses can be calculated based on 
reliable numbers; anticipated revenues (i.e., number of permits at each price point, plus other 
fees and fines) can also be projected with acceptable accuracy. 
 
Communication 
C1. The committee found that The Citadel has not been communicating with stakeholders the 
way other schools do. For example, the committee found that when the College of Charleston 
lost some of its spaces at the Aquarium garage and needed to increase rates, the new rate 
structure was discussed and approved by multiple bodies, and rates for a three-year period were 
announced and explained well in advance of the increase. In contrast, Citadel employees learned 
of the fee increase less than two weeks before the increase took place, and since stakeholders had 
been given no voice in the process, the increase was a surprise. 
 
C2. Committee members who requested specific information regularly found their inquiries 
delayed or even blocked by a variety of factors. In some cases, records conflicted: for example, 
records of student enrollment could vary, depending on the day the records were pulled. In some 
cases, accurate records were simply not available: for example, records on the number of parking 
permits issued at different prices were not maintained. In some cases, the committee was initially 
denied access to requested documents: for example, the committee’s initial request for the 
Capital Improvements Plan was denied, though the Plan was subsequently provided; a November 
request for survey data was met with a question rather than compliance, and the survey has not 
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been provided as of the date of this writing. In still other cases, individuals either declined to 
provide written answers to questions or declined to speak on the record. This lack of open 
communication might foster, or might simply reflect, a culture of distrust between faculty, staff, 
and administration. 
 

INITIAL RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
 The committee cannot make specific recommendations about fees because the data on 
which such recommendations would (and must) be based are not available. Until the parking 
situation is under control – until an accurate projection of the supply of parking spaces and the 
expected demand, until the costs of improvements (such as a parking garage, for example) are 
known, and until reliable records of revenues are maintained – fees cannot be based on data. The 
committee therefore offers the following recommendations to get parking under control: 
 
R1. Create a parking auxiliary. The Citadel should create a Parking Auxiliary. The director of 
this unit should, with appropriate stakeholder input and oversight, set policies and fees, collect 
fees, pay all parking-related expenses, and communicate regularly with the campus community 
about parking-related issues. The parking auxiliary should establish a parking maintenance 
system with the ability to sell parking permits online, thus allowing purchases and renewals of 
permits via The Citadel’s website. 
 
R2. Create and maintain a comprehensive campus master plan. This document should be 
linked to The Citadel Strategic Plan, and should provide a vision and identify goals for use in 
managing all available on-campus land.  It should establish a process to be used when any major 
changes or modifications are considered, planned, and/or implemented.  All projects, agreements 
and decisions related to campus operations should be conducted in compliance with this master 
plan, providing a better means to plan for the future in balancing on-campus space-related issues, 
of which parking is an extremely space-intensive aspect.  Furthermore, a comprehensive campus 
master plan should address resiliency issues including sea-level rise, which is currently adversely 
affecting several on-campus parking lots and the campus as a whole. 
 
R3. Conduct a long-term parking supply and demand study. A scope of work should be 
developed and administered to conduct a study addressing long-term parking supply and 
demand.  A partial list of issues the study should address includes the following: campus traffic 
counts, inventory of lot-by-lot capacity, time of day use and vehicle occupancy, parking lot 
configuration, parking user allocations, parking technology, travel demand analysis, projection of 
future parking supply and demand, accommodation of special events, safety and security, 
parking capacity expansion options, viability of multimodal alternatives, and possible 
partnerships with other institutions. The scope of work and project deliverables should be guided 
by a steering committee reflecting major Citadel stakeholders. 
 
R4. Create a parking committee to provide input, feedback, and oversight. Current “best 
practice” includes participation of a committee representing all stakeholders, and having such a 
committee at The Citadel could have prevented the situation that sparked the creation of this 
committee. The existing FS/SC committee could be modified to include additional stakeholders, 
and should be involved in the formation of future policies and fees, as well as with the 
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communication of those policies and fees to the larger campus community. The committee 
should have access to all data on which decisions are based, and all decisions – especially the 
setting of fees – should be based on publicly available data. 
 

PROBLEM-SOLUTION MATRIX 
 
For easy reference, following matrix matches the problems identified by these initial findings 
with solutions described in our recommendations. 
 
Problems Solutions 

1a. The college appears to be out of 
compliance with state law regarding the use 
of parking fees. 
1b. Responsibility for various parking 
functions is spread over several offices, 
making record-keeping inefficient or even 
non-existent. 

R1. Create a parking auxiliary. 

2. The campus has no comprehensive master 
plan. 

R2. Create and maintain a comprehensive 
campus master plan. 

3. Policies and fees are not based on publicly 
available data and are made without input 
from stake-holders. 
4. Stake-holders are not informed in a timely 
fashion about policies and fees. 

R3. Conduct a long-term parking supply 
and demand study. 
 
R4. Create a parking committee to provide 
input, feedback, and oversight. 

 
Unless and until these recommendations are implemented, no meaningful progress can be made 
toward improving the parking situation on campus. 
 
 
Documents serving as the basis for these findings and recommendations are available to Citadel 
faculty and staff on SharePoint, in the “Transportation and Parking Review” folder: 
 
https://citadelits.sharepoint.com/sites/ops/projectmanagement/Transportation%20and%20Parkin
g%20Committee%20Review/SitePages/Home.aspx  

https://citadelits.sharepoint.com/sites/ops/projectmanagement/Transportation%20and%20Parking%20Committee%20Review/SitePages/Home.aspx
https://citadelits.sharepoint.com/sites/ops/projectmanagement/Transportation%20and%20Parking%20Committee%20Review/SitePages/Home.aspx

