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I — Introduction

This report seeks to address disparities between the gdadsmafose’s new General Plan,
Envision San Jose 2048nd its current policies for off-street parking requiremémiad in its
Municipal Zoning Ordinance. The goal of this report is t&enaolicy recommendations for San
Jose that will align the city’s parking policies with its GenerahRjeals.

As will be discussed at length, San Jose’s new GenerakB&ks to redirect the city’s history of
sprawling development patterns into focused growth areawihatlow for fiscal and
environmental sustainability. Key aspect&oklision San Jose 2040e:

» A shift away from private automobiles as the primary modeapisportation to a
balanced transportation network

* A mix of land uses and increased population density, pantig@bkong transit corridors
and at infill sites

» A high jobs-to-employed resident ratio

* Afirm urban growth boundary

Despite these policy goals, the current requirements feti@fet parking in San Jose’s zoning
ordinance still require developers to provide large amouriff-street parking for every type of
land use. Off-street parking is associated with spread-odidavelopment, inefficient transit
service, and high rates of automobile use, all of which wilbibfull implementation of
Envision 204@oals.

1.1 — General Themes and Criteria for Analysis

The effects of parking zoning on transportation, housind,the environment are examined
throughout this report. Chapter Two’s literature revieeufes on these themes while Chapter
Four studies cases where parking reforms have beentpyiractice. When analyzing parking
literature and case studies, the following questions will beideresl. These questions are
derived from the goals @nvision San Jose 204@hich are discussed in more detail in Chapter
Three. The questions are also used as criteria foroliey @nalysis in Chapter Four.

» Does the policy result in increased use of alternative tratasjom?

» Does the policy help reduce vehicle miles travelled, ratasitoimobile use, and/or rates
of automobile ownership?

» Does the policy result in an increase of housing supply?

» Does the policy increase the affordability of housing?

» Is there a reduction in automobile emissions as a result pbtloy?

In addition to these questions, the criteria for Chapter Bqaficy analysis will include
community engagement, historic preservation, downtown re\dtadiz, economic development
and political feasibility. Each of these themes is derived ftwinvision 204@oals discussed
in Chapter Three.



* Does the policy result in increased jobs in the city?

* Does the policy result in increased retail?

* Does the policy result in added revenue for the city?

» Did the policy receive support from the community or fronalaxfficials when it was
initially implemented?

* Has the policy received subsequent support?

» Does the policy assist with historic preservation?

* Does the policy help support downtown revitalization?

1.2 — Structure of this Report

Current literature on parking policy, including the history akpay policy, contemporary use of
parking zoning, and examples of progressive policy resprereviewed in Chapter Two.
Chapter Three provides an overviewksifvision San Jose 204fdcusing on the goals most
relevant to this report. Chapter Three also providetaldd look at San Jose’s current parking
provision and the effects of the city’s parking zoning ficas. Chapter Four reviews case
studies of US cities that have made attempts to implement psogresrking reform. Literature
and cases reviewed in these chapters are then analyZedpter Five. Policy
recommendations for the City of San Jose are based cemthligsis and are included in Chapter
Five. Chapter Six summarizes this report and offersesigms for further research.



II — Off-Street Parking Zoning: History, Use, and Effects

This report focuses in part on the negative effectsipgq#oning has had and continues to have
on cities and the environment. Parking zoning is definedpadicy or set of policies that use
off-street parking as a tool to reduce traffic congestionnaaage limited on-street storage
space. These policies have traditionally set the minimum nuoflodi-street parking spaces to
be provided by developers for every type of land useveloper might build. On-street

policies are often used to complement off-street zonindrsi@et parking zoning has been and
continues to be the preferred tool of US cities as evidemgé@d near universal use throughout
the country?

This chapter examines academic and professional resefgoalnking policy in the US and
abroad to understand the history, use, and effectd-efrekt parking requirements. This
literature will help to provide context for Chapter Three’s uston of San Jose’s policies and
goals, Chapter Four’s case studies, and Chapter Figkty nalysis.

2.1 — An Introduction to Parking Zoning

Our modes of travel have dramatic impacts on the ecommhiyhe environment. Private
automobiles are the main mode of transportation in North &mend are gaining in
prominence elsewhere. Several factors contribute to htghof automobile use, including
public investment, the convenience and perceived safetyvattep automobile use, a lack of
alternative travel modes, and built environments that all builptaifective public transit
systems, bicycle networks, and pedestrian environmeihts.pdlicies that cities and other
agencies use to address automobile storage play an intgolam automobile use. Off-street
parking requirements have been shown to increase autordepigmdency, decrease housing
affordability, and contribute to the degradation of the enviemm Off-street parking
requirements make automobile use convenient, consumeslargents of land, and spread
development, making walking, biking and transit use difficult.

This discussion will focus on parking zoning'’s effects onding, transportation, and the
environment. The studies discussed provide much eviderstgggest that our current parking
policies have high social and environmental costs. Accotdistudies and academic literature,
parking zoning — particularly minimum parking requirementsassociated with:

* Automobile-dependency as a result of spread-out develdprwre-segregated land
uses, lowered densities, and decreased walkability
« Increased housing costs as a result of land consumptibbumdled parkirfy

! Donald Shoup, “The Trouble with Minimum ParkingdRé&ements, Transportation Research Part A: Policy and
Practice33, no. 7-8 (1999), 549.

2 Erik Ferguson, “Zoning for Parking as Policy PrsgeA Historical Review, Transport Reviewg4, no. 2 (2004),
53.

% Shoup, “The Trouble with Minimum Parking Requirerts” 557.

*W. Jia and M. Wachs, “Parking Requirements andsitmpAffordability: Case Study of San Francisco,”
Transportation Research Record: Journal of the Brartation Research Boab85, no. 1 (1999), 159.



« Environmental degradation from automobile exhaust and impergorfaces
* Economic costs associated with automobile subsidies and iadreasts of
transportation, goods, and municipal serfices

Recently, a small number of US cities have begun to adeiptptarking polices in an effort to
reduce automobile use and its associated externalities. pbleses are a recent phenomenon
and their effects have not yet been fully realized. Thebeigs are referred to as progressive
parking policies in this report and will be discussed both aedein Chapter Four.

2.1.1 — The Purpose and Use of Parking Zoning

Parking requirements in municipal zoning ordinances haee bsed almost exclusively to
increase the supply of off-street automobile storage. \helearliest parking regulations —
found in New York City’s 1916 zoning ordinance — attempteplart to decrease the amount of
space dedicated to parkihghe vast majority of parking zoning has increasingly requitece
and more off-street spaf@his type of parking zoning — requiring a minimum numbesft
street spaces based on type of land use — is now ubiquisedsin over 95% of US citiés.

Cities use parking zoning in similar ways and for similar neafb Paraphrasing from the City
of San Jose’s Municipal Zoning Ordinance, the purposeaiiring off-street parking is to:

* Meet the parking and loading needs generated by developmen
* Promote effective vehicle circulation

* Reduce traffic congestion

* Increase safety for road users

* Enhance the aesthetics of nearby areas

* Mitigate the adverse effects of a given land use on neigigoses
« Utilize off-street land resources as efficiently as posSible

Whether or not San Jose — or any city — achieves s is another question, one that will be
answered in the following sections as well in Chapter Thraealysis of existing parking
conditions in San Jose. For example, despite these statdremtde city’s zoning ordinance,
underpriced and oversupplied parking induces and in@easgher than reduces — traffic
congestiort?

® Amélie Y. Davis, Bryan C. Pijanowski, Kimberly Robinson, and Paul B. Kidwell, “Estimating Parkinaf
Footprints in the Upper Great Lakes Region of ti8A Landscape and Urban Plannird$, no. 2 (May 2010), 68.
® Amélie Y. Davis, Bryan C. Pijanowski, Kimberly Riabon, and Bernard Engel, “The Environmental and
Economic Costs of Sprawling Parking Lots in thetgaiStates,L.and Use Policy27, no. 2 (April 2010), 255-256.
" Ferguson, “Zoning for Parking as Policy Processiigtorical Review,” 49.

8 Shoup, “The Trouble with Minimum Parking Requirartss 559.

® Ferguson, “Zoning for Parking as Policy Processiigtorical Review,” 50.

19 Shoup, “The Trouble with Minimum Parking Requirertss” 550.

H City of San Jose, “Parking and Loading,” in “Tifl®: Zoning Ordinance 3an Jose Municipal CodSan Jose,
2001), 2.

12 Shoup, “The Trouble with Minimum Parking Requirertse” 555.



2.1.2 — Methods for Setting Parking Requirements and Increases in Parking Supply

In order to set minimum parking requirements, cities typicallysalt the Institute of Traffic
Engineers (ITE)rip Generatiormanual*®> The ITE manual provides estimated traffic
generations rates for specific land uses based on flear aumber of employees, number of
residential units, number of bedrooms, and so on. Teiahds used by cities to set the
minimum amount of parking needed to meet demand duringdiigay shopping seasdh.
Table 1 is an example of trip generation rates found in thrsuad.

Table 1: Example of trip generation rates from the Institute of Traffic Engineers

Description Unit of Measure Trips Per Unit (PM Peak)
General Light Industrial 1,000 SF 0.97
Single-Family Detached Housing Dwelling Units 1.01
Hotel Rooms 0.59
County Park Acres 0.06
Park and Ride Lot with Bus Service Parking Spaces 0.62
Bowling Alley 1,000 SF 3.54
Athletic Club 1,000 SF 5.96
Prison 1,000 SF 2.91
Lodge/Fraternal Organization Members 0.03

Source: Data adapted from Institute of Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation
Manual, 9" ed. (Washington, D.C.: ITE, 2012).

Recent studies have presented flaws in the trip generatemnaentained in the ITE manual. For
example, parking lots built using requirements basetrgnGeneratiorrates have been found
to be underutilized, suggesting that ITE trip generation raeemfated'®> The methods for
determining these generation rates are also questionable pé&iifint of the traffic generation
rates in the manual are based on four or fewer sunfesfgecific locations. Twenty-two percent
of these are based on a single survey. All of the sarasybased in suburban settings with
limited public transit and free parking, which skews the raddghese factors induce automobile
use. Additionally, the ITE manual does not disclose importéotriration as to why a particular
location was surveyed or when, making it difficult fority ¢o determine if a particular
generation rate is applicable to local context. The ITE nmasuaowever, the only
comprehensive source of traffic generation rates aneiisftire considered to be the most
credible source for setting parking requireméfits.

Studies of parking supply — the number of spaces builtdgvaloper, as opposed to the number
of spaces required — also suggest that parking minimueriaféated and increase the supply of
parking. Studies in Los Angelésand New York® show that existing supply is at or near the

13 Shoup, “The Trouble with Minimum Parking Requirertse” 550-551.

4 Shoup, “The Trouble with Minimum Parking Requirertse” 551.

15 Adam Smith A Study of Parking Utilization for Neighborhood $pimg Centers Along VTA Transit Routes in
San Jose: Are Minimum Parking Requirements Too M{§an Jose State University, 2011), 44.

18 Shoup, “The Trouble with Minimum Parking Requirers” 551-552.

"W. Bowman Cutter and Sofia F. Franco, “Do ParkRegjuirements significantly Increase the Area Dedit&o
Parking? A Test of the Effect of Parking Requiretséralues in Los Angeles Countyltansportation Research
Part A: Policy and Practicé6, no. 6 (2012), 920.

18 Furman Center for Real Estate and Urban PoSegrching for the Right Spot: Minimum Parking Regmients
and Housing Affordability in New York Ci{2012), 9.



required minimum, suggesting that the developers of thegpegies would have provided fewer
spaces had it been possible. Regardless of inflated pay&ireration rates, this is the method
by which the majority of cities set their parking requirements.

2.1.3 — Effects of Parking Zoning: Transportation, Housing Affordability, and the

Environment

Professional and academic studies are mostly in agre¢nagmiarking zoning has had negative
impacts on cities and the environment. Parking zoning irsdaicé subsidizes automobile use,
increasing vehicle miles travelled; spreads-out land uses, gakiive transportation and transit
use difficult; and increases the costs of goods, senacekstent by bundling the price of parking
into the price of development. These requirements alstchadehsed strain on the environment
through automobile emissions, land consumption, and theigeymeable surfaces. The
following sections will discuss these themes in more detail.

2.2 — The Effects of Parking Zoning on Transportation

The findings of several studies indicate that ample freangamcreases the likelihood that an
individual will choose to travel by automobile. Additionally, seVetadies have found that
parking lots are typically underutilized.

2.2.1 — Increased Rates of Automobile Use

Several studies have found that automobile use increapeskitsg supply increases. These
studies have examined relationships between automobile ussaadd off-street parking
supply, parking permit districts, distance and type of trip,imegarking zoning requirements,
and the built environment. In each case, as the availadilggr&ing increases, so do the rates
of automobile use.

The presence of off-street automobile storage facilitiessaterces plays a significant role in
automobile usé’ These facilities include garages, carports, and drivewidps only do these
facilities play a significant role, but off-street parking at lesrm general has been found to be
the most significant factor in car ownership, even more s$igmif than incomé&’ This is the
case in both urban and suburban settings in the Unitecs State

The availability of off-street parking is strongly associated witlheased rates of automobile
commuting. Residential off-street parking supply is associaiidhigher rates of automobile
commuting, meaning that individuals who are able to storei@m®bile at home are more
likely to drive to work?? Parking supply in a central city setting also encouragemgriA
greater supply of parking in the city center encouragesranltite use instead of transit. Free

19 Zhan Guo, “Does Residential Parking Supply Affdousehold Car Ownership? The Case of New York City,
Journal of Transport Geograpi6, no. 0 (January 2013), 24.

% Guo, “Does Residential Parking Supply Affect Hdusld Car Ownership?” 25.

L Guo, “Does Residential Parking Supply Affect Hdusld Car Ownership?” 22.

22 Rachel Weinberger, “Death by a Thousand Curb-Gitlence on the Effect of Minimum Parking Requiggtis
on the Choice to Drive,Transport Policy20 (2012), 100.
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parking further encourages this behavibiThe same also applies to a city’s parking supply as a
whole. Cities with less parking have fewer commuters wsiigmobiles?

A 2012 study of the long term effects of parking zoninij@&w York City found that parking
zoning had increased the rate of automobile use by incgeparking supply. Developers in
New York have built at or near the minimum parking requirgse the city’s zoning ordinance
at 77 percent of residential developméntsiggesting that these requirements have increased
automobile use. Daily automobile commute trips in New Yorkeased 50 percent 50 years
after minimum parking requirements went into efféct.ikewise, a 2008 survey of California
found that dense metropolitan areas with high minimum parkiggirements are much more
likely to have high rates of automobile use than dense aitagewer required spacés.The
availability of parking, therefore, is one of the most signifidantors in automobile usg.

On-street curbside parking is also linked to increased altilgnuse. The presence of on-street
parking has been found to increase the likelihood thatiagimld will own a car and use it to
commute®® Changes in parking policy also impact automobile ownelshipuse. For example,
reductions in the frequency of street sweeping in Newk Yfareased car ownership rates and
increased vehicle miles travelled per household. This istwtrof a household not having to
move its car for street sweeping as often, effectivelgeiming the on-street supply of parkifig.
Free and readily available short-term curbside parkingealsourages more automobile d5e.

Parking permits have also been found to increase automusgileResidential parking permits
increase the likelihood that a household will own an automagiiten the additional on-street
parking availability created by the permit distriittPrograms to give employees permits to park
in residential neighborhoods also significantly increase autidencimmuting to worké?

Policies to allow central city business owners and their empdapegark in nearby parking
districts increase automobile u§eln sum, increased access to parking increases the didlih
that one will choose to drive.

% Tom Rye, Kim Hunton, Stephen Ison, and Nazan KotEtke Role of Market Research and Consultation in
Developing Parking Policy,Transport Policyl5, no. 6 (2008), 393.

24 Christopher McCabhill and Norman Garrick, “An Evatfion of Automobile Use, Parking Provision, and &hb
Activity” (lecture, Conference on Performance Maasuor Transportation and Livable Communities, thysT X,
September 7-8, 2011).

% Furman Center for Real Estate and Urban PoSegrching for the Right Spb®.

26 Furman Center for Real Estate and Urban PoSearching for the Right Spof.

%" Daniel G. Chatman, “Deconstructing Development$itgnQuality, Quantity and Price Effects on Housieh
Non-Work Travel,"Transportation Research Part A: Policy and Pract# no. 7 (2008), 1025.

28 Chatman, “Deconstructing Development Density,”3.02

29 Guo, “Does Residential Parking Supply Affect Hdusld Car Ownership?” 26.

%0 Guo, “Does Residential Parking Supply Affect Hdusld Car Ownership?” 26.

3L Rye et al., “The Role of Market Research and Chason in Developing Parking Policy,” 393.

%2 Guo, “Does Residential Parking Supply Affect Hdusld Car Ownership?” 26.

33 Weinberger, “Death by a Thousand Curb-Cuts,” 100.

% Rye et al., “The Role of Market Research and Clason in Developing Parking Policy,” 393.
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Underpriced and free on-street parking not only encasragtomobile use, but induces parking
cruising, whereby a motorist continually circles an area lookingn unoccupied space.
Parking cruising contributes to congestion, causes distrdotedg, and increases vehicles
miles trgg/elled. About 30 percent of cars in traffic in thetés States are searching for
parking:

Figure 1: Many studies have shown that erpriceuturb de parking ineaes automobile use, includma
study of on-street parking in central Edinburg, pidured here. Photograph by the author.

2.2.2 - Parking Occupancy Studies Show Underutilization of Off-Street Parking

As discussed above, increased parking supply increatsssaf automobile ownership. The
easier it is to park, the more likely an individual is to driffarking requirements induce
automobile use by providing an ample amount of parking(hile parking zoning policies
typically require large amounts of parking to be providedhyrgarking lots remain
underutilized. Findings from several parking occupanegties show that parking occupancy
levels are often well below their optimal rate.

% Richard Arnott and John Rowse, “Downtown Parkimg\iito City,” Regional Science and Urban Econonés
no. 1 (January 2009), 7.

% Arnott and Rowse, “Downtown Parking in Auto City,2.

37 Shoup, “The Trouble with Minimum Parking Requirerts” 555.
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Parking occupancy, both on- and off-street, is consideptimal at 85 percent. This figure is
considered to best utilize scarce land resources whiledmmgwacancies that minimize parking
cruising. Parking provision recommendations based onftadip Generatiormanual are
intended to meet peak demand with 85 percent occupargighty-five percent, therefore, is
used as the threshold for whether or not an area is ovander-parked.

