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RECOMMENDATION 

Staff requests the City Council provide policy direction on the following Downtown Mobility Study implementation 
tools: 

(1) In-Lieu Fee Ordinance 
(2) Establishing a Downtown Mobility Fund and the Downtown Mobility Fund Ordinance 
(3) Revising the existing Transportation Demand Management Ordinance 

SUMMARY 

The Downtown Mobility Study was adopted in arch 2007. The Downtown Mobility Study compllments the 
Downtown Specific Plan (DSP) in outlining pedestrian and transit-friendly policies to direct future growth 
into Downtown Glendale. Nelson\Nygaard Consulting Associates was the lead consultant for the 
development of the Mobility Plan and they have been retained by the City to assist in implementation of 
three key recommendations: establish an In-Lieu Fee Ordinance, a Downtown Mobility Fund, and revise 
the existing Transportation Demand Management Ordinance. This initial workshop is intended to update 
the Council on the Mobiltty Plan recommendations and to discuss the three upcoming ordinances, which 
will be brought to council later this year. 

FISCAL IMPACT 

There are no Fiscal Impacts to initiate and adopt the proposed ordinances. Once adopted, it is anticipated 
that the application of the In-Lieu Fee ordinance will generate revenue to the City on a case-by-case basis. 

BACKGROUND 

On March 25th 2008, Council I Agency approved a contract with Nelson\Nygaard to prepare several 
implementation measures of the Downtown Mobility Study. These are described below. It should be noted 
that none of these ordinances are intended for immediate action. Council direction is desired at this time to 
help shape future ordinances. 

In-Lieu Fee Ordinance - (See Exhibits Aand B} This ordinance will allow developers or existing change­
of-use tenants within the DSP to pay a fee as a means of satisfying parking requirements as stated in the 
zoning code. Nelson\Nygaard researched existing city parking requirements and the parking reduction 
permit process, conducted a peer review of jurisdictions with existing In-Lieu Fee policies, and analyzed the 
approximate cost to build parking. 

Based on the results of this research, the following In-Lieu Fee structure is proposed for the DSP area only: 

• Change-of-use - forgo up to 100% of required parking paid as an annual fee of $600 per space in 
perpetuity 

• New development- forgo up to 50% of required parking paid as a one-time fee of 24,000 per 
space paid prior lo occupancy 

Establishment of a Downtown Mobility Fund - (See Exhibits Cand 0) The Downtown Mobility Fund will 
provide a new dedicated account to receive various existing and anticipated fees for the purpose of 
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enhancing mobility downtown. Nelson\Nygaard evaluated lhe existing ci ide Parking Fund and reviewed 
options to place new revenue sources generated in the DSP. This included creating an entirely new 
parking fund, broadening the purpose of the existing fund to include transit and pedestrian improvements, 
or depositing new funding sources into the existing fund. 

Funding mechanisms are proposed to be implemented within the DSP in the following manner: 

• New mobility related revenue generated within the DSP should be placed into a separate fund 
• Revenue includes Parking Meters on Brand Boulevard and proposed In-Lieu Fees 
• Money placed into the new fund will be invested in a variety of mobility improvements including 

parking, congestion relief, transit and streetscape Improvements specifically in the downtown area. 
• Money will not be extracted from the existing Parking Fund 
• The new fund will be flexible to allow for other funding and financing mechanisms to be placed into 

it when adopted by Council. 

Revised Transportation Demand Management Ordinance - (See Exhibits Eand F) The Mobility Study 
recommends strengthening the City's existing Transportation Demand Management (TOM) ordinance. 
Nelson\Nygaard reviewed the existing TOM ordinance, analyzed the current functionality of the existing 
Glendale Transportation anagement Association (T ), and conducted apeer review of successful 
TMA's and TOM ordinances. 

From this overview, it is recommended the City assume the role of program monitoring and implement TOM 
strategies within lhe City. The IDM Ordinance should be revised to include a clarification of the 
relationship between the existing Glendale TMA and any future Transportation Management Associations 
with the City of Glendale and local businesses. The City will define performance standards for TMAs wilhin 
the City. The City would require: 

• Mandatory participation of new businesses and developments within the downtown area 
• Annual vehicle ridership surveys for all member companies 
• Establish a yearly implementation schedule for TDM programs and annual reporting 
• A minimum of four TMA board meetings per year with a quorum present at all meetings 
• TMA boards to be composed of representatives from member companies with a decision-making 

capacity 

EXHIBIT(S) 

Exhibit A - In Lieu Fee Memo 
Exhibit B - In Lieu Fee Draft Ordinance 
Exhibit C- Downtown Mobility Fund Memo 
Exhibit 0- Downtown Mobility Fund Draft Ordinance 
Exhibit E - Transportation Demand Management Memo 
Exhibit F - Transportation Demand Management Draft Ordinance 
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Moved by Council Member 

seconded by Council Member 

that pursuant to the discussion at the October 21, 2008 Joint 

City Council and Redevelopment Agency meeting, and based on the 

background provided in the October 21, 2008 staff report from the 

Director of Planning regarding the development and adoption of 

certain Downtown Mobility Study implementation tools , the City 

Council hereby directs staff as follows as to the proposed 

(1) In- Lieu Fee Ordinance:(___ _________________] ; 

(2) Downtown Mobility Fund and Downtown Mobility Fund Ordinance: 

(_________ _______ _ ___] ; and, 

(3) revisions to the existing Transportation Demand Management 

Ordinance: [________________ _________] . 

Vote as follows: 

Ayes: 

Noes: 

Absent: 
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Nelson INygaard 
co n s ultin g asso ci a tes Exhibit A 

785 Market Street, Suite 1300 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

(415) 284-1544 FAX: (415) 284-1554 

MEMORANDUM 
To: Mike Nilsson 

From: Linda Rhine and Bonnie Nelson 

Date: August 12, 2008 

Subject: In-Lieu Parking Fee 

Introduction 
An in-lieu parking fee gives developers the option to pay a fee in lieu of providing some 
portion of the number of parking spaces ordinarily required by the city's zoning ordinance. The 
fee could be structured as either a fixed one-time fee per space or an annual fee per space. 
The fees collected can then be used to build public parking spaces, purchase private spaces 
for public use, or to support transportation demand management strategies and/or improve 
overall mobility in the downtown area. Several adaptive reuse redevelopment projects 
proposed for downtown Glendale will not be financially or architecturally feasible if the projects 
are forced to provide all of the City's minimum parking standards on-site. An in-lieu fee could 
encourage new development of the highest architectural and urban design quality as well as 
the redevelopment of vacant, underutilized, historic, and/or dilapidated buildings downtown. 

In-lieu fees have many benefits for both cities and developers. The fees provide flexibility for 
developers. If providing all of the required parking would be difficult or prohibitively expensive 
for developers, then they have the option to pay the fee instead .1 This is particularly useful for 
historic buildings, which often have limited parking included at the facility. By eliminating the 
requirement for on-site parking , in-lieu fees make it easier to restore historic buildings. In this 
way, in-lieu fees can encourage businesses to locate downtown and help to avoid vacancies. 
In addition, since the fees can be used to pay for spaces in public lots, more uses can share 
parking. Shared parking works best when uses with different peak demand periods share 
spaces (such as movie theaters which have a peak demand at night and offices which have a 
peak demand during the day) , thereby reducing the number of spaces needed to meet the 
combined peak parking demands. Shared parking also has the benefit of encouraging drivers 
to park once and visit multiple sites on foot rather than driving to and parking at each site. This 
reduces vehicle traffic and increases foot traffic, creating a safer pedestrian environment. 

1 Donald houp. The High Cost of Free Parking, 2005 



An in-lieu fee ordinance can be combined with other techniques for meeting parking 
requirements including the use of shared parking, tandem or valet parking or stacked parking 
to encourage better management of parking spaces provided on and off-site. 

Current Glendale Parking Regulations 
Glendale's Municipal Code contains rules for minimum parking requirements, change of use 
regulations, reduction of parking requirements and parking fund expenditures. Further details 
about these rules and regulations are described below. 

Minimum Parking Requirements 

Glendale has regulations requiring that both residential and commercial uses provide a 
minimum number of parking spaces. Each use has a specific minimum requirement (see 
Figure 1). For most commercial uses, the amount of parking required actually takes up more 
square footage than the use itself (see Figure 2) . 

Figure 1 Commercial Minimum Parking Requirements for Glendale 

Land Use 

Spaces 
per 1,000 
Sqft Notes 

Banks 4.0 
4 per 1000 sqft of customer service area, 
2. 7 per 1000 sqft office floor area 

Auto Service Stations 4.0 never Jess than 3 spaces 
Car Washes 1.4 never fess than 10 spaces 
Gyms and Health Clubs 10.0 
Medical and Dental Offices (not 
adiacent to hospital) 5.0 

Offices 2.7 
offices where primary use is treatment of 
no more than 2 clients at a time 

Fast food restaurants 12.5 
Restaurants 10.0 
Retail 4.0 
Hotels and Motels* 1.1 one space per habitable room 
Taverns 10.0 
Auditoriums/Assembly Halls 28.6 or one space per five fixed seats 
Churches, Svnaqooues, Temples 28.6 where no fixed seats 
Private Schools (Kindergarten-9th 
qrade) 2.7 
Private Schools (10th Qrade+) 28.6 or one space per five fixed seats 
Theaters 28.6 or one space per five fixed seats 
Industrial- Warehouse 1.0 
Industrial- Research and 
Development 2.7 
*Special Assumptions for Hotels/Motels 
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Figure 2 Comparison of Building Square Feet to Parking Square Feet 
Required 

Glendale Minimum Commercial Parking Requirements 

Banks 

If a building is expanded, remodeled, or the use of the building changes, the building may be 
required to provide more parking than its previous use. According to the Glendale zoning 
code, if a building expansion creates an increase in floor area or additional seats ; then 
additional parking must be provided to meet the minimum parking requirements. 2 Addition of 
floor area up to 25% for a historic resource is exempt from these requirements. 

When a change in use requires more off-street parking than the previous use, additional 
parking spaces are required to address the new use. For example, if a full service restaurant 
was to be converted into a fast food restaurant, since full service restaurants are required to 
provide 10 spaces per 1,000 square feet of floor area and fast food restaurants are required to 
provide 12.5 spaces per 1,000 square feet of floor area, the new use would be required to 
provide 2.5 additional spaces per 1,000 square feet of floor area. For a building with 4,000 
square feet of floor area, this would mean 10 additional parking spaces would be required for 
the change in use. However, there are some exceptions to this rule. Any change of use 

2 Glendale Municipal Code-Title 30, Zoning Code; Section 30.32.030 
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permitted in a historic building is not required to provide additional parking. Changes in use of 
commercial spaces under 2,000 square feet are not required to add more parking. 

Change of use regulations are particularly pertinent to Brand Boulevard and other streets in 
downtown Glendale, where small commercial spaces tum over and a number of vacancies 
present opportunity sites for new development. Given the presence of the Alex Theater, 
movies and other entertainment venues on Brand, restaurants and other retail/commercial 
outlets may be interested in developing in underutilized parcels along Brand; however, with 
limited options for on-site parking, it is difficult to encourage developers to locate to Glendale's 
bMain Street° because it is difficult or impossible to provide required parking. Developers at 
these sites almost always require exemptions from parking requirements, described below, 
which are fully discretionary. Developers are less likely to go through the process of obtaining 
a property or leasing a site if they are unsure whether they will be allowed to go forward . 

Administrative Exceptions 
If the owner would like to make a minor change to the parking requirement for a change of 
use project, they can apply for an administrative exception. 3 The applicant may ask for a 
maximum of three spaces or a five percent reduction, whichever is greater, in the number of 
total parking spaces required for the building after a change of use. The zoning administrator 
will consider and render decisions on any administrative exception and may impose 
conditions to safeguard and protect the public health, safety and promote the general welfare, 
to insure that the development so authorized is in accordance with approved plans and is 
consistent with the objectives of the ordinance. The administrative exception will only be 
granted if the zoning administrator finds in writing that: 

• The granting of the exception will result in design improvements, or there are space 
restrictions on the site which preclude full compliance with Code requirements without 
hardship 

• The granting of the exception, with any conditions imposed, will not be materially 
detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to the property or improvements in such 
zone or neighborhood in which the property is located 

• The granting of the exception will not be contrary to the objectives of the applicable 
regulations 

It is the responsibility of the applicant to provide proof supporting the above statements. 

Reduction of Parking Requirements 
Beyond administrative exceptions, a discretionary process for reduction of parking 
requirements does exist in Glendale.4 The following types of projects might qualify for a 
reduction: 

• Mixed use 

• New construction and use intensification near public parking 

• Uses adjacent to transit 

J Glendale Municipal Code - Title JO, Zoning Code; ection 30.44 - Administrative Exceptions 
4 Glendale Municipal ode - Title 30 Zoning Code; Section 30.50 - Request for Parking Reduction Permit 
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• Projects in redevelopment areas 

• Disabilities upgrade 

Applicants can request parking reductions for other reasons as well. For projects within the 
DSP, requests must be approved by the City Council and follow the parking reduction 
procedure. For any request, the Director of Planning may require a parking demand study 
conducted by a licensed traffic engineer or other transportation professional. 

In addition, the Director or Planning or the Director of Development Services shall set the 
matter for public hearing and notify the City Clerk of the hearing date.5 The City Clerk shall 
give notice of the public hearing. The notice shall contain the date, time and place of the 
hearing , the general nature of the parking reduction and the street address or legal description 
of the property involved. 

Between 2000 and 2006, 76 parking requirement reduction requests were made in Glendale. 
Out of the 76 parking reductions requested, information was available on 66 parking reduction 
requests to conduct a thorough analysis. Based on the 66 requests analyzed , these 
properties ordinarily would have been required to provide 4,262 parking spaces. Reduction 
requests varied from 1 % to 100% of required spaces. Overall , the properties proposed to 
provide 2,614 spaces, a reduction of 39% from the required number of spaces. (For more 
detail , see Appendix B-1 and Appendix B-2) 

Currently, when the city grants parking reduction permits, it gets nothing in return . Providing 
the option of paying an in-lieu parking fee to satisfy some portion of a property's parking 
requirements would reduce the number of parking requirement reduction requests made, thus 
reducing administrative work involved in this process, and would raise money for the city. 

It should be noted that a parking reduction permit allows developers to reduce the minimum 
parking requirements for a specific development. However, applying for a reduction gives no 
guarantee that it will be granted. By contrast, an in-lieu fee would allow developers to satisfy 
the minimum parking requirements by paying a fee per space not provided. Should the 
developer decide to pay the fee, they will have a guarantee that those spaces paid for by the 
fee will be counted towards meeting the minimum parking requirement. Paying the fee wi ll not 
require the applicant to conduct a parking demand study or go to City Counci l. 

Currently there is no in-lieu fee ordinance in place. However, should the in-lieu parking fee 
ordinance be adopted, developers will still have the option to apply for an administrative 
exception or a parking reduction permit should they so choose. Therefore, in order to avoid 
unnecessary permit requests, it might be beneficial to set the in-lieu fee level low enough to 
discourage developers from trying to continually "go around" the in-lieu fee ordinance by 
applying for a parking reduction permit. Developers may feel like they could get a better deal 
if they went directly to Council rather than following the ordinance. 

Parking Use Permit 
If a development does not have enough parking on-site to its meet mrmmum parking 
requirements, it may be able to satisfy some portion of its parking requirements off-site by 

s Glendale unicipal Code - Title 30, Zoning Code; Section 30.61 - Hearings and Publi olices 
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applying for a parking use permit.6 Off-site parking facilities secured by a lease may be used 
to satisfy the parking requirements for change of use projects. Off-site parking spaces 
secured by a covenant may be used to satisfy parking requirements for either change of use 
or new construction projects. For projects within the DSP, the Director of Planning will 
determine whether a public hearing is necessary. The permit will ultimately be granted by 
either the Director or the City Council. 

Currently, there is no prescribed procedure for developers to lease parking spaces in public 
garages. However, the City has recently negotiated a parking space lease agreement with the 
developer of the DPSS Building, a project involving reuse of a historic building where on-site 
parking was not possible.7 This agreement was negotiated outside of a fee ordinance, and the 
developer did not need to obtain a parking use permit. However, this agreement can be seen 
as an example of the type of lease agreement that would be required to obtain a parking use 
permit. 

The DPSS building, located at 225 E. Broadway, Glendale, California, was constructed at a 
time when on-site parking was not required and consequently has no parking available on­
site. In addition, since the use of the building will not change, as it will remain an office 
building, no additional on-site parking is required in order to satisfy the current minimum 
parking requirements. However, in order to provide parking for tenants, the developer elected 
to lease 178 parking spaces in nearby public parking garages. The City and the developer 
entered into a parking space lease agreement in which the developer agreed to lease 178 
spaces in the Glendale Marketplace and Exchange parking garages. The developer agreed to 
pay market rate for each space (in the form of a monthly parking permit) in addition to a 
premium of $13.75 per space per month. The developer shall have the right to use the spaces 
on a non-exclusive basis in common with all other public users of the parking garages. Users 
must show the permit in order to enter the garage. 

Developers of other buildings with no on-site parking may wish to enter into similar 
agreements in order to guarantee monthly parking passes for their tenants. In addition, 
developers may wish to enter into a similar agreement in order to satisfy some portion of their 
minimum parking requirements through leasing spaces in public garages, in which case the 
developer must apply for a parking use permit. It should be noted that parking space lease 
agreements are separate from the in-lieu fee. Payment of an in-lieu fee does not entitle a 
developer to specific parking spaces elsewhere in the city. Even if the developer pays an in­
lieu fee, if the developer would like to reserve spaces in a public parking garage they will have 
to make a separate arrangement. 

Parking Fund Expenditures 
Currently, money collected from parking meters and parking garages is put into the City's 
Parking Fund. Money in the parking fund can be used only for related activities such as 
parking meters, parking lot enforcement, architectural and engineering studies and analyses, 
purchase and maintenance of off-street parking facilities, and can be transferred to the 
general fund if approved by the City Council. The Parking Fund is currently managed by the 
Transportation and Traffic Section of the Department of Public Works. The Department 

6 Glendale Municipal Code - Title 30, Zoning Code; Section 30.51 - Parking Use Permit 
7 DPSS Parking Space Lease Agreement for Parking in the Glendale Marketplace and Exchange Parking Garages January 
17 2008 
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submits an annual accounting of the amount in the fund and a budget for fund expenditures. 
Although the fund was intended to be used as a source of funding for new parking, the 
Downtown Mobility Plan determined that new parking facil ities are not needed in Downtown 
Glendale: rather that improved parking management and an emphasis on other modes would 
provide enhanced mobility in the downtown area. 

In the future, when in-lieu revenues are also available, they could be deposited in the same 
fund, which should be broadened to address not only future parking supply, but also the other 
recommendations of the Mobility Plan, including improvements to all modes and demand 
management strategies. This is discussed in more detail at the end of this memorandum and 
will be the subject of additional analysis. 

Peer Review 
Many cities have already implemented in-lieu fees. Figure 3 summarizes the per-space in-lieu 
fees for twelve Californian cities in 2008. 

Figure 3 Summary of In-Lieu Fees in Californian Cities 

Citv Fee Amount 
Year 

Initiated 
Fee 

Adjustments Fee Revenue Expenditures 

Beverly 
Hills 

Rodeo: 
$35,704.30 
Beverly: 
$28,563.40 
Other CBD: 
$21 ,422.40 1940's 

Adjusted 
annually 
based on cost 
of living index 

Used to construct parking 
garages on city owned lands and 
in partnership with private 
development 

Davis $4,000 1970's 

Adjusted on 
an as-needed 
basis 

Held in a consolidated off-site 
parking fund program, spent on 
construction of public parking 
resources and parking structures 
downtown 

Hermosa 
Beach $28,900 1980's 

Adjusted on 
an as-needed 
basis 

Used for construction of parking 
garages 

Huntington 
Beach $16,884.39 1995 

Adjusted 
annually 
based on CPI 

Generally will be spent to 
provide parking in downtown 

Laguna 
Beach $20,000 1960 

Adjusted on 
an as-needed 
basis 

Millbrae $12 ,313 1987 

Adjusted 
annually 
based on CPI 

Used to improve parking in the 
city's commercial district. Have 
been used to enhance and 
modify the city's three municipal 
lots and for re-striping of the 
downtown area 
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City Fee Amount 
Year 

Initiated 
Fee 

Adjustments Fee Revenue Expenditures 

Monterey $8,710 1960's 

Adjusted 
annually 
based on CPI 

Transportation demand 
management; operating funds 
for a free downtown shuttle ·the 
Wave". 

Mountain 
View $26,000 1988 

Adjusted as 
needed based 
on cost of 
construction 

Used to construct parking 
garages in downtown, provide 
shared parking facilities 

Palo Alto $58,423 1995 

Adjusted 
annually 
based on 
co nstructi on 
cost index 

Used for construction of public 
parking spaces within the 
assessment district 

Pasadena $146.53 per year 1987 

Adjusted 
annually 
based on CPI Used to build parking garages 

Pismo 
Beach $36,000 2005 

Adjusted on 
an as-needed 
basis 

Spent on parking improvements 
including property acquisition , 
parking structure construction, 
parking lot lease fees, parking lot 
maintenance, implementing 
downtown paid parking program 

San Luis 
Obispo 

New construction: 
$16,400 
Change of use: 
$4,100 1987 

Adjusted 
annually 
based on CPI 

Placed in the Parking Enterprise 
Fund , used for operations, 
maintenance, and new 
construction of parkjng faci lities 

Several other Southern Californian cities were also contacted, which do not have per-space 
in-lieu fees. These cities are summarized in Figure 4 below. However, the city of Alhambra 
states that development located near public parking can use these off-si te spaces towards 
meeting their parking requi rements. It should also be noted that although Santa Monica does 
not have a per-space fee, they do have an option for developments within the Bayside District 
to pay a fee of $1 .50 for every new square footage of building space added after 1986 for 
which parking is not provided. 

Figure 4 Californian Cities without Per-Space In-Lieu Fees 

Citv Fee Status Comments 

Alhambra No Fee 

Development within 400 lineal feet of public parki ng lots can 
take credit for the public spaces toward meeting their parking 
requirement 

Anaheim 

.. 

No Fee 

Code-required parking must be provided unless a parking 
study is completed and determines the actual demand of a 
project is less than the code-required demand 
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Irvine No Fee 

When a project is unable to provide the code-required parking, 
a request for Administrative Relief may be submitted to the 
City per ZoninQ Code Section 4-6-3 

San 
Bernardino No Fee 
Santa 
Clarita No Fee 

Santa 
Monica 

Building 
Fee 

Fee is $1 .50 per SF of building space for which parking is not 
provided; no per-space fee 

Oxnard PendinQ 
Pending approval of the City Council, fee will likely be $3,500 
per space 

Long Beach Suspended 
Fee did not cover cost .of providing parking , reanalysis required 
before the fee would be reinstituted 

Newport 
Beach Suspended 

A reduction or waiver is possible through at Use Permit, 
otherwise all required parking must be provided on site 

Descriptions of how per-space in-l ieu fees are administered in four of Glendale's peer cities 
are presented below. It should be noted , however, that Pasadena applies an annual fee 
whereas most cities apply a one-time fee. 

