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This is a project of the City of Los Angeles with funding provided by the Southern California Association of
Governments’ (SCAG) Compass Blueprint Program. Compass Blueprint assists Southern California cities
and other organizations in evaluating planning options and stimulating development consistent with the
region’s goals. Compass Blueprint tools support visioning efforts, infill analyses, economic and policy
analyses, and marketing and communication programs.

The preparation of this report was funded in part through grant(s) from the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) through the United States
Department of Transportation (DOT) in accordance with the Metropolitan Planning Program as set forth
in Section 104(f) of Title 23 of the U.S. Code.

The contents of this report reflect the views of the author who is responsible for the facts and accuracy of
the data presented herein. The contents do not necessarily reflect the official views or policies of SCAG,
DOT or the State of California. This report does not constitute a standard, specification or regulation.
SCAG shall not be responsible for the City’s future use or adaptation of the report.
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1. Introduction & Purpose of the White Paper

The purpose of this paper is to present a comprehensive analysis of the governance options for the
PARK 101 District project in order to allow agencies and elected officials to effectively coordinate efforts
for the development of the District. The discussion herein looks at who might be involved, the variety of
governance options available, how other large parks and cap parks have developed, and related local
projects. It is important to remember that a project’s governance could change over time depending on
the needs of the project, and that different governance solutions could be used for different purposes
(eg, construction versus operations).

1.1 Project Description

PARK 101 is a visionary urban design solution to “cap” a half-mile length of U.S. 101 in Downtown Los
Angeles to provide a beautiful open space amenity and pedestrian friendly environment. The proposed
concept reconnects urban downtown offices, theatres and concert halls with the culturally rich El
Pueblo, Union Station and Chinatown Districts. PARK 101, and the proposed new district surrounding it,
is a celebration of a new generation of urban parks that is giving back to the City of Los Angeles in
important and subtle ways. It is increasingly critical that open space and parks lead the charge to
sustainable growth and the economic well being of our neighborhoods. Well-planned open space adds
to the quality of urban life while providing tangible benefits such as a rise in land values and the tax base
of our cities. The PARK 101 District is not merely a deck over a freeway but a new district that embodies
the culturally rich and diverse neighborhoods that surround the project site. The concept is based on six
design principles: regional connectivity, pedestrian focus, flexibility of open space, merging/linking of
communities, regeneration/sustainability, and a "wow" factor.

2. Previous Work & Findings on Park 101

2.1 Previous Work

The PARK 101 District concept originated during an EDAW (now AECOM) intern program held in June
2008 at the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Los Angeles office. As a result of their
efforts to find a solution to reconnecting the city’s historic core north of the Hollywood Freeway (U.S.
101) with the civic, cultural and financial centers to the south, they created Park 101. A Feasibility
Study,* funded by SCAG’s Compass Blueprint program, was completed by AECOM in 2010.

2.2 Ongoing Oversight

The Feasibility Study discussed several steps for implementation, including continuing outreach and
pursuing entitlements. The Steering Committee and Friends of the PARK 101 District were specifically
described in the document as follows:

! AECOM. (August 2010). PARK 101 District Feasibility Study.
http://www.compassblueprint.org/files/park101 report web.pdf

1
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“The steering committee is made up of key elected, agency and community stakeholders and advocates
representing the Office of the Mayor, Council Districts, County Supervisor District 1, Department of City
Planning, Caltrans, Metro, SCAG, CRA/LA, Cathedral of Our Lady of Angels, Historic Cultural
Neighborhood Council, Historic Business Improvement District, Downtown Neighborhood Council,
Friends of the LA River, Los Angeles City Department of Transportation and City Engineer. The steering
committee was initiated (in 2008) during the inception of PARK 101 with the EDAW/AECOM intern
program. The group has continued to meet on a monthly basis to continue the momentum of the
project with technical review and act on the next steps.”

