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RECOMMENDATION 

Staff requests the City Council introduce or adopt the following items: 

(1) Resolution Adopting a Negative Dectaration 
(2) Ordinance for Introduction Amending Title 30 of the Glendale Municipal Code, 1995 ~ PZON 2011-
002 
(3) Ordinance for Introduction Adding Chapter 1.26 Pertaining to Administrative Citations for Violations 
of Certain Provisions of Title 30 (Transportation Demand and Parking In Lieu Fees). 
(4) Resolution Adopting Parking In-Lieu Fees for the Downtown Specific Plan area 
(5) Resolution Adopting a Schedule of Civil Fines for Administrative Citations 

SUMMARY 

On November 7, 2006 Council adopted the Downtown Specific Plan (DSP). A mixed-use, urban 
design plan, it is based on the City's long-term vision for downtown to be an "exciting , vibrant urban 
center. " Supporting this vision, the Downtown Mobility Study was developed in tandem with the DSP 
and adopted by Council in 2007. It includes a set of best practices in transportation policy, allowing for 
development and economic growth while minimizing congestion and maintaining a high quality of life. 

To expedite implementation of the Downtown Mobility Study, Council/Agency approved a contract with 
Nelson\Nygaard Consulting Associates. Based on City Council direction, Nelson\Nygaard extensively 
researched best practices, conducted peer review and outreach with downtown stakeholders over the 
past two and a half years. Through Nelson\Nygaard's analysis, a set of parking code policy 
recommendations were developed that include incentives to encourage and retain a diverse mix of 
businesses through a set of best practices in parking management, realizing the vision of a vibrant 
downtown. 

Parking policy recommendations were presented to the Planning Commission, the Transportation and 
Parking Commission, Downtown Stakeholders and the Council/Redevelopment Agency in meetings 
held from November 2010 through February 2011. Commissioners, stakeholders and Council 
members supported the policy recommendations. In response to this support, Council directed staff to 
initiate code changes to parking standards to Title 30 of the Glendale Municipal Code on February 8, 
2011. 

Code language to amend parking standards in downtown Glendale was prepared and presented to 
the Planning Commission and the Transportation and Parking Commission in a joint meeting on 
February 28, 2011. Both commissions were supportive of the code amendments proposed and 
offered input and recommendations. Staff has incorporated commissioner comments into draft 
ordinance language as presented in Exhibit 1. 

FISCAL IMPACT 

There are no fiscal impacts to initiate and adopt the proposed ordinance and resolutions. Once 
adopted , it is anticipated that the application of the In-Lieu Fee option will generate revenue to the City 
on a case-by-case basis. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act , a Negative Declaration was prepared for 
the proposed ordinance to amend Title 30 of the Glendale Municipal Code for a 20-day public review 
beginning on February 23, 2011 and ending on March 15, 2011. To date, no comments have been 
received; however this report was prepared prior to the end of the comment period. Staff will forward 
any comments received during the comment period for Council'S consideration prior to the approval 
date. The Negative Declaration for amendments to Title 30 of the Glendale Municipal Code, 1995, is 
provided in Exhibit 2. 

BACKGROUND 

Presentations and Feedback on Parking Policy Recommendations for Downtown Glendale 

The proposed amendments to downtown parking have been presented to Council members, 
commissioners and stakeholders in a series of public meetings and presentations. On November 17, 
2010, draft recommendations were presented to the Planning Commission and the Transportation and 
Parking Commission in a joint meeting. In addition to presenting specific recommendations for the 
Downtown Specific Plan area (Exhibit 1) , members of both Commissions had the opportunity to review 
the background memorandums of peer research produced by Nelson\Nygaard from 2008-2010. In 
addition to the required public notice, representatives from the Downtown Merchant's Association, 
Glendale Chamber of Commerce, Glendale Transportation Management Association, and local 
developer, realtor and property management representatives were informed of the meeting. 

In addition to being informed of the general public meetings, specific outreach was also conducted to 
stakeholders in downtown Glendale. Stakeholders were invited to an open house on potential 
incentives downtown on December 9, 2010 as well as a specific presentation with Nelson\Nygaard on 
Downtown Parking Amendments on January 12, 2011. A digital copy of the parking recommendations 
were provided to meeting attendees in advance of the January 12, 2011 meeting. Over 20 people 
were in attendance at both meetings, including representatives from the Downtown Merchant's 
Association, Glendale Chamber of Commerce, The Americana at Brand, Glendale Galleria, small 
business owners and local realtors , property managers and developers. 

Council members, commissioners and downtown stakeholders were generally supportive of the 
downtown parking recommendations. The following are comments that were received at the 
meetings: 

Areas of Support 

• Raise Parking Exemptions for Change-of-Use businesses from 2,000 to 5,000 square feet. 
• Require Bicycle Parking in all new developments within the Downtown Specific Plan area. 
• The In-Lieu Fee option and TOM requirements/incentives are effective tools in creating a 

vibrant downtown. 
• A comprehensive approach to revise parking requirements is supported versus a piecemeal 

effort. 

Areas of Concern 

• Potential for spillover parking in adjoining residential neighborhoods. 
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• While the reduction in guest parking requirements is supported, there are general concerns 
regarding the complete removal of guest parking in residential uses. 

• Develop language in the parking code that will ensure that SB 1818 incentives will not be used 
in conjunction with parking incentives proposed for the Downtown Specific Plan area. 

• In addition to ensuring that future TDM requirements and programs are adequately enforced, 
existing TOM programs in place downtown need to enforced as well. 

After receiving feedback from the commissions and stakeholders, staff and NeJson\Nygaard presented 
the parking recommendations to City Council as part of an update on implementation of the Downtown 
Mobility Study on February 8, 2011. As a result of input and comments received by commissioners 
and stakeholders, staff included the following modifications to the parking recommendations -

• Set parking minimums to one parking space per residential unit due to comments received by 
officials and stakeholders. 

• Remove additional incentives to reduce parking based on proximity to transit due to existing 
limitations in transit service. 

The Council/Agency was supportive of the policy recommendations , including the modifications 
received from commissioners and stakeholders. Council members directed staff to initiate code 
changes to parking standards to Title 30 of the Glendale Municipal Code on February 8, 2011. 

Policy Topics 

As a result of this feedback, staff incorporated the policy recommendations into the draft code 
language. The following is a summary of the amendments proposed for parking in the Downtown 
Specific Plan area: 

Reduce the minimum requirements for parking as required by the Glendale Municipal Code 

• Table 30.32-A outlines revised parking standards for residential units (1 parking space for 1 
bedroom units, 1 guest parking space per 10 units) , medical and dental offices (4 spaces per 
1,000 square feet), nightclubs (20 spaces per 1,000 square feet), general office (2 spaces per 
1,000 square feet), full service and fast food restaurants (5 spaces per 1,000 square feet) , 
general retail (3 spaces per 1,000 square feet) and taverns (5 spaces per 1,000 square feet) . 
Parking requirements for use types not listed above will remain unchanged . 

Raise the exemption on parking for change-of-use within the Downtown Specific Plan area 

• 30.32.030.C is amended to raise the parking exemption for change of use within the Downtown 
Specific Plan zone from 2,000 to 5,000 square feet for taverns, general office, business 
support services, medical and dental offices, medical and dental labs, nursery and garden 
supplies, full service restaurants , retail and service activities, live/work spaces, banks and 
financial institutions, manufacturing, repair and maintenance, gymnasiums and health clubs, 
personal services, counter service restaurants and schools. The parking exemption for fast 
food restaurants within the Downtown Specific Plan area will be raised from 1,000 to 5,000 
square feet. 

Allow tandem and stacked parking arrangements to satisfy parking requirements 

• 30.32.040.B allows tandem and stacked parking within the Downtown Specific Plan zone. 
Residential units may have up to 50% of code required parking in tandem or stacked spaces, 
while non-residential may have up to 25% of code required parking. Dimensions and 
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assignment of parking spaces, including operational requirements for both residential and non­
residential uses are described in this code section. 

Provide an option for new construction and change-of-use tenants to pay a fee in-lieu of providing 
required parking 

• 30.32.172 establishes an annual fee for change-of-use to satisfy 100% of required parking and 
a one-time fee for new construction to satisfy 50% of required parking. Fees will be deposited 
into the parking fund until a dedicated Mobility fund account is developed. 

• Fees for the In-Lieu Fee will be established by a CouncillAgency resolution and will be adjusted 
automatically each year based on the Consumer Price Index. 

• Fee recommendations, to be adopted by resolution, are as follows: 
o Existing Change-of-Use = Annual fee , $600 per year per parking space 
o New Construction = One-time fee, $24,000 per parking space 
o The fees are based on amount less than the cost to construct a parking space. 

Nelson/Nygaard has previously prepared a report summarizing construction costs and 
providing a summary of the in-lieu fees of other cities. (Exhibit 2). 

Offer a menu of Transportation Demand Management (TOM) requirements, programs and incentives 
to reduce required parking 

• 30.32.171 lists TOM requirements in the Downtown Specific Plan area and includes the 
following provisions: 
o Requires new residential construction over 100 dwelling units (50 units for mixed-use 

projects) and non-residential construction of over 25,000 gross floor area to join a 
Transportation Management Association/Organization (TMAlTMO), develop a TOM plan 
and develop appropriate bicycle, pedestrian and transit facilities as outlined in 30.32.171 .C. 

o Requires businesses of any size to follow requirements listed in 30.32.171 that choose to 
apply for TOM incentives to reduce parking requirements as listed in table 30.32-81 . 

o Outlines requirements for businesses to establish and enforce TOM programs. 

• Table 30.32-81 and 30.32-82 contains TOM measures and point values for reducing parking 
requirements based on establishing parking, automobile trip consolidation, scheduling, 
promotional , multi-modal infrastructure and financial incentive programs. 

Reduce the need for discretionary administrative exceptions 

• 30.32.020 removes the Downtown Specific Plan area from being eligible to receive parking 
exceptions from the Redevelopment Agency. 

Adopt a Bicycle Parking Ordinance 

• 30.32.173 outlines the bicycle parking requirements for dwelling units (1 space per 20 units) 
and office (1 space per 10,000 square feet of floor area) and includes requirements for location 
and design of bicycle facilities and maximum reduction of vehicular parking spaces (10%). 

• 30.32.171 .C outlines short-term and long-term bicycle parking requirements for residential , 
retail , supermarkets, general office and personal service uses that are either required to be 
involved in Transportation Management programs or choose to use Transportation Demand 
Management parking incentives (see Table 30 . 32~E). 
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To address Council's concerns raised on February 8,2011 regarding projects within the Downtown 
Specific Plan area that use Density Bonus Incentives in Chapter 30.36 of the Glendale Municipal 
Code, a statement has been added in 30.32.020 that renders these projects ineligible for parking 
incentives described for the Downtown Specific Plan area in Chapter 30.32. 

Presentation of Draft Code Language to Planning and Transportation & Parking Commissions 

The proposed code changes were presented to the Planning Commission and the Transportation and 
Parking Commission in a joint meeting on February 28, 2011 . Both commissions were in unanimous 
support of code amendments proposed and offered input and recommendations. The commissioners 
had the following specific input in regards to the draft code language: 

• Remove the provision for day care centers from being eligible for the 5,000 square foot parking 
exemption within the Downtown Specific Plan area. 

• Add a provision in the TOM incentives (Table 30.32-B1) for day care centers to be eligible for 
parking reductions. 

• Clarify enforcement language for TOM programs, including penalties for non-compliance. 
• Clarify tandem and stacked parking regulations, including dimensions of spaces and the review 

process. 
• Clarify enforcement language for the In-Lieu Fee, including penalties for non-compliance. 

In addition to specific comments regarding the draft code language, commissioners offered comments 
on proper implementation of the policy concepts behind the code amendments: 

• Revenue generated from the In-Lieu Fee should be used to improve transit in Glendale. 
• Investigate district-based preferential parking solutions for neighborhoods surrounding 

downtown, similar to what is being investigated in the South Brand neighborhood, to limit 
spillover parking from commercial uses. 

In response to commissioner input, staff has updated the code amendments for Council's 
consideration. Included in this report are resolutions adopting specific recommendations for the In­
Lieu Fee and a fee resolution for non-compliance of TOM programs and payment of In-Lieu Fees. 

Enforcement 

To address the enforcement of TOM requirements and the annual in-lieu fee , staff proposes an 
administrative citation process. An administrative citation process is an alternative process of code 
enforcement that reduces the burden on the judicial system, provides due process, and in appropriate 
circumstances provides an easier mechanism for enforcing the code than traditional code 
enforcement. Staff is of the opinion that administrative code enforcement would be particularly 
appropriate to ensure timely and effective enforcement of TOM requirements while affording due 
process. 

EXHIBITS 

Exhibit 1 - Negative Declaration 
Exhibit 2 - Nelson/Nygaard Memorandum dated August 12, 2008 



RESOLUTION NO. ___ _ 

RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GLENDALE, 
CALIFORNIA, ADOPTING A NEGATIVE DECLARATION PREPARED 
PURSUANT TO THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 

WHEREAS, in connection with the proposed ordinance amending Title 30 of the 
Glendale Municipal Code relating to parking standards in the Downtown Specific Plan 
zone, including but not limited to in-lieu parking fees , transportation demand 
management, reductions in minimum parking standards for certain uses, use of tandem 
andlor stacked parking to satisfy parking requirements and other measures ("Project"), 
an Initial Study was prepared by the Community Development Department, and a 
Proposed Negative Declaration was prepared pursuant to the Ca lifornia Environmental 
Quality Act; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed Negative Declaration, which is attached as Exhibit 2 to 
the Joint Report to Counci l and Redevelopment Agency dated March 22 , 2011 and 
incorporated herein as if fully set forth , was made avai lable for public review and 
comment pursuant to law; and 

WHEREAS, a final Negative Declaration has been prepared incorporating any 
comments received during the review period and any responses to those comments; 
and 

WHEREAS, the Negative Declaration reflects the independent judgment of the 
City of Glendale; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council has read and considered the Negative Declaration ; 
and 

WHEREAS, the Glendale Community Development Department has been 
identified as the custodian of record for the Negative Declaration . 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
GLENDALE THAT: 

Section 1. All the recitals set forth above are true and correct. 

Section 2. The Negative Declaration for the Project was prepared pursuant to 
the California Environmental Quality Act and State and City CEQA Guidelines. 

Section 3. The Initial Study, Negative Declaration , and any comments and 
response thereto, have been presented to the City Counci l, that the City Council has 
reviewed and considered the information contained in the Initial Study, the Negative 
Dectaration, and public comments, and finds that there is no substantial evidence that 
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the Project will have a significant effect on the environment and that the Council adopts 
the Negative Declaration. 

Adopted this ~_ day of _ ___ , 2011 . 

Mayor 

ATTEST: 

City Clerk 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES) 
CITY OF GLENDALE ) 

I, Ardashes Kassakhian, Clerk of the City of Glendale, certify that the foregoing 
Resolution No. was adopted by the Council of the City of Glendale , California, at 
a regular meeting held on the _ _ day of , 2011 , and that same was adopted 
by the following vote: 

Ayes: 

Noes: 

Absent: 

Abstain: 

City Clerk 

APPROVED AS TO I'Of,,,, 

O~ TED'......:lcLL.LL.fL-- -
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ORDINANCE NO. _____ _ 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA AMENDING 
SECTIONS 30.32.020, 30.32.030, 30.32.040, 30.32.050, 30.32.U70, 30.32.U90, ANI) 30.50.030 

OF TITLE 30 OF THE GLENDALE MUNICIPAL conE, 1995, ANn AIWING 
SECTIONS 30.32.171, 30.32.172, AND 30.32.173 TO TITLE 30 OF THE GLENDALE 

MUNICIPAL CODE, 1995, RELATING TO PARKING AMENnMENTS TN THE 
DOWNTOWN SPECIFIC PLAN (DSP) ZONE 

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GLENDALE: 

SECTION I. Section 30.32.020 oflhe Glendale Municipal Code, 1995 is hereby amended to read as 
follows: 

30.32.020 - Applicabilif)' 

The provisions of this G~hapter shall apply and govern in all zones. No person shall usc or occupy any 
premises, or cause or pemli! the use or occu pancy of any premises unless the off-street parking and 
loadtng facilities maintained thereon or in connect ion therewith confonn to the requirements of this 
eC hapter. Exceptions to the standards shall be subjecllo the provisions of Chapter 30.43 (variances) and 
Chapter 30.44 (admin istrative exceptions), except that exceptions to the number of parking spaces 
required shall be subject to the provisions of Chapler 30.44, Auministrative Exceptions, or Chapter 30.50, 
Request for Parking Reduction Permit. Projects in the DO\\1ItO\\n Specific Plan are(l \\l1ieh recche 
parking concessions under Section 30.36.090 fife- iuclil!ib1c h)ECci .. c additional parking.lnccllli\C!s ull([cr 

th is Chapter 3032 (Parking, and Loading) . 

.l!ulle RI;;J~\dopl1ll:nl Projcl;;lArt:as nol l()c~tI ..:d in Ihl.:: DSP /one onll,.hQ~~ever. the C;[entlide 
Rcde\'clopmelH Auency may. upon application. grant exceptions to the minimum number of rcquired 
parking spaces and parking standards. Such exceptions shall be granled only ifth!;: G lendale 
Redevelopment Agenc\' finds that: 

A. Parking spaces requi red for the proposed use or construction proposal canDot reasonably be provided 
in size, configuration, number of spaces or localions spec ified by the prov isions of this fl itle without 
impairment of the project's viabil ity; and 

8. The parking exception will serve to promote specific goals and objectives of the adopted plans for the 
Glendale Redevelopment Areas and be consistent with the various clemen ts of the general plan and 
promote the general welfare and economic we ll-being of the area; and 

C. Thc project involves exceptional c ircumstances or conditions applicable to the property involved. or 
the intended use or development of the property that do not apply generally to other property in the 
area: and 

D. l1lere are mitigating circumstances whereby the exception will not be materially detrimental to the 
public welfare or injurious 10 property or improvements in the vicinity of the property or in the 
neighborhood in which the property is located. 
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SECTION 2. Section 30.32.030 of lhc Glendale Municipal Code, 1995 is hereby amended to read as 
fo ll ows: 

30.32.030 - Parking and Loading SI)aces Required - General 

A. Minimum Parking Requirements. There shall be provided at the timc of the occupancy of any 
building or structure a minimum number of off-street parking and loading spaces as herei nafter 
required in this chapter for said building or structure with adequatc provision for Slife ingress and 
egress. Furthcnuorc, therc sha ll be provided at the time of the estab lishment of any outdoor use area 
a minimum number of off-street parking and loading spaces as hereinafter required in this el hapter 
for said outdoor use area with adequate provision for safe ingress and egress. 

B. Expansion or Remodeling of Building, or Change in Use. 

1. Expansion of building or use, generally. Upon change or enlargement of a bu ilding, or outdoor 
use area which creates an increasc in the number of dwelli ng units on a lot, addit iona l noor area, 
additional floor area devoted to a use, add itional outdoor usc area. or additional sca lS, additional 
parking and load ing spaccs sha t! be provided for such new noor area, dwe llings, outdoor use area 
or seats without dimini shing the existing parking provided for the existing use, bui ldings and/or 
structures unl ess said parking excecds the requirements of this ",Chapter. 

2. Reduction in pal'lting due to disabilities upgrade. When required solely as a need to upgrade 
exist ing parking facilities to comply wi th Americans with Disabilities Act (A.D.A.), Title rn and 
California Code of Regulations (CCR), California Access Code, Titlc 24. the total number of 
parking spaces may be reduced at the discretion of the Director of Connllunir\ Development. 

3 Addition of lloor area to a dwelling unit. Subsect ion I above nohvithstanding, addition of floor 
area to any dwe lling unit may be permined only when thc number of off-strcet parking spaces 
provided i.s equa l to or greater than the number that wou ld be cUTTently requ ired for the entire 
building if it were newly constructed, unl ess an administrative exception is obtained in 
accordance with Chapter 30.44. Addition of floor area outside of an actual dwelling unit in a 
common area such as a common laundry room, common recreation room, or common garage on a 
lot contain ing more than one dwelling unit sha ll be permitted without the need to provide any 
addi tional parking spaces. 

4. Addition of noor area to a historic resource. Add it ions of noor area up to twenty-rive (25) 
percent of a designated hi storic resource on the Glendale Register of Historic Resources shall be 
exempt from the requiremcnts of til is subsect ion. Additional parking shall be provided only for 
the noor area be ing added which exceeds a twenty-fi ve (25) percent increase. 

5. Change of usc, gencrally. When the use of a building changes to a use that is required by 
Section 30.32.050 to have the same number of parking spaces as the immediately previous use, 
no additional parking spaces shall be required for the new use, regardless of the number of spaces 
actually provided by the previous use, provided that tbc previous usc was legally estab li shed and 
the number of spaces has not decreased. When a change in use requires more off-street parking 
than the previous usc, additional parking spaces shall be provided eq ual in number to the 
difference behveen the total number of spaces requircd by the new use and the number of spaces 
rcquired for the immediately previous use. When a change in use requires less off-street parking 
than the previous use, no additional parkiog spaces arc required. 
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C. Change of Use, Exceptions. Upon the changc of use of an existing bui lding, or lot, or a portion of a 
building, or lot, additional parking and load ing spaces shall be provided for the new usc as required 
by this chapter over and above the number of parking and loading spaces required by this eChapter 
for the prior use only, with the following exceptions: 

1. Change of use in a hi storic resource. Any change of use permitted in a historic resource 
shall not be req uired to provide additional parking to that legally required prior to the 
change of use. 

2. Change Dr u~e ill a space under 5.000 square feet in the DSP ZOIll: or 2,000 ~lJlIarl' red in alJ other 
Z:QlL~~. I he occuRancv in any tenant space of less than 5.000 s!lllarc fCCUl1..thC f)SP 70~L~ or_2.000 
s9-uare feet in all other zones. may be interchal1!!cd alllOn!! rhe follO\vill!! land uses without the 
need to pr(widc additional parf..in!! bc\ond Ihal current" prO\ ided on-site or in ci)\enanted off­
sile spaces . 

• Taverns 
c'_~D~aO'\ Care Centers, limited to 2.000 sgJ:J. illihe DSP zone 

OfTices, general • 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

• 

Business support services 
Medical and Dental Offices 
Medical and Dental Labs 
Nursery and Garden Supplies 
Restaurants, Full Selvice 
Retail and Service Activities 
Live/Work Spaces 
Banks and financial institutions 
Manufacturing 
Repa ir and maintenance, consumer products 
Gymnasiums and hea lth clubs 
Personal Services 
Restaurants, counter service 
Re'>lauranls, fast fnod, up 10 5.000 square te et in the OSP zone and up to 1.000 
square feN in an other zones_ provided Iherejs no drive-through facjlit~ 
Schoo ls, phys ical inslruction 

3. Change of use in the CR zone. Any proposed change in occupancy in the "CR" COlllmercial 
Retai l Zone from an office, retail or service use to a "high- intensity genera l office/service activity 
lise" as defined herein, shall be required to provide parking and loading spaces as wou ld be 
required for a new lise in full compliance with the standards as spec ified itl this eChapter. 

4. Change of use in the OSP zone. When the use of a building changes to an art gallery use, as 
defined by the OSP, no additional park ing is requ ired. (See 30.32.030.B.5) 

D. Maintenance of Required Parking. All off-street parking and loading spaces being maintained in 
connection with any existing main building, structure or use on October 22 , 1952 and all parking 
spaces subsequently required by the zoning ordinance for any building, structure or use shall be 
maintained as long as said building, structure or use remains, unless an equivalent number of parking 
and loading spaces is provided conformin g to the requirements of this ~Chapter; provided. however, 
that thi s regulation shal l not require the maintenance of marc parking spaces than arc herein required 
for a new building. Slructure or lise. The :ft1t1ing admini5-ffatBf DirectN ('If Communin De\elopmenr 
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may grant an Administrati ve Exception pursuant to Section 30.44.020 for the alteration of an existi ng 
parking facility 10 incrcasc the number of park.ing spaces, where that facility is non-confonlling as 
regards the number of parking spaces, when said altera tion may create, continue or exacerbate a non­
conformity regarding parking design standards, when, in the opinion ofthe LUning Rdlllini~lralflr 
Director ofComlliunit\ Development, the benefits of the increased number of parking spaces 
outweighs the impacts of the non-confonnity regarding parking design standards. 

E. Mixed Use Sites. A site with multiple tenan" ,1,,11 pmvide the aggregate numbe, of packing spaces 
required by this tChapter for each separate use, except where a reduction of parking is allowed by the 
reviewing authority in compliance with Sect ion 30.32.080 (Reduction of OIT-Street Parking 
Requirements). Rounding of quantities of parking spaces shall be done in accordance with Section 
30.32.060 (8 ). 

SECTTON 3. Section 30.32.040 of the Glendale Municipal Code, 1995 is hereby amended to read as 
follows: 

30.32.040 - General Parking Regulations 

These requirements are intended to ensure adequate parking for residents, and the employees and 
customers of all businesses. 

A. Layout l1ud Access Plan Required . 1\11 land use pennit applications and any request for new or 
modified parking facilities shall include a parking layout and access plan, for approval of parking 
design and layout, access, signage. driveways, landscaping. and screening. 

n. Location of Parking. OfT-street parking shall be located as follows: 

I. 1\11 required off-street parking and loading spaces shall be accessible, except for domestic violence 
shelters. and shall be located on the same lot as the use andlor development requiring such spaces, 
except as otherwise permitted herein. For the purposes of this chapter, "accessible" shall mean 
capable of being reached for purposes of parking during hours of operation or occupation by means of 
the full and unobstructed minimum dimensions as specified herein. Section 30.32.180 Chart V I shall 
be illustrative of the meaning of "accessible." Requi red parking shall be located on the same site as 
the activities or uses served, unless a parking lise pemlit is obtained in accordance with Chapter 30.51 
and Section 30.32.120. 