Pasadena, California 
In contrast to the automobile image of the City of Los Angeles, Pasadena has gained a 
reputation for its pedestrian-friendly, vibrant downtown, that combines a mix of uses with easy 
access by the automobile. However, this was not always the case. By the 1970's Old 
Pasadena had become run-down and somewhat of a skid row. Revitalization of the area 
occurred throughout the 1980's. When the Parking Credit Program was initiated in 1987, the 
parking in-lieu fee was set extremely low in order to encourage development in the area. Old 
Pasadena has since been transformed into a restaurant and entertainment center, and a 
major attraction in Southern California. 

The city's "Parking Credit Program" allows property owners in Old Pasadena to pay a fee in 
lieu of satisfying minimum parking requirements on-site. This is particularly important in 
allowing adaptive reuse of historic buildings that were built without parking, where minimum 
parking requirements would be triggered by a change in use. Since few of the buildings in this 
historic part of the city have off-street parking, this removed one of the major barriers to 
adaptive reuse. The fee is collected annually, rather than as a lump sum which is common in 
many other cities, allowing developers to avoid financing problems. However, this approach 
has created some revenue collection issues, particularly where property has changed owners. 
The fee is set at an extremely low rate ($146.53 per year per space in 2008). In 2002, the 
criteria were tightened, with eligibility limited to designated historic buildings, and buildings 
that would require additional parking following rehabilitation or a change in use. In-lieu fee 
revenue helped to fund two public parking structures, which total 1,567 spaces, and provided 
a public contribution to a private structure that is open to the public. One space has been built 
for every 1.5 parking credits awarded; fewer spaces are required since spaces are shared 
between uses. The in-lieu fee typically provides only a small portion (5%) of the funding 
needed to build and operate its public garages. However, because the _city collects the great 
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majority of the revenue needed to build and operate parking from hourly and monthly parking 
charges (see Figure 5), it does not need to collect much revenue from its in-lieu fees. 

Figure 5 Old Pasadena Parking Meter Revenues and Expenditures, 
FY2001 

Line Item Amount Comments 
Parking 
Revenues 
Meter Charges $1,288,012 $1 ,867 per meter 
Valet Charges $68,915 Valet use of meter spaces 
Investment 
Earnings $89,067 Interest on fund balance 
Total Revenue $1,445,994 $2,096 per meter 
Parking 
Expenses 

Including personnel, cash handling 
Operating $162,127 and materials 
Capital $102,338 Lease payments and replacements 

Total Expenses $264,465 $383 per meter 

Net Revenue $1,181,529 $1,712 per meter 

Other 
Expenses 
Security $247,681 Additional police patrols 
Lighting 
Services $20,600 
Additional 
Sidewalk/ 
Street 
Maintenance $410,796 
Marketing $15,000 
Debt Service $448,393 For streetscapes and alleyways 
Total 
Expenditures 
in Old 
Pasadena $1,142,470 
Source: City or 
Pasadena 

Beverly Hills, California 
The in-lieu fee program in Beverly Hills dates back as far as the 1940's. The program has 
changed and evolved over the years to maintain effectiveness for the crty. Originally the fee 
was calculated based on the cost of land and improvements, however, as these costs 
increased, interest in the program dropped. Now the fee is set at a level to cover the cost of 
constructing a parking stall. The fee only applies to the central business district (CBD). 
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Currently the city has three different fee amounts according to distance from the central 
business core: 

• Inner CBD core (Rodeo Dr.): $35,704.30 per space 

• Mid-CBD (Beverly Dr.}: $28,563.40 per space 

• Outer CBD: $21,422.40 per space 

The fee is readjusted every year, along with all other city fees, based on the cost of living 
index. However, the city is planning to re-assess the fee in the near future since construction 
costs have increased dramatically. Current building costs for subterranean parking spaces in 
Beverly Hills have been estimated at between $65,000 and $80,000. 

The in-lieu fee is defined in the city's code and the program is administered by the Community 
Development Department. The applicant applies through the Planning Division and must 
receive approval from the Planning Commission. Once approved, the applicant will pay the 
fee in order to receive a building permit. The Building and Safety Division collects the fees, 
which are placed in the In-Lieu Parking Fund. These funds are then used to construct parking 
garages on city owned lands and recently have been used in partnership with private 
deve I opme nt.8 

Mountain View, California 
Mountain View's current in-lieu fee is a one-time fee of $26,000 per space. The fee is not 
adjusted annually , however, the fee has been reset twice since its inception in 1988. The 
original fee was $9 ,000. In 1991 the fee was increased to $13,000 based on the actual cost of 
construction for the first downtown garage built in Mountain View. In 2000 the fee was 
increased again to its current value of $26,000. The updated fee was agreed upon in 
consultation with the City's Downtown Committee and was in line with projected costs for the 
construction of a new City garage. • 

The fee was codified in the Downtown Precise Plan and applies to a specific parking district 
within this Precise Plan Are.a. The intent of the fee is to provide shared parking facilities to 
accommodate those sites within the Parking District that cannot or opt not to provide parking 
on-site. The fee is paid to the Parking District, which is administered by the Community 
Development Department, and is used to construct new parking. So far, money generated 
from the in-lieu fee has been contributed to the construction of two parking garages in 
Downtown Mountain View.9 

Monterey, California 
The City of Monterey's Parking Adjustment fee has been in existence since the 1960's. 
Developers have the option to either pay a one-time fee or a monthly fee per space. The one­
time fee is $8,710 per space and the monthly fee is $72.58 per space per month. These fees 
are adjusted each year on July 1st according to the CPI. Fee agreements are handled by the 
city 's Planning Division. Rather than investing the money solely in parking, fee revenue is 
contributed to transportation demand management, in order to reduce the demand for 

~ Email communication with Peter Noonan, City of Beverly Hills Community Development Department, June 12, 2008 
9 Email communication with Rebecca Shapiro, City of Mountain View Plann.iug Division, June 13, 2008 
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parking. In particular, the fees are used to help offset some of the costs of a free, city-run 
shuttle which operates in the summer and during some holidays.,o 

Establishing In-Lieu Fee Rates 
Setting an in-lieu fee is complicated, requiring a fee that is high enough to generate revenue 
for needed parking and mobility projects without being so high that a developer would rather 
simply build parking. If the fee is set too high, it could be cost-prohibitive for potential 
developers, which might lead to empty storefronts or cancelled projects. However, if the fee is 
set too low, then it will not be able to fund measures to replace parking or reduce the demand 
for parking. To give a basis for comparison, examples of one-time, per-space in-lieu fees in 
Californian cities, as discussed in the previous section, are shown below in Figure 6. In 
addition, the in-lieu fee for Pasadena is $146.53 per space per year. 

Figure 6 In-Lieu Fees from Californian Cities 

$70,000 -------------------------------. 

$58,423 60,000 +------

50,000 +------ ---

40,000 $35,704 536,000 

$28,563 $28,900$30,000 -1-------------­

$20,000 

- s26.ooo -

Cost to Build Parking 
An analysis of the annualized costs of building parking in Glendale was conducted in order to 
provide a reference point for determining the in-lieu parking fee. This scenario simulates a 

10 Email communica1ion with Wayne Dalton, City of onterey Parking upcrintendent, June 17 2008 
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hypothetical situation in which a five story parking garage is built on top of an existing 1DO­
space surface lot. 

The assumptions used for this analysis are listed below: 

• A five-story parking garage with six parking levels (parking on roof level) 

• A structured garage displaces a 1OD-space surface parking lot on a 34,000 square foot 
(0.78 acre) site 

• 80 spaces on each parking level for a total of 480 spaces 

• Parking space size 340 square foot per space (or 128.1 spaces per acre) 

• Land value in Downtown Glendale is approximately $250 per square foot 

• Direct cost refers to direct construction costs 

• Soft cost refers to architectural and engineering fees 

• Debt service equals payments needed to repay project costs over the lifetime of the 
structure 

• 5% interest (tax-free municipal bonds) 

• 35-year useful life 

• Operation/maintenance and enforcement costs are based on the city's 2005 operation 
and maintenance costs for the Marketplace Garage 

Under this scenario, the total project costs are $18 million for the entire project or $47,483 per 
space gained, as illustrated in Figure 7. This is in line with the cost per space added for 
several recent downtown public parking garages in California: 

• UCLA(2001): $21,000 

• Mountain View (2000): $26,000 

• Walnut Creek (1994): $32,400 

• Palo Alto (2002): $50,994 
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Figure 7 Estimated Capital Cost per Parking Space 

New Downtown Garage 
Structured Spaces Built 480 
Surface Spaces Displaced 100 
Net Spaces Gained 380 
Land Cost $8,500,000 
Direct Cost $7,514,482 
Project Cost (Land + Direct + 
Soft) $18,043,392 
Gross Cost Per Space 

Direct $15,655 
Project $37,590 

Cost Per Space Gained 
Direct $19,775 
Project $47,483 .

Source: Nelson\Nygaard Consulting Associates, Inc . 

On an annualized basis, this results in a cost of $283 per space per month or $3,399 per 
space per year, as illustrated in Figure 8. It should be noted that this is a conservative 
estimate. Several costs are excluded, such as externalized public costs, which have been 
estimated at $117 /space for traffic congestion and air pollution costs. This example 
demonstrates that building parking is expensive and there are ongoing operating costs. It 
should be noted that many developers in Glendale choose subterranean parking, which can 
be far more expensive than aeriaJ structured parking. 

Figure 8 Resulting Costs per Space per Year 

New Downtown Garage 
Project Cost per Space 
Gained $47,483 
Annual Costs per Space 
Gained 

Debt Service 
Operation & 
Maintenance 
Insurance 
Enforcement 

$2,900 

$350 
$95 
$54 

Total Cost per Space Gained 
Per Year 
Per Month 
Per Workday 

$3,399 
$283 
$13 

Source; Nelson\Nygaard Consulting Associates, Inc. 

Parking Revenue 
Although parking meters and lots generate some revenue, at Glendale's current parking rates, 
the revenue is lower than the annual costs to build and maintain public parking spaces. The 
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annual revenue per parking meter in off-street lots in Glendale for FY07/08 was $736 (see 
Figure 9) while the annual revenue per space in public garages in Glendale in FY07 /08 was 
$801 (see Figure 10). 

Figure 9 Annual Revenue from Off-Street Parking Meters 

Lot Number 
Number 

of Meters 
% 

Occupancy 
Annual 

Revenue 
Revenue ger 

Meter 
1 
2 
3 
4 
6 
10 
11 
12 
15 
17 

58 
57 
65 
81 
117 
62 
66 
33 
25 
45 

25% 
57% 
69% 
36% 
90% 
53% 
23% 
16% 
66% 
69% 

$19,478 
$44,793 
$61 ,159 
$40,439 

$143 ,991 
$45,113 
$21 ,014 
$7 ,338 

$22,404 
$42,254 

$336 
$786 
$941 
$499 

$1 ,231 
$728 
$318 
$222 
$896 
$939 

TOTAL 609 $447,984 $736 
Source: City of Glendale 

Figure 10 Annual Revenue from Public Parking Garages 

Number of Annual Revenue per 
Parking Spaces Revenue Space 

Exchange 675 $615 ,370 $912 
Marketplace 1,100 $1,014,169 $922 
Orange 
Street 620 $288,110 $465 
Total 2,395 $1,917,649 $801 

Source: City of Glendale 

Users can either pay an hourly fee or purchase a monthly pass to park in the public garages. 
It should be noted that spaces in the Exchange and Marketplace garages are well used . This 
is reflected in the higher revenue per space. Spaces in the Orange Street garage, however, 
are under-utilized. Most of the spaces sit empty, even during the peak hour, and revenue 
generated from this lot is low. Excess capacity exists in this lot for parking from new 
developments. 

In-Lieu Fee Assessment 
An in-lieu fee would allow developers to avoid building at least some portion of required 
parking. As discussed, the cost to build a new parking space in Glendale is approximately 
$47,483 for capital costs, resu lting in an annualized cost to build and operate each space of 
$3,399 annual ly. However, providing the space on-site could have various benefits for 
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developers, such as potential revenue from parking fees in addition to adding capital value 
and marketing value to the development. Therefore, the value of the option not to build 
parking is lower than the cost to build parking and should be set lower than the cost to build 
parking accordingly. It is difficult determine the exact value of the option not to build parking, 
since it will vary per project. However, it is useful to set the in-lieu fee at a fixed amount so 
that developers can take this amount into consideration when deciding whether or not to build 
parking. 

In addition, Glendale should consider that when a business opts not to build a parking space, 
the city does not necessarily need to build that space elsewhere. As described earlier, the 
demand for parking in main street areas is often lower than that what is currently required by 
the city's parking requirements. In addition, many on-street spaces are available to satisfy 
some parking needs. Therefore, even if some developments do not provide all of the required 
parking, there can still be sufficient parking available in the area. 

Finally, when public spaces are efficiently used, as in the example of Pasadena, revenues 
generated by hourly and monthly parking fees will cover a significant portion of the cost to 
build and maintain parking. While Glendale's Exchange garage is being used efficiently and 
generating a fair amount of revenue, the Orange Street garage is not being used efficiently. 
Use in this garage should be increased before building a new garage can be justified. This 
also demonstrates the need to strategically plan new parking garages, because although an 
efficient garage can generate revenue for the city, an inefficient garage will continue to cost 
the city money. 

Options and Recommendations 
This section contains the various options as well as specific recommendations for the type of 
in-lieu fee, the fee amount and how the fee should be applied. In order to create an in-lieu fee, 
the City of Glendale will have to create an in-lieu fee ordinance in its municipal code. The 
ordinance should specify that the in-lieu fee will only apply to projects within the DSP area. 
These recommendations will aid in creating this ordinance. 

Type of In-Lieu Fee 

Options 

The city has two options for type of fee: 

• Option A: a fixed one-time fee per space 

• Option B: an annual fee per space 

A one-time fee is simpler to apply and easier for developers to incorporate into construction 
calculations. This option also provides more money to the city upfront. In addition, the one­
time fee does not create any complications when ownership of a development changes 
hands. 

An annual fee does not place as high of an upfront financial burden on the developer. Instead, 
the payments are smaller and spread out over time. This provides a continued income to the 
city for transportation improvements. 
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Recommendation 

A combination of fee types is recommended. It is recommended that new developments are 
charged a one-time fee. The one-time fee is recommended to avoid revenue collection issues 
which can occur when property changes owners. In addition, a one-time fee would allow 
developers to more easily incorporate the fee into financial analyses and can decide early in 
the development or redevelopment process whether to provide the parking or pay the fee. 

Change of land use should pay an annual fee. This option provides more flexibility, particularly 
since changing land uses poses more of a financial risk such as when a retail establishment 
becomes a restaurant with no guarantee of financial success. In this situation, the annual fee 
may be more financially feasible than a one-time fee. The in-lieu fee ordinance should clearly 
state that once the annual in-lieu fee has been established, the fee remains with the land use 
rather than the property owner. 

Fee Amount 

Options 

In-lieu fees in other cities have a wide range. Different fee levels would have different impacts 
for the city. Three potential fee amounts Glendale could choose between are: 

• High Fee Amount: one-time fee: $40,000 per space; annual fee: $2,400 per space 

• Medium Fee Amount: one-time fee: $24,000 per space; annual fee: $1 ,500 per space 

• Low Fee Amount: one-time fee: $10,000 per space; annual fee: $600 per space 

The high fee amount of $40,000 per space is close to the cost to construct a parking space in 
Downtown Glendale. The annual fee of $2,400 per space was calculated based on the cost to 
cover the $40,000 fee over the course of 35 years with an interest rate of 5%.11 However, 
these values are quite high. The one-time fee is more than twice the in-lieu fee for several 
cities cited. Additionally, this fee level would likely discourage developers from developing in 
downtown. 

The medium fee amount of $24,000 per space was suggested because it is lower than the 
cost to build a parking space in downtown Glendale (about half the cost), and is close to the 
average in-lieu fee amount from the other cities cited for California. This amount is reasonable 
because it will generate sufficient funds for the city to invest in transportation improvements. 
In addition, it is low enough to encourage developers to build or redevelop sites in downtown 
Glendale. The annual fee of $1 ,500 per space per year was calculated based on the 
approximate cost to cover the $24,000 fee over the course of 35 years with an interest rate of 
5%. 

The low fee amount of $10,000 per space represents the mid-range of in-lieu fees charged by 
cities in California. Since this fee is lower than the other options, it will likely encourage more 
developers to develop or redevelop in downtown. While this low value will not provide as 
much revenue for transportation investments, it can still generate sufficient funds for many 
transportation demand projects. The annual fee of $600 per space per year was calculated 

11 annual payment - one-lime payment* [interest rate/(1-{l+interest rate)"'(-number of years)))J 
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based on the approximate cost to cover the $10,000 fee over the course of 35 years with an 
interest rate of 5%. 

A comparison between the proposed fees and current in-lieu fees in other California cities can 
be seen in Figure 11 . In addition, Appendix A and Appendix B show comparisons between 
various in-lieu fee amounts. 

Figure 11 Proposed and Current ln~Lieu Fees 

$70,000 -,----------------------------­

$60,000 

$50,000 

$40,000 +--- ----­

$30,000 t--- ---­

$20,000 

$1 0,000 
$10,000 +--- --

$40,000 

$24,000 

Recommendation 

The in-lieu fee should be set low enough to encourage redevelopment in the downtown area 
yet high enough to allow the city to fund transportation improvements. The fee should be set 
lower than the approximate cost to build a parking space in Glendale, which has been 
estimated as much as $47,483. The city does not need to build a new space for each space 
foregone. Therefore, the recommended one-time fee is the mid range option of $24,000 per 
space. The recommended annual fee is the low option of $600 per space per year. In 
addition, the fees should be adjusted every year according to the Consumer Price Index 
(CPl).12 Many cities in Southern California currently adjust their in-l ieu fees annually according 
to the CPI. While some cities, such as Beverly Hills, have found that the CPI does not keep up 
with the costs of construction , and have therefore decided to reevaluate their fee , this is only 

12 Each year tl1e fee should be adjusted according to Lhe percent change in CPL For example, if the fee was $24,000 in 2008 
and die CPI increased 4% between 2008 and 2009, the Fee should be increased by 4%: $24 000* 1.04 - 24,960. So the 2009 
fee would be $24 960. 
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an issue for cities who intend to use fee revenues to build parking. If the city of Glendale plans 
to invest fee revenue into other applications, as recommended in the Parking Fund section 
below, adjusting the fee by the CPI should be sufficient, since it will not be necessary for the 
fee revenue to cover the full cost of parking construction. However, the City CounciJ may wish 
to review fee revenue and expenditures periodically to see if an adjustment beyond the CPI is 
needed. 

Percent of Spaces Forgone 

Options 

While typically cities with an in-lieu fee allow the developer to forgo up to 100% of required 
spaces, Glendale might want to limit the percent of spaces forgone, at least during the early 
years of fee implementation. This will ease the mind of some who might think that developers 
will rush to avoid putting in a full complement of parking and available parking will be 
oversubscribed too quickly. Two options are: 

• Option A: allow developers to forgo anywhere from 0% to 100% of required spaces by 
paying the in-lieu fee 

• Option B: require developers to apply for an exemption if they wish to forgo more than 
50% of required spaces 

As previously mentioned, between 2000 and 2005, 72 parking requirement reduction requests 
were made in Glendale, with reduction requests ranging between 6% and 100% of required 
spaces. Overall this resulted in requests to reduce the required number of spaces for these 
specific sites by 59%. Therefore, developers requesting to forgo 100% of required spaces are 
balanced out by developers requesting to forgo fewer spaces. Even with this option, many 
developers would not request to forgo 100% of spaces, especially because many sites that 
are being redeveloped in Glendale already contain some on-site parking. Consequently, it 
might not be necessary to limit the number of parking spaces developers can request to forgo. 
Other cities typically do not place such a limit on spaces forgone and most projects do not 
choose to forgo 100% of spaces. 

However, if the city wants to maintain some control over the spaces forgone, the in-lieu 
parking fee ordinance could include a requirement that any developer requesting to forgo 
more than 50% of spaces must apply for an exemption. If the requests are reasonable, it is 
likely that the city will honor many of these exemptions. However, this requirement will ensure 
the city a higher level of control over ensuring that sufficient parking spaces are provided on­
site. 

Recommendation 

The recommended action is a combination of Option A and Option B. Change of use projects 
should be allowed to forgo any portion up to 100% of required parking, however new 
developments must apply for an exemption if they wish to forgo more than 50% of required 
parking. Requiring a change of use project to apply for an exemption could discourage 
developers from redeveloping sites downtown. There are many situations in which no parking 
spaces are included on a potential redevelopment site and it would be nearly impossible for 
the developer to build parking spaces. In these cases, developers should be allowed to forgo 
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100% of required spaces by paying the in-lieu fee without having to go through the extra step 
of applying for an exemption. 

New developments, however, will only be able to forgo up to 50% of required parking by 
rights. If the developer wishes to forgo more than 50% of required spaces, they must apply for 
an exemption and provide reasons for the request. The exemption must be approved by city 
council. This will give the city a chance to review the project to determine how much parking is 
actually needed. 

Parking Fund 

Options 

Currently, money collected from parking revenue is placed in the city's parking fund. Money in 
this fund can only be used for parking related activities. However, the Downtown Mobility 
Study recommended creating a new fund for parking revenue that will allow funds to be spent 
more broadly. The two options are outlined below: 

• Option A: place money collected from the in-lieu fee in the city's current parking fund 
with use limited to maintaining or building parking 

• Option B: replace the current parking fund with a new Downtown Transportation Fund; 
place revenue from the in-lieu fee and other parking revenue in the fund 

There are three ways funds from in-lieu fees are typically spent: to build public parking 
spaces, to open private spaces for public use/shared parking and to fund other mobility 
projects and TOM. Current parking fund expenditures allow for the first two purposes. If the 
current municipal code for parking fund expenditures is not changed, money from the in-lieu 
fee can be used to either build new public parking structures, or to purchase private spaces to 
be used for public use. 

The Glendale Mobility Study mentioned creation of a Downtown Transportation Fund . This 
fund would replace the current parking fund. All parking revenue and money collected from 
the in-lieu fee would be placed in this fund and the money would be dedicated for 
implementation of Downtown Mobil ity Study recommendations. Expenditures would include 
parking maintenance and operations, transportation demand management strategies, and 
transit improvements. These investments would help reduce the demand for parking in 
downtown Glendale. Money collected from parking fees, including in-lieu fees, in the 
downtown area would be spent downtown, which further encourages downtown businesses 
and developers to support parking management. 

Recommendation 

It is recommended that the City of Glendale create a Downtown Transportation Fund (Option 
B). However, the details involved in creating this fund will be provided at a later time. Initially, 
money collected from the in-lieu fees should be placed in the current parking fund. Once the 
Downtown Transportation Fund has been created, all parking revenue and money collected 
from the in-lieu fee will be placed in this fund and the money will be dedicated to implementing 
Downtown Mobility Study recommendations. Expenditures would include parking 
maintenance and operations, transportation demand management strategies, and transit 
improvements. These investments will help reduce the demand for parking in downtown 
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Glendale. The City should develop an annual budget for fund expenditures, which must be 
approved by the City Council. 

Change of Use Exceptions 

Options 

The current zoning code states that changes in use of commercial spaces under 2,000 square 
feet are not required to add more parking. 13 However, in order to encourage redevelopment of 
smaller establishments, this value could be increased to 5,000 square feet: 

• Option A: do not change current change of use exceptions 

• Option 8 : amend change of use exceptions to state that changes in use of commercial 
spaces under 5,000 square feet in the DSP area are not required to add more parking 

Increasing the size of establishments that are waived from the change of use regulation to 
provide more parking from establishments under 2,000 square feet to establishments under 
5,000 square feet will encourage more developers to redevelop small establishments. In 
addition, these redevelopment projects would also be exempt from paying an in-lieu fee. 

