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I. Executive Summary 

The City of Minnetonka initiated this Transportation Demand Management Policy Study as part of the 

2012-2013 University of Minnesota Resilient Communities Project (RCP). In an effort to update the 

City’s existing Transportation Demand Management (TDM) requirements and advance the City’s goals 

to reduce PM peak hour trip generation, as addressed in Chapter VIII of the City’s 2030 Comprehensive 

Guide Plan, the City of Minnetonka requested this study. In addition to seeking innovative strategies that 

are pragmatic and appropriate for the City’s existing land use patterns and business context, the project 

team was asked to seek effective enforcement mechanisms. This report describes an innovative set of 

recommended TDM strategies that will be effective, business-friendly, and sensitive to Minnetonka’s 

suburban context and development environment if they are integrated as an ordinance within the City’s 

Municipal Code. 

To develop these recommendations, the project team conducted a review of existing literature on 

transportation demand management, identified and evaluated relevant case studies from the Twin Cities 

metropolitan area and across the country, and conducted interviews of local stakeholders. Considering 

existing policy, transportation, and employment conditions in Minnetonka, the project team proposed 

four primary recommendations to develop a comprehensive TDM policy for Minnetonka. 

TDM Recommendations 

i. Use a two-stage TDM policy framework 

 Effective TDM strategies fall into two fundamental categories. Some TDM actions take place 

during site design and construction, such as the creation of new facilities or design choices that 

accommodate a variety of transportation modes. Others take place during site use and 

operation, including a wide variety of approaches to influencing commuter behavior on a day-to-

day basis. Because these two categories of TDM strategies take place during different phases of 

a site’s life cycle, it is not optimal or efficient to apply the same requirements, regulations, and 

enforcement policies to both. 

 This report recommends that separate TDM plans be required for each of these phases. Prior 

to beginning construction, a developer would submit a Development TDM Plan as part of the 

development agreement process. Development TDM Plans focus on facilities and design 

decisions that facilitate alternatives to single-occupancy vehicle commuting. Issuance of a building 

permit would be contingent on the city’s approval of a Development TDM Plan, and full 

execution of the Development TDM Plan would be a condition of the development agreement, 

site plan approval, or other zoning approval. 

 Before a new development or redeveloped property can be occupied, a property owner would 

submit an Operational TDM Plan. Operational TDM Plans focus on encouraging the use of 

alternative commute modes and times through actions, incentives, outreach, and education. 

Issuance of a certificate of occupancy would be contingent on the city’s approval of an 

Operational TDM Plan. 
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ii. Establish TDM Focus Areas to guide the selection of TDM strategies 

 The availability of specific types of transportation services is a key factor in determining the 

success of TDM strategies. For example, employers that offer subsidized transit passes see far 

greater trip reduction outcomes if the work site is well-served by transit. Similarly, bicycle 

storage facilities are of little use as a TDM strategy if the work site does not have comfortable 

existing or planned connections to bicycle lanes or trails. TDM investments are most effective 

when they are compatible with the local existing and planned transportation context. 

 This report calls for the designation of TDM Focus Areas that reflect local transportation 

infrastructure and identify TDM strategies that are compatible with it. It provides definitions and 

maps of TDM Focus Areas where existing transit or non-motorized transportation 

infrastructure have the potential to reinforce specific TDM strategies. These areas complement 

the Village Areas identified in Minnetonka’s 2030 Comprehensive Guide Plan. 

iii. Integrate TDM policy and requirement into the existing development review 

process 

It is important that TDM policy not be overly burdensome on either the City or on developers 

and employers. 

This report recommends a framework for applying TDM policy that leverages existing City 

processes wherever possible. Existing development review procedures provide opportunities 

for plans to be reviewed by City staff as well as for discussions and negotiations between 

developers and the City, and the recommended TDM policies can take advantage of these same 

procedures. Additionally, integration with established City procedures allows the introduction 

of more robust TDM policy without generating confusion for developers or discouraging 

development activity.  

iv. Implement annual reporting and evaluation 

 Effective TDM strategies require continued attention. Several case studies demonstrate the 

importance of property owners and employers maintaining a long-term commitment to 

successfully implementing TDM strategies. It is equally important that this commitment be 

guided by an evaluation of how well the chosen TDM strategies are meeting the goal of limiting 

peak-period vehicle trips. 

This report recommends an annual reporting requirement associated with Operational TDM 

Plans. Property owners (or a designated manager) would be required to submit a report 

describing actions taken over the previous year to implement the approved Operational TDM 

Plan, and to update the plan when employment or use at the property changes significantly. 

These annual reports will provide an opportunity for the City to evaluate the effectiveness of 

the TDM strategies implemented by property owners and managers.  
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II. Introduction to the Minnetonka TDM Policy Study 

A. Project Purpose and Need 

The City of Minnetonka initiated this Transportation Demand Management Policy Study as part of the 

2012-2013 University of Minnesota Resilient Communities Project (RCP) in an effort to update the 

City’s existing Transportation Demand Management (TDM) requirements and advance the City’s goals 

to reduce PM peak hour trip generation, as addressed in Chapter VIII of the City’s 2030 Comprehensive 

Guide Plan.1 

The University of Minnesota project team was asked to develop Transportation Demand Management 

(TDM) ordinance recommendations for the City, which has seen significant land use, employment, 

population, and infrastructure changes since core components of the City’s existing TDM policy were 

developed in 1988. In addition to seeking innovative strategies that are pragmatic and appropriate for 

the City’s existing land use patterns and business context, the project team was specifically asked to 

seek effective TDM enforcement mechanisms. 

In response to this scope of work, the project team has developed an innovative TDM policy and related 

strategies which will be effective, business-friendly, and sensitive to Minnetonka’s suburban context and 

development environment if they are integrated as an ordinance within the City’s Municipal Code.  

Opportunities to Collaborate with Current and Future Ordinance Updates  

The timing of this policy study provides opportunities for the City to incorporate TDM 

recommendations into the update of the I-394 Overlay District ordinance, which is currently the only 

overlay district in the City which defines developments that require a TDM plan.  

Furthermore, Chapter IV of the City’s 2030 Comprehensive Guide Plan notes that a detailed land use 

plan will likely be required for the Opus Station Area, which is to be developed closer to the planned 

2018 opening of the Green Line LRT Extension. TDM recommendations from this study can be 

incorporated into the land use planning and zoning updates for the Opus and Shady Oak station areas.  

B. Study Process 

The study process prioritized outreach to stakeholder groups that would be impacted by a new TDM 

ordinance. In addition to City of Minnetonka staff, the project team met with employers, property 

managers, and transportation management organizations that conduct employee education and outreach 

efforts. We also spoke with planners in neighboring jurisdictions with robust TDM policies, reviewed 

national case studies, and conducted a literature review of effective TDM strategies. Proposed TDM 

Focus Areas were sited within the City and incorporated into the TDM recommendations. Proposed 

recommendations were reviewed by City of Minnetonka staff and their comments have been 

incorporated into the final report.  
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C. TDM Recommendations 

1. Use a two-stage TDM policy framework 

Effective TDM strategies fall into two fundamental categories. Some TDM actions take place 

during site design and construction, such as the creation of new facilities or design choices that 

accommodate a variety of transportation modes. Others take place during site use and 

operation, including a wide variety of approaches to influencing commuter behavior on a day-to-

day basis. Because these two categories of TDM strategies take place during different phases of 

a site’s life cycle, it is not optimal or efficient to apply the same requirements, regulations, and 

enforcement policies to both. A key feature of these recommendations is the separation of 

TDM policy into two stages, each addressing one of these fundamental categories. 

Development TDM Plans seek to create a built environment that enables the use of alternate 

modes and times for commute trips. These policies focus on aspects of successful TDM 

strategies that take place during site development, redevelopment, and expansion. These include 

decisions relating to site and infrastructure design, facility features, and construction of facilities 

and infrastructure.  

Operational TDM Plans seek to encourage the use of alternative commute modes and times that 

are made available through Development TDM plans. They focus on education, outreach, and 

incentive techniques that encourage commuter behaviors that reduce peak-period single 

occupancy vehicle (SOV) use. 

2. Establish TDM Focus Areas to guide the selection of TDM strategies 

The availability of specific types of transportation services is a key factor in determining the 

success of TDM strategies. For example, employers that offer subsidized transit passes see far 

greater trip reduction outcomes if the work site is well-served by transit. Similarly, bicycle 

storage facilities are of little use as a TDM strategy if the work site does not have comfortable 

existing or planned connections to bicycle lanes or trails. TDM investments are most effective 

when they are compatible with the local existing and planned transportation context. 

TDM Focus Areas will ensure that submitted TDM plans are sensitive to the existing built 

environment, transportation infrastructure, and public transit service. City approval of TDM 

plans will depend upon the developer’s ability to implement its prescribed efforts to reduce 

single occupancy vehicle trips. 

3. Integrate TDM policy and requirement into the existing development review 

process 

It is important that TDM policy not be overly burdensome on either the City or on developers 

and employers. This report recommends a framework for applying TDM policy that leverages 

existing City processes wherever possible. Existing development review procedures provide 

opportunities for plans to be reviewed by City staff as well as for discussions and negotiations 

between developers and the City, and the recommended TDM policies can take advantage of 

these same procedures. Additionally, integration with established City procedures allows the 
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introduction of more robust TDM policy without generating confusion for developers or 

discouraging development activity. 

4. Implement annual reporting and evaluation  

One of the largest stumbling blocks to an effective TDM policy or ordinance is a lack of effective 

enforcement of TDM plans. To address this challenge, our recommendations create meaningful 

opportunities for enforcement at each stage of development. Development stage TDM plans require 

approval by the City in order for the developer to receive a building permit. Every year, property 

managers must submit an updated Operational TDM plan to the city that lists current tenants. Failure to 

submit an updated annual report will render the property owner in violation of its development 

agreement with the City of Minnetonka and subject to penalties under the City’s civil court process.  
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III.  Existing Conditions 

A.  TDM Background 

Transportation Demand Management policies began to be broadly implemented throughout U.S. states 

and metropolitan areas in the late 1980s and early 1990s. The implementation of these policies to 

reduce Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT), among many other goals, was largely in response to the 1963 and 

1970 Clean Air Acts, and the subsequent 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments (1990 CAAA) and concerns 

regarding worsening air quality in major metropolitan areas.  

California was the leader in these efforts with its adoption of Regulation XV in 1987. This action legally 

required employers in the Los Angeles region with 100 or more employees to introduce measures to 

discourage driving and to reduce employee vehicle trips by 15 percent. This state initiative 

foreshadowed a similar national initiative written into the aforementioned 1990 CAAA which required 

metropolitan areas in “severe” non-attainment of National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for 

ozone to implement similarly-structured Employee Commute Options (ECO) programs.2 

B. TDM Implementation in Minnetonka 

I-394 Overlay District 

Anticipating the planned expansion and upgrade of US Highway 12 to the newest interstate in the Twin 

Cities (I-394) in the late 1980s, the City of Minnetonka established the Planned I-394 Overlay District 

(Figure 1) in 1988. The District, which extends along the I-394 corridor from commercial development 

adjacent to Carlson Parkway (immediately west of the I-494 interchange) to commercial parcels on the 

City’s eastern border of Shelard Parkway/Ford Road, was the first TDM requirement implemented in 

Minnetonka. The District’s ordinance requires any new commercial developments exceeding 25,000 

gross square feet1 and redevelopments that will surpass 25,000 gross square feet to submit and 

implement a TDM plan. 

TDM Requirements throughout Minnetonka 

Outside of the I-394 Overlay District, the City can use its discretion to require a traffic analysis to be 

prepared for new development or redevelopment projects.3 to the traffic analysis will be used to assess 

potential traffic impacts on local streets and highways. If impacts on service levels of roadways and 

intersections are anticipated, the project will be approved by the City contingent upon a traffic 

management plan (TMP) which adequately mitigates those impacts. The TMP may include TDM 

strategies or “other appropriate measures” to reduce traffic generation, and necessary improvements to 

road systems.4 The developer shall have the responsibility to install all necessary road system 

improvements. 

                                                
1 The I-394 Overlay District does not require commercial developments which existed prior to the 

implementation of the ordinance in 1989 to submit and implement a TDM plan. 
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Opus Overlay District 

The City established the 640 acre Opus Overlay District in 2009 (Figure 1), as a result of the City’s 

search for alternative funding mechanisms to finance a $20 million bridge replacement and capacity 

expansion of the Bren Road and US 169 interchange in 2009. The District is bisected by the Locally 

Preferred Alternative (LPA) of the planned 2018 Green Line Light Rail Transit (LRT) Extension and 

Opus station and formally covers the area bounded by Trunk Highway (TH) 62 on the south, US 169 on 

the east, Smetana Road on the north, and Shady Oak Road/County State Aid Highway (CSAH) 61 on 

the west. 

While the Opus Overlay District includes a trip-generation based cost-allocation model for the funding 

of future transportation improvements, the District does not have specific TDM plan requirements. 

Although the ordinance does not current allow it, future amendments to the District could allow 

businesses to implement TDM plans in order to reduce trips associated to each parcel and effectively 

reduce the property owner’s share of financial responsibility for transportation improvements. A 

current study is also underway to apply this cost-allocation model to parcels within the I-394 Overlay 

District.  

Figure 1: Transportation Systems, Land Uses, and TDM Overlay Districts in Minnetonka5 
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Current TDM Plans in Minnetonka 

The City of Minnetonka has four employers with active TDM plans (see Figure 1), including: 

1. Syngenta Seeds (I-394 District) 

2. Digital River (Opus District) 

3. United Health Group (Opus District)  

4. Welsh and Colliers, International 

The active TDM plans were written with the assistance of private planning and real estate management 

consultants or 494 Commuter Services. TDM measures incorporated into the plans range from 

telecommuting and flexible work arrangements, subsidized transit passes, and ridesharing facilitation, to 

employee education and outreach via on site commuter fairs.  

In addition to submitting a TDM plan to the City of Minnetonka, employers are also required to provide 

an annual progress report to the City for the first two years of TDM plan implementation. However, no 

formally documented enforcement mechanisms are currently included in the City’s TDM process. (On 

one occasion, the City did require an employer to submit a letter of credit for the duration of the two 

year provisional period, but this process has not been implemented for any other TDM plans.) 

C. Minnetonka Transportation Infrastructure and Commute Patterns 

Current Commuting Patterns 

The Metropolitan Council’s Minnetonka Transit Study, published in 2012, includes a comprehensive look 

at the spatial patterns of commuting in Minnetonka. Overall, it indicates that only a small share of 

commute trips originating or ending in Minnetonka are internal — most Minnetonka residents work 

outside of the city, and most Minnetonka workers live outside of the city. This underscores the fact that 

local TDM policies are also important in a regional context, since commute trips which are influenced by 

Minnetonka’s TDM policies may traverse roads in several other jurisdictions.6 

Minnetonka Residents 

Minnetonka residents work throughout the Twin Cities metropolitan area, and work locations are 

particularly clustered in downtown Minneapolis and along major highways in the southwest metro area. 

An estimated 4,767 residents, or 20 percent of Minnetonka’s worker population, work in Minneapolis, 

while 14.8 percent work in Minnetonka (Figure 2). 
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Figure 2: Where Minnetonka Residents Work (2009)7 

 

 



 

11 

 

Minnetonka Workers 

People who work in Minnetonka live throughout the Twin Cities metropolitan area. Of an estimated 

47,380 workers (as of 2009), only 7.5 percent (3,533) live in Minnetonka (Figure 3).  

Figure 3: Where Minnetonka Workers Live (2009)8 
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Major Employment Centers 

Employment within the city of Minnetonka is highly clustered. The most dense employment centers are 

along the I-394 corridor (and at the Ridgedale Mall, in particular), in the Opus area, and in and around 

the Minnetonka Corporate Center area. Secondary clusters exist along TH 7 and along Minnetonka 

Boulevard. Most of the remaining areas of Minnetonka host a small number of jobs (Figure 4). Of these 

areas, only businesses along the I-394 corridor, the Opus area, and adjacent to Baker Road are currently 

governed by existing TDM policies. 

Figure 4: Employment Density in Minnetonka (2005)9 
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Traffic Growth and Congestion 

Minnetonka’s 2030 Comprehensive Plan provides a review of the current state of congestion on 

roadways in Minnetonka as well as a projection of how the situation will change by 2030. The results 

highlight the need for solutions that can help reduce the projected increases in traffic congestion. 

Currently, the most severely congested roads in Minnetonka (as estimated using annual daily traffic data 

from 2010) are largely confined to the borders and outlying areas of the city (Figure 5). 

Figure 5: Road Congestion in Minnetonka (2010)10 
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By 2030, congestion is expected to increase in the central parts of Minnetonka as several existing 

highways and arterial roads reach or approach capacity. Segments of I-494, CSAH 61, CSAH 5, CSAH 7, 

and CSAH 3 are projected to be particularly affected by increasing congestion. These roads and 

highways provide important links between various areas within Minnetonka (Figure 6). 

Figure 6: Road Congestion in Minnetonka (2030, Projected)11 

 

Transit Service 

Existing transit service in Minnetonka is dominated by express routes, which connect Minnetonka to 

downtown Minneapolis and the University of Minnesota. These routes focus on commute trips and 

therefore operate primarily on weekdays and during peak morning and afternoon commute periods. 

Complementing the express bus routes are several park-and-ride facilities located along the I-394 

corridor, and two along CSAH 5 (Minnetonka Blvd). Additionally, two local routes serve small areas of 

northeastern and southeastern Minnetonka, connecting them to Hopkins, St. Louis Park, and various 

parts of Minneapolis (Figure 6).12 

While the existing express transit service and park-and-ride facilities provide good transit access to 

employment in the central cities, Minnetonka’s major employment centers have minimal reverse-

commute service from population centers, including relatively weak transit connections to other parts 

of Minnetonka. The Opus area is connected almost exclusively to the neighboring cities of Hopkins and 

Edina. The I-394 corridor is connected to the central and southern parts of the city by a single express 

route. In general, transit service in Minnetonka has been designed with the goal of helping Minnetonka 
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residents reach jobs in Minneapolis and other central Twin Cities areas. These limitations of the existing 

transit system will be important to consider when evaluating potential approaches to TDM. However, 

the next year will bring an important change to transit service in Minnetonka. In November 2012, Metro 

Transit and the City of Minnetonka concluded a study of transit demand and service in Minnetonka. This 

study recommends the creation of a new local route within the City that will connect the Ridgedale area 

with southwest Minnetonka. This route is the subject of active planning and is expected to begin service 

in August of 2013.13 The proposed new route is highlighted in Figure 7. 

Figure 7: Fixed-Route Transit Service in Minnetonka14 

 

Green Line LRT Extension 

The Southwest LRT/Green Line Extension Project is currently under development by the Metropolitan 

Council. This light-rail transit (LRT) line will run for 15.8 miles between Eden Prairie and downtown 

Minneapolis, and will include two stations serving portions of Minnetonka. Construction is expected to 

begin in 2015.15 

Two planned LRT stations will serve Minnetonka: the Opus Station, located in the Opus II Business Park 

area, and the Shady Oak Station, located near the shared border of Minnetonka and Hopkins (Figure 8). 

LRT service at these stations will provide high-quality, frequent transit connections to other parts of the 

metro area, but will provide only a small level of connectivity within the City of Minnetonka. Similar to 

the realignment study completed prior to the 2014 opening of the Green Line, Metro Transit will 
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undergo a bus realignment study along the Green Line Extension in 2015 to optimize existing routes for 

optimal connections and timing to best serve the LRT corridor. Although the extent of future transit 

connections throughout Minnetonka is unknown at this point, policies which encourage the use of LRT 

to reach jobs near the station areas may be effective at reducing the traffic demand generated by 

workers commuting to Minnetonka. 

Figure 8: Green Line LRT Extension Locally Preferred Alternative (2011)16 
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D. 494 Commuter Services 

494 Commuter Services, one of four local Transportation Management Organizations (TMO) in the 

Twin Cities metropolitan area, is an important stakeholder within the TDM conversation for both the 

City of Minnetonka and its employers. An outreach and education branch of the 494 Corridor 

Commission, 494 Commuter Services exists primarily to increase awareness and use of alternative 

transportation options to major employment centers along the Interstate 494 corridor southwest of 

Minneapolis and St. Paul. In addition to the City of Minnetonka, the TMO’s service area includes the I-

494 corridor through the suburban communities of Bloomington, Eden Prairie, Edina, and Richfield. The 

traffic concerns along this corridor are significant enough that it threatens future growth and 

development in these cities. In response to these concerns and future growth challenges, the cities 

support the work of 494 Commuter Services and their efforts to manage demand.  

Current Efforts 

494 Commuter Services is very successful in their employer outreach efforts, and provides a wide 

variety of services mainly focused on building relationships with commuters. Specific efforts include:  

 Outreach activities through commuter fairs, bicycle clinics, and seminars on pre-tax 

transportation benefits.  

 Personalized trip planning, brokering transit passes, and helping travelers find carpool matches  

 Implementation of employer-based Individualized marketing programs with full evaluation of 

personalized trip planning assistance and its impact on travel behavior  

 Assisting companies with TDM plan development and initiating telework programs  

 Promoting and enrolling participants in regional events like the Commuter Challenge  

 Installing outdoor bike parking and assisting companies develop preferential parking programs  

Through these efforts, the organization focuses on promoting carpooling, vanpooling, bicycling, 

telework, and transit. Given the dispersed nature of the land uses and relatively low density throughout 

their service area, the largest mode share (outside of the personal automobile) for commuters in the 

494 Commuter Services member cities is ridesharing, followed by transit, telework, and bicycling.17 
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IV.  Existing Research and Applications 

Fundamentally, there are four ways that peak-period auto traffic can be reduced. Trips can be 

eliminated, trips can be shifted to other routes, trips can be shifted to other times, and trips can be 

shifted to other modes. A key part of development of this policy study included a thorough literature 

review regarding the measurable efficacy, as well as significant qualitative benefits, of various TDM 

strategies that are commonly used to eliminate or shift peak hour trips.  

The following discussion includes the highlights from four TDM strategy types (Transit, Bicycle, 

Ridesharing/Parking, and Alternative Work Arrangements) and is primarily included in this study to 

identify potential applications to the City of Minnetonka. Further detail can be found in the four 

literature reviews located in Appendix A. 

A.  Transit Strategies 

Research indicates that the best way to shift trips is to make single-occupancy vehicle (SOV) trips less 

attractive, but this is often politically infeasible, especially in a U.S. suburban setting dominated by an 

auto-oriented development pattern.18 Instead, considerable attention can be focused on making non-

SOV trips via public transportation relatively more attractive. Four transit-related programs and 

strategies can help to make this mode more attractive: 

 Employer-subsidized transit fares 

 Guaranteed Ride Home programs 

 Marketing and information programs 

 Proximity and connections to transit 

Selected Findings on the Efficacy of Transit Strategies  

Studies of transit fare subsidy programs have identified interesting effects related to who pays, and how 

much. There is evidence that a program in which the employer directly pays some share of the fare will 

be more successful in shifting commuter behavior than one where the savings are due to a tax benefit to 

the employees, even if the actual fare level is the same.19 Evidence also suggests that the actual amount 

of the benefit paid by the employer has only a marginal effect on shifting commuter behavior, as long as 

it is greater than zero.20 

Furthermore, employee transportation coordinators (ETCs) can be an effective supporting tool for any 

type of TDM program, but the National Center for Transit Research found an important link between 

ETCs and transit commuting in particular. In areas with high levels of transit service, the presence of an 

ETC made little or no difference in the effectiveness of efforts to encourage transit commuting. But in 

areas with low transit service, the presence of an ETC was critical for the success of transit-focused 

TDM strategies. 



 

20 

 

Considerations for Minnetonka 

 Transit Subsidies: Employers that do have access to fixed-route transit service can get 

extensive fare subsidies through Metro Transit. As noted, benefits paid by employers (as long as 

they are greater than $0) will likely have a noticeable impact on employee adoption of the 

mode, as opposed to programs that provide direct tax savings to employees. Because few 

employers currently have access to frequent, fixed-route service, careful consideration of this 

application must be made for employers located in proximity to planned future transit service.    

 Last Mile Connections: Employers need to identify and implement opportunities to create 

last mile connections to transit service throughout the city. This may be done through privately 

provisioned shuttle service or other approaches, such as improving trail infrastructure, 

improving wayfinding, or providing company-owned bicycles for employee use.  

 Employee Transportation Coordinators: ETCs are critical to the successful 

encouragement and implementation of transit-related TDM strategies. While it may be difficult 

to require businesses to staff this position, the City may find it useful to strongly recommend 

that building tenants dedicate staff hours to this role.  

 Plan (Now) for the Green Line LRT Extension Opening Day: It is important to plan now 

for future Southwest LRT service, including encouraging employers to be transparent about 

availability of future transit passes, for example. In order to encourage changes in behavior, 

marketing should begin now. 

B. Non-Motorized (Bicycle) Measures 

In this discussion, non-motorized transportation refers primarily to bicycle treatments that can influence 

demand for SOV trips during the peak hour.  

Point of Destination Facilities 

Point-of-destination facilities include amenities that are located at the workplace and that enable and 

encourage bicycling, such as shower facilities, bicycle parking, and bicycle storage.  

Bicycle Network Improvements 

Bicycle network improvements include all improvements to the actual route a cyclist takes to his or her 

destination. These improvements refer both to improving the safety and convenience of existing routes, 

and to the addition of new routes to increase the connectivity of the network. 

Selected Findings on the Efficacy of Non-Motorized Strategies 

Facilities that aid in the ease of bicycle commuting are critical starting points if mode shift is going to be 

achieved. This is especially true with bicycle storage facilities and showers (though due to their cost and 

scale, showers are less widely implemented, making it more difficult to determine their effect). A 2012 

poll conducted by Bicycling Magazine identified showers and storage as facilities that would encourage 17 

percent of all adults and 44 percent of active riders to commute by bicycle.21  

The research on the quantitative impacts of such facilities is limited, and often based on stated-

preference surveys rather than revealed-preferences. That these facilities have a positive impact on 
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bicycle mode share is nearly universally accepted, but identifying the degree of that positive impact has 

been more elusive. Furthermore, the literature is unclear on the direction of the causal arrow between 

bicycle mode share and bicycle storage or shower facilities. 

Financial incentives for biking to work, similar to the program implemented at the South San Francisco 

employer Genentech22, may improve mode shift by nearly five percent.  Results of an incentive program 

that at a Bloomington, MN employer, Quality Bicycle Products (QBP), showed even higher results 

during the company’s peak production periods, where up to 50 percent of the company’s 270 

employees bike to work on monthly bike-to-work days. QBP’s program includes increased wages, 

alongside indoor bicycle storage, repair facilities, showers, lockers, and catered lunch multiple times per 

week to reduce the need for travel.23  

Considerations for Minnetonka 

 Coupled Provision of Alternative Transportation Facilities: Shower/bike-parking 

facilities must fit the surrounding context, and should be provided together, whenever possible.  

 Mode-Specific and Financial Incentives: Provide financial and/or mode-specific 

incentives/rewards for biking and walking (e.g., shoes, helmets, other gear). 

 Small Improvements: Small changes to improve convenience of the use of alternative 

commuting modes can have a surprisingly large impact, such as the location of a bike rack. The 

walk from a bike rack at the back of a low density suburban office building to the front door can 

frequently be a large enough inconvenience to influence some bike riders to abandon the mode. 

A lack of bike rack placement in an area with pedestrian traffic also diminishes the sense of 

security for the commuters storing their bicycle on the rack. 

 Weather Impacts: Unsurprisingly, inclement weather is found to negatively impact ridership 

in cold climates, which is a factor entirely out of the control of the employer or City. 

C. Parking and Ridesharing Strategies 

Parking Cash-out 

The excess supply of parking is one of the core issues of the suburban built environment, but too often, 

the supply of parking in the suburbs is even not considered part of the built environment. The problem 

of parking oversupply in the suburban landscape cannot easily be remedied by dynamic pricing schemes, 

a popular solution for urban locations with higher land values. However, this oversupply presents an 

opportunity for employers to create incentives to reduce demand for employee parking since supply of 

parking in the built environment is not an issue. 

