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I – Introduction 

 
This report seeks to address disparities between the goals of San Jose’s new General Plan, 
Envision San Jose 2040, and its current policies for off-street parking requirements found in its 
Municipal Zoning Ordinance.  The goal of this report is to make policy recommendations for San 
Jose that will align the city’s parking policies with its General Plan goals. 
 
As will be discussed at length, San Jose’s new General Plan seeks to redirect the city’s history of 
sprawling development patterns into focused growth areas that will allow for fiscal and 
environmental sustainability.  Key aspects of Envision San Jose 2040 are: 
 

• A shift away from private automobiles as the primary mode of transportation to a 
balanced transportation network 

• A mix of land uses and increased population density, particularly along transit corridors 
and at infill sites 

• A high jobs-to-employed resident ratio 
• A firm urban growth boundary 

 
Despite these policy goals, the current requirements for off-street parking in San Jose’s zoning 
ordinance still require developers to provide large amounts of off-street parking for every type of 
land use.  Off-street parking is associated with spread-out land development, inefficient transit 
service, and high rates of automobile use, all of which will inhibit full implementation of 
Envision 2040 goals. 

1.1 – General Themes and Criteria for Analysis 

 
The effects of parking zoning on transportation, housing, and the environment are examined 
throughout this report.  Chapter Two’s literature review focuses on these themes while Chapter 
Four studies cases where parking reforms have been put into practice.  When analyzing parking 
literature and case studies, the following questions will be considered.  These questions are 
derived from the goals of Envision San Jose 2040, which are discussed in more detail in Chapter 
Three.  The questions are also used as criteria for the policy analysis in Chapter Four. 
 

• Does the policy result in increased use of alternative transportation? 
• Does the policy help reduce vehicle miles travelled, rates of automobile 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 of the policy? 

 
In addition to these questions, the criteria for Chapter Four’s policy analysis will include 
community engagement, historic preservation, downtown revitalization, economic development 
and political feasibility.  Each of these themes is derived from the Envision 2040 goals discussed 
in Chapter Three. 
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• 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 from local officials 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 of parking policy, contemporary use of 
parking zoning, and examples of progressive policy reforms, is reviewed in Chapter Two.  
Chapter Three provides an overview of Envision San Jose 2040, focusing on the goals most 
relevant to this report.  Chapter Three also provides a detailed look at San Jose’s current parking 
provision and the effects of the city’s parking zoning practices.  Chapter Four reviews case 
studies of US cities that have made attempts to implement progressive parking reform. Literature 
and cases reviewed in these chapters are then analyzed in Chapter Five.  Policy 
recommendations for the City of San Jose are based on this analysis and are included in Chapter 
Five.  Chapter Six summarizes this report and offers suggestions for further research. 
 
 
 
 
 



  7  

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

 
This report focuses in part on the negative effects parking zoning has had and continues to have 
on cities and the environment.  Parking zoning is defined as a policy or set of policies that use 
off-street parking as a tool to reduce traffic congestion and manage limited on-street storage 
space.  These policies have traditionally set the minimum number of off-street parking spaces to 
be provided by developers for every type of land use a developer might build.1  On-street 
policies are often used to complement off-street zoning.  Off-street parking zoning has been and 
continues to be the preferred tool of US cities as evidenced by its near universal use throughout 
the country.2 
 
This chapter examines academic and professional research of parking policy in the US and 
abroad to understand the history, use, and effects of off-street parking requirements.  This 
literature will help to provide context for Chapter Three’s discussion of San Jose’s policies and 
goals, Chapter Four’s case studies, and Chapter Five’s policy analysis. 

2.1 – An Introduction to Parking Zoning 

 
Our modes of travel have dramatic impacts on the economy and the environment.  Private 
automobiles are the main mode of transportation in North America and are gaining in 
prominence elsewhere.  Several factors contribute to high rate of automobile use, including 
public investment, the convenience and perceived safety of private automobile use, a lack of 
alternative travel modes, and built environments that all but prohibit effective public transit 
systems, bicycle networks, and pedestrian environments.  The policies that cities and other 
agencies use to address automobile storage play an important role in automobile use.  Off-street 
parking requirements have been shown to increase automobile dependency, decrease housing 
affordability, and contribute to the degradation of the environment.  Off-street parking 
requirements make automobile use convenient, consume large amounts of land, and spread 
development, making walking, biking and transit use difficult. 
 
This discussion will focus on parking zoning’s effects on housing, transportation, and the 
environment.  The studies discussed provide much evidence to suggest that our current parking 
policies have high social and environmental costs.  According to studies and academic literature, 
parking zoning – particularly minimum parking requirements – is associated with: 
 

• Automobile-dependency as a result of spread-out development, zone-segregated land 
uses, lowered densities, and decreased walkability3 

• Increased housing costs as a result of land consumption and bundled parking4 
                                                 
1 Donald Shoup, “The Trouble with Minimum Parking Requirements,” Transportation Research Part A: Policy and 
Practice 33, no. 7–8 (1999), 549. 
2 Erik Ferguson, “Zoning for Parking as Policy Process: A Historical Review,” Transport Reviews 24, no. 2 (2004), 
53. 
3 Shoup, “The Trouble with Minimum Parking Requirements,” 557. 
4 W. Jia and M. Wachs, “Parking Requirements and Housing Affordability: Case Study of San Francisco,” 
Transportation Research Record: Journal of the Transportation Research Board 1685, no. 1 (1999), 159. 
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• Environmental degradation from automobile exhaust and impervious surfaces5 
• Economic costs associated with automobile subsidies and increased costs of 

transportation, goods, and municipal services6 
 
Recently, a small number of US cities have begun to adapt their parking polices in an effort to 
reduce automobile use and its associated externalities.  These policies are a recent phenomenon 
and their effects have not yet been fully realized.  These policies are referred to as progressive 
parking policies in this report and will be discussed both here and in Chapter Four. 

2.1.1 – The Purpose and Use of Parking Zoning 

Parking requirements in municipal zoning ordinances have been used almost exclusively to 
increase the supply of off-street automobile storage.  While the earliest parking regulations – 
found in New York City’s 1916 zoning ordinance – attempted in part to decrease the amount of 
space dedicated to parking,7 the vast majority of parking zoning has increasingly required more 
and more off-street space.8 This type of parking zoning – requiring a minimum number of off-
street spaces based on type of land use – is now ubiquitous, used in over 95% of US cities.9 
 
Cities use parking zoning in similar ways and for similar reasons.10  Paraphrasing from the City 
of San Jose’s Municipal Zoning Ordinance, the purpose of requiring off-street parking is to: 
 

• Meet the parking and loading needs generated by development 
• 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 neighboring uses 
• Utilize off-street land resources as efficiently as possible11 

 
Whether or not San Jose – or any city – achieves these goals is another question, one that will be 
answered in the following sections as well in Chapter Three’s analysis of existing parking 
conditions in San Jose.  For example, despite these statements from the city’s zoning ordinance, 
underpriced and oversupplied parking induces and increases – rather than reduces – traffic 
congestion.12 

                                                 
5 Amélie Y. Davis, Bryan C. Pijanowski, Kimberly D. Robinson, and Paul B. Kidwell, “Estimating Parking Lot 
Footprints in the Upper Great Lakes Region of the USA,” Landscape and Urban Planning 96, no. 2 (May 2010), 68. 
6 Amélie Y. Davis, Bryan C. Pijanowski, Kimberly Robinson, and Bernard Engel, “The Environmental and 
Economic Costs of Sprawling Parking Lots in the United States,” Land Use Policy 27, no. 2 (April 2010), 255-256. 
7 Ferguson, “Zoning for Parking as Policy Process: A Historical Review,” 49. 
8 Shoup, “The Trouble with Minimum Parking Requirements, 559. 
9 Ferguson, “Zoning for Parking as Policy Process: A Historical Review,” 50. 
10 Shoup, “The Trouble with Minimum Parking Requirements,” 550. 
11 City of San Jose, “Parking and Loading,” in “Title 20: Zoning Ordinance,” San Jose Municipal Code (San Jose, 
2001), 2. 
12 Shoup, “The Trouble with Minimum Parking Requirements,” 555. 
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2.1.2 – Methods for Setting Parking Requirements and Increases in Parking Supply 

In order to set minimum parking requirements, cities typically consult the Institute of Traffic 
Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation manual.13  The ITE manual provides estimated traffic 
generations rates for specific land uses based on floor area, number of employees, number of 
residential units, number of bedrooms, and so on.  The manual is used by cities to set the 
minimum amount of parking needed to meet demand during the holiday shopping season.14  
Table 1 is an example of trip generation rates found in this manual. 
 
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
th

 ed. (Washington, D.C.: ITE, 2012). 

 
Recent studies have presented flaws in the trip generation rates contained in the ITE manual.  For 
example, parking lots built using requirements based on Trip Generation rates have been found 
to be underutilized, suggesting that ITE trip generation rates are inflated.15  The methods for 
determining these generation rates are also questionable.  Fifty percent of the traffic generation 
rates in the manual are based on four or fewer surveys of specific locations.  Twenty-two percent 
of these are based on a single survey.  All of the surveys are based in suburban settings with 
limited public transit and free parking, which skews the rates as these factors induce automobile 
use.  Additionally, the ITE manual does not disclose important information as to why a particular 
location was surveyed or when, making it difficult for a city to determine if a particular 
generation rate is applicable to local context.  The ITE manual is, however, the only 
comprehensive source of traffic generation rates and is therefore considered to be the most 
credible source for setting parking requirements.16 
 
Studies of parking supply – the number of spaces built by a developer, as opposed to the number 
of spaces required – also suggest that parking minimums are inflated and increase the supply of 
parking.  Studies in Los Angeles17 and New York18 show that existing supply is at or near the 

                                                 
13 Shoup, “The Trouble with Minimum Parking Requirements,” 550-551. 
14 Shoup, “The Trouble with Minimum Parking Requirements,” 551. 
15 Adam Smith, A Study of Parking Utilization for Neighborhood Shopping Centers Along VTA Transit Routes in 
San Jose: Are Minimum Parking Requirements Too High? (San Jose State University, 2011), 44. 
16 Shoup, “The Trouble with Minimum Parking Requirements,” 551-552. 
17 W. Bowman Cutter and Sofia F. Franco, “Do Parking Requirements significantly Increase the Area Dedicated to 
Parking? A Test of the Effect of Parking Requirements Values in Los Angeles County,” Transportation Research 
Part A: Policy and Practice 46, no. 6 (2012), 920. 
18 Furman Center for Real Estate and Urban Policy, Searching for the Right Spot: Minimum Parking Requirements 
and Housing Affordability in New York City (2012), 9. 
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required minimum, suggesting that the developers of these properties would have provided fewer 
spaces had it been possible.  Regardless of inflated parking generation 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 agreement that parking zoning has had negative 
impacts on cities and the environment.  Parking zoning induces and subsidizes automobile use, 
increasing vehicle miles travelled; spreads-out land uses, making active transportation and transit 
use difficult; and increases the costs of goods, services, and rent by bundling the price of parking 
into the price of development.  These requirements also add increased strain on the environment 
through automobile emissions, land consumption, and the loss of permeable 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 free parking increases the likelihood that an 
individual will choose to travel by automobile.  Additionally, several studies have found that 
parking lots are typically underutilized. 