Recommendation 

It is recommended to amend the change of use exceptions in the Glendale Municipal Code, 
Section 30.32.030 to state that changes in use of commercial spaces under 5,000 square feet 
in the DSP area are not required to add more parking (Option 8). Having to provide additional 
parking or pay an in-lieu fee could be a financial burden to small businesses. Therefore, 
changing this regulation to increase exemptions from businesses under 2,000 square feet to 
businesses under 5,000 square feet would encourage redevelopment of small establishments 
downtown. 

13 Glendale Municipal Code - Title 30, Zoning Code; Chapter 30.32 - Parking and Loading, Section 30.32.030 
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Nelson Nygaard 
c o n u I l i n g a o c i a t c s -----------------------

APPENDIX A 

The following table shows a list of example projects, including both change of use and new construction, that could apply for 

an In- lieu fee. The table Includes the existing square feet of the building, the parking code requirement, the total parking 

spaces required, the spaces existing on-s ite, the total additional spaces needed, the total ln-lleu fee that would be requ ired to 

cover those spaces, the current monthly rent of the use, the additional cos·t per square foot per month that would be added 

due to the In - lieu fee, the total month ly rent including the in- lieu fee and the percent increase In rent. This set of examp les is 

repeated for the high fee, medium fee, low fee, very low fee and Pasadena's fee level. These examples show the range of 

income that can be generated by the various fee amounts. 

In-Lieu Parking Fee Project Scenarios 
-

Hiah In-Lieu Fee - $2,400 Yearlv, $40,000 One-Time Fee 

Business 
Existing 
soft 

Career Colleae 6,900 
Restauranl 6 000 
Bowlino Allev 24,200 
Restaurant 5,000 
Restaurant with 5,000 
Exemption 5,000 
Nightclub 6,500 
Fast Food Restaurant 6,000 

Hotel n/a 
••100 du Residential 
Develocmenl nla 

New/ 
Existing 
Soace 
Existina 
Existina 
Existino 
Existino 

Existing 
Existing 
Existing 

New 

New 

Parking Code 
Reauirement 
28.6 oer 1,000 SF 
10 per 1,000 SF 
4 per 1 000 SF 
10 per 1,000 SF 

Exempt 
28.6 per 1,000 SF 
12.5 per 1,000 SF 

1 space oer room 

2per du+1 14 guest 

TotaJ 
Parking 
Reauired 
197 soaces 
60 soaces 
97 spaces 
50 spaces 

0spaces 
186 spaces 
75 spaces 

172 spaces 

225 spaces 

"Existing 
Soaces 
62 spaces 
24 spaces 
50 spaces 
25 spaces 

0 spaces 
65 spaces 
70 spaces 

112 spaces 

200 scaces 

Additional 
Spaces 
Needed 
135 spaces 
36 spaces 
47 spaces 
25 spaces 

0 spaces $0 
121 sPaces $290 160 
5 scaces $12,000 

60 spaces $2 400 000 

25 soaces $1,000,000 

Total Potential Annual Revenue Generated -
Onlv: 

In-Lieu Total 
Yearlv Fee 
$324 816 $13,800 
$86 400 $12,000 
$112,320 $48,400 
560,000 $10,000 

OneTlme Fee 

Monthly 
Rent 
without In-
Lieu Fee 

$10 000 
$13 000 
$12 000 

Existing Uses 

Additional 
Cost/sqft/ 
month with 
In-Lieu Fee 
$3.92 
$1.20 
$0.39 
$1.00 

$0.00 
S3.72 
$0.17 

$193 008 
Monthly 
Rent with 
In-Lieu 
Fee 
$40,868 
$19,200 
$57,760 
$15,000 

$10,000 
$37 180 
$13 000 

% 
Increase 
in Rent 
196.1% 
60.0% 
19.3% 
50.0% 

0.0% 
186.0% 
8.3% 



-=-

Total Potential Annual Revenue Generated - Existing Uses 
Medium In-Lieu Fee- S1,500 Yearly, $24,000 One-Time Fee Onlv: $165,330 

Monthly Additional Monthly 
New/ Total Additional Rent Cost/sqft/ Rent with % 

Existing Existing Parking Code Parking "Existing Spaces In-Lieu Total without In- month with In-Lieu Increase 
Business sqft Space Requirement Required Spaces Needed Yearly Fee Lieu Fee In-Lieu Fee Fee in Rent 
Career Colleqe 6,900 Existinq 28.6 per 1,000 SF 197 spaces 62 spaces 135 spaces $203,010 $13,800 $2.45 S30,718 122.6% 
Restaurant 6,000 Existinq 10 per 1,000 SF 60 spaces 24 spaces 36 spaces $54,000 $12,000 S0.75 S16,500 37.5% 
Bowlinq Alley 24,200 Existinq 4 per 1,000 SF 97 spaces 50 spaces 47 spaces $70,200 $48,400 S0.24 $54,250 12.1% 
Restaurant 5,000 Existinci 10 per 1,000 SF 50 spaces 25 spaces 25 spaces $37,500 $10,000 S0.63 S13,125 -31 .3% 
Restaurant with 5,000 
Exemption 5,000 Existinci Exempt 0spaces 0spaces 0 spaces $0 $10,000 S0.00 S10,000 0.0% 
Niqhlclub 6,500 ExistinQ 28.6 per 1,000 SF 186 spaces 65 spaces 121 spaces $181 ,350 $13,000 S2.33 S28,113 116.3% 
Fast Food Restaurant 6,000 Existino 12.5 per 1,000 SF 75 spaces 70 spaces Sspaces $7,500 $12,000 S0.10 S12,625 5.2% 

One-Time 
Fee 

Hotel n/a New 1space per room 172 spaces 112 spaces 60 spaces $1,440,000 
...100 du Residential 
Development n/a New 2oer du+1/4 auest 225 spaces 200 spaces 25 spaces $600,000 

-Total Potential Annual Revenue Gene'rated - Existing Uses 
Low In-Lieu ,Fee - $600 Yearly, $10,000 One-Time Fee Only: $137,652 

Monthly Additional Monthly 
New/ Total Additional Rent Cost/sqft/ Rent with % 

Existing Existing Parking Code Parking "Existing Spaces In-Lieu Total without In- month with In-Lieu Increase 
Business sqft Space Requirement Required Spaces Needed Yearly Fee Lieu Fee In-Lieu Fee Fee in Rent 
Career College 6,900 Existing 28.6 per 1,000 SF 197 spaces 62 spaces 135 spaces $81,204 S13,800 $0 .98 $20,567 49.0% 
Restaurant 6,000 Existing 10 per 1,000 SF 60 spaces 24 spaces 36 spaces $21 ,600 $12,000 $0.30 $13,800 15.0% 
Bowling Alley 24,200 Existing 4 per 1,000 SF 97 spaces 50 spaces 47 spaces $28,080 $48,400 $0.10 $50,740 4.8% 
Restaurant 5,000 Existina 10 oer 1,000 SF 50 spaces 25 spaces 25 spaces S15,000 $10,000 $0.25 $11 ,250 12.5% 
Restaurant with 5,000 
Exemption 5,000 Existina Exempt 0 spaces Dspaces 0spaces SD $10,000 $0.00 $10,000 0.0% 
Nightclub 6,500 Existing 28 .6 per 1,000 SF 186 spaces 65 spaces 121 spaces $72,540 $13,000 S0.93 $19,045 46.5% 
Fast Food Restaurant 6,000 Existina 12.5 per 1,000 SF 75 spaces 70 spaces 5spaces $3,000 $12,000 S0.04 S12,250 2. 1% 

One-Time 
Fee 

Hotel n/a New 1space per room 172 spaces 112 spaces 60 spaces $600,000 
**1 00 du Residential 
Development n/a New 2per du+1 /4 quest 225 spaces 200 spaces 25 spaces $250,000 
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New/ 
Existing Existing Parking Code 

Business soft Soace Reauirement 
Career Colleae 6900 Existina 28.6 oer 1,000 SF 
Restaurant 6000 ExisUna 10 oer 1,000 SF 
Bowtina Allev 24,200 Existina 4 oer 1,000 SF 
Restaurant 5,000 Exlstina 10 oer 1,000 SF 
Restaurant with 5,000 
Exemotion 5,000 Existino Exemot 
Nightclub 6,500 Existlna 28.6 per 1,000 SF 
Fast Food Restaurant 6000 ExistinQ 12.5 per 1,000 SF 

Total 
Parking 
Reouired 
197 soaces 
60 soace.s 
97 soaces 
50 soaces 

0soaces 
186 spaces 
75 soaces 

'Existing 
Soaces 
62 soaces 
24 soaces 
50 soaces 
25 soaces 

0soaces 
65 soaces 
70 soaces 

Monthly Additional Monthly 
Additional Re nt Cost/sqft/ Rent with % 
Spaces In-Lieu Total without In- month with In-Lieu Increase 
Needed Yearlv Fee Lieu Fee In-Lieu Fee Fee in Rent 
135 soaces $40 602 $13,800 $0.49 $17,184 24.5% 
36 soaces $10,800 S12,000 $0.15 S12 900 7.5% 
47 soaces S14,040 S48,400 $0.05 $49 570 2.4% 
25 soaces S7,500 S10,000 $0.13 $10,625 6.3% 

0soaces so S10,000 $0.00 $10,000 0.0% 
121 soaces $36,270 $13,000 $0.47 $16 023 23.3% 
5soaces $1,500 $12,000 $0.02 $12125 1.0% 

Total Potential Annual Revenue Generated• Existing Uses 
Onlv: $128 426Verv Low In-Lieu Fee• $300 Yearlv ffor existlna uses onlv) 

Total Potential Annual Revenue Generated• Existing Uses 
Pasadena's Annual Fee• $135 Vearlv {for existino uses onlv) 

New/ 
Existing Existing Parking Code 

Business soft Scace Reouirement 
Career Colleoe 6900 Existina 28.6 oer 1,000 SF 
Restaurant 6000 Exlstlna 10 oer 1,000 SF 
Bowl ino Allev 24 200 Existlna 4 oer 1,000 SF 
Restaurant 5000 Exlstina 10 oer 1,000 SF 
Restaurant with 5,000 
Exemption 5 000 Existino Exemot 
NIQhtclub 6500 Existina 28.6 oer 1,000 SF 
Fast Food Restaurant 6000 Existina 12.5 oer 1,000 SF 

Total 
Parking 
Reauired 
197 soaces 
60 soaces 
97 soaces 
50 soaces 

0soaces 
186 soaces 
75 soace.s 

'Existing 
Soaces 
62 soaces 
24 soaces 
50 soaces 
25 soaces 

Osoaces 
65 soaces 
70 soaces 

Onlv: $123 352' 
Current Current 
Monthly Additional Monthly 

Additional Rent Cost/sqft/ Rent with % 
Spaces In-Lieu Total without In- month with In-lieu Increase 
Needed Yearly Fee Lieu Fee In-Lieu Fee Fee in Rent 
135 soaces S18,271 $13,800 $0.22 $15 323 11.0% 
36 soaces S4 860 $12,000 $0.07 S12 405 3.4% 
47 soaces $6 318 $48,400 $0 ,02 $48,927 1.1% 
25 soaces $3,375 S10,000 $0 .06 $10,281 2.8% 

0 soaces $0 $10,000 so.co $10 000 0.0% 
121 soaces $16,322 $13,000 S0.21 $14 360 10.5% 
5soaces S675 $12,000 $0.01 S12,056 0.5% 

•spaces may be existing or grandfathered from the previous use. 
..Assumes 2 Bedrooms per unit. 
Note: All costs and numbers are approximate and are subject to change. 
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APPENDIX B-1 

The following table is a summary of 66 parking reduction/exception requests broken down by GRA jurisdiction and requests outside of GRA jurisdiction in the City of Glendale between the years of 2000 and 2006. The table also includes the total parking 
reductions requested by area and total in-lieu fees the uses would have paid under each fee level. In addition, this table also display the average parking reduction and average in-lieu fee paid per individual parking reduction/exception request 

Summary - Sample Glendale Parking Reduction/ Exception Requests 

Medium Very Pasadena 
High High in- Medium In-Lieu Lowin- Low Very Low Pasadena In-Lieu 

Parking In-Lieu Lieu Fee, In-Lieu Fee Low Lieu Fee In-Lieu In-Lieu In-Lieu Fee Cost 
Reduction Parking Parking Percent Fee• Cost per Fee• Cost per In-Lieu Fee Cost per Fee- Fee Cost Fee per 
Requested Provided Required Reduction Yearly Month Yearlv Month • Yearly Month Yearly per Month Yearly Month 

Inside Glendale Redevelopment A!lency Jurisdiction (GRA)/Downtown Specific Plan (DSP} 

Total amount of parlrfnglln-Lieu Fees far approved projects 247 993 1240 $592,800 49,400 $370,500 $30,875 $148,200 $12,350 $74,100 6,175 $33,345 $2,ns 
Average Parking Reduction/In-Lieu Fee for approved l)ro)ects 31 124 155 2.0¾ $74,100 $6,175 $46,313 $3,859 $18,525 $1,544 $9,263 $772 $4,168 $347 

Total amount of Parking/In-Lieu Fees (afl projects) 4'65 993 1458 $1,116,000 $93,000 $691,500 58,125 $279,000 $23,250 $139,500 $11,625 $62,775 $5,231 
Average ,Parking Reduction/1.n-Ueu .Fee {all projects) 52 110 162 32% $124,000 $10,333 $n,soo $6,458 $31,000 $2,,583 $15,500 $1,292 $6,975 $581 

Inside Glendale Redevelopment Agency Jurlsd/ctlon (GRA}/San F.emando Road Co"idor (SFRJ 

Total amount ofparking.in-Lieu Fees for approved projects 46 141 187 $110,400 $9,200 $69,000 $5,750 $27,600 $2,300 $13,800 $1,150 $6,210 $518 
Average Parking Reduction/In-Lieu Fee for aoproved 1Jr0Jects 12 35 47 2,5¾ $27,600 $2,300 $17,250 $1,438 $6,900 $575 $3,450 $288 $1,553 $129 

Outside Glendale Redevelopment Agency Jurisdiction (Outside GRAJ - Citywide Parking Reduction Permit Requests 

Total amount ofparking/In-Lieu Fee.s, excluding denied requests 1079 1392 2471 $2,589,600 $215,800 $1,618,500 $134,875 $647,400 $53,950 $323,700 $26,975 $145,665 $12,139 
Averaae Parkina Reductio·nlln-Lieu Fee (excluding denials) 23 30 54 44¾ $56,296 $4,691 $35,185 $2,932 $14,074 $1,173 $7,037 $586 $3,167 $264 

Total amount of Parking/In-Lieu Fees (all projects) 1137 1480 2617 $2,728,800 $227,400 $1,705,500 $142,125 $682,200 $56,850 $341, 1D0 $28,425 $153,495 $12,791 
Average Parking Reduction/In-Lieu Fee (all oroiectsJ 21 28 49 43% $51,487 $4,291 $32,179 $2,682 $12,B72 $1,073 $6,436 $536 $2,896 $241 

*Overall Parking Reduction Requests 2000-2006 Citv of Glendale 

Total amount ofparkingnn-LJeu Fees, excluding denied requests 1372 2526 3898 $3,292,800 $274,400 $2,058,000 $171,500 $823,200 $68,600 $411,600 $34,300 $185,220 $15,435 
Average Parking Reduction/In-Lieu Fee (excluding denials) 24 44 67 36% $56,772 $4,731 $35,483 $2,957 $14,193 $1,183 $7,097 $591 $3,193 $266 

Total amount of Parking/In-Lieu Fees (all projects) 1648 2614 4262 $3,955,200 $329,600 $2,472,000 $206,000 $988,800 $82,400 $494,400 $41,200 $222,480 $18,540 
Average Parking Reduction/In-Lieu .Fee (all projects) .25 40 65 39¾ $59,927 $4,994 $37,455 $3,121 $14,982 $·1,248 $7,491 $624 $3,371 $281 



APPENDIX B-2 
The following table is a sampling of individual parking reduction/exception requests in the city of Glendale between the years of 2000 and 2006. The table organiz.es parking reduction/exception requests within GRA jurisdiction (Downtown Specific Plan 
and San Fernando Road Corridor) as well as requests made within the City of Glendale outside the jurisdiction of the GRA. The table also includes, for each request, the amount of In-lieu fee the use would have paid under each fee level (high, 
medium, low, very low and Pasadena). In addition, the• table mentions whether the initial parking reduction request was approved or denied (when the information was available). The foUowing table is a summary of parking reduction/exception 
requests broken down by GRA jurisdiction and requests outside of GRA jurisdiction in the city of Glendale between the years of 2000 and 2006. 

Medium Very 
Parking High In- ln-Lfeu Lowin- Low Very Low Pasadena Pasadena 

Inside/ Parking Request High Lieu Fee Medium Fee Low Lieu Fee Jn-Lfeu ln-UeuFee In-Lieu In-Lieu Fee 
Outside GRA Zone Reduction Parking Parking Percent Approved/ ln-Ueu Cost per fn-Lleu Cost per In-Lieu Fee - Cost per Fee- Cost per Fe-e Cost per 

FIie Vear Zone Dell. Type (Inside/Outside DSP) Requested Provided Required Reduction Denied Fee- Yearly Month Fee-Yearly Month Yearlv Month Yearly Month Ye.arly Month 
lnsfcle Glendale Redevelopmem Aaencv Jurlsctlctlon (GRAJ!Downrown SDeclffc Plan (DSPJ 

2005 commercial Inside GRAIDSP 4 0 4 100% Approved $9,600 $800 $6,000 $500 $2,400 $200 $1,200 $100 $540 $45 
2005 commercial Inside, GRAIDSP 7 83 90 8% Approved $16,800 $1,40() $10,500 $875 $4,200 $350 $2,100 $175 945 $79 
2004 commercial Inside GR.AIDSP 17 (5 23 74% Approved $40,BOO $3,400 $25,500 $2,125 $10.lOO $850 $5,100 $425 $2,,295 $191 
2004 commercial Inside GRA;OSP 20 472 492 4% Approved $48,000 $4,000 $30,000 $2,500 $12,000 $1,000 $6,000 $500 $2, 700 $225 
2004 commercial Inside GRAJDSP 34 33 67 51% Approved $81,600 $6,800 $51,000 $4,250 $21),400 $1,700 $10,20() $850 $4,590 $383 
2004 commercial Inside GRAIDSP 53 11 64 83% Approved $127,200 $10,600 $79,500 $6,625 $31,800 2,650 $15,900 $1,325 7, 155 $596 
2003 commercial Inside GRAIDSP 54 366 420 13% Approved $129 600 $10,800 $81,000 $6,750 $32,400 $2,700 $16,200 $1,350 $7,290 $608 
2004 commercial Inside GRAIDSP 58 22 80 73% Approved $139,200 $11,600 $87,000 $7,250 $34,800 2,900 $17,400 $1,450 $7,830 $653 
2005 commercial Inside GRAIDSP 218 0 218 100% Denied $523,200 $43,600 $327,000 $27,250 $130,800 $10,900 $65,400 $5,450 $29,430 $2,453 

Total amount ofparking/In-Lieu Fees by approved project 247 9,93 1240 $592,800 $49,400 $370,500 $.30,875 $148,200 $12,350 $74,100 $6,175 $33,345 $2,779 
Average Parking R,eductionlln•Lieu Fee by aaorovedproject 31 124 155 20'¼ $74,100 $6,175 $46,313 $3,859 $18,525 $1',544 $9,263 $772 $'4, 168' $347 
Total amount ofParkinglln-Lieu Fees (all projects) 465 993 1458 $1,116,000 $93,000 $697,500 $'58,125 $279,000 $23,250 $139,500 $11,625 $62,115 $5,231 
Average Parking Reduction/In-Lieu Fee (all proJectsJ 52 110 162 32¾ $124,000 $10,333 $77,500 $6,458 $31,0:00 $2,583 $15,500 $1,292 $6,915 $581 

Inside Glendale Redeveto11ment Agency Jurisdiction (GRA)!San Fernando Road Corridor (SFRJ 
2005 commercial Inside GRAISFR g 14 23 39% Approvecl $21,600 $1,800 $13,500 $1,125 $5,400 $450 $2,700 $225 $1,215 $101 
2005 commercial Inside GR.AJSFR 10 40 50 20% Approved $24,000 $2,000 $15,000 $1,250 $6,000 $500 $3,00D $250 $1,350 $113 
2005 commercial Inside GRAISFR 5 10 15 33% Approved $12,000 $1,000 $7,500 $625 $3,000 $250 $1,500 $125 $675 $56 
2005 commercial Inside GRAISFR 22 77 99 22% Aonrovecl $52,800 $4,400 $33,000 $2,750 $13,200 $1,100 $6,600 $550 $2,970' $248 

Total Amount of Parklngnn-Lleu Fees by approved project 46 141 187 $110,400 $9,200 $69,000 $5,150 $2T,600 $2,300 $13,800 $1,150 $6,210 $518 
A veraga Parking Reductlonlln•Lfeu Fee by aaoroved project 12 35 47 25% $27,600 $2,300 $17,250 $1,438 $6,900 $575 $3,450 $288 $1,553 $129 

Du-tslde G.lendale Redevelopment Agency Jurisdiction (Outside GRA) • Citvwlde Parking Reduction Permit Reauests I 

2000 R-1 650 MF Outside GRA 1 16 17 6% Denied $2,400 $200 $1,500 $125 $600 $50 $300 ' $25 $135 $11 
2000 R-2250 MF Outside GRA 1 1 2 50% Denied $2,400 $200 $1,500 $125 $600 $50 $300 $25 $135 $11 
2002 R-2250 MF Outside GRA 1 73 74 1% Approved $2,400 $200 $1,500 $125 $600 $50 $300 $25 $135 $11 
2006 C2 commercial Outside GRA 1 6 7 14% Approved $2,400 $200 $1,500 $125 $600 $50 $300 $25 $135 $11 
2003 R-2250 MF Outside GRA 1 3 4 25% Approved $2,400 $200 $1,500 $125 $600 $50 $300 $25 $135 $11 
2004 R-2250 MF Outside GRA 1 3 4 25% Denied $2,400 $200 $1,500 $125 $600 $50 $300 $25 $135 $11 
2004 R-3050 MF Outside GRA 1 D 1 100% App,roved $2,400 $200 $1,500 $125 $600 $50 $300 $25 $135 $11 
2005 CJ commercial Outside GRA 1 11 12 8% Approved $2,400 $200 $1,500 $125 $600 $50 $300 $25 $135 $11 
2001 C3 commercial Outside GRA 2 3 5 40¾ •NoDEtta $4,800 $400 $3,000 $250 $1.200 $100 $BOD $50 $270 $23 
2002 R9 2250 MF Outside GRA 2 12 14 14% Approved $4,800 $400 $3,000 $250 $1,200 $100 $600 $50 $270 $23 
2004 C2 commercial Outside GRA 2 18 20 10% *NoDets $4,800 $400 $3,000 $250 $1,200 $100 $600 $50 $270 $23 
2002 R-3050 MF Outside GRA 2 6 a 25% Approved $4,800 $400 $3,000 $250 $1,200 $100 $600 $50 $270 $23 
2002 R-1250 MF Outside GRA 2 4 6 JJ% Approved ,$4,BOO $400 3,000 $250 $1,200 $100 $600 $50 $270 $23 
2000 R-1650 commercial Outside GRA 2 B 10 20% *NoDa-ta $4,800 $400 3,000 $250 $1,200 $100 $600 $50 $270 $23 
2004 R-2250 MF Outside GRA 2 0 2 100% Denfed $4,800 $400 $3,000 $250 $1,200 $100 $600 $50 '270 $23 
2004 R-2250 MF Outside 6RA 2 2 4 50% Denied $4,800 $400 $3,000 $250 $1, 200 $100 $60D $50 $270 $23 
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Medi.um Very 
Inside/ I Parking High In• In-Lieu Lowin- Low Very Low Pasadena Pasadena 
Outside GRA Zone 1 Parklng Request High Lieu Fee Medium Fee Low Lieu Fee In-Lieu In-Lieu Fee In-Lieu In-Lieu Fee 
(Inside/ Outside Reduction Parking Parking Percent Approved/ In-Lieu Cost per In-Lieu Cost per In-Lieu Fee - Cost per Fee- Cost per Fee Cost per 