Parking cash-out programs provide this type of incentive by reimbursing employees for non-SOV trips. 

Under a parking cash-out program, employees receive a subsidy for not driving to work each day. In 

California, employers who provide free parking must also offer a “cash-out” subsidy for employees who 

choose not to drive to work.24 This application is ideal in a suburban context that is over supplied with 

parking and in which moving away from free parking is politically unacceptable.  
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Carpool/Vanpool  

Employer-provided incentives or financial subsidies to support ridesharing (via carpools or vanpools) is 

another alternative to decrease SOV trips to a site. Further incentive measures may include parking 

priority programs that allow ridesharing vehicles to conveniently park on site. 

Employee Transportation Coordinators 

The designation of an Employee Transportation Coordinator is critical. A 2005 study found that, 

“management support and an effective [employee transportation coordinator] are necessary for a 

successful work site trip reduction program if the work site is not located in an area with access to high-

quality public transportation.”25  

Considerations for Minnetonka 

 Free Parking Abundance: The City is keenly aware of the surplus and ubiquity of free 

parking throughout the City, as are its employees and employers. Removal of free parking 

options for employees is politically infeasible at this point in time, but parking cash-out programs 

provide an alternative for suburban employers, especially in cases where an employer is 

considering an expansion of parking to meet real or perceived demand. 

 Preferential Parking Provision is Easy: Relatively speaking, the process of designating a 

number of spaces for carpool/vanpool parking should be straightforward and inexpensive to 

implement. The share of designated spots should be an appropriate fit to the average number of 

vehicles participating in a carpool or vanpool program. 

 Overcoming Challenges with Trip Chaining: A common concern for employees if they 

were to participate in a carpool or vanpool arrangement is the ability to complete tasks off-site 

throughout the day, such as medical appointments, errands, or other tasks. Locating amenities 

on-site or nearby (e.g. food, dry cleaning, an ATM, etc.) is a potential solution to these types of 

issues. More feasible, however, is providing a vehicle for occasional employee use throughout 

the day, whether it is a shuttle service to a high-density area, a short-term car check out 

program, or shared bicycles. 

 Employee Transportation Coordinators: As with transit-related TDM strategies, the ETC 

is critical for the successful implementation of carpool/vanpool programs, as well as other 

employer-facilitated programs. 

D. Alternative Work Arrangements (AWA) 

Alternative work arrangements are most commonly grouped into four strategy types: 

 Flexible Work Hours 

 Staggered Work Hours 

 Compressed Work Weeks 

 Telecommuting/Telework programs 
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Telework arrangements are the most frequently practiced alternative work arrangement (AWA), and 

have been implemented fairly widely in the Twin Cities region through the assistance of the 2010 

eWorkPlace initiative.  

Selected Findings on the Efficacy of Alternative Work Arrangements 

Telecommute/flexible work environments are more likely to be adopted by and applicable to certain 

industry types, including IT, engineering, and insurance companies, among others. Despite the prevalence 

of these industries in the Twin Cities, management norms and personalities remain a significant barrier 

to implementation or expansion of existing AWA policies. 

Similar to findings related to other TDM measures, a mix of strategies for the employee is crucial. 

Specific to telework policies, the addition of other convenient TDM strategies to an employee’s set of 

options will help to counter the tendency for teleworkers to make SOV trips on non-telecommute days 

that could otherwise be completed via a carpool or transit. 

Considerations for Minnetonka 

 Telework Industry Share: There is a relatively high share of employers within Minnetonka 

that are telecommute-compatible industries (i.e., engineering/planning/architecture, healthcare 

administration, IT, insurance). The City should consider actively encouraging employers to 

participate in future phases of the eWorkPlace program. 

 Recognition of Family-Oriented Employers: Minnetonka is currently seeking to attract 

young families to the City. AWA provides an opportunity for many companies to improve the 

work/life balance of employees, and the City should capitalize on these family-friendly benefits 

when encouraging employers to adopt various TDM strategies.  

E. Summary of Considerations for Minnetonka 

In the context of suburban land use patterns and existing transportation infrastructure in Minnetonka, a 

multiple-strategy TDM policy approach that provides complementary alternatives is most relevant and 

potentially effective for employees and employers. For various reasons, including issues such as limited 

transit service, single-strategy TDM approaches are likely to be ineffective. However, when TDM 

strategies are combined, the choices and flexibility with users’ lifestyles can lead to an increased 

likelihood of travel behavior changes by employees. 

Section VII, Evidence Based Recommendations, is focused on City discretion regarding the initial 

approval of TDM plans, as well as determinations of good faith efforts to implement the strategies 

incorporated into the TDM plan. City staff should use the considerations outlined in this section to 

inform their TDM plan approval processes. 
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V. Case Studies: Local Government Policies 

Before making recommendations to Minnetonka, we reviewed the policies of other cities and counties 

that had implemented TDM ordinances. Our case studies focused on suburban cities in a metropolitan 

region. Whenever possible, we tried to identify cities that have similar population size, employment 

density, and transit access as Minnetonka. However, for the purpose of gaining information on TDM 

best practices, we also reviewed TDM ordinances of municipalities that may have a larger population, 

serve a greater number of commuters, or have a more robust transportation network than Minnetonka.  

For regional comparisons, we reviewed Bloomington’s required TDM ordinance and Eden Prairie’s 

suggested TDM framework. Both cities are considered leaders in TDM policy in the 494 corridor. 

Nationally, we looked to cities that had TDM ordinances that had elements that could be tailored to 

Minnetonka’s needs. Pasadena, California, was used by Bloomington as a model of a successful TDM 

ordinance when Bloomington was developing its own ordinance.  

Arlington County, Virginia, and King County, Washington, are large counties that serve a broad range of 

employees with a well-developed transit network. Both Arlington and King Counties are national 

leaders in TDM and have received recognition from the Federal Highway Administration for their 

excellence in TDM administration.  

Lastly, North Brunswick, New Jersey, is a small suburban township outside of New York City, that has a 

broad approach to TDM that encompasses many of its local businesses. The variety of municipalities we 

reviewed provided a rich study about the strengths and weaknesses of different approaches to TDM 

implementation that helped refine our recommendations.  

A. City of Bloomington, Minnesota – Municipal Policy and Internal TDM Plan 

Background 

Prior to 2009, the City of Bloomington did not have a consistent TDM policy or ordinance. TDM 

policies were applied in several contexts, but a unifying citywide policy did not exist. The City’s zoning 

code had provisions for TDM as a condition of a parking flexibility ordinance. TDM had also been 

required as a condition of approval by the City Council for some major developments on a case by case 

basis. Examples of such developments include Mall of America Phase II, Bloomington Central Station and 

United Properties 8200 Tower, among others.26 These policies often had different terminologies and 

requirements. 

The inconsistent application of TDM policies and their dispersed locations in the City Code led to 

confusion. Developers were unsure of what would trigger TDM requirements and what those 

requirements would be if needed. City staff members were unsure about who should be administering 

the policies and when they would be required. As development continued in Bloomington, it became 

clear that a more consistent approach was needed and in 2006 staff began work to establish consistent 

TDM standards and a process to apply them citywide.27 
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TDM Plan28 

The City of Bloomington’s plan consolidated all TDM policies into a single section of the City Code. The 

ordinance divides developments into two tiers based on land use type, size of the development and 

parking requirements. The two tiers have different TDM requirements reflecting both the differences in 

trip generation and resources available to different development sizes. The Bloomington TDM ordinance 

is included in this report as Appendix B. 

Tier 1 

Tier 1 is targeted at large developments generating a high number of trips. All new development and 

redevelopment is subject to TDM review. New development requiring more than 350 parking spaces or 

seeking flexibility from the parking requirements and redevelopment resulting in a 25 percent increase in 

parking spaces and more than 350 total spaces are subject to Tier 1 TDM requirements. A Tier 1 TDM 

plan requires a developer to: 

 Fund a study analyzing the projected transportation and parking impacts of the development 

 Prepare a TDM plan describing trip reduction goals, TDM measures to be implemented, 

evaluation measures, and a three-year budget for TDM implementation 

 File a TDM agreement including the details of the approved TDM with the City Attorney’s office 

 Provide a Financial Guarantee to the City in an amount determined by the number of required 

parking spaces 

 File an annual TDM status report with the City 

The TDM plan prepared by a Tier 1 developer must be approved by the City before the building permit 

is issued and construction is allowed to move forward. The City does not require specific TDM 

measures. The City identifies on-site transit facilities, preferential location of car and van pool parking, 

telecommuting, on-site bicycle and pedestrian facilities and employer subsidized transit passes as TDM 

measures that could potentially be included in a Tier 1 TDM plan. Ultimate approval of the TDM plan is 

left up to the Public Works Director’s designee. 

The value of the Financial Guarantee is determined by the number of code-required parking spaces in 

the proposed development. The rate is currently set at $50 per code-required parking space. The 

minimum value of the Financial Guarantee would be $17,500 for a development meeting the required 

350 parking space threshold. The Financial Guarantee is held by the City for a minimum of two years. If 

at that point the property owner has demonstrated a good faith effort to meet the trip reduction goals 

and implement the TDM measures included in the agreed-upon plan the Financial Guarantee will be 

returned. If the property owner has not demonstrated a good faith effort the City will hold the Financial 

Guarantee for up to an additional year. If no improvement has been made at that point, the City will 

either donate the funds to 494 Commuter Services or use the funds to implement TDM measures 

around the site. 

Tier 2 

Tier 2 is targeted at moderately-sized developments that generate fewer trips than large scale 

developments but still enough to have an impact on peak-period congestion. All new developments and 
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additions over 1,000 square feet are subject to a Tier 2 TDM plan. The requirements of a Tier 2 TDM 

plan are less stringent than the Tier 1 TDM plan, requiring developers to select potential TDM measures 

from a check-list. Developers are asked to commit to the selected measures and a completed check-list 

is a requirement of the development package. The purpose of a Tier 2 TDM plan is primarily to increase 

education and awareness of TDM measures and transportation alternatives among developers, 

employers and employees. 

Developing the TDM Plan 

Complexity 

Complexity was a major consideration for staff during development. City staff wanted to create a plan 

that captured many development types while at the same time was simple and easy to understand. The 

initial plan included three tiers based on projected parking and transportation impacts (as determined by 

code-required parking spaces).29 After working with internal and external stakeholders including City 

Council Members, Planning Commissioners, city staff, developers and others, staff determined that a 

three-tied TDM plan would be too complex and burdensome.30 Developers were concerned that the 

classifications and requirements would be unclear and planning staff were concerned that the approach 

would be overly complex and difficult to administer. Based on that feedback, the City redrafted the 

proposed TDM plan to include only two tiers. 

Benefits and Costs 

City staff wanted to ensure that the TDM plan did not overburden developers or city staff. The City 

initially proposed a significantly higher rate per code-required parking space required for a Tier 1 TDM 

plan. However it was determined through discussions with developers that the fee would be too high. 

Developers felt that the additional upfront cost of the Financial Guarantee would begin to discourage 

development in the City. The City settled on the rate $50 per required space to ensure the Financial 

Guarantee acted as an incentive to developers not a deterrent to development.31 

The City was also conscious of imposing a large burden on smaller developments where the Financial 

Guarantee and TDM measures would constitute a larger portion of the overall cost of the project. They 

aimed to set thresholds that would target the largest developments in the City for the Tier 1 TDM plan 

while allowing smaller developments to commit to a less stringent Tier 2 TDM plan.  

Parking was used as the primary threshold dividing Tier 1 and Tier 2 developments because the parking 

requirements are based on projected trip generation rates. The City of Bloomington uses the ITE Trip 

Generation models based on land use type and development size to determine parking requirements. 

Thus they are seen as an effective proxy for actual trip generation rates.32 The City engaged in an 

iterative process to set the thresholds established in the plan. They started with an initial value for the 

threshold and calibrated that number based on existing parking requirements for developments with 

high trip generation rates in the City. 

Measurement and Enforcement 

The Financial Guarantee and Annual Report required in the Tier 1 TDM plan are the primary means of 

measurement and enforcement. The Annual Report must be filed by the property owner and include 

employee surveys assessing self-reported commute modes and awareness of TDM measures in place. It 

must also include documentation of annual expenditures on TDM measures by the property owner.  
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Both the Annual Report and the Financial Guarantee are only required for two years as long as the 

developer is found to be making a “good faith effort” to achieve the trip reduction goals and enact the 

TDM measures in the agreed-upon plan. This makes long-term enforcement of on-going TDM measures 

difficult. 

Tier 2 TDM plans do not have an enforcement or measurement mechanism.  

Internal TDM Policy for City Employees 

In addition to the 2009 TDM policy, the City of Bloomington enacted an internal TDM plan for its 

employees in 2011. The plan (included in Appendix B) includes common strategies to increase non-SOV 

trips to the City’s campus on Old Shakopee Road, including a “try-it” goal of 25 percent and a trip-

reduction goal of five percent. In order to fund incentives for the first year of implementation, the City 

successfully applied for the Minnesota Department of Health’s State Health Improvement Program 

(SHIP) grant. 

Applications to Minnetonka 

 Engage Business: The City of Minnetonka should engage with developers and existing 

property owners while implementing the TDM plan. The City of Bloomington benefited from 

engaging with developers early and often to hear what their concerns with the plan were and to 

understand where the City should be making changes. Engaging developers to be a part of the 

process early can turn potential opponents of the plan into supporters. 

 Long-term Enforcement of TDM Measures is a Concern: The City of Bloomington only 

keeps the Financial Guarantee for two-years, at which point the business is no longer required 

to continue any TDM measures or to provide the City with an annual report. The City of 

Minnetonka should explore alternative enforcement and incentive techniques to address this 

problem. Further, if a business fails to demonstrate a good faith effort, the City must use the 

Financial Guarantee, which itself can be costly administrative burden and is often not enough to 

fund any meaningful capital project aimed at reducing peak-hour trips. 

 Incorporate TDM Phases: Related to the previous point, the City of Bloomington does not 

distinguish between on-going programmatic TDM measures (e.g., employer transit subsidies or 

vanpooling programs) and constructed TDM measures that are a part of the facility (e.g., bicycle 

shower facilities, trail connections, or a building footprint oriented towards the street). On-

going programs can be ended when the incentive stops, while constructed TDM measures will 

exist for the life of the structure. Because of this, they have different sets of incentives and are 

potentially performed by different actors. The City of Minnetonka should be conscious of this 

distinction and incorporate it into the TDM plan. 

 Simplicity is Important: The plan must be easily understood by developers and city staff to 

be effective. Ideally the TDM plan should be incorporated into the existing development 

process. 

 Show dedication through internal TDM plan: The City of Bloomington used its internal 

TDM plan as a tool to influence travel behavior of its employees and to show the City’s 

dedication to the 2009 TDM policy.   



 

29 

 

B. City of Eden Prairie, Minnesota – Municipal TDM Policy 

Eden Prairie, Minnesota 

Like the City of Minnetonka, Eden Prairie is a suburban community in the Twin Cities Metropolitan 

Region located 11 miles southwest of Minneapolis. It has a population of 60,797 and a median family 

income of $105,177. As of 2011, there were approximately 49,288 employees working in the City of 

Eden Prairie.33 

Policy 

Eden Prairie’s TDM policy served as the template for the City of Bloomington’s TDM policy. The policy 

requires qualifying developments to submit a two-year TDM plan to the City. The submitted TDM plan 

must include a quantifiable goal for reducing the number of SOV trips to the site based on an initial 

baseline survey of employers (see Appendix C).34   

The City’s TDM policy also requires the developer to submit which TDM strategies they will apply to 

the site and which party (developer, property manager, or tenant) will be responsible for each part of 

the submitted plan. The City provides a list of suggested TDM strategies a developer can select from, in 

addition to any excluded from the list, pending City approval. As a part of the plan, the developer must 

propose a two year TDM budget that it plans to spend on administration and implementation of TDM 

strategies.35 

The City requires a financial guarantee in the amount equal to the proposed two year TDM budget to 

be held by the City. Unlike Bloomington, Eden Prairie does not have a mechanism in place to spend the 

money if a developer does not make a good faith effort to reduce SOV trips. The financial guarantee is 

returned to the developer after two years pending the receipt of a summary of the TDM evaluation. 

The City requires evaluation at three points; an initial employee commute behavior survey to set the 

TDM goal baseline, a midpoint review after one year, and a final review with an end of plan employee 

survey to evaluate the effectiveness of the TDM plan.36 

Applications to Minnetonka 

 Set Quantifiable Goals: Eden Prairie requires developers to set a quantifiable SOV trip 

reduction goal. These goals are based on an initial employee survey and followed up with a mid-

plan evaluation and a final evaluation at the end of the two years. This allows employers and the 

City to gain a better understanding of what strategies work and apply that information to new 

TDM plans. 

 Primary Goal is to Educate: Eden Prairie’s TDM requirements only last for two years from 

the point of occupancy. There is no enforcement other than the financial guarantee, however 

this is returned after two years regardless of SOV reduction. The primary long-term mechanism 

for reducing SOV appears to be the education of employees about alternative modes and the 

hope to set individual commute behaviors that continue past the two year TDM plan. 
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C. City of Pasadena, California – Municipal TDM Policy37 

Located 10 miles east of Los Angeles, California, Pasadena is a city of more than 100,000 residents in the 

San Gabriel Valley. 38  More than 80,000 people commute into Pasadena for work each day. 39 

 

The Pasadena Area Rapid Transit System (ARTS) provides limited express bus service to sites 

throughout the City. Additionally, Pasadena has five stops on LA Metro’s Gold Line light rail corridor, 

which connects this first-ring suburb to Union Station in downtown Los Angeles. 

In discussions about the creation of Bloomington’s TDM policy with city staff, the planners we spoke 

with emphasized the influence of Pasadena’s TDM policy in Bloomington’s initial attempts to develop a 

TDM policy. Though Pasadena and Bloomington are different communities in many ways, we wanted to 

study the aspects of Pasadena’s policy that influenced another 494 corridor community’s TDM 

ordinance (see Appendix D for the City’s policy). 

Policy 

Pasadena’s efforts to implement TDM measures are integrated within two areas within the City’s 

Municipal Code: 

1. Zoning Code – Site Plans and General Development Chapter 

2. Transportation Management Program Chapter 

Within the Site Plans and General Development chapter of the Municipal Code, two TDM plan tiers are 

outlined, and include: 

1. Developments or additions exceeding 25,000 gross square feet 

2. Developments or additions exceeding 75,000 gross square feet 

Unique Property Owner Requirements 

Property Covenant 

Developments falling under the larger compliance tier are required to attach the TDM plan as a 

covenant to the property as a condition of development. As part of the covenant, the property owner 

must notify the Pasadena Department of Transportation of any changes in property ownership. Property 

owners must also inform any potential future owner of the associated TDM requirements. 

Property Owner Guarantee 

TDM plans for projects greater than 75,000 gross square feet must include a personal commitment from 

the Chief Executive Officer of the owner of the property to uphold the TDM plan’s obligations. The plan 

must outline measures to reduce average vehicle ridership (AVR) to 1.5 within one year of opening, or 

to 1.75 within three years of opening (projects located in Transit Oriented Development Areas). 

Plan Approval, Monitoring, and Enforcement 

In order for initial TDM plan approval, all site plans for a development exceeding 25,000 gross square 

feet must include carpool/vanpool preferential parking for 10 percent of employee parking, bicycle 
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parking facilities, and space for a transportation information display board. Without approval, the City 

will not issue a building permit for the development. Failure to submit or properly amend a TDM plan is 

grounds for the city to deny a project’s building permits, certificate of occupancy, or other forms of 

approval required (permits, licenses) for the project to proceed. The city can also issue a stop work 

order or assess a financial administrative penalty. 

Property Owners are required to submit a TDM “Annual Status Report” to the Pasadena Department 

of Transportation. TDM Status Reports must include commuter surveys to document progress meeting 

AVR goals. If AVR goals are not met, the property owner must submit a revised TDM plan. The revised 

plan must include new plans to reach the established TDM goals. 

Applications to Minnetonka 

 Tiers of TDM: Small and large developments have different levels of requirements for 

successful compliance with the city’s TDM ordinance.  

 TDM Plans Require Notification in Change of Ownership: In order for cities to enforce 

TDM compliance, they must know the scope and intensity of uses on existing developments. 

Requiring developments to inform the city of changes in property ownership ensures that future 

owners are aware of the city’s TDM requirements during the purchase process.  

 Strict Enforcement: Failure to comply with any part of the TDM process is grounds for not 

approving critical building permits, certificates of occupancy, and other required licenses that can 

delay the construction or leasing of new developments.  

 Zoning Code + Ordinance: Locating TDM policy in both the city’s ordinance and zoning 

code incorporates TDM policy into every step of the development process and creates a 

mechanism for enforcement after the development process is complete.  

 Higher TDM Goals for TOD Projects: Recognizing the effect of transit service on employee 

commute decisions, the city established higher trip reduction goals for projects located in TOD 

areas.  

 Applicable Model to Local Context: The Pasadena TDM Ordinance was a template which 

helped shape the City of Bloomington’s recent TDM ordinance update.  

D. Arlington County, Virginia - County/Municipal TDM Policy40 

A first-ring suburb of Washington, DC, Arlington County is home to a population of over 220,000. Over 

110,000 travel from outside the county to Arlington County for work each day.41  

Arlington County has a high level of transit service. The County is served by 11 Washington 

Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (WMATA) Metro train stations, multiple WMATA bus lines 

serving the DC-VA-MD metropolitan area, and several local bus routes and connector services, as well 

as the region’s Capital Bikeshare system. I-66 and I-395, as well as multiple state highway corridors, 

directly serve the County.  
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While the employment density, compact development patterns, and level of transit service in Arlington 

County, VA are not reflective of the suburban conditions in Minnetonka, Arlington County has been 

recognized as a national leader in TDM policy by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) as a 

TDM Best Practice.42 Numerous components of Arlington’s successful TDM strategy can be 

incorporated into Minnetonka’s TDM ordinance.  

Policy 

Similar to the City of Minnetonka, the County first adopted a TDM ordinance in 1990 (see Appendix E). 

The development matrix created by this ordinance ties TDM plans to the intensity of the proposed site 

development, as well as land use consistency. Projects that do not require a zoning variance and are not 

forecasted to negatively impact congestion and traffic operations are treated with the least scrutiny; 

corresponding TDM plans for low intensity developments focus on education on outreach of employees. 

Alternatively, the TDM plans for high intensity developments, especially those which require a zoning 

variance, may require the construction of transportation infrastructure or financial performance 

guarantees to ensure efforts to mitigate traffic congestion. 

Arlington County Commuter Services (ACCS) is the agency within the county’s Department of 

Environmental Services that is tasked with developing the County’s TDM Policy.  

Plan Approval, Monitoring, and Enforcement 

Administration of TDM plans is within the scope of the County’s Department of Community Planning, 

Housing, and Development. Approval of a developer’s TDM plan, including completion of necessary 

infrastructure improvements, is required in order for the property to receive a certificate of occupancy. 

TDM plans are required of all new developments in Arlington County, regardless of development size, 

occupancy, or parking requirements.  

All property owners are required to contribute to the County’s TDM enforcement and monitoring 

efforts. Required monetary contributions to the County’s TDM efforts are based on the gross area of 

the development, as divided into three tiers: 

1. Less than 100,000 gross square feet 

2. 100,000 to 200,000 gross square feet 

3. Greater than 200,000 gross square feet 

In addition to required contributions to the County’s TDM efforts, a monetary “performance 

guarantee” is required of the largest developments to insure good faith compliance with the agreed 

upon TDM plan. After 3 years, the County can either dissolve or renew the performance guarantee 

based on the employer’s performance implementing its TDM policy.  

The County’s TDM Ordinance requires continuous participation in the TDM plan by the property’s 

developers and future owners. Akin to a protective covenant on a historic property, this language passes 

on the current TDM to future property owners in perpetuity. Specifically, the ordinance states that “the 

term developer also includes the owner, the applicant and all successors and assigns [.]”43 
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ACCS requires property owners to submit annual TDM Plan updates. TDM plans, including a list of 

current tenants, can be updated online through the County’s online reporting system. Arlington 

Transportation Partners, the local TMO, uses the data from the annual reports to reach out to tenants 

and identified TDM Coordinators to provide TDM education and outreach services. 

Applications to Minnetonka  

 Long-term Enforcement: In addition to annual employer reporting of compliance and 

implementation, Arlington County attaches TDM requirements to every new development in 

perpetuity. This policy ensures continuity of participation regardless of changes in property 

ownership or tenancy.  

 Outreach to Tenants: One of the hardest parts of successfully implementing a TDM policy is 

ensuring that office tenants are engaged in the property owner’s TDM goals. By sharing the 

updated list of tenants with Arlington Transportation Partners, the County ensures that as 

turnover in occupancy occurs, there is still consistency in efforts to implement TDM strategies.  

 Land Use: Using conformity with the general land use plan as criteria for the level of TDM 

requirements ensures that TDM strategies are context-specific and remedies proposed in 

context to the built environment.  

E.  Town of North Brunswick, New Jersey – Municipal TDM Policy44 

North Brunswick is a township of 40,000 residents located 40 miles southwest of New York City in 

Middlesex County, New Jersey. Over 20,000 commuters travel into North Brunswick for work each 

day.  

The Township is served by limited bus shuttle service within Middlesex County. New Jersey Transit Rail 

Operations (NJT) operates out of one commuter rail station in North Brunswick, which serves peak 

hour trips to and from Penn Station in Midtown Manhattan. In early 2013, NJT announced plans to build 

an additional commuter rail station in the Town by 2018. The station’s construction and opening is 

planned to coincide with an adjacent planned transit oriented development.  

North Brunswick is a small town with a big TDM policy (see Appendix F). Demonstrating that TDM has 

a place in communities of all sizes and settings, suburban North Brunswick adopted a TDM ordinance 

that requires businesses of 50 employees or more to participate in its TDM ordinance. Minnetonka, a 

suburban city in a bustling metropolitan region, can also find a TDM ordinance that is the right size for 

its business community. 

Policy 

TDM policy requirements apply to all existing businesses with 50 employees or more, proposed 

commercial developments of 15,000 gross square feet or larger, and all planned unit developments 

(PUDs). A TDM plan is also required for businesses which have more than 60 percent of employees that 

regularly commute during peak period or more than 40 percent of employees that are required to 

arrive or leave work in the same 15-minute time period. 
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The goal of the TDM plans implemented in North Brunswick is to reduce peak trips to 70 percent of 

the projected number of peak trips for that site.  

Plan Approval, Monitoring, and Enforcement 

TDM plan approval is required by the North Brunswick Planning Board as part of the site plan approval 

process. 

An annual employee commuter survey of at least 75 percent of employees must be conducted and 

results must be reported to the Town’s Office of Traffic Management (OTM); all affected businesses 

must identify a Traffic Coordinator as a point person to submit TDM materials to the OTM. 

Additionally, report results must be certified by the businesses’ human resources director or equivalent 

staff person. Developers are also required to ensure that tenants participate in the implementation of 

the agreed upon TDM Plan.  

If a business fails to make a “good faith” effort to implement its traffic reduction plan, it will be subject to 

fines of $500 month until the property is in compliance. Businesses that fail to achieve goals set in their 

traffic reduction plan, but act in good faith, are not in danger of being penalized.  

Applications to Minnetonka 

 “Good Faith Effort”: North Brunswick is one of many local governments to use the “good 

faith effort” threshold to determine compliance with a city’s TDM ordinance. While trip 

reduction goals may not be achieved, employers acting in good faith are not penalized for trying 

to reach their TDM goals.  

 Site Plan Approval: The requirement to have an approved TDM plan in order to receive site 

plan approval demonstrates the Town’s commitment to TDM as an effective land use and 

transportation strategy. Requiring developers to think critically about their responsibility to 

reduce single-occupancy trips before the building is constructed allows the local government to 

negotiate for amenities and infrastructure that can further enable wider adoption of alternative 

forms of transportation.  