2.2.1 – Increased Rates of Automobile Use 

Several studies have found that automobile use increases as parking supply increases.  These 
studies have examined relationships between automobile use and on- and off-street parking 
supply, parking permit districts, distance and type of trip, income, parking zoning requirements, 
and the built environment.  In each case, as the availability of parking increases, so do the rates 
of automobile use. 
 
The presence of off-street automobile storage facilities at residences plays a significant role in 
automobile use.19  These facilities include garages, carports, and driveways.  Not only do these 
facilities play a significant role, but off-street parking at homes in general has been found to be 
the most significant factor in car ownership, even more significant than income.20  This is the 
case in both urban and suburban settings in the United States.21 
 
The availability of off-street parking is strongly associated with increased rates of automobile 
commuting.  Residential off-street parking supply is associated with higher rates of automobile 
commuting, meaning that individuals who are able to store an automobile at home are more 
likely to drive to work.22  Parking supply in a central city setting also encourages driving.  A 
greater supply of parking in the city center encourages automobile use instead of transit.  Free 

                                                 
19 Zhan Guo, “Does Residential Parking Supply Affect Household Car Ownership? The Case of New York City,” 
Journal of Transport Geography 26, no. 0 (January 2013), 24. 
20 Guo, “Does Residential Parking Supply Affect Household Car Ownership?” 25. 
21 Guo, “Does Residential Parking Supply Affect Household Car Ownership?” 22. 
22 Rachel Weinberger, “Death by a Thousand Curb-Cuts: Evidence on the Effect of Minimum Parking Requirements 
on the Choice to Drive,” Transport Policy 20 (2012), 100. 
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parking further encourages this behavior.23  The same also applies to a city’s parking supply as a 
whole.  Cities with less parking have fewer commuters using automobiles.24 
 
A 2012 study of the long term effects of parking zoning in New York City found that parking 
zoning had increased the rate of automobile use by increasing parking supply.  Developers in 
New York have built at or near the minimum parking requirements in the city’s zoning ordinance 
at 77 percent of residential developments,25 suggesting that these requirements have increased 
automobile use.  Daily automobile commute trips in New York increased 50 percent 50 years 
after minimum parking requirements went into effect.26  Likewise, a 2008 survey of California 
found that dense metropolitan areas with high minimum parking requirements are much more 
likely to have high rates of automobile use than dense areas with fewer required spaces.27  The 
availability of parking, therefore, is one of the most significant factors in automobile use.28 
 
On-street curbside parking is also linked to increased automobile use.  The presence of on-street 
parking has been found to increase the likelihood that a household will own a car and use it to 
commute.29  Changes in parking policy also impact automobile ownership and use.  For example, 
reductions in the frequency of street sweeping in New York increased car ownership rates and 
increased vehicle miles travelled per household.  This is the result of a household not having to 
move its car for street sweeping as often, effectively increasing the on-street supply of parking.30  
Free and readily available short-term curbside parking also encourages more automobile use.31 
 
Parking permits have also been found to increase automobile use.  Residential parking permits 
increase the likelihood that a household will own an automobile, given the additional on-street 
parking availability created by the permit district.32  Programs to give employees permits to park 
in residential neighborhoods also significantly increase automobile commuting to work.33  
Policies to allow central city business owners and their employees to park in nearby parking 
districts increase automobile use.34  In sum, increased access to parking increases the likelihood 
that one will choose to drive.   
 

                                                 
23 Tom Rye, Kim Hunton, Stephen Ison, and Nazan Kocak, “The Role of Market Research and Consultation in 
Developing Parking Policy,” Transport Policy 15, no. 6 (2008), 393. 
24 Christopher McCahill and Norman Garrick, “An Evaluation of Automobile Use, Parking Provision, and Urban 
Activity” (lecture, Conference on Performance Measures for Transportation and Livable Communities, Austin, TX, 
September 7-8, 2011). 
25 Furman Center for Real Estate and Urban Policy, Searching for the Right Spot,” 9. 
26 Furman Center for Real Estate and Urban Policy, Searching for the Right Spot,” 7. 
27 Daniel G. Chatman, “Deconstructing Development Density: Quality, Quantity and Price Effects on Household 
Non-Work Travel,” Transportation Research Part A: Policy and Practice 42, no. 7 (2008), 1025. 
28 Chatman, “Deconstructing Development Density,” 1025. 
29 Guo, “Does Residential Parking Supply Affect Household Car Ownership?” 26. 
30 Guo, “Does Residential Parking Supply Affect Household Car Ownership?” 26. 
31 Rye et al., “The Role of Market Research and Consultation in Developing Parking Policy,” 393. 
32 Guo, “Does Residential Parking Supply Affect Household Car Ownership?” 26. 
33 Weinberger, “Death by a Thousand Curb-Cuts,” 100. 
34 Rye et al., “The Role of Market Research and Consultation in Developing Parking Policy,” 393. 
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Underpriced and free on-street parking not only encourages automobile use, but induces parking 
cruising, whereby a motorist continually circles an area looking for an unoccupied space.35  
Parking cruising contributes to congestion, causes distracted driving, and increases vehicles 
miles travelled.  About 30 percent of cars in traffic in the Unites States are searching for 
parking.36 
 
 

 
Figure 1: Many studies have shown that underpriced curbside parking increases automobile use, including a 
study of on-street parking in central Edinburg, pictured here. Photograph by the author. 

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

 
As discussed above, increased parking supply increases rates of automobile ownership.  The 
easier it is to park, the more likely an individual is to drive.  Parking requirements induce 
automobile use by providing an ample amount of parking.37  While parking zoning policies 
typically require large amounts of parking to be provided, many parking lots remain 
underutilized.  Findings from several parking occupancy studies show that parking occupancy 
levels are often well below their optimal rate. 
 

                                                 
35 Richard Arnott and John Rowse, “Downtown Parking in Auto City,” Regional Science and Urban Economics 39, 
no. 1 (January 2009), 7. 
36 Arnott and Rowse, “Downtown Parking in Auto City,” 12. 
37 Shoup, “The Trouble with Minimum Parking Requirements,” 555. 
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Parking occupancy, both on- and off-street, is considered optimal at 85 percent.  This figure is 
considered to best utilize scarce land resources while providing vacancies that minimize parking 
cruising.  Parking provision recommendations based on the ITE Trip Generation manual are 
intended to meet peak demand with 85 percent occupancy.38  Eighty-five percent, therefore, is 
used as the threshold for whether or not an area is over- or under-parked. 
 
Studies of parking occupancy in San Jose show existing parking supply to be underutilized.  A 
survey of parking in the Alameda Business District completed in 1999 and again in 2007 by the 
San Jose Redevelopment Agency found the district to be over-parked.  The 1999 study found an 
overall peak-demand rate of 55 percent for on- and off-street parking.39  In 2007, the peak-
demand increased to 67 percent with an excess supply of 296 parking spaces.40  A 2011 study of 
shopping centers along light rail lines in San Jose found their parking lots to be consistently 
underutilized.  There were 1,861 unused spaces during the peak period and 1,900 during the non-
peak period.41  Figure 2 shows an underutilized light rail station parking lot in San Jose.  A study 
of transit-oriented residential developments at passenger rail stations in San Jose showed similar 
results.  On average, parking facilities at these locations were 22 percent underutilized.42  In both 
studies, the number of spaces at each location was based on San Jose’s zoning ordinance, which 
was created using ITE trip generation rates.43  An occupancy survey conducted by this report’s 
author found San Jose to have citywide occupancy rate of 37.9 percent.  This survey will be 
further discussed in Chapter Three. 
 

                                                 
38 Shoup, “The Trouble with Minimum Parking Requirements,” 560. 
39 San Jose Redevelopment Agency, The Alameda Business District Parking Study, prepared by Fehr & Peers 
Transportation Consultants (San Jose, 2008), 9. 
40 San Jose Redevelopment Agency, The Alameda Business District Parking Study, 13. 
41 Smith, “A Study of Parking Utilization for Neighborhood Shopping Centers Along VTA Transit Routes in San 
Jose,” 43-44. 
42 San Jose State University and Santa Clara Valley Transportation Agency, A Parking Utilization Survey of Transit-
Oriented Development Residential Properties in Santa Clara County, (San Jose, 2010), 50. 
43 Smith, “A Study of Parking Utilization for Neighborhood Shopping Centers Along VTA Transit Routes in San 
Jose,” 44. 
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Figure 2: A deserted parking lot at a light rail station during the morning commute period in San Jose. 
Photograph by the author. 
 

Parking occupancy rates were studied in Tippecanoe County, Indiana, home to Purdue 
University and a portion of the Lafayette Metropolitan Statistical Area.  Parking lots from urban, 
suburban, and rural zip codes were randomly sampled.  The combined parking occupancy rate 
for residential, commercial, and industrial land uses was 28 percent,44 far below the occupancy 
rates expected to be generated using ITE guidelines.  Findings from these studies conclude that 
parking lots are typically underutilized and parking supply is generally greater than parking 
demand. 

2.3 – The Effects of Parking Zoning on Housing Affordability 

 
Off-street parking at residential land uses increases the cost of housing and decreases housing 
affordability.  These impacts are the result of the consumption of land for parking facilities, the 
cost to developers of providing parking, and the costs of providing 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 significant impact on housing affordability.  By 
decreasing the amount of land available for development, the cost of development – and 
therefore the price of housing – increases.  It has been estimated that approximately 55 percent of 
all developed properties in the US are dedicated to parking,45 leaving less than half of all 
developable land available for profit-generating and/or community-serving activities. 
 

                                                 
44 Davis et al., “The Environmental and Economic Costs of Sprawling Parking Lots in the United States,” 258. 
45 Davis et al., “The Environmental and Economic Costs of Sprawling Parking Lots in the United States,” 258. 
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Minimum parking requirements have been found to increase the amount of space dedicated to 
parking on a given parcel.  These requirements decreased site density by reducing the overall 
area that can be used for development.46  A 2010 study in San Jose, for example, found that 2.5 
parking spaces had been built per unit at residential developments surveyed, though a parking 
occupancy survey found that only 1.3 spaces per unit were used.47  Parking zoning has doubled 
the total supply of parking at these sites, decreasing the amount of land dedicated to the actual 
land use. 
 
On-site parking does not increase the value of a property.48  Providing parking at a development 
ranges from $10,000 to $30,000 per individual space,49 with underground parking more than 
doubling these costs50 and maintenance adding approximately $800 per space per year.51  The 
costs to provide these spaces are not recovered in the same way in which other land 
improvements accrue value.  Additional parking required by municipal zoning ordinances 
reduces the amount of developable land and drives up overall development costs.  The costs of 
providing parking may also make a project too costly to build.52  This is especially likely in 
markets with high land values or for projects that require a garage or underground parking.53 
 

                                                 
46 Cutter and Franco, “Do Parking Requirements significantly Increase the Area Dedicated to Parking?” 919. 
47 San Jose State University and Santa Clara Valley Transportation Agency, A Parking Utilization Survey of Transit-
Oriented Development Residential Properties in Santa Clara County, 2. 
48 Cutter and Franco, “Do Parking Requirements significantly Increase the Area Dedicated to Parking?” 907. 
49 San Jose State University and Santa Clara Valley Transportation Agency, A Parking Utilization Survey of Transit-
Oriented Development Residential Properties in Santa Clara County, 60; Shoup, “The Trouble with Minimum 
Parking Requirements,” 556. 
50 Shoup, “The Trouble with Minimum Parking Requirements,” 556. 
51 San Jose State University and Santa Clara Valley Transportation Agency, A Parking Utilization Survey of Transit-
Oriented Development Residential Properties in Santa Clara County, 61. 
52 Eran Feitelson and Orit Rotem, “The Case for Taxing Surface Parking,” Transportation Research Part D: 
Transport and Environment 9, no. 4 (2004), 320. 
53 Furman Center for Real Estate and Urban Policy, Searching for the Right Spot,” 6. 
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Figure 3: San Jose's General Plan emphasizes increased housing units and high-rise construction downtown, 
such as the new luxury apartment high-rise pictured here. Current parking requirements significantly 
increase the cost of developing these types of projects. Photograph by the author. 
 