FIie Year Zone Dev. Type DSP) Requested Provided Required Reduction Denied Fee- Yearly Month Fee - Yearly Month Yearly Month Yearly Month Yearly Month 
2004 R-2250 MF Outside GRA 2 0 2 100% Denied $4,800 $400 $3,000 $250 ' $1,200 $100 $600 $50 $270 $23 

2003 R-2250 MF Outside GRA 3 0 3 100% Approved $7,200 $600 $4,500 $375 $1,800 $150 $900 $75 $405 $34 

2004 R-2250 MF Outside GRA 3 6 9 33% Approved $7,200 $600 $4,500 $375 $1,800 $150 $900 $75 $405 $34 

2005 CBD commercial Outside GRA 4 6 10 40% *No Data $9,600 $800 $6,000 $500 $2,400 $200 $1,200 $100 $540 $45 

2005 C3 commercial Outside GRA 4 18 22 18% Approved $9,600 $800 $6,000 $500 $2,400 $200 $1 ,200 $100 $540 $45 

2001 C3 commercial Outside GRA 4 16 20 20% •No Data $9,600 $800 $6,000 $500 $2,400 $200 $1,200 $100 $540 $45 

2000 C2 commercial Outside GRA 5 12 17 29% •No Data $12,000 $1,000 $7,500 $625 $3,000 $250 $1,500 $125 $675 $56 
2000 C3 'commercial Outside GRA 5 4 9 56% *No Data $12,000 $1,000 $7,500 $625 $3,000 $250 $1,500 $125 $675 $56 

I 
2001 C1 icommercial Outside GRA 5 9 14 36% *No Data $12,000 $1,000 $7,500 $625 $3,000 $250 $1,500 $125 $675 $56 
2004 CJ commercial Outside GRA 6 205 211 3% •No Data $14,400 $1,200 $9,000 $750 $3,600 $300 $1,800 $150 $810 $68 
2006 CR commercial Outside GRA 6 0 6 100% Approved $14,400 $1,200 $9,000 $750 $3,600 $300 $1,800 $150 ;a10 $68 

2005 C3 commercial Outside GRA 6 0 6 100% Approved $14,400 $1,200 $9,000 $750 $3,600 $300 $1,800 $150 $810 $68 

2004 CR commercial Outside GRA 8 3 11 73% "No Data $19,200 $1,600 $12,000 $1,000 $4,800 $400 $2,400 $200 $1,080 $90 
2001 CR commercial Outside GRA 8 10 18 44% "No Data $19,200 $1,600 $12,000 $1,000 $4,800 $400 $2,400 $200 $1,080 $90 

2005 C3 commercial Outside GRA 8 0 8 100% Approved $19,200 $1,600 $12,000 $1,000 $4,800 $400 $2,400 $200 $1,080 $90 

2005 C1 commercial Outside GRA 9 0 g 100% **Approved $21,600 $1,800 $13,500 $1,125 $5,400 $450 $2,700 $225 $1,215 $101 

2000 M2 commercial Outside GRA 9 17 26 35% *No Data $21,600 $1,800 $13,500 $1,125 $5,400 $450 $2,700 $225 $1,215 $101 

2004 Cf commercial Outside GRA 11 19 30 37% •No Data $26,400 $2,200 $16,500 $1,375 $6,600 $550 $3,300 $275 $1,485 $124 

2003 C2 commercial Outside GRA 14 0 14 100% •No Data $33,600 $2,800 $21,000 $1,750 $8,400 $700 $4,200 $350 $1,890 $158 

2003 C3 commercial Outside GRA 16 8 24 67% *No Data $38,400 $3,200 $24,000 $2,000 $9,600 $BOO $4,800 $400 $2,160 $180 

2004 C3 commercial Outside GRA 18 51 69 26% *No Data $43,200 $3,600 $27,000 $2,250 $10,BOO $900 $5,400 $450 $2,430 $203 
2005 C3 commercial Outside GRA 21 0 21 100% Approved $50,400 $4,200 $31,500 $2,625 $12,600 $1,050 $6,300 $525 $2,835 $236 
2002 R-2250 commercial Outside GRA 22 25 47 47% "No Data $52,800 $4,400 $33,000 $2,750 $13,200 $1,100 $6,600 $550 $2,970 $248 

2000 CR commercial Outside GRA 25 0 25 100% "No Data $60,000 $5,000 $37,500 $3,125 $15,000 $1,250 $7,500 $6215 $3,375 $281 
2003 RMU commercial Outside GRA 29 B 37 78% *No Data $69,600 $5,800 $43,500 $3,625 $17,400 $1,450 $8,700 $725 $3,915 $326 
2003 M2 commercial Outside GRA 30 12 42 71% *No Data $72,000 $6,000 $45,000 $3,750 $18,000 $1,500 $9,000 $750 $4,050 $338 

2003 CG commercial Outside GRA 39 21 60 65% *No Data $93,600 $7,800 $68,500 $4,875 $23,400 $1,950 $11,700 $975 $5,265 $439 

2006 /MU ;commercial Outside GRA 39 166 205 19% Approved $93,600 $7,800 $58,500 $4,875 $23,400 $1,950 $11,700 $975 $5,265 $439 
2002 C3 MF Outside GRA 43 74 117 37% Approved $103,200 $8,600 $64,500 $5,375 $25,800 $2,150 $12,900 $1,075 $5,805 $484 

2006 R-1650 icommercial Outside GRA 44 35 79 56% Approved $105,600 $8,800 $66,000 $5,500 $26;400 $2,200 $13,200 $1,100 $5,940 $495 
2002 R-1250 MF Outside GRA 49 66 115 43% Denied $117,600 $9,800 $73,500 $6,125 $29,400 $2,450 $14,700 $1,225 $6,615 $551 
2002 CR commercial Outside GRA 52 0 52 100% •No Data $124,800 $10,400 $78,000 $6,500 $31,200 $2,600 $15,600 $1,300 $7,020 $585 

2003 CR commercial Outside GRA 58 0 58 100% *No Data $139,200 $11,600 $87,000 $7,250 $34,BOO $2,900 $17,400 $1,450 $7,830 $653 
2000 R-1650 commercial Outside GRA 66 25 91 73% *No Data $158,400 $13,200 $99,000 $8,250 $39, 600 $3,300 $19,800 $1,650 $8,910 $743 
2002 M1 commercial Outside GRA 71 11 82 87% •No Data $170,400 $14,200 $106,500 $8,875 $42;600 $3,550 $21,300 $1,775 $9,585 $799 

2000 C3 commercial Outside GRA 71 4 75 95% *No Data $170,400 $14,200 $106,500 $8,875 $42;600 $3,550 $21,300 $1,775 $9,585 $799 

I 2002 MIC commercial Outside GRA 300 483 783 38% *No Data $720,000 $60,000 $450,000 $37,500 $180,000 $15,000 $90,000 $7,500 $40,500 $3,375 
!Total amount ofparking/In-Lieu Fees, excluding denied requests 1079 1392 2471 $2,589,600 $215,800 $1,618,500 $134,875 $647,400 $53,950 $323,700 $26,975 $145,665 $12,139 

Average parking reductlonnn-Lleu Fee (excluding denials} 23 30 54 44¾ $56,296 $4,691 $35,185 $2,932 $14,074 $1,173 $7,037 $588 $3,167 $264 

Total amount ofparking/In-Lieu Fees (all projects) 1137 1480 2617 $2,728,800 $227,400 $1,705,500 $142,125 $882,200 $56,850 $341,100 $28,425 $153,495 $12,791 

Average parking reductlonnn-Lleu Fee (all 1'rolectsl 21 ,28 49 43% $51,487 $4,291 $32,179 $2,682 $12,872 $1,073 $5,436 $536 $2,896 $241 
Overall Parking Reduction Requests - Cltv of Glendale 
Total amount ofparking/In-Lieu Fees by approved project 1372 2526 3898 $3.,292,800 $274,400 $2,058,000 $171,500 $823,200 $68,600 $411,600 $34,300 $185,220 $15,435 
Average parking reductionlln•Lieu Fee bv annroved oroJect 24 44 67 35% $56,772 $4,731 $35,483 $2,957 $14,193 $1,183 $7,097 $591 $3,193 $266 

Total amount of parking/In-Lieu Fees (all projects) 1648 2614 4262 $3,955,200 $329,600 $2,472,000 $206,000 $988,800 $82,400 $494,400 $41,200 $222,480 $18,540 
Average parking reduction/In-Lieu Fees (all projects) 25 40 65 39% $59,927 $4,994 $31,455 $3,121 $14,982 $1,248 $7,491 $624 $3,371 $281 

*No Data =No Data Available '' .. 
..Parking Reductmn Perrmt lmt1ally Approved ,n 2005, revoked by Zoning Admm1strator m 2007. 
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In-Lieu Parking Fee 

A. Applicability. In the Downtown Specific Plan (DSP) zone only, off-street parking requirements 
defined in Section 30.32.050 may be satisfied by paying a fee in lieu of each parking space not 
provided on-site, according to the following restrictions: 

1. New construction and building expansion projects shall pay a one-time fee. 

2. Change of use projects shall pay an annual fee. 

3. New construction and building expansion projects may pay an in-lieu parking fee in order 
to satisfy any portion up to 50% of required parking . 

4. Change of use projects may pay an in-1ieu parking fee in order to satisfy any portion up to 
100% of required parking. 

5. The in-lieu parking fee may be used in conjunction wtth other methods for satisfying the 
minimum parking requirements. 

B. Procedure. 

1. So long as the above restrictions are met, no public hearing is required . 

2. The fees shall be collected by the Glendale Redevelopment Agency. 

3. Either the full amount of the one-time fee or the first payment of the annual fee shall be 
paid prior to issuance of a building permit for the structure or occupancy for which the 
parking is required or prior to the issuance of a city business license for the activity for 
which the parking is requi red, if no building permit is required . 

4. Fees shall be placed in the Downtown Transportation Fund, once this fund is created. 
Prior to the creation of this fund , fees may be placed in the Parking Fund, which is defined 
in Section 4.64.030. 

C. Calculation Method of Parking In-Lieu Fee. In-Lieu Fee rates shall be assessed in the 
amount established by the city council by resolution. The resolution shall include a fee schedule 
for both change of use projects and new construction. These fees shall be reviewed on July 151 of 
each year and may be adjusted according to the change in the Consumer Price Index (CPI) from 
the previous year. • 

D. Change in Ownership. A change of ownership or the dividing or merging of properties shall 
not affect an obligation for in-lieu parking fees or a determination that parking requirements have 
been met according to fees paid for a particular use. 

E. Other Charges. Payment of an in-lieu parking fee shall not relieve any owner, developer, 
lessee or sublessee from any ad valorem tax or special district assessment or from any charge 



which may be imposed for the use of parking spaces within any established City off-street parking 
facility . 
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MEMORANDUM 
To: Mike Nilsson 

From: Linda Rhine, Bonnie Nelson and Todd Vogel 

Date: September 19, 2008 

Subject: Downtown Transportation Fund 

Introduction 
The purpose of this memorandum is to present the City of Glendale with policy considerations 
and options to establish a new Downtown Transportation Fund or revise or expand the existing 
Parking Fund. Money collected for the fund would help pay for a variety of mobility related 
improvements recommended in the Downtown Mobility Plan. 

The memorandum includes an overview of the current Parking Fund , reviews revenues that 
would be collected for a newly created Downtown Transportation Fund or a revised Parking Fund 
and suggests the types of projects and programs that would be eligible expenditures for this 
Fund. It identifies three options for the Fund and concludes with preliminary recommendations 
and next steps. 

Current Citywide Parking Fund 
The City of Glendale has an established Parking Fund which accrues revenue from on-street 
parking meters , city-owned or leased lots, operation of parking garages and parking enforcement 
activities. Areas of the City that contribute to the Parking Fund include the downtown area (both 
surface lots and garages) , the area around City College and the Montrose neighborhood 
commercial district. Parking citation revenue generated from throughout the City also contributes 
to the parking fund . The fund is primarily dedicated to maintaining, improving and managing 
parking in the City of Glendale. The Parking Fund is currently managed by the Transportation and 
Traffic Section of the Department of Public Works. 

The Fund currently generates just under $8 million in annual revenues. Of this amount, $3.7 
million comes from parking citations and nearly $4 million is revenue from parking garages and 
meters. 

Money from the Parking Fund is used for parking garages and enforcement. Funds are also 
transferred from the Parking Fund to the General Fund on an annual basis. A breakdown of the 
revenue and expenses for FY 2007 is presented in Figure 1 {tabular and chart presentation). 
There are no reserves or set-aside funds. 



Figure 1 Parking Fund Revenues and Expense (FY 2007) 

Revenues FY 2007 Percent 

Enforcement Revenue $3,730,451 48% 

ParkinQ GaraQe Revenue 2,849,976 36% 

Parking Meiers Revenue 977,199 12% 

Miscellaneous Revenue1 316,522 4% 

Total Revenues $7,874,148 100% 

Expenses 

ParkinQ Garages $2,618,295 32% 

Parking Enforcement 2,1 96,724 28% 

Transferto General Fund 1,900,000 24% 
City Parking 1,254,718 16% 

Total Expenses $7,969,737 100% 

Revenues (FY 2007) Expensos (FY 2007) 

Pari<irg 
Erlorcerrert 

Paoorg 28% 
Garage 
Re.en..e 

36%
Erforcerrert 

Re.ert.e 
48% 

12% 

Msc. 
Parkirg 
r.teters 

Re\.-erue 
4% 

1 Includes but is not limited to: interest and inv. revenue, col ec:tible jobs-agency, and street permits. 

Page 2 • Nelson\Nyga rd Consulting Associates Inc. 



Potential Revenue Sources for a new Downtown 
Transportation Fund or Revisions to the Existing Parking 
Fund 
Revenue from a new Downtown Transportation Fund or revisions to the Parking Fund would be 
used to support a broad array of mobility projects in the downtown area, including but not limited 
to parking, reducing congestion, increasing public transit downtown, and improving the pedestrian 
realm. New funding sources could help fund mobility improvements in the downtown area and 
contribute to projects of regional significance, without negatively impacting the current Parking 
Fund. The potential sources of revenues are discussed below. Of these, only the new parking 
meters on Brand Boulevard have already been implemented or slated for implementation. 

• Parking Meters on Brand Boulevard - New parking meters were approved for 
downtown along Brand Boulevard in the summer of 2008. It is expected that these meters 
may help increase turnover and increase revenues . Officials estimate that these meters 
will generate about $500,000 in revenue per year. 2 Increased enforcement of these 
meters will also generate additional revenue. 

• In-lieu parking fees are being considered as an option for developers to pay in lieu of 
providing the required number of parking spaces according the City's zoning ordinance. 
The proposed fees would be collected as a one-time fee at a set dollar amount per space 
or as an annual fee amount per space. A portion of these fees could be used to build 
public parking spaces or fund a variety of transportation demand management strategies 
to reduce the need for parking and improve mobility in the downtown area. If in-lieu funds 
were used for mobility improvements, then it would be important to educate developers on 
how the funds are used and benefiting their projects as well as ensure that the projects 
are high profile and highly visible . In-lieu fees could be included in either the current 
parking fund, and spent entirely on parking needs, or that fund could be more broadly 
defined to include a broader mission. Alternatively , these new funds could be managed 
through a Downtown Mobility Fund that would include parking as an eligible expense, but 
not as the only way these funds could be spent. 

• Proposed Local Development Impact Fee -A development impact fee is a charge 
imposed on new development to compensate for their impacts on the local transportation 
infrastructure. Such a fee was proposed in the Glendale Downtown Mobility Study as a 
potential new revenue source for mobility projects. No specific fee has been proposed ; 
however, a development impact fee is typically assessed on square footage of planned 
development. Like all developer fees , transportation fees must show a nexus between the 
development and service provided. The revenues generated from an impact fee could be 
used for a variety of transportation related projects including roadway improvements and 
Transportation Demand Management (TOM} strategies. The revenues generated from an 
impact fee can vary tremendously dependent upon the fee structure and the level of 
development growth . For impact fees to be eligible for a Downtown Fund , the fee must be 
broadly defined as transportation impacts rather than narrowly focused on specific 
mitigations. To be included in the Parking Fund, the purpose and eligible expenditures of 
the fund would need to be significantly redefined. 

2 Glendale NewsPress.Com, August 1, 2008. 
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• Proposed Congestion Mitigation Fee (fees only for regional projects) - This is a 
proposed fee currently being studied by the Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (Metro). This is a proposed countywide fee that would be 
implemented locally. When adopted by Metro, it would be a single, countywide minimum 
fee applied across all land uses. Glendale could adopt a fee amount higher than the 
minimum fee and/or could pool funds with other jurisdictions for sub-regional projects. The 
funds generated by the fee must be spent on local projects that have regional significance 
and could be multi-modal in nature. These funds would be inappropriate for inclusion in 
the Parking Fund, which is both Citywide and focused on parking expenditures. 

• Business Improvement District - The City of Glendale currently has two successful 
business improvement districts (BIDs), in the Montrose Shopping Park and the Adams 
Square area. There have been some preliminary discussions at the staff level of creating 
a downtown BID which would be focused on improving security and potentially improving 
mobility. Funds raised by the BID could also guarantee all BID membership in a 
Transportation Management Organization (TMO) that focuses on assisting employers with 
providing alternative commutes for their employees and reducing their auto impact. 
Funds from the BID dedicated to transportation purposes could logically be managed as 
part of a newly created Downtown Transportation Fund. These funds could not be added 
to the current Parking Fund without redefining the purpose and expenditures of the 
parking fund revenue. 

Eligible Expenditures 
If the City were to establish a New Downtown Transportation Fund or make revisions to the 
existing Parking Fund, then guidelines are needed to define eligible expenditures. The guidelines 
need to be broadly defined to give the City flexibility in using the funds and at the same time, they 
should clearly define eligible categories of expenditure. As with the current Parking Fund, it is 
proposed that revenue could be used for capital investments or for ongoing operations. Ideally, 
revenues from a newly created Downtown Fund or revised Parking Fund would be leveraged to 
bring in Federal or State dollars to further increase the revenue potential for downtown Glendale. 

Five broadly defined eligible categories for the City to consider include: 

• Transit Services/Enhancements - This category would include enhancements to 
proposed Buzz Shuttle service downtown, as well as other downtown service 
enhancements and bus amenities in the downtown area such as passenger shelters, 
benches and improved signage. 

• Pedestrian and Streetscape Improvements - This category would consist of investments 
in streets and sidewalks, especially to improve the pedestrian environment and the 
overall appearance, identity, and image of downtown Glendale and other locations as civic 
and cultural destinations for residents, businesses and visitors. Key amenities could 
include street lighting for pedestrians, landscaping, benches, trash receptacles, and 
regular cleaning of public spaces. 

• Bicycle Projects - This category could include funding to update the 15 year old bicycle 
plan, as well as funding for infrastructure improvements such as bicycle lanes, secure 
parking facil ities (racks, lockers, etc.) and programs to help encourage more people to 
bicycle more often, and feel more safe doing so. 

• Transportation Demand Management (TOM) - This category could include a variety of 
TOM strategies, such as hi-touch marketing and personalized training for use of transit 
and bicycle facilities , reduced cost transit passes, subsidies to support the introduction of 
carshare and bikeshare services, carpool and vanpool programs, a TDM coordinator, etc. 
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• Parking - Parking facilities should be an eligible expense especially if these funds could be 
used to a large scale or significant project to add parking in the downtown. 

Options and Recommendations 
This section identifies three options for the city to admin ister funds that would be used to help pay 
for mobility related improvements in downtown Glendale. 

Options 

The three options are: 

• Option A: Establish a new Downtown Transportation Fund which would allow the 
current Parking Fund to continue without revision. 

• Option 8 : Deposit new revenue in the existing Parking Fund, but change the mission 
of the Parking Fund to include broader expenditures. 

• Option C: Deposit new revenue in the existing Parking Fund without making 
significant changes to the policies governing the fund. 

Option A would establish a new downtown Transportation Fund with revenues used for downtown 
mobility improvements. There are a number of good reasons to establish a new fund (Option A) . 
These include: 

• Brand Boulevard merchants were enthusiastic about implementing meters downtown with 
the understanding that funds collected from their meters would be spent on a variety of 
mobility projects in the downtown area. The existing Parking Fund is a citywide fund that 
does not require a connection to Downtown. 

• A Downtown Transportation fund could be spent on mobility projects which would manage 
parking supply and demand and reduce the need for costly new parking. 

• New funding sources are being considered that do not necessarily have a linkage to 
parking, but rather focus on reducing congestion and increasing overall mobility including 
transit and pedestrian projects. 

Option B would maintain the existing Parking Fund and all existing and new revenue would be 
deposited in this fund . A new Downtown Transportation Fund would not be established. In order 
to allow these new funds to be spent on mobility projects beyond parking, it would be necessary 
to expand the definition of eligible expenditures to include mobility related improvements. One 
other California city has an established Parking Fund that invests its revenues more broadly than 
parking. The City of Monterey contributes revenues toward transportation demand management 
strategies in order to reduce parking demand. A portion of their revenues are used to help fund a 
free fare city-run shuttle service referred to as The Wave. It operates in the summer and during 
some holidays.3 A disadvantage of this option is that the Parking Fund revenues are distributed 
citywide, and that revenues for mobility improvements are intended solely for downtown use 
which could create problems when linking the nexus between impacts and expenditures. 

The third option (Option C) would deposit new revenue into the existing Parking Fund and would 
commit these funds to parking related expenditures citywide. These expenditures could include 
management and creation of parking as well as operation of parking faci lities. This option would 
allow meter and in lieu fee revenue to be deposited in the Parking Fund, but would not be a viable 

3 Email communication with Wayne Dalton, City of Monterey Parking Supenntendent, June 17, 2008 
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alternative for funding related to overall congestion management, or to developer fees that are 
not directly tied to parking needs. 

Recommendation 

It is recommended that the City of Glendale create a Downtown Transportation Fund (Option A). 
All revenues from this fund will be used for downtown mobility improvements. Establishing this 
new fund is not intended to reduce revenue in the current parking fund , but rather to serve as a 
way to manage new revenue for a broader and more geographically localized purpose. 
Expenditures could include parking maintenance and operations, transportation demand 
management strategies, and transit improvements. These investments will help reduce the 
demand for parking in downtown Glendale. 

In order to establish a new fund, the City of Glendale could pass an ordinance amending its 
municipal code. The ordinance should specify that the new fund would apply to mobility related 
improvement programs and projects in the downtown areas. The following recommendations will 
assist in the development of this ordinance. 