 Suburban Solutions: A suburban commuter community like Minnetonka, North Brunswick’s 

thorough TDM policy demonstrates that TDM has a place in suburban communities. 

F. King County, Washington – Various Efforts 

King County, Washington, is home to 1.9 million residents. Major employment centers include Seattle, 

Bellevue, and Redmond. Major employers include Boeing, Microsoft, T-Mobile, and Expedia. Nearly 

700,000 residents commute to jobs within King County every day. Additionally, almost 350,000 

commuters from outside the county commute to their employers in King County. The County is well 

served by several bus lines, commuter trains, and light rail transit corridors. 

Washington State’s Commute Trip Reduction (CTR) legislation (1991) mandates every city to create a 

TDM ordinance. This ordinance must require employers with more than 100 employees to submit a 

TDM plan that meets the state’s goal to reduce single occupancy vehicle trips during peak periods. In 
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addition to this requirement, cities have conducted extensive outreach programs to incentivize 

commuters to carpool, take transit, or other alternatives to their daily commute.  

For our case study, we reviewed the range of TDM approaches in King County. King County is home to 

both major employment hubs and smaller suburban communities. The County has an integrated 

approach to TDM, which allows cities to develop their own TDM plans so long as they all meet the state 

standards for trip reduction. The case studies in King County represent this broad range of approaches. 

The County and the City of Redmond have engaged in social marketing programs to incentivize 

employees to reduce single occupancy vehicle trips. The suburban community of Shoreline, Washington 

has adopted a TDM ordinance that fits the needs of its smaller setting. Just as Minnetonka has its own 

needs in the context of the 494 corridor and the metropolitan region, King County serves as an 

example of integrating different approaches to TDM within the same region.  

City of Redmond R-TRIP Incentive Program45 

The Redmond Trip Resource and Incentive Program (R-TRIP) is a voluntary program for Redmond 

residents and commuters. In 2012, it was recognized by the Federal Highway Administration as a best 

practice in TDM policy implementation of TDM policy into transportation planning.46  

The R-TRIP program encourages residents and commuters to log their daily commute mode and travel 

time in exchange for prizes such as $50 Amazon gift cards, free bus passes for new transit riders, and 

vanpool subsidy and referral bonuses. The R-TRIP website also provides help for employers who are 

interesting in creating trip reduction programs. The website provides links to information on applying 

for grants to implement a new trip reduction program and guides to starting new programs that can be 

effective from the start.  

This voluntary data collection enables the City to provide quantitative data on five indicators of 

effectiveness:  

1. Recorded Commutes  

2. CO2 reduced (lbs)  

3. Gasoline saved (gallons)  

4. Trips eliminated  

5. Money saved 

Since the program began approximately 10 years ago, 16,000+ employees from 260 different Redmond 

businesses have participated in the R-TRIP program, and nearly five million commute trips have been 

registered on R-TRIP, primarily funded through the City of Redmond's Business Tax/Transportation 

Improvements and grant funding from King County.  

King County In-Motion Marketing Program47 

King County transportation planners found that 75 percent of trips in the county were not work-

related. As a result, the County conceived a plan to reduce single occupancy vehicle trips for both 
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personal and commute trips. By conducting outreach to residents at the neighborhood level, the County 

hoped to generate positive “peer pressure” to encourage residents to take less single occupancy trips.  

The marketing campaign found that the biggest motivator to encourage residents to walk, bike, or take 

transit was around themes of improving personal health. Messaging also tried to lessen concerns of 

personal safety, which was cited as the main barrier to using transit or alternative transportation modes.  

The campaign tried to create a community interest by inviting schools and businesses to participate in 

the campaign. Campaign volunteers posted positive messages throughout the community such as “Hop 

on the bus, Russ!” and “Cycle on, Juan!” Messages were tailored to the interests and diversity of each 

neighborhood.  

Results of the social campaign were effective. In a post-campaign telephone survey, one-third of 

residents said they were aware of the marketing campaign. Twenty-four to 50 percent of program 

participants (in four different neighborhoods) decreased the number of single-occupancy trips. Bus 

ridership in one neighborhood participating in the campaign increased by nine percent in the same time 

period from last year, compared to a 2.5 percent increase overall in the area. Results were most 

effective in neighborhoods that already had infrastructure to support biking, walking, and transit 

alternatives to driving alone. 

Shoreline, Washington - Municipal TDM Ordinance48 

Shoreline is a suburban Pacific coast community in King County and a first-ring suburb of Seattle, 

Washington, with a population of approximately 50,000 residents. While the majority of residents 

commute to other cities in King County for work, 13,000 commuters arrive in the city each day for 

work from other cities. Shoreline is served by the Seattle area Metro Transit, Community Transit, and 

Sound Transit bus and rail services. 

Like other municipalities in King County, Shoreline adopted a TDM ordinance in 2008 in order to 

comply with the state’s CTR legislation; the City also adopted the standard 100 employee or more 

threshold to determine the employers required to implement a TDM plan (see Appendix G).  

Plan Approval, Monitoring, and Enforcement 

Shoreline requires all impacted employers to submit a TDM plan to the City for approval. New 

employers that would qualify for TDM enforcement measures must identify themselves to the City 

before opening. Failure to notify the City is considered a violation of the trip reduction ordinance.  

New employers are required to submit a baseline study of their current commute patterns which will be 

used by the city to measure the success of the company’s TDM plan implementation. Employers are also 

required to identify an Employee Transportation Coordinator (ETC) at all of their work sites that qualify 

for the TDM Plan. The identified ETCs are also required to complete the King County TDM training 

within six months. This ensures that a capable and informed ETC at every site is included the TDM plan.  

Annual reports are required to be submitted to the City, and must also be shared with the employees at 

the respective company. 
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Applications to Minnetonka 

 Outreach to Residents: King County is a national leader in outreach to residents at the 

individual and neighborhood level. Businesses can receive support in achieving their TDM Plan 

goals by having a workforce informed about alternative transportation options. Incentive 

programs have been shown to increase employee awareness and participation in taking transit, 

carpooling, or participating in alternative work schedules.  

 Support of Sustainable Living Goals in Comprehensive Plan: The King County In-

Motion Social Marketing Campaign pairs TDM policy with the County’s approved 

comprehensive plan to create more opportunities for sustainable living in the County. 

Opportunities to pair TDM policy with other municipal policies (e.g., environmental, public 

health, community development, etc.) have a greater chance of success than when TDM is 

viewed as only a development regulation.  

 Employee Involvement: In addition to increased employee awareness of alternative 

commute options, the City of Shoreline includes employees in the reporting process. Sharing 

employer’s efforts and accomplishments regarding TDM can increase employees’ awareness that 

TDM is a priority for their employers.  

 TDM Coordinator Training: In addition to the requirement that each work site have an 

identified TDM coordinator, the City of Shoreline requires that the coordinator also receive 

training from the County on effective outreach and education strategies. Too often, a company’s 

TDM Coordinator does not receive proper training and cannot be an effective TDM advocate 

on site. Providing TDM Coordinators with adequate training. 

G. Summary of Applications to Minnetonka 

While the range of case studies ranges from small suburban communities to large metropolitan areas, all 

of these case studies can inform the selection of a TDM policy that fits Minnetonka’s needs. The cities 

reviewed offer lessons on effective TDM policies and highlight the challenges that remain to be 

overcome. Several common themes emerged including making TDM part of the site approval process, 

requiring TDM covenants or agreements to attach to properties, and innovative outreach strategies to 

employees. Table 1 provides a simple summary of the requirements, goals, monitoring, and enforcement 

mechanisms of the case studies we reviewed.  
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Table 1: Summary of Informative Elements from Local Government TDM Case Studies 

Jurisdiction 

TDM 

Requirement  

Basis 

TDM 

Redevelopment 

Requirement TDM Goal Monitoring Enforcement 
Bloomington, 

Minnesota 

Land Use 

 
Code-required 

parking spaces 

 

Gross Square 

Feet 

Existing 

development 
parking space 

increase of 25% or 

more 

Reduce Peak 

Hour 
Commute 

Trips 

 

Environmental 

Quality 

Mandated annual 

reporting including 
employer self-surveys 

and TDM 

expenditures 

Financial Guarantee of 

$50/code-required 
parking space 

 

Requires a “good faith 

effort” 

Eden Prairie, 

Minnesota 

Land Use 

 

Square Footage 

N/A Reduce Peak 

Hour 

Commute 

Trips 

Baseline survey, 

midpoint check and 

final survey over two-

year period. 

Financial Guarantee in 

the amount of the 

two-year TDM budget. 

Returned after two 

years. 

Pasadena, 

California 

Gross Square 

Feet  
(25,000+ GSF; 

75,000+ GSF) 

Existing 

development GSF 
increase of 25%, or 

more 

Average 

Vehicle 
Ridership 

(AVR) = 1.5 

Employer self-

reported annual 
surveys 

Civil penalty of 

$250/day 
 

Denial of building 

permit 

Arlington 

County, 

Virginia 

Land Use 

 

Traffic Impact 

N/A Reduce peak 

hour commute 

trips 

Property owner must 

update TDM plans 

annually 

 

“Performance 

Guarantee” required 

of projects requiring 

intense traffic 

mitigation for 3 years 

TDM Plan necessary 

to receive Certificate 

of Occupancy and 

building permit 

 

“Performance 

Guarantee” expires if 

TDM implementation 

is executed; can be 

renewed if plans are 

not executed 

North 

Brunswick, 

New Jersey 

Employers with 

50+ employees 

or 15,000 Gross 

Square Feet 

N/A Reduce peak 

SOV to 60% of 

employees 

Requires an employer 

designate a TDM 

Coordinator and 

submit annual survey 

and report 

Plan necessary to 

receive site plan 

approval 

 

Failure to submit 

annual survey, annual 
report, or trip 

reduction plan =$500 

civil fines/month 

Shoreline, 

Washington 

 

Employers with 

100+ employees 

(must self-identify 

to the City) 

 

 

N/A Mitigate air 

pollution and 

traffic 

congestion 

 

Reduce SOV 

trips and VMT 

Employers must 

perform baseline 

study and submit 

Commute Trip 

Reduction Plan 

 

Every 2 years, must 

conduct employee 

survey with 70% 

participation 

Civil penalty of 

$250/day 
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VI. Agency and Business Perspectives 

A. Transportation Management Organizations 

Transportation Management Organizations (TMOs) can be important resources for both property 

owners and municipalities implementing TDM measures. As the local expert on TDM strategies, plans, 

and implementation, TMOs can supplement TDM resources for municipal staffs, developers, and 

employers.  

i. 494 Commuter Services  

494 Commuter Services serves the City of Minnetonka, as well as the cities of Bloomington, Eden 

Prairie, Edina, and Richfield. In 2012, they assisted in the development and implementation of 12 TDM 

plans for employers in the region. They have also worked with Bloomington and Eden Prairie to 

establish city-wide TDM ordinances.49 

From interviews with staff at the City of Bloomington and a TDM program manager at a local employer, 

it is clear that 494 Commuter Services is an extremely valuable resource for these organizations.5051 

Their staff has the time, resources, and expertise to develop and implement TDM measures where city 

and business staff does not. The organization is trusted by the business community and the city staff. 

Much of the work the organization does is at the interpersonal level, rather than in a formalized 

process.52 This is particularly true of the many commuter fairs and meetings held with company 

management to promote commute options. The nature of those arrangements makes relationships and 

trust extremely important to the efficacy of the organization. 

In addition to being part of the organization’s mission, 494 Commuter Services has an interest in 

engaging with the municipalities and businesses in its service area because these actions are included in 

its annual reporting the Metropolitan Council, and ultimately the FHWA. 494 Commuter Services is 

funded in large part by the federal Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) program. The 

organization’s funding from this program is determined in part by the number and effectiveness of the 

TDM programs it has in place. The remaining 20 percent match is obtained from the five cities within its 

service area.53  

ii. Anoka County Transportation Management Organization 

Anoka County TMO is unique in the region because it provides service to all of Anoka County and is a 

department within the county itself rather than an independent non-profit organization.54 The 

organization shares the same goals and offers many of the same services as 494 Commuter Services.  

The importance of building relationships with employers was echoed in an interview with an employee 

of Anoka County TMO. The organization has prioritized engaging businesses and found that working 

with the Chamber of Commerce is a good way to create close connections.55 

In general most businesses do not find TDM plans to be particularly burdensome. Many have already 

decided to build in a city prior to considering TDM plans and the Anoka County TMO employee has not 

found that TDM requirements are a major determining factor.56 From the organization’s perspective 

there seems to be significant room to grow TDM requirements before they become burdensome to the 
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point of limiting development. Policymaker’s perception of placing a burden on development seems to 

be the limiting factor for many TDM measures. For businesses that are concerned with the costs of a 

TDM measure, the organization makes a point to make the business case for the measure highlighting 

benefits from avoiding construction in the area or mitigating congestion.57 

B. Employers and Developers  

Employers and developers can provide an important business take on TDM. In a series of interviews 

with local employers currently practicing some form of TDM policy some common themes emerged 

about the business perspective of TDM.  

The perception among the TMOs that businesses do not see TDM measures as a significant cost or a 

barrier to development was confirmed in these cases. One manager said that the cost of a MetroPass 

subsidy (approximately $200,000) is “so small compared to the value it provides for the employees who 

need it.”58 Like with the Anoka County TMO, the importance of making the business case for the policy 

was identified. Another manager shared that much of the company’s TDM plan was developed to earn 

points towards a LEED certification in order to gain the financial benefits associated with that program.59 

Many TDM measures are seen as providing direct benefits to employees and used as a talent 

recruitment and retention strategy. 

One common TDM measure applied by employers is teleworking. Teleworking has been growing in 

recent years and is very popular among employees, as it provides the flexibility to work from home or 

another location. One company spent considerable resources to implement their program. The 

company organized a five-person team to train employees and managers and help them understand the 

benefits of the program60. The other company implementing telework found that it only worked well for 

some departments. For example it was very successful in the accounting department as the employees 

there are able to do their work from any location, however the departments requiring face-to-face 

interaction or physical activities could not implement the policy.61 

C. Applications to Minnetonka 

Agency and business roles and perspectives on TDM measures have a direct impact on how the City of 

Minnetonka should be planning and implementing TDM. 

 Maintain a strong relationship with 494 Commuter Services: TMOs are an important 

resource, providing staff time, expertise and existing business relationships that can make 

implementing a TDM policy easier and more effective. 494 Commuter Services is well-respected 

by other cities in the region, as well as the businesses they consult with in their service area. 

Additionally, 494 Commuter Services benefits from the relationship because of the annual 

reporting requirements for their funding. 

 Businesses see the benefit of TDM: Many companies see the benefit in TDM measures and 

are actively developing or administering them on their own, without being required to by a city. 

The costs of construction-phase TDM measures like bicycle shower facilities are a small portion 

of the overall cost of a development and are not generally a major factor in the decision to 

locate in a given city. 
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 Make the business case for TDM: The City of Minnetonka should be conscious of the 

business case for a given TDM measure when engaging with developers and businesses. Many 

TDM measures are highly valued by the employees who use them and they can be used in 

recruitment and retention strategies. The City should also look for other programs with 

financial incentives that might be used to bolster the business case for TDM measures, such as 

LEED certification. 

 The effectiveness of a given TDM measure depends on the context. Teleworking is 

highly valued by employees whose job does not require them to be onsite and is a very effective 

way to reduce peak-hour trips. However, for employees who need to be onsite all or most of 

the time, telework is less useful. The same is true for a number of other TDM measures. 

Employer subsidized transit is only effective when transit is available and convenient. 
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VII. Important Takeaways: 

Based on the analysis of the TDM literature, local and national case studies and interviews with local 

employers and agencies we have identified five major takeaways. These takeaways directly inform the 

TDM policy framework recommended in this report.  

Simplicity over Complexity: 

A clear TDM policy is essential. Developers and employers should be able to easily determine the TDM 

requirements that apply to them. In Bloomington, MN, this was identified as a major concern of 

developers and business during the TDM plan development process. They were wary of complicating an 

already potentially daunting development review process and of being surprised with requirements they 

did not know they had to meet. 

Redmond, WA and Arlington, VA both have online reporting systems that walk developers and 

employers through the requirements and attempt to make the annual TDM reporting process as hassle-

free as possible. King County, WA has made a larger investment. The County provides training for all 

TDM coordinators in the county. This ensures that regardless of employer size, there is an informed 

TDM manager available as a resource to developers and employers. 

Many municipalities reduce complexity by integrating the TDM requirements into the existing 

development review process. This reduces the layers of regulation developers are subject to and 

minimizes the number of touch-points a developer needs to navigate. In Pasadena, CA failure to comply 

with TDM requirements are grounds for denying building permits, certificates of occupancy and other 

licenses required for development. Other cities, including North Brunswick, NJ and Bloomington take a 

similar approach. 

Simplicity is also important from an administrative perspective. A complex TDM plan would tend to be 

more difficult to administer than a simple TDM plan, requiring more resources on the part of the 

municipality or TMO. For example, City staff at Bloomington expressed some concern about 

administering the financial guarantee, particularly if the developer does not meet the TDM requirements 

and the City needs to decide how to dedicate the money.  

Continued Involvement: 

Many TDM plans include ongoing, programmatic strategies like transit pass subsidies or carpool 

programs. These types of strategy require long-term involvement from the employer. Enforcement of 

long-term strategies is a problem faced by every City with a TDM plan and they have dealt with it in a 

variety of ways. Bloomington and Eden Prairie, as well as some other cities nationally, use their 

requirement for developers to provide a financial guarantee as an enforcement mechanism for long-term 

TDM strategies. However, financial guarantees have some administrative complications and are typically 

set to expire after two-years, at which point cities lose their enforcement leverage. 

As a means of staying involved and promoting ongoing TDM strategies among employers, most cities 

incorporate some form of annual reporting requirement. Many cities also engage outside support to stay 

involved with employers over time. Municipalities and employers have limited resources available to 
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dedicate to a TDM plan, TMOs can provide staff time and expertise to support TDM planning and 

monitoring. In addition to consulting on TDM plans, TMOs like 494 Commuter Services organize 

periodic commuter fairs, bicycle tune-up days and other ways to stay in touch with employers and 

commuters. 

Context-Sensitive Solutions: 

As has been noted, cities and businesses have limited resources available to dedicate to TDM strategies. 

If the goal is to maximize the reduction of peak-hour SOV trips it makes sense to allocate TDM 

resources where they will have the largest impact. Many TDM strategies are dependent on the spatial 

context of a given development. This is particularly true of transit and bicycle/pedestrian commuting. 

Most North American transit planning assumes a ¼ mile walking distance to local and express bus 

transit. Some individuals may be willing to walk farther, others not willing to walk even that far, but on 

average ¼ mile is used for most planning purposes. The state of the pedestrian environment on the 

route from the transit stop to the destination plays a large part in determining the real-world distance 

commuters are willing to walk. A comfortable pedestrian environment with sidewalks, shade trees and 

easy crossings at intersections will increase the distance people are willing to walk, while the reverse is 

true for an uncomfortable pedestrian environment. 

This same pattern holds true for bicycle commuting. All else equal, cyclists prefer bicycle infrastructure 

that is separated from autos and has a greater level of real and perceived safety. Areas with more 

developed bicycle infrastructure tend to see higher bicycle mode shares. 

TDM decisions should be made with the spatial context of a development in mind. For example, 

employer-subsidized transit passes are unlikely to be successful in areas without convenient access to 

useful transit.  

Scale to Development Size: 

Many cities distinguish between different sizes of development in their TDM plans. This is usually done 

through tiers or thresholds based on parking requirements, use, or square footage. Different sized 

developments are subject to different TDM requirements based on intensity; larger developments 

generating more trips are generally required to implement stricter TDM strategies. For example, 

Bloomington, MN has two distinct tiers of developments based on parking requirements with different 

TDM plans for each. Only the Tier 1 developments are subject to the strictest TDM requirements. 

Pasadena, CA makes a similar distinction based on square footage. North Brunswick, NJ includes the 

number of employees in addition to square footage. 

The thresholds applied in each case depend heavily on the local context. There does not appear to be a 

natural break point between developments of different sizes that applies universally. The City of 

Bloomington, MN took a highly iterative approach to calibrate their parking requirement thresholds to 

the local environment. They worked with city staff of various departments, developers, employers and 

other stakeholders to work from an initial threshold to final number. 

The thresholds exist to reflect the varying impacts different sized developments have on peak-hour 

congestion. Larger developments with more employees will tend to have a greater impact on congestion 
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than smaller employers and are thus subject to stricter TDM requirements. In most cases, this also 

reflects the ability of larger developments to implement more resource-intensive TDM strategies. 

Installing a bicycle storage and shower facility in a $200 million development is a significantly smaller 

percentage of the overall project than a $10 million development. Thresholds also allow city staff to 

reduce their administrative burden by focusing on the developments that have the greatest impact on 

traffic congestion. 

Distinct TDM Categories: 

Reviewing the local and national case studies as well as the literature shows that there are two major 

categories of TDM strategy currently in-use at the employer level: those based on physical infrastructure 

improvements and ongoing, programmatic strategies. Strategies based on physical infrastructure 

improvements include things like indoor bicycle storage facilities, showers, orienting the site to be closer 

to the street and adding sidewalks and bicycle trail connections, among others. Ongoing, programmatic 

strategies include things like transit pass subsidies, commuter fairs, carpool programs and others. 

The two categories of TDM strategy are distinguished by different actors, incentives, and enforcement 

mechanisms and they are implemented at different phases of the development lifecycle. Infrastructure 

improvements take place during the site design and construction phase of a development while 

programmatic strategies take place throughout the duration of the use of the property and are typically 

implemented by the employer or property manager rather than the developer. 
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VIII. Evidence-Based Recommendations 

Recommendation Framework 

Approaches to transportation demand management effectively fall into two fundamental categories. 

Some TDM actions take place during site design and construction, such as the creation of new facilities 

or design choices that accommodate a variety of transportation modes. Others take place during site 

use and operation, including a wide variety of approaches to influencing commuter behavior on a day-to-

day basis. Because these two categories of TDM strategies take place during different phases of a site’s 

life cycle, it is not optimal or efficient to apply the same requirements, regulations, and enforcement 

policies to both. 

A key feature of these recommendations is the separation of TDM policy into two stages, each 

addressing one of these fundamental categories. By applying separate incentives, penalties, and 

procedures to each stage, this approach helps to match the goals of each stage with the tools used to 

achieve them. This is in contrast to many existing approaches to TDM policy, which require a letter of 

credit from the developer at a designated stage of occupancy, but effectively ignore any meaningful 

enforcement and exclude a follow-up process regarding the actual implementation of the TDM plan 

beyond the initial one or two year stage. 

These recommendations outline policies to address TDM goals in two stages: 

1. Policies requiring Development TDM Plans seek to create a built environment that enables the 

use of alternate modes and times for commute trips. These policies focus on aspects of 

successful TDM strategies that take place during site development, redevelopment, and 

expansion. These include decisions relating to site and infrastructure design, facility features, and 

construction of facilities and infrastructure.  

2. Policies requiring Operational TDM Plans seek to encourage the use of alternative commute 

modes and times that are made available through Development TDM plans. They focus on 

education, outreach, and incentive techniques that encourage commuter behaviors that reduce 

peak-period single occupancy vehicle (SOV) use. 

Both TDM policy stages rely on the establishment of TDM Focus Areas, which guide the selection of TDM 

strategies for a site based on the local transportation infrastructure and service context. Across 

numerous case studies, the availability of specific types of transportation services is a key factor in 

determining the success of TDM strategies. For example, employers that offer subsidized transit passes 

see far greater trip reduction outcomes if the work site is well served by transit. Similarly, bicycle 

storage facilities are of little use as a TDM strategy if the work site does not have comfortable existing 

or planned connections to bicycle lanes or trails. By directing TDM investments toward strategies that 

are compatible with the local existing and planned transportation context, TDM Focus Areas promote 

effective, efficient TDM strategies. 

A basic decision tree outlining the process of TDM plan submission and approval to the City of 

Minnetonka can be found in Appendix H. 
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A. Development TDM Plan Requirements 

Any development meeting one or more of the following proposed qualifications must submit for review 

and implement an approved Development TDM Plan: 

1. New commercial, industrial, or institutional developments that require 300 or more total 

parking spaces, as determined by Minnetonka City Code. Qualifying development uses include 

commercial, industrial, and institutional uses designated as peak-hour traffic generators 

2. Redevelopment of currently-occupied commercial, industrial, or institutional use generating 

peak-period traffic with 250 or more existing parking spaces, resulting in a 20 percent or greater 

increase in parking spaces (300 or more total spaces) 

3. Redevelopment or rehabilitation requiring a building permit of currently unused (vacant) 

property for the purpose of returning it to commercial, industrial or institutional use, when the 

resulting use would require 300 or more total parking spaces, as determined by Minnetonka 

City Code. 

Establish Thresholds Based on Detailed Evaluation 

The thresholds proposed above are based on a review of case studies, and do not necessarily reflect the 

optimal levels for Minnetonka. When setting TDM requirement thresholds in any city, it is necessary to 

balance the impacts on developers and property owners, the benefits achievable through TDM 

strategies, and the city staff resources available for implementation and enforcement. The City should 

undertake an evaluation of these effects in order to choose thresholds suitable for Minnetonka. 

i.  Review and Approval 

All Development TDM Plans will be reviewed by an appropriate city authority. This review process will 

focus on confirming that the proposed TDM strategies are compatible with the local context (TDM 

Focus Area), as addressed on page 49. 

ii.  Real-Time Enforcement 

Property owners who fail to submit a Development TDM Plan, or whose Development TDM Plan is not 

approved, will be denied a building permit and unable to commence construction until a Development 

TDM Plan is approved by the City of Minnetonka. 

B. Operational TDM Plan Requirements 

Any development which requires a Development TDM Plan also requires an Operational TDM Plan, 

which must be submitted along with the Development TDM Plan. Additionally, the property manager 

must submit on a yearly basis a report describing the implementation and results of the Operational 

TDM Plan, and must update the Operational TDM Plan when necessary as described below. 

i. Initial Submission 

Review and Approval 

All Operational TDM Plans will be reviewed by an appropriate city authority, or by a third party 

selected by the city. This review will determine: 



 

48 

 

1. Whether the Operational TDM Plan is compatible with the local context, as outlined below in 

TDM Focus Areas, and 

2. Whether the Operational TDM Plan represents a good-faith effort towards reducing peak-

period vehicle trips. 

Enforcement 

Property owners who fail to submit an Operational TDM Plan, or whose Operational TDM Plan is not 

approved, will be denied a certificate of occupancy until an Operational TDM Plan is approved by the 

City of Minnetonka. 

ii. Annual Operational TDM Plan Report 

Each year, property managers will be required to submit a report to the City describing what actions 

have been taken over the prior year to implement the Operational TDM Plan, and the results that can 

be attributed to those actions. 

Review and Approval 

All Operational TDM Plan annual reports will be reviewed by an appropriate city authority, or by a third 

party selected by the City. The annual report must demonstrate a good-faith effort by the property 

management and tenants for implementation and trip reduction, and must ultimately be approved by the 

City of Minnetonka. Additionally, this annual report will require measurement of education and 

marketing efforts and effectiveness of the TDM plan(s). 

Enforcement 

If the review of an annual report determines that a property owner has not made a good-faith effort to 

implement an approved Operational TDM Plan, the property owner may be found in breach of the 

original development agreement, site approval, or zoning change.  

iii. Annual Operational TDM Plan Updates 

Each year, property managers will be required to submit either: 

1. An updated Operational TDM Plan which reflects changes to the number and/or type of 

workers employed at the property; or 

2. A statement that no such update is required. 

An updated Operational TDM Plan is required when: 

1. The total number of employees working at the property has changed by 10 percent or more 

relative to the total number of employees working at the property when an Operational 

TDM Plan was last approved; or 

2. 20 percent or more of the finished property area has undergone a change in primary use or 

user since the time when an Operational TDM Plan was last approved. 