III the DSr 7nne. oft~s[reet parking spaces thar are not access ible. i.e . .1andem or vertically stackc(l. 
shall be pcnnirrcd as required off-street w\"'inl! spaces . .,ubiect [Q the followill!:!. <;L.1ndards: 

a. [or residential usc~. a l11a.:o..imum or fift v percent (50%) ohhe required off street parking 
~pace" ma\ be l<lndem or Yel1ical l\ stacked, provided that each set of accc~sible and tandem 
or vertically stacked parking sjl<lces ~halLbe a~sil.!.ned 10 the same rcsidcnlialll!1it. 

b. For non-residential uses. a ma~il11.!!.m ur twenty-fi\ e percent (15°~) of the reguired off-street 
parking spaces 111m be landt!1ll or venicalh :-.tacked. 
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!.:. A ll parkin!Uopace" in tanJ!en1.9n·-slre~lrJ..in!! SpClCC contlJ.!.ltr;-Ilions "hill 1 wm])l\ "itl! the 
dil11.:nsinn., in Sc:cti[ln 30.32.180 Charts!. 11. and 11 1. 

d. The dimensions Ofw11icallv stacked off-stre('LParkiI!R.sp<H:e~ shall be "uhi~CL (0 th~ alml'o\al 
~he r~\ it:\\ authtlrih or the Dir'::l:!or of COI11 nmll itv De .... elopment where there is 110 other 
reviewanthorin. 

t'. The usc of tandem or \"C'rti!.::!I" slar.:J..etl'parking spaces for n()ll -re~idelltial uses sha~Lire 
Ihat I he lljll'.1"alor or the park jng, fac.i!.i!yj!.[ovide a ,"alet oUmendalll at all times thanhe 
Qarkin1! is ilcccssible (0 IIsers. except "here the TralTi!.: and Transportation Administmtor 
delermine~uhat tht:. na.llire ~Qfthe_lJ.se and ils operation will nN require attcnded parJ..inu. 

LJBe m,sig!ll1lt..'n l ort<lntlt'111 or \l..'l"li(,<ll1) stacked parkin!! spaces and the restrictions or their 
use shall be tIle respon~jhiljt\ of the owner of the premises or the owner" s assiuned 
representat ive. subject La the requiremen ts o f this Chapter. 

2. Off-street parking and loading spaces may not be located within any strcet setback area, cxcept 
for domestic violence shelters. 

3. Parking and loading spaces shall not preclude direct and rree access to sta irways, wa lkways, 
elevators, any pedestrian accessways or fire safety eq uipment. Such access shall be a clear 
minimum wid th or forty-four (44 ) inches, no part or which may be withi n a parking space. 

4 . When there is marc than one (l) dwelling unit for each two thousand fi ve hundred (2.500) square feet 
of lot area or when there are more than four (4) dwel ling units in one (1) buildin g on a lot, all required 
off-street parking spaces for such dwelling units shall be provided in subterrancan or selll i­
subterranean garages. except guest parking spaces which may be located above or below grade. 
Proj ects utilizin g a garage des ign that is not subterranean or semi-subterranean shall provid e private 
and direct access to the unit [or which the garage is provided and ground level li ving space shall 
occupy not less than twe nty-five (25) percent ofthe tota l unit area . Pri vate and direct access shall 
mean access through a door directly into the floor area of a unit or access through a private outdoor 
area ofthe unit and then through a door into the unit and never through any common area of the 
project. 

5. For additional regu lations concerning the location o [ parking in lhe CPD zone, see Section 30. 12.030. 

c. Availability. Parking and loading spaces required by Ihi s chapter shall be available during all hours 
of o peration, and shall be marked and maintained for parkiJlg o r loading purposes for such intended 
lise. 

1. Persons in control of the operation of a premises for whkh parking or loading spaces are requ ired 
by thi s chapter shall nol prevent, prohibit, or rest rict other persons from using those spaces for 
thei r required parking. 

2. Parking shared betweenllses during si multaneous operating hours may be allowed in accordance 
with Secti on 30.32.090, and subject 10 a parking usc pennit pursuant to Chapter 30.50. 
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3. Parking for residential uses shall be maintained for the exclusive lise of occupants and their 
guests, unless oth erwise allowed by this code or through the issuance of a request fo r parking 
reduction perolit pursuanlto Chapler 30.50 or a parking use permit pursuant to Chapler 30.5 I. 

D. Maintenance. Parking spaces, driveways, maneuvering aisles, tllfnaround areas, and landscaping 
areas shall be maintained free of dust, graffiti , and lilter. Striping, paving, walls, light standards, and 
all other facilities shall be maintained in good condition. 

E. Commercial Vehicles in Residentia l Zones. Not more than one (I) commercial vehicle may be 
stored, parked or in any manner left on any lot in the ROS, RI R., RI , R-3050, R-2250, R-1650 and R-
1250 wncs. The size of this vehiclc may not exceed either eight (8) feet in width, eight (8) feet in 
height, or twenty (20) feet in length. Such dimcnsions shall include the vehicle together with fixtures, 
accessories or property, with the exception of single-post radio antennas and side mirrors. 

SECTION 4. Section 30.32.050 of the Glendale Municipal Code, 1995 is hereby amended to read as 
follows: 

30.32.050 - MinimulII Number of Parking Spaces Required 

Th_c minimum numbt'r of oIT-stred Q:trking ~pitt:t:!'i..pr~)\ ided for any land use shall not be less than the 
following ( .... ec Sect iolls 30.:12.171 and 30.32.173 tor bicycle pnrking requirelU!:!lIs): 

Table 30-32 - A 

A. Residential Uses. 

Residential Uses Number of Requi"ed Parking Spaces 

Efficicncies of up 101 ,500 square feet and I bedroom units 
- 2 spaces 
2 bedroom units - 2 spaces 
Efficiencies of 1 ,50 Ito 2,000 square feet and 3 bedroom 
units - 2.5 spaces 
Efficiencies of more than 2,000 square feet and any unit 
contai ning 4 or more bedrooms - 3 spaces 
Guest parking - y,. space per unit for residential projects of 

Dwelling units in all zones except 
4 or more units; spaces must be accessible, screened from 

the ROS, R I R, R I, and DSP zones 
v iew of tile street, may be unenclosed and must be clearly 

whcre more than one dwelling unit 
identified with the word s, "GUEST PARKING" painted in 

exists on a lot 
the space with minimum e ight-inch high letters; ifthe guest 
spaces are located behind security gates a communication 
systcm shall be provided and maintained to allow guests to 
communicate with residents 1.0 allow for guest vehicular 
access through the gates 

In the PRD zone, 1 uncovered guest spaee per dwelling unit 
in addition to enclosed parking spaces; the guest space shall 
be in close prox imity and bear direct relationship to the 
dwclling unil for which it is intended; such guest parking 
space may be located within the puhlic rioht-of-way 
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1 b..:-dro0111 units ~ 1 space;! 
Units of~ b_edrooms Of more - 211'@.CC'i, c.'\eept that 0111y1 
)arkitl'~ ~pacc i'i required fOLcacil st:nior.r.csjdcl1liatunil 
GuC'i\ parl..ing -...!,4 1 spaccJ)£x.JJLlJnil~ ~pa*"for px~ct\gr 
4 10 or more units atKI-~lftaktse-is;H-ere-ika.n-8Q!l·o-ef 
~liirL' !lUllr ar~; ~pClecs mu»1 he m:n:ssibk. sern:nl"d 

Dwelling units in the DSP zone hom \ iew of ille srrccl. nUlV be uJlenclosed and m\l~t be 
denT!\ identified \\·iLh the "prds, "GUEST PAKKING" 
painted in the space" ilb 1l1ininwElI eight-inch high letters: if 
tile guest spaces are located belUD4 S5!fJH·il~:-. a 
communication s\·stem shall be I2fovided and maintained to 

alluw gt1e~ts lu ellmnHlllieatt' ,\ ilh r~sidenb to alll..1" [or 
guest \ ehicular access thrmH!.h the gates 

Boarding houses, lodging houscs. 
domlitorics, [ratemitics, religious I space for each habitable room 
quarters 

Scni or housing I space per unit in projects wi th more than I dwe lling un it 

Residential conb'l"egate care 
I space for evelY 3 residents 

fac ilities 
Dwclling units in the ROS, R I Rand Cumulative Gross Floor Area of dwelling: 
RI zones 0- 3,499 sq. ft. 2 spaces 

3,500 - 5,999 sq. ft . 3 spaces 
Dwelling units in the R-30S0, R- 6,000 - 7,999 sq . ft. 4 spaces 
22S0, R- J 6S0 and R-12S0 zones 
where only aile dwelling unit exists 

8,000 + SQ. ft. S spaces 

on a lot In the PRD zone, I uncovered guest space per dweJlil1g unit 
in addition to enclosed parking spaces (4) 

Domest ic violence shelters 

Any spaces in excess o f 2 in the ROS, R I Rand R I zones 
Residential congregate care 
fac ilities, limited 

may be designed in a mmmer that is not directly accessible 

3 spaces for the first 2,000 square feet and 3 spaces per 
Live/work units 1,000 square feel for any add itional floor area over 2,000 

square teet. 

B. Commercial Uses . 

Commercial Uses Num [)cr ornequired Parking Spaces 

Assem bly halls, auditoriums, or similar 28.6 spaces per LOOO sq uare feet of seat ing or viewing 
places of assembly area or one space per each fi ve (S) fixed seats. 

4 spaces per 1,000 sq uare feet of financial customer service 
Banks and financial institutions area, pillS 2.7 spaces per 1,000 sq uare feel of office floor 

area. 
Ten (10) park in g spaces or 1.43 spaces per 1,000 square 
fect of floor area, whichever is greater. Car washes may 

Car Washes, full service contain up 10 200 sq uare feet of restaurant, fast food , or 
restaurant, counter service, without providing parking for 
that restaurant use. 
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One ( 1) parking space per washing module plus two (2) 
Car Washes, self serv icc park ing spaces. The washi ng mod ule sha ll not be construed 

as a parking space. 

Children' s indoor play area 10 spaces per 1,000 square feet o f floor area. 

3.0 spaces per 1,000 square feet o f noor area . Of these 

Day Care Centers 
required spaces, one space for each 12 client s the facility is 
licensed to serve must be marked as " Drop-o ff Space ~ Ten 
M inute Parking Only ~ 6-9 a .lll . and 4-7 p.m." 

4 spaccs per 1,000 square fcct of floor area: however, in no 

Gas Station 
event shall less than three (3) parking spaces be provided . 
No work station used for the repair of vehi cles may be 
credited toward meeting the parking requirement. 

Gymnasium and health clubs and 
10 spaces per 1,000 square feet o f floor area . 

schools, physical instruction 

Hospitals I space per each two (2) beds. 

Hotels and M otcls I space per each habitable room. 

I 
i.space ... per 1,0UO square fee t; 4 wac(''''.J~r 1.000 square 

Medical and dcnta l o ffi ces and medi cal 
feetJJ.ltllc DSP 701lC. 

labs with pati ent visi l<lIi on 
howcver, Ihis requirement lIlay be reduced to 2.7 spaces 
per 1,000 square feet wbere the medi cal o ffi ce- is on a lot 
that is located within 500 feet of a lot containing a hospita l. 

Medical labs witho ut patient vis itation 
2.7 spaces pe r 1,000 sq uarc fect of floor area 

and denta l labs 

Museum s and culrural art centers 4 spaces per l ,OOO square feet of floor area. 

2M.6 spaces per I ,000 !'.f]uare reet. of seati ng or \iewing 

Nightclubs 
arca or on~SJl.aee per each fh e {5} fi.\ed scats: 20 spaces 
n£L1..,.O(JO square feet of scat ing or .u~\\ ing area or one 
<; lace pcr cach.Ji \ l' (j) JI:\eq seats. ill the DSP ZOIlt'~ 

4 spaces per 1,000 square feel of floor area in a building. 
Nursery and garden supplies only plus one ( I) parking space per each one thousand ( 1,000) 

square feet o f olltdoor storage area. 

O ffices, general. including psychiatrists, 

I 
psycho logists and psychotherapists 

2.7 "P,Ic,:l'''' I>l'r 1.000 sq uare fee\. ::! .... pac,:l;'~ ~r 1.000 sqU!In: 
where the primary usc is the treatment 

fect in the J]SP zone. 
o f no more than 2 clients at a time by 
any practitioner. (I) 

Pri vate clubs, including banquet halls 
28.6 spaces pcr 1,000 square feet of seating or viewing 
area. 

I Restaurants, fast food 
12.5 spaces per 1.000 square fect "fnnUl' arc(l .. 5 spaces 
gcr 1,.000 square leel of Ilonr arC'fl in the ])~ P zone 

I Restaurants, full serv ice 
I U SJ2!!£e~Rer 1.000 square feet of floor area. 5 spaces per 
1.000 s(Juar~ teet ()f tloor are.a .inJh!; DSP I"OIlC. 

I Retail and service acti vitjcs. gencral (2) 
.. ~pa.;:cs per. I ,000 sqU<lrc fi:cl 01" lh)().f. area. 3 SllacesJl~r 
L900lqH;tJ~tl:~IOrno\lr<lrea in th~ DSP zone. 
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Stables 
One (I) parking space per each fou r (4) horses, based on the 
maximum number of horses stated on the stable penni!. 

Taverns I U sll.:ices per! .000 sgllarc IceL ;; space .... Rer 1,000 Sqlli:lI:£ 
fCCI ill the DSP /tlnl! 
One (J) parking space per each five (5) fixed seats, or 28.6 

Theaters spaces per! ,000 square feet of noor area where there are no 
fixed seats. 

( I) - For the purpose o[this sSection, offi.ces, general includes: ambulance services; 
broadcasting studios and indoor support facilities ; contractor's officc; office; office, consumer 
services; and office of towing and impound yards as defined in ~ Chapter 30.70.020 -
Definitions. 

(2) - For the purpose of this sSection, retail and service activities, general include: adult business 
uses; arcade establ ishment; aut.omobile suppl y stores; billiard establi shments; building matcrials, 
suppli es, sales and service; business support services; eybcr-eafc estab li shmcnt; equipment renta l 
yards; firerums, weapons sales; hardware stores; indoor recreat.ion centers; jewelry stores; liquor 
stores; massage services; outdoor commercial recreation; paint and wall paper stores; 
pavmshops; personal services; pct grooming; repair and maintenance, consumer products; 
rcstaurant, counter service with limited seating; spas and swimming pools, sales and service; 
supermarkets; tire stores; vehicle repair garage; veh icle sales, leasing and rental agencies; 
veterinary offices; and western retail and supply stores as defined in sC'clioo Chapter 30.70.020 -
Defin.itions. 

C. Institutional, Ed ucational or Instructional Uses. 

Institutional, Educational 01' 
Number of Required Parking Spaces 

illstructiollal Uses 

Assisted living centers 
Efliciencics and I-bedroom units - I space 
Un its with more than one bedroom - 1.5 spaces 

Places of worship 
28.6 spaces per 1,000 square feet of tloor area whcre there 
arc no fixed seals 

Conva lescent homes, extended care and 
One ( 1) parking space per 4 beds 

retirement or rest homes 

Emergency shel ters ! space for every ! a beds 

Mortuaries and funeral homes ! 4 spaces per 1,000 square feet of floor area 

Private pre-schools, kindergarten & 
grades 1 through 9 when used 2.7 spaces per 1,000 square feet of floor area 
exclusively for th is purpose 

Private schools in wh ich any portion of 
28.6 spaces pcr 1,000 square feet or noor area used for (heir instruction includes grades len or 
instruction or ! space per each fi ve (5) fixed seats 

above 

Sc.hools, private specialized ed ucation 28.6 spaces per 1,000 square feet of floor area used for 
and training instruction 
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D. Industrial Uses. 

Industrial Uses Number of Required Parking Spaces 

2 spaces per 1,000 square feel for the first twenty-five 
thousand (25,000) square teet of floor area or less; 1.5 
spaces per 1,000 square feet of noor area for that portion of 

industrial , genera 1 (I) 
a bui lding having more than twenty-five thousand (25 ,000) 
to fifty thousand (50,000) square feet of floor area; and 1.25 
spaccs per 1,000 square feet of floor area for ihat port ion of 
a building more than fifty thousand (5 0,000) square fee t of 
floor area 

Back lotsiOutdoor facilities 
1 space per 1,000 sq uare teet of floor area of any indoor 
facilities 

Office space with in manu facturing or 
warehousing use, when clearly 

Same parking requirement as the primary use 
incidental to such use and occupying no 

(manufacturing or warehousing) 
more than fo rty (40%) percent oflhe 
buildin!2. 
Research and Dcvcl;-n~ent 2.7 spaces per 1.000 square feet of floor area 

Warehousing and wholesaling (2) I space per 1,000 square feet of floor area 

(I) - For the purpose of this 5Section, industria l gcncral includes: body shops and painting booths, heavy 
manufacturin g, industrial mixed use large sca le projects, kennel animal boarding and dayeare, laundri es 
and dry cleaning plants, light manufacturing, prjnting publishing and lithographic services, recycling and 
sou ndstages as defined in 5e'EHen Chapter 30.70~ - Definitions. 

(2) - For the purpose of this sSection, warehousing and wholesaling includes: moving services, storage 
persollal facilities, warehoLising and wholesa ling as defined in 5eefi.ell Chapter 3 0.70~ - Definitions. 

SECTION 5. Section 30.32.070 oflhe Glendale Mu nicipal Code, 1995 is hereby amended to read as 
follows: 

30.32.070 - Reduction or Parking Requirements 

Thi s sSection providcs procedures and criteria for the reduction of the off- street parking requirements of 
thi s ~hapter. 

A. Allowable Reductions in Parking Space Requirements. The number of ofT-street park ing spaces 
required by this ~Chapter Illay bc red uced as provided by the following table. 

TARLE 30 32 B 

Qualifying 
Description and Criteria for Granting Reduction 

Proiect Feature 
Mixed Use A parking reduction may be granted where the Z-Bflffifr.A8miffis.\.RIiBf Hl'aring: 
Projects - a 01Iiccr detennines that a reduction is justified based on characteri stics of the 
project uses, an hourly parking demand study published by the Urban Land Institute, 
combinin~ and/or othcr aooropriate source as detenniocd bv the Director of Communil\ 
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dilTerent land f)c\~I\)RlllenL The Director oC(ommullih D\!\ elopment Illay require a parking 
uses on the salllc demand study conducted by a licensed tnlffic engineer o r o ther trarTic 

I p~rcel I professional acceptable to the Director (lfC(llllmUnil) DC\e!opmen1. 
New A parking reduction may be granted for the construction of new buildings, and 
construction and for proposed intensification of use within an exi stin g building that is detenllined 
usc by the ~in!! Adm-fHi'YInliOf I kilrjn~ Officer to be located within a reasonable 
intensificat ion distance of a City parking facility . The Director of COl11m!l11jt,_nc:~ Ck)Dmcnt 
near public may require a parking demand study prepared by a licensed traffic engineer or 
parking other traffic professional acceptable 10 the Director 01'<":0111111Un;1\ Dnelopll1('nt. 

A parking reduction may be granted subject to payment of a fee dClemlined by 
the Cit.l..Counc ii, if any, based on the £YPC of use and its parking characteristics, 
including: 
a. Peak hours of use and tumover rate; 
b. Thc ability of the use to meet parking requirements throllgh olher means: 
c. The availabi li£y ofspaccs in a nearby Ci£y parking facility; 
d. The distance to the use from the parking facility; and 
c. Measures proposed by thc applicant to ensure employce and palron lise of the 
City parking facility. 

Uses adjacent to A parking reduction may be granted for commerc ial or residential uses proposed 
transit <ldjacent to local or regional mass transit lines or routes, a parking reduction may 

bc granted when the ffltli-Ilg Admini~ Hearing Ofticer dClcnnines that a 
pflrking demand study provided by the applicant, prepared by an independent 
licensed traffic engineer or other traffic professional acceptable to the Director of 
Cym!l1unitv nC\'c1oplllcn!-, j uslifies the reduction based 011 documen ted mass 
transportation use characteri st ics of the patrons and emp loyees of the use. 

Projects in Th~_(ileJldale Rede,-elopmcnl A~cnt:\ or the Director of Communit): 
Rt:llt:\ eioprnent De'eiopment ma\ !!fan! ,"\e~p l ions to the minimum _1!lJlnl~r of required parking 
Area;;_ except if spaces a,!d parkin!! standnrds..p.lIrsu:mt to Seclion 30.]' .O:!Q~1JeJe it can mal..e 
partialli .Qr the lin<i ines rcquired in Section 30.32.020 
cntireh 10cah::<1 
in Jhc l)SP Lone 
Disabilities A parking reduction may be granted for reduction in parking spaces duc solely 
Upgrade to compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act , Tit le III and Ca lifornia 

Codc of Regulations (CCR), Ca lifomia Access Code, Title 24 , at the discretion 
of the Director ofColll lll u_"ih Dcvel~1Plnellf , see Section 30.32.030.8.2. 

All others " parking reduction may be gran ted for any other circumstance where the 
applicant wishes to request a parking reduction . A parking reduction may be 
granted whcre the LonirutAemini.ffatef liearillQ Officer can make the findings 
required in Section 30.50.040.0. 

B. Parking Reducti on Procedure. All requests for Parking Reduction sha11 be processed pursuant to 
Chapter 30.50, except requests for parking reductions due to compliance with the Americans wi th 
Disabil ities Act, Tille IfJ and Ca lifomia Code of Rcgulmions (CCR), Ca lifornia Access Code, Title 
24, may bc approved by th e Director of C\)I1HlHmitY D~\~I(lpmCI11 without public hearing or notice, 
and requests for parking exceptions in redevelopmcnt project areas, may be approved by the Glendalc 
Redevelopment Agency pursuant to Section 30.32.020. 

Co Addiriona i Parli.ing Rl't!W: tiUlI" in thl' nsp Zone: [n tht:: DSP 7one. projects that art' required to 
pro\·idc, or pmic,.:cl ... Ihal are not required but rcquc ... t JO provide. a Transporlatiol.l DClllirnd 

f\, f:magellll'l1t (T I )\1) p_ln1.Lpursuan t SectiQIl 30.32.171 10 ttK.Cit\ _ma\ r..:quc ... t parkin!! reduction" 
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bascd on rhc roral pOint \"alue to Ih~3pplit'ablc TDM-.measur6 in the Itlhlc bela\\', subject to appnmll 
b\ the Director OfCOlllllHllIit, Dt!\c1opmcnr based on the appropriatcness of the measures for the 
proposed land usc and thc applicant's ability to demollstrale the measures' elTcctivcllCSS in reducing 
parl-.ing demand: 

TABLE 30.32-111 

TnHlslwa-(:lIion OCUl:lud Mall;le,clUcllt (TD!\!) Mcasul'Cs und Point Valucs 

TOM Mca .. urcs F.li~iblc lor Maximum 
Parking Reductions Summa,'" ofJDM !\'!easure Point 

Incentive Cate!!orvrrDM Values 
rv1ea~ur~ 

PM"inl..!. 
Pricing par"inJ..\ I Pricirl!tparkill" fur commuters. 6 

fiJl<1ncjallllCenti\l.;~ 

Subsidized Tran-;il Provide free or hillh!\ reduced transit passes. 5 

Parking Cash-out 
EmplO\ ees \\ ho do nOI dri\c to \\or" are offered cash 

5 
value c(Ju~l !t~ )<:Ir~in1!. subsidies. 

Commuter benctit lI'OQrams Use lax-free dollars to..pay for commutinl! ('\J)CI1-;C". 4 

F~_I:! HOV'('~r lOf~1 Parl.;ing rree_lli!rJ...in I fur HOV or cillJ)..Qols. I 
Al\lolllohilc Tri) ('ollsolidmion 

C<!rp(}ollVanp\l~~1 P.rqgrfll1l~ Shared lIS~. of l~ri \ ate \'ehicle or rentcd!pt.In.;ha~.I!t1 \';.~l)~. ~ 
R idc:o.harc Match inll Scrvic~s llelRc0111llllltcX:!. nlld rraveLQ.anners and "hl:tf.9 cn"r". .1 

Guaranteed Ride Ilomc 
Provide ol.:casiollHI "ubsidized rides 10 ..:ormnuh:n, 10 help 

.1 
delll \\ ilb unexnected conditions 

- - - --

Shll!t!c scn icc" 
Shul\h:: <,cnicc lo{frf\1ll location and puhlic Irl1l1Sil 

4 
facilities. 

SchectulinO" 

'l'clccOllllllUIC 
I lSI! (lrtelec()mmunicati9Jl~U9 suh..,lilute for ph\'sical , 
tra\'e!. -

Flextime 
Emplo\ ees are allo\\cd sornc nc"ibilirv in their daily \\ork 

" schedule ... , 
Compressed work w<;g_~ En1P!oyee.~ ~\()J'k fewcr but looR,er.da\~. 1 

Stagger ... d shifts 
Shifts arc siaggered 10 reduce the number or crnplO\ cc~ 

I 
:lrri\ in" .. lid lem i!)£..ar one lime 

Promotion 

Marketin!!lOulrcaeh 
DClcnnilling, consumer needsiprc[cn.:nce.." crt:/ltillg 

1 
;;!ppr9nriate_pJodus:ts, and_prumolin1-' use. 

Tra\'c! Training 
Prm ide indi\ idualized training,bnateria l<; on Iran!.it. , 
ridesharim!. car ~ltarilH.!. and bie) cle systems, 

Tran.sp_orr. Cuordin~lor ProtCssiol1al '.'.IlQ. iIIlplemcnt and monil(1J lPM PrOgr:.llll.~~ 3 
.Multi-m9d31Infra~tructurc 

Car :-.hari!,!g 
Provide access. and 'or reduced fccs tilr car shorinc' 

4 
facilili_es, 

l3ike sharill!.! 
PrO\ide access and or reduced fees for bike sharill!! 

3 
facilitit.:!>o. 