2.3.2 – Parking Bundling and Housing Affordability 

While the cost of providing parking increases the overall cost of development, these costs are not 
borne solely by the developer as they are instead passed onto the consumer through bundled 
parking.  Parking bundling is defined as the inclusion of the costs of providing off-street parking 
with the price of goods, services, and rent. 
 
The costs of parking are externalized in the form of higher costs of good and services.  If a 
municipal zoning ordinance requires 1.5 spaces to be provided with a housing unit, the tenants 
will pay for those spaces with higher rent, whether or not they use them or own automobiles.  
Even individuals who do not own automobiles must pay for the costs of parking.  In 1999, 10.6 
million American households did not own a car but still had to pay for parking in the costs of 
housing.54  A 1996 study of San Francisco found the inclusion of parking to have a significant 
impact on the price of housing.  Single-family homes with off-street parking sold for 11.8 
percent more than those without.  Similarly, condos with off-street parking sold for 13 percent 
more than those without.55 
 
The price of housing is increased by decreasing the amount of land available for development 
and by bundling the costs of parking into the costs of housing.  As discussed above, parking 
provision decreases the amount of land available for development, making development of a 

                                                 
54 Shoup, “The Trouble with Minimum Parking Requirements,” 568-569. 
55 Jia and Wachs, “Parking Requirements and Housing Affordability,” 8. 
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parcel more costly.  Because parking does not contribute positively to land value, developments 
are therefore less profitable.56 

2.4 – The Effects of Parking Zoning on the Environment 

 
Off-street parking has been found to have a negative impact on the environment.  Off-street 
parking consumes large amounts of land and is associated with increased automobile emissions. 

2.4.1 – Parking and Land Consumption 

As discussed above, parking supply has been found to negatively affect housing affordability, 
increasing the costs of living.  This is due in part to the amount of land consumed for parking.57  
The consumption of land for parking has been found to negatively affect the environment by 
paving over permeable surfaces and degrading natural features.58  Creating impermeable surfaces 
contributes to the depletion of ground water and increased toxicity of local waterways through 
urban runoff.59 
 
Two studies in the Great Lakes region of the United States attempted to measure the amount of 
land dedicated to parking.  Using aerial imagery and random sampling, researchers found 
parking lots to cover 6.57 percent of the total land area in Tippecanoe County, Indiana.  For 
reference, the ratio of parking lots to parks in the county is 3:1 in developed areas.  A total of 
202,714 parking spaces were estimated for the area, or 2.2 per registered passenger vehicle and 
6.6 per family.60 
 
Looking to the greater region, the second study used these results to estimate parking lot 
coverage for Illinois, Indiana, Michigan, and Wisconsin.  Combined, there exists an estimated 
486 square miles of parking.  Using the same methods in the previous study of Tippecanoe 
County, 43 million spaces were estimated for the region, or 1.7 per registered automobile and 1.8 
per person of driving age. 61  It should be noted that this study did not include garages or 
driveways at single-family homes, underground parking, and on-street spaces.  This explains 
why these results are inconsistent with other studies that estimate up to five spaces per vehicle.62 
 
The findings of these studies show that a tremendous amount of land is consumed by parking.  In 
Tippecanoe County alone, the ecosystem service value – the value that natural features 
contribute to an ecosystem – has been reduced by 38.4 percent as a result of parking.63  In the 
Upper Great Lakes Region, 6.25 percent of all forested land has been lost as a result of parking.64  
This region is not dissimilar from other areas of the United States, including San Jose, in terms 
of parking zoning requirements, built environments, and land uses.  These findings are therefore 

                                                 
56 Cutter and Franco, “Do Parking Requirements significantly Increase the Area Dedicated to Parking?” 907. 
57 Davis et al., “The Environmental and Economic Costs of Sprawling Parking Lots in the United States,” 258. 
58 Davis et al., “Estimating Parking Lot Footprints in the Upper Great Lakes Region of the USA,” 74. 
59 Davis et al., “Estimating Parking Lot Footprints in the Upper Great Lakes Region of the USA,” 69. 
60 Davis et al., “The Environmental and Economic Costs of Sprawling Parking Lots in the United States,” 258. 
61 Davis et al., “Estimating Parking Lot Footprints in the Upper Great Lakes Region of the USA,” 74. 
62 Shoup, “The Trouble with Minimum Parking Requirements,” 557. 
63 Davis et al., “The Environmental and Economic Costs of Sprawling Parking Lots in the United States,” 258. 
64 Davis et al., “Estimating Parking Lot Footprints in the Upper Great Lakes Region of the USA,” 74. 
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reflective of the overall impact that parking zoning has had in the United States.  The results of 
this study have been extrapolated to the rest of the US, estimating that parking consumes 
approximately 55 percent of all developed properties in the country.65 
 
The methods of these two studies will be revisited in Chapter Three’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 supply and automobile emissions.  The 
decentralized nature of suburban destinations in the US increases automobile dependency by 
making alternative modes of travel impractical in most communities.  Individuals must drive to 
and park at multiple destinations that are spread apart by low-density development.  This activity 
is harmful to the environment in two ways.  It causes increased emissions by increasing the total 
number of vehicle miles travelled.66  It also incrementally increases the amount of parking 
through traffic generations rates, causing more and more surfaces to be paved and the loss of 
more land.67  This incremental increase in parking supply also induces more automobile use and 
its associated costs.68 
 
The results of a policy used by the City of Portland to decrease emissions shows a relationship 
between parking supply and emissions.  Prior to 1972, Portland’s air quality violated federal 
carbon monoxide levels one out of every three days of the year.  In order to improve air quality, 
Portland placed a moratorium on downtown parking provision, freezing the total parking supply 
at its existing amount.  The policy was effective at reducing carbon monoxide levels.  Portland 
has not exceeded federal levels since 1984.69  This decrease in emissions correlates positively 
with the decrease in Portland’s downtown parking supply and shows a relationship between 
parking supply and pollution.  Portland’s policy will be discussed in greater detail in Chapter 
Four. 
 
Considering that free parking induces parking cruising and therefore increases total vehicle miles 
travelled in a given area, it is further evident that parking supply induces behavior that is 
damaging to the environment.70 

2.5 – Progressive Parking Policy 

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

                                                 
65 Davis et al., “The Environmental and Economic Costs of Sprawling Parking Lots in the United States,” 258. 
66 Chih-Peng Chu and Mei-Ting Tsai, “A Study of an Environmental-Friendly Parking Policy,” Transportation 
Research Part D: Transport and Environment 16, no. 1 (January 2011), 90. 
67 Chu and Tsai, “A Study of an Environmental-Friendly Parking Policy,” 90. 
68 Shoup, “The Trouble with Minimum Parking Requirements,” 555. 
69 Rachel Weinberger, John Kaehny, and Matthew Rufo, “US Parking Policies: An Overview of Management 
Strategies,” (San Francisco: Institute for Transportation and Development Policy, 2010), 54. 
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development, and environmental stewardship.  This section will discuss 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 city to city and even from policy to policy.  
There are common themes among the various policies that have been studied and that have been 
implemented by local jurisdictions.  Fiscal and environmental sustainability are two important 
goals, as are economic development and even historic preservation. 
 
Progressive parking policies have been used as tools for redevelopment and historic preservation, 
as has been the case in Pasadena71 and Los Angeles.72  Portland has used parking policies to 
reduce air pollution.73  Parking policy has been used as a tool for economic development in cities 
such as Boulder74 and Redwood City.75  San Francisco has used progressive policies to improve 
safety and decrease vehicle miles travelled.76 
 
A given policy may be used as a tool to meet several city goals.  For example, Redwood City’s 
Parking Management Plan describes the goals of its current policies as economic development, 
downtown preservation, and the efficient use of land resources. 
 

The conventional approach to parking spreads [land uses] out to the point where a real 
downtown just isn’t possible.  Our favorite [city centers] … would not be possible to 
build under conventional codes. But … these are great places and we must retain them 
and expand them. However, even if we didn’t care about creating nice places and we 
wanted to apply the conventional parking approach to Downtown, we probably couldn’t. 
Property values are incredibly high in Downtown and they’re getting higher. This makes 
surface parking lots an unattractive proposition. Anyone who pays top dollar for land 
wants to have as much of it generating revenue as possible, and surface parking doesn’t 
do that. Above-ground parking structures are much more efficient with land, but they are 
very, very expensive. In fact, they tend to cost $20,000 to $25,000 or more per space. 
Underground garages are the most land-efficient, but they are also the most expensive. … 
New garages in Palo Alto cost their local government nearly $51,000 per … space. Put 
simply, we cannot just build our way out of this situation. Do we need to have enough 
parking? Absolutely. But we must be sure to have ‘just enough’ and not ‘more than 
enough.’ And with that just enough amount we must be very shrewd and efficient, in 
order to make it work as well as possible.77 

 

The issues addressed in Redwood City’s Parking Management Plan are shared among many 
cities.  These issues are arguably the result of off-street requirements in the zoning ordinances of 
just about every city in the United States. 
 

                                                 
71 Donald Shoup, The High Cost of Free Parking, Chicago: APA Press (2011), 403. 
72 Shoup, The High Cost of Free Parking, xxxiii. 
73 Paul Smith, interview by author, San Jose, CA, September 5, 2013. 
74 Weinberger, Kaehny, and Rufo, “US Parking Policies,” 56. 
75 City of Redwood City, The Downtown Redwood City Parking Management Plan (Redwood City, 2005), 5. 
76 Weinberger, Kaehny, and Rufo, “US Parking Policies,” 51. 
77 City of Redwood City, The Downtown Redwood City Parking Management Plan, 5. 
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Specific policies and experiences of US cities’ parking reforms will be discussed in greater detail 
in Chapter Four. 