Address Changes to Local Infrastructure 

Operational TDM Plan updates must address any changes to local transportation infrastructure or 

service (e.g., expansion or enhancement of local transit service) which have taken place since the 



 

49 

 

previous Operational TDM Plan was approved. Additionally, property managers are encouraged to 

submit an updated TDM plan when changes in local transportation infrastructure or service create new 

opportunities for applying TDM strategies. 

Review and Approval 

All Operational TDM Plan updates will be reviewed by an appropriate city authority, or by a third party 

selected by the city. 

Enforcement 

If a property owner fails to submit a required Operational TDM Plan Update, or fails to accurately 

document that no update is necessary, the property owner may be found in breach of the original 

development agreement, site approval, or zoning change. 

C. TDM Focus Areas: Compatibility with the Local Context 

The City will designate Focus Areas, used as a guide for developers and property managers/employers 

to develop required plans, as well as by city staff to determine compatibility of proposed Development 

and Operational TDM Plans. Districts may overlap; sites that have access to transit service and 

appropriate bicycle/pedestrian facilities would require adherence to the requirements of both districts. 

i. Fundamental TDM Areas 

Fundamental TDM Areas are applicable to all parts of the city, including those not contained within in a 

Transit TDM Focus Area, a Non-Motorized TDM Focus Area, or a Village Area.  

Compatible Development TDM Strategies: 

 Designation of carpool/vanpool parking spaces through striping and distinctive signage 

 Provide outdoor and indoor seating areas for tenant breaks and meals 

 Locate food service and access to other services (e.g., access to dry-cleaning service, fitness 

center, banking, etc.) on site 

Compatible Operational TDM Strategies: 

 Quarterly facilitation of carpool/vanpool matching; follow-up with existing arranged 

carpool/vanpool groups 

 Financial incentives or rewards to employees who commute using carpool, vanpool, or other 

shared-vehicle modes 

 Pricing of employee automobile parking 

 Employee parking cash-out options 

 Flexible work schedule programs that allow and encourage some employees to avoid 

commuting during peak periods at least one day per week 

ii. Transit TDM Focus Areas 

Transit TDM Focus Areas are defined as areas within a five-minute walk of an existing or programmed 

transit stop or station. The five-minute walking distance is measured along sidewalks and other 

pedestrian infrastructure and using an assumed walking speed of three miles per hour. Figure 9 identifies 
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the current Transit TDM Focus Areas. The City should update this definition as transit service and 

infrastructure change over time. 

Figure 9: Transit TDM Focus Areas62 

 

 

Areas within a five-minute walk of planned LRT stations — specifically, the Opus and Shady Oak stations 

— are of particular importance for transit-focused TDM strategies. The frequent and high-quality transit 

service provided by LRT serves as a strong base for transit-focused TDM strategies. Developers and 

managers of property within these areas are strongly encouraged to incorporate transit-focused TDM 

strategies into their TDM plans. 

Compatible Development TDM Strategies: 

 Placement of a primary building entrance near an existing or programmed transit stop or station 

 Creation of a sidewalk or other pedestrian facility that directly connects the main building 

entrance to an existing or programmed transit stop or station 

 Creation of shelter, seating, and/or heated facilities to serve as a waiting area for an adjacent 

existing or programmed transit stop or station where no shelter, seating, or waiting area exists. 

 All Development TDM strategies identified as compatible for Fundamental TDM Areas 
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Compatible Operational TDM Strategies: 

 Subsidy of employee transit fares (direct purchase or MetroPass enrollment) 

 Provision or coordination of flexible transportation services available on-site for employee use 

during the day. This may include car-sharing programs and shuttle/circulator services. 

 All Operational TDM strategies identified as compatible for Fundamental TDM Areas 

Matching TDM Strategies to Transit Service 

It is important that TDM strategies be compatible not just with the existence of transit service, but also 

with the level of service provided. For example, a location near a bus stop that is served by only a few 

trips per day would benefit only marginally, if at all, from transit-focused TDM strategies. When 

reviewing TDM plans that include transit-focused strategies, the City should carefully consider the 

existing and planned levels of transit service at nearby stops and stations. 

iii. Non-Motorized TDM Focus Areas 

Non-Motorized TDM Focus Areas are defined as parcels intersecting a 50-meter buffer around 

dedicated non-motorized transportation facilities such as trails and bike lanes. Entire parcels are 

selected, even if only a small area of a parcel is within the 50-meter buffer. Figure 10 identifies the 

current Non-Motorized TDM Focus Areas. The City should update this definition as transit service and 

infrastructure change over time. The City should update this definition as additional trails and, lanes, and 

sidewalks are planned and constructed. 
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Figure 10: Non-Motorized TDM Focus Areas63  

 

 

Compatible Development TDM Strategies: 

 Placement of a primary building entrance near an existing or programmed non-motorized trail 

or bicycle facility 

 Creation of a paved sidewalk or trail that directly connects the main building entrance to an 

existing or programmed non-motorized trail or bicycle facility 

 Creation of secured and sheltered bicycle storage facilities for employee and/or customer use 

located in close proximity to main building entrance or non-motorized facility 

 Creation of storage lockers and showers available for daily employee use 

 All Development TDM strategies identified as compatible for Fundamental TDM Areas 

Compatible Operational TDM Strategies: 

 Financial incentives or rewards to employees who commute using a non-motorized mode 

 Provision and use of services or equipment to maintain local non-motorized trails or bicycle 

facilities 

 Provision or coordination of flexible transportation services available on-site for employee use 

during the day. This may include car-sharing programs and shuttle/circulator services. 

 All Operational TDM strategies identified as compatible for Fundamental TDM Areas 
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iv. Village Areas 

As noted in the 2030 Comprehensive Guide Plan, Village Areas are designed to grow into “tightly 

organized, multi-purpose center[s] of activities.”64 A significant planning goal in the comprehensive plan 

identifies that Village Areas “will incorporate both internal pedestrian connections, such as sidewalks and 

trails, and also accessibility to various transportation alternatives.”65 Therefore, Village Areas are 

compatible with a wide range of TDM strategies. To fully support TDM goals, the City should refine 

Village Area-related policies to specifically pursue non-motorized and transit connections between 

Village Areas. 

Minnetonka’s current comprehensive plan identifies three tiers of village areas: Community Village 

Centers, Neighborhood Village Centers, and “Special Purpose” Village Areas. Of these, both 

Community and Neighborhood Village Centers are supportive of TDM strategies. “Special Purpose” 

Village Areas are more local in nature, and therefore are less critical in a TDM context. Village areas are 

defined and described in Chapter IV, Section C of the 2030 Minnetonka Comprehensive Guide Plan.66 

The following TDM strategies are compatible with Community Village Centers and Neighborhood 

Village Centers: 

Compatible Development TDM Strategies: 

 All Development TDM strategies identified as compatible for Fundamental TDM Areas, Transit 

TDM Focus Areas, or Non-Motorized TDM Focus Areas 

Compatible Operational TDM Strategies: 

 All Management TDM strategies identified as compatible for Fundamental TDM Areas, Transit 

TDM Focus Areas, or Non-Motorized TDM Focus Areas 

D. Small Business TDM Handbook 

Many smaller development sites and employers within Minnetonka will not be required to submit full 

TDM plans based on the thresholds described above. However, small businesses can still play a role in 

the City’s TDM efforts. To help small businesses identify TDM strategies that may be beneficial, the City 

should work with 494 Commuter Services, and potentially with other municipalities in the region, to 

develop a Small Business TDM Handbook that will outline the costs and benefits of a variety of TDM 

strategies that are achievable in a small business context. 

When executing a development agreement or approving a site plan for a development that does not 

meet the threshold for full TDM plan submission, the city will: 

1. Provide to the developer or property manager a copy of the Small Business TDM Handbook 

2. Arrange a meeting between the developer and City staff and/or 494 Commuter Services to 

discuss how TDM strategies might be incorporated into the development. 
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E. Recommendations for City-Facilitated TDM Actions 

In addition to the aforementioned recommendations for developments within the City of Minnetonka, 

we also encourage the City of Minnetonka to explore the implementation of three additional TDM 

strategies at the city level, as addressed in Section V, including: 

1. City-wide Social Marketing Campaign 

Similar to the King County, Washington social marketing campaign, the City should pursue 

marketing efforts at the community-group or neighborhood-based level (where applicable) in 

order to encourage residents to re-think their travel habits and personal health. 

2. City Participant Incentive Program 

Similar to the Redmond, Washington program, implementation of an incentive program for “try-

it” residents (and commuters) will help to influence travel habits and perceptions, in 

coordination with the aforementioned social marketing campaign. 

3. TDM Policy for the City of Minnetonka’s employees 

Similar to the City of Bloomington’s internal TDM policy implemented in 2011, the 

implementation of TDM program for the City of Minnetonka’s employees will be an effective 

tool to display the City’s commitment to TDM measures. Ideas such as the “try-it” goal will help 

the policy feel realistic to City employees.  

These three policy ideas will collectively work to achieve many of the goals addressed in the discussion 

of Travel Demand Management in the City’s Comprehensive Guide Plan, and will help initiate change in 

attitudes toward travel behavior for the city’s employees and residents through tangible rewards, 

positive examples, and neighborhood-based efforts. 
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IX. Conclusion 

Transportation demand is most effective when it is incorporated into other city approval and 

enforcement mechanisms. The goal of TDM is not to be burdensome to developers, tenants, or 

employees. Instead, a municipality’s thoughtful approach to TDM can benefit the entire community by 

mitigating traffic congestion, reducing air pollution, and generating demand for alternative transportation. 

These benefits can contribute to an improved quality of life in Minnetonka for all of its residents and 

commuters.  

Our project team’s recommendations emphasize the need to design a TDM ordinance that is respectful 

of the needs of stakeholders and contributes to the City’s goals, as outlined in its 2030 Comprehensive 

Guide Plan. Our four main recommendations are to: 

i. Use a two-stage TDM policy framework 

ii. Establish TDM Focus Areas to guide the selection of TDM strategies and 

evaluation of TDM plans 

iii. Integrate TDM policy and requirements into the existing development review 

process 

iv. Implement annual reporting and evaluation 

Limitations 

 

Our research was limited by our inability to meet with many employees and businesses who would be 

most impacted by TDM requirements. Due to time limitations, we were unable to conduct the full 

extent of outreach needed for the City to pursue this update to its TDM requirements. We recommend 

that the City of Minnetonka pursue a plan to engage with more stakeholders should they decide to 

move forward with our recommendations. Feedback from developers, property managers, employers, 

and the workforce can only strengthen the value of these recommendations.  

 

In addition, we do not attempt to investigate sources of additional funding of staff time or administrative 

resources to make a robust TDM policy a reality. City of Minnetonka staff should conduct further 

review to identify areas of potential funding to implement these recommendations.  

 

Final Conclusions 

 

In conclusion, the TDM Ordinance recommendations outlined in this report create a path for 

Minnetonka to invest in transportation and land use policy that can work within the city’s suburban 

environment. By working with developers and employers, the City can create opportunities to reduce 

peak-hour and drive alone car trips which can lead to long-term benefits for Minnetonka’s quality of life.  

By streamlining the development approval process to incorporate TDM, maintaining TDM obligations 

throughout a building’s tenancy, creating TDM Focus Districts to create opportunities for successful 

implementation, and sustaining meaningful monitoring and enforcement, these recommendations set the 

groundwork for the city to have an effective and sustainable Transportation Demand Management 

policy.
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Appendix A: 

Literature Reviews of TDM Strategies 

Transit 

Non-Motorized 

Carpool/Vanpool and Parking 

Alternative Work Arrangements   



 

Workplace-Focused Strategies to  

Promote Transit for Commute Trips 

Gärling and Schuitema [2] suggest that the TDM measures which are most effective at reducing single-

occupancy vehicle (SOV) commuting are those which directly make SOV trips less attractive. Common 

techniques include parking fees and reduced parking supplies. However, they also note that these 

techniques are generally quite unpopular both publicly and politically, especially in a North American 

context. Rather of decreasing the attractiveness of SOV commuting, it may be effective to increase the 

relative attractiveness of other modes. Strategies discussed in this report focus on making transit 

commuting more attractive relative to SOV commuting, and include subsidy of transit fares, the 

Guaranteed Ride Home programs, marketing and information programs, and the proximity and 

connections to transit. 

Subsidy of Transit Fares 

Employer transit fare subsidies are conceptually very simple: by paying some of the costs incurred by 

transit commuters, an employer can reduce the cost of using transit, making it a more attractive option 

relative to other commute modes. 

Transit fare subsidies can be implemented with any payment medium (cash, vouchers, single-fare tickets, 

reusable fare cards, etc.). Each payment medium involves its own benefits and drawbacks. For example, 

cash payments tend to increase passenger loading times, slowing down transit service for all passengers 

(CITE). Reusable fare cards, on the other hand, offer greater convenience for passengers and are also 

easier to incorporate into a subsidized fare benefit program. [3] Currently, the majority of fare subsidy 

programs in large metropolitan areas are implemented using reusable fare cards [7]. 

Employer subsidy of transit fares is encouraged through federal tax law, which since the 1970s has 

provided a tax deduction for employers who subsidize transit fares for employees. As of 2013, the current 

benefit allows a deduction of up to $245 per employee per month [6]. However, this value has varied in 

recent years, falling as low as $120 per employee per month in 2011. 

Transit fare subsidy programs, in comparison with some other TDM strategies, generally have costs which 

can easily be justified through association with benefits. Because of the need for integration with local 

transit fare systems, transit providers often administer subsidized fare programs, relieving employers of 

significant overhead. Additionally, there are few or no fixed costs associated with subsidized transit fare 

programs; the cost depends directly on the number of participants, so employers have some assurance 

that their efforts are achieving TDM goals. 

Transit fare subsidy programs which are based on universal pass systems offer particular benefits in a TDM 

context. Universal passes are reusable fare cards that are valid for any number of transit trips in a defined 

period — Metro Transit’s MetroPass and the University of Minnesota’s U-Pass are examples. The valid 

period is at least one month, and typically 3, 6, or 12. By eliminating the need for transit commuters to pay 

a fare for each trip, universal passes remove a psychological barrier to transit use: effectively, the next trip 



 

is always free. Because universal passes can also be used for non-commute trips, they can have TDM 

benefits outside of the commute context. A worker who receives a subsidized universal transit pass 

through his employer might also use the pass for shopping, recreation, or other trip purposes, further 

reducing private vehicle use. 

Impacts 

The willingness of commuters to switch to transit in response to reduced fares is known as the fare 

elasticity of demand. From a theoretical standpoint, it is reasonable to expect that as fares are decreased 

through subsidy, transit should become a more attractive commute option, relative to others. An often- 

cited study by Taylor et al. [13] reports transit fare elasticities of demand in the range of -0.43 to -0.51, 

indicating that a one percent  decrease in transit fares would correspond to a 0.5 percent increase in 

transit demand. However, these results were derived for all transit travel, and there are strong indications 

that commute trips are much less responsive to fare changes: Litman et al. [8] estimates elasticity of 

approximately -0.18 for peak-hour commute trips. Studies of transit fare subsidy programs have noticed 

interesting effects related to who pays, and how much. There is evidence that at the same actual fare level, 

a program in which the employer pays some share will be more successful in shifting commuter behavior 

than one where the savings are due to a tax benefit to the employee [14]. However, evidence also suggests 

that the actual amount of the benefit paid by the employer has only a marginal effect, as long as it is 

greater than zero [5]. 

Local Context 

Metro Transit currently administers MetroPass, an employer-subsidized fare card program [12]. MetroPass 

is a universal pass program which can be used for any number of trips, and for any trip purpose. Employers 

purchase passes for $76 that are valid for one month, and are free to offer them to employees at any price 

(80% of participating employers subsidize some percentage of the cost). Even without subsidy, the $76 

purchase price is a discount for frequent transit users: assuming $3 rush hour fares on express busses, a 

MetroPass pays for itself after just 6 commute trips per week. 

To be eligible for MetroPasses, an employer must buy a minimum of 10 passes per month, which may be 

unrealistic for smaller companies. Fare-based (rather than monthly) passes are also available for purchase 

by employers, but they receive no discount relative to normal fares. Commuter Services, the outreach 

program of the I-494 Corridor Commission, reports some success in working with multi- tenant 

developments to provide MetroPasses for employees even when individual firms are unable to meet the 

10-employee minimum. 

This simplicity of providing and administering MetroPass-based transit benefits makes it a very at- tractive 

way for employers to subsidize employee transit fares. However, it is important to consider that employer 

subsidy of transit fares is only effective as a TDM strategy when transit is a viable commute mode for at 

least some employees. In areas with low transit service or where transit service does not serve 

employees’ commute trips, both empirical evidence and common sense suggest that transit fare subsidies 

will have little effect on transit commuting rates [5, 7]. 

  



 

Guaranteed Ride Home programs 

 

Guaranteed ride home (GRH) programs focus on eliminating a particular barrier to transit use: the need 

for travel plan flexibility. Even if a commute by transit is able to match the cost and travel time of a 

commute by car, transit commuters are still constrained by transit schedules. Compared to a car 

commuter, a worker who commutes by transit is less able to adjust their work departure time to 

accommodate unexpected personal, family, or workplace situations. Instances such as a meeting running 

late or a child sick at school can be a stressful situation for a transit commuter. 

GRH programs aim to relax these constraints by providing flexibility when it is needed. Typically, users 

enroll in a program that provides either vouchers or reimbursement for taxi fares or similar expenses. 

Employers place a wide variety of restrictions on these programs. Some limit the amount and frequency of 

benefits that can be claimed; some require a certain amount of commuting by non-SOV modes to qualify for 

the program. Almost all programs allow the use of taxis; some allow rental cars and one (in San Francisco) 

allows the use of car-sharing services. Across the 47 GRH programs surveyed by Menczer [9], The 

average annual cost per participant was just $1.69. 

The potential benefits of GRH programs do not apply only to transit commuters. The on-demand flexibility 

they provide can be a benefit to commuters who use any mode that involves shared vehicles, including 

carpool and vanpool. Non-motorized commuters can also benefit from the ability to travel quickly in 

response to an emergency situation. [7] 

Impacts 

A survey of GRH programs by Kuzmyak et al. [7] suggests that they have a small but consistent impact on 

lowering SOV commuting rates. In general, employers who saw an increase in transit commuting after 

implementing a GRH program also employed other strategies to encourage transit use. [5] suggest that the 

impact of GRH programs may be greatest at work locations where transit service is infrequent or operates 

only during peak commuting hours. 

The effectiveness of GRH programs may also very based on employee demographics, though this is not 

examined in existing analyses. Because the benefits of GRH programs are greater for an employee with a 

greater need for travel flexibility, effectiveness may vary with employee family structure: employees with 

larger families, and especially those with young children, may derive a greater benefit from GRH programs 

than single employees. 

Local Context 

Metro Transit currently administers a guaranteed ride home program for the Twin Cities metropolitan area. 

Participants are required to register in advance, and are then able to submit request for reimbursement of 

taxi fares. Participation is limited to commuters who use transit, carpool, vanpool, bike, or walk to work 

at least three times per week. [11] 

Employees can register for the program directly with Metro Transit. No employer involvement is required, 

making this a very low-cost strategy for encouraging transit use. However, the most effective GRH 

programs include some level of involvement by employers, even if it is simply educating employees about 



 

the option and encouraging registration. [7] ETCs can be an effective supporting tool for any type of TDM 

program, but the National Center for Transit Research found an important link between ETCs and transit 

commuting in particular. In areas with high levels of transit service, the presence of an ETC made little or 

no difference in the effectiveness of efforts to encourage transit commuting. But in areas with low transit 

service, the presence of an ETC was critical for the success of transit-focused TDM strategies [4]. 

This highlights the importance of the educational role of ETCs and of information programs in general: in 

places where transit services have low visibility, employers will do well to educate employees not just 

about their own programs, but also about local transit services in general. 

Eriksson et al. [1] suggest that TDM strategies are more effective when commuters perceive them as 

increasing their freedom to choose their travel mode. This suggests an opportunity for effective 

encouragement of transit commuting in areas where transit services have low visibility but still offer viable 

commute options for some employees. By educating employees about local transit services and potential 

commute trips, employers can expand employees’ commute options and their ability to choose their travel 

mode. 

ETCs can be an effective supporting tool for any type of TDM program, but the National Center for 

Transit Research found an important link between ETCs and transit commuting in particular. In areas with 

high levels of transit service, the presence of an ETC made little or no difference in the effectiveness of 

efforts to encourage transit commuting. But in areas with low transit service, the presence of an ETC was 

critical for the success of transit-focused TDM strategies [4]. 

This highlights the importance of the educational role of ETCs and of information programs in general: in 

places where transit services have low visibility, employers will do well to educate employees not just 

about their own programs, but also about local transit services in general. 

Eriksson et al. [1] suggest that TDM strategies are more effective when commuters perceive them as 

increasing their freedom to choose their travel mode. This suggests an opportunity for effective 

encouragement of transit commuting in areas where transit services have low visibility but still offer viable 

commute options for some employees. By educating employees about local transit services and potential 

commute trips, employers can expand employees’ commute options and their ability to choose their travel 

mode. 

Marketing and Information Programs 

Marketing and education programs focus on raising awareness of transit as a commuting option and 

educating employees about the use and benefits of transit. Kuzmyak et al. [7] identify three critical features 

of marketing and information programs. They must: 

1. Convince commuters that there is value in changing their behavior, 

2. Provide both awareness and detailed information about options, and 

3. Motivate commuters to try new commuting options. 

Specific implementations of marketing and information programs can vary widely, but successful programs 

consistently target these three goals. To help achieve these goals, some firms create a designated staff 



 

position: the employee transportation coordinator (ETC). This individual’s (or team’s) job is to market a 

company’s TDM program to its employees. For smaller firms, funding an ETC position is often not feasible. 

Impacts 

ETCs can be an effective supporting tool for any type of TDM program, but the National Center for 

Transit Research found an important link between ETCs and transit commuting in particular. In areas with 

high levels of transit service, the presence of an ETC made little or no difference in the effectiveness of 

efforts to encourage transit commuting. But in areas with low transit service, the presence of an ETC was 

critical for the success of transit-focused TDM strategies [4]. 

This highlights the importance of the educational role of ETCs and of information programs in general: in 

places where transit services have low visibility, employers will do well to educate employees not just 

about their own programs, but also about local transit services in general. 

Eriksson et al. [1] suggest that TDM strategies are more effective when commuters perceive them as 

increasing their freedom to choose their travel mode. This suggests an opportunity for effective 

encouragement of transit commuting in areas where transit services have low visibility but still offer viable 

commute options for some employees. By educating employees about local transit services and potential 

commute trips, employers can expand employees’ commute options and their ability to choose their travel 

mode. 

Local Context 

Transit service in Minnetonka is limited to a few local routes with medium frequencies, and park-and- ride 

facilities oriented around express peak-period service. Additionally, the home locations of employees 

currently working in Minnetonka are widely distributed throughout the Twin Cities metropolitan area. [10] 

It is reasonable to expect that for most workers, transit is not a very visible part of daily life, and that many 

have never considered or investigated the possibility of commuting by transit. However, given the wide 

distribution of home locations it is likely that at least some commute trips to Minnetonka jobs could be 

satisfied by transit. 

This presents an opportunity for local employers to increase the attractiveness of transit commuting through 

commuter education. Providing transit schedules, maps, and access to online trip planners are all low-cost 

techniques for raising employee awareness of local transit service. Since employers have access to 

employee home addresses, there is also the potential to provide custom transit trip planning (using free 

online tools) to illustrate how individual employees’ commute trips might be achieved by transit. 

Smaller employers may not have the expertise and resources for significant transit education efforts, let 

alone the creation of a dedicated ETC staff position. It is important that employer size not be a barrier to 

the implementation of transit education efforts, since employees of any size firm may be candidates for 

transit commuting. TMOs and outreach organizations like Commuter Services are critical in filling this gap, 

but effective TDM implementation requires that employers not simply outsource education efforts. Both 

Kuzmyak et al. [7] and ICF Consulting [5] emphasize the importance of employers demonstrating 

commitment to TDM strategies. 



 

Proximity and Connections to Transit 

Efforts to encourage commuting by transit rely on one significant factor that is often outside of an 

employer’s control: the availability of transit service. If there is no viable transit route that connects an 

employee’s home to her workplace, no amount of incentives or education can persuade her to commute by 

transit. 

Even in cases where transit services are available near a work location, transit commuters sometimes face 

discouraging conditions at the transit stop or while walking between the stop and their work location. 

Environmental factors can have a large impact on how comfortable transit users feel during this part of 

their commute: lack of shelter, exposure to high-traffic roads, circuitous walking paths, and poor sidewalk 

maintenance can all make transit use less attractive. 

Some of these factors are most feasible to address during site development. Infrastructure decisions, such as 

direct sidewalk connections to transit stops, can be made once and have a long-lasting impact on the 

attractiveness of transit use to and from a site. Others, like sidewalk maintenance, are a more ongoing 

concern, and provide an opportunity for employers to signal that they value and support transit 

commuting. 

Impacts 

A constant theme in the analyses of TDM strategies by [7] and [9] is the importance of employer 

commitment to transit commuting. The effects are difficult to quantify because “commitment” is a 

somewhat nebulous concept, but TDM strategies that require some amount of effort by employers, 

however minor, are generally more successful than strategies with low employer involvement. The 

construction of transit-focused facilities and good maintenance of facilities used by transit commuters are 

ways that employers can demonstrate commitment to transit commuting. 

Local Context 

 

Minnetonka generally follows traditional suburban development patterns, which has implications for both 

transit service and employer site design. Transit service is generally routed along major arterial roads, 

which are designed primarily for car traffic and offer a poor pedestrian experience. Workplace site 

designs are similarly car-oriented, with entrances typically separated from local roads by parking lots. 

Combined, these often result in an unpleasant experience for transit commuters when arriving at work 

and when departing for home. 

The most important opportunity to make improvements in this area is during site design. Constructing 

buildings with entrances closer to transit stops, and providing (even very simple) landscaping to make the 

site more welcoming to transit users can reduce barriers to initial transit use as well as make transit 

commuting more pleasant for frequent users. This site design actions are often not regarded as TDM 

strategies because they do not directly encourage or discourage particular forms of travel, but because 

they make up an important part of the transit commuting experience they should not be overlooked. 

Amenities at transit stops, such as shelters, heating, and information, are in most cases controlled 

exclusively by transit operators. For example, Metro Transit has standard guidelines, based on average 



 

daily ridership, which determine the provisioning of shelters at bus stops. Employers could play a greater 

role in these decisions. By sponsoring the installation and/or maintenance of transit stop amenities, and 

employer could both demonstrate a commitment to transit commuting and improve the daily travel 

experience of transit commuters, making transit more attractive relative to other modes. 
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Non-Motorized Transportation as a  

Transportation Demand Management Measure 

 

This literature review focuses on non-motorized transportation strategies and how they fit in to a TDM 

program. Non-motorized transportation in this review refers primarily to bicycle treatments that can 

influence demand for SOV trips during the peak hour. Non-motorized transportation treatments are usually 

incorporated into a TDM plan as a means of increasing the attractiveness of cycling and shifting mode share 

away from auto use (Meyer, 1999). Occasionally the literature also includes other modes like in-line skating, 

skateboarding, or personal-transport vehicles like Segways. Because these modes are not typically used for 

work commutes these modes are ignored in the context of this review. 

This review will explore potential non-motorized transportation improvements in two broad categories: 1) 

Point-of-destination bicycle facilities and 2) bicycle network improvements. Point- of-destination facilities 

include amenities which are located at the workplace that enable and encourage bicycling. This includes 

treatments like shower facilities and bicycle parking and storage. Bicycle network improvements include all 

improvements to the actual route a cyclist takes to his or her destination. In this case improvements refer 

both to improving the safety and convenience of existing routes or adding new routes to increase the 

connectivity of the network. 