Studies of parking occupancy in San Jose show existifkingasupply to be underutilized. A
survey of parking in the Alameda Business District completd®99 and again in 2007 by the
San Jose Redevelopment Agency found the district to bepavieed. The 1999 study found an
overall peak-demand rate of 55 percent for on- andtoéiet parking® In 2007, the peak-
demand increased to 67 percent with an excess suppdfafatking space. A 2011 study of
shopping centers along light rail lines in San Jose foundpheiing lots to be consistently
underutilized. There were 1,861 unused spaces duringetideperiod and 1,900 during the non-
peak period! Figure 2 shows an underutilized light rail station parking I&dn Jose. A study
of transit-oriented residential developments at passengstatdns in San Jose showed similar
results. On average, parking facilities at these locations 2&percent underutilizéd. In both
studies, the number of spaces at each location was dastah Jose’s zoning ordinance, which
was created using ITE trip generation rdfes\n occupancy survey conducted by this report’s
author found San Jose to have citywide occupancy r&é.8fpercent. This survey will be
further discussed in Chapter Three.

38 Shoup, “The Trouble with Minimum Parking Requirertse” 560.

39 San Jose Redevelopment AgeriBiye Alameda Business District Parking Stystgpared by Fehr & Peers
Transportation Consultan{San Jose, 2008), 9.

“0'San Jose Redevelopment AgeriBiye Alameda Business District Parking Stuify,

“1 Smith, “A Study of Parking Utilization for Neighbdwod Shopping Centers Along VTA Transit RouteSam
Jose,” 43-44.

2 San Jose State University and Santa Clara Vallagsportation AgencyA Parking Utilization Survey of Transit-
Oriented Development Residential Properties in &&Hara County(San Jose, 2010), 50.

*3 Smith, “A Study of Parking Utilization for Neighbmod Shopping Centers Along VTA Transit RouteSam
Jose,” 44.
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Figure 2: A deserted parking lot at a light rail sation during the morning commute period in San Jose
Photograph by the author.

Parking occupancy rates were studied in Tippecanoe Cduardigna, home to Purdue
University and a portion of the Lafayette Metropolitan StatisticabA Parking lots from urban,
suburban, and rural zip codes were randomly sampliad.cdmbined parking occupancy rate
for residential, commercial, and industrial land uses wa=e2&nt far below the occupancy
rates expected to be generated using ITE guidelines. Gmttiom these studies conclude that
parking lots are typically underutilized and parking supplyeisegally greater than parking
demand.

2.3 — The Effects of Parking Zoning on Housing Affordability

Off-street parking at residential land uses increases theflstsing and decreases housing
affordability. These impacts are the result of the consumpfi¢tand for parking facilities, the
cost to developers of providing parking, and the cospsafiding parking subsequently being
passed on to the consumer.

2.3.1 — Parking Provision and the Cost of Development

The amount of land consumed by parking has a signifiogmadét on housing affordability. By
decreasing the amount of land available for developmentoteof development — and
therefore the price of housing — increases. It has ésténated that approximately 55 percent of
all developed properties in the US are dedicated to pafkiegying less than half of all
developable land available for profit-generating and/ormanity-serving activities.

4 Davis et al., “The Environmental and Economic GastSprawling Parking Lots in the United Stat@§8.
5 Davis et al., “The Environmental and Economic astSprawling Parking Lots in the United Stat@§8.
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Minimum parking requirements have been found to increasartiount of space dedicated to
parking on a given parcel. These requirements decre#seatensity by reducing the overall
area that can be used for developnfmh 2010 study in San Jose, for example, found that 2.5
parking spaces had been built per unit at residential dewelajs surveyed, though a parking
occupancy survey found that only 1.3 spaces per uné uged.” Parking zoning has doubled
the total supply of parking at these sites, decreasing therdimbland dedicated to the actual
land use.

On-site parking does not increase the value of a proffefyoviding parking at a development
ranges from $10,000 to $30,000 per individual sjaeeth underground parking more than
doubling these costsand maintenance adding approximately $800 per spageae’ The
costs to provide these spaces are not recovered inrtieeveay in which other land
improvements accrue value. Additional parking required bygiaipal zoning ordinances
reduces the amount of developable land and drives uplbgdevelopment costs. The costs of
providing parking may also make a project too costly to Bail@his is especially likely in
markets with high land values or for projects that requirarage or underground parkif).

“6 Cutter and Franco, “Do Parking Requirements siganitly Increase the Area Dedicated to Parking®.91

" San Jose State University and Santa Clara Vallagsportation AgencyA Parking Utilization Survey of Transit-
Oriented Development Residential Properties in &&iara County2.

“8 Cutter and Franco, “Do Parking Requirements siggnittly Increase the Area Dedicated to Parking?. 90

9 San Jose State University and Santa Clara Vallagsportation AgencyA Parking Utilization Survey of Transit-
Oriented Development Residential Properties in &&lara County60; Shoup, “The Trouble with Minimum
Parking Requirements,” 556.

0 Shoup, “The Trouble with Minimum Parking Requirerts” 556.

°1 San Jose State University and Santa Clara Vallagsportation AgencyA Parking Utilization Survey of Transit-
Oriented Development Residential Properties in &&iara Countys1.

%2 Eran Feitelson and Orit Rotem, “The Case for Tgu8urface Parking Transportation Research Part D:
Transport and Environme®, no. 4 (2004), 320.

%3 Furman Center for Real Estate and Urban PoSegrching for the Right Spbs.
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Figure 3: San Jose's General Plan emphasizes incsgal housing units and high-rise construction downtan,
such as the new luxury apartment high-rise picturechere. Current parking requirements significantly
increase the cost of developing these types of pegis. Photograph by the author.

2.3.2 — Parking Bundling and Housing Affordability

While the cost of providing parking increases the overatl @bdevelopment, these costs are not
borne solely by the developer as they are instead passethe consumer through bundled
parking. Parking bundling is defined as the inclusion ottsts of providing off-street parking
with the price of goods, services, and rent.

The costs of parking are externalized in the form of higbsts of good and services. If a
municipal zoning ordinance requires 1.5 spaces to be mawiith a housing unit, the tenants
will pay for those spaces with higher rent, whether or ngt tise them or own automobiles.
Even individuals who do not own automobiles must pay foctists of parking. In 1999, 10.6
million American households did not own a car but still had yofpaparking in the costs of
housing® A 1996 study of San Francisco found the inclusionaoking to have a significant
impact on the price of housing. Single-family homes witkstriéet parking sold for 11.8
percent more than those without. Similarly, condos with tnéfe$ parking sold for 13 percent
more than those withodt.

The price of housing is increased by decreasing the ambland available for development
and by bundling the costs of parking into the costs of hgusis discussed above, parking
provision decreases the amount of land available for dewedot, making development of a

** Shoup, “The Trouble with Minimum Parking Requirerts” 568-569.
%5 Jia and Wachs, “Parking Requirements and Housffaydability,” 8.
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parcel more costly. Because parking does not contrilmsig\ely to land value, developments
are therefore less profitabi®.

2.4 — The Effects of Parking Zoning on the Environment

Off-street parking has been found to have a negativednguethe environment. Off-street
parking consumes large amounts of land and is assowidtethcreased automobile emissions.

2.4.1 — Parking and Land Consumption

As discussed above, parking supply has been foundyttinely affect housing affordability,
increasing the costs of living. This is due in part to the anofiland consumed for parking.
The consumption of land for parking has been found ¢atieely affect the environment by
paving over permeable surfaces and degrading natutatds® Creating impermeable surfaces
contributes to the depletion of ground water and increaségityoof local waterways through
urban runoff®

Two studies in the Great Lakes region of the United Statewtitd to measure the amount of
land dedicated to parking. Using aerial imagery and rargkompling, researchers found
parking lots to cover 6.57 percent of the total land ard@pecanoe County, Indiana. For
reference, the ratio of parking lots to parks in the coimndyl in developed areas. A total of
202,714 parking spaces were estimated for the area peRregistered passenger vehicle and
6.6 per family?°

Looking to the greater region, the second study used tesgks to estimate parking lot
coverage for lllinois, Indiana, Michigan, and Wisconsin.mBmed, there exists an estimated
486 square miles of parking. Using the same methods préveus study of Tippecanoe
County, 43 million spaces were estimated for the regioh, oper registered automobile and 1.8
per person of driving ag& It should be noted that this study did not include garages or
driveways at single-family homes, underground parking,camsireet spaces. This explains
why these results are inconsistent with other studies that estimaieive spaces per vehice.

The findings of these studies show that a tremendousrgrbland is consumed by parking. In
Tippecanoe County alone, the ecosystem service valuevalirethat natural features
contribute to an ecosystem — has been reduced by 8&dmp as a result of parkifig.In the
Upper Great Lakes Region, 6.25 percent of all fordsted has been lost as a result of parkthg.
This region is not dissimilar from other areas of the UniteteStancluding San Jose, in terms
of parking zoning requirements, built environments, and leses. These findings are therefore

%6 Cutter and Franco, “Do Parking Requirements siggnittly Increase the Area Dedicated to Parking?. 90
" Davis et al., “The Environmental and Economic GastSprawling Parking Lots in the United Stat&§8.
8 Davis et al., “Estimating Parking Lot Footprintsthe Upper Great Lakes Region of the USA,” 74.

%9 Davis et al., “Estimating Parking Lot Footprintsthe Upper Great Lakes Region of the USA,” 69.

0 Davis et al., “The Environmental and Economic GastSprawling Parking Lots in the United Stat&§8.
®L Davis et al., “Estimating Parking Lot Footprintsthe Upper Great Lakes Region of the USA,” 74.

%2 Shoup, “The Trouble with Minimum Parking Requirerts” 557.

% Davis et al., “The Environmental and Economic €astSprawling Parking Lots in the United Stat&58.
® Davis et al., “Estimating Parking Lot Footprintsthe Upper Great Lakes Region of the USA,” 74.
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reflective of the overall impact that parking zoning hasihalle United States. The results of
this study have been extrapolated to the rest of the US atistinthat parking consumes
approximately 55 percent of all developed properties in thatop®™

The methods of these two studies will be revisited in Chdpeye’s discussion of San Jose’s
current parking supply.

2.4.2 — Parking Supply and Increased Automobile Emissions

A positive correlation has been found between parking sugppulyautomobile emissions. The
decentralized nature of suburban destinations in the US sas@aitomobile dependency by
making alternative modes of travel impractical in most communitiedividuals must drive to
and park at multiple destinations that are spread apart bgdowsity development. This activity
is harmful to the environment in two ways. It causes isg@&missions by increasing the total
number of vehicle miles travellé8. It also incrementally increases the amount of parking
through traffic generations rates, causing more and swfaces to be paved and the loss of
more land’’ This incremental increase in parking supply also induaes mutomobile use and
its associated costs.

The results of a policy used by the City of Portland to dsear@missions shows a relationship
between parking supply and emissions. Prior to 1972laiRdis air quality violated federal
carbon monoxide levels one out of every three days ofghe In order to improve air quality,
Portland placed a moratorium on downtown parking provigreezing the total parking supply
at its existing amount. The policy was effective at reducargon monoxide levels. Portland
has not exceeded federal levels since 88fhis decrease in emissions correlates positively
with the decrease in Portland’s downtown parking supplysaogs a relationship between
parking supply and pollution. Portland’s policy will be disadss greater detail in Chapter
Four.

Considering that free parking induces parking cruising amctbre increases total vehicle miles
travelled in a given area, it is further evident that parkinglsupduces behavior that is
damaging to the environmefft.

2.5 — Progressive Parking Policy

In recent years, some cities have adapted their parkirgygsan an effort to minimize the
negative externalities associated with parking zoning. Thesggessive policies are often
intended as a tool to reach larger city goals related to rgpaffiordability, economic

% Davis et al., “The Environmental and Economic GastSprawling Parking Lots in the United Stat&§8.

% Chih-Peng Chu and Mei-Ting Tsai, “A Study of arvEEonmental-Friendly Parking PolicyTransportation
Research Part D: Transport and Environmé&gt no. 1 (January 2011), 90.

7 Chu and Tsali, “A Study of an Environmental-FrignBarking Policy,” 90.

% Shoup, “The Trouble with Minimum Parking Requirerts” 555.

%9 Rachel Weinberger, John Kaehny, and Matthew RUfS, Parking Policies: An Overview of Management
Strategies,” (San Francisco: Institute for Trantgan and Development Policy, 2010), 54.

0 Arnott and Rowse, “Downtown Parking in Auto City,2.

18



development, and environmental stewardship. This sectiodiggiliss the goals of progressive
parking policies and provide examples.

2.5.1 — The Goals of Progressive Parking Policy

The goals of progressive parking policies vary from citgitp and even from policy to policy.
There are common themes among the various policies thatleaw studied and that have been
implemented by local jurisdictions. Fiscal and environmentahmadility are two important
goals, as are economic development and even historierpagisn.

Progressive parking policies have been used as toaledevelopment and historic preservation,
as has been the case in Pasademal Los Angele& Portland has used parking policies to
reduce air pollutiod® Parking policy has been used as a tool for economiglaf@went in cities
such as Bouldét and Redwood City° San Francisco has used progressive policies to improve
safety and decrease vehicle miles travelfed.

A given policy may be used as a tool to meet several citig.gé@r example, Redwood City’s
Parking Management Plathescribes the goals of its current policies as economea@went,
downtown preservation, and the efficient use of land ressur

The conventional approach to parking spreads [leas$] out to the point where a real
downtown just isn’t possible. Our favorite [citgrders] ... would not be possible to
build under conventional codes. But ... these aratgiaces and we must retain them
and expand them. However, even if we didn’t carauabieating nice places and we
wanted to apply the conventional parking approadddwntown, we probably couldn’t.
Property values are incredibly high in Downtown dimely’re getting higher. This makes
surface parking lots an unattractive propositiony@ne who pays top dollar for land
wants to have as much of it generating revenu@ssilfle, and surface parking doesn’t
do that. Above-ground parking structures are mucterafficient with land, but they are
very, very expensive. In fact, they tend to co€1,820 to $25,000 or more per space.
Underground garages are the most land-efficienttHayt are also the most expensive. ...
New garages in Palo Alto cost their local governnmearly $51,000 per ... space. Put
simply, we cannot just build our way out of thisusition. Do we need to have enough
parking? Absolutely. But we must be sure to havst‘@nough’ and not ‘more than
enough.” And with that just enough amount we mustdrg shrewd and efficient, in
order to make it work as well as possible.

The issues addressed in Redwood CiBasking Management Plaawre shared among many
cities. These issues are arguably the result of off-sgatrements in the zoning ordinances of
just about every city in the United States.

" Donald ShoupThe High Cost of Free Parkin@hicago: APA Press (2011), 403.

2 Shoup,The High Cost of Free Parkingxxiii.

3 Paul Smith, interview by author, San Jose, CAt&uaper 5, 2013,

" Weinberger, Kaehny, and Rufo, “US Parking Poli¢i&s.

> City of Redwood CityThe Downtown Redwood City Parking Management FRedwood City, 2005), 5.
S Weinberger, Kaehny, and Rufo, “US Parking Poli¢i&4.

" City of Redwood CityThe Downtown Redwood City Parking Management Fan
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Specific policies and experiences of US cities’ parking regowill be discussed in greater detail
in Chapter Four.

2.5.2 — Examples of Progressive Parking Policy

The following examples are taken from academic literatiwgysg the effects of parking policy
as well as from cities that have attempted parking reforath Bf these is a tool that a city can
use to help achieve a variety of its goals.

* Unbundled parking: Unbundled parking requires parking to be paid for byuttes,
either through market-rate pricing for each individual usa pérking space or by
requiring a user to rent or buy a parking space. THisypprevents the costs of parking
from being passed on to a larger community by requirirg wsers to pay. In this way,
the price of parking is removed from the price of gosdsyices, and renf§. Unbundled
parking can be an effective tool for increasing therdbility of housing’®

» In-lieu fees: Rather than requiring private developers to provide parkimgy or other
jurisdiction can charge developers an in-lieu fee to coetrijpp generation costs
incurred by new development. In-lieu fees can be dpentunicipalities in numerous
ways, including investing in transit and in municipal parking geesa In-lieu fees can
help cities achieve density and alternative transportation ggaédcing the sprawling
development associated with surface parking®bts.

* Reduced parking requirements. Cities may update their zoning ordinances to decrease
the amount of land dedicated to parking and to decreaset#th@arking supply in a
given area. Rather than use the trip generation rates pdobidthe ITE manual,
reduced minimums could be context-based, using dataduoveys of parking
occupancy performed within individual citi&s.

* Parking maximums: Rather than requiring a minimum number of parking specbe
built at individual land uses, cities can prohibit an over-suppparking by limiting the
number of spaces a developer can provide.

* No parking requirements: Parking requirements can be waived altogether, allowing a
developer to not provide any parking, if desifad.

* Parking “freeze”: A moratorium can be placed on parking provision in a gaea,
freezing the current parking supply by preventing any pasking from being built.

8 Shoup, “The Trouble with Minimum Parking Requirerts” 568.

9 Jia and Wachs, “Parking Requirements and Housffardability,” 8.

8 Donald Shoup, “In Lieu of Required Parkinggurnal of Planning Education and Reseaf@) no. 307-320
(1999), 1-2.

81 Shoup, “The Trouble with Minimum Parking Requirerts” 568.

8 \einberger, Kaehny, and Rufo, “US Parking Poli¢ié4.

8 Weinberger, Kaehny, and Rufo, “US Parking Poli¢ié4.
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This is likely to only work in areas of significant density andadety of land uses, and
with frequent transit servicg.

* Shared parking: Shared parking allows two or more land uses to shakipgaacilities.
In the US, most zoning ordinances require every individumal use to provide its own
off-street parking as a means to mitigate the effectsedtris it generates. This often
results in the oversupply of parking and underutilized sarfecking lots, as evidenced
by studies of parking occupan®/.Allowing multiple land uses to share a single parking
facility is a method to reduce the amount of area dedicatpdrking, reduce the supply
of parking, preserve historic buildings and neighborhocaistrol the costs of
development, and minimize the need to drive to and pariuliiple destination&® This
policy can be especially effective if used among land wi#bsalternate peak demand
periods, such as by pairing a medical office with a moweattr, or an apartment
complex with ground floor retail, where one use generatedlyndaytime trips and the
other generates mainly evening trips.

Figure 4: Due to zoning policies that require everyand use to provide its own parking, suburban ares of
cities have an overabundance of parking, which isnderutilized most of the time, as shown above in Vg¢ San
Jose. Shared parking can help to solve this overapgked problem. Photograph by the author.

* Market pricing and demand-responsive pricing: Market pricing requires the user to pay
the actual costs of parking rather than a smaller fee subditizpublic dollars. This
allows for the true price of parking to be captured in tleecfearged to the user. It also
allows for the demand for parking to be more efficiently aggd. Market pricing often
involves demand-responsive pricing, a tool that sets the girjgarking based on
demand, with the price fluctuating throughout the day and wéeg&as with higher
demand — typically close to major destinations — are priggeehthan those with less
demand® The pricing is adjusted over time in an attempt to achigagking

8 Sara Schooley, interview by author, San Jose,S&tember 24, 2013.

8 Shoup, “The Trouble with Minimum Parking Requirerts” 568.

8 Chu and Tsali, “A Study of an Environmental-FrignBlarking Policy,” 90.

87 san Jose Redevelopment AgeriBlye Alameda Business District Parking Stutly,
8 Shoup, “The Trouble with Minimum Parking Requirartss” 560.
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occupancy rate of 85 percéiitMarket pricing can also provide increased revenue to
local government®

* Parking benefit district: Revenue raised through parking pricing can be reinvésied
the priced area in the form of streetscape enhancenramisit investments, building
facade improvements, and other neighborhood improvemeaiking benefit districts
can both manage parking demand through parking pricidgnaprove general
conditions within a communit}:

The policies listed here are examples of ways in which @tésacademics are re-visioning
parking zoning in order to achieve societal goals. This lisbig®xhaustive of the various tools
cities are using to change their parking policies. Theseig®hall be revisited in Chapter
Four’s case studies.