O!1-:,;ile amenities 
Include:,; sho\H.:r<Jlockcrs,,-seeure bic\ de parI-. in!!. child 

" e<1rl' sen icc" 
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The following palkin~ reductions shall appl\ based on the point \ alues from T abk JO.3~ - 131 ab U\'~ 
__ c4.; h(l\~_\.:~~_ a mhlilnU1ll of one aCl.:cssibk .off-slrl.:"cl parking space per rc~idl:.l1li<-l1 unit sh:illJle pnwid 

T ABLE JO.J2 112 

Parking Red uctions a nd Point Th resho lds 

% Rgdlu:;lion Puint Threshold,; Annual Monitoring TMA Membership 
10% Kednctioll 6·9 Required Retluired 
20% i{cductil}U to- 14. from at least 3 Rcgllircd Required 

incellti\(' calt:'!!Orie~ 
(as sel forth in Table 
30.32 B 1) 

JO'% Reductioll \)+. frOlJl <lUcas! 4 Required ~eglli red 

incent i\ c cmcl!oric!>, 
indudil1!! al leusl I 
parkin!.! or tlnancial 
incenti\ 'e 

SECTION 6. Section 30.32.090 of the G leodale Municipal Code, 1995 is hereby amended to read as 
follows: 

30.32.090 - Parking Area Design and Layout Standards 

A. Eoclosed Parking. 

Required parkin g for residential uses, except guest parking and parking for domestic violence 
shelters, must be fu lly enc losed, except for entryways to subterranean and semi-subterranean garage 
and necessary ventilation for parking stmctures in the R-30S0, R-22S0, R-16S0, R-1250 zones. This 
sha ll on ly apply jn all mixed use zones where more than o ne dwel ling unit exists on a lot, and in all 
residential zones. 

B. Width , J.1ength and Aisle Width. 

Lnch Rarking sQili:e shalllwve a \\idth . length and aisle width in a5:cordance wilh Section 30.32.180 
Chal1s I. I)~ an~:Lll!.;j}rov idcd. howc\·cr. that pnrkjnRsp<"lce~, in excess of the numbcr required herein or 
<"IS regulated hv Section 30.32.040 I3 (Location of Parking). may be fnndem or verticnlly stacked 
parkillfL~}aces. 

Encroachment onto a required res idential (R) zone parking space Illay be perm itted to accommodate 
structural reinforcement, installation of pipes, vents or oth er s imilar improvements for six (6") inches 
of the length. This subsection sha ll <lpply only to retrotitting of existing construction. The 
encroachment shall not impair the overa ll useflliness o f the parki ng space or park ing area for its 
intended purpose as a parking space or are<-l. 

C. Turning Radills. 
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The outer radius of any tuming area to a required parking space into any I or 2 car garage shall be a 
minimum of 25 feet. See Section 30.32.180 Chart VII. 

D. Turning Area. 

Turning and approach areas for more than two (2) parking spaces shall have a minimum clear 
dimension illustrated by the letter "0" on Section 30.32.1 SO Chalts II and lU which is set out at the 
end o f this chapter and by (his reference made a part hereof, from the nearest end ofa parking space 
to any property line. structure, obstruction or other parking space, except where such hmting space 
abuts an a lley in which case the turning space dimension may include the width of the alley. 

E. Vertical Clearance. 

All parking spaces shall have a minimum seven (7) fOOl vertica l clearance. The front three (3) [eet o [ 
a parking space in an enclosed garage in a residential zone, however, may have a venical clearance of 
four (4) feet. See Section 30.32.180 Chmt V"Ul. 

F. Slope. 

No parking space shall exceed a slope of five (5) percent. 

G. Back-up. 

Direct backing into or out of a parking area to thc street shall not be pernlitted except for parking for 
three or fewer residential dwelling units where backing onto a street designated as a local strect in the 
Circulat ion Element of the Glendale General Plan Illay be pelmitted. Direct backing onto allY street is 
pennitted for properties with only one (I) single family dwelling. Direct backing into or out a 
parking area onto an alley is pelmitted. 

H. Drive-through Waiting Lane. 

Any drive--up or drive-through bay for in-car serv ice shall be provided with an on site vehicular 
waiting lane for each dri ve-up or drive-through bay having a minimum width of nine (9) feet and a 
minimum lengtb orone hundred (100) feet to two hundred (200) feet measured from the service 
window or area, as deemed appropriate by the reviewing authority. 111 no event shall there be less 
tban sixty (60) feet from the start orthe Jane and any ordering device. Such drive-through lane shall 
be a separate Jane from the circ ulation routes and aisles necessary for ingress to or egress [rom the 
property or access to any off-st reet parking spaces. Sec Sect ion 30.32 .180 Chart IX . 

I Gales. 

Parking lot and parking garage gates shall not move in a direction that interferes with on-street or 
pedestrian c irculation. 

J . Landscaping. 

See Section 30.32.160 for landscaping requirements. 

K. Parking Structure Standards in the IND, lMU, IMLJ-R and SFMU Zones. 
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For parking structure standards in the IN D, IM U, IM U- R and SFM U 7.ones. see Sect ion 30 .3 4.1 20. 

SECTION 7. Section 30.32.171 is hereby added to the Glcndale Municipal Code, 1995 to read as 
fo llows: 

30.32.171 - Additiollal TdJl Reduction and Tl';lwl De m:lud J\Icasul'es ill the OS.) Zone 

The PJ:ovisiolls ofrhis Section shall aImI" in addition to tbe pr~\isions of SecTion 3O.32.17U in the 1-!5~ 
zone. 

A. Definitions: For the purposes of this Section. the folIO\\.'ID!! \\ nrds and phrases shall h11\ c thc 
meanings ascrib('d 10 them unless othcm ise nOll'd: 

A V J{. i\vcnH!.C "chicle ridership. 

Carpool. l\ vehicle calT"ing rwo_mii~~~ persons to and from \\01'1.. OJl a regular ... .:hcdule. 

De"c!opment. The_construction Qf1te_~' floor ::m . .'a. 

Pn.:fcn.:.lltial Parl..ing. Parking spaces. designated or as:o.igncd throllglCll~C of a sign Qr paill1sd_space 
marl..ings fOLCar:pools or Vanp\)('ll.;;...!hat are pl'O\ ided in 11 locatiQI}J!!9~tCC011\eniellt to the entrance 
for the place of employment than parking spaces pro, ided for "inglt.:-m;cummt \ chicles. 

Transportation Demand rvlanage1l1cnt (TDM). The ahenuioll 01'11'1'1:- cl beha\touhrmh!:h prmrl'al1l$ Q1' 
incenli \ es, s~rJccs. ,-mel policies. including encouragill!! the use of altemJti\ 'es to single occupant 
~eJJit;l~~_~!!~Lu.tU)J!bJj~JnntsjJ~cyclillg. ,,"alkin\!. camoolinul \anpooJill~and dmngc., in \\ur\.. 
schedule that move Irip~ Ollt of the pl'ak peric~_d Qr ~!iminale them alto~ether (as in the case in 
lc1ccoml1Hllin!-!, (II' comrresscd "ark weeks). 

Trip Reducljon. Reduction in the number of work-related trips madc b\ sini!.k-occupalll \·chicles. 

VanpooJ. A yehic!e can-yin!! six or more persons to and from work on a n:gu!;-tr schedule. and 011 a 
prepaid basis. 

Veil ic le. A 11\ lllotoriLcd form of t ransporl:lt iOIl. inl'iut!.illg [)tIt nQt Jim ited to au!omobiles. \alls:....!2uses 
and Il1010l'C)cles. 

n. ApplicabiliP": The prO\ bion~ of Ihis Sedion shull apph to Ihe following de, elopments referred \0 

m, TierJ. TicI' 2...1!.nJ Tier 3. a., defined belO\\ : 

l. I ier l. 

a. Allnc\\ non-residential dc\~t2pl11ellt 2?,OOO sg!!ar~feeLQ!...!!1or~_of I!ross flO\'lr area. 

h. Am non-residential addition of 25.000 square feet or more of cross floor area. 

e. A II ncw residcntinl developmcnt \yith 100 units or mpre, orm ixe.~!:tlSe--p,-"Qj~cts \\ ilh5] 
residelltia I uni~s or n19.ie and 25.000 !!rOS5 sguar(' leci oLJ.Dprc or nOIl-r.:;s.iol,;lll ial nODI' flrca. 

d. Other projects to \\hich the TDM requin.'menls shall he allplicable, ba:-eJ 011 a em t'1H1Ill., 
de\ e]opment ill~reeme..!lt, or olher such hind in!! n[!rCCl11cnf with the Cir". 
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2. Tier 2. 

Developments greater than 50,OltO square fecI in gros:. Iloor area or an c.\pansion re~ulting...in.~ 
development ~reater than 50,000 square feet. 

Oewlopmcnts cxccedillc 100.000 '>quare ftCo!t. or an expansiun resultinl! in a de\elopmelll !:!reaTcr than 
J 00.000 sq!lll-.IT feet. 

C. Requirements: 

The requirement:. herein ~hall apph to TK'r L TIer 2. and Tlcr 3 pro1ects. as speCified ill this Section. 
ruld 10 projects using Tile parkin!.!. reductioll measures of SecT ion 30.32.070 (c) . 

.I. TnlllSp0l1ali\11l Demand Management (TOM) Plan: 

For Tier I. Tier 2, and rief 3 projects. prior 10 thc i<;suancc of a buildin!:! pcnnit or approval of a 
de\elQpmcnt agrcemcnt, the project amili£..8Jlt shall develop a .TrIDlspmtali(ln DCln:11!.!l 
Management (TOM) plan. indtH.ling it dl'tailed list of facilities and pro!!l"ams that wil l be 
imR iemellled, 10 meet the requirements listed bclO\\ in thi s Section. TIle TDM plan shall alsu 
include a schedule ofimplemenration for IJ)M pro!lrams, and a bugget tor both prOgra!]lS and 
t~1ci liries. A II prourams ~hilll be implemented \\ ilhin one vear of initial OCCUrancy. 

2. Transponation Managemenl A~s(lei<llil\n(OrgflniI:Cllilln {TMAff'MQ} 

rllc propem \lWlICrs (If Tier I. Tier") and Tier J projects. and property ov,ncrs of projects llsing 
the parkin!:! rcduction mcasures of Section 30.3? .070 (C). sha ll become duespaving lllembers of a 
designated Transportation Mana<:rement Association (TMAl or Transportation Management 
Orcan;/.alit111 (TMO). and eligible for Dalticipation in tJle prOflrams and aCli\ ilics ofthc 
TMAf rMO. Rates sha ll be set bv the Board of the TMAf rMO and adupted bv the Cit) Council. 
with the provision that thev rna\' be increased annua!I\, based un changes 10 the Consumer Price 
Index. Prior 10 the issuance of a eenificate of occupancy or of a Zon ing Use Certificate for a 
pruject, annual dues fo r the first \ear of membership shall be paid 10 the City and then tnlllsfcrred 
10 a designated "1 MAr! MO. The City shall define performance standards fur the desi{!l1ated 
TMAfTMO to ensure effective administration of the TMA/TMO and cOllllllllnication with and 
bCl\\cen mcmbers of the TMAfTMO. The performance standards sha ll include tile !"ollO\ving 
standards: 

it,--_ C9l!Wk.r!OIl2f an annual A V R sun ev f(jr all-.!!lember Q.~aniz;tt ions. with a reQoll prm~idcd to 
the CiTY documenting the results of this 'illrvc\'. 

Q'---_assurance tl13IJlcllmembers orIIle hoard are decision maker,. ur their dcsi!...'l1ees. for lht'. 
organiLations thl!'\ represent. 

c.----A1lcaslJolll!:UJ!t~~till!..!.S of the board each year. \\ ilh a quorum present at allUlcclings. 

3. Facilities: 
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The follmving facilities shull be impkmcntcd prior to the issuullce ora cel1ificate of 
ocCUpallC\ : 

a. Bicvck Facilities: 

(I) Securc hiC\'clc parkinu shall be pro\"ided ror all dC\'cloVHlcnt subject to the bic\eJe 
parking ordinan\.·e. at the follO\\ in£. ralc~ for \ arious land uses: 1 

T~IlLE 30 32 E -
LomHel'm Sho,'l-tcrm 

Residential \\ ilh lri\ille fl"aJarre None l\OIlC 

Multifamih Rt:'iiucnlial J snace ncr -t units I soace )er 20 units 
~etail a!Hi personal ~en'icc lJ~es I space ner 12.000 SCI 1\ I space per 5,OQJJ sq n 
Suncnnarket~ I snace Der 12.000 ~qJl I ~pace ner 2.00n ~Ln . . .-

Office. e;.;cluding medical. dcnlfll. and I space per 10.000 sg Ii 1 space per 20.000 sq 
eOllSlllllcr services Ii 

·"LOIH!·Tcrm': hic)cle rl:tcilit~ means a locker. inlli\idjJaIh-luckcd cllclo'iun.: or ~url::nised 
area wilhin a lmildin!!. providing protection for each hic\'c!c" therein fi'ot11 rheft, vandalism 
and weather. 

"ShOli-Term" bic)c!e facilit, means a rack. stand or 01111.::1' device constructed so flS to enable 
lhg user to secure b\' locking the frame and onc nheel of each bicycle parked therein. Racks 
mllst hI,.' l':isih usablt! \\ ith buth U-lncks and cable locks. must support the bikcs in a stable 
!!pri!!ht position so that a bike, if bumped. will nol rail or mil dO\\Il. and must constructed in 
accordance \"ith rhe prO\ isions of Sl::cliull 30.3" .173 D. 

(I) Additinnnll\', Ticr:1 developments shall prO\ ide a chanuinl! fOOtllllnd shmn.'r fllcilities. 

h. Pedestrian Facilities: 

( 1) Tier 1 and Tier 2 dc, c lopment> shall nrO\ ide full pedestrian access to the public side\, alk 
as required I" the 7nninl!. Code and desil!.l1 2uidelines as tldopled bv the Ci ty. 

C) J ier J developments shall prm ide sideWAlks or other deshmated pathwa\s following 
direct and sa fe routes from Ihe e,lerna] pedestrian circulation S\Slern \0 eAch buildillt!. in 
the dc, cJ()pmcnl. 

c. Transit Facilities: 

(1) For Tier 1. Tier 2. and rier 3 developments. the dcsiull shall cnable sate and cOllwnicnt 
access [0 Ilearb, traJlSit stops and facilities, 

(2) For Tier 3 dc\clopmems. a bus .stop "ith shelter and olher amcilities shall be pfm ided if 
required h'-JJ!~ Director ofCommunih D!.:\ !.:Iopmenj. 

d. Vehicle Facilitic<:-: 
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( 1) ror I ier I. I il".'T 2, and Tier 3 developmellts. preft'renlial p<lrking :-ollnll he prm'idcd for 
carpools and \~npools (most proC\irnme to main cnlrances and/or at a reduc~Mricet 

(2) ror 'I'ier 3 deveJoprnenb. and rur Tier) de, elopments at Ibe di,~1.:1 clion of the Director of 
COIllIllUnil) Developmenl. a cOIl\-enienl drop-orr point for c:unools a.ruLvanpools shall be 
!lr{)\ iJed onsite, 

4. Prozrarns: 

The roJI!)\\ il18. Qrograms shall be impkmcl1lcd \\ ithin one \ car or pn)jcct completi_on~Lollo\\ ing: 
the .schedule inclu(,kd in the TO:"'! Plan for the project. All emplo) ers shall: 

ll.:-i)e:signllle: an on-site tnmsportation coordinator III he a point of conlaet \\ ilh tbe~and lht! 
de<,i\!llilfcd I MAfi MO rC2ardil1& trHIl"l?Orlation demand management faeil il ie,> and pnlgram", 
1.=2,. 'I'iel'.l de, elopments \\ ith l11ull illle empl(')\ ers. the propert \ manAger c;h:111 dc~ignalc an 
on-site transportation coordinah)r. 

h. rrm ide an information board or kio)kjn a prominent location for cmply\ces,rcsidents, 
and/or visitors. \\ ilh infonnalinn about access to all llloc:l!;!s {If Iran:-;portalion, ac; well as the 
acti\ itie:-. ofthc_d_csignmcd I r-.-!Ar t~IO, 

c. In riel' 2 and Ticr 3 dc\ clopmclll .... cilher pro\ ide on-site Imll"il ra,,:-. sales or a pl'C-ta.,\ H]l1sit 
nass QIQgnl1l1, 

d. Participate in the Guaranlccd Ride Home nrogram of till' desil!.nateu_ IMAnr..l0, 

c. Dcmonstratc proof of compli:mce \\ illl tht: Starc of Cali fomi a':, parkin,g,s.ash out 1<1\\ , 

f. De\ elop-.. Q!:J'lIl1icipatc in a ridesharillg program 10 encourage carpooling and vanQ9Q,Iing. 

O. Monitoring: For the purposes of determining \\ helher applicable de\ elopmellts arc cOlllpl\ iug \\ jltJ 
the pro\'isions of Ihis tlChapler, the eCit\ shall monitor compliance in a manner it deems appropriate 
and rcmijJnab1c. Monitoring mechanisms includc, put lIrt' nol limited to the fol!o\\ing: 

I. All projects shall submil an annllal performance rep0l1 to Ihe City to "alidale continued 
compliance \\ illl the requirements of this Section. A statistically-yalid sur. ey shall be conducted 
of cmplO\ce", and/or residents of the project. to :lscl.!rtain the level of succc.,.s in achic\ ing thc 
!loa Is ofth;s Section, includinl!. a determination of the AVR for that projcct. rile AYR shall he 
determined accordillt! lothc reguirements of the South Coast Air Qualill...Manalrement District 
tAQ~DJ The coc;tc; to conduct the sur'\C\ rind prrnlucl! the report shall be bome b\' the emglo\t,:r, 
properl\- owner, or hOmeO\\11t'1"S assl~i<ltiQn. as appropriate, 

2, Cit\ starr ..;hall eOlltinn to thc City Counci l on ~n annllal hasis th_.llL~Jlpcoj~cts subject to this 
Section ;lrc ill cOlllpliance with its reguircllll'IIIS. 

J. Cit, staff ~h3ll prepare a "UIIlInar\- repNt e\ alucnint! the (lycra 11 :'Iuccess ('If achie\'in\l the \loa IS9f 
thc TD~I ['l1'0\ ;"ion" in this Chapter. If thl' goab ar~ nol heinl.!. met. staff shall propo!.!! altcmalc 
111'00.'.rams or strategies that could be pll~ued_to achie\'e these !!:oals. CO')1s f~!LV~~p-anlli(ln llr~_larr 

repons shall be home b\ Ihe Cil\ , 
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4. for Tier 2 <lnd Tier J pr(lje~t" thar tai l 10 achieH' ;tIl AVR orat ICAgJ)5. toe_CilY 5hall \\ork 
with the dc:.ignflled I MAr l MO and Ihe cmplm cr tn modif, Ibeil' rOi\J.J:!Jan 10 include programs 
and qrmeg,ies that ;lfe expected to beller SUPpI)n nellie, Clllcnt of;m to. VI{ or at least 1.25. The 
Cit) 1!l.!!:...!n~HJ(I~'l.IC tbc impkmcJuat ion of certain pro!.!l1lm .... find strategies lInt il lhis !!oai is 
re<li,;hed. 

SECTION 8. Seelion 30.32.172 is hereby added 10 Ihe G lendale Munic ipa l Code. 1995 10 read as 
follows: 

30.32.172 -In·Lit>1I Parkin!,! Fce ill the ))SP Zone 

A. App licability. In the Dcm 1110\\ 11 Specific Pl an (DSP) zone onh , olT-street parkin!! requ irements 
ddim:d in ~L'i,;tion ::>(t::>2.050 ma\ be satisiied b\ P;1\ ill£. (I ret: in lieu of each parking: space 110\ 

provitkd nn·,,;te, subject to the fo llo\\ in!; l't'slrict i(lll~: 

[. Nt!\> curhtnrctioll anrl building expansion proleels shalt pfly a one-time fee prior to lite issu;mte 
ola hllilditill.,.permil. 

1. ('hange nr use for which a !!Jearer llumbc:.r \lr on··.,l reet parJdug spaccs is requ ired ~hall Ra\'!!! 
annual fee. The firsl \ca(_s fi.:c: slml l he paid prior to the earl ier j " ... uanct: ora huilding pennit or a 
zoning usc certificate. and subsequent annual fec:s shall be paid on the \'carl\' anniversarv dale o f 
the first pavmenl. 

L.Ne\\ con<;trucrion and building expansil~lqm~ects rna) pa\' an in-Ji(.·u parkin!.! fee in order h~ 
salisfi_all\ p..Qnion UplD 5(}I'/o of required parkin!!. 

~" Ch:m~ of ust: project .... rna\' pay nn in lieu lli![!...ing fee in llnkr to .. atist'y an\' ponion up to 100% 
Orrc(luired pnr!...inl!. 

5. The in·liclI parkinl!. fee l11a\' be used in conjullclion wit h other lllethods for satisfying the 
III i II i 11111 JII park i ngreq!!,in.'lllt'nts. 

6. The in·lieu fees payab le under th is section shal l be in the amount set bv {he Council bv resolution. 

n. Chall!;!'.' 01'0" nership. The In-lieu pnrJ..;iIH!: fee sh<l[1 <lpp1" to (he land lISe. 

SECTION 9, Secti on 30.32. 173 is hereby added to the Glendale Municipal Code, 1995 to read as 
fo llows: 

30.32.173 - Uic\clc Parking Standanls in the OSP Zonc 

The fi)I\O\\ill!.! bic\'clc parkin!! srandard)i-..ihall be appli..:ahlc to all bicycle parkil}'&'jp lite OSP zone: 

A. 1\-fini IllUIIl 1ll1l11hcr nl'!"Ijc)..cle par\"illll spaces required: 

TARLE 311.32 F 

LSPflse per 20 units 
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I Oftice, all I spacucr 10.000 "t)I!!lre feet of floor area 

13. A maximum of I Qro (If 111G...ITqllircd oft~srreet parkinR-"pnccs mo\ be replaced \\ ilh an equal amollnl 
of bic\ cle parkin£,. :-.pocc:-. aQo\e the min illllllll numher required in $ecl ion )(tJ~.1.73 A. subj~~ to Ihe 
ill2prmal of the Director ofColllJllunily l_)c\(!lopment and provided Ihal a minimum orone off-streel 
parking space 1)"::1" d\\C!ling unit is maintained . 

C A «duc-!ion or one m!l!iocd ott:s".e! parkmg 'r"ce ,hall be pennill<d ror """ 5 hi,velc parkin" 
"'paces thilt arc plovided_1n excess of the n!lluircd Ilumber ofbic\Clc parkinu s1l3ccs. 

p. Locatioll and Dt's!£'1l of Hic\c1e Facilities: 
..I~lI bic\cle facilities sh:lU~ localed :Iml de ... i.,gned a" tollo\\s. as a minimum. 

1. In clost: proximilY In the building entrance I1l1d .c1u<;fcred in lots not In c.'\cccd six tccn spflecs in 

cflcldQT--, 

2. Capable or supponlu!! hic)....c1e<;in_a stable po~ition \\ ithoul damage 10 the frame, \\ heels. or other 
compOLlclltS. 

3. l ocated in hi!.!.hU \i"ihle, \\cll-li2hted areas to minimi/e theft and \andalislll. 

~. Secure" anchored IOJhe lot surfacc so rhc\' cannQ!. Qe easil" rcmovcd and of sufficielll strength 10 
resh.llhdt ;·mel vandalj<;tl1. 

5. Not impede pede~lriiln or \chicular eirculmioll. and incorporated. \\.helle\ er possible,imo the 
builduH! dt.:~igll 

6. Separatcd by a pin sica I barrier 10 protccl 111C bic .... cle from dam:-H!t.: 11\ Im1l0l" \'ehicles if ]oentcd 
\\ ithin a \ ehicle parj,;inu nrca. Illc ph\"sical bnrrier may he curhs. J}\)les, \\hee:l..M;pQ..s. or olher 
similar lealures. 

7--'--- _ 8ic\·cle racks shall 1101 be p':lflced 100 close to <l \\:ill or olher ob~l ructi()n so as tol!Klke use 
difIictill. A minimum spaee ofn\"enty fOlll" iw.:hc ...... hal l be provided besides each parkcd bicH:k 
til allow access 10 the bicvdes. Adjact.:nt hi_cj des Ill .. \· share this m:\.:cs:-.. 

8. Motor \chicle entrances shall displa) adequate "[gn" to indicme the a\'aiJabilit) and location of 
the bicycle parking facilities, 

9. Bic\cle parkin!! racilitie~ ~~ilhin n \ehic le parl-ing garagc shall be locmed in close ,ie\\ ofa 
parl..ill!.!. altcndn1l1 if the facilin· has a bic\c1e 311cnd:1Il1. 

SECTION 10. Secliol1 30.50.030 of thc Glendale Municipal Code, t995 is hereby a mended to read as 
follows: 

30.50.030 - Authority 

A. For am prnjecl located enlirl"h or rar1iall~ in a..redeyclopmclll prl,!jJxl area .• 1S ml..opteJ tn the 
Le!.!:lslari\"e Dod\ ,0k·mlalc Rcdl:!\clopl11em ,\u.en£.).ol".iocaled ent-it'et~~U'r'-.. tn-fl~ 
teflt'o flo'f ~\hi~h UlJ.8s'illeiated 6mHKtH-iou....ft:'r lh'·'ii!.:n re~ i~Ntlirt"El--fer....",.jHtIi Ihe Ci{~ Cllum·j..! 
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tS-fl;e design revieW-tHHfteHfv:-thc Cirv Council ma) grant p<u·king reductions upon makinZ-the 
finding:; ofthUacl listed belO\\. In grantin>!. a rcqllc..,t t~)t" parking reducJiQn:Jhe Cih Coullcil mav 
.i.!J..!QQJ>e conditions to salc!!!!!!nlJH!Q...prolcctlhe public heat!b.,....s~f~ll_J!nd prolllote th~~ncr.11 
,\ eH~1r£. 

B. For an\ project located entirely or panialh in the DSP .lone, for "hich an associ:lted application 
for desi~n n;\ ie" is required lor "hieh Ihe Cit\ Council is Ihe dc<,i\'!'11 I'C\ ic\\ [luthorilLlhc 
Qjn::clor or COllllllllll it \. De\ c lopmen1 ma\ grant park int! reduct iOl]s, for which there is no publ ic 
hearilH.!. upon making the findings of lhe facllislcd below. In 1rraOling <l n.:qucsl for paI:kiI~ 
redut:tign, the Dirn:t{~r OrCulIllllllllil\; Dc\elopmenr rna .. impm,c conditions to safeguard and 
profCcuh_'?l~~lJ~li~l!~fllrh, safer ... and promote the general wcltare. 