2.5.2 – Examples of Progressive Parking Policy 

The following examples are taken from academic literature studying the effects of parking policy 
as well as from cities that have attempted parking reform.  Each of 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 by the user, 
either through market-rate pricing for each individual use of a parking space or by 
requiring a user to rent or buy a parking space.  This policy prevents the costs of parking 
from being passed on to a larger community by requiring only users to pay.  In this way, 
the price of parking is removed from the price of goods, services, and rents.78  Unbundled 
parking can be an effective tool for increasing the affordability of housing.79 

 
• In-lieu fees: Rather than requiring private developers to provide parking, a city or other 

jurisdiction can charge developers an in-lieu fee to cover the trip generation costs 
incurred by new development.  In-lieu fees can be spent by municipalities in numerous 
ways, including investing in transit and in municipal parking garages.  In-lieu fees can 
help cities achieve density and alternative transportation goals by reducing the sprawling 
development associated with surface parking lots.80 

 
• Reduced parking requirements: Cities may update their zoning ordinances to decrease 

the amount of land dedicated to parking and to decrease the total parking supply in a 
given area.  Rather than use the trip generation rates provided by the ITE manual, 
reduced minimums could be context-based, using data from surveys of parking 
occupancy performed within individual cities.81 

 
• Parking maximums: Rather than requiring a minimum number of parking spaces to be 

built at individual land uses, cities can prohibit an over-supply of parking by limiting the 
number of spaces a developer can provide. 82 

 
• No parking requirements: Parking requirements can be waived altogether, allowing a 

developer to not provide any parking, if desired.83 
 

• Parking “freeze”: A moratorium can be placed on parking provision in a given area, 
freezing the current parking supply by preventing any new parking from being built.  

                                                 
78 Shoup, “The Trouble with Minimum Parking Requirements,” 568. 
79 Jia and Wachs, “Parking Requirements and Housing Affordability,” 8. 
80 Donald Shoup, “In Lieu of Required Parking,” Journal of Planning Education and Research 18, no. 307-320 
(1999), 1-2. 
81 Shoup, “The Trouble with Minimum Parking Requirements,” 568. 
82 Weinberger, Kaehny, and Rufo, “US Parking Policies,” 51. 
83 Weinberger, Kaehny, and Rufo, “US Parking Policies,” 51. 
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This is likely to only work in areas of significant density and a variety of land uses, and 
with frequent transit service.84 

 
• Shared parking: Shared parking allows two or more land uses to share parking facilities.  

In the US, most zoning ordinances require every individual land use to provide its own 
off-street parking as a means to mitigate the effects of the trips it generates.  This often 
results in the oversupply of parking and underutilized surface parking lots, as evidenced 
by studies of parking occupancy.85  Allowing multiple land uses to share a single parking 
facility is a method to reduce the amount of area dedicated to parking, reduce the supply 
of parking, preserve historic buildings and neighborhoods, control the costs of 
development, and minimize the need to drive to and park at multiple destinations.86  This 
policy can be especially effective if used among land uses with alternate peak demand 
periods, such as by pairing a medical office with a movie theater, or an apartment 
complex with ground floor retail, where one use generates mostly daytime trips and the 
other generates mainly evening trips.87 

 

 
Figure 4: Due to zoning policies that require every land use to provide its own parking, suburban areas of 
cities have an overabundance of parking, which is underutilized most of the time, as shown above in West San 
Jose.  Shared parking can help to solve this over-parked 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 subsidized by public dollars.  This 
allows for the true price of parking to be captured in the fee charged to the user.  It also 
allows for the demand for parking to be more efficiently managed.  Market pricing often 
involves demand-responsive pricing, a tool that sets the price of parking based on 
demand, with the price fluctuating throughout the day and week.  Areas with higher 
demand – typically close to major destinations – are priced higher than those with less 
demand.88  The pricing is adjusted over time in an attempt to achieve a parking 
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occupancy rate of 85 percent.89  Market pricing can also provide increased revenue to 
local governments.90 

 
• Parking benefit district: Revenue raised through parking pricing can be reinvested into 

the priced area in the form of streetscape enhancements, transit investments, building 
façade improvements, and other neighborhood improvements.  Parking benefit districts 
can both manage parking demand through parking pricing and improve general 
conditions within a community.91 

 
The policies listed here are examples of ways in which cities and academics are re-visioning 
parking zoning in order to achieve societal goals.  This list is not exhaustive of the various tools 
cities are using to change their parking policies.  These policies will be revisited in Chapter 
Four’s case studies. 
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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’s current General Plan, Envision San Jose 
2040, has ambitious goals to redirect growth away from the sprawling development of recent 
decades and toward growth that provides fiscal and environmental sustainability.  The plan seeks 
to increase the amount of housing units, jobs, and retail in the city while preserving open spaces 
and reducing the number of single-occupancy vehicle trips by 50 percent.  Implementation of 
this plan will require policies that are aligned with Envision 2040 goals, including parking 
policies. 
 
This chapter evaluates San Jose’s current parking policies in light of the previously-discussed 
parking literature and Envision 2040 goals.  The chapter will begin with an overview of the 
development of San Jose and the adoption of Envision San Jose 2040.  A discussion of existing 
parking conditions in San Jose will follow.  Conflicts between existing policies and future goals 
will be discussed at the conclusion of this chapter.  If San Jose is to achieve its mode shift and 
sustainability goals, it will need to adopt parking policies that do not conflict with these goals. 

3.1 – The Growth of San Jose 

 
San Jose is one of the largest cities in the United States and has one of the largest technology 
industries in the world.  Despite the size of the city and its economy, San Jose’s growth for the 
latter half of the twentieth century has created a host of problems that affect the city’s fiscal and 
environmental sustainability, as well as its ability to deliver municipal services.92 
 
For much its existence, San Jose was a small town with an economy tied to agriculture.  Founded 
in 1777 as California’s first civilian settlement, San Jose initially served as a farming community 
to support military establishments in San Francisco and Monterey.93  The city retained a small, 
agricultural-based community through World War Two.  In the 1950s, the city began a rapid 
annexation process of adjacent land and communities, quickly growing its boundaries and 
subsequently spreading development and decreasing its population density.  This occurred as 
national policies encouraged home and automobile ownership, giving rise to the American 
suburb.  Inevitably, new residential neighborhoods were created and automobile-oriented 
development gave rise to the private automobile as the primary means of transportation.  This 
type of development continued well into the 1990s, increasingly straining city services, 
economic development, and quality of life for residents, as well as the health of the city’s natural 
environment.94 
 
A generation of low-density, spatially-segregated, sprawling development in San Jose has placed 
an enormous strain on the city’s ability to generate revenue and provide services.  Zone-
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93 City of San Jose, “Experience San Jose,” SanJoseCA.gov (San Jose, 2013), 
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separated land uses have contributed to automobile dependency, which has negative impacts on 
health, safety, economic development, and the environment.95  Eighty-seven percent of trips 
made by San Jose residents are by automobile (78 percent drive-alone and nine percent 
carpool).96  This is the result of San Jose’s history of spatially segregating land uses from one 
another, making walking and transit use ineffective means of transportation and therefore 
necessitating automobile use as the primary means to move about the city.97  One of the main 
goals of San Jose’s General Plan is to overcome the obstacles to a balanced transportation 
network that has made so many in San Jose dependent upon private automobiles for daily use. 

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

 
Like most US cities, the City of San Jose currently requires private developers to provide off-
street parking at all new developments.  This policy increases the supply of off-street parking in 
the city by ensuring that every single land use provides enough parking to meet the needs it is 
deemed to generate.  As discussed previously, the purpose of requiring off-street parking, as 
stated in San Jose’s Municipal Zoning Ordinance, can be summarized as an effort to: 
 

• Meet the parking and loading needs generated by development 
• 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 neighboring uses 
• Utilize off-street land resources as efficiently as possible98 

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

3.2.1 – Current Off-Street Parking Requirements 

Title 20 of the City’s Municipal Code provides all of the zoning ordinances governing land use 
within San Jose.  The section on parking covers the entire 176 square land miles of the city, with 
the exception of the downtown core, requiring off-street parking to be provided at all land uses. 
 
The city’s parking requirements are very specific, calling out minimum requirements for every 
land use imaginable.  Broader categories of uses include agriculture and resources, education and 
training, entertainment and recreation, and health and veterinary services.  Specific examples of 
land uses that require parking include: 
 

• Single-family dwelling units 
• Multi-family dwelling units 
• Office, business, and administrative uses 
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• Churches 
• Cemeteries 
• Batting cages 
• Playgrounds 
• Private security offices 
• Emergency ambulance stations 
• Catalog and mail order houses 
• Free-standing automatic teller machines 
• Stockyards and slaughterhouses 

 
The required amount of off-street parking is specific to each land use and is generally determined 
by area, number of residential units, or number of employees.  A single family home, for 
example, requires two covered spaces, regardless of the size of the house.99  Multi-family homes 
vary by number and type of units, ranging from 1.25 spaces per studio to two spaces for a three 
bedroom apartment, with the number of spaces increasing by 0.15 for each additional 
bedroom.100  Commercial spaces are generally allocated by square footage.  Grocery stores must 
provide one space per every 200 square feet and furniture stores must provide at least one per 
every 250 square feet.101  The unit of measurement varies for some specific land uses.  Hospitals, 
for example, must provide one space for every 2.5 beds.102  The ordinance also requires two 
spaces for every free-standing automatic teller machine.103  Table 2 provides an example of the 
requirements found in Chapter 20.90.060, “Number of Parking 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 

consumer goods 

1 per 200 sq. ft. of floor area 

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). 
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According to San Jose’s ordinance, parking spaces may not be shared amongst uses, meaning 
adjacent spaces cannot be included as part of a development’s required spaces, even these spaces 
are not well-utilized.104  There is an exception for alternating uses, or adjacent uses that generate 
parking demand at different, mutually-exclusive times.105  For example, a church with only 
evening and weekend service could share its parking with a school that only has weekday 
morning and afternoon uses.  For this exception to be granted, the zoning ordinance requires that 
the provided parking be adequate to serve parking demand for the duration of a building’s life, so 
if the church was housed in a building that could be used for some other purpose were the church 
to vacate the space, then the shared, alternate parking would not be permitted.  Successful 
examples of shared alternative parking are few in San Jose, with one notable example being a 
school parking lot in the Alameda Neighborhood Business District west of downtown that serves 
a nearby movie theater and retail uses during the evening and on weekends.106  This example will 
be further discussed in Chapter Four. 
 
On-street parking can never serve as part of the required supply.  This is the case even if the on-
street supply near a development is vacant at all times prior to the development.  Based on the 
ordinance’s stated purpose of efficient traffic circulation, it can be assumed that on-street parking 
may calm traffic, contributing to slower circulation and potential congestion, which the 
ordinance specifically seeks to mitigate. 
 
As previously discussed, these parking minimums are based on trip generation rates within ITE’s 
Trip Generation manual.  The purpose of this type of zoning is to create self-contained land uses 
that have adequate parking to meet the needs of the trips they are deemed to generate during the 
peak demand period in order to mitigate the effects of a given land use on adjacent uses and 
vehicle circulation.  Cities use the ITE manual because of its comprehensiveness and not 
necessarily because its generation rates are correct or because off-street parking has been 
determined to be the best solution,107 as was discussed in Chapter Two. 

3.2.2 – Exceptions to Off-Street Parking Requirements 

There are a few exceptions to San Jose’s parking requirements.  Anything built in the city’s 
downtown core, which covers about one square mile of the city, is not subject to these 
requirements.108  Structures built before November 10th, 1965, are also exempt from 
requirements, so long as there is not a substantial change in the use of the structure or the 
structure itself.109  Of the city’s 315,255 housing units, 68,321 were built prior to 1960, or 
approximately 22 percent of total housing units.110  Since precise data is not available for homes 
built up to November 10th, 1965, and an additional 61,874 units were built in the 1960s,111 it 
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should be safely assumed that parking requirements apply to at least 41 percent of the city’s 
housing stock.  Similar data on non-residential uses was not readily available at the time of this 
report. 
 