• Maintain the Parking Fund and continue to fund parking related improvement projects. 

• Establish a new Downtown Transportation Fund that is dedicated to funding mobility 
related improvements in the downtown area. 

• Agree on the revenue sources to be deposited in this Fund. 

• Establish guidelines for allowable expenditure categories and the percentage or dollar 
contribution lo each. 

• Educate the development community on the purpose of this Fund and how it will benefit 
and support downtown businesses. 

• Determine the format and structure for annual reporting constructed to illustrate how 
money in the fund is spent. 

Additional Considerations 
In addition to selecting eligible categories of expenditures, the City will need to consider several 
other factors discussed below. 

• "Set Asides"-lt may be valuable to consider a "set aside" for special projects of 
significance or projects that are high profile and warrant special attention. This could be 
handled as a "set aside" or "off the top" with a percentage of the fund reserved for high 
priority projects. This could also be used to guarantee funding for a specific project for a 
set time period to ensure it is fully funded. 

• Flxed Amount for each Category - Regardless of the number of categories. a key 
consideration is whether there should be a specific percentage or fixed amount devoted 
for each category or whether there should be total flexibility in how funds are allocated on 
an annual basis. 

• Project Readiness - Projects should be Mready to gou before they receive funding. This 
will ensure that funds are spent in a timely manner. 

• Reserve Fund - It would be prudent to establish a small reserve fund in the event a project 
or program experiences a funding shortfall and needs additional funding . 
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• Administrative Accounting - As with the existing Parking Fund, there should be a 
requirement to annually track and report expenditures. Guidelines should be established 
to ensure the "right level" of detail is recorded to ensure meaningful reporting. 

Next Steps 
The City needs to consider whether it is interested in pursing the establishment of a Downtown 
Transportation Fund. Assuming the City agrees to establish this new Fund, then the above 
recommendations need to be further fleshed out. The City will also need to draft and adopt an 
ordinance creating this new fund. 

Page 7 • Nelson ygaard Consulting Associates Inc. 



ftllllf~ 



Exhibit D Nelson INygaard 
co n ul1 i n g a oc i a re s 

785 Market Street. Suite 1300 
San rancisco, CA 94103 

(415) 284-1544 FAX: (415) 284-1554 

Appendix: 

DRAFT Downtown Transportation Fund 
Ordinance 

A. Creation of a Downtown Parking Fund. 

A Downtown Parking Fund would be used to support a broad array of mobility related 
improvement programs and projects in the downtown areas. All fees paid and collected in 
accordance with this Ordinance shall be paid into the Fund. The Fund shall be a special, 
segregated and interest-bearing Fund of the City. All interest or other moneys earned on 
amounts deposited in the Fund shall be credited to the Fund. The creation of a new fund is 
not intended to reduce revenue in the current parking fund, but rather to serve as a way to 
manage new revenue for a broader and more geographically localized purpose. 

B. Procedure. 

1. The fees shall be collected by the City of Glendale Department of Public Works. 

2. Revenues shall be placed in the Downtown Transportation Fund. Prior to the creation 
of this fund , designated revenues may be placed in the Parking Fund, which is defined 
in Section 4.64 .030. 

3. The Treasurer shall account separately for all receipts and disbursements to and from 
the Fund and shall not commingle any part of the Fund with other funds of the City. 

C. Downtown Transportation Fund Revenues. 

Revenues pursuant to this ordinance shall become part of a Downtown TransportaUon Fund. 
Sources of revenues to be deposited in this fund shall include: 

a. Parking Meters on Brand Boulevard. Revenue collected from new parking meters 
that were installed downtown along Brand Boulevard , as authorized by Council for 
implementation in fall , 2008 shall be placed in the Downtown Fund. 

b. In-lieu parking fees collected in the Downtown Specific Plan area. The City is 
considering an ordinance to allow developers to pay a fee in lieu of providing the 
required number of parking spaces according the City's zoning ordinance. Funds 
collected from any future in lieu fee ordinance within the Downtown Specific Plan 
area shall be deposited in the Downtown Transportation Fund. 

c. Additional funds as determined by Council. 

D. Downtown Transportation Fund Expenditures. 

Expenditures from the Downtown Transportation Fund shall support a broad array of 
mobility projects within the Downtown Specific Plan area of the City of Glendale, including 



but not limited to parking management, parking expansion, reducing congestion , 
increasing public transit downtown, and improving the pedestrian realm. Money in the 
Downtown Transportation Fund shall be expended for capital investments, ongoing 
operations, and/or used to leverage Federal or State dollars to further increase the 
revenue potential for mobility improvements in downtown Glendale. The Department of 
Public Works shall prepare an annual expenditure plan to designate a dollar amount for 
each of the following categories. The fees collected shall be used for the following 
purpose(s) : 

• Transit Services/ Enhancements. 

• Pedestrian and Streetscape Improvements 

• Bicycle Projects 

• Transportation Demand Management (TOM) 

• Parking 

In addition to the five categories, the City may elect to use a portion of the Downtown 
Fund revenues for a special project(s) of significance. 

E. Termination. If this fee program is terminated, any excess funds collected prior to 
dissolution of this fee program shall be used within the separate Parking Fund for those 
purposes identified . 
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MEMORANDUM 
To: Mike Nilsson 

From: Bonnie Nelson, Linda Rhine, Todd Vogel 

Date: September 26, 2008 

Subject: Policy Considerations for an updated TDM Ordinance 

Introduction 
The purpose of this memorandum is to provide policy guidance to the City of Glendale with the 
goal of strengthening its existing Transportation Demand Management (TOM) Ordinance and the 
successful implementation of TOM measures by Transportation Management Associations/ 
Organizations (TMA/TMOs)1 in the downtown area and citywide. The overall objective is to 
reduce traffic congestion and improve access by all modes through a series of incentives and 
programs focusing on people who work in Glendale as well as new residents in larger residential 
developments. 

The memo includes the following sections: 

• A review of the existing TOM Ordinance 

• A review of current functionality of the Glendale TMA 

• A peer review of other TMAs and TOM Ordinances that could serve as models and/or 
references for the City of Glendale 

• A discussion of characteristics of successful TMAs 

• Recommendations for ways to improve the Glendale TOM Ordinance, especially as a tool 
to strengthen the role of TMAs in the City of Glendale to reduce vehicle trips and improve 
mobility in downtown Glendale and citywide. 

• Detailed information about the TMAs reviewed is included in Appendix A of this memo. A 
summary of TOM ordinances is included as Figure 1. A draft revised TOM Ordinance for 
the City of Glendale, based on this analysis, is included as Appendix B. 

1 TMA and TMO are interchangeable, though Transportation Management Association is most common. 



Existing Conditions - Glendale TDM Ordinance 
The City of Glendale has enacted a TOM ordinance within the Parking and Loading Chapter 
(30.32) of the Title 30 Zoning Code of the Municipal Code.2 The goal of the ordinance is "to 
minimize the number of peak period vehicle trips, promote the use of alternative transportation, 
and improve air quality." 

Key elements of the TOM ordinance include the following: 

1. Review of Transit Impacts - prior to the approval of any development project for which an 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) will be prepared under the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQ), the impacts of that project on regional and local fixed-route transit must be 
evaluated. Opportunities to mitigate impacts on transit service, while also still minimizing 
automobile trips on the Congestion Management Plan (CMP) network, should be identified. 
The ordinance does not, however, require that these mitigations be pursued or funding 
provided to support their implementation. 

2. Development Standards - most new non-residential development (see below for exceptions) 
is required to make provision for the following transportation demand management measures: 

• Development that is 25,000 gross square feet or more: A bulletin board, display case, 
or kiosk displaying information about public transit, bicycling, carpooling and 
vanpooling, and ridesharing, as well as information about the Glendale TMA 

• Development that is 50,000 gross square feet or more: The above requirements, as 
well as the provision of preferential parking for carpools and vanpools, bicycle racks or 
other secure bicycle parking facilities (4 spaces plus an additional space for each 
additional 50,000 square feet of development) 

• Development that is 100,000 gross square feet or more: Above requirements plus a 
loading area for vanpools and carpools, sidewalks from public sidewalks to each 
building in the development, bus stop improvements (if deemed necessary by the 
director of public works), and access by bicycle from the external system to the 
parking facilities on-site. 

These standards apply to all non-residential development, at the levels indicated above, 
except projects for which a development application has been deemed "complete" by the City 
pursuant to Government Code Section 65943, or for which a Notice of Preparation for a Draft 
EIR had been circulated or an application for a building permit had been received , prior to 
April 1, 1993. 

Notably, the current TOM Ordinance does not have any requirements for residential 
development. This is an important consideration, because of the significant number of 
housing units being planned and built in downtown Glendale. Further, the requirements for 
non-residential development do not include participation in the Glendale TMA or other TMA, 
nor do they require any action on the part of the developer beyond making informa1ion 
available and making minor capital investments. 

• Monitoring - the City shall monitor compliance in a manner it deems appropriate and 
reasonable. No specific requirements are indicated in the ordinance, though examples 
are provided, including monitoring during review and approval of site plan development 
permits, before the issuance of a certificate of use and occupancy, in response to 
complaints, and/or annually. Building owners are required , to sign an "Annual TOM 

2 http://www.ci.glendale.ea.us/gmc/Zoninq Code/Chapter30-32.pclf (p 23). 
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Ordinance Compliance Form," to certify that the on-going requirements of the ordinance 
are being met. 

• Enforcement is delegated to the neighborhood services section of the community 
development and housing division of the City of Glendale. It does not appear that there 
are penalties for non-compliance or a formal process for enforcement of mitigation 
measures, except the requirement that the compliance form mentioned above be signed 
and submitted each year. 

Existing Conditions - Glendale TMA 
The Glendale TMA was formed in 1989 by businesses and community organizations in Glendale 
to assist employers in meeting the new South Coast Air Quality Management District Regulation 
XV. These regu lations require all employers with 250 or more employees to implement a 
ridesharing program to increase their overall vehicle ridership. 3 Although the Air District 
regulations have been modified over time, the TMA continues in its work as an association of 
Glendale businesses. The TMA is a city-wide organization, with members located in most of the 
major business areas of the City. The majority of the current membership is located in downtown 
Glendale, circumscribed approximately by South Brand Blvd to the north, North Central Avenue 
to the west, East Colorado Street to the south, and Highway 134 to the north, including 
businesses fronting on each of these streets. Some member companies are also located along 
the San Fernando Road corridor, including the Wall Disney Company and DreamWorks 
Animation SKG. 

The TMA is a private no1-for-profrt organization with 12 members - business and property-owners 
- including the City of Glendale, which is one of the City's largest employers. The TMA has a 
Board of Directors with seven members. including four "Founding Members" and three "Regular 
Members.n The City of Glendale is one "Founding Member. ■ with a voting seat on the Board.4 

The Board makes all policy decisions and the general members vote for the Board of Directors 
and on changes to the bylaws that affect membership. 

The TMA has one paid staff member, an Executive Director working an average of 32 hours per 
week. The Glendale TMA represents between 10,000 and 15,000 employees, including 2,200 
City employees. 

Between 2000 and 2006, the TMA received $40,000 grant funding through the Los Ange les 
County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro). In 2007, it received a $36 ,000 grant from 
Metro. The grant program ended in September 2007 and currently all funding for the TMA is 
obtained through annual membership dues.5 Companies with less than 250 employees currently 
pay $7.30 per employee per year and those with 250 or more employees pay $10.40 per 
employee per year, with fees capped at 750 employees. For developers (e.g. property-owners), 
the fee is $0.015 per square foot of leasable space iftheir tenants are provided TMA services and 
pay TMA dues themselves. and $0.03 per leasable square foot if tenants do not pay TMA dues 
and are therefore not provided TMA services. The TMA does not have any other funding sources, 
but are provided in-kind office space by the City and occasionally in-kind services by the other 
member companies. The Glendale TMA last changed their fees in 1993. The expected revenue 

3 When first implemented, this regulation applied to employers with 100 or more employees, but subsequent 
amendments have reduced the lhreshold to employers wIlh 250 or more employees. 
4 The Founding Members of lhe TMA that are still doing business n Glendale are: City of Glendale, Glendale Galleria, 
The Wall Disney Company, Glendale Adventist Medical Center. Other members include: Catholic HealthCare Wesl, 
CIGNA Healthcare, DreamWorks Animation SKG, Glendale Plaza, Nestle USA, and Person & Covey, Inc. 
5 Per email communication received from the Executive Director of the Glendale TMA on August 6, 2008. 
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for the TMA in Fiscal Year 2008 is $94,000, with the City contributing $7,725 in membership 
dues.6 

Programs and services currently provided by the TMA include: 

• Immediate available resource for employees transportation needs 
• Emergency Ride Home Program 
• Marketing Material (including regular bulletin board material) 
• New employee orientation materials 
• Emergency information regarding transportation emergencies 
• Monthly bus pass sales 
• Consultation with regulatory programs 
• Consultation with establishing transportation demand management programs 
• Regular educational member meetings 
• Vanpool listing and assistance 
• Website 
• Transportation updates 
• Meeting with companies, including management presentations 
• Onsite promotional events 
• other individualized programs to tneet members needs 
• A forum for businesses to work together to improve congestion 
• Assistance with employee commute options compliance (per Air Quality Management 

District requirements) 
• Parking management strategies to help employers reduce parking demand and costs to 

provide parking for employees. 

Peer Review - TMAs 
Nelson\Nygaard conducted a review of thirteen TMAs in California and Oregon to provide a point 
of comparison for Glendale. Criteria used in selecting the peer cities included the local 
geographic context and implementation of successful programs, strategies, and funding 
mechanisms that could be pursued in Glendale. Information gained by the peer review is 
included throughout the memo, and a matrix providing detailed information about each TMA is 
included in Appendix A of this memo. 

The following TMAs were reviewed: 

1. Lloyd District TMA (Portland, Oregon) 
2. Gresham Regional Center TMA (Gresham, Oregon) 
3. Westside TMA (Washington County, Oregon) 
4. Emeryville TMA (Emeryville , California) 
5. Moffett Park Business and Transportation Association (Sunnyvale, California) 
6. Hacienda Business Park (Pleasanton , California) 
7. South Natomas TMA (Sacramento, California) 
8. North Natomas TMA (Sacramento, California) 
9. Anaheim Transportation Network (Anaheim, California) 
10. Burbank TMO (Burbank, California) 
11 . Irvine Spectrum TMA (Irvine, California) 
12. Warner Center TMA (Los Angeles, California) 
13. Downtown Denver TMA (Denver, Colorado) 

6 Note that though membership dues are based on the number of employees, dues are capped at 750 employees, so 
dues are not assessed for any number of employees in excess of this. 
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Characteristics of Successful TMAs 
The following characterize successful Transportation Management Associations , and will be 
important to consider to help reduce vehicle trips and improve multi-modal transportation access 
in downtown Glendale and citywide. 

1. Coordination and support from Public Agencies 
Most TMAs are private organizations, not public agencies. However, success is achieved 
through close coordination and communication with local cities and other government entities, 
and both the TMA and the City or other governing agency often have vested interests in the 
mission of the TMA. Thus, as in Glendale, it is common for public agencies to be members of the 
TMA board. 

However, in most circumstances, public agencies have only an ex-officio non-voting position on 
the board of a TMA. This is to avoid a potential conflict of interest where the public agency must 
represent the interests of a broader, or somewhat different, constituency, compared to the 
membership of the TMA. Most of the TMAs reviewed in this memo have public agencies on their 
board. However, they are ex-officio members for almost all TMAs, except two: 

(1) In the Lloyd District, the public agencies on the board with voting privileges have employees 
and/or own property in the District, but do not fund nor have direct influence over the TMA 
(e.g. one such member is the U.S. Department of Wildlife) 

(2) The Westside TMA, represents an entire county, and according to TMA staff, they have had 
some difficulty recruiting new private members due to the strong presence of public agencies 
on the Board. 

The City of Glendale is a voting "founding member" of the Board of the Glendale TMA. City 
employees represent a large proportion (about 20%) of all employees working in the TMA service 
area. Most TMAs reviewed have non-voting "ex-officio" members of the Board, due to concerns 
about there being a conflict of interest if a governing agency that has direct influence over the 
TMA also serves as a voting member of the Board . The determination of whether the City or 
another governing agency is a voting or non-voting member of the Board is currently determined 
in the by-laws, though it could be defined by the TDM Ordinance. 

Public ag·encies can also play an important role in the determination of whether membership in a 
TMA is voluntary or mandatory , as described in the following section. 

2. Voluntary versus Mandatory Membership 
The existing TDM Ordinance does not require mandatory membership in a TMA. Membership 
requirements vary for the other TMAs reviewed. Some, such as the Lloyd District TMA and the 
Moffett Park Business and Transportation Association , have voluntary membership. Others, 
including the Burbank TMO, Emeryville TMA, and Irvine Spectrum TMA, require membership for 
new development and businesses in their service area. The policy process by which membership 
is required varies. The Irvine Spectrum TMA was formed when the property was initially 
developed, and thus new tenants and property owners must also join the TMA. The Emeryville 
TMA is citywide and funded by a Property-Based Business Improvement District, which assesses 
a property tax for all commercial land uses in the city. The Burbank TMO is not citywide, but the 
city has enacted a IDM Ordinance that specifically requires all new development to join the TMO. 

Notably. the TMAs reviewed that require mandatory membership do so only for new 
development, or redevelopment. The Anaheim TMA has also added a covenant to the title of 
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some developed land so that if it changes ownership, the new property-owners will also be 
required to be members of the TMA. Mandatory membership for existing employers and property 
owners will require careful consideration of legal issues and exploration of examples where levies 
have been placed on existing property-owners to help pay for public benefits.7 

3. Funding Sources 
Funding sources for TMAs include fees assessed based on property size, building square 
footage, number of employees, etc. as well as "lump sum" grants from public agencies .. Just as 
with the Glendale TMA, several TMAs collect annual fees based on the number of employees. 
This is the sole source of funding for the Burbank TMO, though they have mandatory participation 
and charge a higher rate than the Glendale TMA, at $18 per employee. It is important that higher 
fees be coupled with a TOM ordinance and TMA programs and activities that strongly encourage 
attainment of TOM goals. 

Compared to a fee based on building square footage or property size, the per employee fee is 
more directly related to the goal to reduce the number of vehicle trips per employee. 

4. Roles and Responsibilities 
TMA members, public agencies, and the TMA itself each have important roles and responsibilities 
to help reduce vehicle trips in the TMA service a'rea . An especially important opportunity for 
public agencies is to require , through policy decisions, membership in a TMA. and to require 
members to implement programs and strategies to reduce vehicle trips. Public agencies can also 
set trip reduction goals either for an entire TMA service area or separately for individual 
businesses/developments. 

In some circumstances, new development is required to join a TMA as part of their development 
agreements. Such a process, however, can increase the planning and permitting process for 
new development, especially if terms are open for negotiation. In other circumstances, such as 
Burbank, a TOM or other trip reduction ordinance specifically requires all businesses and/or 
property owners to join the TMA and pay dues if they are located within the service area of the 
TMA. The increased costs from TMA dues are offset by the reduced costs of a streamlined 
development process as well as, of course, the benefits of the services offered by the TMA. 

In Glendale, many employers have a relatively small number of employees (less than 100). 
Property managers of office parks and other development leasing to these employers can play a 
key role as members of the TMA, similar to the role of the management of the Galleria. This 
approach Is used by the Irvine-Spectrum TMA. Similarly, housing associations could be 
members of the TMA, on behalf of individual residents . 

5. Visibility and Identity 
It is important for a TMA to have a strong identity and presence to be able to effectively reach out 
to potential new customers, especially when encouraging a shift in travel behavior. If staff from 
the TMA are interacting directly with potential customers, it is often helpful for their office to be 
located in a prominent highly visible location to attract passers-by whom they especially wish to 
target with their programs and services. 

7 Assessment Districts and Mello-Roos Districts are two examples of this in California, but both have become more 
limited in their application In recent years. 
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6. Monitoring and Enforcement 
Travel behavior surveys and other evaluation methods are important to ensure efficient use of 
resources to maximize vehicle trip reductions and improved access for TMA members. ATMA 
can develop a single survey to administer to all members, through a website and/or distributed on 
paper through member representatives. Several of the peer TMAs conduct surveys, typically on 
an annual basis , including the Lloyd District TMA, Emeryville TMA, and Burbank TMO. 

TMAs can also help ensure employers and other TMA members effectively implement programs 
that they have committed to. If an employer, for example, is not offering commuter checks to 
their employees, an employee can contact the TMA to help resolve the situation, rather than 
having to directly confront their employer. Penalties are rarely assessed. TMAs instead try to 
work collaboratively with employers and other members to help them pursue program objectives 
more effectively. If employers are unable to meet their targets TMAs work with employers to 
focus their efforts on strategies that may yield more effective results. 

7. Performance Measures 
The members of a TMA, including employers and public agencies, share a common mission and 
goals, and responsibility to pursue these goals. They also make a significant financial 
contribution towards th is effort. Thus, ii is prudent for members and governing agencies to 
monitor, the progress of a TMA towards reaching its goals, and to be able to ensure that a TMA is 
pursuing these goals as effectively as possible. Specific performance measures can be defined 
to measure progress towards specific goals. TMAs often, for example, are able lo help people 
become more aware of and comfortable with various transportation options available to them. A 
performance measure could therefore be defined confirming whether all new members of a TMA 
are contacted and offered the opportunity to learn more about the transportation options available 
to them. 

In practice, performance measures are not defined for a TMA, despite a TMA often having 
performance measures for its members. Defining performance measures for a TMA, however, 
would help both TMA members and TMA staff understand how to adjust programs and strategies 
to better meet the goals of the TMA. If a TMA is having trouble reach ing out to new employers or 
residents, then the success of its other programs will be compromised, no matter how effective 
they could be otherwise. Thus, a discrete set of performance measures defined in relationship to 
each activity of a TMA could help identify areas of success as well as goals which might require 
additional resources or a different approach to be more successful. 

Recommendations to Strengthen TMAs 
In consideration of the experiences of other TMAs and the context for the City of Glendale, 
Nelson\Nygaard recommends that the following strategies be pursued to strengthen the role of a 
TMA in reducing vehicle trips and improving multimodal access downtown and elsewhere in 
Glendale. 

1. Coordination and support from Public Agencies 
The City is a Founding Member of the TMA and continues to invest significant resources and time 
to create and support the TMA, and City employees currently constitute 20% of the employee 
base in the TMA. However, if the City strengthens the TOM ordinance and places additional 
reporting and compliance requirements on developments, the City of Glendale will represent a 
broader constituency than the employee base of the TMA. Furthermore, it is typically the 
responsibility of the City or other public entity to enforce certain requirements, such as program 
monitoring and implementation. 
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Thus, as is the experience of other TMAs, under most circumstances public entities such as the 
City of Glendale are better able to support the goals and programs of the TMA by serving as non­
voting aex-officio0 members of the Board. Therefore, we recommend that the City reconsider 
whether a TMA could be more effective if they City were a non-voting ex-officio member of the 
Board. 

Notably, public agencies do, however, continue to pay dues at the rate of other members of the 
TMA, typically based on the number of employees served by the TMA, This approach is also 
recommended for the City of Glendale. 