“The Friends of PARK 101 District, a non-profit organization comprised of local business and community
leaders, was formed to promote the creation of the Park 101 Cap Park to reconnect 1) the
neighborhoods; 2) Union Station to the Greater Downtown, including El Pueblo, La Placita, the
Cathedral, Little Tokyo, Chinatown, Boyle Heights and the Cornfields, the City and County centers of
government, the key Civic Monuments (among them, the future Broad Museum, MOCA, Disney Hall,
Redcat, Music Center and the new Grand Civic Park); and 3) the Los Angeles River to the Civic Center.
The organization helps secure funding for the overall PARK 101 District, more immediately, additional
funding to complete Phase 1; facilitate outreach to stakeholders and organizations in order to secure
additional and continued support for Park 101; and lobby for agency support in regard to technical
advancement.”

Since the release of the Feasibility Study, the Steering Committee and Friends of the PARK 101 District
have provided continued visibility for the project, obtained a SCAG Compass Blueprint grant (for
outreach, traffic and governance studies), supported the ULI Panel on the Union Station redevelopment,
and identified potential funding partners.

The SCAG Compass Blueprint Demonstration Project Proposal stated:

“The goal of the governance study will be to bring together key agencies in local, county, state and
federal government to fully understand the issues and develop a clear understanding of their roles
moving forward in the process. The study will provide pros and cons of alternative "governance" options
(eg. Joint Powers Authority (JPA) and/or use of cooperation agreements) to allow the agencies to
effectively coordinate efforts for the development of the District.”

2.3 Potential Participants in Future Work

As the project continues to gain momentum, provisions for the future need to be considered.
Discussions should include everything from the next steps in project development, environmental
analysis, and engineering to the organizational structure of the project and project leadership.

When considering various types of governance, it is important to understand who the key participants
may be. The following is an approximate list of those agencies and organizations which may have a role
(either lead or peripheral) in the PARK 101 District governance and/or fundraising.
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Table 1. Agencies and Organizations

PARK 101 Steering Committee

Central City Association

Chinatown Business Improvement District

City of Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering

City of Los Angeles Council Districts 1,9, & 14
City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning
City of Los Angeles Department of Recreation and
Parks

City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation
(LADOT)

City of Los Angeles Mayor’s Office

Community Redevelopment Agency of Los
Angeles (CRA/LA)*

Downtown Los Angeles Area Chamber of
Commerce

Downtown Los Angeles Neighborhood Council
Friends of the LA River

Historic Downtown Business Improvement District
Historic Cultural Neighborhood Council

Los Angeles County Supervisory District 1

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation
Authority (Metro)

Los Angeles County Department of Public Works
Los Angeles Streetcar Inc.

Los Angeles Unified School District (LAUSD)

Our Lady of the Angels Cathedral (Archdiocese of
Los Angeles)

Project Restore

Southern California Association of Governments
(SCAG)

Southern California Regional Rail Authority
(SCRRA, Metrolink)

Urban Land Institute (ULI)

Department of Homeland Security (DHS)
Department of Transportation (DOT)
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
Federal Housing Administration (FHA)
Federal Railroad Administration (FRA)
Federal Transit Administration (FTA)
General Services Administration (GSA)
US Army Corps of Engineers (Corps)

California Department of Housing and Community
Development (HCD)

California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans)

California Environmental Protection Agency
(Cal/EPA)

California High Speed Rail Authority (CaHSRA)
California State Parks

South Coast Air Quality Management District
(South Coast AQMD)

State Historical Resources Commission (SHRC)

*Currently in transition

3. Types of Governance Models

As discussed in greater detail in Section 4, there is no one way to develop or lead a park project. All

projects must go through the planning, environmental, design, construction, and operational phases,

and all projects must have funding sources. A number of alternative models are described in this

section, and most can be combined to create a hybrid-type model, with the appropriate governance at

different phases.
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3.1 Single Lead Entity

Projects can be led by a single public agency or private developer, with cooperation from agencies in the
affected communities and interested stakeholders. Projects with a single lead are typically located
wholly within the lead agency’s or private developer’s jurisdiction and are typically less complex or
smaller in size. Developers often act as the lead on a project and develop specific relationships with
utilities, city and state agencies, and other participants as necessary. These relationships are often
defined by a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU), a document which expresses mutual accord on an
issue between two or more parties. Once a project is built, the facility is typically operated and/or
maintained by the constructing agency/private developer.

An example of a single lead entity project is the Metro Union Bus Maintenance and Operations Facility
project. Led by Metro, this project is currently in the environmental phase and utilizes MOUs to
coordinate with external agencies such as LADOT. The Crenshaw/LAX LRT project, also being developed
by Metro, is another example, and has its own distinct agreements in place in order to facilitate
cooperation with the Federal government as well as the local agencies.