8 Arnott and Rowse, “Downtown Parking in Auto City,”
% 'Weinberger, Kaehny, and Rufo, “US Parking Poli¢iéd.
°1 Shoup;The High Cost of Free Parking08.
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III — Parking in San Jose: Conflicts between Current Policy and
Future Goals

As mentioned at the beginning of this report, San Jose’srduGeneral Plarknvision San Jose
204Q has ambitious goals to redirect growth away from thaveprg development of recent
decades and toward growth that provides fiscal and enveotainsustainability. The plan seeks
to increase the amount of housing units, jobs, and retaiéinity while preserving open spaces
and reducing the number of single-occupancy vehicle byds0 percent. Implementation of
this plan will require policies that are aligned withvision 204@oals, including parking
policies.

This chapter evaluates San Jose’s current parking polcleggt of the previously-discussed
parking literature ané&nvision 204@oals. The chapter will begin with an overview of the
development of San Jose and the adoptidaneision San Jose 204@ discussion of existing
parking conditions in San Jose will follow. Conflicts betwesistang policies and future goals
will be discussed at the conclusion of this chapter. IfJoae is to achieve its mode shift and
sustainability goals, it will need to adopt parking policies thatata@anflict with these goals.

3.1 — The Growth of San Jose

San Jose is one of the largest cities in the United Statesaarahé of the largest technology
industries in the world. Despite the size of the city ancciim@my, San Jose’s growth for the
latter half of the twentieth century has created a host bl that affect the city’s fiscal and
environmental sustainability, as well as its ability to deliver icipal services?

For much its existence, San Jose was a small town witbcaromy tied to agriculture. Founded
in 1777 as California’s first civilian settlement, San Jose initi@tyed as a farming community
to support military establishments in San Francisco and Monteréle city retained a small,
agricultural-based community through World War Two. In1BBOs, the city began a rapid
annexation process of adjacent land and communities, q@ualying its boundaries and
subsequently spreading development and decreasing itepopuwensity. This occurred as
national policies encouraged home and automobile ownershipg gise to the American
suburb. Inevitably, new residential neighborhoods werated and automobile-oriented
development gave rise to the private automobile as the primaays of transportation. This
type of development continued well into the 1990s, increassigiyning city services,
economic development, and quality of life for residents, elsas the health of the city’s natural
environment*

A generation of low-density, spatially-segregated, spravdawglopment in San Jose has placed
an enormous strain on the city’s ability to generate revanderovide services. Zone-

92 City of San Jose, “Envision San Jose 2040F wision San Jose 2040 General P{&an Jose, 2011), c. 1, 65.
93 City of San Jose, “Experience San Jose,” SanJogg@ASan Jose, 2013),
http://sanjoseca.gov/Index.aspx?NID=127 (accessbduary 17, 2013).

% City of San Jose, “Envision San Jose 2040,” 641,
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separated land uses have contributed to automobile depgnddrch has negative impacts on
health, safety, economic development, and the environmdgighty-seven percent of trips
made by San Jose residents are by automobile (78 pdroentlone and nine percent
carpool)?® This is the result of San Jose’s history of spatially segjremland uses from one
another, making walking and transit use ineffective meatraue$portation and therefore
necessitating automobile use as the primary means to movetabaity?’ One of the main
goals of San Jose’s General Plan is to overcome thectdssta a balanced transportation
network that has made so many in San Jose dependenpinete automobiles for daily use.

3.2 — San Jose’s Current Off-Street Parking Zoning

Like most US cities, the City of San Jose currently requirgsate developers to provide off-
street parking at all new developments. This policy inceetieesupply of off-street parking in
the city by ensuring that every single land use providesginparking to meet the needs it is
deemed to generate. As discussed previously, the pusposguiring off-street parking, as
stated in San Jose’s Municipal Zoning Ordinance, caniensuized as an effort to:

* Meet the parking and loading needs generated by develbpmen
* Promote effective vehicle circulation

* Reduce traffic congestion

* Increase safety for road users

» Enhance the aesthetics of surrounding areas

* Mitigate the adverse effects of a given land use on neigigoses
« Utilize off-street land resources as efficiently as pos¥ible

The following sections discuss the city’s policies for off-stigarking.

3.2.1 — Current Off-Street Parking Requirements
Title 20 of the City’s Municipal Code provides all of the zgnordinances governing land use

within San Jose. The section on parking covers the emrsduare land miles of the city, with
the exception of the downtown core, requiring off-streetipgrto be provided at all land uses.

The city’s parking requirements are very specific, callimgminimum requirements for every
land use imaginable. Broader categories of uses inaelyigeulture and resources, education and
training, entertainment and recreation, and health and vatgservices. Specific examples of
land uses that require parking include:

» Single-family dwelling units
e Multi-family dwelling units
» Office, business, and administrative uses

% City of San Jose, “Envision San Jose 2040,” -3,

% City of San Jose, “Land Use and TransportatiamErivision San Jose 2040 General P(&an Jose, 2011), c. 6,
37.

% City of San Jose, “Land Use and Transportationg, @.

% City of San Jose, “Parking and Loading,” 2.
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* Churches

» Cemeteries

* Batting cages

* Playgrounds

* Private security offices

* Emergency ambulance stations

e Catalog and mail order houses

* Free-standing automatic teller machines
» Stockyards and slaughterhouses

The required amount of off-street parking is specific tdnéaed use and is generally determined
by area, number of residential units, or number of empkyd single family home, for
example, requires two covered spaces, regardless sizthef the hous®&. Multi-family homes
vary by number and type of units, ranging from 1.2%epger studio to two spaces for a three
bedroom apartment, with the number of spaces increagiidlb for each additional
bedroom® Commercial spaces are generally allocated by squarejéo@rocery stores must
provide one space per every 200 square feet and figsitores must provide at least one per
every 250 square fe&t: The unit of measurement varies for some specific laas. uslospitals,
for example, must provide one space for every 2.5.18dEhe ordinance also requires two
spaces for every free-standing automatic teller macfiin@able 2 provides an example of the
requirements found in Chapter 20.90.060, “Number okiRg Spaces Required,” in Title 20 of
the Municipal Code.

Table 2: Example of parking requirement table in San Jose's Zoning Ordinance

Use Vehicle Parking Required

Bed and Breakfast 2 spaces, plus one per guest room, plus 1 per
employee

Dry cleaner 1 per 200 sq. ft. of floor area

Maintenance and repair, small 1 per 200 sq. ft. of floor area

consumer goods

Mortuary and funeral services 1 per 4 seats, plus 1 per company vehicle
Personal services 1 per 200 sq. ft. of floor area
Photo processing and developing 1 per 200 sq. ft. of floor area

Source: City of San Jose, “Parking and Loading,” in “Title 20: Zoning Ordinance,” San Jose
Municipal Code (San Jose, 2001).

% City of San Jose, “Parking and Loading,” 14.
19 City of San Jose, “Parking and Loading,” 18.
101 City of San Jose, “Parking and Loading,” 9.

192 City of San Jose, “Parking and Loading,” 11.
193 City of San Jose, “Parking and Loading,” 13.
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According to San Jose’s ordinance, parking spaces otdyenshared amongst uses, meaning
adjacent spaces cannot be included as part of a devatdgmequired spaces, even these spaces
are not well-utilized® There is an exception for alternating uses, or adjarsers that generate
parking demand at different, mutually-exclusive tirf8sFor example, a church with only
evening and weekend service could share its parkingangtthool that only has weekday
morning and afternoon uses. For this exception to baegtathe zoning ordinance requires that
the provided parking be adequate to serve parking defoattte duration of a building’s life, so
if the church was housed in a building that could be usesbioe other purpose were the church
to vacate the space, then the shared, alternate parking maiudé permitted. Successful
examples of shared alternative parking are few in Sa Woth one notable example being a
school parking lot in the Alameda Neighborhood Business Distast of downtown that serves
a nearby movie theater and retail uses during the evenihgreweekend®® This example will
be further discussed in Chapter Four.

On-street parking can never serve as part of the regaugaly. This is the case even if the on-
street supply near a development is vacant at all times ptioe tievelopment. Based on the
ordinance’s stated purpose of efficient traffic circulationar be assumed that on-street parking
may calm traffic, contributing to slower circulation and poteraigestion, which the

ordinance specifically seeks to mitigate.

As previously discussed, these parking minimums are lmas&t generation rates within ITE’s
Trip Generatiormanual. The purpose of this type of zoning is to credtesetained land uses
that have adequate parking to meet the needs of the triparéhegemed to generate during the
peak demand period in order to mitigate the effects ofendand use on adjacent uses and
vehicle circulation. Cities use the ITE manual because obitgprehensiveness and not
necessarily because its generation rates are correctaaurdeeaff-street parking has been
determined to be the best solutihas was discussed in Chapter Two.

3.2.2 — Exceptions to Off-Street Parking Requirements

There are a few exceptions to San Jose’s parking eeqeirts. Anything built in the city’s
downtown core, which covers about one square mile dafitheis not subject to these
requirements®® Structures built before November™.(1965, are also exempt from
requirements, so long as there is not a substantial ciratige use of the structure or the
structure itself®® Of the city’s 315,255 housing units, 68,321 were builtrpadl 960, or
approximately 22 percent of total housing uftfsSince precise data is not available for homes
built up to November 1f) 1965, and an additional 61,874 units were built in the 498

194 City of San Jose, “Parking and Loading,” 3.

195 City of San Jose, “Parking and Loading,” 26.

1% san Jose Redevelopment AgenElye Alameda Business District Parking Stutly,

197 Shoup, “The Trouble with Minimum Parking Requirertse” 560.

198 City of San Jose, “Parking and Loading,” 2.

199 City of San Jose, “Parking and Loading,” 7.

10 ynited States Census Bureau, “Table DP04: Selé¢tbeding Characteristics, 2007-2011 American Corritgun
Survey 5-Year Estimates,”
http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/tableserviséplhges/productview.xhtml?pid=ACS_11_5YR_DP04 ¢ased
May 1, 2013).

1 United States Census Bureau, “Table DP04: Selétteing Characteristics.”
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should be safely assumed that parking requirements apalydast 41 percent of the city’s
housing stock. Similar data on non-residential uses wagadily available at the time of this
report.

Figure 5: This aparfmeht building next to San Jose€ity Hall was constructed in 1930 and has been
continuously used for housing, exempting it from dfstreet parking requirements. The building has 14units
but only two on-site parking spaces. Photograph bthe author.

Additional exceptions are given to uses that occur in oraéamain street” setting. Uses that
qualify can receive a fixed percent reduction in the reduaraount of parking spaces. The
following five “main street” exceptions are listed in the zorandinance:

» Uses that utilize alternative transportation, located within 2,880df a rail station or a
neighborhood business district as designated by the cityisr@ePlan, may receive up
to a ten percent reductiti

* Ground-floor retail in a neighborhood business district neatisto provide one space
per 400 square feét> as opposed to one parking space per 200 squareufsigtenof
neighborhood business distritts

* Non-residential uses in neighborhood business districts thaitdmpose curb cuts onto
the main street and do not employ parking reductions famgkdloor uses (as mentioned
in the bullet point above) can receive a thirty percent reduaticequired spaces

» Single-family homes that are built with a detached garage bémengome may receive a
reduction to a single covered space

112 City of San Jose, “Parking and Loading,” 27.
113 City of San Jose, “Parking and Loading,” 28.
114 City of San Jose, “Parking and Loading,” 8-9.
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* Multi-family homes in or near neighborhood business disttitzis provide unbundled
parking, car-share programs, and eliminated curb cutetm#in street can have parking
reduced to 0.8 spaces per Uit

There are a small handful of other uses that can reparkéng reductions with a development
permit. Included uses are ministorage facilities, emergersigiential shelters, senior housing
developments, gas stations, and performing arts relhepeszes’® This is contingent upon

each individual use meeting city requirements for adequakéengasupply throughout the
duration of the building’s lifé}" If it is determined that a substantial change to the building
could occur that would generate more trips and parkingaddpparking reductions will not be
granted. For example, if a ground floor space is builbtesh a performing arts rehearsal space
but could easily be used for retail if the rehearsal spaseva@ated, it would be unlikely that the
city would grant a reduction.

Finally, parking reductions are granted to uses within parkasgssment districts, with approval
from the City Council*® Presumably, this is to encourage on-street metered gakivaid
parking in municipal garages, which constitute a revenuarstfer the city. There are a limited
number of these districts in San Jose, including Japantbemounty government area, the area
surrounding the former San Jose Medical Center, SsState, the Arena, the Diridon regional
transit station, and much of the downtown cdfeLand uses within parking assessment districts
make up a small fraction of total land uses in San Josdud®ens in these areas therefore do
not contribute significantly to an overall reduction in the citywsdpply of off-street parking.

The areas of the city that are zoned as downtown c@elesignated neighborhood business
districts in the city’s General Plan, or are within parkingeassent districts combine for a total
of less than three square miles, or 1.7 percent of totairathe city’>® Therefore, the parking
requirements contained with the city’s zoning ordinancéyappover 98 percent of all land uses

in the city. Figure 6 shows this area in relation to the togal af the city.

15 City of San Jose, “Parking and Loading,” 27-29.

18 City of San Jose, “Parking and Loading,” 29.

17 City of San Jose, “Parking and Loading,” 26.

18 City of San Jose, “Parking and Loading,” 29-30.

19 City of San Jose, “Parking Meters,” SanJoseCA.gttp;//www.sanjoseca.gov/index.aspx?NID=1871 (ased
May 1, 2013).

120 City of San Jose, “Neighborhood Business Distt(2608), ArcGIS shapefile accessed April 2013 S$im Jose
State University.

28



Downtown Core and Assessment District
- Other Parking Assessment Areas
- Neighborhood Business Districts

Major Roads

City Limits

This map displays areas where exceptions can be made from the
parking requirements in San Jose's Municipal Zoning Ordiance.
These areas are downtown and the downtown parking assessment
district, parking assessment districts outside of downtown, and
neighborhood business districts (also reffered to as "main streets”
by the Zoning Ordiance. Some neighborhood business districts are
also parking assessment districts.

Together these areas make up only 1.7 percent of San Jose. San [ T |
Jose's parking requirements apply to over 98 percent of the city. 0 25 5 Miles

Figure 6: Areas within San Jose's city limits whereexceptions are permitted from the parking requirenents
in San Jose’s Municipal Zoning Ordinance. Map creatd by the author using GIS data created by the authr
and GIS data from the City of San Jose.
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3.3 — Looking Toward 2040: San Jose’s Current General Plan Goals

Since passing its first growth measures in the 1990s, Sarislaow attempting to reign in
decades of sprawling development, zone-segregated laadaml automobile supremacy. Its
current General Plaignvision San Jose 2048 its most ambitious move away from an
automobile-oriented city to date. Key features of this plalude preserving the city’s urban
growth boundary, providing a greater mix of land used,facusing new development at infill
sites along transit lines, at regional transit centers, in underedtiti@mmercial properties, and
in the city’s downtown cor&*

3.3.1 — Goals of Envision San Jose 2040

The goals oEnvision San Jose 204e to focus growth into areas that allow for higher density
and less dependence on automobiles. These goals indedsifying land uses, jobs, and
housing density in key locations throughout the city. Thasgtions include existing activity
centers such as neighborhood business districts, re@ianait centers, transit corridors,
underutilized commercial properties throughout the city’s nmaaighborhoods, and the

downtown core. Focusing future growth into these arei®isity’s main tool to protect open
spaces, increase safety, effectively deliver city serviggserate revenue, and increase residents’
quality of life.

Specifically,Envision San Jose 204@eks to:

» Create complete neighborhoods while maintaining the chat@utiecohesiveness of
existing neighborhood&

* Add 120,000 new high-density, compact housing unitsdedun existing infill areas
near transit to maximize current transit capacity, increagdogment capacity, foster
walkability, and maintain San Jose’s urban growth bouriéfary

* Add 470,000 new jobs, focused in existing job centersnaad regional transit stations,
with greater flexibility for all types of commercial activi§

« Create a jobs-to-employed resident ratio of 1%3:1

* Revitalize under-utilized properties at 70 sites around the ciygiran Urban Village
planning process in order to promote walking, biking, aadsit use; accommodate
housing needs; create denser urban settings with minimusitydesguirements for
housing; and spur economic development and job gféth

» Utilize urban form that promotes walking, bicycling, and compdéteets, and advances
the city’s transportation mode shift goals

« Minimize resource consumption and reduce San Jose'srglebal climate chand#

» Concentrate housing and employment in the city’s traditionanucore and promote the
development of high-rise structutés

121 City of San Jose, “Envision San Jose 2040,” ¢4115.
122 City of San Jose, “Envision San Jose 2040,” 61,
123 City of San Jose, “Envision San Jose 2040,” 61,
124 City of San Jose, “Envision San Jose 2040,” 71,
125 City of San Jose, “Envision San Jose 2040,” &71,
126 City of San Jose, “Envision San Jose 2040,” 481,
127 City of San Jose, “Envision San Jose 2040,” 821,
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« Maintain an urban growth boundary at the 15 percent hilisigfed*
« Make active transportation a viable commute mtde.

The most ambitious dEnvision 204Qoals is the transportation mode shift the city hopes to
achieve by 2040: a 50 percent reduction in solo automplgite** Table 3 shows the city’s
existing transportation mode share and its 2040 mode shif. goa

Table 3: San Jose's mode shift goals for 2040

Mode 2008 2040

Drive alone 77.80% No more than 40%
Carpool 9.20% At least 10%
Transit 4.10% At least 20%
Bicycle 1.20% At least 15%

Walk 1.80% At least 15%
Other 5.80% Not included

Source: Data adapted from City of San Jose, “Land Use and
Transportation,” in Envision San Jose 2040 General Plan
(San Jose, 2011).

Implementation oEnvision San Jose 2049based on phases for when certain areas of the city
are to be developed. Development is planned to occwvaydhat promotes job growth and
alternative transportation, which places emphasis on job-redateglopment throughout focused
growth areas and job growth and housing in the downtows d&/hen job growth and density
thresholds in given areas are met, new development will lgetdd in other ared®® The point

is to not allow future development to widen the gap betweeoutient abundance of housing
and lack of jobs and to limit growth in areas that are currentigmobile-dependent.