2. Voluntary versus Mandatory Membership 
As is common practice for other TMAs, the City should require new development and subsequent 
occupants to become dues paying members of a TMA or similar City-endorsed organization . 
This would yield a significant revenue stream from new development to be spent on programs to 
improve transportation , both for that new development and for all employees , residents, and 
visitors to the City of Glendale. This requirement would be best enacted through a revised TDM 
Ordinance. 

An important consideration is the number of employees at an organization . It may be preferable 
to permit voluntary membership for employers outside of the downtown who have a smaller 
number of employees. Property owners citywide with employers as tenants that, in combination, 
have a greater number of employees should be required to join the TMA. Property managers in 
these circumstances could serve as a liaison between the TMA and their tenants. This policy 
would mirror the policy of the City of Los Angeles stating that new commercial properties of at 
least 30,000 square feet join a TMA serving their location. For example, this would require that 
the Americana be a TMA member even though their individual tenants might be small. 

Additionally, all new residential development over a certain size, perhaps 6-10 dwelling units in a 
single development, should also be required to join the TMA. Typically these larger 
developments have a home-owners association or renters-association , which are excellent 
bodies through which residents can obtain representation on the TMA, and for the TMA to most 
effectively communicate with residents of the development. 

3. Funding Sources 
The effectiveness of TMA programs and activities is significantly dependent on the level of 
funding the TMA receives . Funding from member dues typically represents a significant (or sole) 
source of funding for a TMA. An increase in dues may be desirable for a TMA lo be more 
successful, but this must be balanced by consideration of what members consider an appropriate 
level , especially voluntary members. 

Therefore, Nelson\Nygaard recommends consideration of one or more of the following strategies 
lo increase the ability of a TMA to improve mobility and reduce congestion in the City of Glendale: 

• New market-rate housing development downtown should be required to join a TMA. 
embership fees should be per dwelling unit or perhaps per bedroom. If per dwelling 

unit, a lower fee should be assessed for multi-family and rental units. 

• New development over a minimum square footage (25,000 square feet) and ALL new 
development in the Downtown Specific Plan area could be required to join a TMA by 
ordinance. In addition, approval of any parking exception could be linked to participation 
in a TMA and development and implementation of an active TOM plan for the applicant. 
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• The Glendale TMA has received grant funding through the Los Angeles County 
Metropolitan Authority (Metro) for approximately $40,000 per year for the years 2000 
through 2006, and $36,000 from the grant in 2007, to help support outreach activities to 
the community. Though this grant expired in September 2007, similar grant opporlunmes 
should be explored and pursued, especially in coordination with the City of Glendale, LA 
Metro, and other TMAs in the region. 

• A member company could provide in-kind office space to reduce administration costs for a 
TMA rn Glendale. The by-laws could be written to require voting member companies 
elected to the Board to provide in-kind office space for a TMA on a rotating basis. 

• Furthermore, funding for expanded outreach efforts, combined with a more prominent 
physical location for the TMA office, and increased coordination with properly managers 
leasing to smaller employers (two additional strategies noted below), could help a TMA 
recruit new members and increase funding from membership dues. 

• In addition, the following two measures could be considered for non-voluntary members, 
or if supported comfortably by voluntary members of a TMA: 

■ The cap on membership dues from each employer could be raised to increase the 
fees paid by larger companies and shift the per employee fee (based on total number 
of employees) to be more equitable between large and small employers. The total 
revenue for the TMA could then be increased by 10 or 20% or more, to support 
expansion of its programs and services. 

■ The per employee fee could be raised to be closer to the level assessed by the 
Burbank TMO ($18 per employee}. It also does not appear necessary for a TMA to 
charge a lower rate for smaller companies. 

Glendale is considering a Business Improvement District (BID} in the downtown area, currently 
focused on improving security. It may be possible to expand the BID to include implementation of 
the Downtown Mobility Plan . Members of the BID could be automatically enrolled in a TMA 
serving the downtown, with the remainder of the funding generated from this element of the BID 
managed through the Downtown Transportation Fund (see separate report on the Downtown 
Transportation Fund). 

4. Roles and Responsibilities 
The primary role of a TMA is to help its members and the City achieve its TOM goals, including a 
reduction in vehicle trips and increased mobility. One way the City could support this by 
strengthening its TDM ordinance, to require membership in a TMA and define discreet trip 
reduction goals for TMA members. 

There is an increasing number of small employers in downtown Glendale that may not have the 
resources to participate fully in a TMA compared to larger employers. In these circumstances, 
property managers should take on an increased role to support the programs and activities of a 
TMA. They should sponsor membership in the TMA for their tenants , representing their common 
interests and acting as a liaison between individual employers and the TMA. This requirement 
could be enacted through a revised TOM Ordinance, as discussed further below. 

TMAs and the City should also work together with the Glendale Beeline to explore the potential to 
establish a universal transit pass that is sold at a deep bulk discount to residents and employees. 
Similarly, the City and TMAs could negotiate with MTA a deeper discount on their universal pass, 
especially as new service comes online. Some changes to the MTA bus route structure may also 
be worth discussing, to better serve downtown employees and residents. 
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5. Visibility and Identity 
ATMA should be encouraged to discuss the pros and cons of various locations for the TMA 
office. It may be most beneficial to be located in a prominent location visible to downtown 
employees and residents, where they can talk to someone directly for information about TMA 
programs and other transportation questions they may have. 

6. Monitoring and Enforcement 
The TMA, with the City's guidance, should conduct annual surveys of all downtown employees 
and residents, and ideally not just current members. The survey could be conducted on line, and 
incentives offered to encourage people to participate. The cost to employers and property 
managers would be minimal, but would provide invaluable insight and information regarding travel 
behavior and transportation needs in downtown Glendale, and the success of various TMA 
programs in addressing these needs. 

7. TMA Board Membership 
Successful TMAs, especially with a smaller number of members having a large number of 
employees and/or residents, often have CEO's, CFO's and large developers on their board. 
Other TMAs may have board members representing smaller employers as well. In all 
circumstances, it is highly advantageous for board members to have a significant decision­
making capacity in their organization , and such a requirement should be included in the by-laws 
developed for a TMA. 

8. Performance Measures 
The following are examples of performance measures that could be defined for the Glendale 
TMA, to measure its success in reaching out to its members, educating them about their 
transportation options, and supporting increased use of the variety of programs and activities of 
the TMA seeking to increase mobility and reduce congestion in the City of Glendale. The City or 
an independent organization could be enlisted to complete the evaluation on an annual basis. 
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Recommended TMA Programs and Strategies 
The following programs and strategies should be considered as potential opportunities for a TMA 
to further increase mobility and reduce congestion in the City of Glendale. 

1. City Carshare 
Following on the merger of Rexcar and Zipcar, the presence of a carshare organization in the Los 
Angeles basin has declined dramatically. Zlpcars are now only available at two university 
campuses (UCLA and USC}. Recent successful experience in the City of Emeryville has 
demonstrated that there may be targeted potential to reopen the market in the Los Angeles area 
to carshare services, especially with increasing gas costs and new infill residential and office 
development occurring. In Emeryville, the TMA provided a partial subsidy to carshare services, 
to help test whether a viable market could be established. After less than a year of operation, this 
market has developed firmly , with some carshare pod locations no longer requiring a subsidy and 
others demonstrating potential to no longer need one with further outreach and adjustments to 
services. 

2. Bikesharing 
Though not firmly established in the United States, many cities are currently exploring the 
potential to provide shared bicycle services (similar to carshare). Washington D.C. has initially 
implemented a small bikeshare service this year, following on the tremendous success of bike 
sharing programs throughout Europe over the past several years. These experiences overseas, 
coupled with the work being done here in the United States, would provide useful information for 
the City of Glendale and the Glendale TMA to explore a pilot bikeshare program downtown or 
perhaps elsewhere in the City. 

3. Travel Training and High-Touch Marketing 
Transportation agencies around the world have been experimenting with travel training and face­
to-face information sharing, often called high-touch marketing, where the focus is to personalize 
the experience and participation as much as possible. Rather than blanketing communities with 
transportation billboards or putting advertisements on radio stations, personalized travel 
information has demonstrated itself to often be the strategy of choice. 

Many of the TMAs reviewed noted that this personal approach was their most effective strategy to 
recruit new members and encourage people to take advantage of TMA programs and other 
available transportation services. Activities include presentations to groups of employees and 
one-on-one conversations with individuals at a prominent and accessible office location for the 
TMA. Another successful strategy is to recruit people who already use TMA programs and are 
familiar with public transit to help others explore them as well. 

4. Transit Passes 
TMAs, especially those located in central locations, often are able to facilitate the purchase of 
transit passes by individuals represented by their member organizations. Sometimes, passes 
can be purchased at a bulk discount, to reduce the cost for each individual pass. This 
convenience, particularly if costs are reduced , can be a key incentive to encourage individuals to 
use public transit instead of drivtng. 
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Peer Review - TDM Ordinances 
A peer review was conducted of TOM ordinances enacted by other cities in California. 
Ordinances from the following cities were reviewed : 

• Burbank 
• Pasadena 
• Santa Monica 
• West Hollywood 
• Los Angeles 
• South San Francisco 

The City of Pleasanton was also reviewed, but is not included in the table because their 
ordinance is voluntary (for both existing and new development). Furthermore, several other cities 
investigated appear to have no TOM ordinance, including Irvine, Anaheim, Sacramento, 
Emeryville, and San Mateo (all in California) , and the city of Portland , Oregon . A matrix providing 
summary information about each TOM ordinance is included as Figure 1 below. 

Significant variations were found between the TOM ordinances reviewed . These variations lead 
to important questions about what type of ordinance would be appropriate for the City of 
Glendale, including: 

1. To what types of development (land use and size) should the ordinance apply? 

2. What target should be set for reduction in vehicle trips? How should the baseline rate be 
determined? 

3. What facilities to support TOM should be required of new development? 

4. What TOM programs should be required to help meet the trip reduction goal? Should they 
be prescriptive (e.g. parking cash-out) or performance-based (e.g. chosen by the 
developer or property manager)? 

5. How should monitoring occur, and what level of enforcement should be applied if the 
target is not met? Who should pay for the monitoring and enforcement? 
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Recommendations for a Revised TDM Ordinance 

The peer review demonstrates that a key strategy for a strong TMA is through a more robust and 
comprehensive TOM Ordinance. An updated TDM Ordinance could enable a TMA to: 

• Increase their membership base and revenue 

• Increase the impact of existing programs and pursue new programs and strategies 

• Provide for monitoring of programs and ensure enforcement. 

An updated TOM Ordinance could also support other TOM strategies the City wishes to pursue, 
including improved bicycle, pedestrian, and public transit facilities, more strategic use of the 
existing parking supply, and an overall increase in mobility in downtown Glendale. 

Nelson\Nygaard therefore recommends the following elements be included in an updated TOM 
Ordinance for the City of Glendale. A draft ordinance based on these recommendations is 
included as Appendix B. 

• Objectives and Purpose. State the objectives and purpose of the TOM Ordinance. 
Objectives should include defining what types of development are subject to the ordinance 
and who is required join a TMA and pay membership dues. The ordinance should also 
define a targeted reduction in vehicle trips, and have monitoring and enforcement 
provisions to ensure participation by all that are subject to the ordinance. 

• Definitions. Clearly define the meaning of Terms such as "Transportation Demand 
Management" and "Carpool. " 

• Applicability. Define what types of development will be subject to the terms of the 
ordinance. Overall, all new development of a minimum size and expansions of existing 
development should be subject to the ordinance. Opportunities to incentivize TMA 
membership and/or participation in TOM programs and activities should be explored. 

• Requirements. Stipulate what facilities and programs will be required of new 
development, or what performance level is required. Facilities include bicycle parking and 
pedestrian, bicycle, and transit access requirements, and preferred parking for carpools 
and vanpools. Programs include designation of an on-site transportation coordinator, 
information sharing and outreach, ridesharing and parking cash out. 

• Monitoring and Enforcement. Require an annual survey and report to City staff by 
participants. The City should enforce requirements by levying a fine until compliance is 
achieved. Compliance with the State of California's parking cash out law should also be 
demonstrated by participants. 

• Reimbursement for City Costs. Stipulate which party or parties will pay for monitoring 
and enforcement actions. Participants should pay for monitoring costs, whereas the City 
would provide staff time for review and enforcement activities. 

• Performance Measures. The following set of performance standards should be required 
of any TMA in the City of Glendale. The City should withhold any dues or other funding 
provided to the TMA until such measures are met. 

- Conduct an annual AVR survey for all member organizations 

- All members of the board should be decision makers or their designees, for the 
organizations they represent 

- The Board should meet at least four ( 4) times per year with a quorum present at all 
meetings. 
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Se:clmn ISU81 and Sectkll\1 !iil1B_ 

Spe1cmc Prug l'ilfllina tlc 

R11 ouin 11na1ll!i 
Blmclu F.i.ctlilic:s v.. 

flicvc.lB" Raek$ YU S. - IOOCit.C numt.ier of ?PiH;;B-$ hil!lt:d Oil lDn dl US.t! V·e1 
Ojt;vcie Locian'S Yu 
Shuwer and chiilfH">•""' !3.CJliUeo.s v.. 

Pedmri&n F.ur:iliie-s. TIIII 2 - till s.k:le\-,a.lk ammu::IMy Yes 

T~ml 
~-~·ar--.1-- Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

---(II --
YU 
Yes Al IN>I IOI,~-am lior T• 1 !Rfo<l>) vu 

Ya 
Ye;. il,e-~.~llDllbo--,g _ ..In_ 

Pnxu'ii1JD5 illltl ~ 
T~n 
coo,..,atodC1:1nlad 

y.. 

lhl'01malion Boan;UKll,1111, Yos Yo; Yu 
C i,;n-anlt=ed Ride Homa v.. YH 
But.lQcl Yu 
0 1.her Programs Yo; 

00,er Prngra r11;i/ReqUIHt111onll Ye, Commuhu rid'1;u 11alcll lr1~. patklng C3 5h out 
p1i,u ra111s. 

(I) May lnclude p,elem~nual ~ JOl carpools. and v■npaO..._ ■ ndfo, llHff:IIQer drop--01J zon• 
1.2.) Empli,yl!rs with lies~ Ulan 25 trnpk>reu an prnperty DWTNld ~ OCX:Upied by fimJ5 WM QVCr 1S empto~at11 musl ~atB lbruugh 1h11' &atgerlirm 

l'ag<>l3•--~- loc. 



---

Ch Salll•- We:dHo.bywoml Bmba.nll .. CnvwtCII! 

Partk~••-
~w~ ,-.,,~-- ,0.....,,.,.,. ... 

1~. bclitaew.ffld• -.....-
caoollle-to-.ii,;,.-p1a,,s, 
llolh....,_topu,d\a ~aP.fi:s. 
(fllll>l<hoaselriiimlildiaplo•--i 

_,..,, .........,,..,."'-"'""""-"
• IOCalolllnllle<AJ-lnad ...... 

_ar_,_ Ibo - ..- cames.ilmefiea: 

1...,-~--·
--?$.DOOSQ TRl2-

de---
50,llll0'41L. r, --- )---
·--•00.0005'1 

-rngg...- lo,lllt.l _....... ~ oe10..is ••n1111>1u1.,. requnc11o 
aaend ii C~pon$0rm WG4'Uhnp •nd snbmi a 
Wurtsne Transponalion Ph111 ('VVTP) t.o u,~ City 
e:acll ~ear. EmpJo~el'$. or SO emplOyflle.5 or 1111Jre a!'l!' 
n:q1.1lled lo designate a cenllled Emptnyei, 
Tr.insporta t.i on Coofflinntor (ETC) ol'ld isuhnut :11n 
au;1ual E.m[sslon Rodud lon ? tan , 

F,..,$ emplllyufs 0110--411 oi,1ploya es to pay a fee or To be u l11hlishucJ lJy 11Hl city council 
$1 1.J EI J>lll urnplllyln), Af!Cl 1ho.lO Of 50 o, mere 
11 01 ployaos lo pay ~.IUl7 pgr omployae. (1 hose 
malnl1111lU'lg lhs AVR Jeci~w cig.co1,ml al 40-60:%). 
Employe~ llil f .51l or mo1e en,ployc:iu rl11nM 1rn 
Mit.ERC pllID lo l"'J , 11111 I ol lSS0.00 pal 
wllfble localed In Ill• C•r• 

TOM Plaa 0 ---1 Yes 
tTDM ~arnmalk Requnmtan ,,_VR-goollf, 1.5pononsP",,.._.,. Yn.,.Htib..-

- {•-D-•--fft1) 

lhomoma,g&~-...-.,__, 
.._YR ~els 152,-10'& of ,~ 
1---.- 1..5-

~ ...,.~---
:-c..-tom ■ cena4-

No 

w....-a~d,? 
--TMA1 No°""'dol'lolA.. 

Pat1onnance 
lnp RcdJlCtJOn Ta,vel Employers JTaSSt 5ubrnit • Son lhaJ ,h•y bc~w: AVR OJ l ,5wllnM iwelvi: momhs 11tmr ■ l,IPfUYill •ciril ,,1p None 

will re~utt In an AVR Pf i .5 t111mplo<r1n1.s pur ~!Ju~lkm Jlf1m 
vur1lcla. 

Monltaring Yes Sbl.m11111 111 \Udl pro!;)re 55 repc,r1 lo c11y ValidaLi,;:m that rnquhumOOIS: l'lnve bee n mel. prim 
lo occupsnc:y pe1 11llt. N,g ::.ubseque.n,1 moni1nnJ1.D 

Enlfllccmeol YH MJ ....,,io,er ..tllch bils .,_.,, ..u., Mill redudion 
pb11 ot2nt1u.llteport.. orbR!'~ ~ ~ U\O __.,., 
p,nnilad, _..., In --°"""""" lo 

._._p<.'ffllfl JrCMfltd only u '"'I"'"""',.......... ~-
...____U...~lobe-..... ..-01..I l>e ~-• ...._blll_lo-AWlo/ I.S 

Thel.-$&wda0naf1p&IA,e.arwt1ruul:Oa p..,-■ytollCl-bJilfeCiy~fCMl>t~"'•-Cll)"lorm,a 
.._.-:.,, can!ff I b ol Si.o<> _...., aodcaa1-a~lt•---

-olCiy,roplny,,• """ ...... - ....
arSanliif.lar::llca~bllH ... ,,,. 

~bawe--lln•S.and 
WClfRd ID mn111 mo--..iwc.e... 

CEO... I BR"'1unmoniu 
-

Specifi-. PJagrammallc 
R 11nulu1m1rnts· 
a1c...etcz Faclllties. YOi Yes Yes (Tier 2, too cl 11m1:aln_ufsti~wer) 

Bli:.:'IICIC Racks 
Bltvcic Lockers 
SIU)WC'f ancl cban...i- raaillllH 

Pedmlllan Fa.ci!lies YM YesmvllYe> 

T111ml 

Yu Eln5 ~!al. :Iii Cty ctelf~ IJBZSS...·--tsu•-· Yes 

y.,.~P-..g(l) Yn Y""fln7l....., On,p-Oa{)"_,3) 

y.,,u-s..- Yn 

Ptaul'11mand AdriiieJ 
ltallSpod....,. YOI Yes 
coon1inatodConl!CI 
Julotmation 60..-rdl)(in:11 Ynm.,,, 
Cuwanleed Ride Ho,,.. 
eudoel 
Olhc.rPrmirams 

01 t1 a, Pr0Qrarns./Req1dr&mt.1 nl • 

Yu Y~s 

P.af'klng cash oul, uI1Ipklyuu AVH s1.1rvey, h::len.tll'ies 
ol>Jecllve. .c; ol plDn •u~ P,OPDlo-d dumUon for 
achieving AVR luvuls, inlilr)i;oUng pla n aboul 

nltamRlive c:a111111u10 op11011s, corpoaltno, 
vnnpool'in,g opllcu1s, bus 1,1op lmi::iroi.iements, 

emlsslo" ,OductJon ol1m 

"- ,. • __,.,,_..,, Coosl4iog As Inc 



Citv Burbank Center Overlav Zone Los Anaeles 

Particlpal.ian 
Votunhuy or Mandalory7 Mandatory for c:-mployers Wilh more lllan 25 

e111ployoos. ar O\'Cf:25,000 sq flwlthln lhc Media 
oish ici ovc11c1.y Zt111e. (i) voru,ua~ 1or olhcrs. 
within Zurlu . Muli-1.iuollY' rcslcion tial uxcludetl. 

Mandalory ror ccinstn.ic.tion of new non-residential gross 
lloor arna or thrnc typos; (a) ovor 25,000 sq ft of grosT. 
m.1or an::a (liar 1). {tJ) ove r so.coo sq nof gros.s lloor area 
(Tie, 2), a11i::1 (c} ovur 100.000 Sq R or gross floor area 
(Tlur.J). 

-i-riggef"' for IDM requirements See above 

Hes 

TOM Plan Reoulred? 
lDM Prog,ammatic Requiremenls Suooested str.flte~jes_ bul nol required. See below 

Opl-out? (e .g. in-llau fuo?) 

Altemn\ive Annrnsc.h? 
Must join TMA? Vos~ rormaso with same rcquiremenls as atiovfL 

Performan ce 
Trip Reduction TaJyl!l 9.5% reduction after fi~t ~ 1ear5 , addillonal 9.58k 

rcc:Jl.JcUon f!ilcil s1.1b.sequen1 5 ~ear.;.~ U project build-
Olll projections exc.eedecJ,,;:my fi@ wi1 h 25 nr rnnre 
employee:s must .Rchie\'i! 3S% rvr111,i;;:l ir.in J1 fir.;t ysEir 

{1 r oc.c:up,Rnc~. 

Yes, by DepBrtment of Tmnspor1alil:n, 
outcome.s (PM peak-hour trips} . 

Moniloriny Annua l rnfK1r1 Qrpm11rams 1md sln:itegie.s and 

If targets not achieved, Clly may Impose- TOM 
programs to he lp achieve. 

EnfQrcP.ment 

Applicant to reknburse oily fo r costs 
to monilor and enforce? 