The PARK 101 District could be developed and operated by a single entity provided all of the interested
parties could reach agreement on who the lead agency or private developer would be and how that
entity would govern. As described in Table 1, the project affects various communities and involves
numerous governmental agencies, as well as local non-profits and community groups. It could therefore
be difficult to determine which agency should lead the project. A strong lead agency acting as champion
could provide the catalyst the project needs to move into the environmental and technical studies
phase. Agreements would need to be put into place with all other affected agencies, and without a stake
in the project outcome, it could be difficult to maintain the attention of a large organization.

3.2 Joint Powers Authority

A Joint Powers Authority (JPA) is an entity formed by two or more public authorities to construct and/or
operate a specific facility or program. A JPA maintains its own Board of Directors and operates distinctly
from individual member authorities. JPAs are commonly used when a project or activity takes place over
several jurisdictions and/or agencies, or when agencies wish to work together to achieve economies of
scale. Because JPAs share power by nature, a common issue is the potential for delays associated with
decisions by the JPA Board. If each JPA member must have their own Board approve an item, it can add
time to overall decision making.

The Foothill Extension Construction Authority (which is an independent agency created by the California
Legislature) has a JPA made up of elected representatives of each corridor city to help with the planning,
funding, design and construction of the Metro Gold Line. The Construction Authority is ultimately
responsible for the construction of the LRT, but the JPA develops consensus and ensures each member
city has a voice in the process. Metro will own and operate the completed line.

Another example is the Transbay Terminal JPA (TJPA) which is comprised of agencies including the San
Francisco Board of Supervisors, the Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District, the Peninsula Corridor Joint
Powers Board, the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, the Mayor’s Office, and Caltrans. It
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was set up to promote the construction of a new transit center in San Francisco through a collaboration
of government and transportation bodies around the Bay Area. The TJPA will design, construct, operate,
and maintain the facility.

A JPA could unite the multiple governmental agencies involved in the PARK 101 District project, both
now and in the future. A Construction Authority or similar entity could work with the JPA to implement
and possibly also operate/maintain the project, or the JPA could hire staff and consultants to develop
the project.

3.3 Public-Private Partnership (P3)

Several parks around the country have been conceived, constructed and/or maintained by a
combination of both public and private entities. Working in partnership with public agencies, non-profits
or private organizations, these groups have successfully performed fundraising, programming and
operations at parks in New York City and Chicago. Often, the public-private partnership has different
levels of involvement during various phases of project development. Through these types of
agreements, the skills and assets of each partner (public and private) are shared in delivering a service
or facility for the use of the general public. The division of resources is determined based upon the
expertise each partner brings to the project. Thus, the partners share in both the risks and the rewards
potential of the facility under a public-private partnership arrangement.

Take the Dallas Freeway Cap Park, for example. The initial project development work was led by the
local Real Estate Council (an industry association) and a local tax increment financing (TIF) group named
“Uptown Dallas”. These two private groups worked with the City Council to lay the groundwork for the
project. This led to a major fundraising effort and the creation of a separate non-profit group to solicit
donations, write grant proposals, and develop the plans into a concrete project. The City now owns the
park, Texas DOT owns the freeway cap, and the Woodall Rodgers Foundation and Friends of the Park
(both non-profit organizations) raise money and provide programming at the park. This project is
described in more detail in Section 4.

Central Park in New York City is an example of a successful partnership between Central Park
Conservancy (CPC) and the City of New York. Currently, 85% of the annual expenses are covered
through CPC fundraising and investment revenue, while the park itself remains the property of the City.
This project is described in more detail in Section 4.

Another example of a Public-Private Partnership is the Grand Avenue Project. This project, being
developed by the Los Angeles Grand Avenue Authority (a JPA) and the Grand Avenue Committee, will
connect Bunker Hill and the Civic Center with a 16-acre park and will also include a proposed nine acres
of retail, housing, and office space. This project will have a direct relationship with work in the PARK 101
District, and is described in more detail in Section 5.