3.3.2 — Parking and Envision San Jose 2040

Envision 204@ontains little discussion of current and future parking polMpst of the
language on parking is either vague or merely suggestaritaternative policy be considered,
without saying what that policy should be. Parking is discusgedfly in two chapters of the
General Plan, “Quality of Life” and “Land Use and Trarrsgibon.”

The General Plan’s chapter on neighborhood quality oindkeides a brief discussion of:

« Clustered parking, shared parkiigand minimized visual impact of parking to promote
walking and bicycling®*

* Reduced parking minimums, alternative parking, and trangmortdemand strategies as
a consideration to reduce the area dedicated to surfddagi®

128 City of San Jose, “Envision San Jose 2040,” 31,

129 City of San Jose, “Envision San Jose 2040,” @41,

130 City of San Jose, “Envision San Jose 2040,” @41,

131 City of San Jose, “Land Use and Transportationg, 87.

132 City of San Jose, “Implementation,” Envision San Jose 2040 General P{&an Jose, 2011), c. 7, 6.
133 City of San Jose, “Quality of Life,” iEnvision San Jose 2040 General P{&an Jose, 2011), c. 4, 4.
134 City of San Jose, “Quality of Life,” c. 4, 18.

135 City of San Jose, “Quality of Life,” c. 4, 15.
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« Unbundled parking as an option, not a requirement, folestate developmefit
» Parking garages and underground parking as an altert@ti\@vntown surface
parking®’

While the chapter on quality of life briefly discusses eadhede alternative parking strategies,
no specific action items are given.

The General Plan’s land use and transportation chaptersdiss parking in more detail. The
land use section of the chapter discusses balancing pam@us-° minimizing the impact of
parking lots in neighborhoods by placing them behind buildiffgand allowing under-utilized
parking to serve adjacent, non-residential d&&he transportation section of this chapter
provides the most detail in regard to parking policy, includilsgussion of:

» Compact land use patterns that allow for “park once aalk"wlestinations

» Parking pricing for city employees

» Transit-oriented development with reduced parking requiré&nen

» Discouraging developers from providing more parking tremuired

* Allowing for reduced parking minimums at mixed-use sites wahgportation demand
management strategies

» Allowing underutilized private parking lots to be shared with ahgmon-residential
uses

» Considering nearby on-street and city-owned parking facibises feasible means to
manage parking supply

« Unbundling parkin§*

In addition to these policy discussions, this section offeeethction items in regard to parking
— updating existing minimum parking requirements in the zonidmance, developing policies
for sharing underutilized private parking spaces, and deriag reducing parking suppl{?
Separate from this discussion, the General plan also speekltg, and in very general terms,
about updating current zoning to refl&rvision 204@oals+** though it does not say which
specific parts of the zoning code and does not mentidinggpolicy. While the General Plan
does make mention of progressive parking policies that thevpotential to help achieve city

goals, the language is sparse and few action items areaiff

136 City of San Jose, “Quality of Life,” c. 4, 17.

137 City of San Jose, “Quality of Life,” c. 4, 17.

138 City of San Jose, “Land Use and Transportationg, ®.
139 City of San Jose, “Land Use and Transportationg,d 1.
140 City of San Jose, “Land Use and Transportationg, d 4.
141 City of San Jose, “Land Use and Transportationg, &0.
142 City of San Jose, “Land Use and Transportationg, &0.
143 City of San Jose, “Land Use and Transportationg, &.
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3.4 — Current Parking Supply in San Jose

For this report, a comprehensive review of existing ofedtparking has been completed, trying
as best as possible to include all land dedicated to off-sadeng within San Jose’s city limits.
County pockets existing within San Jose’s boundaries aweded, such as the Burbank and
Sunol-Midtown neighborhoods. The survey was compleyedigitizing off-street parking in a
2010 aerial image of the cily? Off-street lots serving commercial, industrial, multi-family
residential, government facilities, schools, and public facilitiesrecluded. Not included in the
survey are parking facilities at single family homes or angtoget parking.

Based on this survey, it is estimated that parking lots in &ecbmbine for a total of 9.52
square miles, covering 5.4 percent of the total land ardeedfity. These results are displayed
in Figure 7. The methodology used in this survey waptaddrom parking supply surveys
discussed in Chapter Tw&. Details on how this survey was designed and exeeutelbcated
in the appendix at the end of this report.

144 Bing Maps, “Bing Maps Aerial” (2010), www.esri.cdsoftware/arcgis/arcgisonline/services/bing-maps.
14> Davis et al., “The Environmental and Economic GastSprawling Parking Lots in the United State53;
Dauvis et al., “Estimating Parking Lot Footprintstive Upper Great Lakes Region of the USA,” 68.
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This map displays off-street parking lots in San Jose.

N
The polygons represent off-street facilities at commercial 4 G
and industiral land uses, along with some facilities at multi-
family residential developments. The map does not include
any on-street parking, underground garages, or parking at

single family homes. The map is meant to illustrate the

large amount of existing parking facilities in San Jose but
is in no way exhautive of total parking supply in the city.
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Figure 7: Off-street parking in San Jose as digitied from 2010 aerial imagery. Map created by the atior
using GIS data created by the author and GIS datardm the City of San Jose.
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The following three maps visually illustrate the amount of sgacce parking alone consumes
at three specific locations in San Jose: West San Josi, 8k Jose, and downtown. Figure 8
shows off-street parking in downtown San Jose, which isltest and densest area of the city.
Downtown is the most transit rich-area of San Jose andfahe most transit-served
communities of the San Francisco Bay Af®aThe density levels and mix of uses also make
downtown San Jose bicycle- and pedestrian-friendly, yet ikex still a large supply of parking,
particularly of surface parking.

146 City of San Jose, “Land Use and Transportationg, 2.
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Figure 9 shows off-street parking in West San Jose, whicbhmposed of older residential
neighborhoods and commercial uses spanning severaledecbdevelopment in the city,
including the older Burbank/West San Carlos neighborhooaéss district, the 1950s-era
Valley Fair indoor shopping mall, and the recently-built SanRma outdoor shopping mall.
West San Jose is an important growth area as the Burbask®&n Carlos area is one of the
first neighborhoods to undergo an Urban Village planninggss. Additionally, Santana Row
effectively serves as San Jose’s first Urban Villd§eSantana Row was built before passage of
Envision 204Mut serves as a model for future Urban Villages. Acogrth the General Plan,

Urban Villages [are] areas with ... compact and déosa [that are] attractive to the
City’s projected growing demographic groups (i.e.aging population and young
workers seeking an urban experience), [and] suppalking, provide opportunities to
incorporate retail and other services in a mixedfas®at, and support transit usé.

With these goals in mind, the parking supply in this arealdid®crease as growth continues,
but under current parking zoning requirements, this is liketypossible.

147 City of San Jose, “Envision San Jose 2040,” 81,
148 City of San Jose, “Envision San Jose 2040,” 461,
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Figure 9: Off-street parking at commercial and quaspublic land uses in West San Jose. Map createqithe
author using GIS data created by the author and GlSlata from the City of San Jose.
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Off-street parking in North San Jose is shown in FigureTlils area has the city’s highest
concentration of jobs, particularly of tech-industry jobs. Gk@munity is built along the
county’s main light rail transit corridor and is adjacent to thenragery of the city’s off-street
bikeways network. It is also an important growth areanaision San Jose 204Md will see a
considerable amount of commercial, residential, and indugtoath in the coming decad&¥.
North San Jose is currently dominated by automobile-oriemsigm and is heavily paved-over
by surface parking, despite access to alternative transporfatitities and plans for future
growth*°

149 City of San Jose, “Envision San Jose 2040,” 8129.
1%0 City of San Jose, “Land Use and Transportationg, d.
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This survey estimates that San Jose has 581,673 adf-paking spaces. This is a conservative
figure, as only the top floor of above-ground parkingcttrres were counted, lots that were
obscured by trees or other objects were not considemddyground parking was not counted,
and only a handful of multi-family carports were includddhe appendix included at the end of
this report details how the number of spaces was estimated.

In order to illustrate the amount of residential parking thatrveadigitized from the aerial
image, Figure 11 shows the same digitized parking in Figureeiation to individual land use
designations. The vast residential areas display relativeldifgtized parking areas, however
each individual residential land use features off-streédnqaim the form of garages, carports,
and driveways, not to mention the amount of on-street gaduailable to motorists.
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- Parks and Open Space
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This map shows off-street parking facilities in relation to
mixed-use, residential, commercial, and industrial land
designations. This study did not include parking facilities
at single-family homes (driveways, garages, etc.), and
therefore few parking facilities are displayed in the
city's expansive residential zones.

Figure 11: Digitized off-street parking in relation to land use designations. Map created by the auth using
GIS data created by the author and GIS data from tle City of San Jose.
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According to the American Community Survey, there werestimated 206,580 single family
homes in San Jose in 2011. Because the zoning ordiregugess two spaces per single family
home, an additional 413,160 spaces can be added taitieed parking, for a total of 994,832
off-street parking spaces citywide. This does not includeways at single family homes,
which are often used for off-street parking and hawanbieund to significantly increase the
amount of off-street parking at single family hom&sThis brings the total area dedicated to
parking up to an estimated 9.61 square miles, or 5.5estéhe land area of San Jose. Figure
12 shows the amount of space that 9.61 square miles wondtime if all existing parking was
combined into a single area.

1 Guo, “Does Residential Parking Supply Affect Hdusld Car Ownership?” 25.
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Approximately 9.61 square
miles of off-street parking.

- Comnbined Off-Street Parking
Major Roads N
City Limits

This map shows the approximate
combined size of all existing [ T |
off-street parking in San Jose. 0 3 6 Miles

Figure 12: Approximate size of all off-street parking in San Jose combined into one area. Map creatég the
author using GIS data created by the author and GlSlata from the City of San Jose.
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Table 4 summarizes the amount of off-street parking inJ8ae that has been estimated for this
report.

Table 4: Summary of estimated off-street parking spaces and land consumption in San Jose, 2010-2011

Parking Estimation Amount

Parking spaces estimated from aerial imagery, 581,673 off-street spaces
excluding singe family homes

Parking spaces estimated at single family homes 413,160 off-street spaces
Total estimated parking spaces 994,832 off-street spaces
Estimate square footage of land dedicated to parking 9.61 square miles
Percent of San Jose's land area dedicated to parking 5.46 percent

3.4.1 — Estimated Occupancy Rate of San Jose’s Current Off-Street Parking Supply

As discussed in Chapter Two, ITEsaffic Generationis used by most cities to set minimum
off-street parking requirements for developments. Themenended parking supply Traffic
Generationis based on what the ITE believes to be the number sfgeperated by a given use
during peak parking time, which occurs in the afternoomduhe holiday shopping season.
The number of spaces recommended is to ensure p@ré&nt occupancy rate during peak
demand:>

Previous parking occupancy surveys in San Jose hawe tmmixed results as to how well
utilized parking is in San Jose. This is due to the varyiogdes of the surveys. In every case,
though, parking was found to be under-utilized, meaningtisesin excessive supply of parking
in San Jos&>® The results of the survey completed for this report fifidtoeet parking that is
outsideof single-family residences in San Jose to be 38 peooenpied, far lower than the 85
percent optimal rate discussed in Chapter Two. This nfakes excess of 361,397 spaces
citywide. These results only consider the 581,673 spatesated from the aerial image survey
and do not consider any spaces attributed to single famiheh. The appendix includes details
on how this survey was conducted.

3.5 — Current Parking Zoning and Conflicts with San Jose’s General Plan Goals

As discussed, San Jose’s current General Plan has@mhitals to increase the number of
housing units, jobs, and retail within the city while preservipgnospaces and reducing the
number of single-occupancy vehicle trips by 50 perc&he purpose of this section is to discuss
conflicts between current parking zoning dfavision 204@oals. It is also to estimate the
amount of parking that would be created under currenirgagdoning if the city succeeds in
implementing the goals iBnvision 204Qvithout modifying its parking requirements.

152 5houp, “The Trouble with Minimum Parking Requirerts” 551.

153 smith, A Study of Parking Utilization for Neighborhood $ping Centers Along VTA Transit Routes in San
Jose 43-44; San Jose State University and Santa Glaltay Transportation Agency Parking Utilization Survey
of Transit-Oriented Development Residential Projgsrin Santa Clara Count$0; San Jose Redevelopment
Agency,The Alameda Business District Parking Stugly,
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3.5.1 — General Plan Goals Affected by Current Parking Requirements

As mentioned previously in this report, many of the majoisgoEEnvision San Jose 2044l
be negatively impacted should San Jose’s current parkiiggsaemain intact. Important goals
that will be affected are to:

« Accommodate 120,000 new housing units in focused groretea’

« Create 470,000 new job38

« Develop high-rise structures in focused growth dréas

* Revitalize under-utilized properties to promote alternative trategpm, accommodate
housing, create dense settings, and enable job grdwth

« Minimize resource consumption and reduce the city’s rotgdghal climate chang#

« Maintain San Jose’s urban growth boundary

3.5.2 — Estimated Future Off-Street Parking Supply Using Current Zoning Requirements

If the city is successful in implementing its General Plan, thdrde an additional 120,000
housing units and 470,000 jobs by 2680 The city does not enumerate the type of housing
units these will be or the type of job. Therefore, an estiragfuture off-street parking will be
based on the most conservative figures possible in orgev@nt an inflated amount.
Assuming all additional housing units are single-family — whialmigely, given the General
Plan’s goals for housing and population der&fty there will be an additional 240,000
residential parking spaces. For jobs, the current zonohgairce requires one space per
employee for nearly every commercial and industrial landaleag with parking for guests and
customers, typically based on square footage. Since it tiffault to determine the types of
jobs that will be created in the coming decades, this estimbteamsiders the required parking
for employees. Under this scenario, jobs will create ditiadal 470,000 parking spaces in San
Jose.

Using San Jose’s current parking zoning, housing andgaijections combined will create at
least an additional 710,000 parking spaces by 2040, riaubyling the current supply. This
assumes that developers will have provided no more thanitiium amount of parking
required. It also assumes that no exceptions will have inaée, no new neighborhood
business districts will have been established, and no ndmgassessment districts will have
been created. It also does not take into account thetdawrtore.

Using a standard parking space of eight feet by 22*fetHis will produce an additional 4.48
square miles of parking spaces. Given that parking spaaks up only 39 percent of the total
area dedicated to parking — as discussed in the appetitix creates an additional 11.62 square
miles of land dedicated to parking in San Jose by 2040 wodesnt zoning conditions. When

154 City of San Jose, “Envision San Jose 2040,” 61,
15 City of San Jose, “Envision San Jose 2040,” 71,
1% City of San Jose, “Envision San Jose 2040,” 31,
157 City of San Jose, “Envision San Jose 2040,” 81,
18 City of San Jose, “Envision San Jose 2040,” @21,
159 City of San Jose, “Envision San Jose 2040,” @41,
160 City of San Jose, “Envision San Jose 2040,” d61,
181 City of San Jose, “Envision San Jose 2040,” &71,
182 City of San Jose, “Parking and Loading,” 21.
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combined with existing parking, this additional parking resultsiestimated total of 1,704,832
parking spaces and 21.23 square miles of land deditafedking, or 12.1 percent of the total
land area of the city. Figure 13 shows the amount aofitiighat this parking would consume if
it is built.
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Current supply = 9.61 sq. miles

|Estimated future supply =21.23 sq. milesl
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This map shows the estimated future supply
of off-street parking, based on San Jose's
current parking zoning and General Plan [ T |
Jobs and housing growth goals. 0 3 6 Miles

Figure 13: Approximate size of estimated future ofstreet parking in San Jose, combined into one areadVap
created by the author using GIS data created by thauthor and GIS data from the City of San Jose.
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Given San Jose’s goals to create increase its density anthimats current urban growth
boundary, where will this parking be located? If the citgskmg zoning remains as is, it will
be difficult to accommodate all the desired housing andgodgarking spaces associated with
these new housing units and employment centers. Given ¢habsks of underground parking
significantly increase the cost of housing, sometimes evemmdkvelopments unprofitable, it
would not be wise to assume that this amount of parking camlidly be placed underground.
The pattern of sprawling development and large surfadengacurrently seen in San Jose and
surrounding cities would continue, despite the city’s goaigurgé 14 shows off-street parking in
downtown San Jose that has been built as the result of gadiing requirements. Despite the
density afforded by high-rise construction, parking reguéets continue to spread
development. This scenario is likely to continue despite taks @dEnvision 2040Qunless
parking policies are changed.

An additional question is the necessity of this amount of parkiiigong other goal€&nvision
2040seeks to reduce solo automobile use by 50 percent. Tdsgsificant reduction in
automobile use, given that 78 percent of current trips inJ8s@ are completed by c&r.
Reducing driving rates means that the amount of spaceatiedlio parking — arguably too high
already — will become even more unnecessary. What, ¢beres first, the driving reduction or
the parking reduction? Continuing to require large amourgar&ing facilities until driving
rates decrease is not a feasible solution given that exeessounts of parking encourage
automobile use.

183 City of San Jose, “Land Use and Transportationg, 87.
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Figure 14: This empty surface lot serves a high resoffice building in downtown San Jose. Given theity's
current parking zoning requirements, will San Joses goal of filling its skyline with more high-rise luildings
result in more large surface parking lots? Photogaph by the author.
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IV — Case Studies: The Effectiveness of Progressive Policies in
Eight American Cities

Numerous communities have attempted to reform their parkiigjgs to meet broader city
goals. These policies date as far back as the 1970stivb€City of Portland established a freeze
on downtown parking supply in an attempt to improve its ailityuarlhis chapter discusses a
variety of policies that have been put into practice in ordantterstand their effectiveness;
effectiveness alone, however, will not determine a poliayhbility as a tool for San Jose.
Chapter Five’s policy analysis will use criteria basedeamision 204@oals to help make
recommendations based on the policies in this chapter alitimdjterature reviewed earlier in

this report.

Information in these case studies has been taken frorrgpg@ewed journals, government
documents, studies conducted by local agencies, and imsrwigh city staff members. Phone,
email, and in-person interviews were conducted by this reparthor in Fall 2013 with staff
members of select cities studied in this report. The purpiobese interviews is to supplement
case study material with first-hand experience and otlf@mniation not available in print
sources.

4.1 — Increasing Housing Supply while Preserving Historic Resources in Los Angeles

In 1999, the City of Los Angeles passed its Adaptive R@udaance (ARO) to streamline the
process of converting historic commercial buildings into resialouildings'®* As stated in the
city’s Adaptive Reuse Handbqok

“Adaptive reuse” means adapting an existing econdiyiobsolete building for a new
more productive purpose [sic]. The changes araantial, physical alterations that
modify the building’s original intert®

The City of Los Angeles attempted to solve two problems withR®: the large number of
vacant buildings in downtown Los Angeles and the shortageusing in the city®® The loss

of historic buildings due to redevelopm&hand the affordability of housing were of concern to
the city and to members of the commurif§. The properties that the ordinance initially applied
to were mostly vacant Art Deco-style commercial towerséncity’s historic downtowr®®

The ordinance waives several zoning requirements frose ttypes of properties. Density
restrictions are waived, removing limits on the number oshmauunits each project can contain.