 
Figure 5: This apartment building next to San Jose City Hall was constructed in 1930 and has been 
continuously used for housing, exempting it from off-street parking requirements. The building has 14 units 
but only two on-site parking spaces. Photograph by the author. 
 

Additional exceptions are given to uses that occur in or near a “main street” setting.  Uses that 
qualify can receive a fixed percent reduction in the required amount of parking spaces.  The 
following five “main street” exceptions are listed in the zoning ordinance: 
 

• Uses that utilize alternative transportation, located within 2,000 feet of a rail station or a 
neighborhood business district as designated by the city’s General Plan, may receive up 
to a ten percent reduction112 

• Ground-floor retail in a neighborhood business district needs only to provide one space 
per 400 square feet,113 as opposed to one parking space per 200 square feet outside of 
neighborhood business districts114 

• Non-residential uses in neighborhood business districts that do not impose curb cuts onto 
the main street and do not employ parking reductions for ground-floor uses (as mentioned 
in the bullet point above) can receive a thirty percent reduction in required spaces 

• Single-family homes that are built with a detached garage behind the home 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 districts that provide unbundled 
parking, car-share programs, and eliminated curb cuts to the main street can have parking 
reduced to 0.8 spaces per unit115 

 
There are a small handful of other uses that can receive parking reductions with a development 
permit.  Included uses are ministorage facilities, emergency residential shelters, senior housing 
developments, gas stations, and performing arts rehearsal spaces.116  This is contingent upon 
each individual use meeting city requirements for adequate parking supply throughout the 
duration of the building’s life.117  If it is determined that a substantial change to the building 
could occur that would generate more trips and parking demand, parking reductions will not be 
granted.  For example, if a ground floor space is built to house a performing arts rehearsal space 
but could easily be used for retail if the rehearsal space was vacated, it would be unlikely that the 
city would grant a reduction. 
 
Finally, parking reductions are granted to uses within parking assessment districts, with approval 
from the City Council.118  Presumably, this is to encourage on-street metered parking or paid 
parking in municipal garages, which constitute a revenue stream for the city.  There are a limited 
number of these districts in San Jose, including Japantown, the county government area, the area 
surrounding the former San Jose Medical Center, San Jose State, the Arena, the Diridon regional 
transit station, and much of the downtown core.119  Land uses within parking assessment districts 
make up a small fraction of total land uses in San Jose.  Reductions in these areas therefore do 
not contribute significantly to an overall reduction in the citywide supply of off-street parking. 
 
The areas of the city that are zoned as downtown core, are designated neighborhood business 
districts in the city’s General Plan, or are within parking assessment districts combine for a total 
of less than three square miles, or 1.7 percent of total land in the city.120  Therefore, the parking 
requirements contained with the city’s zoning ordinance apply to over 98 percent of all land uses 
in the city.  Figure 6 shows this area in relation to the total area of the city. 
 

 

                                                 
115 City of San Jose, “Parking and Loading,” 27-29. 
116 City of San Jose, “Parking and Loading,” 29. 
117 City of San Jose, “Parking and Loading,” 26. 
118 City of San Jose, “Parking and Loading,” 29-30. 
119 City of San Jose, “Parking Meters,” SanJoseCA.gov, http://www.sanjoseca.gov/index.aspx?NID=1871 (accessed 
May 1, 2013). 
120 City of San Jose, “Neighborhood Business Districts” (2008), ArcGIS shapefile accessed April 2013 via San Jose 
State University. 
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Figure 6: Areas within San Jose's city limits where exceptions are permitted from the parking requirements 
in San Jose’s Municipal Zoning Ordinance. Map created by the author using GIS data created by the author 
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, San Jose is now attempting to reign in 
decades of sprawling development, zone-segregated land uses, and automobile supremacy.  Its 
current General Plan, Envision San Jose 2040, is its most ambitious move away from an 
automobile-oriented city to date.  Key features of this plan include preserving the city’s urban 
growth boundary, providing a greater mix of land uses, and focusing new development at infill 
sites along transit lines, at regional transit centers, in under-utilized commercial properties, and 
in the city’s downtown core.121 

3.3.1 – Goals of Envision San Jose 2040 

The goals of Envision San Jose 2040 are to focus growth into areas that allow for higher density 
and less dependence on automobiles.  These goals include intensifying land uses, jobs, and 
housing density in key locations throughout the city.  These locations include existing activity 
centers such as neighborhood business districts, regional transit centers, transit corridors, 
underutilized commercial properties throughout the city’s many neighborhoods, and the 
downtown core.  Focusing future growth into these areas is the city’s main tool to protect open 
spaces, increase safety, effectively deliver city services, generate revenue, and increase residents’ 
quality of life. 
 
Specifically, Envision San Jose 2040 seeks to: 
 

• Create complete neighborhoods while maintaining the character and cohesiveness of 
existing neighborhoods122 

• Add 120,000 new high-density, compact housing units focused in existing infill areas 
near transit to maximize current transit capacity, increase employment capacity, foster 
walkability, and maintain San Jose’s urban growth boundary123 

• Add 470,000 new jobs, focused in existing job centers and near regional transit stations, 
with greater flexibility for all types of commercial activity124 

• Create a jobs-to-employed resident ratio of 1.3:1125 
• Revitalize under-utilized properties at 70 sites around the city through an Urban Village 

planning process in order to promote walking, biking, and transit use; accommodate 
housing needs; create denser urban settings with minimum density requirements for 
housing; and spur economic development and job growth126 

• Utilize urban form that promotes walking, bicycling, and complete streets, and advances 
the city’s transportation mode shift goals 

• Minimize resource consumption and reduce San Jose’s role in global climate change127 
• Concentrate housing and employment in the city’s traditional urban core and promote the 

development of high-rise structures128 

                                                 
121 City of San Jose, “Envision San Jose 2040,” c. 1, 14-15. 
122 City of San Jose, “Envision San Jose 2040,” c. 1, 16. 
123 City of San Jose, “Envision San Jose 2040,” c. 1, 16. 
124 City of San Jose, “Envision San Jose 2040,” c. 1, 17. 
125 City of San Jose, “Envision San Jose 2040,” c. 1, 17. 
126 City of San Jose, “Envision San Jose 2040,” c. 1, 18. 
127 City of San Jose, “Envision San Jose 2040,” c. 1, 22. 
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• Maintain an urban growth boundary at the 15 percent hillside slope129 
• Make active transportation a viable commute mode.130 

 
The most ambitious of Envision 2040 goals is the transportation mode shift the city hopes to 
achieve by 2040: a 50 percent reduction in solo automobile trips.131  Table 3 shows the city’s 
existing transportation mode share and its 2040 mode shift goals. 
 

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 of Envision San Jose 2040 is based on phases for when certain areas of the city 
are to be developed.  Development is planned to occur in a way that promotes job growth and 
alternative transportation, which places emphasis on job-related development throughout focused 
growth areas and job growth and housing in the downtown core.  When job growth and density 
thresholds in given areas are met, new development will be triggered in other areas.132  The point 
is to not allow future development to widen the gap between the current abundance of housing 
and lack of jobs and to limit growth in areas that are currently automobile-dependent. 

3.3.2 – Parking and Envision San Jose 2040 

Envision 2040 contains little discussion of current and future parking policy.  Most of the 
language on parking is either vague or merely suggests that an alternative policy be considered, 
without saying what that policy should be.  Parking is discussed briefly in two chapters of the 
General Plan, “Quality of Life” and “Land Use and Transportation.” 
 
The General Plan’s chapter on neighborhood quality of life includes a brief discussion of: 
 

• Clustered parking, shared parking,133 and minimized visual impact of parking to promote 
walking and bicycling134 

• Reduced parking minimums, alternative parking, and transportation demand strategies as 
a consideration to reduce the area dedicated to surface parking135  

                                                                                                                                                             
128 City of San Jose, “Envision San Jose 2040,” c. 1, 23. 
129 City of San Jose, “Envision San Jose 2040,” c. 1, 24. 
130 City of San Jose, “Envision San Jose 2040,” c. 1, 24. 
131 City of San Jose, “Land Use and Transportation,” c. 6, 37. 
132 City of San Jose, “Implementation,” in Envision San Jose 2040 General Plan (San Jose, 2011), c. 7, 6. 
133 City of San Jose, “Quality of Life,” in Envision San Jose 2040 General Plan (San 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, for real estate development136 
• Parking garages and underground parking as an alternative to downtown surface 

parking137 
 
While the chapter on quality of life briefly discusses each of these alternative parking strategies, 
no specific action items are given. 
 
The General Plan’s land use and transportation chapter discusses parking in more detail.  The 
land use section of the chapter discusses balancing parking needs,138 minimizing the impact of 
parking lots in neighborhoods by placing them behind buildings,139 and allowing under-utilized 
parking to serve adjacent, non-residential uses.140  The transportation section of this chapter 
provides the most detail in regard to parking policy, including discussion of: 
 

• Compact land use patterns that allow for “park once and walk” destinations 
• Parking pricing for city employees 
• Transit-oriented development with reduced parking requirements 
• Discouraging developers from providing more parking than required 
• Allowing for reduced parking minimums at mixed-use sites with transportation demand 

management strategies 
• Allowing underutilized private parking lots to be shared with adjacent, non-residential 

uses 
• Considering nearby on-street and city-owned parking facilities as a feasible means to 

manage parking supply 
• Unbundling parking141 

 
In addition to these policy discussions, this section offers three action items in regard to parking 
– updating existing minimum parking requirements in the zoning ordinance, developing policies 
for sharing underutilized private parking spaces, and considering reducing parking supply.142  
Separate from this discussion, the General plan also speaks briefly, and in very general terms, 
about updating current zoning to reflect Envision 2040 goals,143 though it does not say which 
specific parts of the zoning code and does not mention parking policy.  While the General Plan 
does make mention of progressive parking policies that have the potential to help achieve city 
goals, the language is sparse and few action items are offered. 

                                                 
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 Transportation,” c. 6, 9. 
139 City of San Jose, “Land Use and Transportation,” c. 6, 11. 
140 City of San Jose, “Land Use and Transportation,” c. 6, 14. 
141 City of San Jose, “Land Use and Transportation,” c. 6, 50. 
142 City of San Jose, “Land Use and Transportation,” c. 6, 50. 
143 City of San Jose, “Land Use and Transportation,” c. 6, 5. 
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3.4 – Current Parking Supply in San Jose 

 
For this report, a comprehensive review of existing off-street parking has been completed, trying 
as best as possible to include all land dedicated to off-street parking within San Jose’s city limits.  
County pockets existing within San Jose’s boundaries are included, such as the Burbank and 
Sunol-Midtown neighborhoods.  The survey was completed by digitizing off-street parking in a 
2010 aerial image of the city.144  Off-street lots serving commercial, industrial, multi-family 
residential, government facilities, schools, and public facilities are included.  Not included in the 
survey are parking facilities at single family homes or any on-street parking. 
 