A public-private relationship similar to that used in Dallas could be a governance model for Park 101.
The Friends of Park 101 and other active community groups could work with the multiple government
agencies to develop the various phases of the project, from design through operation and/or
maintenance.

5



May 2012 PARK 101 Steering Committee

3.4 Inter-Agency Development Agreements

There are several types of agreements that outline the responsibilities held by various partners in large
projects, including a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU), a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA), a
Joint Use Maintenance Agreement (JUMA), and an Interagency Agreement. While they each differ
slightly, the general purpose of these agreements is to guide participation and involvement between the
cooperating agencies and outside entities. They can be used by single lead entities to outline the specific
responsibilities of a partner agency, or they can be used to guide a partnership between two agencies to
construct or operate a facility. In all cases, the agreement is a written document outlining the
responsibilities of the partners, the benefits each party may receive, any funding or staffing obligations
and the binding terms of the agreement.

MOUs are used in nearly every major project, including the Farmer’s Field project at LA Live, where a
MOU described and officially recorded the responsibilities and expectations between the City of Los
Angeles and AEG. The Gold Line Foothill Extension Construction Authority has signed numerous MOUs
with the cities and utility companies located along the rail corridor. Metro has an MOU with the LA
County Sheriff's Department for transit community policing services.

The development of the PARK 101 District will most certainly require multiple agreements between
local, regional, State and Federal agencies, regardless of which entity leads the project. MOUs with
private developers, community groups and/or non-profits could also be utilized, for example, to define
the project relationship with the LA River Revitalization efforts, the Union Station redevelopment work,
or the Los Angeles Historic Streetcar project. MOUs would be needed regardless of the type of
governance selected.

4. Governance Examples

The focus of this section is on non-traditional facilities developed and operated using P3s, JPAs and
other partnerships. Due to varying state regulations and local environments, it is not always possible to
directly compare project schedules or costs, but these examples do provide a variety of governance
options to consider.

4.1 Freeway Cap Parks

There are a number of existing freeway cap parks in the United States, including traditionally built and
maintained facilities such as the Margaret T. Hance Park in Phoenix, Arizona, Memorial Park in La
Canada Flintridge, California, Teralta Park in San Diego, California, and Seattle Freeway Park in Seattle,
Washington. These facilities were developed by local and state governments and continue to be
operated publically. This section focuses on non-traditional cap parks in Dallas, Boston, Seattle, and
Columbus.

4.1.1 Dallas Freeway Cap Park, Dallas

The Klyde Warren Park is a 5.2 acre cap park currently under construction in Dallas, Texas. The park is
located on a deck built over the existing Woodall Rogers Freeway in the downtown area and connects
the business/museum district with a high density residential area. Amenities within the park will include
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a performance pavilion, restaurant, walking trails, dog park, children’s discovery garden, playground,
water features, and an area for games and events. The facility is sustainably designed and constructed
utilizing LEED principles. It is anticipated to open in Fall 2012.

The cost to build the deck, amenities, landscaping, and provide an operational cushion is $110 million,
and $106 million has been raised to date. Construction is funded through a public-private partnership,
with $20 million coming from the City of Dallas 2006 Bond Program, $20 million from the Texas
Department of Transportation, and $16.7 million from the Federal American Road and Recovery Act.
Private donations have accounted for the remainder of the funds raised. It is anticipated that
programming, operations and maintenance will cost approximately $3 million per year. It is important to
note that the deck over the freeway cost approximately $55 million to design and construct.

Klyde Warren Park is operated through a public-private partnership. The City of Dallas will own the
amenities and the land it is built upon, while the Woodall Rodgers Park Foundation will be responsible
for raising the estimated S$S3 million annual operating budget each year and will manage all
programming, operations and maintenance. The Friends of the Park group increases awareness of, and
support for, Klyde Warren Park through membership drives, social and educational events, speaking
engagements and fundraisers. All maintenance and work on the tunnel underneath the deck and on
Woodall Rodgers Freeway remains the responsibility of the Texas Department of Transportation.

The Klyde Warren Park is a relevant example of how the PARK 101 District could be developed utilizing a
combination of public and private funds and governance. While construction costs are lower and
environmental clearance requirements are different in Texas, this project has direct parallels to the Los
Angeles project. The Klyde Warren Park is the result of a coordinated effort initiated by a local real
estate industry group, which then was embraced by public agencies, the general public, and wealthy
donors alike. Naming rights have resulted in enhanced park elements, and creative fundraising has
coalesced into a successful transformation of a barren corridor.

