
MEMO 

 

     TO:  Downtown Davis Plan Advisory Committee (DPAC)    

 

COPY:  Mayor Brett Lee 

Councilmember Dan Carson 

  Ash Feeney, Assistant City Manager 

  Sherri Metzker, Principal Planner  

  Eric Lee, Planner 

 

FROM:  Greg Rowe, Planning Commissioner 

 

DATE:  November 26, 2019 

 

SUBJECT: Recommendation to Remove TDM and TMA Requirements from the Draft Down-

town Davis Specific Plan (“Downtown Plan”) 

 

This memo reiterates the statement I made at the November 13 DPAC meeting.  I believe the 

proposed TDM and TMA mandates will be detrimental to the goals of stimulating downtown 

revitalization, residential development and economic vitality.  If implemented as currently writ-

ten, the punitive nature of these directives could put Davis at a competitive disadvantage with 

other cities.  The comments herein are strictly my own, and do not represent a position of the 

Planning Commission.      

 

1. Recommendations:  That the DPAC modify the Downtown Plan and proposed Downtown 

Zone Article 40.14.050 by removing the following transportation regulations and compul-

sory requirements.       

a. Development-Level Transportation Demand Management Plans (TDMs): Delete the 

requirement that new downtown development prepare and implement a TDM Plan. 

i. Delete verbiage recommending a target of no more than 50 percent of em-

ployees driving alone.  

ii. Delete verbiage requiring developments to achieve a performance standard 

for reducing vehicle trips from residential development. 

 

b. Transportation Management Association (TMA) Membership: Delete the require-

ment that all non-residential developments join Yolo Commute, Yolo County’s TMA, 

and that all downtown businesses remain dues paying TMA members in perpetuity.    

i. Delete the requirement that development applicants designate an Employee 

Transportation Coordinator (ETC) that would serve as the point of contact for 

the TMA and be responsible for demonstrating compliance with the TDM and 

monitoring requirements.  
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2. Background:  The mandatory TDM and TMA provisions are described in these sections:  

a. Downtown Plan Section 6.7, page 170: “Regulating Private Development: Parking, 

Loading and Traffic Reduction.”  See Attachment 1, a copy of Downtown Plan p. 170.  

b. Downtown Plan Section 8, page 219:  Table 8E – Implementation Actions: Parking 

and Transportation Demand Management, items 3D (Require TDM Plans and Perfor-

mance Standards) and 3H (Require TMA membership). See Attachment 2, a copy of 

Table 8E.   

c. Article 40.14: Supplemental to Downtown Zones. Details on the TDM and TMA re-

quirements appear in Article 40.140.050.J. – Commercial Transportation Demand 

Management (TDM) Standards.  See Attachment 3.   

 

3. Concerns: The imposition of TDM standards and regulations, coupled with obligatory TMA 

membership, will impose unnecessary financial, logistical and administrative burdens that 

could dissuade potential developers and employers from locating in downtown Davis. The 

net result would be to impede the commercial and residential development the City desires. 

Requiring development applicants to create and implement a TDM and compelling perma-

nent TMA membership will impose uncompetitive costs and bureaucratic administrative 

burdens on downtown Davis developments and tenancy. Based on my experience described 

below, compulsory TMPs and TMA participation are ineffective, and are a prime example of 

misguided government efforts to manipulate transportation modal behavior.    

  

4. Experience Working with TMPs and TMAs 

 

Mather Airport: I dealt with a TMA during 13 years (2002-2015) as Senior Environmental An-

alyst with the Sacramento County Department of Airports (Airports). During the 1990s an 

air quality management plan requiring TMA participation was imposed on Mather Airport 

by the California Air Resources Board (ARB). The ARB periodically audited program compli-

ance, and expressed frustration because ridesharing goals were continually unmet.  The air-

port had numerous tenants, ranging from companies such as UPS and other air freighters, 

corporate fleets, aircraft sales and service, etc.  Some tenants were small companies with 

limited financial resources.  As required by the air quality plan, the airport belonged to the 

50 Corridor TMA, and the airport manager served on the TMA’s Board of Directors. He and I 

continually urged airport tenants to become dues-paying members of the TMA, and to pro-

vide incentives for their employees to commute by modes other than single occupancy ve-

hicles. These efforts fell short, however, because: (1) Airports had no legal means for com-

pelling tenants to join the TMA; and (2) employers cannot legally dictate how their employ-

ees commute to work.  

 

Sacramento International Airport (SMF): Attempts to reduce VMT by limiting the availability 

of parking spaces can actually have the reverse of the intended outcome. For example, dur-

ing the development of Terminal A at SMF, the ARB attempted to restrict flight operations, 
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the number of passengers served, and the number of airport parking spaces.  ARB’s goal in 

restricting the number of customer parking spaces was to reduce vehicle emissions by os-

tensibly inducing travel to SMF by mass transit, which was limited in schedule and viewed as 

inconvenient by most airport customers.  (Subsequent congressional action blocked ARB’s 

action and similar efforts in other states.)  

It was ultimately realized that the result of ARB’s actions was the exact opposite of the in-

tent. As airport users became aware that they were unlikely to find parking at SMF, many 

resorted to having someone drive them to SMF for their departing flight and then pick them 

up when they returned; i.e., a friend or relative would drive them to the airport for their de-

parting flight and then pick them up from their arriving flight. Thus, instead of incurring one 

roundtrip to the airport, these passengers required two roundtrips, thereby doubling vehicle 

emissions. This is an excellent example of unintended consequences, and one that was con-

firmed by surveys of airline passengers.  It shows that most people will find a way to use the 

transportation mode most convenient to them, regardless of government edicts.       

 

 

Attachments 1 – 3 appear on the following pages.  
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Attachment 1 – Page 170 of Draft Downtown Plan 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 



Recommendation to Remove Downtown Plan TDM and TMA Requirements  Page 5 of 6 

 

Attachment 2 – Page 219 of Draft Downtown Plan 

Note: Deletion of items 3D and 3H is recommended   
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Attachment 3 – Article 40.14.050.J of Supplemental to Downtown Codes  

Note: Deletion of entire subsection 050.J. is recommended  

 

 
 
C:\Users\Greg Rowe\Documents\Planning Commission\Downtown Plan\TDM-TMA\Memo_TDM-TMA(2)11-25-2019.docx 