Point-of-Destination Bicycle Facilities 

Bicycling to work introduces some special challenges that auto commuters do not need to consider. The 

questions of where to store the bicycle, how to address arriving to work sweaty from the commute, and 

what to do if the need to run an errand in the middle of the day arises are not trivial. Point-of-destination 

bicycle facilities are indented to address these challenges and increase the overall convenience of 

commuting to work by bicycle. The literature regards many of these types of facilities as essential starting 

points if a bicycle mode share of any impact is to be achieved. This is especially true with bicycle storage 

facilities and showers (though due to their cost and scale, showers are less widely implemented, making it 

more difficult to determine their effect). A poll conducted by Bicycling Magazine identified showers and 

storage as facilities that would encourage 17 percent of all adults and 44 percent of active riders to 

commute by bicycle (Pratt, Levinson, Turner, Jeng, & Nabors, 2012). 

The research on the quantitative impacts of such facilities is limited, and often based on stated- preference 

surveys rather than revealed-preferences. That these facilities have a positive impact on bicycle mode share 

is nearly universally accepted, but identifying the degree of that positive impact has been more elusive. 

Furthermore, the literature is unclear on causal arrow of bicycle mode share and bicycle storage or shower 

facilities. It is difficult to show whether bicycling increases due to improved facilities or facilities are built in 

response to increased bicycling (Pucher, Dill, & Handy, Infrastructure, programs, and policies to increase 

bicycling: An international review, 2010). It is highly likely that both relationships exist. 

Bicycle Storage 

One study that attempted to quantify the impact of bicycle improvements on cycling mode share found that 

bicycle convenience overall has a strong positive relationship with mode share. Convenience overall has a 

3.208 elasticity of probability of bicycling, while safe bicycle parking was found to make up a significant 

portion of this aggregation with an elasticity of probability of cycling of 0.838 (Noland & Kunreuther, 1995). 



 

 

In Chapter 16 of TCRP Report 95, the authors point to a case study in Riverside, California of a suburban 

company with approximately 650 employees increased their bicycle mode share to approximately 10 

percent. The company implemented a range of bicycle improvements so it is difficult to determine the 

individual effects of each element, but parking improvements and facilities were a large part of the program 

(Pratt, Levinson, Turner, Jeng, & Nabors, 2012). In a stated preference survey done in Edmonton, Ontario 

secured bicycle parking was found to have a large positive effect on cycling. The results showed secured 

parking had an equivalent impact on likelihood of bicycling to work as a 26.5 minute cycle trip time 

reduction (Hunt & Abraham, 2007). 

 

Predictably, the more secure a bicycle parking facility is, the greater impact it has on rates of bicycle 

commuting. In a combined revealed preference and stated preference study in the United Kingdom, 

Wardman et. al. find that that adding basic bicycle parking increases the proportion of cycling to a 

specific destination by 0.5 percentage points over the base mode share and by 0.8 percentage points 

with indoor parking (Wardman, Tight, & Page, 2007). 

Changing/Shower Facilities 

Changing and shower facilities are not as common as bicycle storage facilities, and thus the specific effects 

associated with these facilities are more difficult to measure. In the same study cited above, Hunt and 

Abraham find that the provision of shower facilities at work has less of an effect than bicycle storage 

facilities, equivalent to a 3.6 minute reduction in bicycle trip travel time (Hunt & Abraham, 2007). Wardman 

et. al. find results that suggest a stronger impact associated with shower facilities than Hunt and Abraham’s 

study. They show a 1.3 percentage point increase over the base cycling mode share where showers and 

indoor parking are provided and a 0.5 percentage point increase over indoor parking alone (Wardman, 

Tight, & Page, 2007). In TCRP Report 95 Chapter 19 the authors find that showers and locker facilities are 

positively correlated with bicycling to work. Their model finds a coefficient of 0.4086 significant at an 80 

percent confidence level associated with shower facilities (Kuzmyak, Evans, & Pratt, 2010). 

Financial Incentives for Cycle Commuting 

Another form of point-of-destination improvements is providing financial incentives in the form of direct 

payments for those who bicycle to work. These types of financial incentives have generally been found to be 

successful, often more effective than other physical improvements. In their forecast model, Wardman, et. al. 

find that a £2 per day payment to cycle increases the cycle mode share from 5.8 percent to 10.9 percent 

(Wardman, Tight, & Page, 2007). This policy has the largest effect on mode share. 

Bicycle Network Improvements 

Network improvements can occur in at least two ways: 1) increasing the safety of cycling (real and/or 

perceived) and 2) increasing the accessibility and connectivity of the cycling network by adding new 

connections, thereby reducing travel times. Safety and the perception of the risk associated with cycling is a 

major determinant in the decision to cycle. In fact, most improvements to the bicycle network are seen as 

such because they increase the safety, and importantly, the perception of safety of a given route. Those who 

perceive cycling as dangerous are less likely to bicycle to work. In their 1995 survey about the perceived 

risk of alternative modes of travel, Noland and Kunreuther find that those who drive to work rate the 

danger of an accident higher than those who bicycle (Noland & Kunreuther, 1995). Different network 

treatments have different effects on perceived safety and bicycle mode share, the following section is a 

discussion of the literature examining the various treatments and their impacts. 



 

 

 

The literature finds that in general and with all else held equal more complete investments in bicycle 

infrastructure lead to greater rates of commuting by bicycle. Typically shared-use or off- road bicycle paths 

are held up as the ideal improvement for cyclists. These facilities are completely separated from auto traffic 

and are generally seen as the safest improvement (Kuzmyak, Evans, & Pratt, 2010). In an adaptive stated 

preference survey, Tilahun et. al. finds that people are willing to pay the highest price in terms of travel time 

for designated bike lanes, followed by lanes without parking and off-road facilities (Tilahun, Levinson, & 

Krizek, 2007). This suggests that there is a hierarchy within bicycle routes and planners can use this 

information to build the improvements that will have the greatest impact on mode share. 

While it is generally understood that off-street facilities are the preferred form of bicycle infrastructure, the 

literature is not clear on the marginal improvement in mode share associated with these facilities. Dill and 

Carr find that one of the strongest predictors of bicycle mode share is the number of type 2 lanes, bicycle 

lanes which are on street but marked as separate from auto traffic, per square mile. Their model found a 

statistically significant and positive correlation of 0.992 between miles of type 2 lanes per square mile and 

mode share (Dill & Carr, 2003). Pucher et. al. find that off-road facilities do not always lead to increased 

bicycle commuting. These facilities are often located in old railroad right-of-ways or along rivers or lake 

shores. These locations are not generally convenient for commute trips and tend to be used more for 

recreational bicycling (Pucher, Komanoff, & Schimek, 1999). Often found to be more important than the 

specific type of bicycle improvement is the directness of available routes and links. This is found to be 

especially important for utilitarian bicycle trips such as commuting to work. 

Generation vs. Distribution Effects: 

There is some question as to what proportion of the users of a bicycle route improvement represent new 

bicyclists (generation effects) versus the proportion that merely shift from another route to the improved 

route (distribution effects). A study in Portland, OR which used GPS to track the routes used by bicycle 

commuters showed that the average cyclist will go 31 percent out of their way to use a bike lane rather 

than ride in a mixed-traffic lane with moderate traffic (Kuzmyak, Evans, & Pratt, 2010). The strong 

willingness to divert a route to use an improved bicycle facility underscores their importance to cyclists but 

also complicates measuring their real impact. In order to quantify the impact of cycle improvements 

aggregate mode shares should be used, rather than simply the change over the previous condition. 

 

Aggregate studies do suggest that bicycle route improvements generate new bicyclists and increase 

overall mode share. A bicycle count study done in Minneapolis-St. Paul found that the average bicycle 

mode share increased 64 percent with the introduction of bike lanes and a similar study found a 91 

percent increase in Chicago (Kuzmyak, Evans, & Pratt, 2010). A comprehensive national study looking at 

2006-2008 journey-to-work data for 90 metro areas found a bike lane elasticity of bicycle mode share of 

.25 and .26 for off-street bike paths (Kuzmyak, Evans, & Pratt, 2010). 

Contextual & Environmental Factors Impacting Bicycle Commuting 

Obviously, the individual decision to bicycle and the overall mode share of cycling is dependent on a 

number of factors not directly related to the provision of bicycle infrastructure. Some of these things, like 

topography and weather are essentially fully outside the control of policymakers. Others, like land use, 

the built environment and the convenience of auto use are the direct result of policy decisions. Others 

still, such as bicycle culture and how whether cyclists are viewed positively or negatively, are more 

ambiguous. Rain and winter weather are unsurprisingly found to negatively impact bicycle mode share.  

 



 

 

In Minneapolis and St. Paul, cities that are generally found near the top of most bicycle commute rankings, 

a winter dummy variable is found to have a statistically significant negative correlation (-0.582) with 

likelihood of commuting by bicycle (Tilahun, Levinson, & Krizek, 2007). However, some studies find that 

seasonal effects do not play a major role in cycling mode share. These places tend to enjoy moderate 

weather throughout the year. Locations that experience more dramatic shifts in weather across seasons 

tend to experience a similarly dramatic shift in cycle mode share (Pratt, Levinson, Turner, Jeng, & Nabors, 

2012). Bicycle use also declines in areas with rolling topography. Cyclists tend to avoid routes with steep 

grade changes and a study done in San Francisco finds that topography was the most important factor in 

determining routes for work and work-based trips (Pratt, Levinson, Turner, Jeng, & Nabors, 2012). 

 

Density and the surrounding land use and built environment are also found to have a significant impact on 

the bicycle mode share for commutes. Low density regions with curvilinear street grids are typically found 

to discourage bicycle commuting. A number of studies find increased density to positively correlate with 

bicycle mode share. Nationwide, at densities of 2,000-5,000 persons per square mile 7 percent of trips are 

found to be made by bicycling or walking compared to 28 percent at 10,000 to 49,000 persons per square 

mile and 46 percent at over 50,000 persons per square mile (Pratt, Levinson, Turner, Jeng, & Nabors, 

2012). Buehler finds that the bicycle share for all trips in Montgomery County, MD and Prince George’s 

County, MD, with persons per square mile of 2,000 and 1,700 respectively, are found to have a 1.4 

percent and 0.6 percent bicycle share of commutes (Buehler, 2012). Related to density and land use, large 

parking lots and free car parking are found to be significantly negatively correlated with bicycle mode share 

(Buehler, 2012). This topic is covered in more detail elsewhere. 

 

Accessibility and connectivity of the underlying network are found to have a high impact on bicycle 

commute mode share. The ratio of links to nodes within a network and the ratio of street 

intersections divided by the sum of street intersections and dead ends are used to measure 

connectivity and found to be correlated with bicycle use (Litman, 2012). 

Application of Non-Motorized Transportation to Minnetonka: 

The review of the existing literature suggests that in order for bicycle mode share to increase vis-à-vis auto 

mode share the convenience of cycling needs to increase relative to the convenience of auto use. This is 

accomplished by either making bicycling more convenient and attractive through some of the means 

discussed above or by reducing the convenience of auto use through means primarily discussed elsewhere. 

The City of Minnetonka is a low density suburban community with a curvilinear street pattern and few 

existing on-street bicycle facilities. Its built environment is designed with preference given to the 

automobile. Because of that design, the costs associated with auto use are very low, both in terms of real 

monetary costs and in convenience. It seems likely that non- motorized transportation improvements will 

need to be a part of a broader package of TDM policies in order to have a notable impact on peak-hour 

auto commute trips.  

With that caveat in mind, there are some improvements that the City of Minnetonka could easily make that 

could potentially make way for more improvements at a later time. First, adding protected bicycle parking 

to destinations appears to be a low hanging fruit. The literature finds that in general, there is a high return 

on investment for the cost associated with these improvements. They also appear to be almost 

requirements for there to be any major gains in bicycle mode share, regardless of the built environment or 

other treatments implemented. Second, the City of Minnetonka has a reasonably extensive network of off-

road trails. These are likely currently utilized primarily by recreational users, and this is likely to remain 



 

 

true, but requiring developers to connect to these trails appears to be another relatively cheap way to at 

least enable bicycle commuting, if not directly promoting it. Third, engaging employers to offer payments to 

cycle commuters is an effective way to actively encourage cycling. The case could be made to employers 

that such active commuting may save money in the long run by promoting good health and greater 

productivity in their employees. 
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Carpool, Vanpool, and Parking  

TDM Strategies 

In policy discussions regarding the reduction of single occupancy vehicles, cars are often seen as part of 

the problem. However, in many suburban environments where transit linkages or alternatives are weak, 

cars are often integral to the reduction of single occupancy trips. Through carpooling, vanpooling, and 

restricted parking, cars can be an integral part of reducing vehicle miles traveled and the number of 

single occupancy vehicles on congested roadways. When transit or other modal alternatives are limited, 

employer-based strategies that make it easier for employees to carpool or vanpool or provide 

disincentives for parking on site are integral to reducing single occupancy vehicle trips in suburban 

workplaces. In presenting employees with alternatives to driving alone, employers must employ options 

that, “significantly change the relative cost or convenience of travel choice alternatives,” (Guiliano 

1992:333). In addition to focusing on transportation demand strategies, new research on the 

demographics of ride share users and employees affected by restricted parking reveals new insights that 

may help employers target different transportation demand strategies depending on the demographics of 

their employees. Additional research on how the built environment affects car-based transportation 

demand management (TDM) strategies can also help employers and municipalities identify TDM 

strategies that fit the existing region. Future research on car-based transportation demand strategies 

should continue to explore how differences in demographics, land use, and TDM incentives can result in 

better performing TDM strategies.  

Ride Sharing 

Carpoooling and vanpooling are two alternatives to driving alone that share many of the same benefits 

and challenges to adoption by employees. In carpooling, one employee uses their own personal vehicle 

to pick up coworkers from their homes en route to the office. In vanpooling, employees use a van 

leased by their employer or by a group of ridesharers (with the administrative support of their 

company) to pick up coworkers from their homes en route to the office. While employees opting to 

ride share lose access to their personal vehicle during the work day, they can make up efficiencies in 

time. Guiliano (1992) points out that while carpooling can take more time than driving to pick up 

passengers from multiple destinations, “HOV lands attempt to offset these time penalties by offering 

travel time savings on the line haul portion of the trip,” (330).  

With vanpooling, the largest obstacles to adoption are often the logistical components of finding 

rideshare partners. Employers can overcome this barrier by pairing commuters or hosting commuter 

fares that allow employees interested in vanpooling to find other employees who live near them. The 

Transit Cooperative Research Program (TCRP) found that, “strong vanpool performers… are all 

marked by solid corporate/institutional backing of the vanpool program,” (2010:19-36). Metropolitan 

transportation agencies or transit demand coordinators can plan an additional role in supporting 

regional vanpooling efforts. In the Twin Cities, Metro Transit pays for 50% of the insurance costs of each 

vanpool within the Metropolitan Council’s service area (Kate Meredith, 494 Commuter Services).  

 



Institutional support for vanpooling has been shown to be crucial to the successful implementation of 

vanpooling programs. TCRP (2010) reports that in a sample of 82 studies from across the country on 

transportation demand related topics, of 12 employers who provided an employee subsidy for 

vanpooling, the 6 employers who also provided a vanpool service saw an average vehicle travel 

reduction of 20.9 percent. Those companies that only provided a vanpool subsidy saw an average 

reduction in travel of 9.8 percent. Interestingly, in a separate study of 16 employers who only offered a 

vanpool transportation service – without also providing a subsidy – saw almost as much of a reduction 

in trips (19.8%), than those who offered both a subsidy and a managed transportation service. As a 

result, these studies give support for the idea, “that vanpool service provision may be much more 

important than a separate subsidy,” (19-42). Of interest to our work in Minnetonka, this finding 

underscores that easing logistics may be more effective than providing a cash subsidy to incentivize 

workers to begin to vanpool.  

Parking 

A critical component in discouraging the use of single occupancy vehicles is the pricing of parking. Two 

key factors affecting employee’s decisions to drive to work are the ease of parking (eg. Limiting the 

number of parking stalls, charging parking fees) and the availability of “cash out” options that may deter 

employees from driving alone to work. Watters (2006) points out that, “Limiting the number of spaces 

or charging for the use of car parking spaces is widely recognized as an effective tool in any travel 

demand management strategy,” (504). Donald Shoup’s recent book “The High Cost of Free Parking,” 

(2011) highlighted the role that charging dynamic pricing can play in effectively regulating parking 

turnover and value on busy urban corridors. In a similar vein, suburban offices that pass on the price of 

parking to their employees can discourage employees from parking on site every day. Wilson argues 

that, “Employer paid parking significantly increases the probability that an employee will drive alone to 

work,” (1992:133). A 2000 study of San Francisco Bay area residents, “found that while 77 percent of 

commuters drive alone when free parking is available, only 29 percent drive alone when they have to 

park,” (Hill 2002). By making it easy to park, employees face no additional barriers to parking on site. 

While this may be considered an employee amenity, it only encourages employees to park onsite.  

Employers who wish to reduce the number of single occupancy vehicle trips should consider no longer 

providing free or subsidizing on-site parking. While Wilson admits that parking price has limited impact 

on employees earning high incomes, overall she found, “a linear relationship between parking price and 

mode choice,” (Wilson 1992: 133). Bianco adds to the conversation that parking price in combination 

with reliable transit access “had the greatest impact on transit share,” (2007:47). Suburban environments 

like Minnetonka without access to reliable transportation options, parking price alone may not be 

enough to deter employees from driving alone. TCRP (2010) found that, “the combination of parking 

fees and employer transportation services produces a particularly strong synergistic effect,” (19-14). 

Employer provided transportation services (eg. vanpools and shuttles) may be a more suitable incentive 

in concert with higher parking fees than raising parking fees alone in suburban environments with limited 

alternative transportation options.  

While many current parking debates focus on dynamic pricing on urban streets (Shoup 2011), suburban 

office environments face different challenges that to justify limiting access to parking that is not limited 

by high land values. While Shoup’s research may appear persuasive, it is important to consider the 



context of the workplace before implementing TDM policies based on Shoup’s popular research alone. 

Shoup’s research on street parking in urban areas is impressive, but may not be relevant to the suburban 

office parks in Minnetonka. Indeed, “it is difficult to institute pricing without fearing a competitive 

disadvantage and loss of employees,” in suburban office environments, (TCRP 2010: 19-52). While 

pricing parking may shift employees to other modes such as carpool, vanpool, or biking, absent transit 

options in the immediate future, employees may choose to work at other companies rather than have 

to compete for limited or highly priced parking stalls at their suburban employer.  

Parking Cash-Out 

In addition to raising the price of parking, parking “cash-out” provides a subsidy to employees for not 

parking on site. In a study of eight firms in Los Angeles, Shoup (1997) found that, “the number of solo 

drivers to work fell by 17 percent after cashing out,” (201). Shoup’s study occurred after California 

passed legislation requiring employers to provide a cash-out benefit if they also provided free or greatly 

reduced parking (Shoup 1997). “Cash-out” policies may also be successful in attaching a dollar value to 

parking that had previously assumed to be free. Wilson (1995) notes that, “When parking supply 

exceeds demand, it tends to be treated like a costless good,” (34). Free parking can have the same effect 

of inducing demand for cars that many urban planners associate readily with the dangers of highway 

expansion. In both urban and suburban environments, cash-out parking policies have had some success. 

When the Twentieth Century Insurance Company, a suburban firm, changed its parking policy from free 

to charging a $30 monthly fee, single occupancy vehicle commuters, “declined by 49 percent, to a mode 

split of 45 percent solo driving, 52 percent carpool/vanpool, and 2 percent transit,” (Wilson 1995:36). 

Future research on cash-out parking payments should focus on how effective cashing out has been in 

suburban locations where transportation alternatives are severely limited, compared with dense urban 

neighborhoods where parking is already priced at a premium.  

Demographic Considerations 

In addition to differences in urban and suburban land uses and the design of incentive programs, 

demographics of employees may also play a role in who is likely to accept cash-out incentives. In a study 

of 411 commuters in Dublin, Ireland, Watters (2006) found that age, gender, income and car availability 

were statistically significant variables that affected whether employees would be likely to accept cash out 

incentives. Those with higher incomes, with access to a car, and women were more likely to accept 

cash-out incentives. Older workers were less likely to forgo their cars and accept cash-out incentives. 

While many studies of transportation demand management strategies have focused on how strategies 

work on employees in the aggregate, continued demographic analysis may provide better methods to 

target the types of employees most likely to take companies up on offers to “cash out” parking or 

accept monetary subsidies to incentivize ride sharing.  

 

Belz and Lee (2012) offer another perspective on demographic analysis, stating that, “there must first be 

a better understanding of who is in the vehicle, not just how many,” (1). Using data from the 2009 

National Household Travel Survey Vermont add-on sample, Belz and Lee analyzed the demographics of 

Vermont residents engaged in carpooling activities. They found that, “higher vehicle availability in the 

household, age, sex (male) and a longer time spent per [commute],” correlated negatively with 



ridesharing (1). Belz and Lee found that women are more likely to carpool and that employees over 40 

are less likely to carpool.  

Aside from personal characteristics of employees, the size of the company is also important to consider. 

TCRP’s study further reports that, “P.L Porter (230 employees), Bonneville Power (100 employees), and 

Rockbestos (400 employees) are examples of modest size employers,” that have successfully launched 

vanpool programs, as well as larger employers like Sears and Pacific Bell. The size of the company, in 

addition to individual demographic factors, the built environment, company involvement, and successful 

incentives to rideshare or discourage on-site parking are all variable factors that influence the success of 

car-based approaches to travel demand management.   

Built Environment 

The built environment may also play a role in how likely employees are to participate in a ride share 

program. Belz and Lee (2012) found in a study of Vermont commuters that while ridesharing was more 

evident in urban areas that regardless of density, “ridesharing is more likely as distance to work 

increases,” (7). Their research found that when deciding on rideshare partners, employees make 

decisions based more “about sharing proximal work locations than proximal housing locations,” (7). 

Though areas with greater housing and employment densities were also found to have had an impact on 

decisions to ride share, neither relationship was found to be particularly strong. Future research should 

continue to study the link between the built environment and density’s effect on ride share and other 

transportation demand strategies.  

The built environment plays an extremely important role in suburban office parks like those that are 

found in Minnetonka. Wilson (1995) argues that, “parking typically was oversupplied and provided at no 

direct cost to tenants or their employees,” in a study of suburban office parks in Southern California 

(29).  

The built environment, demographics, and available transportation alternatives also may play a role in 

how effective company transportation coordinators are able to be. Hendricks (2005) found that, 

“management support and an effective [employee transportation coordinator] are necessary for a 

successful work site trip reduction program if the work site is not located in an area with access to high-

quality public transportation,” (207).  In addition, Hendricks found that in companies located near public 

transportation or employing lower-income transit dependent populations, employee transportation 

coordinators were not as effective. As home to many suburban office parks with many white-collar 

managerial jobs, this point is especially critical to Minnetonka’s transportation demand management 

planning. As an area with limited public transportation options, effective transportation coordinators, in 

addition to overall company support of ride sharing programs, will be critical to a successful 

transportation demand management program in their suburban community. Future research for the 

suburban environment should compare the effectiveness of in-house transportation coordinators 

compared with the services offered by regional planning entities like 494 Commuter Services in the 

Twin Cities metropolitan region.  

A key part of an effective transportation coordinator’s role is relieving employees of the administrative 

burdens of participating in ridesharing programs. Effectively managing these programs as a transportation 

coordinator can provide successful vanpool programs, regardless of the built environment. In its national 



study of 82 transportation demand management programs, TCRP found successful vanpooling programs 

in both exurban areas and urban areas with transit linkages. Despite differences in transportation 

options and the built environment, these vanpools succeeded by, “relieving employees of major logistical 

burdens,” (19-34) by having employers managing the vanpool program for their employers. In fact, in the 

cases of Sears in the Chicago area and Pacific Bell in Northern California, “the vanpool program was an 

important element facilitating relocation… to a remote exurban area,” (19-36). Providing employees 

with reliable transportation services such as carpool and vanpool programs can be successful regardless 

of setting, if the employer is able and willing to take on the additional responsibility of managing a 

ridesharing program.  

The supply of parking in the suburbs is often not considered part of the built environment. Wilson 

(1995) noted that the suburban office developments often built 4 per spaces per 1,000 square feet as the 

industry standard, but only used between 2 and 3 spaces per square feet in reality. In short, “There is a 

lot of unused parking in the suburbs,” (Wilson 1995: 30). Contrary to Shoup’s emphasis on using 

demand-pricing (and implicitly the high cost of urban land) to regulate the demand for pricing, the 

suburban landscape provides a problem of oversupply for parking that cannot easily be remedied by 

dynamic pricing schemes. In fact, suburban office parking oversupply is often not considered a problem 

as there are few people complaining about it (Wilson 1995). This oversupply again presents an 

opportunity for transportation demand management to create incentives to reduce demand for 

employee parking since supply of parking in the built environment is not an issue.  

Conclusion 

As suburban communities like Minnetonka wrestle with efforts to reduce the number of single 

occupancy vehicle trips taken by commuters, they should consider cars as part of the solution. By 

shifting travel modes from personal automobiles to ride share programs, employees can reduce the 

number of individual trips taken during the work day. Employer managed vanpool services, increased 

parking fees, and cash out parking subsidies can incentivize employees to shift their transportation mode. 

Critical to each of these strategies is employer support for TDM strategies. Companies that implement 

explicit TDM strategies – either through incentives or disincentives- are most successful when the 

company does more than just provide options for employees to mode shift. By having a transportation 

management coordinator on site, managing the logistical concerns of ridesharing, or providing cash-out 

parking subsidies to employees, companies can alleviate many of the barriers to mode shift that may 

currently intimidate employees from transitioning toward ride-sharing on their own.  

New research on how employee demographics can also help employers target TDM strategies  based on 

the number of employees, the age, sex, and income of their employees, and an individual’s car 

availability in order to create successful implementation of TDM strategies that are tailored to a 

company’s employees. Continued research on these strategies effectiveness in urban and suburban 

environments can further help suburban communities like Minnetonka identify car-based TDM 

strategies that will be most effective for the needs of their employees and companies.  
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Alternative Work Arrangement TDM Strategies 

One type of TDM measure implemented by employers, alternative work arrangements (AWA),is 

addressed in detail in this report. However, prior to addressing AWA as a group of TDM strategies, 

numerous issues related to data quality cannot be avoided in the assessment of TDM strategies. In 

particular, the availability of public data in recent years related to AWA strategies is nearly nonexistent 

(USDOT, 2010). 

Unfortunately, large data sets collected state and regional planning organizations in response to trip 

reduction programs in the late 1980s and early 1990s do not aid a quantitative analysis of the impacts of 

AWA strategies. This is partly due to the processed nature of the data that did not leave analysts with an 

ability to track individuals. Rather, aggregated trip measures with no indication of CWW or telecommuting 

participation were the only metrics available to analyze entire TDM programs. Trip origin and 

destinations, demographics, socioeconomic indicators, nor the availability, quality, or change in travel 

alternatives over time can be derived from these massive databases. Furthermore, details on program 

strategies, the length of implementation, nor any information regarding how well a program was run are 

almost universally excluded from TDM reporting data (USDOT, 2010). 

Recent studies of the implementation, perceptions, and lessons learned in regard to these TDM measures 

addressed below (not inclusive of AWAs), and especially those involving public transportation, 

carpool/vanpool subsidies, HOV parking incentives, and on-site bike parking and shower facilities, are fairly 

prevalent. Because research is much less prevalent and comprehensive for the AWA strategies, the 

aforementioned analytical challenges can be a significant impediment in the assessment of AWAs, 

which is also addressed in later in this report. 

Alternative Work Arrangements (AWA) 

As previously noted, the lack of reliable data sources for analysis of AWA impacts on peak-hour travel 

creates a significant challenge in terms of quantitatively addressing the benefits of the AWA strategies. The 

datasets from the state and regional planning organizations in the late 1980s and early 1990s provide an 

aggregated picture that is not attributable to CWW or telework participation. Other smaller studies (82) 

captured in the 2010 TCRP report, which is nearly comprehensive in terms of publicly available data, do 

not focus on AWA strategies, and many can only offer statistically insignificant results, at best. The authors 

of the TCRP report, in an effort to give some attention to the topic of AWA measurement, use three 

smaller experimental studies completed in 1993 and 1994. All three studies were located in major west-

coast U.S. cities, and the dated nature of the results can only provide us context clues about how the most 

important context to consider at a local level. These context specific takeaways are addressed below, as 

applicable. 