4.1.2 Rose Kennedy Greenway, Boston

“Boston’s Ribbon of Contemporary Parks” was created as a part of the Central Artery project (“Big Dig”)
and opened to great acclaim in October 2008. The original elevated highways of the Central Artery were
moved underground, leaving an open space in downtown Boston, Massachusetts. The approximately
1.5 mile long Rose Kennedy Greenway includes five separate parks joined together totaling 15 acres of
fountains, pathways, open space, gardens, a farmer’s market, and food vendors.

The park construction costs are intermingled with the Big Dig program costs. Operation and
maintenance of the Greenway is $3 to $4 million per year and includes programs, volunteer activities,
and security.

The Greenway was created as a joint effort between the Massachusetts Turnpike Authority (MTA), the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts, the City of Boston, and various civic groups. The Massachusetts
Department of Transportation owns the land and operates the highway beneath the Greenway. The
Rose Fitzgerald Kennedy Greenway Conservancy is a private, non-profit organization that is responsible
for the maintenance, programming, improvements and management of the Greenway. They have a

7
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lease with the Massachusetts Department of Transportation and raise funds to support the park
activities.

The large scale of the Greenway is directly relatable to the PARK 101 District. The Greenway has
impacted more than the land it reclaimed from automobiles; the surrounding residential and
commercial districts have thrived with the activation of a formerly “dead” space made forbidding by the
bulky elevated highways. Anecdotally, it appears that rents and property values have risen along with
occupancy rates in the North End neighborhood.

4.1.3 Olympic Sculpture Garden, Seattle

The Olympic Sculpture Park, located in Seattle, Washington, was formed using underutilized vacant land
and a deck over the I-5 freeway in downtown Seattle. Completed in January 2007, the 9-acre park
contains sculptures and native plant species, and ties the downtown to the waterfront via a meandering,
sloping path. The park took 2 years to construct but required over a decade of planning and brownfield
remediation prior to breaking ground.

Design and construction of the park cost $85 million, which included the costs of brownfield
remediation and included a $20 million maintenance endowment. The deck over I-5 was a relatively
small portion of the cost because it acts as a landscaped bridge rather than an active park space.
Approximately $64 million of the capital costs were provided by private donors, with the City, County,
State and Federal government providing $21 million. Operations and maintenance, security, and
programming costs average approximately $1.4 million per year. The Seattle Art Museum, which owns
and operates the park, receives limited funding from the government (4% per year) and covers the
remainder of the operating costs by museum entrance fees, memberships, donations, and a $20 million
endowment fund.

The park was created by a public-private partnership between the Seattle Art Museum and the Trust for
Public Land. The City of Seattle and the Washington Department of Transportation were also involved
with the park development. The park is privately owned by the Seattle Art Museum but open to the
public at no cost.

The Olympic Sculpture Garden Park connects two vibrant parts of Seattle (downtown museums and the
waterfront) over two large physical impediments (I-5 and the freight railroad tracks), much as the PARK
101 District would tie together the civic and financial districts of Downtown Los Angeles with the historic
core and Union Station, as well as with the LA River. Nearby museums and cultural facilities such as the
future Broad Museum, Disney Concert Hall, and Ahmanson Theater would benefit with connections
across the freeway to the Ramén C. Cortines School of Visual and Performing Arts, Olvera Street, and
the site of Fort Moore. Additionally, the remediation of former brownfields into park spaces is an
interesting example of creating valuable land out of unused acreage. It ties into how the PARK 101
District could potentially transform some of the current ramps into developable parcels.

4.1.4 The Cap at Union Station, Columbus
Originally conceived in 1996 and opened in late 2004, the Cap at Union Station is a unique facility built
over 1-670 in Columbus, Ohio. This 1.12-acre freeway cap contains over 25,000 square feet of leasable

8
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retail space on an arterial road. Composed of three separate bridges; one for through-traffic across the
highway, and one on either side for the retail structures, the project provides a seamless connection
between two vibrant neighborhoods. The Cap was developed during the planning for the expansion of I-
670 following the defeat of the original concrete freeway cap design by the surrounding neighborhoods.