CD. In all other cascs, the tsooffig--A-dlllinistrator tlte Heari ng Offi cer may grant requcsts for parking 
reduclions upon ma king the fi ndings offaet li sted below. In grant ing a request for park ing 
reduction, the Zoning .\dmillisfI-afOr I-Tearing Officer may impose conditions to safcguard and 
protect the publ ic health, safcty and promote th e general welfare. 

SECTION 11. Dc\clopmellt or tcntative Iract llIap4.ppJications which h;nc bccn deemed complctc prior 
!o the effective date of this ordinance shall b~ reviewed und0r thl' L.(lllin£...fuJcs and regulations \\hich 
\'cre in effecr on the da\· prior 10 adoption of this OIllinam:e. The fo regoing noh\ ithstanding, am 
~pplicantIlUl\ make a rC~l uc~t in \\ riling, to the Director ofCommunit-.... DC\f.::JllpmenUh<-lt hisur htT 
application be rcviewed Hndcr the zoning I"l1I~s and reglilatio~mS!..!g_kd h~ ordinance. 
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Passed by the Council of the City ofGlcndale on the ___ day of ___ , 2011. 

Attest 

City Clerk 

STATE OF CALU'ORN IA) 

COUNTY OF LOS ANGE LES)SS. 

CITY OF GLENDALE) 

Mayor 

o FORM 

CHIEF ASSI NT CITY ATIOANEY 

O ... TEO zln,/;( 

1, ARDASHES KASSAKl-ilAN, City Clerk of the City ofGlcnda le, Cal ifomia, certify that the 
foregoing Ordinance No_ was passed by the Council of the City of Glendale, California, 
by a vote of four-fifths (4/5Ihs) of the members thereof, at a regu lar rneeting held on the day of 
______ , 2011 by the following vote: 

Ayes: 

Noes: 

Absent 

Abstain: 

City C lerk 
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ORDINANCE NO. _____ _ _ 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA ADDDING SECTIONS 
1.24.010,1.24.020,1.24.030, 1.24.040, 1.24.050,1.24.060, 1.24.070, 1.24.080, 

1.24.090,1.24.100,1.24.110,1.24.120,1.24.130,1.24.140,1.24.150,124.160 and 
1.24.170 OF THE GLENDALE MUNICIPAL CODE, 1995, RELATING TO ISSUANCE 
OF ADMINISTRATIVE CITATIONS FOR SPECIFIED VIOLATIONS OF TITLE 30 OF 

THE CODE 

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GLENDALE: 

SECTION 1. Chapter 1.24 of the Glendale Municipal Code, 1995 is hereby titled to read 
as follows: "ADMIN ISTRATIVE CITATIONS" 

SECTION 2. Section 1.24.010 of the Glendale Municipal Code, 1995 is hereby added to 
read as follows: 

1.24.010 Definitions. 

~Administrative citation" means a written notice that mandates corrective action and 
establishes a fine as a penalty for noncompliance. 

"City manager~ means the city manager or duly authorized representative . 

"Enforcement officer" means any person authorized by the city to enforce violations of 
this code, state statutes or regulations that the city is authorized to enforce. 

"Hearing officer" means the person selected by the city manager to conduct an 
administrative hearing pursuant to the provisions of this chapter. 

"Specified Code Section" - means Sections 30.32.171 or 30.32172 of this Code. 

"Responsible person" means a person, partnership, corporation, limited liability 
company, nonprofit corporation, trustee, association or any other legal entity, who the 
City Manager or Director of Community Development determines is responsible for 
causing or maintaining a violation of a Specified Code Section. 

The term ~responsible person" includes but is not limited to the following : 

1. The owner, tenant , or occupant of real property; 

2. The holder or the agent of the holder of any permit, entitlement, or review; 

3. The party or the agent of a party to an agreement covered by this chapter; 

4 . The owner or the authorized agent of any business, company, or entity subject to 
this chapter; 
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5. Any person(s) or entity, regardless of ownership, legal interest, or occupancy of 
any property; or 

SECTION 3. Section 1.24.020 of the Glendale Municipal Code, 1995 is hereby added to 
read as follows: 

1.24.020 Issuance of administrative citation. 

A. In addition to any other remedy or penalty provided by this Code, any person 
who violates a Specified Code Section may be issued an administrative citation by an 
enforcement officer as provided in this chapter. 

B. Each and every day that a violation of a Specified Code Section exists 
constitutes a separate and distinct offense. A separate citation may be issued for each 
day a violation occurs. 

C. Each citation results in a civil fine, which shall be assessed by means of an 
administrative citation issued by the enforcement officer and shall be payable directly to 
the city of Glendale. 

D. Fines shall be assessed in the amounts specified by resolution of the city council , 
or where no amount is specified: 

1. A fine not exceeding one hundred dollars for a first violation; 

2. A fine not exceeding two hundred dollars for a second violation of the 
same ordinance or permit within eighteen-month period from the date of the first 
violation; 

3. A fine not exceeding five hundred dollars for the third violation of the 
same ordinance or permit within eighteen-month period from the date of the first 
violation. 

E. A second or subsequent violation need only be of the Specified Code Section to 
require the larger fine , provided that the same responsible person is cited. The fine 
amounts shall be cumulative where multiple citations are issued. 

SECTION 4. Section 1.24.030 of the Glendale Municipal Code, 1995 is hereby added to 
read as follows: 

1.24.030 Service procedures. 

A. An administrative citation on a form approved by the city manager may be issued 
to the responsible person by an enforcement officer for violations of a Specified Code 
Section in the following manner: 

1. Personal Service. In any case where an administrative citation is issued: 



a. The enforcement officer shall attempt to locate and personally 
serve the responsible person and obtain the signature of the responsible person on the 
administrative citation. 

b. If the responsible person served refuses or fails to sign the 
administrative citation, the failure or refusal to sign shall not affect the validity of the 
administrative citation or of subsequent proceedings. 

2. Service of Citation by Mail. If the enforcement officer is unable to locate 
the responsible person, the administrative citation shall be mailed to the responsible 
person by certified mail , postage prepaid with a requested return receipt. 
Simultaneously, the citation may be sent by first class mail. If the citation is sent by 
certified mail and returned unsigned, then service shall be deemed effective pursuant to 
first class mail , provided the citation sent by first class mail is not returned. 

3. Service by Citation by Posting Notice. If the enforcement officer does not 
succeed in personally serving the responsible person, or by certified mail or regular mail , 
the enforcement officer shall post the administrative citation on any real property within 
the city in which the city has knowledge that the responsible person has a legal interest, 
and such posting shall be deemed effective service. 

B. The enforcement officer must complete a declaration of service. (Ord. 5464 § 3, 
2005) 

SECTION 5. Section 1.24.040 of the Glendale Municipal Code, 1995 is hereby added to 
read as follows: 

1.24.040 Contents of notice. 

A. Each administrative citation shall contain the following information: 

1. Date, approximate time, and address or definite description of the location 
where the violation(s) occurred or was observed; 

2. The Specified Code Section(s) violated and a description of the 
violation( s) ; 

3. An order to the responsible person to correct the violations within the time 
specified, if applicable, and an explanation of the consequences of failure to correct the 
violation(s); 

4. The amount of the fine for the violation(s); 

5. An explanation of how the fine shall be paid and the time period by which 
it shall be paid; 

6. A notification that payment of the fine does not excuse or discharge the 
failure to correct the violation and does not bar further enforcement action by the city; 



7. A statement that if the fine is not timely paid, a late payment penalty of 
twenty-five percent of the amount of the fine will be added to the fine ; 

8. Identification of rights of appeal, including the time within which the 
citation may be contested and the place to obtain a request for hearing form to contest 
the administrative citation; and 

9. The name and signature of the enforcement officer, the name and 
address of the responsible person, and, if possible the signature of the responsible 
person. 

SECTION 6. Section 1.24.050 of the Glendale Municipal Code, 1995 is hereby added to 
read as follows: 

1.24.050 Satisfaction of administrative citation. 

A. Upon receipt of a citation, the responsible person must do either of the following: 

1. Pay the fine to the city within thirty days from the issuance date of the 
administrative citation. All fines assessed shall be payable to the City of Glendale. 
Payment of a fine shall not excuse or discharge the failure to correct the violation(s) nor 
shall it bar further enforcement action by the city; or 

2. Appeal the administrative citation pursuant to Section 1.24.060 within 
fifteen (15) days and request an administrative hearing from the issuance date of the 
administrative citation. 

SECTION 7. Section 1.24.060 of the Glendale Municipal Code, 1995 is hereby added to 
read as follows: 

1.24.060 Appeal of citation. 

A. The recipient of an administrative citation may appeal that there was a violation 
of a Specified Code Section, or that he or she is the responsible person by completing a 
request for hearing form and filing it with the City Clerk within fifteen (15) days from the 
issuance date of the administrative citation. 

B. The request for hearing form must be accompanied by either an advanced 
deposit of the fine or a request for hardship waiver. Any administrative citation fine which 
has been deposited shall be refunded if it is determined, after a hearing, that there was 
no violation(s) as charged in the administrative citation. 

SECTION 8. Section 1.24.070 of the Glendale Municipal Code, 1995 is hereby added to 
read as follows: 

1.24.070 Hardship waiver. 

A. A person who files a request for an administrative hearing may also request at 
the same time a hardship waiver of the fine deposit. To seek such a waiver and obtain a 



separate hearing on the request , the responsible person must check the box indicating 
this request on the form contained on the reverse side of the citation and attach a 
statement of the grounds for the request 

8. The waiver request will be decided by the city manager, or his or her designee, 
and issue the advance deposit hardship waiver only if the responsible party submits to 
the Director of Administrative Services-Finance a sworn affidavit, together with any 
supporting documents or materials, demonstrating to the satisfaction of the Director of 
Administrative Services-Finance the person's actual financial inability to deposit with the 
city the full amount of the fine in advance of the hearing. 

C. The Director of Administrative Services-Finance shall inform the responsible 
party in writing of whether the waiver was approved, by serving the party personally or 
by mail at the addressed provided in the waiver application. The Director of 
Administrative Services - Finance's determination is final and is not subject to appeal or 
judicial review. 

D. If the waiver is denied, the responsible party shall pay the fine amount within ten 
days. Failure to make the deposit by the time required shall be deemed an abandonment 
of the appeal and renders the fine delinquent. 

SECTION 9. Section 1.24.080 of the Glendale Municipal Code, 1995 is hereby added to 
read as follows: 

1.24.080 Hearing officer. 

A. The city manager, or his or her designee, shall select an administrative hearing 
officer. The administrative hearing officer may be, without limitation, a hearing officer 
empowered under Section 2.28.030 of this Code. In no event, however, shall the 
enforcement official who issued the administrative citation be the administrative hearing 
officer. 

SECTION 10. Section 1.24.090 of the Glendale MuniCipal Code, 1995 is hereby added 
to read as follows: 

1.24.090 Hearing procedure. 

A. No hearing to appeal an administrative citation before a hearing officer shall be 
held unless and until a request for hearing form has been completed and submitted, and, 
the fine has been deposited in advance, or a an advance deposit hardship waiver has 
been issued. 

8. A hearing before the hearing officer shall be set for a date that is not less than 
fifteen and not more than sixty days from the date that the request for hearing is filed in 
accordance with the provisions of this chapter. The responsible party requesting the 
hearing shall be notified of the time and place set for the hearing at least ten days prior 
to the date of the hearing. 

C. The responsible person requesting a hearing may request one continuance, but 
in no event may the hearing begin later than ninety (90) days after the request for 



hearing form is filed, and the fine is deposited or an advance deposit hardship waiver is 
issued. 

D. At least ten days prior to the hearing, copies of the citations, reports and other 
documents submitted or relied upon by the enforcement officer shall be shall be made 
available to the recipient of an administrative citation. If, after copies of documents have 
been provided to the responsible party, the city determines to submit to the hearing 
officer additional documents then, whenever possible, a copy of such documents shall 
be provided to party prior to the hearing. No other discovery is permitted. Formal rules of 
evidence shall not apply. 

E. The hearing officer shall only consider evidence that is relevant to whether the 
violation(s) occurred and whether the responsible person has caused or maintained the 
violation(s). Courtroom rules of evidence shall not apply. Relevant hearsay evidence and 
written reports may be admitted whether or not the speaker or author is present to testify 
if the hearing officer determines that the evidence is reliable . Admission of evidence and 
the conduct of the hearing shall be controlled by the hearing officer in accordance with 
the fundamentals of due process. The hearing officer may limit the total length of the 
hearing, and shall allow the responsible party at least as much time to present its case 
as is allowed the city. 

F. At the hearing , the responsible party requesting the hearing shall be given the 
opportunity to present, either personally or through a representative, evidence and 
testimony concerning the administrative citation. The city's case shall be presented by 
an enforcement officer or by any other authorized agent of the city. 

G. The failure of the responsible party, either personally or through counsel , of an 
administrative citation to appear at the administrative citation hearing shall constitute a 
forfeiture of the fine and a failure to exhaust his or her administrative remedies. 

H. The hearing officer may consolidate no more than three (3) administrative 
citations issued to the same responsible person into one hearing. However, the hearing 
officer shall issue a separate decision for each violation pursuant to 1.24.110. 

I. The hearing officer may continue the hearing and request additional information 
from the enforcement officer or the recipient of the administrative citation prior to issuing 
a decision . 

SECTION 11. Section 1.24.100 of the Glendale Municipal Code , 1995 is hereby added 
to read as follows: 

1.24.100 Hearing officer's decision. 

A. After considering all of the testimony and evidence submitted at the hearing , the 
hearing officer may announce a decision orally , but in any event, shall prepare a written 
decision. The decision shall be provided to the parties within ten days of the hearing and 
shall either affirm the issuance of the citation as issued or dismiss the citation. The 
decision shall briefly state the reasons for the conclusion of the hearing officer. The city 
may serve the notice of decision for the administrative hearing to the responsible person 



personally or through first class United States mail. The decision of the hearing officer 
shall be final. 

B. If the hearing officer affirms the issuance of the administrative citation, then the 
deposit with the city shall be retained by the city. If a hardship waiver was granted, the 
decision shall set forth a payment schedule for the fine. 

C. If the hearing officer determines that the administrative citation should be 
canceled and the fine was deposited with the city, then the city, within thirty days of the 
hearing officer's decision, shall refund the deposit together with interest at the average 
rate of earned on the city's portfolio for the period of time the city held the fine. 

D. If the hearing officer upholds the administrative citation and the fine has not been 
deposited pursuant to an advance deposit hardship waiver, the hearing officer shall 
specify in the decision a payment schedule for the fine . 

E. The hearing officer shall not have the power to reduce the fine. The hearing 
officer may impose conditions and deadlines to correct any violations or require payment 
of any outstanding fines. 

SECTION 12. Section 1.24.110 of the Glendale Municipal Code, 1995 is hereby added 
to read as follows: 

1.24.110 Administrative costs. 

The hearing officer is authorized to assess any reasonable administrative costs. 
Administrative costs may include scheduling and processing of the hearing and all 
subsequent actions. 

SECTION 13. Section 1.24.120 of the Glendale Municipal Code, 1995 is hereby added 
to read as follows: 

1.24.120 Failure to pay fines. 

A. The city may collect any past due civil fines imposed by an administrative 
citation, late payment charges andlor administrative costs assessed by the hearing 
officer by use of any available legal means. 

B. In addition to any other action, the city may impose a code enforcement lien, in 
the amount of the fine plus interest and late charges, on the real property upon which the 
violation occurs. Any lien imposed pursuant to this chapter shall attach upon the 
recordation of a notice of code enforcement lien in the office of the county recorder. 

C. The city at its discretion may pursue any and all legal and equitable remedies for 
the collection of unpaid fines , interest, penalties, and administrative costs. The use of 
one recovery method does not preclude the use of any other recovery method. 



D. The failure to pay an administrative fine is a misdemeanor. The filing of a criminal 
misdemeanor action does not preclude the city from using any other legal remedy 
available to gain compliance with the administrative citation. 

SECTION 14. Section 1.24.130 of the Glendale Municipal Code, 1995 is hereby added 
to read as follows: 

1.24.130 Reduction of cumulative fines. 

If the violation is corrected within a reasonable time after the decision of the hearing 
officer, the director of community development shall have the discretion to reduce any 
cumulative fines to a total of not less than one thousand dollars upon good cause shown 
by the responsible person . The determination of the director of community development 
shall be final and shall not be subject to appeal. Fines shall not otherwise be reduced. 

SECTION 15. Section 1.24.140 of the Glendale Municipal Code, 1995 is hereby added 
to read as follows: 

1.26.140 Late payment charges. 

Any responsible party who falls to pay a fine imposed by this chapter on or before the 
date that payment is due, shall also be liable for the payment of a late payment charge 
of twenty-five percent of the fine. In addition, delinquent fines shall accrue interest at the 
rate of ten percent per month, excluding penalties, from the due date. 

SECTION 16. Section 1.24.150 of the Glendale Municipal Code, 1995 is hereby added 
to read as follows: 

1.24.150 Transfer of Ownership. 

It shall be unlawful for the owner of any dwelling unit or structure who has received a 
citation to sell , transfer, mortgage, lease or otherwise dispose of it to another until the 
provisions of the citation have been complied with or until such owner shall first furnish 
the grantee, transferee, mortgagee or lessee, with a true copy of any citation and shall 
furnish to the code official a signed and notarized statement from the grantee, 
transferee, mortgagee or lessee, acknowledging the receipt of such citation and fully 
accepting the responsibility without condition for making the corrections or repairs 
required by such citation or stating that the grantee, transferee, mortgagee or lessee 
intends to timely challenge the citation. The violation of this Section shall not abrogate 
the transfer. 

SECTION 17. Section 1.24.160 of the Glendale Municipal Code, 1995 is hereby added 
to read as follows: 

1.24.160 Judicial review. 

Either the city or the appellant aggrieved by a decision of a hearing officer on an 
administrative citation may obtain review of the administrative decision by filing a petition 
for review with the Los Angeles Superior Court in accordance with the timelines and 
provisions as set forth in California Government Code Section 53069.4. Such procedure 



shall be available under this chapter, notwithstanding that the term or condition being 
enforced pursuant to this chapter may not be a matter covered by Section 53069.4(a). 
Judicial review of a citation shall not be available without first exhausting all available 
administrative remedies and participating in a hearing as provided in this chapter. 

SECTION 18 Section 1.24.170 of the Glendale Municipal Code, 1995 is hereby added to 
read as follows: 

1.24.170 Procedural compliance. 

Failure to comply with any procedural requirement of this chapter, to receive any notice 
or decision specified in this chapter, or to receive any copy required to be provided by 
this chapter shall not affect the validity of proceedings conducted hereunder unless the 
respons ible person is denied constitutional due process thereby. 

If any portion of this ordinance or the application thereof to any person or circumstance 
shall be invalid or unenforceable to any extent, the remainder of this ordinance shall not 
be affected thereby and shall be enforced to the greatest extent permitted by law. 

Passed by the Council of the City of Glendale on the ___ day of ___ _ 
2011 . 

Attest 

City Clerk 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA) 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES) 
CITY OF GLENDALE) 

Mayor 

APPROVED AS TO FO!' . 

~ CHiEFASSlNTCITYATIORNE: 

D"TED ;:3/( 7/~1 . 

I, ARDASHES KASSAKHIAN, City Clerk of the City of Glendale, California, 
certify that the foregoing Ordinance No. was passed by the Council of 
the City of Glendale, California at a regular meeting held on the day of 
_______ , 2011 by the following vote: 

Ayes: 

Noes: 

Absent: 



Abstain: 

City Clerk 



RESOLUTION NO. ______ _ 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE 
CITY OF GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA, REGARDING THE ESTABLISHMENT 

OF FEES FOR COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT SERVICES REGARDING IN·LlEU 
PARKING FEES FOR DOWNTOWN SPECIFIC PLAN ZONED PROPERTIES 

WHEREAS, Chapler 30.40 of Title 30 of the GMC provides Ihat fees for services provided by Ihe 
Community Development Department, Planning Division relating to Zoning Ordinance procedures shall be 
speCified by resolulion of the City Council; and 

WHEREAS, Tilles 2, 15 and 16 of the GMC also provide for services provided by the Community 
Development Department, Planning Division for which fees are required but not otherwise specified; and 

WHEREAS, the Director of Community Development has reviewed the fees charged for such services and 
publicalions, and with Ihe approval of the Cily Manager recommends Ihe adoplion of certain fees. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Council of the City of Glendale thaI: 

Section 1: The following Ccmmunity Development Department, Planning Division fees are adopled. 

Planning Service 
Parking In·lieu fees (G.M.C. § 30.32.172): 

One-time fee per space 

Annual fee per space 

Section 2: The fees lisled herein are exempt from Ihe Zoning Services Surcharge. 

Fee 

$24,000 DO 

$600 DO 

Section 3: The Communily Planning Department is authorized to increase Ihe fees lisled herein on July 1, 
2012, and every July thereafter, based on increases in construction costs based upon the Engineering 
News Record, Construction Cost Index for the calendar year as of December 1" (Ihe "Cosl Reporf). 
Nothing in this section shall prevent Ihe city council from making fee adjuslments greater or less than 
indicaled by the Cost Report. 
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Section 4: BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that said fees shall lake effecl on Ihe sixtieth (60. ) day following 
adoption of this resolution in accord with Section 66017(a) of the California Government Code. 

Adopted this _ day of _________ , 2011 . 

Mayor 

City Clerk 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES )SS. 
CITY OF GLENDALE ) 

I, Ardashes Kassakhian, City Clerk of the City of Glendale, certify that the foregoing Resolution No. 

____ was adopted by the Council of the City of Glendale, Califomia, at a regular meeting thereof 

held on the _ __ day of _______ , 2011, by the following vote: 

AYES: 

NOES: 

ABSENT: 

City Clerk 

APPROVED AS TO FOf< ,. : 

CHIEF ASSIS T CITY ATIORNEY 

D"TED 5/ J llu 
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RESOLUTION NO. _ _ ____ _ 

A RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA, REGARDING THE 
ESTABLISHMENT OF A SCHEDULE OF CIVIL FINES FOR COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

DEPARTMENT, NEIGHBORHOOD SERVICES DIVISION REGARDING ADMINISTRATIVE CITIATIONS 
FOR VIOLATIONS OF CERTAIN PROVISIONS OF TITLE 30 (TRANSPORTATION DEMAND AND 

PARKING IN LIEU FEES). 

WHEREAS, Section 1.24.020 of Title 1 of the GMC provides thai civil fines for administrative citations 
issued by the Community Development Department, Neighborhood Services Division relating to violations 
of certain provisions of Title 30 shall be specified by resolution of the City Council; and 

WHEREAS, the Director of Community Development has reviewed the fees charged for such services and 
publications, and with the approval of the City Manager recommends the adoption of certain fees. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Council of the City of Glendale that: 

Section 1: The following Community Development Department, Neighborhood Services Division 
Administrative Citation schedule of civil fines for administrative citations issued under Chapter 1.24 of the 
Glendale Municipal Code, 1995, is adopted. 

Neighborhood Services 
Administrative Citations: 

Transportation Demand Measures (G.M.C. § 30.32.171) 

Parking In Lieu Fee (Annual Fee - G.M.C .. § 30.32.172) 

Adopted this _ day of _ ________ , 2011 

Mayor 

City Clerk 

APPROVED AS TO FORM 
~~-4w.. 

cHiEfAScij8{AliT CITY ATIORNEY 

DATED ,3/1 11u 

Fine 

$500 

$500 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES )SS. 
CITY OF GLENDALE ) 

I, Ardashes Kassakhian, City Clerk of the City of Glendale, certify that the foregoing Resolution No. 

____ was adopted by the Council of the City of Glendale, California, at a regular meeting thereof 

held on the ___ day of _______ , 2011, by the following vote: 

AYES: 

NOES: 

ABSENT: 

City Clerk 
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PUBLIC NOTICE 

CITY OF GLENDALE 

NOTICE OF INTENT TO ADOPT A NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN: 

The Community Development Department, after having conducted an Initial Study, has prepared a 
Negative Declaration for the following project: 

Project Description: 

The proposed project includes amendments to Title 30 of the Glendale Municipal Code, relating 
generally to parking standards within the Downtown Specific Plan area. These amendments 
include lowering minimum parking requirements for commercial and residential uses, raising the 
parking exemption for businesses, and opportunities to further reduce parking requirements 
through implementing Transportation Demand Management programs within the Downtown 
Specific Plan area. 

Project Location: Glendale Downtown Specific Plan Area 

The Downtown Specific Plan is generally bounded to the north just below Glenoaks Boulevard , to 
the west by Central and Columbus Avenues, 10 Ihe east along Maryland and Glendale Avenues, 
and to the south one block south of Colorado Street. 

The Proposed Negative Declaration and all documents referenced therein are available for review 
in the Community Development Department, Planning Division office, Room 103 of the Municipal 
Services Building, 633 East Broadway, Glendale, CA 91206. Information on public hearings or 
meetings for the proposed project can be obtained from the Planning Division at (818) 548-2140. 

Written comments may be submitted to the Community Development Department, Planning 
Division office, at the address listed above for a period of twenty (20) days after publication of this 
notice. 

Proposed Negative Declaration Comment Period: February 23, 2011 to March 15, 2011 

Date Published: February 23 , 2011 

Hassan Haghani, Director of Community Development 

Exlubit 1 



CITY OF G LENDALE, C ALIFORNIA 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
DEPARTMENT 

PROPOSED 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

Implementation of Downtown Mobility Plan 
Programs - Modification of Parking Standards in 

Downtown Specific Plan Zone 

The following Negative Declaration has been prepared in accordance with the California Environmental 
Quality Act of 1970 as amended, the State Guidelines, and the Environmental Guidelines and 
Procedures of the City of Glendale. 