CE.QA I EIR ,equbomcnls 

~pecific Ptogra,n1na.Uc 
Rooulrcments 
B~ycle Facilities Yu!. n-1er 2 anct Jl 

81cvcle Racks Sul! SCCHOll 12.21A16 
Ofcycle Lockers Scni suc.lin,112.21A16 

Shower and chanoina facilities 

Yes ,- SidBwl:llk co1111udivll'I [Tier 3)Pcelos1ria11 Facllitles 

Transit 
co1111ccl1Vily (Site De.siQn) Bt1:s sto 11(s). ir City de\errninO$ m3cossarv 
Sllutllo Services 

AutOl'llObi los 
P1or1munlial Pafll.iag (1) Ya~ {TiEr 2 end 3) 

Rldesharlng $eNlces 

P,oornms ood AcU-vilies 
TrdOSpottallon Ye> 
c oo1lli1~ator;con1ae1 
luformauon uoard/Kios~ Ye,; 
Guaran teed Hide Home 
Ut1dQet 

other Proorams 
Olher Program5/Requlremen15 

Page 15 • Nelson'\Nygaard Consutling Associ ate5 1nc. 
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Appendix A• Transi t Managomonl Association Poer Review 

TMA Lloyd Di•lriot TMA C Greshar11 Regioilal Conlor TMA 
Year fr;,unded 199~ )991 

M0mber5h1o 

Numbe r of Comp:micsl Prop,;:rty 
Owners R@lpresenlod 

85 member businesses ~O member bush\essu In lho dO'li•mlown area 

tJumber' of Employans and 
Appm:.:. 10,000 omployees: Not available 

Rc.sidli!nls Repfl:!sented 

Office and relail develapmenl, a.nd public !i-Oelor omployoos in Iha 
Offiro and re lail dB'lolopmBnl in 1he L/oycJ Dlslrict or Porll:and, OregonComposltion 

downrown dislricl.in the Cil'.r' ofGreshc1m 

Volunlary or Required 
V1:11unt:ary Volunlary

Momborship 

19 m~inbars: 16 voling, 3 e)l'-or6cio. Voling rnerrib~rs lncludo~ propony 
owm~rs; la rge, medium, and s-mi'IU employers. neighborflood 
as5ociE1tions, publit, 513tlor employers with offices in lhe Uo:,od Dis lric:1. 
Non--voting members include Portland Development Commission, 

Nal JinownBoard SI rue.tu re 
Dapartmoru or Transpor1alion. i:!nd TflMal Public agoncios; wilh voting 
priviledgcs havo ornccs or own propor1y within lho Uoyd District, but 
do nol fund TMA or have ditec;l influence Ex-oflicia men,bot~ do nol 
have offices in lhe Lloyd Dislricl 

Financial lnformalion 

No foo.Fees I Mombor·ship Dues No fee 

Busines~ lnipro"amaM Dis lQct A portion or lhe larg-er GDDA BID i s 
Tho LOTMA dorivos lls runding fro m lhD rollo\1./\n9 sources.: direcil:., alloi;ale-d 1o !ho TMA. During the losl rent!wal orlhe BID, lhe 

01D ronnula was spe,c:ifically c;alcu1a1eij lo sho,,, rundars the• Bufi ine-:;.s lmp.rovernenl Dis1rkl (privale sl;!c:tor conlribulion ot $90,000) 
percentagB bro.akotJI of lheir assessmenl 901ng io the f MA .1:111d lhc11 

Other Funding Sources 
• Parking Meler Revenue rrom the Dislrict (Cily of Por11and oonlribulion 
or $75,000) going to GODA for room general economlc developm~nl purpti.s.es 

Annual cit~ ol Gresham Ccntdbutfon . Tho CiW or Gresham makes art 
$40,000) 
• A commlss~n from lhe sale of transit pqss.es tTriMet coohlbulion or 

annual contribution lo both the TMA and lo GDOA as a · mc1tdil1,g '"' 

• Regional granl (Metro regional governmenl contribution of $25,000) c:on lribulion for lho private sectors BIO investment 
Regional Gran1 funding 

The LDTMA moJntains an o:mnuat operating bmtget of approximately 
Apptoxirnato ly S75,000. A,n»ual Operaling Budget 5230,000. 

Programs and Slra.liante~ 

• LDTMA PASSpon annual transil pass program. 
• Co,omuto, Connoclk>n Transpoflalion Sloro 

• Advocacy for downlo\'m lraosp0irtailion issues.
• Dislricl bih locker prcgrem 

• Assisting businesses lei i:;omply 1,,•lill~ Slato ECO RuleServh;e5 Otfiered 
• Dislri.ct pedestrian infra5truclure fund 
• Policy & Advocncy 
• 14 arinual dist.ric.t ou1roach and oduca(lonal o'll'onls. 

Annual reporfJng to bolh the Board of Oiroclors and lo lhe regiona l An annual commute trip survey of djslricl employees# Tt,e survoy
Monitoring cover.s approximately 6.000 of the di&tricls 20,000" employees_ govoromanL 

Trip ta~gelsare sel for 2015, The god'l5 .c1rit! sel a!ii rriodo !;pllt goals. 
Tri p Redui;:lilm Targel 2015 largel5 are~ 42% tran~i1 , 10% t:;, ike, 5% wi:llk. 10'¼ rid'eshare aml Nona. 

33'%, drive alone. 

Na pen.allies if not achieved None. Enrorcement 

32% reciuclion in ,.iehicle lrlps, compar.ed to base year, before TMA 
Actual Trip RoducUon NDI ~r,own, 

10.6% ridl)sha,o , and 40_5'%, d1 l '■' o alo,10. 
established. Current mode :sprit is 39% ln:msil, 4.6% biker 2..4%, walk. 

Eactl program has betin very successful end supp-0,tod by fo.sulls 
from the annual di:;lrid survey~ The lransit program is suc:cessful Tho GRC-TMA has been rnosl successful in advocaling wilh 
because businesses purchasing lhe program lor their empto:.,ees dovolopers 10 better plan and co-ordmale lhnit devtJtoprnools lo 
receive fa) a busines.s lax credil ror the purchase and {b) a d1scounl on suppo1I reduced auto trips. The Ue between the GRC--TMA ~ncj lhe 

Overall Effectiveness 
lhO prica or lhs pass. Tho. Biko progran1 I! successful bccaus.e of lhe Gresham Downlovm o~volopmenl AssociaUon allow5, ror close 
coordin,.j\icn of lhiD program lhrough lho Biko Commlltec, the coordinatfon ol lransportallon priorities at the front end or 
sva.l:1ablllty of secute bike loc:;kefs cind lhe ablijl)' lo rn cu'lage all lha do"'°elopmenl 
services through the Commuler Connection Tnmsporiallon Stcire. 

Free members.hip provided through Business lmprol'ement Dl51rlcl and'
Succossful Rocruitmcnt and 

No! known. funding partnership vlilh Ille p1.Jblic sec:lor, Oirec! oul1e-c1c:h to
Outreach Efforts 

businesses and one-on-one ass:lslance lo employees 

\WN1.J[oydlma.comWebsite 'M'I\V,O~~•.ol<lilrensli,hlo, 

Pagi, A-1 • Nolson\Nygaard Consulting Associatos Inc 
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App,,ndlx A • Transit M.ln1gamon1 A,,.-,.oclalkm PeeT Re ow 

Efflenn,lb U!A 
Y""'tFOW>dod 

l1IA W-ll&A 
1991 11197 

.lfemb~f'Un111 

Nwnbttr of iCompa.nfes/ P,-aperty 
JU ll'IOl1lbti1I (publoo; and P""""' •t1-•) l\ppn>J1,ma1Ally 200 property ""'"'"" Owran R•pr••-•n••d 

Numba-r of Employ11as and 
Almost 32,000 omplaye ••

fh1.sl don1., Ropnt$1!0h!d 

Commen::ltt l proper1y dE1Yelap111url1 tn tho City or Emeryville (1flclude:i: Omce, and ,0Ia ll d6volopment, and public sector employee5 In
Composition ror-tQl"U l'CSidenLiaJ propertJ i,5, ilnU two f\DW for-sole residential 

Wa,hlnglon Counly 
~,;v•lopml!nll, lho latter bv agreem11m1 wUh n,~ r:iropa rty O'l.'YROf}. 

City t•qulros dDvelopers to Jom TMA H pill'\ al dLiYcJopmenl Volunluy or Requ.lrad 
Vol!JRlllfY egrument, OuBs rn11uired through QtyY,ia Pto~.r1y Businns:1

M.am.bcrah p 
iq)l'D1lemot1l0i>lricl. 

TMABaanlCIIIJRaor5,--_.,.,.-_-. 
Cil-, CII Bea-.ay al 1,gom. YmMg1on <:ounl)'. ond T 
8-eo.-dCll~.moludir,g~-~l~I. .,_,,,_,......... -.~~~-

Boud SlNc:.tun 
ITnM l(IJ tn ane.S:ltrlelln,2:5, as wml ou 1111!1 leveJ ofstrude ~ en .n 

_Ila..._ Thec.ittcs""n.---.-Clllheboanl 

.financial 1nro·nn1fion 

Citywu:fo Property-Ba$ed lmp,ovl'lfHUl\t Olllnct. wilh fee::s, b.;i:s.ed on 
Ranging from SS..10 per empt. (based on lht p1Q.llgg or saNfces :H:IU•,. loof•ga or commerciat property R1111a1· $0_20 per-sq rt for most 

Fc:at I Memb•nhlp Du1ui comm.ncal/rt1,Uu.!1ilrlal uses ond .S 100 plllit 1.11111 for re:n!al units fc,r sr,I• 
-enOUe, pay duDI o1I 11lo same r.:lle a! priv.tlle sector members. 
bu!llJlOH 4Josltat) Does .capped at $15,000 lor "n:r mernbor_ Public 

,asldt1nU111I net as!io ssod a ree (e-:tcapl lor lwo 11aw propef1ies. lhrcugh 
spoclol ogreomont) 

TI,., Ol!JanlUllo<I al><> reoeilles CMAO gmt1 hrncmg d,n,ugb METRO. 
Olhff Funding Sourc.s N-11H, ,_,.i9-

Allnulll Open,1tn9 BU:dg.~l Tlw Wf4'11 -op<Jaing budvd IS _.,._.,.ty $I50,DOD S2 J - (FY 071C5) 

Pr~ and Stnt•g•-. 

•Trnn1pon11llon Policy and Ad,,.ocac:y 
ShulU• bui :uuvlce: iriloffllehor, and ,otorral u.rvfces;: guaranl~lll'd rnlo 

• Amlu1I CarorreelCartree event 
hom•, .t:lpClilr car-sharing (.:i pods), su,110r Shulde for ncri-rnerficill loService.• o ,rer11d 

• ECO •mplo~ar anistance 
begin In Fall ,oos 

Annu■J w r,,ays are conducied ol p uonoe,i on 1he Eme,y Go RQUfJdAnnual ropo,mg lo bolh lhe Boan! ol llffdar1 and lo 11u, regional
MonI oring 

OD'fffflmllnt. ctwt~. "'""""· 

lt.., WT4 IOOJas on Ille Sla!e of Olqan"s ~~• eo.nmuts 
Opions(ECOJ R<llell>al-• l~CGIMIU!o mpredu<IDl

Trip Raduttll>• Ta111ol N"""'e""'11and ~~h9,wC,maragoal Jar el - kl 
lllan50en,plofee> 

,_
Etdon:•lftltt"ll -

NoUmwn.Actual Tnp Redluc:llon 

[The WTl\'s annual C11refreeJCsrfree ev1nI IJ now boing e,cpanded lo 
bacomo .g, roglonol event focusing on chnlleoofng businouas and 

Shutll • t,u1 s ■ wlco is now providing ovo, 1 million trips per yetJr. Thls
employOH lo l ry Dllomall\la modes during Seplember or each ye~r. 

Is 1uecu,rul because It's a good service, lrH 10 un rs , dopo!lda blo,
Ovo ra n EN'ooth.1on Hlii Compo1IUon1 tmd prtzos aro awardod. The event ha5 grown In scato 

;1r,d 10N01 1mpor1.Rlll origins anti do.11ln.odon1 {MacArthur BART, 
and popul1rlty l■ r iga lv ba caus e of lho partnGrlhlp lho WTA has 

Am1rak, major employers and ra tan 0-aniors)
oslabll!lhtd with the regional_govemmenl lo e11:pa11d 1narkotil\9, 
oommu~eadon and outreach for 1he •\l•nt 

&Mry Go Round hlH been _,,,.,,tly lua>osslul, OSj>Ccialj o, 
Succua:ful ReClWt.me:nl and __..., .._provid,ng • rell"'fl ltansd CDl'IMd""1 jol Mllc:Anl,ur BART 51......,J, NolkMM> _,..,..OUltUClh Elion, l'90ll\l, wccan as wel 'Wli,, new Ont 

Wobsile lv.N.Aarw\a-vn•"""' -
P•e• A· 2 • Nc,lson YQHnl Consulting Associat11 In,; 
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Appendllt A • Tr1n1l1 Management Association Poor Ra•low 

ITJ,!A MoUel:t. P.a:rk Bus:lness- and T,a,11soott1Uon A.s.hebtion-- Hacl•nd.a Su11lnas1 PaTlc 
YQT FouJUfed 198< 

l&emkl'iim> 

umbu ol Comps,,,.../ P,up•tty 

~R~ 

8 tiusmuu. ~ V""°". ...._,Ha-._.,., Pall eomi,m,,. 
H ~ -~ l..oahR,I Morfin. i.-,,te, -""'-"-
C.C,olSunnr<-a!maduespayiog- -~s 
racydll!g mian la Pali:. --

Num.bel" of Emp .a EH iill.Bd 

Raalda.ft.L5 RepR:5e.nted Ne!- Nalkn<MrL 

Camposfflun Olka dtMtlopmenl and pubk 5eCIDr emplc,veu Ma ar ofice. R&D. ,....,_ and ,o-nlial ......._ 

Vofunt.ilry or Required 
Membership 

V01Unl1ry Manda1o,y for an propeny cwme,1, not n•c.e•nnty bu'.ono-ss cwnen. 

Board St<ucluro 

Nine v01jn9 beard memtJars (roptaS(mlatlvos from privoie bus1neues 
who ore membe,.,. of ihe TMA) anci h'IO ex~oUl~o uuu11bu,1 
rop1nontJ ng publ1c agencie s (Valley TransU AulhQ/11~ and ·Sunr,yvelo 
Ch11rnb(lf ol Comnu,,ce) 

Nol known, 

Fln-.nolal lnfo,m;it.ion 

Fe:e.sl embor-ship Due,. 
Sp■eiftc1 nol ...bbla, bu1 leas range r,om SSSO IO S15,500 end 
1ppro imalely 125,000 ror R>unding members. 

Ftn1s ltwiod per .square root cl land, lhu._ ~•density Pf<lietis pay 
leu per $.qQare fool of 1e.-a1able 1paoe 

othu Funding Sow:ce• 

CilJ cl s....nr-~ lunded lbe org.,...ao,,•, r. • ...., 
Ind --• $i1up ~ - Ille Col~ pays.~
flNUlheyl\ave-..,11".eP s ,....... ----. 
---rr.-nc. ---

Annu•f Dpl!filting Budg:1111 U40.000 I""" Year""""' """"""""""ly $250.00D, -.,.., or lldnwnnlivn..,... 

Proonm.5 an-d Strarenlas 

ServlC:1!'& Offorod 

Cu1uan1Dad Emergency Ride Home; Tnmsp0,t11Uon C0ni1Jll1no: 
Advoe,icy for fecal 0111d rogio,1al vanspcMUon p10Joclf and cornmu10 
ler'Yk:cis \hat eillecl ccrnpao[as and ornployoos; Employeei CornrrKHe 
SuNCV, Network cf Commute Coortllnalofs (munlhl:.i moa ting or TMA 
dlreclor wlU1 ltansponalion coordin;1lors f,am e11d1 mombu, company) 

Free E~Pa.s$ cio 'NHEELS Putiltc 'fratull lor omplovee-s: and 
,osidents-;. Guaran!t1•d Ride Herne. flr1il•Ttme Ride-rs Prog·ram on 
Publlc Transit; pre ferranllal p11,~l11Q tor carpooli5/var,pools, r;;ammulo 
1:1!1,emallvo progrnms nnd cu1jomitod commu te assislam:;:e. 

Nhmiloripg Annuo.l surveys ond repor1s. U.s.ie of i,allSfl !iy11em by empk>y••1 •nd rt."11dems 1s monnored 

Trip ReducUon T.Mgl!I io'4 eahoelo ll1JI redudion largel lo, new CGfflPllnlH Nooe 

Eoforceme:n1 
If I c:ornp.any -ID m£<>1 lrip golb""" don no1 Hfflllnllrale a go<»-
- .non. ""1 can ireo assess penolies. -.ough Un hu tlOI yet 

- 1-. pon,a;r.. l>effl aea,StllY) -
AchDI Trip Reducllon ~•-tn"lW1. <1UeloeflorUollr'll¥-rdwl~ NGl,,.,..... 

OvoRU Effediveness 

1) OI c-le Coonfina!Q[S 1111112) l\d'wocaq-, ■ rg IO 
man..,..11am11--..10 !he Paa CoMli bOno/monv 
cornpan.ti, p,owf9:s a greater mpaa lhan ihoy could Kl'weve 
lndlvtduolly 

Bus -set\'ices are. fflOll 1-=conf'-'. e:1 bf omplOJ1!es wlro WC 
nu,by and USO 1h11 -• lo !ID lo - IMn WO<ll locaions 

Succ:eu,tul Recru1t.mant and 
Ou tre-ach EUorts 

C n be ddlh::ull imlrally. but once !hay bo-corno rnambort, compt1n1e.1 
nnd lhll lhtt networking opportunlho-s and comrnunieotlon \IAU'i the C1ty 
lhDI lhl TMA facllilal.es Ii !1wi1iluable 

No! known. 

Wobsllo w,w,_mobl.ii.org ,.,..,,,.,.hoclooda.o/g 

Page A-3 • Nolson\Nyoaard Consulting Associato& Inc 



1

Appendix A • Transit Managomonl AssaclaLion Peer R&vlew 

TMA Soul!I N•lomn TMA NotthNalom••TM,I. 
YnrFounded Nol- c..2001 

J,I-RhlD 

wnb1!!r -a.f Campa:niHI.Ptopeny 
Om,ei,;~od 

1110 memoers -
Number o:f Emplo:,ee:,; ~11:d 
Rn;id~l\ls Rapiasaffled 

7,!l,00-.,lc>J..... 
J2.500~ unh-66.000'9--71.000~ al 

lad-oul Cun"""1 awro~lSOOO~- 10.000 
err,pluJees 

Compo5ition Oflica and rala.il d11nr&klprtll!lll ~ SQul'J, Ha~ o~.i'E:la.rlf!511'.fe Ind llld'ultna dl!!Vll!lopme:"I 111 No,lh tfaiuma3 

Volunbry D.r Requfrod 

Membership 
Pnmanly. ffll!~ b; re.tp.rifa:d. -ScJ'r\cll mombo:r ■_ nowever. are 
volunlo,y Required 

Board S huclure 
The Soulh Noloma TMA is governed by o Boord or Olreclors which 
ol,cl1 a F'roaldan1 , Vicc4 P,osldont, Socro tary and Troo,uror. 

9 boa.rd mamba,rs with repru1n1w.1 1va1 rram rosldentlal. commen::iat 
lnduslrial, a:i nd orfica ln tore1 1 Board i:hoosos teplaco.manl(s) , 

Fln1ncf1I lnfonnatlon 

f •H I Mambcr$.hip Dun 
Member c,gmpa...,, pay S0.07 pa, ranl•blu ,qu•to tool per year 
(.-...mufflS250) Oevelopen pay SO 04 pe, elll,U.d -·· laol 

Dm!icaled property tu. lhlougl, Coy of Sacr.,menlo "Commun;,y 
Financing 0...-ia'" SIOO!•F•m•y S11 J2/du Mulli.family S16.Sll/<lu; 
Office SO 1171,q II C,,,"""'l"Qal SO 12/oq n. lnduswal S0.04/sq 
Spom Complu $72lllnel aae 

Othor fumfing Sourc:e:.s CW,Q N,Nh lM>ugh SACOG DonaliDns from .......... .,_..... -~~le• (unW 
2010). SACOG o,an,. -r.a.es 

AnnuaJ Opctr.ifing Budget 1225.000 Approx. $758.000 (FY ioc,&.2007) 

Proaraffl.li and Slli11eaiu. 

Si:rvh;es Otte.rad 

Substdlz:ed r11:1gjona.l lran!li,t pasjes. Amtrnk 1ub11dy, Em•rgancy R:ido 
Home Pt'Qg1'11m, NetwcJk. and rnonlhly pn:ign,ms ror Emprc,;,e. 
Tranaportotion Co1;1rdlnulors. Bflu: U:u,r:s Group tbaooli11 inclutie~bi· 
manlhly lunthes wilh infonni1li:1i1e pr-ogra;ms. biko 10tuin1 aind sarety 
lrillltll41Q1 Bilil.a to Work Day breakfBst .aml -Ac1ivil!H, 1111,U l:)[Jco l ubsidln , 
w han 111y,11 jl0bla}; Ridosh.arn Ell:pres,s (region a.I carpool dl!IIAbas.o). 
advocll!!lcy, snd 1:1 pofiodic 1uiwsloller for membe rs 

, Advocacy . 1nrras.fruc:lur'a linp,ovomenls. lnc.nH11:sed :s.UJfPorl la!' 
uansji.. bike. ped; B1k:.JPoti Eltl fnll!f'l lorty Si;hogl Programs, Sroart 
RQula!!'i to School chfld,.•n•• wutl-bnad prog,am; :S 1 CommL11e1 Shult lo 
cfa.l ly ta down lawn, Mon -Fri; Gu1uan111a.J Rld11 llame. prQ-gram, 
Commu!Elf Club· 11;ob bQ!Cd ndHhlilt r:I , l rM.YIJ l lrninini;a; vanpaol 

subsidies 

Monitoring 
Spon:adic turveys of employee travel tieh,v,or, but nona conducted 

r~nll~ 

Trip Re.d11Qion Tilllrge.l c.ty o,dlnanao "'"'-'"""'ll" ~ 3 5% lrip n,dudio<, go.t 
35'11 "'duclkm ln whlclo ltipJ and 3~'11, ,.-., ln air pollulioo 
(R,aclille Olllanio ll"SU). l1'o fom ot,jed,ve 1> h,r ,,.,......<id""11a1 u.,,, 
lo <<>duao !lips by 60'11, and ro- IIOU lo l""'1ce !rip> by 20'JI, 

Enf-o~IUBll No~ None 

Actual Trip Reduction I ol ,..,. --
O...rufEif-n= 

Fulysutn.diLed transil pau ·P'O!I""-- du,re1 louso-·~ 1400 out of 7500 ampioyeM 01rremly "' poaHulon of ., 

--•lapp,o zo,I;) 

Jus1 stanng cammuw Club - ..........., schods P'<>il"""' 
cSchoo4 PfOlllalM ... be bul.....i hands.an pllysical 

molivolioo lo--In IIMl ICbool> Scflools are .s1t'Qldiod IC 

lake on mo<e. Shut uanda OUI .. moll valued by ,.,...,..... iM1d 

City poilidans, as North lo ... t.11 1o<goaen ., the ~ 
lransil uena. Huge klsue wll!> sOND< de,alopmentp,ojeas loca<ea 
oul t:Jere wino pubk tmnsil 

S.uccoss.rut Rocrultmen1 ind 
Outtoach Erfor1s 

Nol •p~tlcable ~ mosl members .are required lo join l!lnd p•y du ■ 1 

Oifficuh lo re•c.h oul 10 new and ,m,tl'er ,mpioyors. and to convince 
new employees end ro,ldanlt lo tty serv1ce, Also. some pcopla arc 
sorptisod to find addilion11 ptopony toxe s on lhefr fir:,;t bill , so an 
lnctoasod effort Is befng maaJa lo noUfy lhem In achranc:e. 

Wob, lla W'loWt,110~lhn-lltOrn ss1ma.orQ 'WW\v,nor1hn~l0ma1ima.org 
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AppendI• A• Transil ManAgomenl Msru:JaOon Peer Review 

TMA Anah.e~ Tnnspamtlon _...,, e~rt>A.nk l'MO 
Ynr- founded C. tGOO I<: 1991 

Nwnl>ffofCompanies/ PntpfltJ 
Ow-.s Ropn,semed 

12S~-----~•-.,.reuwe-

retalo,s. •nd - - ~ 
120 ..,.,,_ 

NLm1bcrofEmp1~5, artd 

ReMdents Ropn,s=led 
..._&11,0DD --

Composition Tourlsl ond m;n,alion use>. ollic,""" <eld wn Pla!roum T~ 
will"".....-devdop<nenl ... wd 

Naliniwm, 

Voluntil:ry or Re.qui~d 
M11fmborsh.ip 

R•qua,ed Mandatory membe,.hlp of "l•cl omployo,. 