Flexible Work Hours 

Flexible work hour policies allow employees and employers to choose start and stop times which are 

optimal for avoiding peak period traffic and additional delays. However, the consistency of the use of 

flexible hours, largely due to family commitments and other lifestyle choices, is one of the biggest variables 

in the effectiveness of these types of policies. Impacts of flexible work hour studies completed in the early 

1990s nearly neutral, and mainly suffer from data quality issues. However, preference data from the 

small number of studies which recorded specific information about flexible work hours does show that 

these policies are most preferred by employees in management roles (USDOT, 2010).  



 

 

Staggered Work Hours 

Staggered work hours policies are similar to flexible work hours, and suffer similar measurement and 

impact challenges. While flexible work hour policies can vary day to day and are often paired with 

ridesharing or other alternative mode use, staggered work hours often incorporate planned arrivals and 

departures that are spread out before, (often) through, and after peak-periods to lessen the impact on 

congestion. An important distinction to make with staggered work hour policies is that they differ from 

day/afternoon/evening/overnight shift changes, and are usually coordinating the arrival and departure of 

only one “shift” of workers (USDOT, 2010). 

Contextually, a staggered work hour program timed for specific arrivals and release times is likely not 

going to benefit Minnetonka employers because of the significant freight volumes and unreliability of 

congestion on the surrounding I-494 corridor as it stretches between the Minnesota River and Minneapolis 

– St. Paul International Airport terminals and shifts to the northbound/southbound segment of the beltway 

in Eden Prairie (Minnesota Department of Transportation, 2005), (Texas Transportation Institute, 2011). 

Compressed Work Weeks (CWW) 

Compressed work week policies, similar to the previous AWA strategies, can take on many different 

shapes. However, the most common CWW formats include compressing 80-hours into a 9-day period 

(8.9 hour workdays), 40 hours into a 4-day period (10 hour workdays), or 36-hours into a 3-day period 

(12-hour days). Regardless of the format, the impact on commute trips per week is measurable. However, 

research shows uncertainty about this trip savings balancing out with new non-work trips incurred on the 

employee’s weekdays outside of the office. Although this is studied much less closely through traditional 

TDM policy tracking, it is likely that individuals may choose to reduce their trip-chaining habits following a 

long workday. Trip-chaining, however, saves approximately half of one (or more) round-trip(s), reductions 

in vehicle miles traveled may be neutralized. 

Results of a 2008 study of CWW study participants under the Washington State Commute Trip Reduction 

(CTR) show that the compressed schedule Is most attractive for employees who face a long, multi-modal 

(e.g., drive to transit) commute for employers who have management and a work culture deemed “highly 

supportive” (reference TCRP page 19-82). Similarly, those who regularly participated in ridesharing or had 

a shorter, single mode commute were less likely (and willing) to participate in a CWW schedule (USDOT, 

2010). 

In terms of industry types, participation in CWW in this study was most positively associated with 

manufacturing, health care, engineering/architecture/planning, and public-sector positions. IT service, 

software, and positions involving management and administrative positions were most negatively correlated 

with participation in the program (Zhou, 2008). 

Telework/Telecommuting 

Telework or telecommuting policies enable employees to transfer the location of their work to their 

individual homes, or to a secure, off-site location. In addition to completing work in a reduced-distraction 

environment and increasing productivity, employees benefit from increased time savings, lower stress, and 

lower automobile operation and maintenance costs (USDOT, 2010). 

While reducing the average number of work-based trips by 20 – 30 percent each week, analysis reporting 

negative impacts of telework policies on congestion and vehicle trips point to an increased aversion for use 

of alternative modes on regular work days for an employee (USDOT, 2010). Poor data issues aside, this 



 

 

aversion to the inconvenience of ridesharing or transit use is a critical example of how important it is for 

TDM strategies to be context specific in order to appeal to the employees and site-specific issues. An 

expanded discussion of a local application of a telework pilot is addressed in the following section. 

eWorkPlace MN Pilot – 2009 to 2011 

Background 

Funded by the US Department of Transportation’s $113 million Urban Partnership Agreement (UPA) grant 

awarded to MnDOT, eWorkPlace was a large-scale pilot telecommuting program and research study 

conducted by researchers and professionals at the Humphrey School of Public Affairs and SRF 

Consulting Group, Inc. The project advisory team and additional funding required for the study and 

extended IT support and consulting came through a continued partnership with MnDOT (Humphrey 

School of Public Affairs, 2011). 

From the initial project launch in 2009 through the project completion celebration in June 2011, the 

congestion reduction telecommuting program recruited 47 companies and over 4,200 employees to 

participate in a 12-18 month pilot program. As of the project completion, 46 of the companies were willing 

or prepared to extend the telework pilot for a semi to permanent period of time (Humphrey School 

of Public Affairs, 2011). 

Current efforts to extend the financial support for new eWorkPlace pilot sites are on- going, and could be 

beneficial to employers within Minnetonka seeking to implement a telework program in coordination with 

other planned TDM efforts to comply with the city’s future ordinance. As noted by Julie Wischnack, the 

city’s Community Development Director, businesses are concerned about their own bottom-line, and do 

not share the same intrinsic value for stewardship of transportation systems as planning professionals 

(Wischnack & Thomson, 2013). Therefore, as a result of this bottom-line perspective, which is 

undoubtedly realistic in any public-private agreement, future policies and TDM strategies offered to 

Minnetonka employers must be marketed by the appeal to the company’s bottom-line. 

Employer, Individual, Community, and Transportation System Benefits 

The results of the eWorkPlace study are promising, and can easily be a valuable tool for Minnetonka to 

market to its employers in the future. In addition to an annual return on investment (ROI) of over 2.0, 

benefits of the program include those listed below: 

 Reduction in employee absenteeism – average sick time usage dropped by an average of 25 hours 

after the first two months of implementation 

 Increase in productivity – over 75% of participating employers felt productivity had increased 

 Average 2 days/week telecommute & over $2,000 in individual annual travel time savings 

 Annual regional reduction of 7.6 million pounds of CO2 

 66.4 million fewer Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) traveled per year 

 Enhanced quality of life and improved work/life balance 

Barriers to Implementation 

In terms of barriers to implementation of the eWorkPlace pilot, the program was well equipped with 

the resources of local consulting professionals who were experienced selecting hardware and setting up 



 

 

secure, remote-access systems for telework sites. An October 2011 interview with administration at 

Ecolab, Inc., a major chemical products research company located in St. Paul, reaffirmed the significant ease 

of the company’s now-permanent telework program due to the assistance with setup, implementation, and 

ongoing resources provided through eWorkPlace and the St. Paul Smart Trips Transportation Management 

Organization (TMO) (Minnesota Business Magazine, 2011). 

As referenced throughout multiple studies, including the relevant studies of the 82 analyzed in the 2010 

TCRP report, the remaining significant barrier to implementation is related to employer and management 

perceptions of a “traditional” workplace. The aversion to changes in management styles and work 

culture, which requires a shift from evaluating work based on time-spent instead of results produced, 

will likely be the major barrier faced by future attempts at implementation at Minnetonka employers, 

too (Humphrey School of Public Affairs, 2011). However, results-only work environments (ROWE), similar 

to policies implemented at Best Buy Headquarters in Richfield, are gaining visibility in the Twin Cities 

and throughout the country. This ongoing research and work toward cultural change in the workplace 

will hopefully be a beneficial for workplace cultural barriers at potential future telework employers in 

Minnetonka (Ressler & Thompson, 2008). 

Lessons Learned 

The Lessons Learned of the eWorkPlace pilot provides additional tips for implementation. First, the soft 

benefits of telework programs that can aid in future recruitment, retention, and productivity (among 

others) must be effectively marketed to administrative and HR decision makers in order to increase the 

number of telework programs in Minnetonka. Secondly, the presence of a strong internal champion for the 

adoption and future success of the program within a company is critical. Participants also noted that setting 

clear goals and expectations for teleworking aided in productivity, and helped reverse some internal 

negativity toward teleworking held by management. 

Additional Considerations for Minnetonka 

Finally, while structuring future TDM ordinance language and/or policy guidance, the City of Minnetonka 

should be advised to take a leadership role in creating data that will aid in the calculation of performance 

measures by the 494 Commuter Services TMO and the Metropolitan Council. New federal 

requirements included in the MAP-21 transportation authorization will require the reporting of 

performance measures in order to apply for competitive Congestion Mitigation Air Quality (CMAQ) 

funding beyond FY 2014 (Minnesota Department of Transportation, 2013). 

Updates to the City’s ordinance and TDM policy enforcement tools are an ideal time to integrate the 

annual or bi-annual requirements of reporting identified data points to aid in the ability to qualify for and 

receive critical federal funding (over $3 million in FY 2013). Without performance measures in place 

(and high performing policies to report), CMAQ funds, which are the central funding sources for Twin 

Cities TMO services and operations, may be awarded to other regions or transportation projects 

altogether (Minnesota Department of Transportation, 2013). 
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ORDINANCE NO. 2009- 
 

AN ORDINANCE ESTABLISING TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT (TDM) 
REQUIREMENTS AND PROCEDURES AND MODIFYING EXISTING TEXT PERTAINING TO TDM; THEREBY 

AMENDING CHAPTERS 19 AND 21 OF THE CITY CODE 
 

 
The City Council of the City of Bloomington, Minnesota ordains: 

 
Section 1. That Chapter 19 of the City Code is hereby amended by deleting those words that are 

contained in brackets [ ] and adding those words that are underlined, to read as follows: 
 
 

CHAPTER 19 
 
*** 
 

ARTICLE III.  ZONING DISTRICT MAP, ZONING DISTRICTS AND DISTRICT USES 

 
*** 
 
SEC. 19.29.  HIGH INTENSITY MIXED USE WITH RESIDENTIAL (HX-R) DISTRICT. 

 
*** 
 
(n) Reserved. [Travel Demand and Parking Management. 

(1) Final development plans for office uses within the HX-R zoning district must include a travel demand 
management (TDM) plan prepared by an independent TDM professional under the supervision of the 
City and paid for by the applicant.  The plan must document TDM measures to be implemented, and 
performance criteria and compliance enforcement measures.] 

 
*** 
 

ARTICLE III.A.  ADDITIONAL ZONING DISTRICTS 

 
*** 
 
SEC. 19.40.07.  COMMERCIAL SERVICE DISTRICTS CS-0.5 AND CS-1. 

 
*** 
 
(i) Special Provisions. 
 
*** 
 

(2) The maximum floor area ratio in the CS-1 District may be increased to 1.5 square feet of floor area 
and in the CS-0.5 District to 0.75 square feet of floor area for each one square foot of lot area and 
maximum building coverage may be increased to 40 percent of lot area provided that peak period 
project trip generation is equal or less than trip generation from the same type of use with a 1.0 floor 
area ratio in the CS-1 District and 0.5 floor area ratio in the CS-0.5 District.  A [trip reduction plan] 
Tier I TDM Program in accordance with the requirements of City Code Section 21.301.09 and a 
development agreement is required for all uses exceeding the maximum floor area ratio in (f) above. 

 
*** 
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SEC. 19.40.08.  COMMERCIAL OFFICE DISTRICTS CO-0.5 AND CO-1. 

 
*** 
 
(i) Special Provisions. 
 
*** 
 

(3) The maximum floor area ratio in the CO-1 district may be increased to 1.5 square feet of floor area 
and in the CO-0.5 district to 0.75 square feet of floor area for each one square foot of lot area and 
maximum building coverage may be increased to 40 percent of lot area provided that peak period 
project trip generation is equal or less than trip generation from the same type of use with a 1.0 floor 
area ratio in the CO-1 district and 0.5 floor area ratio in the CO-0.5 district.  A [trip reduction plan] 
Tier I TDM Program in accordance with the requirements of City Code Section 21.301.09 and a 
development agreement is required for all uses exceeding the maximum floor area ratio in (f) above. 

 
*** 
 

Section 2. That Chapter 21 of the City Code is hereby amended by deleting those words that are 
contained in brackets [ ] and adding those words that are underlined, to read as follows: 
 
 

CHAPTER 21 
 
*** 
 

ARTICLE III.  DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 

Division A. General Standards 
 
*** 
 
SEC. 21.301.06. PARKING AND LOADING. 

 
*** 
 
(e) Parking reduction flexibility measures. 
 
*** 
 

(3) [Travel] Transportation Demand Management plan (TDM).  
(A) Off-street parking [requirements] otherwise required by this ordinance may be reduced by up 

to 10 percent subject to approval by the City Council of a Tier I TDM Plan consistent with the 
requirements of City Code Section 21.301.09.[, where a TDM plan is submitted and approved 
by the City Issuing Authority that addresses the transportation impacts of the development and 
proposed TDM mitigating measures.  The TDM measures may include but are not limited to 
on-site transit facilities, preferential location of car and van pool parking, telecommuting, on-
site bicycle and pedestrian facilities and employer subsidies to employees for transit passes.  
Where a TDM plan is approved by the City Council, the exact terms of the TDM must be 
memorialized by the applicant in a properly drawn legal instrument, executed by the parties 
concerned, and filed with the records for that property in the Registrar of Titles’ or Recorder’s 
Office of Hennepin County with proof thereof presented to the Issuing Authority.  

(B) TDM plan content. The TDM must at a minimum contain the following: 
(i) A description of the TDM goals; 
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(ii) A description of the transportation impacts of the development based on full 
development, forecasts of trips generated and anticipated parking demand;  

(iii) A parking and transportation study demonstrating that peak parking demand would be 
reduced by the mitigating measures proposed.  The parking and transportation study 
must be conducted in accordance with accepted methodology approved by the City 
Issuing Authority, prepared by an independent traffic engineering professional under the 
supervision of the City and paid for by the applicant; and 

(iv) Implementation measures. 
(C) Revocation.  Failure to comply with the provisions of the approved TDM plan constitutes a 

violation of this Code.  A TDM plan may be revoked only if off-street parking is provided as 
otherwise set forth in Section 21.301.06 of this Code, or if an alternative TDM plan is approved 
by the City Issuing Authority.] 

*** 

 
SEC. 21.301.09 TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT (TDM). 

(a) Purpose and intent.  The purpose of Transportation Demand Management (TDM) is to promote more 
efficient utilization of existing transportation facilities, reduce traffic congestion and mobile source pollution, 
and to ensure that new developments are designed in ways to maximize the potential for alternative 
transportation usage.  TDM is a combination of services, incentives, facilities and actions that reduce single 
occupancy vehicle (SOV) trips to help relieve traffic congestion, allow parking flexibity, and reduce air 
pollution. 

(b) Applicability.  Recognizing that development size and land use type directly affect traffic generation, the 
City has established two levels of TDM program applicability: 
(1) A Tier 1 TDM program is required for all new development and/or redevelopment consisting of: 

(A) New developments where the City Code requires the provision of more than 350 parking 
spaces attributable to office, institutional, industrial, and warehouse uses; 

(B) New non-residential developments seeking flexibility from the standard parking requirements 
in accordance with City Code Section 21.301.06 (e) (3); 

(C) Redevelopment and/or additions to existing non-residential development that result in a 25 
percent or greater increase in parking spaces attributable to office, institution, industrial, and 
warehouse uses, and the total amount of required parking attributable to office, institution, 
industrial, and warehouse uses is 350 or more spaces; or 

(D) Other development as required by City Council condition. 
(2) A Tier 2 TDM program is required for new non-residential development, non-residential 

redevelopment, and/or additions to existing development over 1,000 square feet in floor area, 
provided a Tier 1 TDM program is not required. 

(3) The following uses shall be exempt from Tier 1 TDM program requirements: 
(A) Places of assembly; 
(B) Schools (K-12); 
(C) Parks and recreational facilities; and 
(D) Other institutional uses that are not customarily in operation between the peak weekday traffic 

period (6:30-9:00 AM and 3:00-6:00 PM) 
(c) TDM Plan Requirements.  Mandatory TDM Plan requirements for the two levels include: 

(1) Tier 1 TDM Program. 
(A) A TDM study prepared by a qualified traffic consultant that includes: 

(i) A description of the projected transportation and parking impacts of the development at 
full site development, forecasts of SOV trips generated and the likely timing of those 
trips, and anticipated parking demand.  The TDM study must be conducted in 
accordance with accepted methodology approved by the Director of Public Works or the 
Director’s designee.  If determined to be a Special Study subject to the requirements of 
City Code Section 19.14 (b) (5), the traffic study must be prepared by an independent 
traffic engineering professional under the supervision of the Director of Public Works or 
the Director’s designee, and paid for by the applicant. 

(B) A TDM plan prepared by the property owner that includes: 
(i) A description of the TDM goals, including peak hour SOV trip reduction goals; 
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(ii) Description of TDM strategies and implementation measures and the anticipated SOV 
trip reduction associated with each strategy.  The TDM measures may include, but are 
not limited to: on-site transit facilities, preferential location of car and van pool parking, 
telecommuting, on-site bicycle and pedestrian facilities and employer subsidized transit 
passes; 

(iii) Description of the evaluation measures and process that will be used to determine the 
effectiveness of the TDM strategies used and progress toward achieving the SOV trip 
reduction goals; and 

(iv) Proposed total expenditures to implement the TDM strategies for at least three years 
following the issuance of the Certificate of Occupancy. 

(C) A TDM agreement prepared by the City Attorney’s office, executed by the property owner and 
the City, and filed by the property owner with the records for that property in the Registrar of 
Titles’ or Recorder’s Office of Hennepin County with proof thereof presented to the Issuing 
Authority prior to issuance of a building permit; 

(D) A financial guarantee in the amount established by the TDM program schedule set forth in the 
TDM Policies and Procedures Document maintained by the Director of Public Works; and 

(E) An annual status update report in the format specified in the TDM Policies and Procedures 
Document maintained by the Director of Public Works, or otherwise approved by the Director 
or the Director’s designee, hereinafter referred to as the “Annual Status Report”. 

(2) Tier 2 TDM Program. 
(A) A basic Tier 2 TDM Plan describing the TDM strategies the property owner agrees to 

implement to reduce peak SOV trip generation that is prepared in the format specified in the 
TDM Policies and Procedures Document maintained by the Director of Public Works or 
otherwise approved by the Director or the Director’s designee. 

(d) Financial Guarantee. The property owner must provide a financial guarantee prior to the issuance of the 
Certificate of Occupancy to ensure implementation of TDM strategies and progress towards meeting the 
approved TDM Plan goals when a Tier 1 TDM plan is required.  The financial guarantee rate is established 
by the TDM program schedule set forth in the TDM Policies and Procedures Document maintained by the 
Director of Public Works.  The financial guarantee may be provided in the form of cash, bond or a letter of 
credit at the discretion of the property owner. 

 The City will retain the cash payment, bond or letter of credit for two years from the date the property owner 
verifies that occupancy of the leasable area of the development has reached 30 percent.  This date shall 
hereinafter be referred to as the “Initial TDM Plan Implementation Date”.   

(e) Administration.  The Director of Public Works or the Director’s designee will administer Tier 1 and Tier 2 
TDM plans, including, but not limited to:  
(1) Review and approval of TDM plans;  
(2) Maintenance of files for approved TDM plans;  
(3) Monitoring progress toward implementation of TDM strategies and evaluating success of efforts to 

achieve TDM plan goals;  
(4) Holding and releasing TDM financial guarantees; and 
(5) Determining compliance in implementing TDM strategies as that relates to the release or forfeiture of 

TDM financial guarantees. 
(f) Compliance.  A property owner or its successors and assigns must demonstrate a good faith effort to 

implement strategies described in an approved Tier 1 TDM Plan by submitting an Annual Status Report 
within 30 days of the one year and two year anniversary dates of the Initial TDM Plan Implementation Date.  
The Director of Public Works or the Director’s designee will review the Annual Status Reports, within 30 
days of receipt, to determine if a good faith effort has been made to implement the strategies described in 
an approved Tier 1 TDM Plan or otherwise achieve the approved TDM Plan goals.  The Annual Status 
Report must include at least the following: 
(1) Results of the survey questions included in the TDM Annual Status Report model specified in the 

TDM Policies and Procedures Document maintained by the Director of Public Works, compiled using 
the model format or a format otherwise approved by the Director of Public Works or the Director’s 
designee, to determine the effectiveness and participation in TDM strategies;  

(2) Documentation of annual expenditures made to implement TDM strategies; and 
(3) Documentation of the implementation of TDM strategies listed in the approved Tier 1 TDM Plan and 

an evaluation of the success of each strategy based on the survey results, as well as, at the option of 
the property owner, any other verifiable method of measurement such as a follow-up traffic study. 

(g) Release of the TDM Financial Guarantee.  If the property owner or its successors and assigns 
demonstrates a good faith effort to implement the strategies set forth in the approved Tier 1 TDM Plan as 
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demonstrated by the data contained in the consecutive Annual Status Reports, the TDM financial 
guarantee will be released to the property owner within seven working days of that determination by the 
Director of Public Works or the Director’s designee. 

(h) Forfeiture of the TDM Financial Guarantee.  Failure to comply with the provisions of an approved Tier 1 
TDM plan constitutes a violation of this Section of the City Code. 
(1) If the property owner or its successors or assigns fails to submit timely Annual Status Report that 

document a good faith effort to implement the strategies set forth in their approved Tier 1 TDM Plan, 
the Director of Public Works or the Director’s designee may direct that the TDM financial guarantee 
continue to be held for a period of up to another 12-months at the end of which an additional Annual 
Status Report must be submitted.  The TDM financial guarantee at the end of the additional period 
will be either released or forfeited based upon the Director of Public Works or the Director’s 
designee’s determination of whether or not the property owner has demonstrated a good faith effort 
to implement the TDM strategies set forth in the approved TDM Plan or otherwise achieve the TDM 
Plan goals. 

(2) If the Director of Public Works of the Director’s designee determines on the basis of the Annual 
Status Reports that the failure to implement the strategies set forth in the Tier I TDM Plan or 
otherwise achieve the TDM Plan goals is attributable to inexcusable neglect on the part of the 
property owner or its successors and assigns, the financial guarantee will be immediately forfeited to 
the City. 

(i) Appeals.  The property owner or its successors or assigns may appeal the forfeiture or continued holding 
of the TDM financial guarantee or imposed sanctions to the City Council within 30 days following the 
mailing of the notice of forfeiture, continued holding or sanctions. The City will provide the appellant with at 
least ten days notice of the time and place of the hearing before the City Council. 

 
 
 
 
 
Passed and adopted this __________ day of _______________ , 2009. 
 
 
        ________________ 
        Mayor 
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_____________________ 
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INTRODUCTION 
 

In 2009, the Bloomington City Council adopted a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) 
ordinance.  The ordinance pertains to new development or redevelopment only and it is expected 
that for current businesses in Bloomington will maintain their existing business model.  However, 
the City of Bloomington sees the value and importance of TDM plans, so although not required by 
ordinance, this TDM plan has been prepared and will be implemented by the City of Bloomington 
to show our commitment to TDM and to act as an early model for others to follow. 
 
As of June 2010, the City of Bloomington has approximately 526 full-time employees and 
approximately 400 part-time and seasonal employees.  In addition to the responsibility of being a 
medium-sized employer, the City is committed to the concept of “Sustainable Bloomington.”  
Encouraging employees to try an alternative form of commuting is a responsible and sustainable 
objective.  The sustainable benefits include: reduced need for roadway improvements, health and 
wellness of employees; potential time and money savings; less congestion; and environmental. 
 
Since the City of Bloomington is not a for-profit business and most of the funding to run the City 
comes from taxpayer dollars, it is important that the plan is fiscally responsible with the taxpayers 
money.  Therefore, this plan will focus on promoting alternative transportation using minimal 
funding resources. 
 

I. GOALS & OBJECTIVES 
 

The City of Bloomington campus is located near the center of the City at 1800 West Old Shakopee 
Road and includes City Hall, Police, Center for the Arts, Public Works, Public Health, Motor Vehicle, 
the Animal Shelter and Creekside Community Center.  Although transit exists to the site, from 
many locations it is not very convenient.  Most transit commuters would need to transfer at least 
one time to get to work, increasing time and inconvenience.  Given service levels, the City’s plan 
recognizes that transit is not likely to be the mode of choice for most employees and therefore 
focuses on transportation alternatives other than transit, such as biking, walking and ridesharing.   
 
For the purpose of this plan, the City has two goals:   
 
  Regular Alternative Commuter Goal 5% of City Employees 
  Try It Goal    25% of City Employees 
 
A Regular Alternative Commuter is an employee who commutes to work via a method other than 
driving alone an average of at least once per week.  It is anticipated that some of the employees 
who try an alternative commuting method will realize the benefits and become Regular 
Alternative Commuters.  Benefits include: 
 

• Health and Wellness: Employees choosing to bike or walk to work contribute to their 
overall health and wellness by adding activity to their day.  Carpoolers may notice less 
stress as they can utilize carpool lanes and on ramps.   

• Potential Time and Money Savings: Carpoolers should save time by being able to utilize 
car pool lanes and ramps.  Bikers and walkers can reduce time that may otherwise be 
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devoted to exercise.  Money could be saved by any alternative commuter by paying less 
for gas. 

• Less Traffic Congestion: Bloomington roads and State Highways within Bloomington will 
have less congestion if more people choose an alternative commuting method.  More 
time can be spent exercising or with friends and family, rather than in traffic.  Reducing 
traffic levels also reduces the need for expensive roadway expansions, thereby saving 
taxpayer dollars. 

• Environmental Benefits: Fewer cars on the road will lead to fewer greenhouse gas 
emissions, equaling a better environment. 

 
II. TDM STRATEGIES 
 

As stated above, the City of Bloomington wants to promote to its employees alternatives to 
driving alone, but also wants to be sensible with the taxpayers money.  The following strategies 
will be implemented in 2011 and 2012: 
 
1. Designate an Employee TDM Coordinator 

 
The Engineering Development Coordinator currently serves as the TDM Coordinator to work 
with developers who are required to complete a TDM plan per the City Code.  The Engineering 
Development Coordinator will also serve as the TDM Coordinator for City employees.  The 
TDM Coordinator will be the primary contact to work with Commuter Services to obtain the 
most up-to-date resources pertaining to commuting.  In addition, the TDM Coordinator will 
facilitate the City of Bloomington’s TDM Plan. 
 

2. Support the Employee Commuter Group 
 

The TDM Coordinator has formed an informal group of Alternative Commuters to get 
feedback on the City’s TDM plan.  The Commuter Group also acts as a liaison with other City 
Departments.  Members of the Commuter Group have volunteered at City employee events to 
promote alternative forms of commuting to work. 

 
3. Work with Human Resources 

 
Valuable employee demographic information can be obtained through the City’s Human 
Resources Department, such as the number of full and part time employees and the number 
of employees who live in Bloomington.  The TDM Coordinator will work with Human 
Resources to obtain demographic data, while at the same time honoring employees’ privacy 
and personal information.  In addition, the TDM Coordinator can work with Human Resources 
to provide beneficial commuting resources to new hires.   
 

4. Implement Communication and Education Strategies 
 

Many of the strategies in this plan can be implemented using existing City Employee 
communications, facilitated through the TDM Coordinator.  The primary source of information 
for employees is on the City employee intranet site, CityBiz, and in the monthly employee 
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newsletter, “The Insider.”  In addition, the City has an Employee Advisory Committee (EAC).  
The EAC hosts various employee events, in which commuter education can be coordinated. 
 
The City’s Communications Division has created a section on CityBiz related to commuting.  
Included on the Commuter Café page are: 
 

a. Links to commuting websites such as: 
• www.494corridor.org 
• www.metrotransit.org 
• www.511mn.org 
• www.cyclopath.org  

 
b. A list of upcoming commuter events such as: 

• Commuter Challenge 
• Bike to Work Week 
• Bike to Work Day 
• Rideshare Month 

 
c. A list of employee resources including the TDM Coordinator and Commuter Group 

 
A copy of the approved City of Bloomington TDM Plan will be placed on the Commuter Café 
site as soon as it has been approved. 