Project Title/Common Name: Implementation of Downtown Mobility Plan Programs - Modification of 
Parking Standards in Downtown Specific Plan Zone 

Project Location: Downtown Specific Plan area, which is generally bounded to the 
north just below Glenoaks Boulevard, to the west by Central and 
Columbus Avenues , to the east along Maryland and Glendale 
Avenues , and to the south one block below Colorado Street. 

Project Description: The proposed project includes amendments to Tille 30 of the 
Glendale Municipal Code. relating to parking standards within the 
Downtown Specific Plan area. These amendments include lowering 
minimum parking requirements for commercial and residential uses, 
raising the parking exemption for businesses, and opportunities to 
further reduce parking requirements through implementing 
Transportation Demand Management programs within the Downtown 
Specific Plan area. (Refer to page 5 for a complete project 
description.) 

Project Type: 0 Private Project IZl Public Project 

Project Applicant: City of Glendale, Community Development Department 
633 E. Broadway, Room 103 
Glendale, CA 91206 

Findings: The Director of the Community Development , on February 23, 2011 , 
after considering an Initial Study prepared by the Planning Division, 
found that the above referenced project would not have a significant 
effect on the environment and instructed that a Negative Declaration 
be prepared. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are necessary. 

Attachments : Initial Study Checklist 

Contact Person: Hassan Haghani, Director of Community Development 
City of Glendale Community Development Department 
633 East Broadway Room 103 
Glendale, CA 91206-4386 
Tel : (818) 548-2140: Fax: (818) 240-0392 
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2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

•• 

9. 

10. 

C1TY OF GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
DEPARTMENT 

INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST 
Implementation of Downtown Mobility Plan 

Programs - Modification of Parking Standards in 
Downtown Specific Plan Zone 

Project Title: Implementation of Downtown Mobility Plan Programs - Modification of Parking 
Standards in Downtown Specific Plan Zone 

Lead Agency Name and Address: 
City of Glendale Community Development Department 
Planning Division 
633 East Broadway, Room 103 
Glendale, CA 91206 

Contact Person and Phone Number: 
Erik Krause , Senior Planner 

Tel: (818) 937-8156 
Fax: (818) 240-0392 

Project Location: Downtown Specific Plan area, which is generally bounded to the north just 
below Glenoaks Boulevard, to the west by Central and Columbus Avenues, to the east along 
Maryland and Glendale Avenues, and to the south one block below Colorado Street. 

Project Sponsor's Name and Address: 
City of Glendale, Community Development Department 
633 E. Broadway, Room 103 
Glendale, CA 91206' 

Genera l Plan Designation: Downtown Specific Plan 

Zoning: DSP (Downtown Specific Plan) Zone 

Descripti on of the Project: (Describe the whole action involved, induding but not limited to, 
later phases of the project, and any secondary support or off-site features necessary for its 
implementation.) 

The proposed project indudes amendments to Title 30 of the Glendale Municipal Code, relating 
to park.ing standards within the Downtown Specific Plan area. These amendments include 
lowering minimum parking requirements for commercial and residential uses, raising the parking 
exemption for businesses, and opportunities to further reduce parking requirements through 
implementing Transportation Demand Management programs within the Downtown Specific 
Plan area. (Refer to page 5 for a complete project description.) 

Surrounding Land Uses and Setting: The study provides integrated plans for vehicular traffic, 
transit service , pedestrian amenities, and parking management policies that are supportive of 
the Downtown Specific Plan (DSP) and as such will be applied to the Downtown SpecifiC Plan 
area. 

Other public agencies whose approva l is required (e.g., permits, f inancing approval or 
participation agreement). 
None 
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11. Environmental Factors Potentially Affected: 

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project. involving at 
least one impact that is a "Potentially Significant Impact: as indicated by the checklist on the 
following pages. 

o Aesthetics 

o Biological Resources 
o Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
o Land Use I Planning 

o Population I Housing 

o TransportatlonfTraffic 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

Agricuijural and Forest Resources 
Cultural Resources 

Hazards & Hazardous Malerlals 
Mineral Resources 

Public Services 

Utilities I Service Systems 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

Air Quality 

Geology f Soils 

Hydrology I Water Quality 

Noise 

Recreation 
Mandatory Findings of Significance 

LEAD AGENCY DETERMINATION: 

On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

D 

D 

D 

I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a Significant effect on the environment, and a 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

I fjnd that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there 
will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by Of 

agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

J find that the proposed project MAY have a ~potentially significant impact" or "potentially significant 
unless mitigated" impact on the environment. but al least one effect 1) has been adequately 
analyzed in an earlier document-pursuant 10 applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed 
by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. An 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects .that remain 
to be addressed. 

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or 
mitigated pursuant to thai earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or 
mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required. 

Prepared by: Date: 

-ft1~r1-t¥ 
Date: I ' 

SIgnature of Director of Community Development or his or her designee authorizing the release of 
environmental documen·t for public review and commenl 

'0J'ire~evelopment: Date: 
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Background 

In 2006 Nelson\Nygaard Consulting Associates , in collaboration with City staff, completed the City of 
Glendale Downtown Mobility Study. The Downtown Mobility Study provided a series of recommendations 
designed to manage traffic congestion, to encourage the use of alternative modes, and to support the 
Downtown Specific Plan goal of creating a multimodal and pedestrian oriented downtown district. The 
recommendations and implementation plan that emerged from the Downtown Mobility Study sought to 
address existing needs and future demand for improved access and circulation within downtown Glendale. 

One of the key components of the Mobility Study was parking management. An analysis of existing parking 
conditions in the downtown area revealed that current policies, requirements , and regulations had created a 
number of parking inefficiencies in the downtown area, such as: localized parking shortages, parking 
spillover into residential areas, "cruising" for unregulated and free parking , underutilized off-street parking 
garages, and parking permit programs that did not effectively manage demand for on-street spaces. 

In the years since the Downtown Mobility Plan was finalized , the City of Glendale has taken steps to 
implement some of the recommendations from that plan. The first, and most significant, initiative included the 
implementation of pay station meters on Brand Boulevard and in the surface parking lots serving Brand 
Boulevard businesses, thereby coordinating the pricing structures for both on-street spaces and off-street 
garages. The goal of these changes was to increase availability of parking on Brand Boulevard for customers 
of local businesses, while continuing to allow for free or low cost parking in garages where there was low 
demand. These actions have been a success , enabling the City to reduce "cruising " in the Brand Boulevard 
corridor, raise additional revenue, and begin to more efficiently manage its overall parking supply. 

At the same time, many of the parking recommendations in the Downtown Mobility Study were not 
immediately implemented, and have since undergone additional study and refinement. Nelson\Nygaard has 
continued to work with City staff to develop and implement changes to existing parking policies and 
programs. 

Parking Management Goals 

Parking requirements impact much more than the number of vehicles that can be stored on a particular site . 
Parking requirements can determine the viability of a proposed new development, whether an existing 
building may be reused, how visitors and employees will access and experience downtown, and, ultimately, 
whether quality development will occur at all. The following specific goals , developed throughout the planning 
process for Glendale, have served as a guiding framework for the proposed project 

• Utilize parking management best practices as a tool to coordinate the entire parking supply as part of 
an integrated system. 

• Manage parking facilities with a focus on maintaining availability not simply increasing supply. 

• Optimize investment in parking by making the most efficient use of all public and private parking 
facilities , before constructing new parking. 

• Improve the coordination of Glendale's on-street and off-street parking policies , so that parking 
garages are not underutilized, while on-street parking shortages persist. 

• Encourage economic revitalization of downtown and remove barriers to development and adaptive 
reuse projects by adopting parking standards that are tailored to the unique parking demand of 
mixed use, walkable downtowns. 

• Create regulatory certainty for developers as a means to improve economic feasibility and 
encourage targeted development. 

• Improve the quality of life for local residents by reducing congestion, vehicle emissions , and traffiC 
conflicts related to parking inefficiencies. 

• Maximize the use of valuable yet scarce street space at all times of the day. 

MOBILITY PROGRAMS - DSP ZONE AMENDMENTS 
DOWNTOWN SPECIFIC PLAN AREA 
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The proposed changes to the City's zoning code are intended to reinforce these goals and beller position the 
City to achieve its vision for a multimodal and pedestrian-oriented downtown. 

Proposed Project 

Revisions to Parkinq Requirements 

The proposed changes to the zoning code included below are designed to work together to meet Glendale's 
parking management goals. While the proposed changes could theoretically be implemented piece by piece, 
their effectiveness can only be ensured if they are implemented together. The proposed changes are based 
on sensible adjustments to the City's parking requirements, supplemented by a menu of options that can 
further adjust parking requirements based on proven performance standards. 

Proposed Reductions in Parking Minimums within the OSP zone 

Previous analysis has shown that the minimum parking requirements for the land uses outlined below are 
artificially high, compared with local and best practice peers. and verified by actual demand in the City of 
Glendale. Adjusting these requirements will keep Glendale in line with peer cities making it an attractive city 
for new smart growth development. The proposed changes to the zoning code are only proposed for the 
OSP area, where mixed use and higher density development is likely to occur, multimodal access options 
are available, and demand management techniques are likely to have the greatest impact. Figure 1 below 
provides a summary of the proposed changes for selected land uses, as well as a sample of the minimums 
from peer and best practice cities which helped to justify the proposed parking standards. 

It should be noted that the proposed standards represent minimum parking requirements, not the precise 
number of parking spaces that will be built. A developer may choose to provide additional parking, based on 
an analysis of market demand. Minimum standards simply provide the "floor" for parking spaces, and cannot 
be reduced unless by employing the specific measures that are described below. 

Figure 1 - Proposed Reductions in Parking Minimums for Selected Land Uses 

Land Use Existing Standard 

Multifamily in DSP 

1 bedroom 1.25 spaces 

2+ bedrooms 2 spaces 

Guesl parking .25 spaces per unit (wi more 
than 4 units) 

Relail 4 per 1.000 sq ft. 

Office 2.7 per 1.000 sq ft. 

MedicallDenlal Offices 5 per 1.000 sq. ft. 

BarstTavems 10 per 1.000 sq. fl. 

Nightdubs 28.6 per 1.000 sq. ft. or 1 per 
each 5 fixed seats 
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Proposed Standard 

1 space 

2 spaces 

1 per 10 unils 

3 per 1,000 sq . ft . 

2 per 1.000 sq. ft. 

4 per 1.000 sq. ft. 

5 per 1.000 sq. ft . 

20 per 1.000 sq ft 

Peer/Best Practice City 
Standards 

Culver City: 1 space; Peta luma: 
1 space 

long Beach: 2 spaces; 
Pasadena: 2 spaces 

Pasadena: 1 per 10 units: 
Denver. none 

Pasadena: 3 per 1.000 sq. ft.: 
Culver City: 2.86 per 1.000 sq. 
ft.: w. Hollywood: 3.5 per 1,000 
sq. fl. 

Denver: 2 per 1.000 sq . ft. : 
Sacramento: 1.7 per 1.000 sq. 
ft .: Hercules: 2 per 1.000 sq.tl. . 
Downtown Ventura 2 pel 
1.000 sq. ft. 

Pasadena: 4 per 1.000 sq. ft .: 
Culver City: 2.86 per 1.000 
sq.ft . 

Culver City. Pasadena. San 
Diego: 5 per 1.000 sq. ft.: long 
Beach: 4 per 1,000 sq. ft .; 
Sacramento: 3.3 per 1.000 sq. 
ft . 

Sacramenlo: 10 per 1.000 
sq. ft. : San Jose: 25 per 1,000 

PAGES 
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sq. fl . 

Fasl food restaurants 12.5 per 1,000 sq. ft. 5 per 1,000 sq. fl . Denver: 5 per 1,000 sq. fl.: 
Long Beach: 5 per 1.000 sq. fl. 
plus 1 per 3 seats: Petaluma: 
3.3 per 1.000 SQ. fl . 

Restaurants 10 per 1.000 sq. ft 5 per 1.000 sq. fl . Denver: 5 per 1.000 sq. fl .: San 
Diego: 2.5 per1.0oo sq. fl. 

Amend change of use regulations 

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. Change of use 
and reuse regulations are particularly pertinent to Brand Boulevard and other streets near downtown 
Glendale, where small commercial spaces turn over frequently and a number of vacancies present 
opportunity sites for new development. However, with limited options for on-site parking , it is difficult to 
encourage developers to locate to Glendale's "Main Street" because it is challenging or impossible to provide 
the required parking. Developers at these sites almost always request exemptions from parking 
requirements , which are fully discretionary and can create uncertainty for developers. The current parking 
code, however, does provide some major exceptions to the change of use and reuse regulations, including: 

• Additions of floor area up to 25 percent of a designated historic resource on the Glendale Register of 
Historic Resources shall be exempt 

• Any change of use permitted in a historic resource shall not be required to provide additional parking 
to that legally required prior to the change of use. 

• Changes in use of commercial spaces under 2,000 square feet are not required to add more parking. 

The proposed parking code changes would amend the change of use exceptions to state that changes in 
use of commercial spaces under 5,000 square feet are not required to add additional parking. In addition , the 
provisions for fast food establishments in the DSP would change from 1,000 square feet to 5,000 square 
feel. Such revisions will help to encourage redevelopment of smaller commercial establishments by lowering 
the parking burden on developers. 

Provide menu of options to meet parking requirements . 

While minimum parking standards are only recommended to be adjusted in targeted ways , the proposed 
code amendments include increasing the opportunity for developers to comply with minimum parking 
requirements through "state of the practice" parking management techniques These techniques do not 
reduce parking minimums themselves, but provide a toolkit that allows a developer to meet their requirement 
in the most efficient way possible. By providing developers with the option and flexibility to meet parking 
standards, Ihe City can promote an environment that is both friendly 10 development and supportive of 
mullimodal and sustainable growth. Outlined below are the key alternative methods and are includes as part 
the proposed parking code changes It should be noted that none of these alternatives would be required - a 
developer would consider the cost of building to the minimums (or above), the market advantages for doing 
so, and would balance those considerations against the opportunity offered by anyone or a combination of 
the teChniques outlined below. 

Allow for tandem andlor stacked parking 

Glendale's minimum parking requirements, coupled with the current code requirement that all parking be 
independently accessible, means that often more than one square foot of parking area is required for every 
square foot of building. These requirements add significant additional expense to development- especially 
when parking is provided underground - and can act as a barrier to new development and adaptive reuse 
projects necessary to add vitality to downtown Glendale. In addition , when site conditions or financial 
constraints prompt developers to provide the required independently available parking on-site , the result is 
often monolithic parking podiums that present a "blank wall" to the pedestrian realm. 
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Tandem and/or stacked parking is an effective tool for reducing the need to construct additional off-street 
spaces and enabling more efficient use of existing facilities. The City of Glendale currently allows for tandem 
parking , but its regulations are strictly limited to parking spaces only "in excess of minimum requirements.' 
The Glendale parking code is silent on stacked parking. 

The proposed change to the parking code would eliminate the requirement that all parking be independently 
accessible and revise the tandem parking requirements to allow for greater flexibility and more widespread 
use. A number of specific parameters for tandem and stacked parking are proposed and include: 

• Tandem and/or stacked spaces are permitted to count against parking minimums. For example, a 
single tandem or stacked parking space would count as two spaces, not one. 

• For residential uses: 50 percent of total off-street spaces required in residential uses would be 
allowed to incorporate tandem and/or stacked parking provided that any given set of tandem/stacked 
spaces are assigned to the same unit. 

• For non-residential uses: 25 percent of total off-street spaces required in non-residential uses would 
be allowed to incorporate tandem and/or stacked parking as long as a valet parking service is also 
provided. 

• Tandem spaces shall be designed to have a minimum size of 8.5 feet by 36 feel. 

Implementation of an in-lieu parking fee 

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. In -lieu fees provide flexibility for 
developers and enables projects (especially adaptive/historic reuse projects) that would have once been 
financially infeasible to move forward . The fees collected can be used to build public parking spaces, 
manage parking supply, andfor to support mobility strategies in the downtown area. Modifications to the 
parking code are proposed that include: 

• A combination of fee types (one-time and annual). Under the proposal, new developments are 
charged a one-time fee in order to avoid revenue collection issues which can occur when a 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 . By contrast, change of land uses would 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. 

• The in-lieu fee ordinance includes a provision stating that once the annual in-lieu fee has been 
established, the fee remains with the land use rather than the property owner. 

• Fees are proposed to be adjusted every year according to the Consumer Price Index (CPI). 

• Change of use projects would be allowed to use the in-lieu fee to forgo any portion up to 100 percent 
of required parking , however new developments are limited to using the in-lieu fee to no more than 
50 percent of their adjusted parking demand. 

Additional methods, or a "toolbox. " to further reduce parking requirements 

In addition to providing alternatives for new development to meet parking requirements, the proposed 
changes to the parking code provide a number of options to reduce the overall amount of required parking by 
implementing and monitoring programs that are proven to reduce overall parking demand. By reducing the 
amount of required parking, the "toolbox· outlined below will provide developers will additional design 
flexibility and further enhance the financial feasibility of new projects . 
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Transportation Demand Management (TOM) programs 

Transportation demand management (TOM) programs have proven to be very successful in reducing the 
need for drive-alone commute trips, and thereby the demand for parking. TOM programs work by providing 
incentives to use alternative modes. The most effective TOM programs include some form of financial 
incentive, either through pricing park.ing or subsidizing transit and other alternative modes. This can be done 
through a parking cash out program or other program where employees are given a choice about how to 
spend transportation dollars. The City's existing TOM ordinance (Section 30.32.170 of the Glendale 
Municipal Code) applies only non-residential development and only requires limited TOM measures, such as 
informational and promotional materials , vanpool/carpool parking , and limited bicycle parking. The proposed 
modifications to the parking code described below are designed to tie the commitment to transportation 
demand management to a reduction in parking requirements . 

Figure 2 below provides a menu of TOM measures organized into six general categories. Some of these 
measures are more applicable to retail/commercial developments, others would work best with residential 
projects, and some are applicable to all types of land uses. A relative ·score" has been given to each TOM 
measure based on its proven ability to reduce drive-alone rates and demand for parking. For example, 
research has shown that financial incentives, such as pricing of parking , parking cash out, and subsidized 
transit, are the most effective ways to reduce drive alone commutes. As such, these financial incentives are 
assigned a higher point total than, for example . marketing services . Research has also shown that a well­
balanced TOM program that offers a variety of measures which support each other (e.g. a subsidized transit 
pass program in addition to a Guaranteed-Ride-Home program) will be more effective than a TOM program 
buill around a single trip reduction measure. Therefore , to obtain more significant parking reductions a new 
development would have to demonstrate a TOM program that utilizes a variety of trip reduction measures. 

As proposed, developers could establish a TOM program for their development using the menu provided in 
Figure 2, and after submitting their TOM plan to the City, could be granted a reduction in parking requirement 
based on how comprehensive and robust a program they offer. Depending on the total point value of the 
TOM program, each development would qualify for a reduction from the minimum parking requirements. The 
proposed changes to the TOM ordinance provide a "tiered" range of percent reductions as away to 
incentivize robust and diverse TOM programs, as well as specific TOM measures that are known to be 
particularly effective. As outlined in Figure 3, the proposed range of parking reductions includes three tiers . 
For example. in order to obtain a 20 percent parking reduction , a TOM program must generate a minimum of 
10 points from at least three different TOM categories. The highest reduction , 30 percent, would require at 
least 15 points from four different categories. one of which must be a parking or financial incentive measure 

Figure 2 - Potentiat TOM measures and proposed point values 

Potential TOM Measures Summary of TDM Measure 
EligIble for Parking 
Reductions 

Parking 

Pricing parking 

Financial Incentives 

Subsidized Transit 

Parking Cash..out 

Commuter benefit programs 

Free HOV/Carpool Parking 

Automobile Trip Consolidation 

I CarpoolNanpool Programs 

MOBILITY PROGRAMS - DSP ZONE AMENDMENTS 

DOWNTOWN SPECIFIC PLAN AREA 

Pricing parking for commuters 

Provide free or highty reduced 
transit passes. 

Employees who do no! drive to 
woli; are offered a cash value 
equal 10 pali;ing subsidies. 

Use tax-free doltars to pay for 
commuling expenses. 

Free parking for HOV or 
carpools. 

I Shared use 01 private vehicle 

Proposed PoInt Values 

6 

5 

5 

4 

, 

[, 
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or rented/purchased vans_ 

Rideshare Matching Services Help commuters flrKltravel 3 
partners and share costs. 

Guaranteed Ride Home Provide occasional subsidized 3 
rides 10 commuters to help deal 
with unexpected condilions. 

Shuttle services Shuttle service to/from location , 
and public transit facilities . 

Scheduling 

Telecommute Use of telecommunications to 2 
substitute for physical travel. 

Flextime Employees are allowed some 2 
flexibility in their daily wor!<. 
schedules. 

Compressed work week Employees work fewer but 1 
longer days. 

Staggered shifts Shifts are staggered to reduce 1 
the number of employees 
arriving and teaving at one 
Ilme. 

Promotion 

Marketing/Outreach 1 

Determining consumer 
needsJpreferences. creating 
appropriate products. and 
promoting use. 

Travel Training PrOVide individualized 2 
traming/materials on tranSit, 
lidesharing. car sharing. and 
bicycie systems. 

Transportation Coordinator Professionals who implement 3 
and monitor TOM programs. 

Multi -modal Infrastructure 

Car sharing Provide access and/or reduced , 
fees lor car sharing facilities. 

Bike sharmg Provide access and/or reduced 3 
fees for bike sharing facilities. 

On-site amenities Includes showersflockers. 2 
secure bicycle par!<.ing. child 
care services, etc. 

Figure 3 - Proposed range of parking redu ctions and point thresholds 

% Reduction Point Thresholds Annual Mo nitoring TMA Membership 

Tier 1 10% reduction {>9 Required Required 

Tier 2 20% reduction 10-14 (from 3 Required Required 
categories) 

Tier 3 30% reduction 15+ (from 4 categories. Required Required 
including at least 1 
par!<.ing or financial 
incentive) 

Finally , under the proposed changes to the TOM ordinance, each development wishing to obtain a parking 
reduction by implementing a TOM program would also be subject to a number of additional requirements to 
ensure the effectiveness of the TOM program. These conditions include: 
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Annual Reporting: TOM programs are only as effective as their ongoing management. As a result, the 
proposed changes to the ordinance require that each development monitor its TOM program annually to not 
only ensure compliance among businesses and tenants , but also document effectiveness. Each 
development will be required to conduct an annual survey of its TOM programs and participants. This survey 
information would then be used to produce an annual citywide report which would document the mode share 
shifts and TOM participation. 

TMA Membership: Each development granted a parking reduction via a TOM program will be required to join 
a Transportation Management Association (TMA). Mandatory membership would increase the effectiveness 
of TMAs and generate additional revenue for citywide mobility programs. 

Leasing Requirement: Any development that obtains a parking reduction via a TOM program would need to 
include in the tenant lease a requirement for mandatory implementation of the approved TOM measures. 
This requirement would help to ensure that approved TOM measures are being implemented by all tenants 
of any new development, and that the parking reductions are justified. This requirement would run with the 
lease and not with the tenant. For residential projects, the TOM measures would be a part of the HOA 
agreement and could not be changed. 

Require all new development to become members of a Glendale TMA. 

In addition to requiring TMA membership for any new development with a TOM program. the proposed code 
modifications also require all new development, of a certain size, to become dues paying members of a 
TMA. 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 within 
Glendale's downtown specific plan area. New commercial properties of at least 25,000 square feet would be 
required to join Ihe TMA serving their location. Additionally, all new residential development, with 100 or 
more units if 100% residential ; 50 or more units if mixed use project in a single development, would also be 
required to join a TMA. Finally, this requirement would apply not to the tenant but to the development itself. 

Eliminate need for parking exceptions in the OSP 

The City of Glendale currently offers two methods by which a reduction in parking requirements can be 
obtained. First, owners or developers can apply for an administrative exception to the parking code , which 
are limited in scope (three spaces or 5 percent, whichever is greater). Second, there is a discretionary 
process by which the City Council can reduce parking requirements under certain conditions - mixed use 
projects , new construction near exiting parking , adjacent to transit , projects in redevelopment areas, and 
disabilities upgrade. Currently, many developers request exceptions for their projects through one of these 
two methods. 

Unfortunately, this process has a number of significant drawbacks. First. it creates a large administrative 
burden on the City, as both staff and Council must process and evaluate each request individually. Second, 
the City essentially gives the reduction away for "free" and gets little in return. Many of these exceptions rely 
on publicly available parking to meet their parking demand, and as public parking spaces are a limited 
(though currently very plentiful) commodity. Finally, the discretionary process for granting reductions 
ultimately undermines the effectiveness of any larger parking management strategy. 

The proposed changes to the parking code would reduce the use of administrative exceptions and 
discretionary review of parking requirements . By implementing the revisions to the parking minimums and 
providing a well~efined menu of reduction strategies, there would no longer be a need for a developer to go 
to City Council for an exception. The proposed changes 10 the parking code provided clear and defined path 
by which new developments can meet or reduce their parking requirements. The proposed modifications 
would reduce administrative burden and ensure that parking reductions are consistent with , and supportive 
of, larger parking management goals. For example, 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. The proposed changes 
to the parking code would also raise money for the City to spend on additional transportation projects or 
mobility programs. 
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Adoption of a bicycle parking ordinance 

In recent years many cities have adopted bicycle parking requirements for new development. These 
ordinances are designed to encourage the use of non-motorized travel modes, ensure that bicyclists have 
adequate infrastructure, and reduce the need for vehicle parking. The City of Glendale currently has limited 
requirements for bicycle parking in nonresidential developments. The proposed code changes create a more 
comprehensive ordinance that applies to all land uses within the DSP. It should be noted that while bicycle 
parking is available as a potential TDM reduction measure, a statutory bicycle parking ordinance is preferred, 
as it would formalize the provision of bicycle parking. a crucial piece of non-motorized infrastructure in all 
new City developments. 