The $7.8 million project was funded with a combination of developer financing and public funding. The
City paid for some of the initial design costs as well as approximately $325,000 to bring utilities across
the bridges, while the Ohio Department of Transportation (ODOT) paid nearly $1.3 million for the
construction of the cap platforms. The cost to cap this section of the freeway was a small percentage of
the overall I-670 project cost of $187 million.

The development was created via a public-private partnership. The developer, Continental, owned
property in the vicinity of the proposed concrete cap, and saw value in connecting two neighborhoods
with a retail facility. With persistence and a highly supportive local environment, the City, ODOT, FHWA,
and Continental were able reach agreement on activating an underutilized section of the City. The City
obtained air rights over the freeway (which were not previously purchased by ODOT when the freeway
was originally constructed), negotiated permission from ODOT and FHWA for retail use above an active
freeway, and the developer entered into a 20+ year ground lease and constructed the buildings.
Continental is responsible for maintaining the leased buildings and grounds, the City maintains the
street, and ODOT maintains 1-670 and reserves the right to shut down the entire facility in an
emergency.

The Cap at Union Station is significant in that it is one of the first uses of air space over a freeway for
retail or commercial purposes. While the climate for air rights is different in Ohio than in California, the
idea of using retail and commercial facilities to help bridge the gap between neighborhoods is a good
one. The partnership between local, state, federal and private entities is notable in this project, and sets
a precedent for federal interest in non-traditional air rights usage. The strong participation of a private
developer is a different model than used in Boston, Seattle, or Dallas, and illustrates that there is a
market for non-traditional development opportunities.

4.2 Significant Parks

Significant parks are those large-scale, non-freeway cap facilities which may have more traditional
governance structures but are relevant to the PARK 101 District in other ways, such as creative
fundraising or on-going operational funding.

4.2.1 Millennium Park, Chicago

Millennium Park is a 24.5 acre park in the center of Chicago, lllinois. Planning for the park was initiated
in 1997, with the hope that it would open in time for the Millennium celebrations, but as scope and
costs changed, the project ultimately opened in 2004 following 6 years of construction. The park hosts
over 525 free events annually in addition to revenue producing events. It consists of a Frank Gehry-
designed concert pavilion and bridge, sculptures, fountains, gardens, a bike center, a theatre, plazas,
and active spaces. It was constructed on top of a railroad yard and large parking garages, making it one
of the largest green roofs in the world.
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The park cost $475 million to design and construct and was funded by the City of Chicago ($270 million)
as well as private donors. The City sold naming rights for significant spaces within the facility to augment
the capital costs. Operations and maintenance costs are approximately $13 million annually. These are
funded by rental fees, donations, and funding from the City of Chicago Department of Cultural Affairs.
One other interesting financial aspect of Millennium Park: the City leased the garages under the park to
a private company for 99 years in return for a one-time payment of $560 million — one of the first US
examples of a parking concession as a P3.

Millennium Park is fully owned and operated by the City of Chicago. The Department of Cultural Affairs
contracts with a private company for daily operations including security, programming and
maintenance. During the planning and construction of the park, the non-profit foundation Millennium
Park Inc. was responsible for fundraising.

The PARK 101 District can find interesting examples of non-traditional capital fundraising in the example
of Millennium Park, including the extensive use of naming rights and the unique public-private
partnership for the operation of the garages under the park. Additionally, by bringing in a world-
renowned architect to design a signature bridge and concert facility, Millennium Park was able to
leverage fundraising monies, publicity and exposure to maintain the project’s momentum. The buildings
within and around the PARK 101 District are architecturally distinct, and a signature facility within the
park by a well-known architect could not only tie the park into the surrounding areas, but could provide
important exposure to the project as well.

4.2.2 Post Office Square, Boston

The Norman B. Leventhal Park is supported, both structurally and financially, by the Garage at Post
Office Square, a 1,400-space parking garage. Once the site of a dilapidated above-ground parking
facility, in 1992 the garage was rebuilt underground and the street level property was developed into a
1.7 acre urban oasis. Park amenities include a Great Lawn, a garden trellis, lush greenery, a food kiosk,
and lunchtime seating for those working in neighboring buildings. The parking garage provides car-care
servic