 
The City has upgradied the CityBiz website using the Sharepoint 2007 platform.  The upgrade 
allows employee interaction on the website and can be used to gather data about the 
commuting habits of City employees, as well as distribute information about alternative 
commuting.  The TDM Coordinator will update the Commuter Café regularly and will train the 
Commuter Group to contribute to the website.   
 
The City’s Communications Division will assist the TDM Coordinator to publish periodic articles 
for the Insider.  Some potential articles include: 

a. The newly adopted TDM ordinance and staff efforts to write a plan for Bloomington 
employees 
 

b. Featuring an alternative commuter 
 

c. Featuring a type of alternative commuting with resources about how to become 
more informed 

 
d. Spotlight upcoming commuter events such as: 

• Commuter Challenge 
• Bike to Work Week 
• Bike to Work Day 
• Rideshare Month 

 

http://www.494corridor.org/�
http://www.metrotransit.org/�
http://www.511mn.org/�
http://www.cyclopath.org/�
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The EAC hosts many employee events throughout the year, including an ice cream social in 
June, Dog Days of Summer in July and the Employee Picnic in September.  The TDM 
Coordinator will work with the EAC to organize alternative commuting promotions in 
conjunction with EAC events.  Some potential events include: 
 

a. Having a Commuter Fair which would include a table with resources set up by 
Commuter Services 
 

b. Including free bike tune ups 
 

c. Inviting Metro Transit to show employees how to use the bike racks on the bus and 
LRT 

 
d. Requesting a zip code party hosted by Commuter Services 

 
Commuter posters will be posted on employee bulletin boards and two brochure racks 
supplied by Commuter Services will be set up and maintained; one in the Public Works lunch 
room and one in Bloomington Civic Plaza by the front reception desk. 
 

5. Promote Bicycle Commuting and Walking to Work 
 

The City of Bloomington facilities already offer bike racks for bicycle commuters and shower 
facilities for walkers and bicycle commuters.  An inventory of the current location and number 
of bicycle parking stalls on the City of Bloomington Campus has been completed as part of the 
Statewide Health Improvement Program (SHIP).  Additional bike racks are planned to be 
located at Civic Plaza.  The TDM Coordinator will work with the City’s Facilities group to find 
proper locations for these bike racks based on feedback from the Commuter Group.  
 
Members of the Commuter Group have volunteered to make themselves available to help 
potential bike commuters by assisting them to design a safe biking route or even biking with a 
potential bike commuter who needs encouragement.  This effort will be publicized via CityBiz 
and the Insider. 
 
The City of Bloomington campus is centrally located within the City which makes it a 
reasonable bike/walk commute distance.  Maps will be posted on the CityBiz site to show 
employees that live within particular distances (1, 2 or 3 mile radius) that walking and biking 
to work is doable.   
 
Using CityBiz, the Insider and employee bulletin boards, Bike to Work Week and Bike to Work 
Day will be promoted.  Bike tune ups will be incorporated into an EAC event.   

 
6. Promote Ridesharing 

 
The TDM Coordinator will work with Commuter Services to host a Zip Code Party.  Employees 
can meet other employees that live in their area and potentially carpool.  Also, an area of the 
Commuter Café site will be devoted to Ridesharing opportunities.  Employees will be able to 
seek carpooling opportunities, as well as sign up to be matched with another carpooler.  The 
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TDM Coordinator has received employee zip code information from the Human Resources 
Division and has received a zip code map from Commuter Services for the Commuter Café and 
other commuter events. 
 

7. Explore Pool Vehicles 
 
Many employees need to leave the Civic Plaza campus during the work day for work-related 
meetings or site visits.  This may make those employees hesitant to try an alternative form of 
commuting.  The TDM Coordinator will explore the possibility of making City Pool Vehicles 
available for those that need to leave the campus during the work day for work-related 
reasons. 
 

8. Commuter Survey/TDM Evaluation 
 

The TDM Coordinator will setup an online survey.  The initial survey will get baseline 
information about how City employees are currently commuting to work.  The survey will also 
let employees know about some of the new resources available to them through the CityBiz 
website. 
 
Annually after the adoption of the City of Bloomington TDM Plan, a survey will be conducted 
with City employees to evaluate if any habits have changed and to see if there has been any 
advancement towards the goals of this plan.  The TDM Coordinator will also fill out the same 
Annual Status Form that is required of developers.  Periodic progress updates will be 
published on CityBiz to communicate what aspects of the TDM program are successful and 
which are not. 
 

9. Find Additional Resources 
 

In 2011, the TDM Coordinator will utilize SHIP grant funding to sponsor a Commuter 
Challenge.  The Commuter Challenge is open to all employees over ten weeks in the summer 
of 2011.  Employees are allowed to enter for a weekly prize for every day the employee 
commuted using alternative means.  Due to SHIP grant funding requirements, the maximum 
prize any one employee can win is worth $50. 
 
SHIP grant funding is only guaranteed through 2011, therefore, the TDM Coordinator will look 
for other resources to hold similar Commuter Challenges for employees in the future. 
 



 

 

 

Appendix C:  

City of Eden Prairie, Minnesota 

TDM Ordinance 

Guarantee Release Form   









 

 

 

Appendix D:  

City of Pasadena, California 

TDM Ordinance   



Pasadena, California, Code of Ordinances >> Title 10 - VEHICLES AND TRAFFIC* >> 

Chapter 10.64 - TRANSPORTATION MANAGEMENT PROGRAM >>  

Chapter 10.64 - TRANSPORTATION MANAGEMENT 
PROGRAM 
Sections:  

10.64.005 - Purpose. 

It is the purpose of this Chapter 10.64 to implement the requirements of the Los Angeles County 

Metropolitan Transportation Authority's ("Metro") Congestion Management Program in 

accordance with California Government Code Sections 65089 and 65089.3, and consistent with 

the provisions of Metro's model trip reduction ordinance; and to be a leader in environmental 

compliance and sustainability efforts.  

(Ord. No. 7157, § 8, 11-24-2008)  

10.64.010 - Transportation plan for smaller projects. 

Nonresidential projects, and the nonresidential portion of mixed-use projects, which are between 

25,000 square feet and 75,000 square feet of gross floor area, shall provide employee 

transportation information services and a transportation plan which conforms to the program 

requirements approved by the City Department of Transportation. This transportation plan shall 

be reviewed and approved by the Director of Transportation prior to the issuance of a building 

permit. Thereafter, these projects shall submit for review an annual update on the 

implementation of the pre-existing transportation plan. The plan requirements include, but are 

not limited to, the following:  

A. Project description; 

B. Carpool and vanpool preferential parking designation; 

C. Bicycle parking designation; 

D. Commuter matching services, to be provided for all employees on an annual basis, and for all 

new employees upon hiring; 

E.Transportation information displays, to be provided on site, situated so as to be seen by the 

greatest number of employees. Information displayed shall include, without limitation, current 

maps, routes, and schedules for public transit routes serving the development; the telephone 

number and web sites of referrals for transportation information including the numbers and web 

sites for the regional ridesharing agency and local transit operators; ridesharing promotional 

materials; bicycle routes and facility information; and a listing of facilities available for bicyclist, 

carpoolers, pedestrian, transit riders, and vanpoolers at the development; and  

http://library.municode.com/HTML/16551/book.html
http://library.municode.com/HTML/16551/level1/TIT10VETR.html
http://library.municode.com/HTML/16551/level2/TIT10VETR_CH10.64TRMAPR.html
http://library.municode.com/HTML/16551/level2/TIT10VETR_CH10.64TRMAPR.html#TIT10VETR_CH10.64TRMAPR


F. Contact information for responsible party at the site. 

(Ord. 6573 § 6 (part), 1993)  

(Ord. No. 7157, § 9, 11-24-2008)  

10.64.020 - Transportation demand management program plan.  

A. Transportation Demand Management Program Plan. TDM Program Plans will be required 

by the following projects:  

1. Multi-family residential developments that are 100 or more units; 

2. Mixed-use developments with 50 more residential units; or 50,000 square feet or more 

of non-residential development; or 

3. Nonresidential projects which exceed 75,000 square feet. 

B. Transportation Demand Management Program Plan requirements. TDM Program Plans shall 

conform to the program requirements approved by the City Department of Transportation. The 

TDM Program Plans shall be reviewed and approved by the Director of Transportation prior to 

the issuance of a building permit and thereafter shall be reviewed and approved annually. 

Program requirements will include, but not be limited to, the following:  

1. Project description; 

2. Site conditions that affect commute travel; 

3. TDM Program Plan measures; 

4. Evaluation criteria for reviewing TDM Program Plans; and 

5.Duties, responsibilities and qualifications of a certified Employee Transportation 

Coordinator. 

C. Average vehicle ridership requirements. Nonresidential development projects, and the 

nonresidential portion of mixed-use development projects, shall strive to achieve a minimum 

average vehicle ridership ("AVR") between 6:00 a.m. and 9:00 a.m., Monday through Friday, as 

follows:  

1. All projects shall strive to meet an AVR of 1.5 starting 1 year from the effective date 

of this ordinance. 

2. All projects that are located within a "Transit Oriented Development" area (as defined 

in Title 17, Article 8) shall strive to meet a 1.75 AVR starting 3 years from the effective 

date of this ordinance.  

http://library.municode.com/HTML/16551/level1/TIT17ZO.html#TIT17ZO
http://library.municode.com/HTML/16551/level1/TIT8HESA.html#TIT8HESA


3. The TDM Program Plan shall include a statement of the property owner's Chief 

Executive Officer confirming the owner's commitment to strive to meet the AVR 

requirements.  

D. Transportation Demand Management Program statement of commitment. The property 

owner's Chief Executive Officer shall make the following commitments to the program:  

1. Commitment to conduct annual surveys in conformance with South Coast Air Quality 

Management District's guidelines to determine commute travel behavior including 

collection of data on employee means of travel, arrival time, and interest in information 

on ridesharing opportunities.  

2. Commitment to monitor the TDM Program Activities; and 

3. Commitment to report on the TDM Program annually in a manner required by the City 

(e.g., TDM Status Report). 

E. Annual Transportation Demand Management Status Report.  

1. Property owners shall submit an annual "TDM Status Report" to the City beginning 

with the first annual reporting date assigned by the City. The City shall provide the 

property owner with written notification indicating whether the TDM Status Report is 

approved or is deemed unacceptable within 3 months of its receipt. Alternatively, the 

City may notify the owner in writing of an extension of this deadline of no more than 30 

days.  

2. Annual reports will be reviewed by the City to determine if the property owner has 

implemented and/or maintained the TDM Program. 

3. City staff will determine if a property has met the applicable AVR as measured by 

responses from the annual commuter survey. 

4. City staff may request auditable documentation to determine compliance. 

5. If the performance objective has not been achieved, City staff will determine if 

progress has been made toward meeting the AVR. This will be determined by, among 

other things, any change in the reported AVR from the prior year.  

6. If the AVR requirement has not been met and a property owner has not made progress 

toward the requirement, the City shall work collaboratively with the owner to identify 

modifications to the TDM Program and shall direct the owner to revise its program 

within 60 days to incorporate the modifications. In response to the recommended 

modifications, the owner shall submit a revised TDM Program Plan, including the 

requested modifications or equivalent measures, within 60 days of receiving written 

notice to revise its program. The City shall review the revisions and notify the owner of 



acceptance or rejection of the revised program. If a revised program is not accepted, the 

City will send written notice to that effect to the owner within 60 days.  

F. Commitment to Maintain Transportation demand management compliance for the life of a 

project. 

1. Property owners subject to trip reduction requirements shall record a Covenant and 

Agreement to a property's codes, Covenants and Restrictions (i.e., CC&Rs) that make the 

TDM Program a condition of property ownership. The CC&Rs shall include provisions 

to:  

a. Guarantee adherence to the TDM objectives and perpetual operations of the 

TDM Program Plan for all legal parcels within the site regardless of property 

ownership.  

b. Inform all subsequent property owners of requirements of the TDM Program 

Plan. 

c. Inform the City Department of Transportation of any change in property 

ownership. 

d. Identify consequences of non-performance. 

2. Space use agreements (i.e., lease documents) shall include provisions to inform and 

commit tenants to and participate in measures of the property's TDM Program, including:  

a. Encouraging employees to participate in campaigns that promote use of 

carpools, vanpools, transit, walking and bicycling; and  

b. Posting transportation information in employee common areas; and 

c. Participating in the annual employee commute survey; and 

d. Promoting the availability of preferential car/vanpool parking spaces to 

employees. 

G. Enforcement. 

1.Property owners shall submit an annual TDM Status Report and relevant data/reports to 

document compliance with this Chapter. The City shall monitor such compliance in a 

manner it deems appropriate and reasonable. Monitoring mechanisms may include, but 

not be limited to, the following:  

a. Printed documentation of site features (e.g., location of carpool parking 

spaces); 



b. Photographs of TDM Program facilities (e.g., carpool parking spaces); 

c. Field-site inspections by City staff; or 

d. Other building site reports/surveys which the City may deem appropriate. 

2. Non-compliance includes failure to: 

a. Submit a Transportation Demand Management Program Plan; 

b. Implement strategies contained in an approved TDM Program Plan; 

c. Submit annual TDM Status Reports; or 

d. Substantially achieve the established AVR requirement. 

3.The City shall issue a written notice of non-compliance to owner of properties that are 

out of compliance with this Chapter. The notice shall indicate the cause for non-

compliance (e.g., failure to: submit an approved TDM Program Plan, submit an annual 

TDM Status Report, substantially achieve the established AVR requirement) and identify 

actions necessary to attain compliance. Property owners shall be given 30 days to provide 

documentation of compliance. Each day that a property owner violates the provisions of 

this Chapter or the terms and conditions of any approved TDM Program Plan shall 

constitute a separate violation of this Chapter.  

4. Non-compliance will result in 1 or more of the following: 

a. Require the addition of elements to the property owner's TDM Program Plan. 

b. Institute proceedings to revoke any approval of a TDM Program Plan. 

c. Impose an administrative penalty as provided for in Title 1 (General 

Provisions) of the Municipal Code.  

d. Withhold the issuance of building permits, certificates of use and occupancy, 

and/or other City issued permits or licenses 

e. Issue a stop work order. 

f. Request that the City Attorney take appropriate enforcement action. Referral to 

the City Attorney is not a condition precedent to any enforcement action by the 

City Attorney.  

(Ord. 6573 § 6 (part), 1993)  

(Ord. No. 7157, § 10, 11-24-2008)  

http://library.municode.com/HTML/16551/level1/TIT1GEPR.html#TIT1GEPR


 

 

 

Appendix E:  

Arlington County, Virginia 

TDM Ordinance   



1990 TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT 
POLICY STATEMENT   

Dollar amount in parentheses CPI adjusted (2008 dollars) 
 
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) is the establishment of 
measures to influence travel behavior by mode, frequency, time, 
route, or trip length in order to achieve a maximally efficient 
use of transportation facilities. 
 
Arlington’s TDM policy focuses on workplace commuter travel and 
looks to reduce peak hour work travel by achieving a reduction 
of single occupant vehicle trips.  It seeks this goal by 
encouraging (or, if necessary, requiring) the use of transit, 
ridesharing, biking, walking or travel outside of peak hours by 
individuals going to or from workplace centers.  The County 
pursues land use and zoning policies which reduce vehicle trips 
by promoting proximity of housing and employment. 
 
TDM in Arlington is planned and carried out as a cooperative 
endeavor of transportation system users, employers, developers, 
builders, building complex management’s, residents and county 
government.  Its objectives are consistent with and help support 
those of the County’s Master Transportation Plan, including 
achievement of major street and intersection level of service 
goals. 
 
The key elements in TDM in Arlington include: 
 

- A TDM plan for each development site plan consistent with 
the TDM Matrix. 

- A standard site plan condition to implement the TDM 
Matrix. 

- In-building parking provisions that extend preference to 
vanpools, carpools and bicycles. 

- The encouragement by employers of employee travel to and 
from the work place by modes of travel other than single 
occupant automobile through various educational and 
incentive measures. 

- Coordination and cooperation on such measures among 
employers, building owners and management companies of an 
employment area through transportation management 
associations TMAs or districts. 

- Arlington County encouragement to TDM planning in its 
roles as developer of public buildings and as employer. 

 
The County also works through its planning and zoning activities 
with developers and neighborhoods to achieve the Arlington 2000 
goal of workplaces and living places built in close “urban 
village” proximity to each other. 



 
Major components of carrying out a TDM program for Arlington 
include (1) ridesharing promotion, (2) parking management, (3) 
transit promotion, (4) on-site construction measures, (5) 
mutually agreed off-site provisions or contributions, (6) lease 
agreements, and (7) monitoring and compliance.  The demand 
management program distinguishes the intensity of the strategies 
and the impact of the development on the transportation system.  
The greater the impact, the more intense the mitigation measures 
to be sought.  The categories and density thresholds are 
described in the following matrix. 
 
The Arlington TDM program seeks to achieve the following 
results, which may be employed as evaluators of the success of 
the program.  The results sought in Arlington’s program are: 
 

1. Maintain peak hour level of service at major 
intersections at or preferably above Level of Service D. 

  
2. Limit single occupancy vehicle trips generated by 

development. 
  
3. Reduce vehicle-generated air pollution. 
  
4. Maximize transportation alternatives while minimizing 

single occupancy travel. 
  
5. Utilize transportation facilities efficiently. 
  
6. Encourage efficient, cost effective modes of 

transportation that focus on moving people, not 
vehicles. 

  
7. Improve transit information and dissemination so people 

will be able to make the most efficient and friendly use 
of the system. 

  
8. Utilize public transportation effectively and 

efficiently, through improved system information, 
frequencies, routing, connections, transfers; innovative 
technologies are encouraged. 

  
9. Configure mass transportation to provide access to, 

through, and around employment centers. 
  
10.Encourage innovative technologies that move people 

between home and work the most efficient and effective 
way. 

  
11.Maximize convenience of intermodal transfers between 

the commuter rail system and feeder/distributor systems. 
  
12.Encourage group riding and shared parking arrangements 

through parking management plans. 
  
13.Minimize or eliminate barriers to group riding. 
  



14.Review transportation management plans during the site 
development process. 

 
 
1990 MATRIX TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT PROGRAM (2008 dollars*) 

 
Standard County policy is set forth in the TDM matrix.  However, upon 
showing of clear and convincing evidence that particular elements of the 
TDM matrix may be inappropriate for a particular project, the developer 
may propose substitution of other elements which provide equivalent 
value. 
 

LAND USE 
STRATEGIES CATEGORY 

 A   B   C   D 
I. Ridesharing Marketing 

a. information dissemination 
- distribute/display brochures, posters ......   x   x   x   x 
- conduct employee transportation surveys.....   x   x   x   x 

b. operate a vanpool program ....................       x       x 
c. subsidize vanpool program 

- match State subsidy program ................           x   x 
- double State subsidy program ...............               x 
- backup, reserve maintenance vehicle ........               x 

d. employee transportation coordinator 
- designate a part-time ETC ..................   2   x   x     
- designate a full-time ETC ..................               x 
- on-site ride matching ......................               x 

e. contribute to a transit store or TMA 
- $ 5,000 ($8,369) per year ..................   2   x         
- $10,000 ($16,739) per year..................           x     
- $15,000 ($25,108) per year .................               x 

f. locate/operate a transit store ...............               x 
g. emergency ride home (taxi, bus) ..............       3   3   x 

 
II. Preferential Parking Management 

a. unlimited reserved rideshare parking .........   x   x   x   x 
b. market rates for single occupant vehicles ....   x   x   x   x 
c. lease agreements reserved parking space ......       x   x   x 
d. deserved vanpool parking space ...............   x   x   x   x 

- one-half market rate .......................   x       x     
- free, no cost ..............................       x       x 

e. variable rate parking for carpools (2+ employees) 
- market rate ................................   x            
- one-half market rate .......................       x   x     
- free, no cost ..............................               x 

 
III. Transit Programs 

a. contribute to operation of an employer shuttle bus          
- $ 5,000 ($8,369) per year ..................   2   1   1   1 
- $10,000 ($16,739) per year .................   3   2   2   2 
- $15,000 ($25,108) per year .................       3   3   3 

b. operate an employer shuttle bus service ......               x 
c. fare media subsidy(100 percent is $100/month)           

- 25 - 50 percent ............................       x         
- 50 - 75 percent ............................           x     
- 75+ percent ................................               x 



 
LAND USE 

                        CATEGORY 
 A   B   C   D 

 
IV. On-Site Construction            

a. bike lockers, racks ..........................   x   x   x   x 
b. shower facilities ............................   x   x   x   x 
c. van accessible garage ........................   x   x   x   x 
d. off-street delivery loading facility .........   x   x   x   x 
e. roadway improvements adjacent to site ........   x   x   x   x 

 
V. Off-Site Construction            

a. pedestrian systems (SKYWALK)..................   x   x   x   x 
b. direct connections to Metro                                 

- existing knockout panels to stations .......   x   x   x   x 
- new connections                                           

(elevator, escalator, tunnels) .........           x   x 
c. intersection improvements (i.e. turn lane) ...           x   x 
d. new facility construction ....................               x 
e. new Metrorail Station ........................               x 
 

VI. Lease Agreements: Progressive Employee Policies 
a. flex time, variable work hours ...............   x   x   x   x 
b. telecommuting ................................   x   x   x   x 
c. trip generation restrictions .................       x       x 
d. transportation management organization .......   x   x   x   x 

 
VII. Monitoring and Compliance 

a. Monitoring Contribution          
- $ 1,000 ($1,673) / Year .....................   2   1   1   1 
- $ 5,000 ($8,369) / Year .....................   3   2   2   2 
- $10,000 ($16,739) / Year ....................       3   3   3 

b. Performance Guarantees .......................               x 
c. Zoning Compliance Fines ......................   x   x   x   x 
d. Contingent Phasing ...........................           x   x 

 
Land Use Category Code 

 
A. GLUP consistent, no forecast traffic problem 
B. GLUP consistent, forecast traffic problem 
C. GLUP amendment requested, no forecast traffic problem 
D. GLUP amendment requested, forecast traffic problem 

 
 
Footnotes 

 
1. Less than 100,000 sq. ft. gross floor area 
2. 100,000 - 200,000 sq. ft. gross floor area 
3. More than 200,000 sq. ft. gross floor are 
 
*U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Consumer 
Price Indexes - Inflation Calculator 
http://www.bls.gov/cpi/home.htm 
 
 
 
 



Category A includes development proposals which are consistent 
with the General Land Use Plan in terms of both land use type 
and density (i.e., office, mixed use, 3.0 floor area ratio 
(F.A.R.) and is located in an area not forecast to have a 
traffic congestion problem.  Mitigation strategies are tied to 
the size of the development and include strategies that are 
basic to promoting group riding. 
 
Category B includes development which is consistent with the 
General Land Use Plan and is located in an area that is forecast 
to have a traffic congestion problem.  The intensity or range of 
required mitigation strategies would be related to the degree of 
the traffic problem.  For example, if a proposed improvement 
which is scheduled for construction would improve the situation, 
the strategy might be required until the time that the 
improvement is completed. 
 
Category C includes development which is inconsistent with the 
General Land Use Plan in terms of either land use or density (or 
both) and is located in an area not forecast to have a traffic 
congestion problem.  Like Category B strategies, the intensity 
of the strategies would be related to the degree of the 
development’s inconsistency.  The inconsistency would be 
measured in terms of a comparison of the trip generation 
factors, for by-right, planned, and proposed development. 
 
Category D includes development which is inconsistent with the 
General Land Use Plan in terms of either land use or density (or 
both) and is located in an area forecast to have a traffic 
congestion problem.  Like Categories B and C, the intensity of 
the strategies would be related to the degree of inconsistency.  
Being both inconsistent and located in a traffic congestion 
area, a comprehensive program coordinating a combination of 
several strategies at the highest level of participation would 
be required. 
 
 A second and third level of stratification are included in the 
categorical program to incorporate the density of the 
development and its location with respect to transportation 
facilities, such as proximity to a Metrorail Station or other 
public transport system or high occupancy vehicle facility with 
the cost of implementing specific mitigation strategies.  The 
additional levels of stratification reflect economies of scale 
and program effectiveness with respect to size and location.  
Three density thresholds are used for grouping developments by 
size.  The thresholds are detailed below. 
 

Footnotes 
1. Less than 100,000 sq. ft. gross floor area 
2. 100,000 - 200,000 sq. ft. gross floor area 
3. More than 200,000 sq. ft. gross floor area 

 
F.A.R. - The ratio of floor area is an expression of density 
allowed on a specific parcel of land.  A 3.0 FAR on a 10,000 
square-foot site would allow 30,000 square feet of gross floor 
area of development. 
 



Following is a brief description of various strategies of 
transportation demand management. 
 
Strategies 
 
I. Ridesharing Marketing 
 
a. Basic to the success of any TDM program are employee 

education and information dissemination.  At a minimum, 
developments are required to work with the County Ridesharing 
Program in promoting group riding to persons employed within 
the development.  Strategies include transportation fairs, 
distribution of ridesharing marketing material to tenants and 
employees, displaying information material, such as posters, 
brochures, etc., in common areas, including hallways 
elevators, restrooms, water fountains, building management 
offices. 

 
 In order to set objectives and monitor performance, employee 

transportation surveys should be conducted on an annual 
basis.  Surveys are useful in determining commuting patterns, 
mode split, average commute distance and travel times, 
employee attitudes, needs, and willingness to switch modes.  
The data is useful in developing successful transportation 
programs, such as transit subsidies, and car and vanpool 
programs. 

 
b. The results of the employee transportation survey may 

indicate the applicability of operating a vanpool program.  
Depending upon site location, the program may entail a 
shuttle bus system operating between the site and a Metrorail 
Station or company vans which provide transportation from the 
suburbs to the site.  The uniqueness of the program is 
commensurate with the need to reduce vehicle trips to the 
site. 

 
c. Vanpools generally need to operate at full occupancy (14 

riders) to cover their operating expenses.  To assist new or 
potential operators a number of state and local governments 
provide startup seed money to vanpool drivers.  The programs 
include interest free loans for a specified period of time 
and passenger subsidies.  Developer assistance includes 
additional loan programs, outright purchase, matching or 
doubling passenger subsidy programs and backup vehicles. 

 
d. The success of an employer TDM program is greatly assisted if 

implemented through an Employee Transportation Coordinator 
(ETC).  An ETC is an employee of the building management team 
and is responsible for implementing the developer’s TDM 
program.  The ETC tailors the TDM program in response to 
employee transportation survey results.  The ETC can be 
either a part time or full time employee, depending upon the 
number of employees on-site and the complexity of the TDM 
program (which may be a function of the degree of impact 
associated with the development).  ETC duties include: TDM 
program implementation; conducting transportation surveys; 
managing a preferential parking and transit subsidy programs; 
and promoting group riding to development tenant employees. 



 
e. Transportation information stores (referred to as “transit 

stores) and transportation management associations (referred 
to as “TMAs”) are proposed to be located throughout the 
Metrorail development corridors.  The transit stores and TMAs 
provide in one convenient location a resource of employee 
commuter information.  Transportation information, such as 
Metrorail and Metrobus route, schedule and fare information, 
commuter bus operations, rideshare matching applications, 
vanpool subsidy programs, is provided to the public on a 
walk-in basis.  Depending upon the category of development, a 
contribution to a Metrorail Station area transit store may be 
required if one presently exists or is planned for the area 
in the future.  Three levels of participation are identified 
- $5,000, $10,000, and $15,000 per year.  The term of 
participation may range from 10 years to as long as the 
operation exists and should include provisions for adjusting 
the contributions annually by the Consumer Price Index (CPI) 
to account for inflation. 

 
f. In Metrorail Station areas where a transit store has yet to 

open or in areas not conveniently served by an existing 
transit store, proposed developments may be required to 
dedicate commercial area to a new transit store operation.  
The transit store may be required to be dedicated for as long 
as the development exists on the site or until a more central 
and convenient location is dedicated in a future site plan.  
Transit store contribution obligations provided for in i.e. 
above go towards operation of the transit store on a 
collective basis to cover lease costs, staffing and program 
development. 

 
g. A reason often cited to not participate in ridesharing 

arrangements is the need to have a personal vehicle at hand 
for emergency situations.  A number of innovative programs 
have been developed which provide emergency transportation to 
one’s home or child’s school, daycare, etc.  Programs include 
a limited taxi/bus fare subsidy, relaxed company vehicle 
policies. 