Bicycle parking ordinances are similar to existing parking requirements in that they set general provisions for 
applicability , detail facility design standards, and detail the minimum number of bicycle parking spaces by 
land use. For example, 1 space for every 20 dwelling units in a multi-family residential project or 1 space for 
every 10.000 square feet of office space. These minimum requirements would be tailored to respond to the 
demand and need for bicycle parking in downtown Glendale. 

Numerous cities have also leveraged their bicycle parking ordinances to offer vehicle parking reductions for 
bicycle parking that is supplied beyond the minimum. Revisions to the parking code allow bicycle parking to 
substitute for up to 10 percent of required parking. Existing parking spaces in Glendale would also be 
allowed to be converted to take advantage of this provision. For example, for every five non-required bicycle 
parking spaces that provide short (standard bicycle racks) or long-term (secure bicycle parking , such as a 
bicycle locker) bicycle parking, the motor vehicle parking requirement is reduced by one space 
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12. Environmental Factors Potentially Affected: 

The following section provides an evaluation of the impact categories and questions contained in the 
checklist and identifies mitigation measures, if applicable. 

A. AESTHETICS 

Less Than 
Potentially Significant Ll:I'Ss Than No 

Would the project: Significant Impact With Significant 
Impact Impact Mitigation Impact 

Inco rporated 

1. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? X 
2. Subslanl ially damage scenic resources. including. 

bul nol limited to, trees, rock oulcroppings, and X 
hisloric buildings within a slale scenic highway? 

3. Subslantial ly degrade the exis\lng visual character X or qualily of the sile and its surroundings? 

•• Create a new source of substanliallight or glare 
which would adversely affect day or nighttime views X 
in the area? 

Comments to Sections A(1), (2), (3), and (4): 

The proposed project includes amendments to Title 30 of the Glendale Municipal Code relating to 
parking standards within the Downtown Specific Plan (DSP). These amendments include lowering 
minimum parking requirements for commercial and residential uses, raising the parking exemption 
for businesses and opportunities to further reduce parking requirements through implementing 
Transportation Demand Management (TOM) programs within the DSP area. The proposed project 
also includes establishing an in-lieu fee and revisions to the existing TOM ordinance. 

The proposed amendments and additions to the parking code are not anticipated to have negative 
impacts on aesthetics as the following proposed ordinances do not propose any projects , programs 
or actions that could reasonably be expected to adversely affect scenic vistas , damage scenic 
resources , degrade the visual character of any sites or create substantial light or glare. 

Funds from the in-lieu fee would enable the City to spend revenues generated downtown on transit, 
streetscape and pedestrian improvements which may include enhanced lighting, street landscaping, 
crosswalks and signage. As a result. the proposed amendments and additions to the parking code 
would improve aesthetics within the DSP area. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required. 
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B, AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES 

In determining whe!her impacts to agricultural 
resources are significant environmental efffH;ts, lead 
agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land 
Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) 
prepared by /he California Department of 
Conservation as an optional mOdel to use in 
assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland, 

Less Than Would the project. In determining whe/her impacts to 
Potentially Significant Less Than forest resources, including timberland, are significant 
Significanl Impact With Significant 

No 
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to Impact 
informarion compiled by /he California Department of Impact Mitigation Impact 

ForestI}' and Fire Protection regarding the state's Incorporated 

inventory of forestland, including the Forest and 
Range Assessment Project and /he Forest Legacy 
Assessment project; and the forest carbon 
measurement methodology provided in the Forest 
Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources 
Board, Would the-'pro 'ect: 

1. Convert Prime Farmland , Unique Farmland , or 
Farmland of Slatewide Importance (Farmland), as 
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the X Farmland Mapping and Moniloring Program of the 
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural 
use? 

2. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a X Williamson Act contract? 

3. Conflict with existing zoning for , or cause rezoning 
of, forest land (as defined in PubliC Resources Code X section 12220{g)} or timberland (as defined In Public 
Resources Code section 4S26)? 

• Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of X forest land to non-forest use? 

5. Involve other changes in the eXisting environment 
which, due to their location or nalure, could resull in X conversion Of Farmland , 10 non-agricultural use or 
conversion of foreSlland to non-forest use? 

Comments to Sections B(1), (2), (3), (4) and (5): 

There is no prime farmland, unique farmland, or farmland of statewide importance within or adjacent 
to the DSP and no agricultural activities take place within the DSP, No portion of the project area is 
proposed to include agricultural zoning designations or uses, nor do any such uses exist within the 
city under the current General Plan and zoning , There are no Williamson Act contracts in effect for 
the DSP or surrounding vicinity, No conflicts with existing zoning for agricultural use or Williamson 
Act contract would result. There is no existing zoning of forest land or timberland in the DSP or the 
City of Glendale. No forest land could be converted to non-forest use under the proposed project. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required. 
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c. AIR QUALITY 

Where available, the significance criteria established Less Than 

by the applicable air quality management or sir Potentially Significant Less Than 
No 

pollution control district may be relied upon to make Significant Impact With Significant 
Impact 

the following determinations, Would the project: Impact Mitigation Impact 
Incorporated 

1 Conflict with or obslruc1 implementation of the X applicable air quality plan? , Violate any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially 10 an existing or projec1ed air quality X 
violation? 

3. Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of 
any criteria pollutant for wtlich the project region is 
non,altainment under an applicable federal or stale X ambient air quality standard (including releasing 
emissions wtlich exceed Quantitative thresholds for 
ozone precursors)? 

4 . Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant X concentrations? 

5. Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial X number of people? 

Comments to Sections C(1), (2), (3), (4), (5) and (6): 

The proposed project includes amendments to Title 30 of the Glendale Municipal Code relating to 
parking standards within the DSP. These amendments include lowering minimum parking 
requirements for commercial and residential uses, raising the parking exemption for businesses and 
opportunities to further reduce parking requirements through implementing TOM programs within the 
OSP area. The proposed project also includes establishing an in-lieu fee and revisions to the existing 
TOM ordinance. The proposed amendments and additions to the City's parking ordinance are not 
anticipated to have a negative impact on air quality rather they would result in positive impacts as 
they promote reducing automobile use. 

Strengthening the existing TOM ordinance will establish policies to control travel behavior through 
the use of incentives, services and programs such as carpooling , vanpooling , cycling , reduced transit 
passes, changes in work schedule to offer an alternative to single-occupancy vehicular travel. As 
currenlly proposed, the proposed revisions to the TOM ordinance will require an new development in 
the OSP (commercial development great than 25,000 sq. ft; residential developments with 100 or 
more units if 100% residential; 50 or more units if mixed use project) to join the Glendale 
Transportation Management Association (TMA). Funds generated from TMA dues may be used for 
the aforementioned policies aimed at red ucing congestion. The ordinance includes requirements for 
companies in Transportation Management Organization to submit annual vehicle ridership surveys 
and to adhere to trip reduction requirements to a 1.5 average vehicle ridership (AVR): a ratio that 
calculates the total number of employees or residents to the average daily number of vehicles used. 
Under the proposed parking code changes al l new development in DSP would also be required to 
provide bicycle parking that would further reduce automobile usage. 

The goals outlined in revising the existing TOM ordinance are also consistent with the objectives 
outlined in Goal 4 of the City of Glendale Air Quality element in that it encourages and promotes the 
use of public transportation systems, expands existing public transportation systems to reach a 
greater number of potential users, increases carpooling opportunities . and develops incentives to 
business to reduce vehicle trips as well as sets up the funding and financing mechanisms to make 
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these programs possible . As a result. the proposed revisions to the existing TDM ordinance would 
improve air quality. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required . 

O. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Less Than 

Would the project: Potentially Significant Less Than No 
Significant Impact With Significant 

Impact Impact Mitigation Impact 
Incorporated 

, Have a SUOstantial adverse effect. either direCUy or 
through habitat modifications. on any species 
identified as a candidate. sensitive. or special 

X status species in local or regiona l plans, policies , 
or regulations, or by the California Department of 
Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wild life Service? 

2. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian 
habitat or other sensitive natural community 
identified in local or regional plans. policies. X 
regulations or by the Cal ifornia Department of Fish 
and Game or U,S, Fish and Wildli fe Service? 

3. Have a substanHal adverse effect on federally 
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of 
the Clean Water Act (including. but not limited to, 

X marSh. vernal pool. coastal . etc.) through direct 
removal, filling. hydrological interruption. or other 
means? 

4. Interfere substantially with the movement of any 
native reSident or migratory fish or wildlife species 
or with establiShed native resident or migratory X 
wild life corridors. or impede the use of native 
wildlife nursery sites? 

5. Conflici with any local policies or ordinances 
protecting biological resources , such as a tree X 
preservation policy Of ordinance? 

5. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan. Natural Community 

X Conservalion Plan. or other approved local, 
regional. or state habitat conservation plan? 

Comments to Sections D(1), (2), (3), (4), (5) and (6): 

The proposed project includes amendments to Tille 30 of the Glendale Municipal Code, relating to 
parking standards within the DSP, which is a developed urban area with few vacant parcels. These 
amendments include lowering minimum parking requirements for commercial and residential uses, 
raising the parking exemption for businesses and opportunities to further reduce parking 
requirements through implementing TDM programs within the DSP area. The proposed changes to 
the parking code also include establishing an in-lieu fee and revisions to the existing TOM ordinance. 

The proposed ordinances and revision to existing ordinances are not include any development 
projects, programs or actions that could reasonably be expected to result in negative impacts on 
biological resources. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required. 

MOBIUTY PROGRAMS - DSP ZONE AMENDMENTS 

DOWNTOWN SPECIFIC PLAN AREA 
PAGE 16 



FEBRUARY 2011 

E. CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Less Than 

Would the project: Potentially Significant Less Than No Significant Impact With Significant 
Impact Mitigation Impact 

Impact 

Incorporated 

1. Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource as defined in X 
CEQA Guidelines §IS064.S? 

2. Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource X 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15064 .S? 

3. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique X 
geologic feature? 

•• Disturb any human remains. including those 
X interred outside of formal cemeteries? 

Comments to Sections E(1), (2), (3) and (4): 

The proposed project includes amendments to TiUe 30 of the Glendale Municipal Code, relating to 
parking standards within the OSP. These amendments include lowering minimum parking 
requirements for commercial and residential uses, raising the parking exemption for businesses and 
opportunities to further reduce parking requirements through implementing TOM programs within the 
OSP area. The proposed changes to the parking code also include establishing an in-lieu fee and 
revisions to the existing TOM ordinance. 

The proposed ordinances and revision to existing ordinances are not proposing any development 
projects, programs or actions that could reasonably be expected to cause a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of a historical or archaeological resource, destroy a unique paleontological 
or geologic resource or disturb any human remains. Rather, the proposed code change that would 
allow a change in use in commercial structures under 5,000 square feet to not provide additional 
parking acts as an incentive to maintain existing potentially historic structures. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required, 

F. GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

Would the project: 

1. Expose people or structures to potential 
substantial adverse eNects, including the risk of 
loss. injury, or death involving: 

;1 Rupture of a known earthquake fault , as 
d~inealed on the most recent Alquist· 
Prioto Earthquake Fault Zoning Map 
issued by the State Geologist for the area 
or based on other substantial evidence of 
a known fault? Refer to DiVIsion of Mines 
and Geology Special PUblication 42. 
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Less Than 

Would the proj ect; Potentially Significant Less Than No 
Significant Impact With Significant 

Impact 
Impact Mitigat ion Impact 

Incorporated 

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? X 
iii) Seismic-related ground failure , including 

X liquefaction? 

iv) Landslides? X 
2. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of 

X topsoil? 

J . Be located on a geologic unit or soil tha t is 
unstable. or that would become unstable as a 
resul1 of the project. and potentially result in on- X 
or off-site landslide, lateral spreading , 
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? 

4 . Be located on expansive soil. as defined in 
Table 18-1-B of the California Building Code 

X (2001). creating substantial risks to life or 
property? 

5. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting 
the use of septic tanks or alternative waste 

X water disposal systems where sewers are not 
available for the disposal of waste water? 

Comments to Sections F(1)(i)(ii)(iii)(iv), (2), (3), (4) and (5): 

The proposed project includes amendments to Title 30 of the Glendale Municipal Code. relating to 
parking standards within the DSP. These amendments include lowering minimum parking 
requirements for commercial and residential uses, raising the parking exemption for businesses and 
opportunities to further reduce parking requirements through implementing TOM programs within the 
OSP area. The proposed changes to the parking code also include establishing an in-lieu fee and 
revisions to the existing TOM ordinance. 

Since no building construction or development projects will occur, implementation of the proposed 
amendments and additions to the parking code would not have negative impacts related to soils and 
geological conditions. 

G, GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

Would the project: 

1. Generate greenhouse gas emiSSions. either 
direclly or indireclly. lhal may have a significant 
impact on the environment? 

2. Conflict with any applicable plan, policy or 
regu lation of an agency adopted for the purpose 
of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases? 
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1) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant 
impact on the environment? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions are said to result in an increase 
in the earth's average surface temperature commonly referred to as global warming. This rise in 
global temperature is associated with long-term changes in precipitation, temperature, wind pattems, 
and other elements of the earth's climate system, known as climate change. These changes are now 
broadly attributed to GHG emissions, particularly those emissions that result from the human 
production and use of fossil fuels. 

Climate changes resulting from GHG emissions could produce an array of adverse environmental 
impacts including water supply shortages, severe drought, increased flooding. sea level rise, air 
pollution from increased formation of ground level ozone and particulate matter, ecosystem changes, 
increased wildfire risk, agricultural impacts, ocean and terrestrial species impacts, among other 
adverse effects . 

In 2006, the State passed the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, commonly referred to as AB 
32, which set the greenhouse gas emissions reduction goal for the State of California into law. The 
law requires thaI by 2020, State emissions must be reduced to 1990 levels by reducing greenhouse 
gas emissions from significant sources via regulation, market mechanisms, and other actions. 

Senate Bill 375 (SB 375), passed in 2008, links transportation and land use planning with global 
warming . It required the California Air Resources Board (ARB) to set regional targets for the purpose 
of reducing greenhouse gas emissions from passenger vehicles. Under this law, if regions develop 
integrated land use, housing and transportation plans that meet SB 375 targets, new projects in 
these regions can be relieved of certain review requirements under CEQA. Development of regional 
targets is underway and the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) is in the 
process of preparing the region's Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) which will likely be a new 
element of the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). The strategy will identify how regional 
greenhouse gas reduction targets, as established by the ARB, will be achieved through land use 
development patterns, transportation infrastructure investments, and/or transportation measures or 
policies that are determined to be feasible. 

The proposed project includes amendments to Title 30 of the Glendale Municipal Code, relating to 
parking standards within the DSP. These amendments include lowering minimum parking 
requirements for commercial and residential uses, raising the parking exemption for businesses and 
opportunities to further reduce parking requirements through implementing TDM programs within the 
DS? area. The proposed changes to the parking code also include establishing an in-lieu fee and 
revisions to the existing TOM ordinance. 

As indicated in the air quality discussion above, revisions to the existing TDM ordinance will establish 
policies to control travel behavior through the use of incentives, services and programs such as 
carpooling, vanpooiing, cycling, reduced transit passes, changes in work schedule to offer an 
alternative to single-occupancy vehicular travel. In addition. the proposed parking code changes 
would also require all new development in DSP to provide bicycle parking thai would further reduce 
automobile usage. 

The proposed amendments and additions to the parking ordinance are consistent with the plans and 
policies to reduce GHG emissions since they encourage the use of non-motorized travel modes, 
ensure that bicyclists have adequate infrastructure, and reduce the need for vehicle parking. 
Therefore , it is determined that the project would result in less than significant impacts associated 
with GHG emissions. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required. 
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2) Conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation of an agency adopted for the purpose 
of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases? 

Less Than Significant Impact. In an effort to implement State mandates under AB32 and 8B375 
that address climate change in local land use planning, local land use jurisdictions are generally 
preparing GHG emission inventories and reduction plans and incorporating climate change policies 
into local General Plans to ensure development is guided by a land use plan that reduces GHG 
emissions. The City of Glendale is currently in the process of preparing GHG emission inventories 
and will begin updating its General Plan in the coming years to incorporate associated climate 
change policies. These policies will provide direction for individual development projects to reduce 
GHG emissions and help the City meet its GHG emission reduction targets. 

Until local plans are developed to address greenhouse gas emissions , such as a local Sustainable 
Communities Strategy and updated General Plan Policies , the project is evaluated to determine 
whether it would impede the implementation of AB 32 GHG reduction targets. For the reasons 
discussed in the Response G (1) above, the project would not impede the implementation of AB 32 
reduction targets. Therefore . the project would not conflict with an applicable plan, policy or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required. 

H. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

Would the project: 

1 Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environmentlhrough the routine transport . use. or 
disposal of hazardous materials? 

2. Create a significant hazard to the publ ic or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset 
and accident conditions involving the release of 
hazardous materials into the environment? 

3. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or 
aculely hazardous malerials. SUbstances. or waste 
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed 
school? 

4 . Be located on a site which is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Govemment Code Section 65962.5 and. as a 
result . would it create a significant hazard to the 
publiC or the environment? 

5. For a project located within an airpon land use plan 
or. where such a plan has not been adopted. withtn 
two miles of a public airport or public use airport. 
would the project result In a safety hazard for 
people residing or worl<ing in the project site? 

6. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip. 
woutd the project resu~ in a safety hazard lor 
people residing or working in the project site? 

7. Impair implementation of or physically interfere 
with an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan? 
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Less Than 

Would the project: 
Potentially Significant Less Than No 
Significant Impact With Significant Impact Impact Mitigat ion Impact 

Incorpora ted 

8. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of 
loss. injury or death involving wildland fires. 
including where wildlands are adjacent to X 
urbanized areas or v.tlere residences are 
intermixed with wildlands? 

Comments to Sections H(1), (2), (3), (4), (5), (6), (7) and (8): 

The proposed project includes amendments to Title 30 of the Glendale Municipal Code relating to 
parking standards within the OSP. These amendments include lowering minimum parking 
requirements for commercial and residential uses, raising the parking exemption for businesses and 
opportunities to further reduce parking requirements through implementing TOM programs within the 
OSP area. The proposed project also includes establishing an in-lieu fee and revisions to the existing 
TOM ordinance. 

The proposed amendments and additions to the parking code are not anticipated to have negative 
impacts on hazards and hazardous materials as the following proposed ordinances do not propose 
any development projects. programs or actions. 

In addition. improvements to pedestrian and transit facilities through funds generated through the 
proposed in-lieu fee and allocated through TOM programs are expected to contribute to further 
pedestrian safety. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required . 

I. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

Would the project: 

1. Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements? 

2. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially wilh groundwaler recharge 
such thai there would be a net deficit in aquifer 
volume or a lowering of the local gr(}lJoowater 
table level (e.g .. the production rale ot pre--existing 
nearby wells would drop 10 a level which would 
not support existing land uses or planned uses for 
whict1 pennits have been granted)? 

3. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of 
the site or area. including through the alteration of 
the course 01 stream or river , in a manner which 
would resu lt in substantial erosion or siltation on-
or off-site? 
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Less Than 

Would the project: 
Potentially Significant Less Than No 
Significant Impact With Significant 

Impact 
Impact Mitigation Impact 

Incorporated 

, Substantially aller the existing drainage pattern of 
the site or area, including through the alteration of 
the course of a stream or river. or substantially X increase the rale or amount of surface runoff in a 
manner which would result in flooding on- or off-
site? 

5. Create or contribute runoff water which would 
exceed the capacity of existing or planned X stormwater drainage systems or provide 
substantial additional sources of potluted runoff? 

5. Olherwijse substantially degrade water qualfly? X 
7. PI<lce housing within <I tOO-year flood hazard area 

as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary X or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood 
hazard delineation map? 

8. Place within a t DO-year flood hazard area 
structures which would impede or redirect flood X 
flows? 

9. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of 
loss. injury or death involving flooding, including X flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or 
dam? 

10. Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? X 

Comments to Sections 1(1), (2), (3), (4), (5), (6), {7J, (8), (9) and (10): 

The proposed project includes amendments to Title 30 of the Glendale Municipal Code, relating to 
parking standards within the DSP. These amendments include lowering minimum parking 
requirements for commercial and residential uses, raising the parking exemption for businesses and 
opportunities to further reduce parking requirements through implementing TOM programs within the 
OSP area. The proposed changes to the parking code also include establishing an in-lieu fee and 
revisions to the existing TOM ordinance. 

The proposed amendments and additions to the parking code are not anticipated to have negative 
impacts on hydrology and water quality as the following proposed ordinances do not include new 
development. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required . 
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J, LAND USE AND PLANNING 

Less Than 

Would the project: 
Potentially Significant Less Than No Significant ImpactWilh Significant Impact Impact Mitigation Impact 

Incorporated 

1 Physically divide an establ ished community? X 
2. Connict with any applicable land use plan, pollcy, 

or regulation 01 an agency with jurisdiction over the 
project (including, but not limited to the general X plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or 
zoning ordinance) adopted lor the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect? 

3. Connict with any applicable habitat conservation X plan or natural community conservation plan? 

Comments to Sections J(1), (2) and (3): 

The proposed project includes amendments to Title 30 of the Glendale Municipal Code, relating to 
parking standards within the OSP. These amendments include lowering minimum parking 
requirements for commercial and residential uses, raising the parking exemption for businesses and 
opportunities to further reduce parking requirements through implementing TOM programs within the 
OSP area. The proposed changes to the parking code also include establishing an in-lieu fee and 
revisions to the existing TOM ordinance. 

The proposed amendments and additions to the parking code are not anticipated to have a negative 
impacts related to land use and planning as it does not propose any projects, programs or actions 
that could reasonably be expected to physically divide an established community, conflict with 
applicable land use plans , policies or regulations, or conflict with any habitat conservation plan or 
natural community conservation plan. 

Establishment of an in-lieu fee and revisions to the existing TOM ordinance are immediate term 
action items set by the implementation plan in the Downtown Mobility Study. Not only will the 
establishment of an in-lieu fee and revisions to the existing TOM ordinance help to avoid or minimize 
significantly increased congestion, the growth envisioned by the DSP will create an ideal 
environment to implement a coordinated multi-modal transportation system with higher use of 
alternative modes. In addition , implementation of the ordinances mentioned above are expected to 
improve the functioning of the existing land uses, by improving the existing transit and transportation 
demand management programs, as well as establishing a parking management system. 

Note: Conflicts with the General Plan or other applicable land use plans do not inherently result in a 
significant effect on the environment within the context of CEQA. As stated in Section 15358(b) of 
the State CEQA Guidelines, "effects analyzed under CEQA must be related to a physical change ." 
Section 15125(d) of the Guidelines states that EIRs shall discuss any inconsistencies between the 
proposed project and applicable General Plans in the · Setting" section of the document (not under 
impacts). Further, Appendix G of the Guidelines (Environmental Checklist Form) makes explicit the 
focus on environmental policies and plans, asking if the project would 'conflict with any applicable 
land use plan , policy , or regulation ... adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect" (emphasis added ). Even a response in the affirmative , however, does not 
necessarily indicate the project would have a significant effect, unless a physica l change would 
occur. To the extent that physical impacts may result from such confl icts , such physical impacts are 
analyzed elsewhere in this document. The General Plan contains many policies, which may in some 
cases address different goals , and thus some policies may compete with each other. The City's 
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approving bodies , in deciding whether to approve the proposed project, must decide whether, on 
balance, the project is consistent (i.e., in general harmony) with the General Plan. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required. 

K. MINERAL RESOURCES 

Less Than 

Would the project: Potentially Significant Less Than No 
Significant Impact Wi th Significant Impact Impact Mitigation Impact 

Incorporated 

1. Result in the loss of availability of a known 
mineral resource that would be of value to the X 
region and the residents of the stale? 

2. Result in the loss of availability of a locally· 
important minera l resource recovery site X delinealed on a local general plan. specific plan or 
other land use plan? 

Comments to Sections K(1) and (2): 

The DSP and surrounding area are characterized by features typical of the urban landscape and 
include commercial, industrial , and residential uses. The State Geologist has mapped the Glendale 
area for aggregate resources. According to Map 4-28 of the City of Glendale General Plan Open 
Space and Conservation Element, the project site is located within a Mineral Resource Zone-1 
(MRZ-1). MRZ-1 is defined as an area where adequate information indicates that no significant 
mineral deposits are present or where it is judged that little likelihood exists for their presence. As a 
result, no impact would occur. 

L. NOISE 

Would the project: 

1 Exposure of persons to or generation of noise 
levels in excess of standards established In the 
local general plan or noise ordinance. or applicable 
slandards of olher agencies? 

2. Exposure of persons 10 or generation of excessive 
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? 

3. A substantial permanenl increase in ambienl noise 
levels in the projec1 vicinily above levels existing 
without the project? 

4. A substanllallemporary or periodic increase in 
ambienl noise levels in the project vicinity above 
levels exisling without Ihe project? 

5. For a project localed within an airport land use plan 
or. where such a plan has not been adopled . wilhin 
two miles of a public airport or public use airport. 
would the project expose people residing or working 
in the project sile 10 excessive noise levels? 
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Less Than 

Would the proj&r;t: 
Potentially Significant Less Than No 
Significant Impact With Significant Impact Impact Mit igation tmpact 

Incorporated 

6. For a project wilhin the vicinity of a private airstrip, 
would the project expose people residing or working X 
in the project site to excessive noise levels? 

Comments to Sections L(1), (2), (3), (4), (5) and (6): 

The proposed project includes amendments to Title 30 of the Glendale Municipal Code, relating to 
parking standards within the OSP. These amendments include lowering minimum parking 
requ irements for commercial and residential uses, raising the parking exemption for businesses and 
opportunities to further reduce parking requirements through implementing TOM programs within the 
OSP area. The proposed changes to the parking code also include establishing an in-lieu fee and 
revisions to the existing TOM ordinance. 

The proposed amendments and additions to the parking code can potentially reduce auto 
dependency and increase walking and transit use. To the extent that the programs recommended by 
the study accomplish that goal it will reduce potential noise that would otherwise be generated by 
automobiles . Therefore , the proposed modifications to the parking code will not expose individuals to 
additional noise. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required. 