Board Slructuro 

11 Soard Ma111bor.s (flitJ!i t b0 odd numb1:1r onCI Q\ leas t S Dul no more 
lhnn 11): 3 non-~oting ex-cffir;lo member.s - City fJhain,,ing 
Commiss ioner (new projects} .:ind crty or Annlit1lm S111 rr, CanlfHciad 
1orvlc.a provider_ 

Priva te. 

FinanclaJ Jnrormation 

Fe.o.s I Membership Dull!.li 

Primarily dnieilopmen\ agraeme:nl.s;, S1 45 fO< ·ov11ull 
coo1a~Mmorlye3_r: SI.7'5 pe.r n:)0:m per yei ■r, ph.1'1 So di p ■f rvomfcby. 
for lodglno Hlablilhmarus; S1.35 per ompla)'eo pet ye..- ("f'o<All<:ally 
!Of l'lduh·a,o pt<>gr.llM). R""I ol funding como.1 .-_mu o,ll,,ctod 
on iren,~ syslmn (4 ..-, ane--way bjps poryoa,) Plnnum Tri<logle 
wll 11..., rni1kn1ia1 d..-velopmenl. -..-bly will i11SO ae 
acce.uecl. 

t.!embeB pay 1111/emplc,yoo Ho cap on duo.> 

Olh,,r Fima,g So..-cn No,,.-"""-1!1 NTO lmdilr!9 n3!09 -
Annu~.Openiting Budg•t S6 mill...,~ fa, lrans'il ope,aiion•J Nolav-

Pn,ar.1:ms.-nd Slfiflegltt5 

Services Offe~d 

Ani11'10im Resort Transit SeNice and c.omphmenl•,y ADA Pomllransll 
S•r'llc•: Rldodla,c programs, induding: commuter 1,u,v-1ty, 1,ansll pass 
IUIIH RHh,l ■ nca , blcycic locker facllIHes al commuter rllll 1.l 111 1lnM. 
guara.nteed ride.- home, and a catpocl lf\C(l rlhYO progro,n l9Clem1 Air 
Toom") 

- Free :!ihuffle :siervJCII for iilf niemDtSIS 
• Demand rn!.pon.5e shuHl• for Mlty omplDyees 
Employee oducatio", ln11n,ng , •ru~ RlcJtm1iiiHChing 

• Commuter di:5cour,i coupon booli. 
- Gu-aranteed ride heme 
- Ono-ram !axi p,ograrn illld horna-11:i -work taxi progrnrn 
Markelmg ic111d Promotlon"I M,11 !orlirdi11 
Member5hlp Resourco Center 

Monito·ring Not monHofltd. Annual smvey 

Trip Reduction Targel tlone. 
J8% bolow ba,o r,U...- (d-,umloa.11 by ITE (lip geoerallon rates) by 
2010. 

Enforc:e.mcnl - tf!JOa(Saninat""'~~-•e(!lalRby~lo-wlhlMO 
lo-~a TUM and lnll ,_d_pion 

A.tu•l Trip lb,ductb, --
Ovoraa Effedivene55 

T- umc,, <> .,,..,.,i.,......,. ~ °'"'source•). R1auti,n (100.l. 
&pan-, ollc "Plallnum T.-.gl<, " M•---lo30 
rnnu,e hotodwi,ys in 2010 

. 

Succossful Re,c;nn'"tment ■nd 
Outroach Effort!5 

Nut YippliCJ&b!n (m andatory membership) 

Wubsllo www.ntnotWIJrll..org WNW.blmo.Otg 
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Appendix A• Tninsll Managemenl Association Peer Review 

TMA l rvtno s_,..,,, TUA OownlOWII O.n~rTIIA 
Yl!!.al' found• d »Olknown. 19'95 

Me,n.b"l$~Q> 

um- of Camp,nlu/Pn,pen r 
~R,,pr=- - 1llan 2.liOD l>.l5ine5se5 IAllb<il>llss"• -P"'P"'111~"'-0mw..-

NUJJ1.bu"m &np1oyu-sand 
Ra5kfe.n:ls R-epl1!'5e.nle.d 

--55.IIOOemplarees Al~.,--1 110 000). and ---
r.arhcr o.t mments as W8II 

Composition Mo~O, office. retff laultm -- ""I <Hodenllal ""-elopmenl 

Volunlilry or Req,qlfl!d 
M1m:batShfp 

Requ~•d Nol appliu b!• 

Bo.ard Slrueturc Prlvole. 

TMA is realty UlD Co11nac1ion1 Progrom ol lhe Downtown Oen\le f 
Commun1ly Pert:nersh1p, which hlH mu11Tple olher non·lronsp.or1allon 
oriontod p,ograms ns well, &nd a Boiln:l or orractor.s lhet seeks to 
lmple mool a broader mission 

Flnanclal lnformalion -

F••• l Mcmbcnhip Due5- s.m-ennu1I property assessment lo, prapeny _,,.... NOile 

Olllfffurnflllll S""""6 - Oil' (SJS,000), RTO C1AP 10 $20 000). CMAO CV-• by ~°"""""""°""""_.,,.,__Dom,er-_ 

"""°"emfflllloslnCI 

Annual Oporulna Bwlgel Nol "" l>le """""'- $350.(IO f,nd_ S 129,000 llom CMAQJ 

Pn,gam.o and Slr.llarrias 

Services OHi!l'l!d 
lr 1Junmuion gnd markelin11 to ~uppon nllll!lm!llllve modu 1 gu11ran1c:iod 

,kJa hDmo, f,ao 1rnnsil" pass and ride.s.hare membet1hlp tor I monlh 
,n;y-"llfllblll!I to people who c;uuEP.nlly dm10 0h::mt1 to WCltk.. 

T ransit Pass Satu . Hilo 0 r'lw8llo Tr.:insporttihon ConS11llsllon 
Cu!!ilomizcd Tmn.spor1r1Ho11 Pl,1u 1~ O.u1ld1ng ~nd E.mpfoyer 
T reri.spor! a1ro r1 fa11! 

Moniloring Nol lmown Anru.1el Commulu Survoy 

Trip R...tucilon fa,gol Nor no,m Noru, 

Enfon;ennml Noli.- None 

Ac1Dal Trip Reducllo!I 
FY OH lll sunroy laood lhat -ol0.-- ..,,,.,,.,cs are """!I 
_ .....,.,,..._OpllOMlogel lo-

Ove.An Effe'&li vene-sl -
Mosl RJCCe$Slul,s "'Cet-~•- pn,gn,m 
Wl5Jitu1ed for Oemocnlhc. t CGnYonllan (Aug 200!i). S I00,.$ 150 
gdl canl avaitlble kJr _,.,..,,.,. ID ~ "'1o reduce use of• QI 

lonomore lllan I day P<lf.,. lo, •nln .....,11, Funding available 
lo.- 1. 100, wi1h ,,_....., 2-3.000 ot,plicanls llov,og expresn,I nwut 

Suc:tvs-sful Fbl crultn1ont and 
OutNtach Efforts 

See above. 

Wobsllo ~WN1.1peclrumollon.cam www.down,owndenver.com 
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Appendix A• Transi~Management Association Peer Review 

TMA Wa mer Ce nfo r TMO Glandal9 TMA 

Year Founded 1969 1089 

Membership 

Number of CempElnle-'!;o/ Pr-aperty 
Ownors Represented 

39 {22 employer membet s ·aml i7 mul!~-tenBnt commercral properUe:s) 
12 m!Brnburs - businesses and p,operty owners. aoo City or Gleru::Jale 
Also, Gle-ndale Camrnur11 1y Colh'.rgo, a:s prn Ilona mambe, 

Number or Employees and 
RasidDnls Represen ted 

4 □ , ooa (ever 95Qlo of lhe tclal work fcirceJ. 15,0 □ 0--:w.aoo ~mployc:osi 

Composition 70% Offic:e. 20°4 Retail, 5% Manufs.c.luring, 5% Re:s.idenlial 

Val1.mt-ary ar Ri:!!qoin:!d 

ldcmbi:rship 

Voluntary for mosl, bul City or LA roq,ulrM TMO n"l!lmbo,:5;hip Jor 
commercial prcpertfes or r.11 lea.s-130,0QO sq n, Some la rger new 
resldenlis l development also required to join. 

Volunl::iry, excepl Glendale Pl.a-za , whic.h \5 ,equlted IO baa me1nb.or 
(!hough shops wilhin Plaza not requiml to be a member) 

Board Struclure Five board member$. City of LA i.s not a member or the board . 
Board ol Dbec::10,s ,1i - oach ,cpresenling their respective comp;:my, 
wilh ij "Founding Mtnnbo,s• and 3 "Regular Membe,s."' City ls one of 
lhe "founding Members." curronO)' with voting pri:11~odgo1. 

Financial lnrom1atlon 

Fee.s / Member&hip Dues 
Annual member duH, ren~lng rrom S2 100 to S4600 per year, 
depending on employer size ancl properly size. 

Companies< 259 employees= $7,30 per empl per )'ear. Companies 
wl01 mcto tha n 250 omployee$ (imd 1hererore regulaled by AOMO} -= 
$10,30 pa, omployao poryear (capped al 750 empl .). For develope,s, 
S0.015 per sq fl ol leasablo spaco ir lcnants provid-ed TMA services 
and TMA dues paid, $OW per sq II ii not 

Other Funding Sou rces 
$85,000 ;:mnua11)1 from City of LA lranspon..ition impac t rees collected 
rrom new d0vulopi'1,on\, 

Nonti curre.nlly; TMA rac.(llvod approx.. S40,000 per ye.1r In gr.ml funds 
through LA M TA unlll Sepl 2007, 

Annual Opera!lng Bullgot S250,000 S94,000 (FY 20081 

Prograrn• and Straloglos 

Services orrorcd 

All-day shuHlo sorvico co11n ocw,g 10 Mollo o,c1n90 Uno, R1dommching 
ror c:arpools; $ubsidlzed vanpool fl eel (19 vehldes); promotion 1:1 od 
sale of LA Metro bus pa:sses and five other tronsil agencies; 
Gua r.anleed Ride Home: Ride share incenUve program: celebralioni 
and promo1ional acUvlllos; consult.allor1 wilh large omployors lo help 
lhem develop trip reduclion plans for lheir c;u9aniza1ion and provfdo 
lndM dut1llz.ed ridesha ri ng recommendeilions lor employees; represenl 
membe-rs and theiremp!oyee.s in local nnd regional discussions and 
plan!llOQ wilh tho gonoral pu.bllc, govornmorll agoodo:s, and s.pcctul 
11110,0-sl groups. 

lmmeaia1e availablo rosource ror emproyees lmnsporlalion n,eds; 
Emergency Ride Home Program; Ma,koling Maletial (induding regular 
bulfetin board material): Nuw employoo orion!ation materials; Monthl~ 
bus pass sales; VanpoQI lis1 ing end assls1anc;e; Oulreach to mambur 
snd po1en11al rnombar companies 

Monitoring Mol,o AVR Survay Nono 

Trip Reduction Target 1.5 AVR for larga employers i:md 1.4 for multi•lenainl proper1 jes Nono 

Enron::emenl Responsibifity of lho Cit~ oJ LA Oopl of T,anspar1ationlPlanr~ ing. None 

A ctu al Trip Reduclior~ 

Orive--alo1'la hc1s dacrEPii!ied aver lwen1y years fr om a~w. lo 68¾, 
c: e11 p0oting has ini;ce1;11:sed from 10% to 23%, publii;. lrnnsll l rom 0.-1 % lo 
5% , and walking and bicycling from 0.5% to 2% . 0Yern ll rideshare 
particip;iiion is 32% (comp:3red 10 22% for LA region. 

Nol 11.nown 

Overall Effet.:tl11enl!'S'l:i 

lo 2007, tkl9shaflng pai1lc:ipatloo saved Gofrlrrruters SG.13 mlllian, 
reduced vehicle n1il1J5 lfayaled by :n ,277 miles each day, a11d reduced 
mobile -source emis.~ iE;Jn,=, by 164 lr;ms. Vanpools provitle 200 p:~r;.,ple 
round·lrip rides each day. 1,000 requests were receivetl for 
RideGuides (individu.1llzed ride5hare informalion .Jnd 
rncommcnclalion s). 

Ccur1esy of farc.a1ltallng bus pa-s:s sales 3nd perscn;ilized Hltentio:n for 
member 4:;ompanies has t,uan p.artieularl~ successful approacl1-

Successful Rec.r'ultmenl aod 
Oulre-ach Effort:!ii 

For volun1ary memDC!rs., lho 11lQ!il successful ri1elhad Is h.i::!'o'ir,g CE:Os 
of member~ dkac.tty co11tat:I CEOs or tr10er i;ompanies, Far regulated 
mBmba rs, havlo-g lhe City conh:rct them i:i '\liery erfei:.live, 

II is i:I challenge to recruit smaller employers· enlisUno property 
rnaoayars could help w\lh lhis. Los'S of 9rnn! funding ha:s reduced 
abLllty la du more c:iutreac.h. 

Website w-.vw.g!endaJelma.,,el 
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Exhibit F 

Appendix B - Draft TDM Ordinance for the 
City of Glendale 

Objectives and Goals 
Adopted policies, through the General Plan and other commitments, have affirmed the desire of 
the City of Glendale to reduce traffic congestion, improve air quality, and improve overall 
mobility for residents, employees, and visitors. These goals apply to travel within Glendale, 
regional travel with origins or destinations within the City, as well as travelers passing through 
the City. 

This ordinance establishes a quantitative trip reduction goal for new and existing development in 
the City of Glendale, defines what types of development are subject to the requirements of the 
ordinance, and identifies specific facilities, programs and strategies that must be implemented 
by employers and property managers to pursue this goal. 

Definitions of Terms 
For the purpose of this section, certain words and terms are defined as follows: 

Carpool. A vehicle carrying two to five persons to and from work on a regular schedule. 

Development. The construction of new non-residential floor area. 

Gross Floor Area. That area in square feet confined within the outside surface of the exterior 
walls of a building, as calculated by adding the total square footage of each of the floors in the 
building, except for that square footage devoted to vehicle parking and necessary interior 
driveways and ramps. 

Preferential Parking. Parking spaces, designated or assigned through use of a sign or painted 
space markings for Carpools or Vanpools, that are provided in a location more convenient to the 
entrance for the place of employment than parking spaces provided for single-occupant 
vehicles. 

Transportation Demand Management (TDM). The alteration of travel behavior through 
programs of incentives, services, and policies, including encouraging the use of alternatives to 
single-occupant vehicles such as public transit, cycling , walking , carpooling/ van pooling and 
changes in work schedule that move trips out of the peak period or eliminate them altogether 
(as in the case in telecommuting or compressed work weeks). 

Trip Reduction. Reduction in the number of work-related trips made by single-occupant 
vehicles. 

Vanpool. A vehicle carrying six or more persons to and from work on a regular schedule, and 
on a prepaid basis. 

Vehicle. Any motorized form of transportation, including but not limited to automobiles, vans, 
buses and motorcycles. 
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Applicability 
The TOM ordinance shall apply to the following developments (hereafter referred to as Tier 1 ): 1 

1. All new non-residential development in the City of Glendale to exceed 25,000 square 
feet or gross floor area or having 25 employees. 

2. Any expansion of existing non-residential development exceeding 25,000 square feet of 
gross floor area or having more than 25 employees, either prior to or subsequent to the 
expansion. 

3. Any change of use for an existing non-residential development that currently has a 
nonconforming use, and for which the new use will require a conditional use permit, 
variance, or amendment to the zoning code or General Plan. 

4. All new residential development with 100 or more units, or mixed-use projects with 50 or 
more residential units and 25,000 gross square feet or more of non-residential floor area. 

5. All new development with multiple employers on one site that in combination have more 
than 25 employees, with the TOM ordinance thereby applying to the property manager of 
that site. 

6. All projects meeting the above· criteria or any other project that joins a Business 
Improvement District in the City of Glendale. 

7. Other projects to which the ordinance shall be applicable, based on a covenant, 
development agreement, or other such binding agreement with the City or another 
governing organization. 

Developments greater than 50,000 square feet in gross floor area or an expansion resulting in a 
development greater than 50,000 square feet shall be subject to further requirements defined by 
this ordinance {Tier 2). 

Furthermore, this ordinance defines additional requirements of development exceeding 100,000 
square feet , or an expansion resulting in a development greater than 100,000 square feet (Tier 
3). 

Requirements 
New or existing development, for which the TOM ordinance is considered applicable according 
to the above criteria, shall incorporate each of the listed facilities into the design of the project, 
and implement each of the listed programs. 

Facilities shall be maintained in clean, functional condition for the duration of the project, and 
programs shall continue to be implemented except by arrangement with the Director of Planning 
for the City to define alternate strategies expected to be more effective at achieving the goals of 
this ordinance. 

1 These criteria are a synthesis of requirements in the cities of Burbank, Pasadena , and Los Angeles. The criteria for 
other cities include a threshold of expected daily trips, an applicant's desire to develop at higher densities, or 
companies wilh a fewer number of employees (see Figure 1 ). 
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Transportation Demand Management Plan 

Prior to obtaining a development agreement or other permits for a project subject to this 
ordinance, a Transportation Demand Management plan must be developed, with a detailed list 
of facilities and programs that will be implemented, to meet the requirements of this ordinance, 
as indicated below. A schedule of implementation for TOM programs, and budget for both 
programs and facilities, must be included with the Plan. All programs shall be implemented 
within one year of initial occupancy. 

Transportation Management Association / Organization 

Allprojects subject to this Ordinanceshall become dues paying members oflhe designated Transportation 
Managemem Associalion (TMA) or Transportanon Management Organizarion (TMO), and eligible for partidpalion in 
the programs and acrMties ofthe TMAITMO. Ra1es shall be seJ by lhe Board ofthe TMAITMO and adopted by lhe 
City Council, with the provision £hat they may be increased annually, based on changes to the Consumer Price Index. 
Prior to the issuaoce of a certificate ofoccupancy. annual dues for the first year ofmembersh;p shall be paid to the 
City and £hen transferred lo the designated TMAITMO.Performance Standards 

The City shall define performance standards for the designated TMNTMO, lo ensure effective 
administration of the TMNTMO and communication with and between members of the 
TMNTMO. These standards shall include: 

1. Completion of an annual AVR survey for all member organizations, with a report provided to 
the City documenting the results of this survey 

2. Assurance that all members of the board are decision makers or their designees, for the 
organizations they represent 

3. At least four (4) meetings of the Board each year, with a quorum present at all meetings. 

Facilities 

The following facilities shall be implemented as indicated before a certificate of occupancy may 
be issued for a development. 

Bicycle Facilities 

• Secure bicycle parking should be provided for all development subject to the bicycle 
parking ordinance, at the following rates for various land uses:2 

Long-term Short-term 

Sin11le family and residential with privateoaraCle None None 
Multifamily Residenlial 1soaca oer 4 units 1soace oer 20 units 
Retail 1 soace oar 12,000 sc ft 1soace oer 5,000 so ft 
General Food Sates 1soace oer 12,000 sc It 1soace oer 2,000 s □ It 
Office 1soace oar 10,000 so fl 1soace oer 20,000 so ft 

'Long-Term" bicycle facility means a locker, individually locked enclosure or supervised area within a buildmg providing 
protection for each bicycles therein from theft, vandalism and weather. 

'Short-Term' bicycle facility means a rack, stand or other device constructed so as to enable the user lo secure by locking the 
frame and one wheel of each bicycle parked therein. Racks must be easily usable with both U-locks and cable locks. Racks 
should support lhe bikes in aslable upright position so that abike, if bumped, will not fall or roll down. 

• Tier 2 development shall also provide a changing room and shower facilities. 

2 Some cities require bicycle parking as a ratio of automobile par1<ing. However. Nelson\Nygaard recommends 
against this. A development which reduces its parking supply, in anticipation of generating fewer vehide trips. might 
also then reduce its bicycle parking supply, rather than increase 1t to support a shift from auto to bicyde_ 
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Pedeslrian Fadlities 

• Tier 1 and Tier 2 facilities shall provide full pedestrian access as required by other 
sections of the zoning code and design guidelines as adopted by the City. 

• Tier 3: Sidewalks or other designated pathways following direct and safe routes from 
the external pedestrian circulation system to each building in the development. 

Transit Facifjfjes 

• The design of all projects should enable safe and convenient access to nearby transit 
stops and facilities. 

• For Tier 3 projects, if so determined by the Director of Planning for the City, a bus stop 
with shelter and other amenities may be required . 

Auto Facilities 

• Preferential parking shall be provided for carpools and vanpools (most proximate to main 
entrances and/or at a reduced price) 

• For Tier 3 projects, and for Tier 2 projects at the discretion of the Chief of Planning, a 
convenient drop-off point for carpools and vanpools should be provided onsite. 

Programs 

The following programs shall be implemented within one year of project completion, following 
the schedule included in the TOM Plan for the project. All employers shall : 

• Designate an on-site transportation coordinator to be a point of contact with the City of 
Glendale and the designated TMNTMO regarding transportation demand management 
facilities and programs. For Tier 1 development with multiple employers that in 
combination have 25 or more employees, the property manager shall designate an on­
site transportation coordinator. 

• Provide an information board or kiosk in a prominent location for employees, residents, 
and/or visitors , with information about access to all modes of transportation, as well as 
the activities of the designated TMA/TMO. 

• Tier 2 and 3 employers shall either provide on-site transit pass sales or a pre-tax transit 
pass program. 

• Participate in the Guaranteed Ride Home program of the designated TMA/TMO. 

• Demonstrate proof of compliance with the State of California's parking cash out law. 

• Develop or participate in a ridesharing program to encourage carpooling and vanpooling. 

Monitoring and Enforcement 
Each project subject to this ordinance shall strive to achieve an average vehicle ridership (AVR} 
of at least 1.5. AVR is the ratio of the total number of employees or residents to the average 
daily number of vehicles used.3 

All projects subject to this Ordinance shall submit an annual performance report to the City to 
validate continue compliance with the requirements of the Ordinance. A statistically-valid 

3 hltp:/twww.metro.net/riding_metro/commute_services/avr_services.htm 
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survey shall be conducted of employees and/or residents of the project, to ascertain the level of 
success in achieving the goals of the Ordinance, including a determination of the AVR for that 
project. The AVR shall be determined according to the requirements of the South Coast Air 
Quality Management District (AQMD}. The AQMD currently requires such a sUTvey, amongst 
other requirements, of all employers with 250 or more employees. This ordinance further 
stipulates that the survey shall be conducted for all projects subject to this ordinance. 

The costs to conduct the survey and produce the report shall be borne by the employer, 
property owner, or homeowners association, as appropriate. 

City staff shall confirm to the City Council on an annual basis that all projects subject to this 
ordinance are in compliance with its requirements . If a project subject to this ordinance is not in 
compliance, a nominal fine per employee per day shall be assigned by the City until compliance 
is achieved . 

Staff shall also prepare a summary report evaluating the overall success of achieving the goals 
of the TOM ordinance. If goals are not being met, staff shall propose alternate programs or 
strategies that could be pursued to achieve these goals. Costs for preparation of staff reports 
shall be borne by the City. 

Furthermore, Tier 2 and Tier 3 projects that fail to achieve an AVR of at least 1.25, the City will 
work with the designated TMA/TMO and the employer to modify their TOM plan to include 
programs and strategies that are expected to better support achievement of an AVR of at least 
1.25. The City may mandate the implementation of certain programs and strategies until this 
goal is reached. 
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