Based on this survey, it is estimated that parking lots in San Jose combine for a total of 9.52 
square miles, covering 5.4 percent of the total land area of the city.  These results are displayed 
in Figure 7.  The methodology used in this survey was adapted from parking supply surveys 
discussed in Chapter Two.145  Details on how this survey was designed and executed are located 
in the appendix at the end of this report. 
 

                                                 
144 Bing Maps, “Bing Maps Aerial” (2010), www.esri.com/software/arcgis/arcgisonline/services/bing-maps. 
145 Davis et al., “The Environmental and Economic Costs of Sprawling Parking Lots in the United States,” 258; 
Davis et al., “Estimating Parking Lot Footprints in the Upper Great Lakes Region of the USA,” 68. 
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Figure 7: Off-street parking in San Jose as digitized from 2010 aerial imagery. Map created by the author 
using GIS data created by the author and GIS data from the City of San Jose. 
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The following three maps visually illustrate the amount of space surface parking alone consumes 
at three specific locations in San Jose: West San Jose, North San Jose, and downtown.  Figure 8 
shows off-street parking in downtown San Jose, which is the oldest and densest area of the city.  
Downtown is the most transit rich-area of San Jose and one of the most transit-served 
communities of the San Francisco Bay Area.146  The density levels and mix of uses also make 
downtown San Jose bicycle- and pedestrian-friendly, yet there is a still a large supply of parking, 
particularly of surface parking. 
 

 

                                                 
146 City of San Jose, “Land Use and Transportation,” c. 6, 42. 
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Figure 8: Off-street parking in downtown San Jose. Map created by the author using GIS data created by the 
author and GIS data from the City of San Jose. 
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Figure 9 shows off-street parking in West San Jose, which is composed of older residential 
neighborhoods and commercial uses spanning several decades of development in the city, 
including the older Burbank/West San Carlos neighborhood business district, the 1950s-era 
Valley Fair indoor shopping mall, and the recently-built Santana Row outdoor shopping mall.  
West San Jose is an important growth area as the Burbank/West San Carlos area is one of the 
first neighborhoods to undergo an Urban Village planning process.  Additionally, Santana Row 
effectively serves as San Jose’s first Urban Village.147  Santana Row was built before passage of 
Envision 2040 but serves as a model for future Urban Villages.  According to the General Plan, 
 

Urban Villages [are] areas with … compact and dense form [that are] attractive to the 
City’s projected growing demographic groups (i.e., an aging population and young 
workers seeking an urban experience), [and] support walking, provide opportunities to 
incorporate retail and other services in a mixed-use format, and support transit use.148 

 
With these goals in mind, the parking supply in this area should decrease as growth continues, 
but under current parking zoning requirements, this is likely not possible. 
 

 

                                                 
147 City of San Jose, “Envision San Jose 2040,” c. 1, 18. 
148 City of San Jose, “Envision San Jose 2040,” c. 1, 16. 
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Figure 9: Off-street parking at commercial and quasi-public land uses in West San Jose.  Map created by the 
author using GIS data created by the author and GIS data from the City of San Jose. 
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Off-street parking in North San Jose is shown in Figure 10.  This area has the city’s highest 
concentration of jobs, particularly of tech-industry jobs.  The community is built along the 
county’s main light rail transit corridor and is adjacent to the main artery of the city’s off-street 
bikeways network.  It is also an important growth area in Envision San Jose 2040 and will see a 
considerable amount of commercial, residential, and industrial growth in the coming decades.149  
North San Jose is currently dominated by automobile-oriented design and is heavily paved-over 
by surface parking, despite access to alternative transportation facilities and plans for future 
growth.150 
 

                                                 
149 City of San Jose, “Envision San Jose 2040,” c. 1, 28-29. 
150 City of San Jose, “Land Use and Transportation,” c. 6, 7. 
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Figure 10: Off-street parking at industrial land uses and technology-sector employment centers in North San 
Jose.  Map created by the author using GIS data created by the author and GIS data from the City of San 
Jose. 
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This survey estimates that San Jose has 581,673 off-street parking spaces.  This is a conservative 
figure, as only the top floor of above-ground parking structures were counted, lots that were 
obscured by trees or other objects were not considered, underground parking was not counted, 
and only a handful of multi-family carports were included.  The 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 that was not digitized from the aerial 
image, Figure 11 shows the same digitized parking in Figure 7 in relation to individual land use 
designations.  The vast residential areas display relatively few digitized parking areas, however 
each individual residential land use features off-street parking in the form of garages, carports, 
and driveways, not to mention the amount of on-street parking available to motorists. 
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Figure 11: Digitized off-street parking in relation to land use designations.  Map created by the author using 
GIS data created by the author and GIS data from the City of San Jose. 
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According to the American Community Survey, there were an estimated 206,580 single family 
homes in San Jose in 2011.  Because the zoning ordinance requires two spaces per single family 
home, an additional 413,160 spaces can be added to the digitized parking, for a total of 994,832 
off-street parking spaces citywide.  This does not include driveways at single family homes, 
which are often used for off-street parking and have been found to significantly increase the 
amount of off-street parking at single family homes.151  This brings the total area dedicated to 
parking up to an estimated 9.61 square miles, or 5.5 percent of the land area of San Jose.  Figure 
12 shows the amount of space that 9.61 square miles would consume if all existing parking was 
combined into a single area. 
 

                                                 
151 Guo, “Does Residential Parking Supply Affect Household Car Ownership?” 25. 
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Figure 12: Approximate size of all off-street parking in San Jose combined into one area.  Map created by the 
author using GIS data created by the author and GIS data from the City of San Jose. 
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Table 4 summarizes the amount of off-street parking in San Jose 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, 

excluding singe family homes 

581,673 off-street spaces 

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, ITE’s Traffic Generation is used by most cities to set minimum 
off-street parking requirements for developments.  The recommended parking supply in Traffic 
Generation is based on what the ITE believes to be the number of trips generated by a given use 
during peak parking time, which occurs in the afternoon during the holiday shopping season.  
The number of spaces recommended is to ensure an 85 percent occupancy rate during peak 
demand.152 
 
Previous parking occupancy surveys in San Jose have come to mixed results as to how well 
utilized parking is in San Jose.  This is due to the varying focuses of the surveys.  In every case, 
though, parking was found to be under-utilized, meaning there is an excessive supply of parking 
in San Jose.153  The results of the survey completed for this report find off-street parking that is 
outside of single-family residences in San Jose to be 38 percent occupied, far lower than the 85 
percent optimal rate discussed in Chapter Two.  This makes for an excess of 361,397 spaces 
citywide.  These results only consider the 581,673 spaces estimated from the aerial image survey 
and do not consider any spaces attributed to single family homes.  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 ambitious goals to increase the number of 
housing units, jobs, and retail within the city while preserving open spaces and reducing the 
number of single-occupancy vehicle trips by 50 percent.  The purpose of this section is to discuss 
conflicts between current parking zoning and Envision 2040 goals.  It is also to estimate the 
amount of parking that would be created under current parking zoning if the city succeeds in 
implementing the goals in Envision 2040 without modifying its parking requirements. 

                                                 
152 Shoup, “The Trouble with Minimum Parking Requirements,” 551. 
153 Smith, A Study of Parking Utilization for Neighborhood Shopping Centers Along VTA Transit Routes in San 
Jose, 43-44; San Jose State University and Santa Clara Valley Transportation Agency, A Parking Utilization Survey 
of Transit-Oriented Development Residential Properties in Santa Clara County, 50; San Jose Redevelopment 
Agency, The Alameda Business District Parking Study, 9. 
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3.5.1 – General Plan Goals Affected by Current Parking Requirements 

As mentioned previously in this report, many of the major goals of Envision San Jose 2040 will 
be negatively impacted should San Jose’s current parking policies remain intact.  Important goals 
that will be affected are to: 
 

• Accommodate 120,000 new housing units in focused growth areas154 
• Create 470,000 new jobs155 
• Develop high-rise structures in focused growth areas156 
• Revitalize under-utilized properties to promote alternative transportation, accommodate 

housing, create dense settings, and enable job growth157 
• Minimize resource consumption and reduce the city’s role in global climate change158 
• Maintain San Jose’s urban growth boundary159 

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

If the city is successful in implementing its General Plan, there will be an additional 120,000 
housing units and 470,000 jobs by 2040.160  The city does not enumerate the type of housing 
units these will be or the type of job.  Therefore, an estimate of future off-street parking will be 
based on the most conservative figures possible in order to prevent an inflated amount.  
Assuming all additional housing units are single-family – which is unlikely, given the General 
Plan’s goals for housing and population density161 – there will be an additional 240,000 
residential parking spaces.  For jobs, the current zoning ordinance requires one space per 
employee for nearly every commercial and industrial land use, along with parking for guests and 
customers, typically based on square footage.  Since it is too difficult to determine the types of 
jobs that will be created in the coming decades, this estimate only considers the required parking 
for employees.  Under this scenario, jobs will create an additional 470,000 parking spaces in San 
Jose. 
 
Using San Jose’s current parking zoning, housing and jobs projections combined will create at 
least an additional 710,000 parking spaces by 2040, nearly doubling the current supply.  This 
assumes that developers will have provided no more than the minimum amount of parking 
required.  It also assumes that no exceptions will have been made, no new neighborhood 
business districts will have been established, and no new parking assessment districts will have 
been created.  It also does not take into account the downtown core. 
 
Using a standard parking space of eight feet by 22 feet,162 this will produce an additional 4.48 
square miles of parking spaces.  Given that parking spaces make up only 39 percent of the total 
area dedicated to parking – as discussed in the appendix – this creates an additional 11.62 square 
miles of land dedicated to parking in San Jose by 2040 under current zoning conditions.  When 
                                                 
154 City of San Jose, “Envision San Jose 2040,” c. 1, 16. 
155 City of San Jose, “Envision San Jose 2040,” c. 1, 17. 
156 City of San Jose, “Envision San Jose 2040,” c. 1, 23. 
157 City of San Jose, “Envision San Jose 2040,” c. 1, 18. 
158 City of San Jose, “Envision San Jose 2040,” c. 1, 22. 
159 City of San Jose, “Envision San Jose 2040,” c. 1, 24. 
160 City of San Jose, “Envision San Jose 2040,” c. 1, 16. 
161 City of San Jose, “Envision San Jose 2040,” c. 1, 17. 
162 City of San Jose, “Parking and Loading,” 21. 
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combined with existing parking, this additional parking results in an estimated total of 1,704,832 
parking spaces and 21.23 square miles of land dedicated to parking, or 12.1 percent of the total 
land area of the city.  Figure 13 shows the amount of the city that this parking would consume if 
it is built.  
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Figure 13: Approximate size of estimated future off-street parking in San Jose, combined into one area.  Map 
created by the author using GIS data created by the author and GIS data from the City of San Jose. 
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Given San Jose’s goals to create increase its density and maintain its current urban growth 
boundary, where will this parking be located?  If the city’s parking zoning remains as is, it will 
be difficult to accommodate all the desired housing and jobs and parking spaces associated with 
these new housing units and employment centers.  Given that the costs of underground parking 
significantly increase the cost of housing, sometimes even making developments unprofitable, it 
would not be wise to assume that this amount of parking could simply be placed underground.  
The pattern of sprawling development and large surface parking currently seen in San Jose and 
surrounding cities would continue, despite the city’s goals.  Figure 14 shows off-street parking in 
downtown San Jose that has been built as the result of parking zoning requirements.  Despite the 
density afforded by high-rise construction, parking requirements continue to spread 
development.  This scenario is likely to continue despite the goals of Envision 2040, unless 
parking policies are changed. 
 