M. POPULATtON AND HOUSING 

Less Than 

Would the p roject : 
Potentially Significant Less Than No Significant Impact With Significant Impact 

Impact Mit igation Impact 
Incorporated 

1. Induce substantial population growth in an area. 
either direcUy (for example. by proposing new 
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example. X 
through extension of roads or other 
infrastructure)? 

2. Displace substantial numbers of existing housing , 
necessilating the construction of replacement X 
housing elsewhere? 

3. Displace substantial numbers of people. 
necessitating the construction of reptacement X 
housing elsewhere? 

Comments to Sections M(1), (2) and (3): 

The proposed project includes amendments to Title 30 of the Glendale Municipal Code, relating to 
parking standards within the OSP. These amendments include lowering minimum parking 
requirements for commercial and residential uses, raising the parking exemption for businesses and 
opportunities to further reduce parking requirements through implementing TOM programs within the 
DSP area. The proposed changes to the parking code also include establishing an in-lieu fee and 
revisions to the existing TOM ordinance. 
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The proposed amendments and additions to the parking code do not propose any development 
projects , programs or actions thaI could reasonably be expected to induce substantial population 
growth in the area, or to displace substantial numbers of people or existing housing units. The 
proposed code modifications could result in development of new projects that include residential 
uses; however, no increase in allowable density is proposed as part of the project. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required. 

N. PUBLIC SERVICES 

Less Than 

Would the project: 
Potentially Significant Less Than 

No 
Significant Impact With Significant 

Impact 
Impact Mitigation Impact 

Incorporated 

1. Would the project result in substan~al adverse 
physical impacts associated with the provision of 
new or physically altered governmental facilities , 
need for new or physically altered governmental 
facilities . the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental impacts. in order to 
maintain acceptable service ratios. response 
times or other performance objectives for any of 
the public services: 

, ) Fire protection? X 
b) Police protection? X 
0) Schools? X 
d) Parks? X 
,) Other public facilities? X 

Comments to Sections N(1)(a),(b), (c), (d) and (e): 

The proposed project includes amendments to Title 30 of the Glendale Municipal Code. relating to 
parking standards within the O$P. These amendments include lowering minimum parking 
requirements for commercial and residential uses, raising the parking exemption for businesses and 
opportunities to further reduce parking requirements through implementing TOM programs within the 
OSP area. The proposed changes to the parking code also include establishing an in-lieu fee and 
revisions to the existing TDM ordinance. 

The proposed amendments and additions to the parking code do not propose any development 
projects, programs or actions that could reasonably be expected to result in substantia l physical 
impacts associated with the provision or expansion of public facilities related to fire protection , police 
protection, schools. parks or other public services. 

The aforementioned ordinances will likely improve public services . Funds generated from the 
proposed in-lieu fee can be spent on improvements such as enhanced lighting. street landscaping, 
crosswalks. and signage. Implementation of a strengthened TDM ordinance will decrease the need 
for auto-related infrastructure improvements required for standard congestion relief practices which 
typically include widening roads and building additional parking. As a result. the proposed parking 
code changes are not expected to result in substantial adverse physical impacts or impacts to any 
public service performance objectives. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required. 
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O. RECREATION 

less Than 

Would the project: Potentially Significant Less Than No Significant Impact With Significant 
Impact Impact Mitigation Impact 

Incorporated 

1. Would the project increase the use of exisling 
neighborhood and regional parks or other 
recreational facilities such thaI subSlantial X 
physical deterioration 01 the facility would occur or 
be accelerated? 

2. Does the project InClude recreational facilities or 
require the construction or expansion of X recreational facilities which mighl have an 
adverse physical effect on the environment? 

Comments to Sections 0(1) and (2): 

The proposed project includes amendments to Title 30 of the Glendale Municipal Code, relating to 
parking standards within the DSP. These amendments include lowering minimum parking 
requirements for commercial and residential uses, raising the parking exemption for businesses and 
opportunities to further reduce parking requirements through implementing TOM programs within the 
OSP area. The proposed changes to the parking code also include establishing an in-lieu fee and 
revisions to the existing TDM ordinance. 

The proposed amendments and additions to the parking code are not anticipated to have a negative 
impact related to recreation since no development projects, programs or actions are proposed that 
could reasonably be expected to substantially increase the use of neighborhood or regional 
recreational facilities, or to require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required . 

P. TRANSPORT A TIONrTRAFFIC 

Would the project: 

1. Exceed the capacity of the exist ing Circulation 
system. based on an applicable measure of 
effectiveness (as designated in a general plan 
policy. ordinance. etc.). taking into account ali 
relevant components of the circulation system. 
including but not limited to intersections. streets. 
highways and freeways. pedestrian and bicycle 
paths, and mass transit? 

2. Conflict with an applicable congestion management 
program including, but nollimited to level of service 
standards and travel demand measures. or other 
standards established by the county congestIOn 
management agency for designated roads or 
highways? 

3. Result in a change In air traffic pallerns. including 
either an Increase in traffiC levels or a change in 
10caUon that results in substantial safety risks? 

MOBILITY PROGRAMS - DSP ZONE AMENDMENTS 

DOv-lNTO'NN SPECIFIC PLAN AREA 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant Less Than No Impact With Significant 

Impact MItigation Impact 
Incorporated 

X 

X 

X 

PAGE 27 



FEBRUARY 2 01 1 

Less Than 

Would the project: 
Potentially Significant Less Than No Significant Impact With Significant 

Impact Mitigation Impact Impact 

Incorporated 

4. Substantially increase hazards due to a design 
feature (e.g .. sharp curves or dangerous 

X intersections) or incompatibte uses (e.g .. farm 
equipment)? 

5. Result in Inadequate emergency access? X 
6. Conflict wfth adopted poticles. plans. or programs 

supporting alternative transportation (e.g .. bus X 
turnouts. bicycle racks)? 

Comments to Sections P(1), (2), (3), (4), (5), (6) and (7): 

The proposed project includes amendments to Title 30 of the Glendale Municipal Code, relating to 
parking standards within the DSP. These amendments include lowering minimum parking 
requirements for commercial and residential uses, raising the parking exemption for businesses and 
opportunities to further reduce parking requirements through implementing TDM programs within the 
DSP area. The proposed changes to the parking code also include establishing an in~lieu fee and 
revisions to the existing TDM ordinance. 

The proposed amendments and additions to the parking code are not anticipated to have an impact 
on traffic or transportation as it does not propose any development projects, programs or actions that 
could reasonably be expected to cause a substantial increase in traffic, exceed traffiC level-of-service 
standards, result in a change in air traffic patterns, substantially increase traffic-related hazards, 
result in inadequate emergency access. or interiere with alternative-transportation modes. 

The proposed in-lieu fee and revisions to the existing TDM ordinance are components of a larger 
immediate-term policy set in the Downtown Mobility Study to execute a parking management 
program in the Downtown Specific Plan Zone. The goal is to maximize the efficiency of available 
parking and use of existing and future parking inventory. Applicants or existing change-of-use 
tenants wishing to use the in-lieu fee option to forego City parking requirements can satisfy 
environmental review of their project in regards to parking impacts by paying the in-lieu fee . Money 
from the in-lieu fee can then be used for a variety of transportation demand management, transit, 
pedestrian and streetscape improvements. All of the aforementioned ordinances are aimed at 
reducing the demand for parking. 

The intent of revising the existing TDM ordinance is to decrease the amount of single occupancy 
vehicular traffic by encouraging alternative modes of transportation, such as carpooling, vanpooling , 
cycling , walking and incentives to reduce demand such as reduced transit passes and changes in 
work schedule. As currently proposed, revisions to the TDM ordinance will requi re all new 
development in the DSP (commercial development great than 25.000 sq . ft; residential 
developments with 100 or more units if 100% residential; 50 or more units if mixed use project) to 
join the Glendale TMA. Funds generated from TMA dues may be used for the aforementioned 
policies aimed at reducing congestion. The proposed revisions to the TDM ordinance include trip 
reduction goals. In addition. the City will define periormance standards, monitor and implement TDM 
programs. This includes requiring member companies of a Glendale TMA to submit annual vehicle 
ridership surveys and the establishment of a yearly implementation schedule for TDM programs and 
annual reporting . The implementation of a revised and strengthened TDM ordinance would result in 
a reduction of volume of traffic. an increase in level-of-service , and lower demand for parking. 

Increasing the exemption for parking requirements for a change in use for commercial spaces within 
the DSP area from 2,000 to 5,000 square feet and 1,000 square feet to 5,000 square feet for fast 
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food establishments in the DSP will not result in any significant parking impacts. Businesses less 
than 5,000 square feet within the DS? area are predominantly along the Mid-Brand Boulevard 
corridor which is composed of older structures built without any prescribed parking. Currently, any 
business undergoing a change-of-use may apply for a parking exception to forego providing required 
parking as stated in the Glendale Municipal Code Section 30.32.030. The proposed change its self 
would not result in significant impact since no physical change is currently proposed. No impacts are 
anticipated since no change to the review process for approving projects is proposed. 

Establishment of the proposed in-lieu fee to forego parking requirements will not have a significant 
effect on the availability of parking in the City of Glendale. A peak-hour parking analysis on 
weekdays and weekends was conducted from 2004 - 2006 within the Downtown Specific Plan Zone. 
Results of this analysis are shown in Chapter 5 of the Downtown Mobility Study on Pages 5-11 and 
5-12 and in the Downtown Mobility Study Appendix 5-A on Page 5A-1. This research confirms that 
even in peak hour parking conditions capacity is no greater than 53% percent. At the time of the 
parking survey , parking was tightest in areas that offer the most convenient free parking while fee 
parking in adjacent public parking lots and structures are often empty. 

As part of the proposed modifications to the parking code , the City will develop a method to track in­
lieu fee and parking exemptions within the Downtown Specific Plan Zone. In addition , the City will 
conduct parking audits determined as needed by the Traffic and Transportation Division. The 
parking audits will be similar to those completed for the Downtown Mobility Study to verify that the 
parking supply is maintained at an adequate level within the Downtown Specific Plan Zone. Once 
the parking occupancy exceeds 85%, determined in Chapter 5 of the Downtown Mobility Study as 
the ideal parking capacity threshold, the City could use the funds to construct additional parking, 
create policies to implement shared-use parking programs with private parking lots within the City , or 
create additional policies that further limit the demand of parking. As per the proposed in-lieu fee 
ordinance, the City could limit additional in-lieu fee requests from developers or existing change-of­
use tenants in areas of the Downtown Specific Plan Zone where parking occupancy exceeds 85% 
until such policy direction is determined by the City. With these limits, no significant impacts on the 
availability of parking are anticipated. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required . 

Q. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

Would the project: 

1. Exceed wastewater trealment requirements of the 
applicable Regional Water Quality Contro1 Board? 

2. Require or result in the construclion of new waler or 
waslewaler treatment facilities or expansion of 
existing facililies . lhe construction of v.tlich could 
cause significant environmental effects? 

3. Require or result in the construction of new storm 
water drainage faal iHes or expansion of eXisting 
facilities . the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? 

4. Have sufficient waler supplies available to serve the 
project from existing entitlements and resources. or 
are new or expanded entitlemen1s needed? 
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less Than 

Would lIIe project: Potentially Significant less Than No Signi ficant Impact With Significant 
Impact Mitigation Impact 

Impact 

Incorpo rated 

5. Resu~ In a determination by the wastewater 
treatment provider which serves or may serve the 
project that it has adequate capacity to serve the X 
project's projected demand in addition to the 
provider's existing commitments? 

6. Be served by a tandfl lt with sufficient permit1ed 
capacity to accommodate the project's solid waste X 
disposal needs? 

7. Comply wilh federal. slate, and local statutes and X regulations related to solid waste? 

Comments to Sections Q(1), (2), (3), (4), (5), (6) and (7): 

The proposed project includes amendments to Title 30 of the Glendale Municipal Code, relating to 
parking standards within the DSP, These amendments include lowering minimum parking 
requirements for commercial and residential uses, raising the parking exemption for businesses and 
opportunities to further reduce parking requirements through implementing TDM programs within the 
DSP area, The proposed changes to the parking code also include establishing an in -lieu fee and 
revisions to the existing TDM ordinance, 

The proposed amendments and additions to the parking code are not anticipated to have a negative 
impact on utilities and service systems as it does not propose any development projects , programs 
or actions that could reasonably be expected to exceed wastewater treatment requirements, result in 
the construction or expansion of water, wastewater-treatment or stormwater-drainage facilities, result 
in insufficient water supplies or landfill capacity , or violate solid-waste related regulations. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required, 

R. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Would the project: 

1. Does the project have the potenliallo degrade the 
quality of the environment. substantially reduce the 
habitat of a fish or wildlife spedes, cause a fish Of 

wildlife population to drop below self- sustaining 
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal 
community, reduce the number Of restrict the range 
of a rare or endangered plan! or animal or eliminate 
important examples of the major periods of Cali fornia 
his!ory Of prehistory? 

2. Does the project have impacts that are individually 
limited, but cumulatively considerable? 
("Cumulatively considerable" means that the 
incremental effects of a project are considerab~ 
when viewed in connection with the effects of past 
projects, the effects of other current projects, and the 
effects of probable future projects)? 
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Less Than 

Would the project: Potentially SignifiCilnt less Than No Significant Impact With Significant Impact Impact Mitigation Impact 
Incorporated 

3. Does the project have environmental effects which 
will cause substantial adverse effects on human X 
beings. either directly or indirectly? 

Comments to Sections R(1), (2) and (3): 

The proposed changes to the parking code are not anticipated to degrade biological resources or the 
overall quality of the natural environment in Glendale, eliminate important historic or prehistoric 
resources , have environmental effects causing substantial adverse effects on humans, or have 
cumulatively considerable impacts. The changes to the parking code propose improvements and 
programs intended to reduce auto dependency and increase use of alternative modes, such as 
walking , transit, and bicycles. In addition , increasing parking exemptions from 2,000 to 5,000 square 
feel within the DSP area may have an additional benefit of preserving older buildings, many of which 
are smaller than 5,000 square feet , along the Mid-Brand Boulevard district. 

13. Earlier Analyses 

None 

14. Project References Used to Prepare Initial Study Checklist 

One or more of the following references were incorporated into the Initial Study by reference, and are 
available for review in the Planning division Office, 633 E. Broadway, Rm. 103, Glendale, CA 91206-
4386. Items used are referred to by number on the Initial Study Checklist. 

1 Glendale Downtown Mobility Study, November 2006. 

2. Glendale Downtown Specific Plan Parking Recommendations, Nelson/Nygaard, October 2010. 

3. The City of Glendale's Downtown Specific Plan, as amended. 

4. The City of Glendale's General Plan, as amended. 

5. The City of Glendale's Municipal Code, as amended. 

6. "Guidelines of the City of Glendale for the Implementation of the California Environmental 
Quality Act of 1970, as amended ," August 19. 2003, City of Glendale Planning Division. 

7. Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq and California Code of Regulations , Title 14 
Section 15000 et seq. 

8. ·CEQA Ai,. Quality Analysis Guidance Handbook,· updated October 2003, South Coast Air 
Quality Management District. 
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NelsDn I Nygaard 
consulting associates 

MEMORANDUM 
To: Mike Nilsson 

From: l inda Rhine and Bonnie Nelson 

Date: August 12, 2008 

Subject: In-lieu Parking Fee 

Introduction 

Exhibit 2 

785 Market Street, Suite 1300 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

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

An in-lieu parking fee gives developers the option to pay i:l fee in lieu of providing some port ion 
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 bui ld public park ing spaces, purchase private spaces for public 
use, or to support transportation demand management strategies andlor improve overall mobility 
in the downtown area. Several adaptive reuse redevelopment projects proposed for downtown 
Glendale wil l 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, andlor 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.' This is particularly useful (or 
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 dr iving to and parking at each site. This reduces vehicle 
traffic and increases foot traffic, creating a safer pedestrian environment. 

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



An in-lieu fee ordinance can be combined with other techniques for meeting parking 
requ irements including the use of shared park ing, 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 requi rements, change of use 
regulat ions, reduction of parking requirements and parking fund expenditures. Further details 
about these rules and regu lations are descr ibed 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 

Spaces per 
Land Use 1,000 Soft Notes 

4 per 1000 sqft of customer service area, 2.7 per 
Banks 4.0 1000 sqft office floor area 

Auto Service Stations 4.0 never less than 3 spaces 

Car Washes 1.4 never less than 10 spaces 

Gyms and Health Clubs 10.0 
Medical and Dental Offices (not adjacent to 
hosp ital) 5.0 

offices where primary use is treatment of no more 
Offices 2.7 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, Svnanonues, Temnles 28.6 where no fixed seats 

Private Schools IKindergarten·9th gradel 2.7 
Private Schools (lOth grade+ ) 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 
·Speclal Assumptions for Hotels/Motels 

Source: Glendale Municipal Code - Tille 3D, Zoning Code; Se<.1ion 30.32.030 
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Figure 2 Comparison of Building Square Feet to Parking Square Feet 
Required 

Glendale Minimum Commercial Parking Requiremenls 
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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, additi onal 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 restauran ts are requ ired 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 permitted in a histor ic 
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. 

2 Glendale Municipal Code _ Title 30, Zoning Code; Section 30.32.030 
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Change of use regulations are particularly pertinent to Brand Boulevard and other streets in 
downtown Glendale, where small commercial spaces turn 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!cornmercial outlets may be 
interested in developing in underuti lized parcels along Brand; however, with limited options for 
on-site parking, it is difficult to encourage developers to locate to Glendale's "Main 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 park ing requiremen t for a change of use 
project, they can apply for an administrative exception.) The applicant may ask for a maxi mum 
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 admi nistrative 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 object ives 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, wi th 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 appl icant to provide proof supporting the above statements. 

Reduction of Parking Requirements 

Beyond administrative exceptions, a discretionary process for reduction of park ing requirements 
does exist in Glendale.4 The fo llowi ng types of projects m ight qualify for a reduction: 

• Mixed use 

• New construction and use intensification near public parking 

• Uses adjacent to transit 

• Projects in redevelopment areas 

• Disabilities upgrade 

J Glendale Municipal Code - Title 30. Zoning Code: Section 30.44 - Admini strative Exceptions 
4 Glendale Municipal Code - Title 30. Zoning Code: Section 30.50 - Request for Parking Reduction Pennit 
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Applicants can request parking reductions (or other reasons as well. For projects within the DSP, 
req uests 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 2005, 72 parking requirement reduction requests were made in Glendale. In 
total, these properties ordinarily would have been required to provide 3,069 parking spaces. 
Reduction requests varied from 6% to 100% of required spaces. Overall, the properties proposed 
to provide 1,273 spaces, a reduction of 59% from the required number of spaces. 

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 wi l l be 
counted towards meeting the min imum park ing requirement. Paying the fee wi l l not require the 
applicant to conduct a parking demand study or go to City Council. 

Currently there is no in-lieu fee ordinance in place. However, shou ld 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 minimum parking 
requirements, it may be able to satisfy some portion of its parking requi rements off-site by 
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. 

5 Glendale Municipal Code _ Title 30, Zoning Code; Section 30.61 - Hearings and Public Notices 
(, Glendale Municipal Code - Title 30, Zoning Code: Section 30.51 - Parking Use Permit 
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Currently, there is no prescribed procedure for developers to lease parking spaces in public 
garages. However, the City has recently negot iated a park ing 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 park ing 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 sat isfy 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 
(or 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. 

Parki n g Fund Expend itures 

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 park ing 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 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 facilities 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 avai lable, 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 

i DPSS Parking Space Lease Agreement for Parking in the Glendale Marketplace and Exchaoge Parking Garages. lanuary 
17.2008 
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management strategies. Th is is discussed in more detail at the end of this memorandum and will 
be the subject of additional analys is. 

Peer Review 
Many cities have already implemented in-lieu fees. Figure 3 su mmarizes the per-space in- l ieu 
fees for twelve Cal ifornian cities in 2008. 

Figure 3 Summary of In-Lieu Fees in Californian Cities 

Year 
City Fee Amount Initiated Fee Adjustments Fee Revenue Expenditures 

Rodeo: $35,704.30 Adjusted annually Used to construct parking garages on city 
Beverly Beverly: $28,563.40 based on cost of owned lands and in partnership with priva te 
Hills Other C8D: $21.422.40 1940's living index development 

Held in a consolidated off·site parking fund 
program, spent on construction of public 

Adjusted on an as- parking resources and parking structures 
Davis $4,000 1970's needed basis downtown 
Hermosa Adjusted on an as-
Beach $28,900 1980's needed basis Used for construction of parking garages 
Huntington Adjusted annually Generally will be spent to provide parking in 
Beach $16,884.39 1995 based on CPJ downtown 
Laguna Adjusted on an as-
Beach $20,000 1960 needed basis 

Used to improve parking in the city's 
commercial district. Have been used to 

Adjusted annually enhance and modify the city's three municipal 
Millbrae $12,313 1987 based on CPt lots and for re·striping of the downtown area 

Transportation demand management; 
Adjusted annually operating funds for a free downtown shuttle 

Monterey $8,710 1960's based on CPI uthe Wave". 

Adjusted as needed 
Mountain based on cost of Used to construct parking garages in 
View $26,000 1988 construction downtown, provide shared parking facilities 

Adjusted annually 
based on 
construction cost Used for construction of public parking spaces 

Palo Alto $58.423 1995 index within the assessment district 
Adjusted annually 

Pasadena $146.53 per year 1987 based on CPI Used to build parking garages 
Spent on parking improvements induding 
property acquisition, parking structure 
construction, parking lot lease fees, parking lot 

Pismo Adjusted on an as· maintenance, implementing downtown paid 
Beach $36,000 2005 needed basis parking program 
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Year 
City Fee Amount Initiated Fee Adjustments Fee Revenue Expenditures 

~ 

New construction: Placed in the Parking Enterprise Fund, used for 
San luis $16,400 Adjusted annually operations, maintenance, and new 
Obispo Change of use: $4,100 1987 based on CPI construction of parkin!! facilities 

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-site spaces towards meeting their 
parking requirements. It should also be noted that although San ta 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 

City Fee Status Comments 

Development within 400 lineal feet of public parking lots can take credit for the 
Alhambra No Fee public spaces toward meeting their parking requirement 

Code-required parking must be provided unless a parking study is completed and 
Anaheim No Fee determines the actual demand of a pro ject is less than the code· reQuired demand 

When a project is unable to provide the code·required parking, a request for 
Irvine No Fee Administrative Relief may be submitted to the City per Zoning Code Section 4-6·3 

San Bernardino No Fee 

Santa Clarita No Fee 

Fee is $1.50 per SF of bu ilding space for which parking is not provided; no per-
Santa Monica Building Fee space fee 

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

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

A reduction or waiver is possible through at Use Permit. otherwise all required 
Newport Beach Suspended 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 ci t ies 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 
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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 "Parki ng Credit Program~ allows property owners in Old Pasadena to pay a fee in lieu 
of satisfying min imum parking requirements on-site. This is particu larly important in allowing 
adaptive reuse of historic build ings Ihat were built without parking, where minimum parking 
requirements would be tr iggered by a change in use. Since few of the buildings in this historic 
part of the ci ty 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 ($'46.53 per year per space in 2008). In 2002, the criteria were tightened, 
with eligibility limited to designated historic bui ldings, and buildings that would requi re 
additional parking following rehab ilitation or a change in use. In-lieu fee revenue hel ped to fund 
two public parking structures, which total 1,567 spaces, and provided a public con tribution 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 fund ing needed to build and operate its public 
garages. However, because the city collects the great 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. 
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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 
T olal Revenue $1,445,994 $2,096 per meter 

Parking Expenses 

Operating $162,127 Including personnel, cash handling 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 I 
Street Maintenance $410,796 

Marketing $15,000 

Debt Service $448,393 For streetscapes and alleyways 

Total Expenditures 
in Old Pasadena $1,142,470 

SolKce: City of 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 city. 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 sta ll. The fee only applies to the central business district ((BO). Currently the city has 
three different fee amounts according to distance from the central business core: 

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

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

• Outer (BO: $2 1,422.40 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 dramaticall y. Current building costs for subterranean parking spaces in Beverly Hills 
have been estimated at between $65,000 and $80,000. 
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The in-lieu fee is defined in the city's code and the program is administered by the Community 
Development Department. The applicant appl ies 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 development.s 

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 Area. 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 1'" 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 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.lO 

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 wi thout being so high that a developer would rather 
simply build parking. If the fee is set too high, it could be cost-prohibiti ve 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 

8 Email communication with Peter Noonan. City of Beverly H.ills Communily Development Depanmem, June 12,2008 
~ Email cOJIDnunication with Rebecca Shapiro. City of Mountain vicw Planmng Division, June 13, 2008 
IIJ Email communication with Wayne Dalton, City of Monterey Parking Superintendent. June 17, 200& 
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Californian cities, as d iscussed in the previous section, are shown below in Figure 6. In addition, 
the in-I ieu fee fOf Pasadena is $146.53 per space per year . 

Figure 6 In-Lieu Fees from Californian Cities 

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

$60,000 +-------------~. 

$50,000 t---------------

$40,000 +-- -------- ----$35.704 $36.000 

$30,000 

$20.000 
$12.313 

$10,000 

Cost to Build Parking 

An analysis of the annualized costs of buil di ng park ing in Glendale was conducted in order to 
prov ide a reference point for determining the in-lieu parking fee. This scenar io simulates a 
hypothetical situation in which a five story park ing garage is bui lt on top of an existing 10o-space 
surface lot. 

The assumptio ns used for this analysis are listed below: 

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

• A structured garage d isplaces a laO-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 Downtow n Glendale is approximate ly $250 per square foot 

• Direct cost refers to d irect construction costs 

Page 1 2 . Nelson\Nygaard Consulting As sociate s Inc . 



• 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 mil l ion for the entire project or $47,483 per 
space gained, as il lustrated in Figure 7. This is in line with the cost per space added for several 
recent downtown public parking garages in California: 

• UCLA (2001)0 $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 Consul1mg AssoCIates, Inc. 

On an annualized bas is, this results in a cost oi $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 aerial 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'" $2,900 
Operation & Maintenance $350 
Insurance $95 
Enforcement $54 

Total Cost per Space Gained 
Per Year $3,399 
Per Month $283 
Per Workday $13 

, Source. Nclson\N}gaard Consu!tmg ASSOCiates, Inc. 