 
II. Preferential Parking Management 
 
a. Preferential parking programs involve reserving conveniently 

located parking spaces for car and vanpools.  Within multi-
story parking garages convenient location is defined as near 
the elevators and close to the entry/exit points to reduce 
travel time and distance in the parking garage.  The spaces 
are to be clearly marked “Reserved for car and vanpools.”  
The number of spaces set aside shall be unlimited.  At a 
minimum, 10 percent of the parking supply shall be accessible 
to vans by providing a vertical clearance of 86 inches. 

 
b. To encourage group riding, the preferential parking program 

shall include a parking rate agreement charging market rates 
for single occupant vehicles.  Annual parking surveys shall 
be conducted to determine local area price structures for 
determining “market rates” to be charged. 

 



c. To ensure that parking rates will reflect true market 
conditions in a competitive environment, lease agreements 
with parking garage operators are encouraged.  Although a set 
number of spaces may be reserved for a tenant, the cost of an 
individual parking space is not controlled by the tenant and 
subsidies are prevented from being passed along to specific 
persons. 

 
d.& Parallel to charging full market parking rates, subsidies 

are  
e. encouraged to promote group riding by both car and vanpools.  

Depending upon the category of development and the need to 
reduce single occupant vehicle trips to the site, parking 
rates for car and vanpools may range from market rate, half-
market rate, to no cost (full subsidy). 

 
III. Transit Program 
 
a. To improve access between Metrorail Stations, office, 

residential developments, and commercial businesses, many 
developers have proposed to operate local area shuttle buses.  
As a larger number of developments in the Metrorail Station 
areas are constructed and occupied the density required to 
sustain such transportation operations increases, improving 
the likelihood of the service being successful.  Depending 
upon the category of development contributions to support the 
operation of local area shuttle buses may be required, such 
as the Arlington Trolley.  Three levels of participation are 
identified - $5,000, $10,000 and $15,000 per year.  The TMP 
should also include provisions for adjusting the 
contributions annually by the CPI to account for inflation. 

 
b. Depending upon the category of development, a development may 

be required to operate an employer shuttle bus service.  The 
shuttle bus system would provide improved pedestrian 
connections between a Metrorail Station and the site.  The 
route and fare structure may be modified over time to include 
other development sites whose financial participation is 
obligated by III.a. above. 

 
c. In addition to increasing the cost of commuting to work in a 

single occupant vehicle (through charging market based 
parking rates), subsidizing an employees transit costs can 
often make the monetary difference required to cause a mode 
shift in an employees commuting habits.  Transit subsidy 
programs may include the regional Metrorail/Metrobus system, 
state commuter rail and commuter bus systems.  Depending upon 
the category of development various transit program subsidies 
may be required.  Three levels of subsidy are provided - 25-
50 percent, 50-75 percent, and 75+ percent. 



 
IV. On-Site Construction 
 

All developments may be required to dedicate on-site 
easements to the County and to construct associated roadway 
improvements adjacent to the site, such as additional travel 
and turn lanes.  “On-site” shall be deemed to include the 
site itself and all adjacent areas related to the site, 
consistent with established practice in the County. 

 
a. All site plan development is required to provide secure 

bicycle storage facilities in a location convenient to 
office, commercial or residential development areas.  The 
facilities shall be highly visible to the intended users and 
protected from precipitation.  Additional requirements cover 
the minimum number to be provided by type (Class I, II, III) 
and location. 

 
b. Depending upon the category of development, shower facilities 

may be required to be provided within the development as an 
amenity promoting bicycle or walking commuting by employees 
to the site. 

 
c. All developments shall be required to provide parking 

facilities designed in such a way as to ensure access by 
vanpools.  At a minimum, 10 percent of the parking capacity 
shall be accessible to vans by providing a minimum vertical 
clearance of 86 inches from the street to the parking areas 
and to the garage exit onto the street. 

 
d. Site plans should incorporate into the design adequate short 

term off-street parking space for delivery vehicles. 
 
V. Off-Site Construction 
 

Whereas the previously discussed strategies may be associated 
with typical site plan review approval and would be included 
in part in virtually all site plan reviews, strategies which 
deal with off-site construction must be viewed as unique and 
must be addressed on a case-by-case basis.  There will be 
instances where it will be mutually beneficial for the 
community and the developer to pursue off-site construction.  
The following strategies are put forth as guidelines which may 
be discussed as a part of the site plan negotiations dependent 
upon the scale of development and its relationship to the 
adopted General Land Use plan. 

 
a. To improve pedestrian access between the site, Metrorail 

and other development, proposed developments may find it 
desirable to enhance the pedestrian system by widening 
Metrorail corridor sidewalks or providing connections or 
extensions of a elevated pedestrian skywalk system. 

 
b. Pedestrian enhancements, such as direct tunnel 

connections, new station entrances and elevators to the 
Metrorail System to improve passenger access, protect 
passengers from inclement weather, and reduce overall travel 
time by transit, making transit commuting more enjoyable.  



Some Metrorail Stations were designed with knock-out panels to 
facilitate tunnel connections between the system and high 
density development.  Where applicable, all development is 
encouraged to utilize the knock-out panels which have been 
incorporated into the Metrorail Station areas.  Depending upon 
the category of development and where appropriate, other 
system access improvements may be considered. 

 
c. Local area circulation patterns and intersection levels of 

service are affected by new development as local traffic 
enters and exits the street network and merges with through 
traffic.  In addition to constructing improvements adjacent to 
the site, other desirable improvements may be proposed by the 
developer depending upon the category of development, 
including, median closures or openings, signal system 
upgrading, and intersection geometric alignments. 

 
d. Depending upon the category of development, substantial 

new facility construction may be desirable and could be 
proposed to increase arterial capacity in conjunction with 
unplanned trip growth.  Improvements which could be negotiated 
as a part of the site plan revision process may include 
interchange reconstruction, improved entrance/exit ramp 
designs, and new grade separated intersections. 

 
e. Depending upon the category of development new Metrorail 

Station(s) may be proposed by the developer to provide the 
necessary transit system enhancements to ensure an acceptable 
level of service to the adjacent street network. 

 
VI. Lease Agreements: Progressive Employee Policies 
 
a. Alternative work schedules, such as flex time, variable work 

hours and the compressed work week have been successful in 
spreading peak hour traffic volumes over the peak period and 
to reduce traffic volumes two days of the week.  Flex time 
includes staggered and flexible work hours which allows 
employees to arrive or leave before or after the normal 
congested commuting period.  The flexible working 
arrangements increases the opportunity of prospective 
rideshare employees having similar core period working hours.  
The compressed work week includes working four 10-hour days 
(4/10), or nine days over the two week period (5/4/9).  
Generally, with the 5/4/9 plan, employees are off every other 
Friday or Monday.  Depending upon the category of 
development, developers might require tenants to support 
innovative work scheduling which limits peak period vehicle 
travel. 

 
b. Recent advances in electronics and the vision of the future 

portrays a substantial growth in telecommuting, decreasing 
the number of employees who must commute to the site on a 
daily basis.  The “smart” office building of the future will 
be constructed to facilitate telecommuting by development 
tenants. 

 
c. Depending upon the category of development, trip generation 

restrictions may be incorporated into the development’s 



approval as site plan conditions.  Trip generation 
restrictions limit the number of vehicle trips allowed to 
enter or exit the development during a specified period of 
time, such as during the morning and evening peak hour of the 
adjacent street.  Vehicle trips are monitored on an as needed 
basis to monitor conformance and a set of fines may be 
imposed for repeated violations. 

 
d. A number of business development areas are formulating plans 

to develop transportation management associations (TMAs).  
TMAs are partnerships between businesses and local 
government, created to help solve transportation problems.  
TMAs provide a unified voice and forum for discussing local 
transportation issues and priorities, and enable developers 
and employers to pool resources and address problems on a 
joint basis.  All developments are encouraged to become an 
active member of an area TMA should one be developed.  It is 
the County’s goal to promote the development of transpiration 
management associations, representing the following areas: 
Crystal City, Columbia Pike, Pentagon City/Pentagon areas, 
National Airport, Shirlington/Four Mile Run areas, 
Rosslyn/Courthouse areas and the Clarendon-Virginia Square-
Ballston areas. 

 
VII. Monitoring and Compliance 
 
a. Staff needs to monitor the transportation management plans to 

insure compliance.  Without staff capability, the County will 
be unable to determine compliance with its requirements for 
transportation actions.  The amounts listed represent private 
sector contributions to supervising the implementation and 
operation of the plans. 

 
b. The county must be able to assure that transportation 

management plans are actually carried out.  For Category D 
projects, developers will provide a performance guarantee to 
assure continuing performance.  The performance guarantee 
will be determined by the County Board at the time of site 
plan approval.  The performance guarantee will be in force 
for at least three years.  At that time, if the County 
certifies compliance with the strategies, the County will not 
require that the performance guarantee be renewed. 

 
c. Compliance will also be enforced through the Zoning 

Ordinance. 
 
d. Contingent Phasing ties compliance to building permit 

approvals relating to the phasing of construction for the 
entire project.  Subsequent phases of the project will not be 
approved unless compliance with the traffic mitigation 
program is demonstrated. 
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Township of North Brunswick, NJ 
Chapter 316. TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT  
[HISTORY: Adopted by the Mayor and Council of the Township of North Brunswick 10-5-
1987; amended in its entirety 9-5-1989. Subsequent amendments noted where applicable.] 

§ 316-1. Applicability.  

A. General.  
All existing businesses and proposed new developments which meet the criteria established in 

Subsection B or C herein shall be subject to the requirements of this chapter, with the exception 

of the following specific uses:  

 

(1) Eating and drinking establishments.  

 

(2) Retail businesses.  

 

(3) Grocery stores.  

 

(4) Furniture and appliance stores.  

 

(5) Shopping centers.  

 

(6) Hotels.  

 

(7) Security services.  

 

(8) Other similar uses where it can be demonstrated that the nature of the business is such that 

workers do not regularly report to or depart from work during morning and afternoon rush hours.  

 

B. Existing businesses. All existing businesses which are not exempted uses in accordance 
with Subsection A and which meet both of the criteria established herein shall comply with 
the requirements of this chapter:  
 

(1) The business is located in the Township of North Brunswick.  

 

(2) Fifty or more employees either report to work regularly or are assigned primarily to a facility 

located in the Township of North Brunswick.  

 

C. Proposed new developments. 
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(1) All proposed new developments which are not exempted uses in accordance with Subsection 

A and which meet the criteria established herein shall comply with the requirements of this 

chapter:  

(a) Residential developments. Residential developments of 20 or more units which have 

not received preliminary subdivision or site plan approval prior to the effective date of 

this chapter.  

(b) Nonresidential developments. Nonresidential buildings of 15,000 square feet or more 

of gross building area and all complexes as defined herein which have not received 

preliminary site plan approval prior to the effective date of this chapter.  

(c) Planned developments. Planned developments, as defined in the Municipal Land Use 

Law, Chapter 291, Laws of New Jersey 1975, Editor's Note: See N.J.S.A. 40:55D-1 et seq. 

which have not received preliminary site plan approval for the entire tract which 

comprises the planned development prior to the effective date of this chapter.  

 

(2) For purposes of calculating traffic reduction goals applicable to remaining sections of a 

planned development which have not yet received site plan approval, the number of dwelling 

units and square footage of nonresidential space located in sections which have received prior 

site plan approval shall be considered.  

 

(3) Traffic reduction measures necessary to meet the resulting traffic reduction goals can either 

be incorporated in plans submitted for the proposed sections alone or can be addressed through a 

combination of modifications to previously approved plans and proposed plans for the new 

section. Modifications which are designed to meet traffic reduction goals in a section of a 

planned development which has received prior site plan approval shall not in and of themselves 

be deemed to be a substantial amendment to the plan which would require an amended 

application for approval and subsequent hearing.  

 

(4) The submission of modifications to a previously approved plan in order to meet traffic 

reduction goals shall in no way deprive a developer of any rights which may have vested 

pursuant to prior approvals.  

§ 316-2. Definitions.  

As used in this chapter, the following terms shall have the meanings indicated:  

ALTERNATIVE WORK HOURS PROGRAM 
Any system for shifting the workday of an employee so that the workday starts and/or 

ends outside of the peak periods. Such programs include, but are not limited to: 

A. Compressed work weeks.  

 

B. Staggered work hours involving a shift in the set work hours of employees at the workplace.  

 

C. Flexible work hours within guidelines established by the employer  

COMPLEX 
Any industrial park or office park which is served by a common circulation and access 

system, where buildings in the aggregate exceed 15,000 square feet, and which can be 

identified by any of the following characteristics: 



A. It is known by a common name given to the project by its developer.  

B. It is governed by a common set of covenants, conditions and restrictions.  

C. It was approved or is to be approved as a single entity.  

D. It is covered by a single conceptual, preliminary or final site plan.  

EMPLOYEE 
Any salaried or hourly worker, including both full-time and part-time workers, whether 

they report to work regularly or are assigned primarily to a facility in North Brunswick 

Township. 

NEW NONRESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT 
Any nonresidential development of 15,000 square feet or more which has not received 

preliminary site plan approval prior to the adoption of this chapter. 

NEW RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT 
Any residential development of 20 or more units which has not received preliminary 

subdivision or site plan approval prior to the effective date of this chapter. 

OFFICE OF TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT (OTM) 
The municipal department, agency or official appointed by the Mayor to implement the 

requirements of this chapter. 

PEAK HOURS 
The sixty-minute periods within the a.m. and p.m. peak periods in which the largest 

number of hourly vehicle trips are generated to and from the site. 

PEAK PERIODS 
7:20 to 9:10 a.m. and 3:50 to 5:40 p.m. 

SINGLE-OCCUPANCY VEHICLE 
A motor vehicle occupied by one employee for commute purposes. 

§ 316-3. Traffic coordinators.  

Every existing business and new development which is subject to the requirements of this 

chapter shall designate a Traffic Coordinator to act as a liaison to the OTM. All notices and 

information regarding surveys, reports and traffic reduction plans required pursuant to this 

chapter shall be directed to said Coordinator. Notices communicated to the Coordinator shall be 

deemed effective as to the business or development when received in writing by the Coordinator.  

§ 316-4. Requirements for existing businesses.  

A. Annual survey.  

(1) All nonexempt businesses with 50 or more employees shall survey their work force annually 

to gather data on places of residence, working hours and commutation modes. In order to be 

deemed in compliance with this section, a minimum completed survey response rate of 75% 

shall be required on employee surveys.  

 

(2) The OTM shall distribute the employee survey form annually and shall provide a minimum 

of 60 days between distribution of the annual survey forms and the deadline for its submission.  

B. Annual report.  

 

 



(1) The results of the annual survey shall be compiled and tabulated into an annual report. The 

OTM shall determine annually whether said tabulation shall be done by the OTM or by the 

affected businesses. The annual report shall contain information as required by the OTM.  

 

(2) The Director of Human Resources or, in the absence of such title, the highest ranking 

employee with personnel responsibilities shall be required to certify as to the authenticity of the 

annual survey and report.  

 

C. Traffic reduction plan.  

 

(1) In addition to requirements for an annual survey and annual report, any existing business with 

50 or more employees which meets either of the following criteria shall be required to formulate 

a traffic reduction plan:  

(a) The number of automobile trips generated by employees scheduled to begin or end 

work regularly during the morning or afternoon peak periods exceeds 60% of the total 

workforce.  

(b) In excess of 40% of the total work force is scheduled to begin or end work regularly 

during any specific fifteen-minute time slot in the morning or afternoon peak periods.  

 

(2) The traffic reduction plan shall be designed to reduce the total peak period vehicle trips to an 

amount which does not exceed 60% of the total number of employees and to reduce the 

concentration of vehicle trips in any fifteen-minute time slot to 40% or less. Automobile trip 

reduction goals shall be measured against existing data available to the OTM unless the business 

can substantiate more accurate employment survey data. For purposes of establishing traffic 

reduction goals, employers shall assume the same percent distribution revealed in the survey data 

for the entire workforce.  

 

(3) The traffic reduction plan shall be formulated and submitted to the OTM in accordance with 

the time schedule provided by the OTM.  

 

(4) The prescribed format for a traffic reduction plan for existing businesses shall be provided by 

the OTM, and all traffic reduction plans shall comply as far as is practicable with the prescribed 

format.  

 

(5) The traffic reduction plan can incorporate any combination of the following traffic mitigation 

initiatives:  

 

(a) Facilitating utilization of mass transit.  

(b) Facilitating ride sharing and vanpooling.  

(c) Establishing an alternative work hours program.  

(d) Encouraging nonvehicular work trips.  

 

(6) While businesses have the option of selecting traffic reduction measures which are most 

appropriate to the nature of their business, traffic reduction measures shall be designed as far as 

is practicable to meet traffic reduction goals.  

 



(7) The OTM shall review and approve traffic reduction plans within 60 days of submission 

unless the OTM determines that said plan as designed cannot achieve required traffic reduction 

goals. If such a determination is made, the business shall have 45 days from receipt of a written 

rejection to revise and submit an acceptable traffic reduction plan, unless extended for good 

cause shown. Upon acceptance of a traffic reduction plan, the plan shall be implemented by the 

business, and such implementation shall be fully in effect within six months of acceptance.  

§ 316-5. Requirements for new residential developments.  

A. Requirements applicable to developments of 20 or more units.  

 

(1) Survey requirements.  

(a) In every new residential development, the developer shall be required to gather 

applicable demographic data requested on the workplace/commutation survey provided 

by the OTM. Said survey shall require such data as workplace location, normal work 

hours, the frequency of overtime, whether hours are flexible by up to 15 minutes, 

prospects for continuing employment at the present location for the next 24 months and 

the number of children by age. In addition, the survey shall ascertain interest in the 

following:  

[1] Vanpooling.  

[2] Utilization of a park and ride.  

[3] Shuttle bus service to and from the train station or park and ride locations.  

 

(2) Provisions which request prospective purchasers to complete the questionnaire shall be 

contained in all contracts of sale.  

 

(3) In any development which is subject to the requirements of the Planned Real Estate Full 

Disclosure Act, Editor's Note: See N.J.S.A. 45:22A-21 et seq. the sponsor shall be required to include 

a copy of the workplace/commutation survey in the public offering statement. Said survey shall 

be completed by the purchaser and tendered to the developer on or before the time of closing. It 

shall be the sponsor's obligation to collect said survey and submit the same to the OTM.  

 

B. Additional requirements for developments of 50 to 350 units.  

(1) Provision of vanpool parking areas.  

(a) In addition to the requirements for completion of workplace/commutation surveys, it 

shall be a condition of preliminary subdivision or site plan approval that all new 

residential developments of 50 to 350 units shall be required to construct parking spaces 

to accommodate vanpool participants, based upon the need generated by the particular 

development, in accordance with the following schedule:  

[1] Developments of 50 to 200 units shall provide a fifteen-car vanpool parking lot.  

[2] Developments of 201 to 350 units shall provide a thirty-car vanpool parking lot.  

 

(b) Vanpool parking areas can either be dedicated to the Township of North Brunswick or 

maintained by the developer. If said area is not proposed for dedication to the township, 

the developer shall be required to provide assurances for continued and perpetual 

maintenance of the parking facility in a manner acceptable to the Planning Board. If 



maintained by the developer, the developer shall be entitled to reserve use of the vanpool 

parking area for development residents.  

 

(c) Certificates of occupancy shall not be issued for more than 50% of the units in the 

development until such vanpool parking area is fully improved.  

 

C. Additional requirements for developments which exceed 350 units.  

(1) Provision of park and ride facilities.  

(a) Developers of new residential developments which exceed 350 units shall be required 

to construct park and ride facilities based upon the need generated by the particular 

development at a ratio of one parking space for each 10 units in the development.  

(b) The park and ride shall be located with direct access off of a designated collector road 

in the development and shall be located as close as is practicable to highway jughandles 

and overpasses.  

(c) The park and ride shall be designed to accommodate buses which can accommodate 

49 passengers and shall contain adequate bus shelters to protect riders from the elements.  

(d) Park and ride areas can either be dedicated to the Township of North Brunswick or 

maintained by the developer. If said area is not proposed for dedication to the township, 

the developer shall be required to provide assurances for continued and perpetual 

maintenance of the park and ride facility in a manner acceptable to the Planning Board. If 

maintained by the developer, the developer shall be entitled to reserve use of the park and 

ride area for development residents.  

(e) If dedicated to the township, the township shall reserve 50% of the improved parking 

spaces for occupants of the development. Two months after occupancy of the last unit, if 

all of the spaces reserved for development residents are not being utilized, then said 

spaces shall become available to the general public in accordance with township priorities 

for operation of park and ride facilities.  

(f) Certificates of occupancy shall not be issued for more than 50% of the units until such 

time as the park and ride lot is fully improved.  

§ 316-6. Requirements for nonresidential developments.  

A. Traffic reduction plan.  

(1) Every new nonresidential development of 15,000 square feet or more not exempted herein, 

and all complexes as defined herein, shall be required to submit a traffic reduction plan to the 

Planning Board at the time of submission for site plan approval. Said traffic reduction plan shall 

be required to be submitted before an application for site plan approval can be determined 

complete.  

 

(2) Said traffic reduction plan shall be forwarded by the Planning Board to the OTM for a 

nonbinding recommendation as to whether the plan meets the traffic reduction goals of this 

chapter. Submission of a traffic reduction plan acceptable to the Planning Board shall be a 

requirement for site plan approval.  

 

(3) The traffic reduction plan shall be designed, for each year after the complex becomes 

occupied, to reduce that year's anticipated peak hour automobile trips to 70% of the projected 



peak hour vehicle trips, based on professionally provided trip projections as presented in the 

traffic reduction plan approved at the time of site plan approval. These maximum vehicle usage 

goals shall be maintained after building occupancy commences, regardless of the variation 

between projected trip generation and the actual trip generation. Subsequent annual vehicle 

reduction targets shall be calculated as the difference between the initial vehicle reduction goal 

and the actual vehicle trips generated by the site employment as revealed in the annual report.  

 

(4) The prescribed format for a traffic reduction plan for new nonresidential developments shall 

be provided by the OTM, and all traffic reduction plans shall comply as far as is practicable with 

the prescribed format.  

 

(5) The traffic reduction plan can incorporate any combination of the following traffic mitigation 

measures deemed to be appropriate by the developer, based upon both the nature of the 

development and the traffic reduction goal to be achieved:  

(a) Designation of preferred parking for ridesharing and vanpooling participants.  

(b) Construction of shelters to facilitate traffic mitigation measures.  

(c) Establishment of shuttle bus service to and from the train station in the morning and 

afternoon.  

(d) Establishing an in-house or third party ridesharing or vanpooling program.  

(e) Establishing an information center to coordinate ridesharing and vanpooling among 

smaller businesses in a complex.  

 

(6) The OTM shall review and recommend the traffic reduction plan for approval within 45 days 

of submission unless the OTM determines that said plan as designed cannot achieve required 

traffic reduction goals. If such a determination is made, the OTM shall recommend that the 

Planning Board not accept the plan and require that said plan be revised.  

 

B. Continued existence of traffic coordinator. Any nonresidential development which exceeds 

100,000 square feet shall continue to provide a traffic coordinator on a permanent basis.  

 

C. Annual survey and report requirements.  

 

(1) It shall be a condition of approval that all nonresidential developments which exceed 100,000 

square feet must provide ongoing traffic management services and provide annual surveys to the 

OTM of all businesses occupying the premises.  

 

(2) An annual report on the effectiveness of the plan, as updated, shall be submitted to the OTM. 

Failure to achieve the intended levels of trip reduction will be grounds for review and revision of 

any previously approved plans or other remedies as allowed under § 316-8.  

 

(3) It shall be a condition of site plan approval that all new businesses which occupy 15,000 

square feet or more of gross building area be notified that they are individually required to 

comply with the survey requirements of § 316-4A of this chapter within five months of 

occupancy. Subsequent occupants of 15,000 square feet or more shall be required to submit 

annual reports in accordance with the requirements of § 316-4B, unless a waiver is granted by 

the OTM for good cause shown. Developers or subsequent owners shall be required to submit 



the names of all businesses leasing 15,000 square feet or more in a building or complex to the 

OTM.  

 

D. Transition from new development to existing business. If, upon submission of its first 

required annual report, a new business owning or leasing 15,000 square feet or more can 

document that it employs fewer than 50 employees in the Township of North Brunswick, said 

business shall be exempted from the requirements of this chapter. Said business shall thereafter 

reapply for exemption each year by March 15.  

 

E. Maintenance of traffic reduction measures in complexes. Developers or subsequent owners of 

complexes, as defined in this chapter, shall be responsible for assuring ongoing impact on traffic 

reduction goals from the facilities, services, incentives and/or activities included in the traffic 

reduction plan incorporated in the site plan approval. This requirement will not preclude the 

developer from providing alternate but commensurate traffic reduction facilities, services, 

incentives or activities found or expected to be more successful in meeting the vehicle reduction 

requirement. Revisions to the selected facilities, services, incentives or activities should be made 

via the annual report to the OTM. Approval for the revision of the traffic reduction plan shall not 

be unreasonably withheld by the OTM.  

 

F. Special information requirements for warehousing and distribution developments. All existing 

and proposed ware housing and distribution facilities in excess of 20,000 square feet shall be 

required to provide an annual report to the OTM indicating the average number of trucks 

entering and leaving the site daily and during the morning and afternoon periods of 7:00 a.m. to 

9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.  

§ 316-7. Waiver for exceptional difficulties.  

Where, by reason of the nature of a particular business or operation or the location, nature or 

circumstances affecting a particular proposed new development, measures required to achieve 

the traffic reduction goals specified herein would entail exceptional practical difficulties to an 

existing business or developer, the OTM may grant, upon submission of a traffic reduction plan 

and accompanying application for relief hereunder, a waiver from the traffic reduction goals 

required herein. In granting such a waiver, the OTM shall require a traffic reduction plan which 

furthers the intent and purpose of this chapter as much as is practicable, given the circumstances.  

§ 316-8. Enforcement.  

A. Monitoring of program progress. Annual reports shall be submitted to determine whether 

businesses and new developments are making progress in achieving traffic reduction goals. If 

progress is found by the OTM to be inadequate, the business or developer shall be required to 

amend said traffic reduction plan. Businesses and developers directed to revise traffic reduction 

plans shall have 45 days to revise and resubmit an acceptable plan unless a waiver is granted by 

the OTM for good cause shown.  

 



B. Enforcement agent. The Code Enforcement Officer shall be empowered to issue fines and 

summonses pursuant to this chapter upon certification from the OTM that businesses or 

developers have failed to comply with the submission requirements established herein.  

 

C. Failure to implement, in demonstrated good faith fashion, the required traffic reduction plan 

will also constitute a violation. If evidence of good faith intent is clearly apparent, businesses or 

developers shall not be considered in violation of this chapter if the intended goals are not 

achieved.  

 

D. Failure to comply with ordinance requirements. Failure to submit required annual surveys, 

annual reports, traffic reduction plans or revisions to traffic reduction plans shall constitute a 

violation of this chapter. After 30 days' written notice to remedy said infraction, violators shall 

be subject to a fine of $500 per month until such time as said violation of this chapter is abated 

by complying with the submission requirements established herein.  



 

 

 

Appendix G:  

King County, Washington – TDM Ordinance 

City of Shoreline – TDM Ordinance  































































































 

 

 

Appendix H: 

Proposed TDM Policy  

Decision Tree  
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