An additional question is the necessity of this amount of parking.  Among other goals, Envision 
2040 seeks to reduce solo automobile use by 50 percent.  This is a significant reduction in 
automobile use, given that 78 percent of current trips in San Jose are completed by car.163  
Reducing driving rates means that the amount of space dedicated to parking – arguably too high 
already – will become even more unnecessary.  What, then, comes first, the driving reduction or 
the parking reduction?  Continuing to require large amounts of parking facilities until driving 
rates decrease is not a feasible solution given that excessive amounts of parking encourage 
automobile use. 
 
 

                                                 
163 City of San Jose, “Land Use and Transportation,” c. 6, 37. 
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Figure 14: This empty surface lot serves a high rise office building in downtown San Jose.  Given the city's 
current parking zoning requirements, will San Jose's goal of filling its skyline with more high-rise buildings 
result in more large surface parking lots?  Photograph 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 parking policies to meet broader city 
goals.  These policies date as far back as the 1970s when the City of Portland established a freeze 
on downtown parking supply in an attempt to improve its air quality.  This chapter discusses a 
variety of policies that have been put into practice in order to understand their effectiveness; 
effectiveness alone, however, will not determine a policy’s suitability as a tool for San Jose.  
Chapter Five’s policy analysis will use criteria based on Envision 2040 goals to help make 
recommendations based on the policies in this chapter along with literature reviewed earlier in 
this report. 
 
Information in these case studies has been taken from peer-reviewed journals, government 
documents, studies conducted by local agencies, and interviews with city staff members.  Phone, 
email, and in-person interviews were conducted by this report’s author in Fall 2013 with staff 
members of select cities studied in this report.  The purpose of these interviews is to supplement 
case study material with first-hand experience and other information 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 Reuse Ordinance (ARO) to streamline the 
process of converting historic commercial buildings into residential buildings.164  As stated in the 
city’s Adaptive Reuse Handbook, 
 

“Adaptive reuse” means adapting an existing economically obsolete building for a new 
more productive purpose [sic].  The changes are substantial, physical alterations that 
modify the building’s original intent.165 

 

The City of Los Angeles attempted to solve two problems with its ARO: the large number of 
vacant buildings in downtown Los Angeles and the shortage of housing in the city.166  The loss 
of historic buildings due to redevelopment167 and the affordability of housing were of concern to 
the city and to members of the community.168  The properties that the ordinance initially applied 
to were mostly vacant Art Deco-style commercial towers in the city’s historic downtown.169 
 
The ordinance waives several zoning requirements from these types of properties.  Density 
restrictions are waived, removing limits on the number of housing units each project can contain.  

                                                 
164 City of Los Angeles, Adaptive Reuse Program, Los Angeles, CA: City of Los Angeles (2006), 7. 
165 City of Los Angeles, Adaptive Reuse Program, 9. 
166 Shoup, The High Cost of Free Parking, xxxii. 
167 City of Los Angeles, Adaptive Reuse Program, 118. 
168 City of Los Angeles, Adaptive Reuse Program, 127. 
169 Shoup, The High Cost of Free Parking, xxxii. 
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Existing parking at each property must be maintained under the ordinance, but no additional 
parking or loading zones need to be supplied.170 
 
The ordinance was successful in increasing the city’s housing supply while maintaining its 
historic building stock.  In downtown alone, 6,500 housing units were added between 1999 and 
2006.171  For comparison, only 4,300 were added downtown between 1970 and 2000.172  The 
popularity and success of the ARO was so great that by 2003 it was extended beyond downtown 
to several other Los Angeles neighborhoods173 and allowed citywide on a case-by-case basis.174  
By 2008, 56 historic office buildings had been converted into over 7,300 housing units across 
Los Angeles, all without adding a single new parking space.  Given that the city’s zoning 
ordinance prior to the ARO required two off-street parking spaces to be provided per residential 
unit, many of these buildings either would have remained vacant or been torn down.175  Without 
the ARO, existing zoning requirements would have continued to decrease the density and 
housing supply of Los Angeles while increasing the amount of land dedicated to parking.  Figure 
15 shows a grouping of historic buildings in downtown Los Angeles, many of which have been 
converted to housing without the addition of new parking. 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
170 City of Los Angeles, Adaptive Reuse Program, 9. 
171 City of Los Angeles, Adaptive Reuse Program, 7. 
172 Shoup, The High Cost of Free Parking, xxxiii. 
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Figure 15: Through use of the Adaptive Reuse Ordinance, many of these historic buildings in downtown Los 
Angeles were converted to housing without the addition of parking.  Without this ordinance, many of these 
buildings may have remained vacant or been demolished. Photograph by the author. 
 

The community response to the initial downtown ARO in 1999, as well as to the extension of the 
program in 2003, was positive.  When the ARO was first introduced to downtown Los Angeles, 
there was little concern over the change in parking regulation given how few people lived 
downtown at the time.176  City officials, seeing that the parking requirements prior to the 
adoption of the ARO prevented the conversion of these buildings, supported the parking zoning 
changes in the ordinance to support an increase in housing supply.177  The benefits of the ARO 
did not stop with historic preservation or increased housing supply, but also contributed to 
increased jobs and added revenue from higher taxes on increased property values.178  There has 
been much support from developers, property owners, housing advocates, and the City of Los 
Angeles for the ARO.179 

4.2 – Preserving Old Pasadena through Parking Policy 

 
Similar to Los Angeles, Pasadena’s downtown suffered from a major decline in the mid-
twentieth century.  This was due to rise of the suburbs and the inability for Old Pasadena 
businesses to compete with shopping malls and other commercial uses featuring convenient 
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automobile access and ample free parking.  The result was vacant properties and decaying 
buildings in the historic center of the city.  Pasadena officials addressed this problem by 
reforming downtown parking policies.  Specifically, the City of Pasadena created a parking 
benefit district to finance downtown improvement projects and allowed property owners a way 
to revitalize downtown buildings without needing to meet the zoning ordinance’s off-street 
parking requirements.180 
 
Rather than requiring businesses and property owners to provide off-street parking – a 
requirement that would result in either the continuation of vacant and blighted properties or the 
destruction of Old Pasadena’s historic building stock – the city now allows for a parking credit to 
be paid to waive parking requirements.  The parking credits also allow for changes or 
intensification in land uses without requiring additional off-street parking.181  This parking credit 
has raised enough revenue to allow the city to finance two municipal parking garages, or enough 
off-street space to satisfy the parking needs generated by downtown businesses.182  Municipal 
garages created through parking credits have also had an impact on automobile use.  Rather than 
driving to and parking at each of their destinations, surveys have found that visitors to Old 
Pasadena visit 2.7 destinations per average time parked in municipal garages, which constitutes a 
decease in vehicular travel per destination.183 
 
In 1993, parking meters were installed in an effort to manage on-street parking and generate 
funds for the city.  Revenue generated at meters was reinvested directly into the metered blocks, 
funding $5 million worth of streetscape improvements, including converting old alleyways into 
pedestrian paths with direct access to downtown retail.  Meter revenue has also been used to fund 
additional policing in the district.184 
 
There has been wide community support for parking credits.  Saving Old Pasadena was 
important to many community members who saw their historic city center threatened by 
suburban investment and urban renewal, particularly an early attempt to revitalize downtown that 
resulted in the demolition of three historic blocks to build an unsuccessful indoor shopping mall.  
Additionally, the policy helped businesses to compete with their suburban counterparts by better 
managing parking and reinvesting in historic resources.  Finally, the total amount of parking in 
Old Pasadena was not reduced, just moved from individual properties to centrally-located 
garages.185  While some businesses dislike the fee and some visitors to downtown feel that 
parking should be free, the policy has been a win for all involved and is thus well-supported.186  
The benefits that this program affords the community have lead city planners to consider ways in 
which to expand the program to other areas of the city.  An in-lieu fee would be unlikely given 
the difficulty in purchasing land to build the required public parking facilities.187  The city is, 
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however, currently modeling methods to allow on-street parking to satisfy parking needs at new 
developments.188 
 
The metered parking improvement district did not initially receive the same amount of public 
support.  The largest opponents were local business owners who feared that the installation of 
meters would drive away customers, despite the prevailing lack of available parking caused by 
downtown employees parking for free throughout the day.189  Reinvesting meter revenue directly 
into the metered area helped boost support.  Over the years, the benefits accrued to Old Pasadena 
from meter revenue have won the program tremendous community support.  In 2011 alone, the 
meters generated $1.3 million for direct investment into the area.  The extra policing presence on 
the street provided by parking enforcement officers is also welcomed by business owners and 
other community members, contributing to continued support and the overall success of the 
parking meter district.190 

4.3 – Improving Air Quality by Freezing Parking Supply in Portland 

 
Portland, Oregon, employs a variety of on- and off-street parking policies in an effort to achieve 
a number of city goals, including economic development and the promotion of transit use.  
Progressive parking policies in Portland date back to the early 1970s.  These policies initially 
stem from concerns over poor air quality as a result of automobile emissions.191 
 
In the early 1970s, downtown Portland’s air quality exceeded federal carbon monoxide levels 
approximately one out of every three days.  This lead to a freeze on downtown parking supply in 
1972, limiting the amount of downtown parking to its then-current 45,000 spaces.192  At the time, 
the goals of this policy were well-received by the community193 and proved quite successful: 
downtown Portland has not exceeded federal carbon monoxide standards since 1984.194 
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Figure 16: Thanks to a freeze on downtown parking supply beginning in the 1970s, downtown Portland's air 
quality has significantly improved. Photograph by the author. 
 