Parking Revenue 

Although parking meters and lots generate some revenue, at Glendale's current parking rales, the 
revenue is lower than the annual costs to build and maintain public parking spaces. The annual 
revenue per parking meter in off-street lots in Glendale for FY0710B was $736 (see Figure 9) 
while the annual revenue per space in public garages in Glendale in FY07108 was $80 1 (see 
Figure 10). 
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Figure 9 Annual Revenue from Off-Street Parking Meters 

Number of Revenue per 
Lot Number Meters % Occupancy Annual Revenue Meter 

1 58 25% $19.478 $336 
2 57 57% $44,793 $786 
3 65 69% $6 1.159 $941 
4 81 36% $40.439 $499 
6 117 90% $143.991 $1.231 
10 62 53% $45.113 $728 
11 66 23% $2 1.014 $3 18 
12 33 16% $7.338 $222 
15 25 66% $22.404 $896 
17 45 69% $42.254 $939 

TOTAL 609 $447.984 $736 
Source. Clty of Glendale 

Figure 10 Annual Revenue from Public Parking Garages 

Number of Parking Revenue per 
Spaces Annual Revenue Space 

Exchange 675 $6 15.370 $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 wou ld al low developers to avoid building at least some portion of required 
parking. As discussed, the cost to bui ld a new parking space in Glendale is approximately 
$47,483 for capita l costs, resulting in an annualized cost to build and operate each space of 
$3,399 annually. However, providing the space on-site could have various benefits (or 
developers, such as potential revenue from parking fees in addition to adding capital value and 
marketing value to the development. Therefore, the va lue of the option not to build parking is 
lower than the cost to build parking and shou ld be set lower than the cost to bui ld 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-l ieu fee at a fixed amount so that 
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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 shou ld be increased before building a new garage can be j ustified. 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 conta ins 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. 

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 collect ion Issues 
which can occur when property changes owners. In addition, a one-time fee would allow 
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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 ri sk such as when a retail establ ishment 
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 severa l 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 l ikely encourage more 
developers to develop or redevelop in downtown. While lhis low value will not provide as much 
revenue for transportation investments, it can sti ll generate sufficient funds for many 
transportation demand projects. The annual fee of $600 per space per year was calculated based 
on the approximate cost to cover the $ 1 0,000 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. 

11 annual payment = one-time payment * [interest fate!(l-(l +interest rate)"( -number of years)))] 
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Figure 11 Proposed and Current In-Lieu Fees 
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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 ((Pll. n Many cities in 
Southern Californ ia currently adjust their in-lieu fees annually according to the CPI. While some 
cities, such as Beverly Hill s, have found thaI the CPI does not keep up with the costs of 
construction, and have therefore decided to reevaluate their fee, this is only 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 sufficien t, since it will not be necessary for the fee revenue to cover 
the full cost of parking construction. However, the City Council may wish to review fee revenue 
and expenditures periodically to see if an adjustment beyond the CPI is needed. 

12 Each year the fcc should be adjusted according to the percent change in CPl. For example, if the fee was $24,000 in 2008 
and the CPI increased 4% between 2008 and 200!}, 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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Percent of Spaces Forgone 

Options 

While lypicall y 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 park ing 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 requ ired 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 (or 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 si tuations 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 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. 
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Parking Fund 

Options 

Curren tly, money collected from parking revenue is placed in the city's parking fund. Money in 
this fund can only be used (or parking related activities. However, the Downtown Mobility Study 
recommended creating a new fund for parking revenue that wil l 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 publ ic 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 Mobility 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 park ing 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 wi ll 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 Fu nd has been created, all parking revenue and money collected from 
the in-lieu fee will be placed in thi s 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 Glendale. The City should 
develop an annual budget for fund expenditures, which must be approved by the City Council. 
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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.H 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 B: 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 feel to establishments under 
5,000 square feet will encourage more devel opers 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 D SP area are not required to add more parking (Option 8). Having to provide additional 
parking or pay an in-lieu fee cou ld 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 redeve lopment of smal l establishments 
downtown . 

n Glendale Municipal Code - Title 30. Zoning Code: Chapter 30.32 - Parking and Loading. Section 30.32.030 
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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-site, the total additional spaces needed, the total in-lieu fee that would be required to cover those spaces, the 
current monthly rent of the use, the additional cost per square foot per month that would be added due to the in-l ieu fee, the total 
monthly rent including the in-lieu fee and the percent increase in rent. This set of examples 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 
High In·Lieu Fee· $2.400YWiv.$40,OOO One·Time Fee Total Potential Annual Revenue Generated· Existina Uses Onlv: $193.008 

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 snft Space Renuirement Renuired Sneeas Needad Yearly Fee lieu Fee In·Lieu Fee F" in Ren t 
Career Coli;;; 6,900 bistinn 28,6 oer 1,000 SF 197 soares 62 seet:es 135 soat:es $324,816 $13,800 $3.92 $40,868 196,1% 
Restaurant 6,000 bist~ 10;r 1.000 SF 60 ~ces 24~t:eS 36 -;;aces $86,400 $12,000 $1.20 $19,200 60.0% 
Bowlinn Allev 24,200 Existinn 4 ner 1,000 SF 97 snaces 50 snaces 47 spaces $112,320 $48.400 $0,39 $57,760 19.3% 
Restaurant 5.000 Existinn 10 oef 1.000 SF 50 soaces 25 snaces 25 scaces S60,000 $10,000 $1.00 $15,000 50.0% 
Restaurant with 5,000 
hemntion 5,000 bislinn hemet o soares o soaces o soaces $0 $10,000 $0.00 $10,000 0.0% 
NiOhlclub 6,500 Exist~ 28.6 pe r 1,000 SF 186 soares 65 ~ces 121SoaC8S $290,160 $13,000 $3.72 $37,180 186.0% 
Fast Food Restaurant 6,000 Existinn 12.5 ner 1,000 SF 75 scaces 70 snaces 5 snaces $12,000 $12,000 SO.17 $13,000 8.3% 

OneTime Fee 
Hotel 01. N,. 1 soaee cer room 172 scaces 112 soaces 60 soaces S2,400.000 
·"100 du Residential 
Oeveloomenl 01. N,. 2 oer du+ 114 ouest 225 snaces 200 snaces 25 snaces $1,000,000 
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Newt 
Existinll I Existinll I Parking Code 

.. u n , ........ u ..... • .. u u u , .... " . " ' u ,uuu " " ... , "ne Fee 

New / 
Existing Existing Parking Code 

Business sqtt Space Requirement 
Career Col1e~e 6,900 Existing 28,6 ,~ 1,000 Sf 
Restaurant 6,000 Exis ting 10 pef 1,000 SF 
Bowling Alley 24,200 Existing 4 per 1,000 SF 
Restaurant 5,000 ExistinD 10 oer 1,000 SF 
Restaurant with 5,000 
Exemption 5,000 Exis ting Exempt 
Nightclub 6,500 Existing 28.6 per 1,000 SF 
Fast Food Restaurant 6,000 Existing 12.5 per 1.000 SF 

Hotel "I. N,w 1 space Der room 
'" 100 du Residential 
Development "I. N,w 2 Der du .. 1/4 Duest 

Total 
Parking 

125 

Total 
Parking 
Required 
197 spaces 
60 spaces 
97 spaces 
50 spaces 

o spaces 
186 spaces 
75 spates 

172 spaces 

225 SDaces 

"Existing 

"Existing 
Spaces 
62 spaces 
24 spaces 
50 spaces 
25 spaces 

o spaces 
65 spaces 
70 spaces 

112 spaces 

200 S08ces 

Additional 
Spaces 

Rent Costlsqhl 
In·lieu Total I without In· I month with 

Fee Lieu 

so so. 00 

'UI." U I~""G ' """U.' "~'C"UC ua"~' GI~U ' U '~"" U~~~ U'" . 

Monthly Additional 
Additional Rent Cost/5qftl 
Spat8l In·lieu Total without In· month with 
Needed Yearlv Fee Lieu Fee In·lieu Fee 
135 spates $81.204 $13,800 $0.98 
36 spaces $21,600 $12,000 $0.30 
47 spaces $28,080 $48,400 $0.10 
25 spaces $15,000 $10,000 SO.25 

o spaces $0 $10,000 $0,00 
121 spaces $72,540 $13,000 $0,93 
5 spates $3,000 $12,000 $0.04 

Dne·Time Fee 
60 scsces $600,000 

25 soaces $250,000 

Rent wi th I % 
In·lieu 
f" 

01 

• "",U"," 
Monthly 
Renl with 
In· lieu 
f .. 
$20,567 
$13,800 
$50,740 
$11,250 

S10,000 
$19,045 
$12,250 

Increne 
in Rent 

0.0% 

% 
Increase 
in Rent 
49.0% 
15.0% 
4.8% 
12.5% 

0.0% 
46.5% 
2.1% 
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Very low In· lieu Fee 7 $300 Yiidy"'(f Dr eXIStin Ivl uses on, J 

Newl 
Existing Exis ting Parking Code 

Business sqft Space Requirement 
Career Colleae 6,900 Existina 28.6 per 1.000 SF 
Restaurant 6.000 Existing 10 per 1.000 SF 
Bowling Alley 24.200 Existing 4 per 1,000 SF 
Restaurant 5,000 Existino 10 per 1.000 SF 
Restaurant with 5.000 
Exemption 5,000 Existing Exempt 
Ni htclub 6.500 Existing 28.6 per 1,000 SF 
Fast Food Restaurant 6,000 Existing 12.5 per 1,000 SF 

Pasadena's A .... v. I Fee· $135 Yearly (. Ivl v' v_.v ...... M¥V¥ v ... , 

Newl 
Existing Existing Parking Code 

Business sqft Space Requirement 
Career College 6,900 Existing 28.6 per 1,000 SF 
Restaurant 6,000 Existing 10 per 1.000 SF 
Bowlinn Allev 24,200 Existin~ 4 per 1,000 SF 
Restaurant 5.000 Existing 10 per 1.000 SF 
Restaurant with 5.000 
Exemption 5,000 bistin~ Exempt 
Nightclub 6,500 Existing 28.6 per 1,000 SF 
Fast food Restaurant 6,000 bistina 12.5 per 1,000 SF 

'Spaces may be existing or grandfa thered from the previous use . 
•• Assumes 2 Bedrooms per unit. 
Note: All costs and numbers are approximate and are subject to change. 

Tatal 
Parking - Existing 
Required Spaces 
197 spaces 62 spaces 
60 spaces 24 spaces 
97 spaces 50 spaces 
50 spaces 25 simes 

° spaces ° spaces 
186 spms 65 spaces 
75 spaces 70 spaces 

Total 
Parking -Existing 
Required Spaces 
197 spaces 62 spaces 
60 spaces 24 spaces 
97 spaces 50 spaces 
50 spaces 25 spaces 

° soaces ° spaces 
186 spaces 65 spaces 
75 scaces 70 sp_aces 

Tatal P, . r Annual R G '1/1<1',1/11;"'1(,<1 ~Vl;"III/'" U~II~'<l1I d . Existing Uses Onl $128,426 
Monthly Additional Monthly 

Additional Rent Cost/sqftl 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 spaces $40.602 $13,800 $0.49 $17,184 24.5% 
36 spaces $10.800 $12,000 $0.15 $12,900 7.5% 
47 spaces $14.040 $48,400 10.05 $49.570 2.4% 
25 spaces $7,500 S10,000 $0.13 $10,625 6.3% 

° spaces '0 $10,000 $0.00 $10,000 0.0% 
121 spaces $36.270 I $13.000 SO.47 $16,023 23.3% 
5 spaces SI.500 I '",000 $0.02 S12.125 1.0% 

,v.v, , w.~""g, ... ,,"uu. ,,~. ~" u~ U~,,~,g,~u' ~ Ah"'" U.~. U'" . . , .............. 
Current Current 
Monthly Additional Monthly 

Additional Rent Cost/sqft/ Rent with % 
Spaces In·lieu Tatal without In· month with In·lieu Increase 
Needed Yearly Fee lieu Fee In·lieu Fee Fee in Rent 
135 spaces $18.271 $13.800 SO.22 $15,323 11.0% 
36 spaces $4,860 $12,000 $0.07 $12,405 3.4~ 

47 spaces $6,318 $48,400 $0.02 $48.927 1.1% 
25 spaces $3,375 $10.000 $0.06 $10,281 1.8% 

° spaces $0 $10.000 SO.OO $10.000 0.0% 
121 spaces $16.322 $13.000 $0.21 $14.360 10.50/, 
5 spaces $675 $12.000 $0.01 $12.056 0.5% 
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APPENDIX B 
The fol lowing table shows a list of parking reduction/exception requests in the city of Glendale between the years of 2001 and 2006. 
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), 

Sample Glendale Parking Reduction /Exception Requests 
File Year Zone Dew. Type Parking Parking Parking Percent High In- High In- Medium In· Medium In- law In· Low JR- Very l ow Very Pasadena Pasa dena 

Reduction Provided Required Reduction lieu Fee· Lieu Fee lie u Fee· Lieu Fee lieu Fee · Li eu Fee In·Lieu Fee l ow In- In·lieu Fee In- Lieu Fee 
Requested Yearly Cost per Yearly Cost per Yearly Cost per . Yearly Lieu Fee Yea rly Cost per 

Mo nth Month Month Gost per Month 
Montll 

2000 R·1650 MF 1 16 17 6% $2,400 $200 $1,500 $125 $600 .50 $300 m $135 $II 
2000 R·2250 MF 1 1 2 50% $2,400 $200 $1,500 $125 $600 .50 .300 m $135 ." 2002 R·2150 MF 1 73 74 1% $2,400 $200 $1,500 $125 $600 .50 $300 m $135 $II 
2006 C2 commercial 1 6 7 14% $2,400 $200 $1,500 $125 $600 .50 .300 125 $135 $II 
2003 R·2250 MF 1 3 4 25% $2,400 $200 $1,500 $125 $600 .50 .300 $25 $135 $II 
2004 R·2250 MF 1 3 4 25% $2,400 $200 $1,500 $125 $600 .50 $300 m $135 $II 
2004 R·3050 MF 1 0 1 100% s2,400 $200 $1,500 $125 $600 '50 $300 $25 $135 $II 
2005 C3 commercial 1 " 12 8% $2,400 $200 $1,500 $125 $800 .50 $300 $25 $135 $II 
2001 C3 commercial 2 3 5 40% $4,800 $400 '3,000 $250 $1,200 $100 $600 .50 $270 $23 
2002 R·2250 MF 2 12 14 14. $4,800 $400 $3,000 $250 $1,200 $100 $600 $50 $270 $23 

2004 C2 commercial 2 18 20 10% $4,800 $400 '3,000 $250 $1,200 $100 $600 .50 $270 $23 

2002 R·3050 MF 2 6 8 25% $4,800 $400 $3,000 $250 $1, 200 $100 $600 .50 $270 $23 

2002 R·1250 MF 2 4 6 33% $4,800 $400 $3,000 $250 $1,200 $100 $600 '50 $270 $23 

2000 R·1650 commercial 2 8 10 20% $4,800 $400 $3,000 $250 $1,200 $100 $600 .50 $270 $23 
2004 R·2250 MF 2 0 2 100% $4,800 $400 $3,000 $250 $1,200 $100 $600 '50 $270 $23 

2004 R·2250 MF 2 2 4 50% $4,800 $400 $3,000 $250 $1,200 $100 $600 .50 $270 $23 

2004 R·2250 MF 2 0 2 100% $4,800 $400 $3,000 $250 $1,200 $100 $600 .50 $270 $23 

2003 R·2250 MF 3 0 3 100% $7,200 $600 $4,500 $375 $1,800 $150 $900 $75 $405 $34 
2004 R·2250 MF 3 6 9 33% $7,200 $600 $4,500 $375 $1,800 $150 $900 $75 $405 .34 
2005 CaD commercial 4 6 10 40% $9,600 $800 $8,000 $500 $2,400 $200 $1,200 $100 $540 $45 
2005 C3 commercial 4 18 22 18% $9,600 $800 $6,000 .500 $2,400 $200 $1,200 $100 $540 $45 
2001 C3 commercial 4 16 20 20% $9,800 $800 $6,000 $500 $2,400 $200 $1,200 $100 $540 $45 
2005 commercial 4 0 4 100% $9,600 .800 $8,000 $500 $2.400 $200 $1,200 $100 $540 $45 
2000 C2 commercial 5 12 17 29% $12,000 $1.000 $7,500 $625 $3.000 $250 $1.500 $125 $675 .56 
2000 C3 commercial 5 4 9 56% $12,000 $1,000 $7,500 $625 $3,000 $250 $1,500 $125 $675 .56 
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File Year Zone Dev. Type Parking Parking Perking Percent High In· High In· Medium In· Medium In· Low In· Low In· Very Low Very Pasadena Pasadena 
Reduction Provided Required Reduction Lieu Fee· Lieu Fee Lieu Fee· Lieu Fee Lieu Fee · Lieu Fee In·Lieu Fee Low In· In·Lieu Fee In·Lieu Fee 
Requested Yearly Cost (ler Yearly Cost per Yearly Cost per . Yearly Lieu Fee Yearly Cost per 

Month Month Month Cost per Month 
Month 

2001 C1 commercial 5 9 14 36% $12,000 $1,000 $7,500 $625 $3,000 $250 $1,500 $125 $675 '56 
2005 commercial 5 0 5 100% $12,000 $1,000 $7,500 $625 $3,000 $250 ",500 $125 $675 '56 
2004 C3 commercial 6 205 211 3% $14,400 ",200 '9,000 $750 $3,600 $300 $1,800 $150 $810 $68 
2006 CR commercial 6 0 6 100% $14,400 $1,200 $9,000 $750 $3,600 $300 $1,800 $150 $810 $68 
2004 commercial 6 0 6 100% $14.400 '1.200 $9,000 $150 $3,600 $300 $1,800 $150 S810 $68 
2005 C3 commercial 6 0 6 100% $14,400 $1,200 $9,000 $150 $3,600 $300 $1,800 $150 $810 $68 
2005 commercial 7 0 7 100% $16,800 $1,400 $10,500 $875 $4,200 .350 $2,100 $175 $945 $79 

2002 commercial 8 0 8 100% $19,200 $1,600 $12,000 $1,000 $4,800 $400 $2,400 $200 $1,080 .90 
2004 CR commercial 8 3 11 73. $19,200 $1,600 $12,000 $l,000 $4,800 $400 $2,400 $200 $1,080 190 
2001 CR commercial 8 10 18 44. $19,200 $1,600 $12,000 $1,000 $4,800 $400 S2,400 S200 $1,080 190 
2005 C3 commercial 8 0 8 100% $19,200 $1,600 $12,000 $l,000 $4,800 $400 '2.400 '200 $1,080 '90 
2005 C1 commercial 9 0 9 100% $21,600 $1,800 $13,500 $1,125 $5,400 $450 $2,700 $225 $1,215 $101 
2000 M2 commercial 9 17 26 35. $21,600 $1,800 $13,500 $1,125 $5,400 $450 $2,700 $225 $1,215 $101 
2005 commercial 9 0 9 100% $21,600 $1,800 $13,500 $1,125 $5,400 $450 $2.,700 $225 $1,215 $101 
2005 commercial 10 0 10 100% $24,000 $2,000 $15,000 $1.250 S6,OOO $500 $3,000 $250 $1,350 $113 
2004 C1 commercial 11 19 30 37% $26,400 $2,200 $16,500 $1,375 $6,600 .550 $3,300 $275 $1,485 $124 
2000 commercial 12 0 12 100% $28,800 $2,400 $18,000 $1,500 $7,200 $600 '3,600 $300 $1,620 $135 
2002 commercial 13 0 13 100% ,31,200 $2,600 $19,500 $1,625 $7,800 $650 $3,900 $325 $1.755 $146 
2003 C2 commercial 14 0 14 100% '33,600 $2,800 $21,000 $1,750 S8,400 HOD $4,200 $350 $1,890 $158 
2003 commercial 15 0 15 100% '36,000 '3,000 $22,500 $1,875 $9,000 $750 $4,500 $375 $2,025 $169 
2003 C3 commercial 16 8 24 67, $38,400 $3,200 $24,000 $2,000 $9,600 $800 $4,800 $400 $2,160 $180 
2004 commercial 17 0 17 100% $40,800 $3,400 $25,500 $2,125 $10,200 $850 $5,100 $425 $2,295 $191 
2004 C3 commercial 18 51 69 26% $43,200 $3,600 $27,000 n250 $10,800 $900 $5,400 $450 $2,430 $203 
2004 commercial 20 0 20 100¥1 $48,000 S4,000 $30,000 $2,500 $12,000 $1,000 S6,000 $500 $2,700 $225 
2005 C3 commercial 21 0 21 100% $50,400 $4,200 $31,500 $2,625 $12.600 $1,050 $6,300 $525 $2,835 $236 
2002 R·2250 commercial 22 25 47 47% $52,800 $4,400 $33,000 $2,750 $13,200 $1,100 $6,600 $550 $2,970 $248 
2005 commercial 22 0 22 100% $52,800 $4,400 $33,000 $2,750 $13,200 $1,100 $6,600 $550 $2,970 $248 
2004 commercial 23 0 23 100% $55,200 $4,600 $34,500 $2,875 $13,800 $1.150 S6,900 $575 $3,105 $259 
2000 commeH:ial 24 0 24 100% $57,600 $4,800 $36,000 $3,00() $14,400 $1.200 $7,200 $600 $3,240 $270 
2000 CR commercial 25 0 25 100% $60,000 '5,000 $37,500 $3,125 $15,000 $1,250 $1,500 $625 $3,375 $281 
2003 RMU commercial 29 8 37 lB. $69,600 $5,800 $43,500 $3,625 $17,400 $1,450 $8,700 $725 $3,915 $326 
2003 M2 commercial 30 12 42 71% $72,000 $6,000 $45,000 $3,750 $18,000 $1,500 $9,000 $750 $4,050 $338 
2001 commercial 33 0 33 100% $79,200 $6,600 $49,500 $4,125 $19,800 $1,650 $9,900 $825 $4,455 $371 
2004 commercial 34 0 34 100% $81,600 $6,800 $51,000 $4,250 $20,400 $1.700 $10,200 $850 $4,590 $383 
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File Year Zone Dev. Type Parking Parking Parking Percent High In· High In· Medium In· Medium In· low In· low In- Very low Very Pasadena Pasadena 
Reduction Provided Required Reduction lieu Fee- lieu Fee lieu Fee- lieu Fee lieu Fee - lieu Fee In-lieu Fee low In- In-lieu Fee In-lieu Fee 
Requested Yearly Cost per Yearly Cost per Yearly Cost per -Yearly lieu Fee Yearly Cost per 

Month Month Month Cost per Month 
Month 

2003 CG commercial 39 21 60 65% $93,600 $7,800 $58,500 $4,875 $23,400 $1,950 $11,700 $975 $5,265 $439 
2006 IMU commercial 39 166 205 19% $93,600 $7,800 S58,500 $4,875 $23,400 $1,950 $11.700 $975 $5,265 $439 
2001 commercial 43 0 43 100% $103,200 $8,600 $64,500 $5,375 $25,800 $2,150 $12,900 $1 ,075 $5,805 $484 
2002 C3 MF 43 74 117 37% $103,200 '8,600 $64,500 $5,375 $25,800 $2,150 $12,900 $1 ,075 $5,805 $484 
2006 R·1650 commercial 44 35 79 56% '105,600 $8,800 $66,000 $5,500 $26,400 $2,200 $13,200 $1 ,100 $5,940 $495 
2002 R-1250 MF 49 66 115 43% '117,600 $9,800 $73,500 '6,125 $29,400 S2,450 $14,700 $1,225 $6,615 $551 
2002 OR commercial 52 0 52 100% $124,800 $10,400 $18,000 '6,500 $31.200 $2,600 $15,600 $1,300 $7,020 $585 
2004 commercial 53 0 53 100% $127,200 $10,600 $79,500 $6,625 $31,800 $2,650 $15,900 $1,325 $7,155 $596 
2003 commercial 54 0 54 100% $129,600 $10,800 $81,000 $6,750 $32,400 $2,700 $16,200 $1,350 $7,290 $608 
2003 OR commercial 58 0 58 100% $139,200 $11.600 $87,000 $7,250 $34,800 $2,900 $17,400 $1,450 $7,830 $653 
2004 commercial 58 0 58 100% $139,200 $11 ,600 '87,000 $7,250 $34,800 $2,900 '17,400 $1,450 $7,830 $653 
2003 commercial 61 0 61 100% $146.400 '12,200 $91.500 $7,625 $36,600 $3,050 $18,300 $1.525 $8,235 $686 
2002 R·1650 commercial 66 54 120 55% $158,400 $13,200 $99,000 $8,250 $39,600 $3,300 $19,800 $1,650 $8,910 $743 
2000 R·1650 commercial 66 25 91 73% $158,400 $13,200 $99,000 $8,250 $39,600 $3,300 $19,800 '1,650 $8,910 $743 
2002 M1 commercial 71 11 82 87% $170,400 $14,200 $106,500 $8,875 $42,600 $3,550 $21 ,300 $1 ,775 $9,585 $799 
2000 C3 commercial 71 4 75 95% $170.400 $14,200 '10S,500 $8,875 $42,600 $3,550 $21 ,300 $1,775 $9,585 $799 
2005 commercial 218 0 218 100% $523,200 $43,600 $327,000 $27,250 $130,800 $10,900 $S5,400 $5.450 $29.430 $2,453 
2002 M/C commercial 300 483 783 38% $720,000 $60,000 $450,000 $37,500 $180,000 $15,000 $90,000 $7,500 $40,500 $3,375 

TOTAL 1952 1534 3486 $4,684,800 $390.400 $2,928,000 $244,000 $1 ,171,200 $97,600 $585,600 $48,800 $263,520 $21,960 

AVERAGE 25 20 45 56% $60,842 $5,070 $38,026 $3,169 $15,210 $1,268 $7,605 $634 $3.422 $285 
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