184 City of Los AngelesAdaptive Reuse Programos Angeles, CA: City of Los Angeles (2006), 7.
185 City of Los AngelesAdaptive Reuse Prograr.

186 Shoup,The High Cost of Free Parkingxxii.

167 City of Los AngelesAdaptive Reuse Prograri8.

188 City of Los AngelesAdaptive Reuse Prograr27.

19 Shoup,The High Cost of Free Parkingxxii.
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Existing parking at each property must be maintained undesrtlinance, but no additional
parking or loading zones need to be suppli&d.

The ordinance was successful in increasing the city’sihggsipply while maintaining its
historic building stock. In downtown alone, 6,500 housinigsuaere added between 1999 and
20061 For comparison, only 4,300 were added downtown beti8@0 and 2008 The
popularity and success of the ARO was so great that iy i2@fas extended beyond downtown
to several other Los Angeles neighborhdtsnd allowed citywide on a case-by-case bH$is.
By 2008, 56 historic office buildings had been convertéal aver 7,300 housing units across
Los Angeles, all without adding a single new parking sp&igen that the city’s zoning
ordinance prior to the ARO required two off-street parkipgces to be provided per residential
unit, many of these buildings either would have remainedntamr been torn dowr®> Without
the ARO, existing zoning requirements would have continueédcease the density and
housing supply of Los Angeles while increasing the amolliaindl dedicated to parking. Figure
15 shows a grouping of historic buildings in downtown Logyéles, many of which have been
converted to housing without the addition of new parking.

170 City of Los AngelesAdaptive Reuse Prograr.
1 City of Los AngelesAdaptive Reuse Prograri.
172 5houp,The High Cost of Free Parkingxxiii.
173 Shoup,The High Cost of Free Parkingxxiii.
174 City of Los AngelesAdaptive Reuse Prograri.
17> Shoup,The High Cost of Free Parkingxxii.
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Figure 15: Through use of the Adaptive Reuse rdirrazc, many of these historic buildings in downtown &s
Angeles were converted to housing without the add@n of parking. Without this ordinance, many of these
buildings may have remained vacant or been demoligid. Photograph by the author.

The community response to the initial downtown ARO in 199%all as to the extension of the
program in 2003, was positive. When the ARO was first ¢hiced to downtown Los Angeles,
there was little concern over the change in parking regualgiieen how few people lived
downtown at the timé&’® City officials, seeing that the parking requirements prioréo th
adoption of the ARO prevented the conversion of theddibgs, supported the parking zoning
changes in the ordinance to support an increase in lipsispply’’” The benefits of the ARO
did not stop with historic preservation or increased housipglg, but also contributed to
increased jobs and added revenue from higher taxes@aged property valué$. There has
been much support from developers, property ownertssihg advocates, and the City of Los
Angeles for the ARG!®

4.2 — Preserving Old Pasadena through Parking Policy

Similar to Los Angeles, Pasadena’s downtown suffered &xanajor decline in the mid-
twentieth century. This was due to rise of the suburbshanihability for Old Pasadena
businesses to compete with shopping malls and other comaineses featuring convenient

176 Ken Bernstein, interview by author, San Jose, Séptember 6, 2013.
17 Shoup,The High Cost of Free Parkingxxii.
78 Shoup,The High Cost of Free Parkingxxiv.
179 Ken Bernstein, interview by author, San Jose, Séptember 6, 2013.
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automobile access and ample free parking. The resukacast properties and decaying
buildings in the historic center of the city. Pasadena offieidésessed this problem by
reforming downtown parking policies. Specifically, the CityPalsadena created a parking
benefit district to finance downtown improvement projects dliosvad property owners a way
to revitalize downtown buildings without needing to meet the zpamdinance’s off-street
parking requirement¥?

Rather than requiring businesses and property ownersvaproff-street parking — a
requirement that would result in either the continuation of vaaad blighted properties or the
destruction of Old Pasadena’s historic building stock — thenoity allows for a parking credit to
be paid to waive parking requirements. The parking cratiitsallow for changes or
intensification in land uses without requiring additional off-stpseking®* This parking credit
has raised enough revenue to allow the city to financerumcipal parking garages, or enough
off-street space to satisfy the parking needs generatddviaytown businessé& Municipal
garages created through parking credits have alsorh@ajpact on automobile use. Rather than
driving to and parking at each of their destinations, surkiays found that visitors to Old
Pasadena visit 2.7 destinations per average time parkeghiicipal garages, which constitutes a
decease in vehicular travel per destinatfn.

In 1993, parking meters were installed in an effort toage on-street parking and generate
funds for the city. Revenue generated at meters wagested directly into the metered blocks,
funding $5 million worth of streetscape improvements, inclydionverting old alleyways into
pedestrian paths with direct access to downtown retail. Metenue has also been used to fund
additional policing in the districf*

There has been wide community support for parking cre@igving Old Pasadena was
important to many community members who saw their historicceityer threatened by
suburban investment and urban renewal, particularly ay a&&eimpt to revitalize downtown that
resulted in the demolition of three historic blocks to build asuacessful indoor shopping mall.
Additionally, the policy helped businesses to compete with thburban counterparts by better
managing parking and reinvesting in historic resources.|lfitiae total amount of parking in
Old Pasadena was not reduced, just moved from individopepres to centrally-located
garages® While some businesses dislike the fee and some visitdmamtown feel that
parking should be free, the policy has been a win for adilired and is thus well-supporté&%.
The benefits that this program affords the community haag déy planners to consider ways in
which to expand the program to other areas of the cityinAieu fee would be unlikely given
the difficulty in purchasing land to build the required publiciay facilities®” The city is,

180 Shoup,The High Cost of Free Parking03.

181 Robert Montano, interview by author, San Jose, S#ptember 30, 2013.
182 Shoup,The High Cost of Free Parking05.

183 Robert Montano, interview by author, San Jose, S#ptember 30, 2013.
184 Shoup,The High Cost of Free Parking06-407.

185 Shoup,The High Cost of Free Parking03-405.

186 Robert Montano, interview by author, San Jose, S#ptember 30, 2013.
187 Shoup, “In Lieu of Required Parking,” 2.
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however, currently modeling methods to allow on-street parkirsgitisfy parking needs at new
developments®®

The metered parking improvement district did not initially receieestime amount of public
support. The largest opponents were local business owherfeared that the installation of
meters would drive away customers, despite the prevailingofeakailable parking caused by
downtown employees parking for free throughout the’8ayReinvesting meter revenue directly
into the metered area helped boost support. Over the yleatsenefits accrued to Old Pasadena
from meter revenue have won the program tremendousaoaity support. In 2011 alone, the
meters generated $1.3 million for direct investment into thee afée extra policing presence on
the street provided by parking enforcement officers is\adoomed by business owners and
other community members, contributing to continued supporttandverall success of the
parking meter district™

4.3 — Improving Air Quality by Freezing Parking Supply in Portland

Portland, Oregon, employs a variety of on- and off-spagting policies in an effort to achieve
a number of city goals, including economic developmentla@gromotion of transit use.
Progressive parking policies in Portland date back todahg £970s. These policies initially
stem from concerns over poor air quality as a result whaobile emissions”*

In the early 1970s, downtown Portland’s air quality excdddderal carbon monoxide levels
approximately one out of every three days. This leadt®eae on downtown parking supply in
1972, limiting the amount of downtown parking to its then-autrés,000 spaces? At the time,
the goals of this policy were well-received by the commutiignd proved quite successful:
downtown Portland has not exceeded federal carbon manstaddards since 198%.

188 Robert Montano, interview by author, San Jose, S#ptember 30, 2013.
189 Shoup,The High Cost of Free Parking05-406.

19 shoup,The High Cost of Free Parking06-407.

191 paul Smith, interview by author, San Jose, CAt&aper 5, 2013.

192 \weinberger, Kaehny, and Rufo, “US Parking Poli¢iéd.

193 sara Schooley, interview by author, San Jose,S&ftember 24, 2013.
19 \Weinberger, Kaehny, and Rufo, “US Parking Poli¢iéd.
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Figure 16: Thanks to a freeze on downtown parkingwgply beginning in the 1970s, downtown Portland's ia
quality has significantly improved. Photograph by he author.

Since this time, Portland has continued its efforts to reduuelgemiles travelled by continuing

to limit parking supply. Although there is no longer a strictatmrium on downtown parking,
Portland has in place several policies to manage the amoaffistfeet parking that is built in
downtown and in other areas of the city, mostly dense,dnise neighborhoods and areas
surrounding major transit stations. In 1997, the downtowkimafreeze was replaced with a
combination of relaxed parking minimums, parking maximéimand incentives for shared
parking and bicycle parking provisiofi§. This was intended as tool to implement the city’s goal
of reducing vehicle miles travelled by 10 percent over atyvgear period beginning in 199%.

These parking policies — combined with transit investmentsre suecessful in helping to
change the way Portlanders move about the city, as tresestias increased consistently since
the 19703% A growing population of young Portlanders, ages 208 are less likely to
value owning a personal automobile, also helps fuel Portlahidstoward alternative
transportatiort®®

In recent years, community response to Portland’s preigeepolicies has been mixed. No
overall consensus exists among Portlanders in regaatkong policy. One reason for this lack
of consensus is that rates of automobile ownership arefiedttive of Portland’s mode-split,
meaning that more automobiles are owned than are actgallly areating a surplus of
automobiles and a need to store them, which results in eipeldack of parking. As will be

195 Weinberger, Kaehny, and Rufo, “US Parking Poli¢iéd.

1% City of Portland, “Attachment A,” (Portland, 2013)tp://www.portlandoregon.gov/bps/article/4434a6cessed
Septmeber 24, 2013).

97 Weinberger, Kaehny, and Rufo, “US Parking Poli&i&s.

198 \Veinberger, Kaehny, and Rufo, “US Parking Poli¢i&s.

199 sara Schooley, interview by author, San Jose,S&ftember 24, 2013.
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discussed below, the recent economic recession and tcrecenery also play a role in the
community’s attitude toward parking poliéS.

Developers have been the strongest supporters ohgarkaximums and relaxed requirements
in select areas of Portland. The policy of requiring littlexdoparking saves developers
considerable amounts of money and allows them to betteeutier resources for economic
gain. Developers have come to rely on the city’s prajastior future growth, transportation
mode-split, and rates of automobile ownership. Develophesibeen occurring in transit-rich
areas and is targeted toward a younger, less automobpiéedent demographf€’ Not only
have waivers not been given out by the city to allow a gie@loper to build above the parking
maximum since the 1976% a waiver has not been requested since this{ifragtesting to the
policy’s positive reception by the development community. dlspers have also utilized
Portland’s allowance of parking entitlements, a policy that aldevelopers to share their
parking rights with other developers. Rather than give gyvaaling entitlements, some
developers have partnered to build joint parking to be di@@®veen land uses. Other
developers have made arrangements with existing propteriadi®w for the sharing of existing
parking facilities?®*

Residents and businesses, on the other hand, showpesstsand have often expressed the
desire for more parking. This desire has grown strosigee the economy has begun to recover
and development activity has increased. While the poligl@iving housing in certain settings
to be built without any parking has been in effect for séyears, it was not until the recent
economic recovery that many of these projects have corliee Portland suddenly has an
increased number of housing units but no additional parglaging strain on existing curbside
supply. While the city believes that current on-street parkiegough to manage demand and
that further mode shift away from automobiles will help to marthg supply, residents and
business owners are suddenly seeing fewer spaces &vamatediately at their destinations.
These changes have increased the number of residentsisiness owners who view parking
maximums and related policies as problematic. Historically pnided street parking has also
played a role in this perception, since motorists have longemjoeing able to park anywhere
they want for little cost®

It should be noted that, despite recent dissatisfaction withinggpklicy, Portland’s strategies
and goals have received much support from the publidlaRd’s parking policies currently
have about as much support from residents and busires#esy do opposition. Additionally,
the two areas with the highest amount of limited parking — Nesh®ortland and the Pearl
District — have the lowest rates of housing vacancy andigiest property values, suggesting
that the benefits posed by strict parking maximums are desffab

200 35ara Schooley, interview by author, San Jose,S2htember 24, 2013.
201 5ara Schooley, interview by author, San Jose,S2htember 24, 2013.
202\Weinberger, Kaehny, and Rufo, “US Parking Poli¢iés.

203 3ara Schooley, interview by author, San Jose,S2htember 24, 2013.
204 3ara Schooley, interview by author, San Jose,S&ftember 24, 2013.
205 5ara Schooley, interview by author, San Jose,S&ftember 24, 2013.
208 5ara Schooley, interview by author, San Jose,Sftember 24, 2013.
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4.4 - Efficient Use of Land Resources in Seattle

King County Metro, the Seattle-area public transit provides,atipted a policy aimed to
“right-size” the amount of parking that developers build altinfiamily residential
developments. The program has several goals, including

* Economic development

* Reduced barriers to building housing at urban infill sitesreazat transit
* Reduced housing costs

* Increased use of alternative transportation modes

« Reduced vehicle miles travelled and automobile emisSions

The program uses a context-specific method for detergihia proper amount of parking at
multi-family housing. This is method is completed using lecabased data of urban
development, population density, and proximity to jobs antsiréo model the ideal ratio
between housing units and parking stélfsThe model even allows for the influence of parking
pricing to be captured in its results, based on whetheotgparking will be bundled into the cost
of housing®™® The ideal amount of parking is that which manages padeéngand while
encouraging walking, bicycling, and transit use. Findingctireect amount of parking also
helps developers overcome obstacles to developmentsuaiancing and traditional parking
zoning ordinance$? It should be noted that, while the tool will most often redheeamount

of parking that traditional zoning would require, there are mt&ts.where the right amount of
parking — the “just enough,” as King County Metro puts itil-lve an increase above what
would typically be required of a given development, requiarsgnall number of developers to
provide more parking rather than 1655.

The program is still in its pilot phase. The county is actiwayking with community members
and developers to create projects that demonstrate thatbenndfie program. To date, the
community has been very accepting of the program. Thesdeen a lot of interest in the tool
so far, especially for mixed-use multi-family developmends ttontain retail or other
commercial components. There has also been a lot of pbstipport, primarily from decision-
makers who would like to see the program influence parxaligy in the greater Seattle area.
There has yet to be any negative response to the prod@saran that the program is still in its
infancy, there is little data to show whether or not it is adhigits goals’*?

207 King County Metro, “Right Size Parking,” (Seatfl813), http://metro.kingcounty.gov/up/projects/tigize-
parking/ (accessed September 10, 2013).

2% King County Metro, “Right Size Parking.”

29 King County Metro, “King County Multi-Family Reséatial Parking Calculator, (Seattle 2013)
http://www.rightsizeparking.org/ (accessed SeptamiBe 2013).

#10King County Metro, “Right Size Parking.”

21 Daniel Rowe, interview by author, San Jose, C/At&aber 17, 2013.

2 Daniel Rowe, interview by author, San Jose, C/At&aber 17, 2013.
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Figure 17:ng County's Right-Size Parking programseeks to determine the appropriate amount of parkig
based on a variety of factors for developments irhe Seattle area. Photograph by the author.

4.5 — Demand-Responsive Pricing and Decreased Vehicle Miles in San Francisco

San Francisco’s efforts to decrease parking crufsihgenerate revenue for the city, and
depoliticize parking policy/* have taken shape in an on-street parking managememaprog
called SFpark. SFpark is a parking regulation-based apptio congestion managemétit.

The mechanism to accomplish these goals is demand-resp@nsivg. Rather than subsidize
on-street parking with low meter rates, parking meters ar serate that will produce a desired
occupancy based on demand. SFpark attempts to a@ne8%& percent occupancy rate by
pricing on-street parking such that one or two spaces willyadwe available on any given
block. Prices are set to favor short-term parking acd@rage turnover. On- and off-street
pricing promotes garage use for motorists wishing to par& fonger period of time. In-ground
sensors collect occupancy and turnover data to helptyhget ideal pricing. Reducing parking
cruising reduces congestion and vehicle miles travelled, hothioh contribute to air quality
and safety concerns. Before implementation of SFparkingacruising accounted for up to 30
percent of all cars in traffit-® Efficiently utilizing the city’s existing on-street parking facilities
helps manage the demand for increased parking supply program is currently being used in
around the city’s Financial District and South-of-Market arsas)e of San Francisco’s densest
neighborhoods.

213 3an Francisco Municipal Transportation Authoriyhout SFpark,” (San Francisco 2013)
http://sfpark.org/about-the-project/ (accessed Ma®013).

24 Shoup,The High Cost of Free Parkingxi.

21> 3an Francisco Municipal Transportation Authorfpark: Putting Theory into Practice — Post-Launch
Implementation Summary and Lesson Learngdn Francisco: San Francisco Municipal Transpioraduthority
(2011), 14.

18 Shoup,The High Cost of Free Parking58.
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ige : mand-r sponsive pricingnd real-time parklng data to manage on- a off-
street parking in San Francisco's densest neighbodods. Photograph by the author.

While SFpark has been successful thus far in accompligkiggals, it has not been as
successful in its efforts to satisfy the San Francisco contynurom the outset, the San
Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) knew tttahmunity outreach would be
an important factor for implementing SFpark. Parking in S@mcisco — along with many
American communities — is often a controversial, political, aresh@motional subject, and one
not to be taken lightly. Since implementation, SFpark has redtenxed support and has
sparked criticism, despite early and ongoing efforts tolreait to the publié!

To reach out to the community, the SFMTA took two appraaci@ne approach was to directly
engage the community by having SFMTA staff attend as maighborhood, business, and
community meetings as feasible, with the goal of explainingptbgram and addressing
concerns. Secondly, SFMTA created a website for SRpak effort to brand the program,
explain the technology behind the meters, and expresetigdits of the program. This resulted
in initial support from some businesses and community ledtfers

A negative response from the community came when the eagparking district expanded into
neighborhoods in the city that historically had not been priGaine residents and business
owners felt that not enough community outreach had be®pleted while others disagreed with
the need for more priced parkify. The SFMTA moved forward with its plans to price parking
in these neighborhoods, but only included a small portidheohew meters as a part of SFpark.
This implementation plan, however, was not effectively comoaied to the public, resulting in
public animosity toward an expanded non-SFpark meteredtctitsting placed on SFpark itself,
damaging SFpark’s relationship with some of the San Framcmmmunity??°

27 |_auren Mattern, interview by author, San Jose, Séptember 19, 2013.

18| auren Mattern, interview by author, San Jose, Séptember 19, 2013.

219 paron Bialick, “SFpark Mission Bay Plan Sees Baski from Potrero Hill ResidentsStreetsblog012.
http://sf.streetsblog.org/2012/01/13/sfpark-misdiay-plan-sees-backlash-from-potrero-hill-reside(ascessed
September 18, 2013).

220 auren Mattern, interview by author, San Jose, Séptember 19, 2013.
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Despite mixed support from community members, the progsteceived a great deal of
political support from city leadefé* This may be in part because the SFMTA is run by the city
and thus benefits from increased revenue from metef7asmd from decreased service delays
in its bus system that are caused in part by parking crui§ingdditionally, combating air
pollution is politically popular in San Francisco; SFpark’s potétdiaeduce emissions by
reducing parking cruising has gained political support fempttogrant?* Parking pricing,
however, is still a political issue since the city votes on materincreases. Tying pricing to an
objective metric such as SFpark depoliticizes parking polityclwcan help gain additional
political support for the prografi’

4.6 — Priced and Repurposed Curb Space in New York City

New York City, particularly the boroughs of Brooklyn andattan, has historically suffered
from poorly-managed curbside parking. Some of theipgnielated challenges faced by the city
include:

» Parking cruising to find unoccupied space

* Double parking when unoccupied space is not available

» A severe lack of commercial parking, especially for conumaévehicles loading and
unloading good$®

These issues are all the result of underpriced curbsi&@gawhich is itself the result of a
political culture hostile to changes in parking pricing. NewKkY®@ity’s Department of
Transportation (NYCDOT) has struggled to price on-strestesjat a rate that encourages short-
term use with high turnover. New York already has fewetered spaces than other major
American cities, and the spaces that it does price are atlalower rate than other major cities.
There has been no political will from elected officials to ramipg fees, and neighborhood
and business groups have been outspokenly opposedeasag?’

22| auren Mattern, interview by author, San Jose, Séptember 19, 2013.
222 g5houp,The High Cost of Free Parking96.

22 \Weinberger, Kaehny, and Rufo, “US Parking Poli¢ies.
224\Weinberger, Kaehny, and Rufo, “US Parking Poli¢ies.

225 shoup,The High Cost of Free Parkingxi-xxii.

226 \\einberger, Kaehny, and Rufo, “US Parking Poli¢iés.
227\Weinberger, Kaehny, and Rufo, “US Parking Poli¢iég.
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Figure 19: With little incentive for short-term par king, many New York City blocks are saturated withon-
street automobile storage. Photograph by the author

Despite opposition, the NYCDOT has been successful ingalons of parking policy: creating
more commercial loading space through parking rate chamgksreating higher turnover in
select neighborhoods through time limitations. The latter of the®®mes occurred at spaces
that were already metered, avoiding the challenge of eipgpdced parking®

Changes that benefited commercial vehicles were the régritimg curb spaces that were
already allocated solely to commercial vehicles but lacked pramagime restrictions. This
policy change was the result of the commercial vehicle ingadtustration with New York’s
inefficient management of on-street loading. Because tipases were already restricted to
commercial vehicles, NYCDOT was able to overcome conityopposition to priced parking
and install meters for commercial vehicles. The policy hasa bery successful and has been
well-received since implementati6fy.

To manage parking-related congestion from private automayilésing for parking, NYCDOT
has started a program called ParkSmart in which parkingrenare priced and timed to create
sufficient turnover. Due to the severely underpriced édelygarking in New York, parking-
related congestion makes up a higher percent of traffieim Xork than it does in other
American cities. For example, forty-five percent of traifi®ark Slope, Brooklyn, is cruising to
find a parking space, much higher than the estimated Uagevef 30 percent. Where
ParkSmart has been implemented, it has proven successdducing curbside occupancy
during peak demand periods. The challenge with ParkSsrthet public’s unwillingness to

228 \Weinberger, Kaehny, and Rufo, “US Parking Poli¢iés.
229 \Weinberger, Kaehny, and Rufo, “US Parking Poli¢iés.
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accept meter rate increases, let alone an expanded dneistrect. Generally speaking,
neighborhood political resistance to priced on-street parkiddaimcreases in existing pricing
remains high. ParkSmart is an opt-in program, meaniiggnberhoods may choose to
participate if community support will allow, limiting the project frompanding into other areas
of the city?*

The resulting reduction in congestion and improved onigh@&ing management has created
excess road capacity, enabling NYCDOT to reallocate somkegaand even travel lanes
toward other modes of travel: NYCDOT has been able to repurpose some of this-fped
right-of-way to make improvements for bicyclists and padess. Travel lane reductions have
allowed for the installation of parking-protected bike lanesngibicyclists enhanced space for
travel?®? Since the first of these protected bike lanes was implechdrity/cling rates in the
city have significantly increaséd® Additionally, parking and travel lanes that have been
converted to pedestrian plazas with outdoor cafes haveased city revenue through added
sales tax and increased employnféht.

Figure 20: Excess road capcity created by minimiag paking cruising and oule arking has allowed\le;v
York City to reallocate some of its roadway to pedgrians and bicycles, such as this sidewalk extepsiin
Manhattan. Photograph by the author.

Z0wWeinberger, Kaehny, and Rufo, “US Parking Poli¢ié8-64.

231 shoup,The High Cost of Free Parking99.

232 \\einberger, Kaehny, and Rufo, “US Parking Poligiéd.

23 New York City Department of Transportation, “Bitgcounts,” (2013)
http://lwww.nyc.gov/html/dot/html/bicyclists/bike-oats.shtml (accessed September 27, 2013).
234 shoup,The High Cost of Free Parking99.
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4.7 — Shared Parking Solutions in a Central San Jose Neighborhood

A successful, albeit small-scale, example of progregmviking policy comes from San Jose
itself. The Alameda, a neighborhood business district immé&gedgcent to downtown San
Jose, utilizes shared parking to meet parking demand.sirategy allows private off-street
parking to serve more than one land use. The goalrod&se’s policy is to effectively utilize
land resources and to avoid supplying additional off-spagting.

After an initial parking study was completed in 1999, sevex@mmended parking
improvements were implemented. The study was then repea2@07, in part to measure the
effects of these parking improvements. Shared parkasyimplemented at a neighborhood
school parking lot and separately at a community centee. s¢hool’s parking lot was made
available for non-school uses in evenings and on wekskeBhared use of this lot primarily
serves nearby businesses, restaurants, and a movie.thBaecommunity center’s lot was
made open to the public at all times during the day.

Figure 21: The parking lot at Downtown College Prepn San Jose is shared with businesses along the
Alameda neighborhood business district. Photograpby the author.

235 3an Jose Redevelopment AgeriBlye Alameda Business District Parking Stugly,
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Flgure 22 The YIot |s\open to the publlc when schoés not in session. Photograph by the author.

Parking occupancy surveys show the shared-use straidgya success. 1n 1999, the study area
for the Alameda Business District had a peak occupang$ percent, well under the optimal
utilization rate. This initial study concluded that the overall &wdeave no existing shortage of
parking supply, despite finding localized issues within the stwelg. Rather than

recommending additional parking to mitigate the few undppkses areas, the study
recommended the shared-use of existing lots. The 2080y f&tund a 67 percent occupancy rate
in the distric2®

During community outreach for both the 1999 and 2007 fudiesas found that residents in the
vicinity of the Alameda Business District favor shared parkifge policy is especially
favorable when existing, private, off-street, and underutilpae#ting lots become shared
parking between businesses or lots open to the publicddsiare also weary of employee
spill-over and are generally in favor of establishing regideparking permit districts on
adjacent residential blocks, preventing employee and $gaent parking from impacting their
neighborhood$®’ Residential permit districts currently exist along some of tighherhood
streets in vicinity of the Alameda Business District, howeveiteof San Jose is currently not
expanding this program due to staffing short&des.

236 3an Jose Redevelopment AgeniBiye Alameda Business District Parking Stugiyl,1.

237 3an Jose Redevelopment AgeriBlye Alameda Business District Parking StutB;19..

238 City of San Jose, “Residential Permit Parking,A&mseCA.gov (2013) http://sanjoseca.gov/index.asgx3386
(accessed September 30, 2013).
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4.8 — A Case of Counter-Productive Parking Reform in Chicago

The cases discussed thus far have been successfhleniag a majority of their goals. A brief
discussion of an unsuccessful policy is included hereispdticy has the potential to be
adopted in other cities.

In 2009, the City of Chicago leased its entire 34,500 ortsprarking meters to Morgan Stanley,
a multinational financial corporation, for 75 years at a time-payment of $1.16 billioft° The
purpose for leasing the spaces, according to then-MagbeRl Daley, was to account for a
shortfall in the city’s budgef® A community and political backlash resulted from the meter
lease. This backlash stems from:

 The lack of community outreach performed before the leasesignetf*
« The under-valuation of the metered spaces in the’f€ase
« The lack of flexibility the city now has over its roadw&ys

No reasonable amount of time was given for public engageiméhe process. Once the city
accepted a bid on the metered spaces, there was shwetyindow in which the public could
comment, given that the contract was awarded by the Citpcllanly three days after the
bidding process clos€d? Despite a history of Chicago neighborhoods resisting meter
increase$* the public played no role whatsoever in this deal, leavinuyrfrastrated with what
they perceived as a secretive pro¢éss.

Backlash also resulted over the price paid to the Cityhadago to lease the meters, with critics
claiming that the short-term payment of $1.16 billion costttyea billion dollars in the long
term. Contrary to Mayor Daley’s assertion that the histosistance to meter increases would
have cost the city more if Chicago did not privatize the efd€a report from the City’s Office
of the Inspector General found the spaces to be worll8$lion over the course of 75
years>*® The spaces were therefore under-valued by 46 percére lease agreemetifwith

the city receiving $974 million less than what this resourceoish&™® The ability for Chicago

29 \Weinberger, Kaehny, and Rufo, “US Parking Poli¢iés.

240 City of Chicago.Report of Inspector General’s Findings and Reconttatians: An Analysis of the Lease of the
City’s Parking Meters.Chicago: City of Chicago, 2009, 25.

241 \Weinberger, Kaehny, and Rufo, “US Parking Poli¢ié4.

242 City of Chicago.Report of Inspector General’s Findings and Recontagans,23.

243\Weinberger, Kaehny, and Rufo, “US Parking Poli¢ik

244City of Chicago. Report of Inspector General’s Findings and Recontagans,32.

245 John Kaehny, “Chicago Pays the Price for ParkiriggBzation,” StreetsbloNew York, June 2009),
http://www.streetsblog.org/2009/06/17/chicago-ptyesprice-for-parking-privatization/ (accessed ®eto5,
2013).

24e\Weinberger, Kaehny, and Rufo, “US Parking Poli¢ié4.

247 John Kaehny, “Chicago Pays the Price for ParkirggBzation.”

248 City of Chicago.Report of Inspector General’s Findings and Reconttatians,24.

249 City of Chicago.Report of Inspector General’s Findings and Recontagans,24.

#0\weinberger, Kaehny, and Rufo, “US Parking Poli¢iég.
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to balance its budget for one year has resulted in its inatoiltgllect meter revenue for several
decades to come.

The privatization of the city’s metered spaces has even di@eonsequences for the city’s
transportation network and sustainability goals than it doeg¥@nue generation and
community relations. Major components of the lease previeice§o from making changes to
its street network. Under the agreement, the city cannavwemeters or change meter rates or
hours without compensating Morgan Stanley. This makes\achi€hicago’s sustainability
goals difficult, as pedestrian bulb-outs, protected bike lamekrapid bus systems cannot be
implemented without paying Morgan Stanley for lost revenuetduhe loss of metered parking.
Making improvements for bicyclists, pedestrians, and traisgits on major arterials is now a
difficult and expensive task for the city to achiéve Additionally, any attempts at parking
reform, such as market-based and demand-resporguggp cannot be implemented given the
fixed meter structure set in the terms of the |é2s®&ecause the rates are fixed, blocks with
dramatically different demand rates are priced the samating local traffic problemS?

Chicago has essentially doomed itself to 75 years of papkoigems.

#lweinberger, Kaehny, and Rufo, “US Parking Poli¢iés.
252 5houp,The High Cost of Free Parking86-687.
23 Weinberger, Kaehny, and Rufo, “US Parking Poli¢iég.
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V — Policy Analysis and Recommendations

Chapter Five analyzes various progressive parking pohcesthe case studies and literature
discussed in this report in order to make recommendatior$ain Jose. These policies are
analyzed for their effectiveness in achieving goals similéndee ofEnvision San Jose 2040

The policies with the highest scores are recommendedédryuthe City of San Jose as a means
to help achieve its General Plan goals. The analysisdsa@rsthe policies used in various US
cities discussed in Chapter Four and is supplemented withgsiohal and academic studies
from Chapter Two.

5.1 — Criteria for Analysis

The criteria for analysis in this report are based on thsihg, transportation, economic, and
environmental goals dinvision San Jose 204@ommunity engagement and political support
are also included as criteria, givenvision 2040’'mphasis on engaging the community during
General Plan implementatié® Other themes discussed in the General Plan, such aschistor
preservation and downtown revitalization, are also inclddfed@hese themes were first
discussed in Chapter One. The following are criteria usadalyze the effectiveness of each

policy:

* Housing
o0 Is the supply of housing increased as a result of the Folicy
o Is the affordability of housing increased as a result?
» Transportation
o Does the policy result in an increase in the use of alternaéimeportation?
o Isthere areduction in vehicle miles travelled, rates of autdenose, and/or
rates of automobile ownership?
* Employment/Economy
o Does the policy result in increased jobs?
o Does the policy result in increased retail?
o Does the policy result in added revenue for the city?
* Environment
0 Is there a reduction in automobile emissions?
o Does the policy preserve open spaces and/or the citygs gntowth boundary?
o Does the policy help reduce urban sprawl?
* Engagement
o Did the policy receive support from the community before dumihg
implementation?
0 Has the policy received subsequent support from the conmyrgaince
implementation?
o Did the policy receive political support when it was first conediand
implemented?

24 City of San Jose, “Implementation,” c. 7, 3.
25 City of San Jose, “Envision San Jose 2040,” 31 City of San Jose, “Land Use and Transportatior, 20.
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0 Has the policy received political support since implementation?
» Other goals

0 Does the policy assist with historic preservation?

o0 Does the policy contribute to downtown revitalization?

o Does the policy help to increase the overall density of tg@ cit

The following section examines various progressive parkatigips. The discussion an analysis
of each will be framed by the criteria listed above.

5.2 — Policy Analysis

The policies in Chapter Four’s case studies were discursseder to be evaluated for their
potential effectiveness in implementing San Jose’s goals. s€ht®n uses a policy matrix for
various categories of San Jose’s General Plan goalslwege these policies. The evaluation is
based on the criteria discussed above. Recommendatiquerking reform in San Jose will be
based on analysis of these case studies as well as of titeraiewed in Chapter Two.

5.2.1 — Housing

On-site parking at residences is associated with increabesismg and development costs due
to the loss of land for profit-generating developri&rend the bundling of parking’
Additionally, parking requirements spread-out land useslancease the amount of land
available for development, resulting in lowered density amef housing unit® Studies from
New York, Los Angeles, San Francisco, and elsewhere t@me to these conclusions. In San
Francisco, for example, renter- and owner-occupiedihgusits without parking are more
affordable than units with parkirfd? In New York City®® and San Jos&! parking

requirements have decreased overall density; decreasstiels have a negative impact on
housing affordability, particularly when densities are deckdse to parking provisioff?

Of the policies discussed in Chapter Four, Los Angelesapfie Reuse Ordinance is the policy
that best achieved goals similar the housing elemdatwafion San Jose 204@&an Jose wishes
to add 140,000 new housing units citywide and emphasizestden as a focused growth area.
The Adaptive Reuse Ordinance successfully increased dewiitos Angeles’s housing supply
by 7,300 unit$®® with a major focus in the downtown cdfé. Housing affordability was also
increased, which is an important goaEwivision 2040.

256 cutter and Franco, “Do Parking Requirements sigpnittly Increase the Area Dedicated to Parking?. 90
%7 Shoup, “The Trouble with Minimum Parking Requirerts” 568.

258 Cutter and Franco, “Do Parking Requirements sigpnittly Increase the Area Dedicated to Parking?. 90
29 jia and Wachs, “Parking Requirements and Housffydeability,” 8.

20 Fyrman Center for Real Estate and Urban PoSearching for the Right Spo®.

#13an Jose State University and Santa Clara Vallagsportation Agencyd Parking Utilization Survey of
Transit-Oriented Development Residential ProperitieSanta Clara County2.

262 Fejtelson and Rotem, “The Case for Taxing Surfzarking,” 320.

263 5houp,The High Cost of Free Parkingxxii.

64 City of Los AngelesAdaptive Reuse Prograril.
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Seattle’s pilot-program is likely to increase housing supplyercity through increased
development activity and more land available for developmem result of decreased parking
requirements. The housing that will be built through this uogwill be of the type called for
in Envision 2040transit-oriented housing and urban inffft. This is the same type of housing
currently being built with reduced parking and parking maximimPortland®® Results of the
policy analysis for housing goals are shown in Table 5.

The experiences of cities in each of these cases arersbydindings in the literature. Most
notable for the housing discussion is that unbundled par&mgves the price of parking from
goods, services, and refitsand that unbundled parking and parking zoning reducti@ns a
effective tools for increasing the affordability of housffiyy The policies used in Los Angeles,
Seattle, and Portland feature forms of parking unbundhgg@ductions.

Table 5: Policy Analysis Matrix — Case Studies anBnvision 2040 Housing Goals

City and Policy Increased Housing Supply Increased Housing Affordability
Chicago - Privatized On-Street
Parking

Los Angeles - Adaptive Reuse 7,300 housing units added to  Housing supply increased,
Ordinance downtown Los Angeles parking unbundled

New York - ParkSmart

Pasadena - Parking Credits for
Downtown Redevelopment

Pasadena - Parking Benefit
District

Portland - Freeze on
Downtown Parking Supply

Portland - Parking Developers are building more
Requirements housing as a result

San Francisco - SFpark

San Jose - Shared Parking on
the Alameda

Seattle - Right-Size Parking Allows for more housing than  Housing supply increase, parking
parking to be developed, unbundled
removes barriers to building
infill housing and housing at
transit

2% Daniel Rowe, interview by author, San Jose, CAst&aber 17, 2013.
256 5ara Schooley, interview by author, San Jose,S&ftember 24, 2013.
%57 shoup, “The Trouble with Minimum Parking Requirarts” 568.

268 Jia and Wachs, “Parking Requirements and Housffoydability,” 8.
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5.2.2 — Transportation

Increases in parking supply, especially free parking Jamg@ amounts of required parking
increase the likelihood that an individual will own or operatawomobile’®® Studies have
found that a decrease in parking requirements or in oyereding supply decrease rates of
automobile use, particularly for commute trip%.Several mid-sized US cities with large
parking provisions, such as San Mateo and Albany, hiaverates of automobile commuters,
while similarly sized cities with much lower parking provisiongls as Berkeley and Cambridge,
have lower rates of automobile commute tfiffsThe availability of parking, as discussed in
Chapter Two, is the most important factor in automobile’(fsés supply increases, so do rates
of automobile use, as studies of New York, Edinburgh,ahers have showt® Studies have
also shown the opposite: as parking supply decreasespfae®mobile use also decrease, as
evidenced by studies of Portland and other cffiés.

Several policies examined in Chapter Four ranked well irewicty transportation goals similar
to those of San Jose, as shown below in Table 6. Sarséeks to reduce solo automobile use
by approximately 50 percent by 2040 while increasing m@teglking, biking, carpooling, and
transit use. New York’s ParkSmart and both Portland’kipgifreeze and reduced parking
policies were most successful at achieving transportation-rejatdd similar to those of San
Jose. Bicycle commuting has increased in New York diatkSmart’s success in reducing
double-parking and parking cruising, creating excess capécity by reducing vehicle miles
travelled and repurposing this capacity for bicycle facilti@sBoth of Portland’s policies
resulted in an increase in transit 45e.

The findings of several studies provide additional supportife methods used by New York
and Portland. Studies have found optimal curbside pricisgytoficantly reduce parking
cruising?’’ Studies have found this to be the case in Redwood'&4yd San Francisc¢d; and
through ParkSmart, in select areas of New York &ftyCities with fewer parking spaces have
been found to have fewer automobile commuters and seteamounts of transit usg,
supporting Portland’s experiences that parking reductiamsase transit use. As has been the
case in Portland, increasing transit use by reducing ar&ouirements has been successful
because of significant investments in traﬁ%/%iind a functional transit netwoff

29 Chatman, “Deconstructing Development Density,”3.02

279 McCahill and Garrick, “An Evaluation of Automobilgse, Parking Provision, and Urban Activity.”

2 McCabhill and Garrick, “An Evaluation of Automobildse, Parking Provision, and Urban Activity.”

22 Guo, “Does Residential Parking Supply Affect Hdusld Car Ownership?” 25.

23 Fyrman Center for Real Estate and Urban PoSegrching for the Right Spb¥; Rye et al., “The Role of
Market Research and Consultation in Developing iRgrRolicy,” 393.

2% \Weinberger, Kaehny, and Rufo, “US Parking Poli¢iéd.

23 \Weinberger, Kaehny, and Rufo, “US Parking Poli¢iéd.

2’®\\einberger, Kaehny, and Rufo, “US Parking Poli¢iéd.

277 Arnott and Rowse, “Downtown Parking in Auto City,2; Zhen (Sean) Qian, Feng (Evan) Xiao, and H. M.
Zhang, “The Economics of Parking Provision for lierning Commute, Transportation Research Part A: Policy
and Practice45, no. 9 (2011), 876-877.

278 Shoup,The High Cost of Free Parking03.

279 san Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency,téexied Meter Hours Study,” (San Francisco, 2019): 1
280\Weinberger, Kaehny, and Rufo, “US Parking Poli¢iéd.

281 McCahill and Garrick, “An Evaluation of Automobildse, Parking Provision, and Urban Activity.”

282 5ara Schooley, interview by author, San Jose,S&itember 24, 2013.
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Table 6: Policy Analysis Matrix - Case Studies an&nvision 2040 Transportation Goals

Increased Alternative
City and Policy Transportation Use

Reduced Automobile Use

Chicago - Privatized On-
Street Parking

Los Angeles - Adaptive
Reuse Ordinance

New York - ParkSmart Excess road capacity allows for
enhanced bicycle and
pedestrian spaces; increase in
bicycle commuting

Pasadena - Parking Credits
for Downtown
Redevelopment

Pasadena - Parking Benefit
District

Portland - Freeze on Increased transit use
Downtown Parking Supply

Portland - Parking Increased transit use
Requirements

San Francisco - SFpark

San Jose - Shared Parking on
the Alameda

Seattle - Right-Size Parking Plans to increase transit use

Decreases in parking cruising have
decreased vehicle miles travelled (VMT)

On average, a motorist visits 2.7
businesses, a decrease in vehicular travel
per trip

Mode shift to transit use

Mode shift to transit use

Decreases in parking cruising have
decreased vehicle VMT

Plans to reduce VMT

5.2.3 — The Environment

Land consumption and automobile emissions result from gaganing requirements as vast
amounts of land are paved over to create parkingiotghich in turn induce automobile ugg.
The ecosystem service value provided by natural featsmehl,as open space and wetlands, is
compromised by the consumption of land for parking. iRgr&upply has also paved over vast
stretches of forested lantf§. The negative externalities associated with parking zoningpean
minimized through various progressive parking reforms. Wighexception of that of Chicago,

23 Eyrman Center for Real Estate and Urban PoSegrching for the Right Spos.
%4 Davis et al., “The Environmental and Economic GastSprawling Parking Lots in the United Stat&§83.
285 Shoup, “The Trouble with Minimum Parking Requirarts” 551.
2% Davis et al., “The Environmental and Economic GastSprawling Parking Lots in the United Stat&§3.
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each policy evaluated here has had a positive impaceanthironment, in some cases even
reducing existing impacts to the environment.

In this analysis, Portland’s policies had the strongest positipact on the environment, given
the city’s success in reducing air pollution. Reductions imcle miles travelled resulting from
decreases in parking cruising as well as a shift toward atteentransportation use also helped
to achieve environmental goals. Cities that saw a reductiehicle miles travelled are
Portland, Pasadena, New York, and San Francisco. Sepiite program is also intended to
reduce vehicle miles travelléd. Chicago’s privatization policy, on the other hand, mayadistu
contribute negatively to the environment, given that the policyesakplementation of
alternative transportation modes difficult in areas with metpegking®®

Studies support reduced automobile emissions as a reslgiti@ased vehicle miles travelled. In
particular, the practice of parking at each individual destindt@@snegative impacts on the
environment. Reducing the necessity to move one’s car éach location one visits reduces the
amount of pollutants emitted from automob&%.0ld Pasadena successfully decreased vehicle
miles travelled with a “park once” stratey. Higher-densities and mixes of land uses have
been found to decrease land consumpticand the need to drive to individual destinatitis,
which in turn decrease emissions. The natural environmé&drilend and many of the other
cities analyzed here have benefited from reduced vehitds travelled as a result of

progressive parking reforms.

%87 King County Metro, “Right Size Parking.”

288 \Weinberger, Kaehny, and Rufo, “US Parking Poli¢ié4.

289 Chy and Tsali, “A Study of an Environmental-FrignBarking Policy,” 90.

2% Robert Montano, interview by author, San Jose, Sdtember 30, 2013.

21 Davis et al., “The Environmental and Economic GastSprawling Parking Lots in the United Stat&53.
292 Chu and Tsai, “A Study of an Environmental-FrignBarking Policy,” 90.
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Table 7: Policy Analysis Matrix — Case Studies anBnvision 2040 Environmental Goals

City and Policy

Reduced Automobile Emissions

Reduced Sprawl

Chicago - Privatized On-Street
Parking

Los Angeles - Adaptive Reuse
Ordinance

New York - ParkSmart

Pasadena - Parking Credits for
Downtown Redevelopment

Pasadena - Parking Benefit
District

Portland - Freeze on
Downtown Parking Supply

Portland - Parking
Requirements

San Francisco - SFpark

San Jose - Shared Parking on
the Alameda

Seattle - Right-Size Parking

Decreased parking cruising

Reduced VMT (On average, a
parked car visits to 2.7
businesses, a decrease in
vehicular travel per trip)

Portland hasn't exceeded federal
carbon monoxide levels since
1984

Portland hasn't exceeded federal
carbon monoxide levels since
1984

Decreased parking cruising

Reduces VMT

Added infill housing in the city's
core rather than in outlying areas

Not applicable - the freeze was
lifted in the 1990s

Prevented new parking from
being built

5.2.4 — Employment and the Economy

San Jose seeks to increase the number of jobs withityharceffort that will shift the jobs-
poor city to a net worker importer. The city also wishes ¢oeiise the amount retail in its

neighborhoods and create a more vibrant downtown that wik s a regional destination.
Each of these goals increases city revenue and helpsréoatiectively deliver city services.

Los Angeles, Pasadena, and New York’s parking polieiek the highest at achieving
employment and economic goals similar to thosErofision 2040 Policies in these cities
helped to increase employment and city revenue. Additionally Angeles and Pasadena’s
parking policies contributed to the revitalization of their downtowAstudy of similar parking
policies in Redwood City found that these policies resultedaatggconomic and employment
benefits. Businesses and developers have reinvesteitihed&edwood City’s downtown,
creating a vibrant urban cenfef.

293 shoup, “The Trouble with Minimum Parking Requirartse” 551.
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Table 8: Policy Analysis Matrix - Case Studies an&nvision 2040 Economic and Employment Goals

City and Policy

Increased Jobs

Increased Retail

Added Revenue for the
City

Chicago -
Privatized On-
Street Parking

Los Angeles -
Adaptive Reuse
Ordinance

New York -
ParkSmart

Pasadena - Parking
Credits for
Downtown
Redevelopment

Pasadena - Parking
Benefit District

Portland - Freeze
on Downtown
Parking Supply

Portland - Parking
Requirements

San Francisco -
SFpark

San Jose - Shared
Parking on the
Alameda

Seattle - Right-Size
Parking

Revitalization of
downtown LA, including
new businesses

Increased number of
employees at outdoor
cafes

Increased employment at
new downtown
businesses

Increased employment
downtown

Construction jobs for new
developments

Revitalization of downtown LA,
including new businesses

Allowed for public right-of-way
to be converted to public
plazas with outdoor cafes

Revitalization of vacant
commercial properties for
downtown shops

Assists with the revitalization
of downtown

Better access to existing retail

$1.17 billion (one-time
payment)

Increased Property Values

Increased Meter Rates

Sales tax

Meters provide $1.3
million per year

Increased Meter Rates

Provide additional
revenue through sales
tax/property value
increases

5.2.5 — Community and Political Support

Of the cases examined in this report, Pasadena’s pamaddg program received the widest
amount of support from residents, businesses, and lolitipas. While an occasional

business owner in Old Pasadena questions why they shedddpay the credit — required of

most Old Pasadena businesses — the program has beed ‘o the public as being very

successful in achieving its goafé. Los Angeles’s Adaptive Reuse Ordinance has also been

well-received by its community, although, given that no oredlim downtown Los Angeles
when the program first began, there were no residentadid have been in favor of or

294 Robert Montano, interview by author, San Jose, S&ptember 30, 2013.
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opposed to the policy’®> Portland’s parking freeze was also highly supported hbyoitsmunity
for its ambitious goals to reduce air pollution, and has been by the community as a
succes$?® Developers in Seattle are very interested in and suppoftiiang County Metro’s
Right-Size Parking program, but it is not clear at this point fesidents will receive the
change$?’

2% Ken Bernstein, interview by author, San Jose, Sdptember 6, 2013.
29 paul Smith, interview by author, San Jose, CAt&uaper 5, 2013.
297 Daniel Rowe, interview by author, San Jose, C/At&aber 17, 2013.
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Table 9: Policy Analysis Matrix - Case Studies an&nvision 2040 Community and Political Support

City and Policy

Initially Supported by the
Community

Continues to be Supported
by the Community

Supported Politically

Chicago -
Privatized On-
Street Parking

Los Angeles -
Adaptive Reuse
Ordinance

New York -
ParkSmart

Pasadena -
Parking Credits
for Downtown
Redevelopment

Pasadena -
Parking Benefit
District

Portland - Freeze
on Downtown
Parking Supply

Portland - Parking
Requirements

San Francisco -
SFpark

San Jose - Shared
Parking on the
Alameda

Seattle - Right-
Size Parking

No community outreach
performed

There was no living in
downtown LA to be for or
against this policy; business
and property owners
supported the policy due to
the large amount of vacant
buildings

Little overall support
Supported by businesses

and downtown property
owners

Supported by the general
public to improve air quality

Supported by developers,
businesses, and residents

Community appreciated
outreach efforts and
program goals

Supported by nearby
residents

Supported by developers

No

The policy was successfully
expanded to other parts of
the city

Little overall support

Supported by businesses
and downtown property
owners

Supported by businesses
and downtown property
owners

Supported by the general
public

Supported by developers,
mixed support from
businesses and residents

Support has declined

Supported by nearby
residents

Not applicable - new policy

Yes

Supported politically
for downtown
revitalization and
increasing housing

supply

Little overall support

Supported politically
for downtown
revitalization

Supported politically
for downtown
revitalization

Supported politically
to improve air quality

Yes

Supported due to
increased meter
revenue for the city,
improved transit time,
and decreased
automobile emissions

Decision makers
would like to see this
policy influence
parking policy at a
larger regional level
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5.2.6 — Miscellaneous Goals: Preservation, Revitalization, and Density

Envision 204@ontains a number of other goals that have not been destasghoroughly in

this report as those analyzed thus far in this sectitvesd goals include historic preservation,
downtown revitalization, and increased density. While not dészlis depth in this report,
these goals are nonetheless important to the city to achiéwese goals, therefore, are included
here as a miscellaneous category.

Los Angeles and Pasadena have best achieved thdse goa Angeles’s Adaptive Reuse
Ordinance, Pasadena’s parking credit program, and &asadarking benefit district have lead
to a revitalized downtown with greater density and presenggh#icant amount of each city’s
historic building stock. Table 10 shows the results of theeti@eous goals analysis.

Table 10: Policy Analysis Matrix - Case Studies an&nvision 2040 Historic Preservation, Downtown
Revitalization, and Increased Density Goals

City and Policy Historic Preservation Downtown Revitalization Increased Overall Density
Chicago -

Privatized On-

Street Parking

Los Angeles - Saved 56 historic Yes Adding 7,300 housing units to
Adaptive Reuse buildings Los Angeles's core, less area
Ordinance dedicated to parking

New York -

ParkSmart

Pasadena - Parking  Allowed for the Yes Revitalized downtown
Credits for renovation of historic

Downtown buildings

Redevelopment

Pasadena - Parking  Allowed for the Yes Revitalized downtown
Benefit District renovation of a historic

district
Portland - Freeze Yes Less area dedicated to
on Downtown parking
Parking Supply
Portland - Parking Less area dedicated to
Requirements parking

San Francisco -
SFpark

San Jose - Shared
Parking on the

Alameda
Seattle - Right-Size Less area dedicated to
Parking parking
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5.3 — Recommended Parking Policies for the City of San Jose

Based on Chapter Two’s literature review and this chappetisy analysis, the following
recommendations are being made for San Jose.

1. Allow for the conversion of historic commercial buildings tadestial buildings
without requiring additional off-street parking to be provided.

2. Charge in-lieu fees to businesses and developers rathertipare off-street parking;
use the in-lieu fees to manage off-street supply in centratbtéal municipal garages and
to make transit investments.

3. Institute parking maximums in dense, transit-rich areas; esgacking minimums
citywide.

4. Expand San Jose’s metered parking district into neighbdehoetside of downtown;

reinvest meter revenue directly into the blocks where it is ¢etlec

Change the Zoning Ordinance to allow for shared parkinghgradjacent land uses.

Expand existing and create new residential parking permitatissto prevent parking

spill-over in dense, high-activity areas.

oo

5.3.1 — Historic Building Conversion without Additional Parking

It has been projected that San Jose will grow by 50 peircéme coming decades, resulting in a
2040 population of approximately 1.5 million. To accommodttaitegrowth,Envision 2040
plans for 120,000 new housing units to be built in focusedt areas, including downtown.

At the same time, the city wants its downtown to become antibity center and regional
destination. Preserving its historic buildings is an importantgbatcomplishing this goal.

Los Angeles was successful in increasing its downtown hggsatk while preserving historic
buildings. While San Jose does not have nearly the samigemwf vacant historic buildings as
Los Angeles did when it first enacted its Adaptive Reuse OndaeSan Jose could nonetheless
benefit from allowing underutilized commercial buildings to bevewsted into apartments and
condominiums. This policy could also be used outside ohttmmn in focused growth areas and
Urban Villages. There are several prominent historic buildisigsh as the one shown in Figure
23, that have been vacant for decades and could berteto housing if the zoning ordinance
was changed. As it stands, the amount of parking reqiaredsidential land uses is prohibitive
of this type of conversion: there is simply not enough avail@nd to provide the parking
required for a residential conversion. Allowing buildings @éacbnverted with only their existing
parking, as has been done in Los Angeles, would solvésthie and help the city to achieve its
General Plan goals.

San Jose is concerned not only with increasing its houspmlysiout with housing affordability.
As discussed in Chapter Two, parking bundling decreasesirig supply by increasing the costs
of development. On-site parking adds no value to a dewelop™ and instead decreases the

29 Cutter and Franco, “Do Parking Requirements siganitly Increase the Area Dedicated to ParkingZ’.90
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amount of land available for development and thereforfittd Developers do not bear these
costs but instead pass them onto consumers. In thefdasesing, this means higher rents or
mortgages™

One reason for city’s to be concerned with affordablesimgusupply is to ensure that employees
can live near where they are likely to work or where ttey access transit. Higher housing
costs push low-income individuals and families into outlyingsriacing long commutes that
typically occur in single-occupancy vehicf8S. Adopting a policy similar to Los Angeles’s
Adaptive Reuse Ordinance will help San Jose to addressghes by increasing the supply of
housing in the central part of the city without bundling parking.

.l

Figure 23: If San Jose a policy similar to ﬁ\ngeles‘s Ad:aptive Reuse Ordinance, vacant buil
as this one in the city’s downtown could be convegtl into housing without needing additional parking.
Photograph by the author.

5.3.2 — In-Lieu Fees Instead of Additional Parking

Pasadena’s parking credits have been successful in mgmegking supply, preserving historic
buildings, and revitalizing downtown. San Jose could befmefit a similar program.
Pasadena’s parking credits are a type of in-lieu fee,hwtiies typically require businesses and
developers to pay instead of requiring additional off-stragkipg to be built. Cities use these
fees to mitigate traffic impacts created by new developmasadena uses credits collected in
Old Pasadena to build and manage city-owned parking facilifieese facilities have helped
maintain a dense city center by preventing an abundarszgfate parking lots. Additionally,
the central location of these facilities has helped reducengras those who choose to drive

2% Davis et al., “The Environmental and Economic GastSprawling Parking Lots in the United Stat&§58.
3% shoup, “The Trouble with Minimum Parking Requirartss” 568.
301 City of San Jose, “Envision San Jose 2040,” 631,
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downtown can park once rather than continuing to drive dgpank at each individual
destinatiort??

Studies have shown in-lieu fees to have had positive impaatgies. In-lieu fees that are used
to create shared-use parking facilities efficiently maximizd lase by meeting the total parking
demand of a given area with fewer parking spateg€entralized facilities — including those
resulting from in-lieu fees — have been found to decreeliele miles travelled by decreasing
the amount of times one needs to re-park their automtbile-lieu fees can reduce costs to
developers as the assessed impact is often less thawsthad satisfying minimum parking
requirement$® In-lieu fees can also help with better urban form byekesing gaps between
buildings and setbacks from the street that are often drbgitparking lots%® Better urban form
is yet another goal d&nvision 204G°

While Pasadena’s parking credits are only used in its downéwea, San Jose could charge in-
lieu fees in other areas of the city that have density andus@deatures similar to a downtown
setting, such as the Santana Row/Valley Fair area. ThanWfitlage component dgnvision
2040can also include in-lieu fees for parking to help the citgrice garages, make transit
investments, and complete its bicycle network. San Josadgl employs a type of in-lieu fee in
the traffic mitigation fees charged to developers in NorthJ®ae>*® making a policy of this

type feasible given the city’s experience with these f8sgspaying a fee instead of providing
on-site parking, San Jose can maintain and develop dan®gl-use neighborhoods, helping to
achieve a variety dEnvision 204@oals.

5.3.3 — Parking Maximums in Dense Areas, Reduced Parking Elsewhere

Replacing parking requirements with parking maximums in dareses while reducing parking
requirements elsewhere is strongly recommended to the iC3groJose to help achieve its
environmental, housing, mode shift, and density goals. riisbe the most controversial of all
the recommendations listed in this report, given the findihgjseopublic’s perception of parking
supply in various studie§? This policy, however, will likely be the most effective in @sting
General Plan goals since current parking zoning in Sarhdeseesulted in lowered densities and
an over-supply of parking, as discussed in ChaptezélhAs discussed throughout this report,
the single most important factor in automobile ownership aadsue availability of

parking®'® If San Jose is to truly reduce single-occupancy vehise than the city must reduce
its citywide parking zoning requirements to reflect current paonay use and future desired use.

302 Robert Montano, interview by author, San Jose, S#ptember 30, 2013.

303 Shoup, “In Lieu of Required Parking,” 2.

304 Chu and Tsai, “A Study of an Environmental-FrignBarking Policy,” 90.

305 Donald Shoup, “In Lieu of Required Parking,” 2.

399 shoup, “In Lieu of Required Parking,” 2.

307 City of San Jose, “Envision San Jose 2040,” &71,

308 City of San Jose, “Envision San Jose 2040,” @91,

39 Rye et al., “The Role of Market Research and Citason in Developing Parking Policy,” 391; San fcisco
Municipal Transportation Agency, “Extended Meterut® Study,” (San Francisco, 2010), 18.

1% Guo, “Does Residential Parking Supply Affect Hdusld Car Ownership?” 24-25.
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Portland has had considerable success with its parkilugtien programs, which have increased
transit use, reduced automobile ownership, and assistethwptbved air quality. Seattle’s
Right-Sized Parking program has shown that reduced par&quirements do not discourage
development, given the amount of interest the programeta$/ed from developefs! The

same is true of Portland where developers have beenniergsted in reduced and even
eliminated parking requirements. Since the housing rectwaerypeen underway, a number of
developments without parking are either under constructitiawe been constructétf.

Specific requirements and maximums in San Jose wouldtadedcontext-sensitive and, like
Portland, should consider density, location, and proximityatesit>** Serious reductions can be
enacted in and around the city’s urban core, in transitaiieas, in and near traditional
neighborhood business districts, and along transit corridéos only will parking reductions in
these areas help achieve mode shift and density goalselgutah also help developments get
built in the first place, as parking requirements often protfikiiconstruction of dense housing
at infill sites, as studies in New York and Seattle have sH&wn.

Parking requirements for the rest of the city should beced to reflect the current
underutilization of existing parking. Continuing to require thevpiling amount of parking that
has been in effect citywide will only lead to increased autdmadependency through the
spreading and segregating of land uS2and to decreased density. Maintaining current
levels of required parking is unsustainable in the long-term.

311 Daniel Rowe, interview by author, San Jose, CAt&aber 17, 2013.

312 sara Schooley, interview by author, San Jose,S2htember 24, 2013.

313 sara Schooley, interview by author, San Jose,S2htember 24, 2013.

34 Furman Center for Real Estate and Urban PoSegrching for the Right Spo6; King County Metro, “Right
Size Parking.”

315 Shoup, “The Trouble with Minimum Parking Requirarts” 557.

318 Cutter and Franco, “Do Parking Requirements siganitly Increase the Area Dedicated to Parking®.91
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Figure 24: Dense, infill housing developments in &msit-rich areas of San Jose are still required tprovide
large amounts of parking, significantly increasingthe cost of development. This project in downtown s
several levels of above- and below-ground parking2hotograph by the author.

5.3.4 — Expanded Metered Parking and Revenue Return

Increases in meter rates and meter districts have helpaddpas San Francisco, and New York
achieve a number of goals. Each city has been stdigkesseducing rates of automobile use
and generating revenue. Additionally, New York and Pasadhave successfully used metered
parking for economic development. Pasadena has usdddhts revitalize its downtown,

which now thrives with a number of small businesses. Nevk'¥ on-street parking program
has allowed a portion of its roadway to be converted intdoou cafes, increasing employment
and retail in metered areas.

Studies of parking pricing have found that most on-stre&ingam the United States is severely
under-priced, causing a host of financial, environmental c@ngestion management issues for
cities®?” Market-pricing treats on-street parking as a resourbe twest-utilized, while under-
pricing does not allow the full economic benefits of the spat® captured by the city or by
local businesse®? Pricing that encourages turnover has stronger benefitities, businesses,
and even individual3;? despite the perception that parking should be free andyread

317 Arnott and Rowse, “Downtown Parking in Auto City,”
318 Shoup,The High Cost of Free Parking08.
319 Weinberger, Kaehny, and Rufo, “US Parking Poli¢iéd.
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available®® Additionally, pricing strategies that achieve an optimal 85 pe@ecupancy rate

while encouraging long-term parking in off-street facilitiesuesbs parking cruisintf* This, in
turn, reduces vehicle miles travelled and therefore autdenemissions§?* Congestion relief as
a result of parking pricing can improve transit serficand even allow for the repurposing of
travel lanes** Meter revenue return has helped the expansion of edetiéstricts win vital
community and political suppott>

Increased employment, reduced automobile use, and mthdowntown are all goals of San
Jose. San Jose uses meters in its downtown, near itssitlyiveounty government center, main
transit center, and sports arena, as well as in its JapaBiosuness District. There are,
however, many other major destinations and business distritte city where parking is in

high demand. A parking assessment district in Willow Glen efleil Park/Municipal
Stadium/San Jose State University South Campus, or at S&uemdalley Fair could generate
revenue, regulate parking supply, and incentivize alternaiwsportation use. Demand-
responsive pricing techniques could also be used to chageduring high demand and less, or
none, during low-demand. Time restrictions can also be ins&reas where pricing may not be
appropriate.

Figure 25: Free parking at major destinations suckas San Jose’s Santana Row induces automobilé use.
Priced parking would help the city achieve a numbenf its goals. Revenue collected could be used for
neighborhood improvements. Photograph by the author

Of the parking meter districts analyzed in this report, Paségleas been the most successful.
This is due to direct reinvestment of meter fees into thenae areas for streetscape
improvements and policing. Not only did the city achieve itdsgoiaeconomic development,
historic preservation, and reduced automobile use, buttimaeed revenue helped the program
to be well-supported by the community. Because of this J8ae should follow Pasadena’s
model of reinvesting meter revenue directly into the stree¢senhis collected to make

320Rye et al., “The Role of Market Research and Chaison in Developing Parking Policy,” 393.
%1 Arnott and Rowse, “Downtown Parking in Auto City,”

322 Arnott and Rowse, “Downtown Parking in Auto City,2.

323 \Weinberger, Kaehny, and Rufo, “US Parking Poli¢i6s.

324 Shoup,The High Cost of Free Parking99.

325 Shoup,The High Cost of Free Parkingxix.
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streetscape and safety improvements. Community suppanei@red parking is important, and
San Joseans have previously voiced concern over pagties}>° Pasadena’s experience,
however, shows that revenue return helps to gain publjmosup

5.3.5 — Shared parking

Given that this report found San Jose’s off-street parkiecgmancy rate to be 38 percent, far
below the desired 85 percent rate, it is recommend that ifyegllow future developments to
utilize existing parking at adjacent land uses. This will assistinfithdevelopment, density
goals, and walkability. It can also be a tool for econoraietbpment as it may free up land that
is currently dedicated to parking for other uses. Thisdanlalso help reduce vehicle miles
travelled among individuals who continue to drive, given thateshparking can reduce the need
to drive to multiple destinatior’8’ This is an important consideration given tBawision 2040

still anticipates single-occupancy vehicle use to comprisenipd® percent of all trips.

5.3.6 — Expanded Residential Permit Zones

While not one of the policies directly addressed in the polieyyars, expanding the city’s
residential permit districts would be a useful way to help impléthenrecommendations of this
chapter. The tools mentioned thus far have the potentiabigegarking spill-over, which has
been cited as a concern by San Jose resitfénExpanding residential permit districts and
developing new ones could prevent spill-over by prevergimgne but local residents to park on
residential blocks adjacent to metered districts.

It should be noted that studies in New York and Edinburgle Bahown that residential permit
districts can increase automobile use. This is becauseméaidzones can often effectively
increase the total supply of parking by providing additionakas to parking facilities and thus
inducing demand. Studies have shown that this increasesqmionarily when motorists from
outside of the permit area are given access, such eeebsiglistrict employees who commute
from a different part of the city and then park along regideblocks adjacent to the city
center® Residential permit districts, however, can decreasérmpskipply by preventing
access to on-street facilities adjacent to major activity centers managing curbside space and
directing commuters to alternative methods of transportatioe. omly risk that may be
encountered with this method is creating more parking fadeets in permit zones, which has
been found to lead to increased automobile owneréhifiven San Jose’s pattern of single-
family neighborhoods adjacent to dense commercial centafgha city’s plans for land use
intensification, increasing supply for a small number of comens while decreasing overall
supply for the majority of commuters may be a beneftciale-off>*

Figure 26 shows existing residential permit parking zonedatioe to downtown San Jose and
San Jose’s neighborhood business districts. As downto@neighborhood business districts

326 pierluigi Olivera, “Why Free Parking is a Bad Ide@an Jose Insid¢March 2010)
http://www.sanjoseinside.com/news/entries/03_01wty free parking_is_a bad_idea/

327 Chu and Tsai, “A Study of an Environmental-FrignBarking Policy,” 90.

328 san Jose Redevelopment AgenBiye Alameda Business District Parking Stuis;,

329 Weinberger, “Death by a Thousand Curb-Cuts,” B et al., “The Role of Market Research and Cdatah
in Developing Parking Policy,” 393.

330 Guo, “Does Residential Parking Supply Affect Hdusid Car Ownership?” 26.

%1 0livera, “Why Free Parking is a Bad Idea.”
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grow, and as new business districts and Urban Villagesraated through implementation of
Envision 2040new residential permit districts could prove useful in margpgarking supply
and incentivizing alternative methods of travel.
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Figure 26: Existing Residential Permit Parking Disticts in San Jose. Map created by the author usinGIS
data created by the author and GIS data from the Gy of San Jose.

5.3.7 — Policies Not Recommended for San Jose

A parking freeze similar to downtown Portland and privatizegtoeet parking similar to
Chicago are not recommended policies for the City of Ss@. Jd/hile Portland’s policy was
very effective, the city was able to shift many of its trips drdaasit, which transit investments
and the centralized nature of the Portland area have alffw&hn Jose, on the other hand, is
decentralized and has many transit-poor areas. ThEr8anisco Bay Area as a region is
further decentralized and has many missing links in its traystg®. The interconnectedness of
San Jose’s economy with the rest of the Bay Area ancutinent commute patterns of many San
Jose workers would likely not allow for a successful memato on providing downtown

parking. Instead of a parking freeze, San Jose sipomtaie reducing parking requirements and
instituting parking maximums while continuing to invest in local aglanal transit. These
strategies have been effective in achieving the goals af aitiess and would work well in San
Jose.

Chicago’s experience with privatized parking has many tesiw other cities, including San
Jose. With its ambitious goals to retrofit the city into a walkkarban environment, San Jose

332 3ara Schooley, interview by author, San Jose,S&ftember 24, 2013.
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needs as much flexibility as possible to reallocate its roatiwather modes and uses,
something Chicago is effectively prohibited from doing. Atbe one-time payment received

by Chicago is a loss in revenue in the long term, giverthleatity is no longer able to collect
revenue beyond this initial payment. It is in the best intefasties to maintain their parking
assessment districts as a community resource for the teiniéfe public, as had been the case in
Redwood City*® and Pasaderfa: and can also be the case in San Jose.

333 Shoup,The High Cost of Free Parkingxix.
334 Shoup,The High Cost of Free Parking08.
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VI — Conclusion and Further Study

This report examined academic literature and case studegisesfthat have attempted parking
reform in order to recommend parking policies that can ingipement thé€envision San Jose
2040General Plan. To summarize, these policies are to:

» Allow the conversion of vacant commercial buildings into housiitgout requiring off-
street parking

» Charge in-lieu fees to businesses, developers, andfoenyamwners instead of requiring
additional parking

* Adopt parking maximums in dense, transit-rich areas eddce parking minimums
elsewhere

» Expand the city’s parking assessment district into a largeyrgpbic area and reinvest
the collected revenue back into the assessment areas

» Allow shared parking among adjacent land uses

» Expand residential parking permit districts to account foripgr&pill-over

The cases discussed in this report represent only a sn@alh&or the literature on parking
policy. Additionally, there are other cities that are piloting paykeforms. Further research
into progressive parking policy would benefit the City of SaseJas it reforms current policies
and works toward General Plan implementation. Suggestad farefurther study include:

» The effects of parking policy on financing developmentin cities such as Portland and
San Francisco that have used progressive policies for yeamg, what experiences have
developers had in obtaining financing for their projects®edthese policies had any
significant effect on financing projects compared to cities watitional parking
zoning?

* The effects of parking policy on rates of automobile omership. While many of the
cities included in this report have seen a reduction of auidenase and an increase in
alternative modes of transportation, a comprehensive stuagrking policy’s effect on
rates of automobile ownership could be useful. Does shigdecrease as driving
decreases, or does the rate of ownership remain codstspite lowered driving rates?

If so, are individuals storing automobiles that they are nog@sidow does this scenario
affect the amount of parking that should be required by @ities

» Further study of parking occupancy in San Jose This report includes the results of
previous studies of parking occupancy in San Jose assviike results of a survey
conducting by the report’s author. The surveys retazéin this report studied specific
locations within the city while the survey completed for thporeused aerial imagery
for the entire city. While useful in discussing parking in 3a@se, these surveys each
have their limitations. Itis recommended that the city consieméral comprehensive
studies of citywide off-street parking, including parking atgevand uses. This can
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help the city understand the ways in which its existing parkibging used to help
determine how much to require for future development.

Envision San Jose 2049 an ambitious plan to redirect decades of unsustainabgigtoward

a viable future that fosters economic development and preradiggh quality of life for

residents. A plan of such caliber needs an equally ambgtoategy for managing its current
parking supply and for guiding parking provision in the fatulf San Jose is to succeed in
implementing its General Plan, its automobile-oriented parking pelin@ed to be realigned to
meet the vision that iEnvision San Jose 204@.ortunately many other cities have taken steps in
similar directions and have many lessons in parking policyféo tm San Jose.
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Appendix: Parking Supply and Occupancy Estimation Methods

Chapter Three of this report includes surveys of exigiarging supply and parking occupancy
rates in San Jose, completed by the report’s authiwe. methods for these surveys were adapted
from similar studies completed by Davis et al for parkingpBupnd occupancy rates in
Midwestern cities>> As discussed in Chapter Three, the purpose of theseysuvas both to
estimate the amount of existing parking and to determine hdwvthae parking is being used.

Both of these surveys were completed simultaneously. Uitpoge of this appendix is to
describe this process.

To complete these surveys, the following steps were taken:

« Using ArcGIS and a Bing Maps area image from 28518l parking lots within the City
of San Jose and county pockets within San Jose’s city lireits digitized. GIS files
used to delineate city limits and county pockets were cregtdtelSanta Clara Valley
Transportation Authority and accessed via San Jose Staterslty 3’

* Using methods from Dauvis et al, parking lots were consitlerarked parking stalls of
three or more cars arranged in a uniform fashion. Afhse lots were included, as well
as the top levels of parking garages and some cagtarislti-family residence®?

* 6,880 parking lot polygons were created. In order tonesé the total off-street parking
supply in San Jose as well as estimate the overall parkingaacy rate, 207 polygons
(three percent of the total) were randomly sampled usrag@m number generator.

» Total spaces and occupied spaces were counted in edehsaEfmpled polygons.

» The number of occupied spaces was divided by the totabewuai spaces to estimate an
occupancy rate of 37.9 percent (rounded to 38 pencehé text of this report).

* The total number of parking spaces was multiplied by theageesize of a parking space
in San Jose — 176 square feet — based on the requisewidhin the zoning code which
dictate that a non-angled space for a regular-sized véfgaéght feet by 22 feét?

* The resulting square footage was then divided by the tetalat the 207 sampled
polygons, estimating that parking spaces take up 38.6 peictre digitized parking
lots.

* The total square footage for all parking lots was then multijplethis percent and the
resulting number divided by the size of a parking spacehalesulted in a citywide
estimate of 581,672 off-street spaces.

* Additional off-street spaces from single family homes wetienased using American
Community Survey Five-Year Estimates from 2007-2821This survey estimates

3% Davis et al., “The Environmental and Economic GadtSprawling Parking Lots in the United Stat&58:
Davis et al., “Estimating Parking Lot Footprintstive Upper Great Lakes Region of the USA,” 74.

33 Bing Maps, “Bing Maps Aerial” (2010), www.esri.césoftware/arcgis/arcgisonline/services/bing-maps.
%37 santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority, “S¥Boundary,” ArcGIS shapefile accessed April 2018 $an
Jose State University.

338 Davis et al., “The Environmental and Economic GastSprawling Parking Lots in the United Stat&§83.

339 City of San Jose, “Parking and Loading,” 21.

340 United States Census Bureau, “Table DP04: Sel¢ttesing Characteristics.”
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206,580 single family homes. Single-family homes in Sae doe required to have two
covered parking spaces, which makes for an estimat&d el parking spaces at these
homes alone.

» This brings the estimated total spaces in the city up to 994,B32 figure was not
included in the occupancy survey since the occupaneggunly involved parking
spaces and parked cars that were visible in the aerial image

Table 11 is an example of the geospatial attributes for pofygampled in these surveys. The
feature identification number (FID) was created by ArcGI8dok each off-street parking
polygon. FID numbers in this table were selected usiag@om number generator from the
6,880 polygons created for this report. The squaradwofor each polygon was calculated
using ArcGIS. Total and occupied spaces were deternbypdue author through visual
inspection of the aerial photo.

Table 11: Example of GIS attributes for randomly sampled polygons of San Jose off-street parking

FID (GIS Feature Total Occupied Square
Identification Number)  Spaces Spaces Feet

2 87 66 50822.81
4 409 9 107937.40
10 228 143 5987.68
16 28 9 9767.10
29 92 75 23856.50
38 46 8 18481.59
52 60 25 22339.32
65 30 10 11837.96
83 34 14 16865.04
84 83 6 40349.75
91 58 6 25177.82
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