Since this time, Portland has continued its efforts to reduce vehicle miles travelled by continuing 
to limit parking supply.  Although there is no longer a strict moratorium on downtown parking, 
Portland has in place several policies to manage the amount of off-street parking that is built in 
downtown and in other areas of the city, mostly dense, mixed-use neighborhoods and areas 
surrounding major transit stations.  In 1997, the downtown parking freeze was replaced with a 
combination of relaxed parking minimums, parking maximums,195 and incentives for shared 
parking and bicycle parking provisions.196  This was intended as tool to implement the city’s goal 
of reducing vehicle miles travelled by 10 percent over a twenty year period beginning in 1992.197 
 
These parking policies – combined with transit investments – were successful in helping to 
change the way Portlanders move about the city, as transit use has increased consistently since 
the 1970s.198  A growing population of young Portlanders, ages 20-30, who are less likely to 
value owning a personal automobile, also helps fuel Portland’s shift toward alternative 
transportation.199 
 

In recent years, community response to Portland’s progressive policies has been mixed.  No 
overall consensus exists among Portlanders in regard to parking policy.  One reason for this lack 
of consensus is that rates of automobile ownership are not reflective of Portland’s mode-split, 
meaning that more automobiles are owned than are actually used, creating a surplus of 
automobiles and a need to store them, which results in a perceived lack of parking.  As will be 
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discussed below, the recent economic recession and current recovery also play a role in the 
community’s attitude toward parking policy.200 
 
Developers have been the strongest supporters of parking maximums and relaxed requirements 
in select areas of Portland.  The policy of requiring little-to-no parking saves developers 
considerable amounts of money and allows them to better utilize their resources for economic 
gain.  Developers have come to rely on the city’s projections for future growth, transportation 
mode-split, and rates of automobile ownership.  Development has been occurring in transit-rich 
areas and is targeted toward a younger, less automobile-dependent demographic.201  Not only 
have waivers not been given out by the city to allow a given developer to build above the parking 
maximum since the 1970s,202 a waiver has not been requested since this time,203 attesting to the 
policy’s positive reception by the development community.  Developers have also utilized 
Portland’s allowance of parking entitlements, a policy that allows developers to share their 
parking rights with other developers.  Rather than give away parking entitlements, some 
developers have partnered to build joint parking to be shared between land uses.  Other 
developers have made arrangements with existing properties to allow for the sharing of existing 
parking facilities.204 
 
Residents and businesses, on the other hand, show less support and have often expressed the 
desire for more parking.  This desire has grown stronger since the economy has begun to recover 
and development activity has increased.  While the policy of allowing housing in certain settings 
to be built without any parking has been in effect for several years, it was not until the recent 
economic recovery that many of these projects have come on-line.  Portland suddenly has an 
increased number of housing units but no additional parking, placing strain on existing curbside 
supply.  While the city believes that current on-street parking is enough to manage demand and 
that further mode shift away from automobiles will help to manage this supply, residents and 
business owners are suddenly seeing fewer spaces available immediately at their destinations.  
These changes have increased the number of residents and business owners who view parking 
maximums and related policies as problematic.  Historically underpriced street parking has also 
played a role in this perception, since motorists have long enjoyed being able to park anywhere 
they want for little cost.205 
 
It should be noted that, despite recent dissatisfaction with parking policy, Portland’s strategies 
and goals have received much support from the public.  Portland’s parking policies currently 
have about as much support from residents and businesses as they do opposition.  Additionally, 
the two areas with the highest amount of limited parking – Northwest Portland and the Pearl 
District – have the lowest rates of housing vacancy and the highest property values, suggesting 
that the benefits posed by strict parking maximums are desirable.206 
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4.4 – Efficient Use of Land Resources in Seattle 

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

• Economic development 
• Reduced barriers to building housing at urban infill sites and near transit 
• Reduced housing costs 
• Increased use of alternative transportation modes 
• Reduced vehicle miles travelled and automobile emissions207 

 
The program uses a context-specific method for determining the proper amount of parking at 
multi-family housing.  This is method is completed using location-based data of urban 
development, population density, and proximity to jobs and transit to model the ideal ratio 
between housing units and parking stalls.208  The model even allows for the influence of parking 
pricing to be captured in its results, based on whether or not parking will be bundled into the cost 
of housing.209  The ideal amount of parking is that which manages parking demand while 
encouraging walking, bicycling, and transit use.  Finding the correct amount of parking also 
helps developers overcome obstacles to development such as financing and traditional parking 
zoning ordinances.210  It should be noted that, while the tool will most often reduce the amount 
of parking that traditional zoning would require, there are instances where the right amount of 
parking – the “just enough,” as King County Metro puts it – will be an increase above what 
would typically be required of a given development, requiring a small number of developers to 
provide more parking rather than less.211 
 
The program is still in its pilot phase.  The county is actively working with community members 
and developers to create projects that demonstrate the benefits of the program.  To date, the 
community has been very accepting of the program.  There has been a lot of interest in the tool 
so far, especially for mixed-use multi-family developments that contain retail or other 
commercial components.  There has also been a lot of political support, primarily from decision-
makers who would like to see the program influence parking policy in the greater Seattle area.  
There has yet to be any negative response to the program.  Given that the program is still in its 
infancy, there is little data to show whether or not it is achieving its goals.212 
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Figure 17: King County's Right-Size Parking program seeks to determine the appropriate amount of parking 
based on a variety of factors for developments in the 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 cruising,213 generate revenue for the city, and 
depoliticize parking policy214 have taken shape in an on-street parking management program 
called SFpark.  SFpark is a parking regulation-based approach to congestion management.215  
The mechanism to accomplish these goals is demand-responsive pricing.   Rather than subsidize 
on-street parking with low meter rates, parking meters are set at a rate that will produce a desired 
occupancy based on demand.  SFpark attempts to achieve an 85 percent occupancy rate by 
pricing on-street parking such that one or two spaces will always be available on any given 
block.  Prices are set to favor short-term parking and encourage turnover.  On- and off-street 
pricing promotes garage use for motorists wishing to park for a longer period of time.  In-ground 
sensors collect occupancy and turnover data to help the city set ideal pricing.  Reducing parking 
cruising reduces congestion and vehicle miles travelled, both of which contribute to air quality 
and safety concerns.  Before implementation of SFpark, parking cruising accounted for up to 30 
percent of all cars in traffic.216  Efficiently utilizing the city’s existing on-street parking facilities 
helps manage the demand for increased parking supply.  The program is currently being used in 
around the city’s Financial District and South-of-Market areas, some of San Francisco’s densest 
neighborhoods. 
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Figure 18: SFpark employs demand-responsive pricing and real-time parking data to manage on- and off-
street parking in San Francisco's densest neighborhoods. Photograph by the author. 
 

While SFpark has been successful thus far in accomplishing its goals, it has not been as 
successful in its efforts to satisfy the San Francisco community.  From the outset, the San 
Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) knew that community outreach would be 
an important factor for implementing SFpark.  Parking in San Francisco – along with many 
American communities – is often a controversial, political, and even emotional subject, and one 
not to be taken lightly.  Since implementation, SFpark has received mixed support and has 
sparked criticism, despite early and ongoing efforts to reach out to the public.217 
 
To reach out to the community, the SFMTA took two approaches.  One approach was to directly 
engage the community by having SFMTA staff attend as many neighborhood, business, and 
community meetings as feasible, with the goal of explaining the program and addressing 
concerns.  Secondly, SFMTA created a website for SFpark in an effort to brand the program, 
explain the technology behind the meters, and express the benefits of the program.  This resulted 
in initial support from some businesses and community leaders.218 
 
A negative response from the community came when the metered parking district expanded into 
neighborhoods in the city that historically had not been priced.  Some residents and business 
owners felt that not enough community outreach had been completed while others disagreed with 
the need for more priced parking.219  The SFMTA moved forward with its plans to price parking 
in these neighborhoods, but only included a small portion of the new meters as a part of SFpark.  
This implementation plan, however, was not effectively communicated to the public, resulting in 
public animosity toward an expanded non-SFpark metered district being placed on SFpark itself, 
damaging SFpark’s relationship with some of the San Francisco community.220 
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Despite mixed support from community members, the project has received a great deal of 
political support from city leaders.221  This may be in part because the SFMTA is run by the city 
and thus benefits from increased revenue from meter rates222 and from decreased service delays 
in its bus system that are caused in part by parking cruising.223  Additionally, combating air 
pollution is politically popular in San Francisco; SFpark’s potential to reduce emissions by 
reducing parking cruising has gained political support for the program.224  Parking pricing, 
however, is still a political issue since the city votes on meter rate increases.  Tying pricing to an 
objective metric such as SFpark depoliticizes parking policy, which can help gain additional 
political support for the program.225 

4.6 – Priced and Repurposed Curb Space in New York City 

 
New York City, particularly the boroughs of Brooklyn and Manhattan, has historically suffered 
from poorly-managed curbside parking.  Some of the parking-related 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 commercial vehicles loading and 

unloading goods226 
 
These issues are all the result of underpriced curbside parking, which is itself the result of a 
political culture hostile to changes in parking pricing.  New York City’s Department of 
Transportation (NYCDOT) has struggled to price on-street space at a rate that encourages short-
term use with high turnover.  New York already has fewer metered spaces than other major 
American cities, and the spaces that it does price are at a much lower rate than other major cities.  
There has been no political will from elected officials to raise parking fees, and neighborhood 
and business groups have been outspokenly opposed to increases.227 
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Figure 19: With little incentive for short-term par king, many New York City blocks are saturated with on-
street automobile storage. Photograph by the author. 
 

Despite opposition, the NYCDOT has been successful in two realms of parking policy: creating 
more commercial loading space through parking rate changes and creating higher turnover in 
select neighborhoods through time limitations.  The latter of these outcomes occurred at spaces 
that were already metered, avoiding the challenge of expanding priced parking.228 
 
Changes that benefited commercial vehicles were the result of pricing curb spaces that were 
already allocated solely to commercial vehicles but lacked pricing and time restrictions.  This 
policy change was the result of the commercial vehicle industry’s frustration with New York’s 
inefficient management of on-street loading.  Because these spaces were already restricted to 
commercial vehicles, NYCDOT was able to overcome community opposition to priced parking 
and install meters for commercial vehicles.  The policy has been very successful and has been 
well-received since implementation.229 
 
To manage parking-related congestion from private automobiles cruising for parking, NYCDOT 
has started a program called ParkSmart in which parking meters are priced and timed to create 
sufficient turnover.  Due to the severely underpriced curbside parking in New York, parking-
related congestion makes up a higher percent of traffic in New York than it does in other 
American cities.  For example, forty-five percent of traffic in Park Slope, Brooklyn, is cruising to 
find a parking space, much higher than the estimated US average of 30 percent.  Where 
ParkSmart has been implemented, it has proven successful in reducing curbside occupancy 
during peak demand periods.  The challenge with ParkSmart is the public’s unwillingness to 
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accept meter rate increases, let alone an expanded metered district.  Generally speaking, 
neighborhood political resistance to priced on-street parking and to increases in existing pricing 
remains high.  ParkSmart is an opt-in program, meaning neighborhoods may choose to 
participate if community support will allow, limiting the project from expanding into other areas 
of the city.230 
 
The resulting reduction in congestion and improved on-street parking management has created 
excess road capacity, enabling NYCDOT to reallocate some parking and even travel lanes 
toward other modes of travel.231  NYCDOT has been able to repurpose some of this freed-up 
right-of-way to make improvements for bicyclists and pedestrians.  Travel lane reductions have 
allowed for the installation of parking-protected bike lanes, giving bicyclists enhanced space for 
travel.232  Since the first of these protected bike lanes was implemented, bicycling rates in the 
city have significantly increased.233  Additionally, parking and travel lanes that have been 
converted to pedestrian plazas with outdoor cafes have increased city revenue through added 
sales tax and increased employment.234 
 

 
Figure 20: Excess road capacity created by minimizing parking cruising and double parking has allowed New 
York City to reallocate some of its roadway to pedestrians and bicycles, such as this sidewalk extension in 
Manhattan. Photograph by the author. 
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4.7 – Shared Parking Solutions in a Central San Jose Neighborhood 

 
A successful, albeit small-scale, example of progressive parking policy comes from San Jose 
itself.  The Alameda, a neighborhood business district immediately adjacent to downtown San 
Jose, utilizes shared parking to meet parking demand.  This strategy allows private off-street 
parking to serve more than one land use.  The goal of San Jose’s policy is to effectively utilize 
land resources and to avoid supplying additional off-street parking. 
 
After an initial parking study was completed in 1999, several recommended parking 
improvements were implemented.  The study was then repeated in 2007, in part to measure the 
effects of these parking improvements.  Shared parking was implemented at a neighborhood 
school parking lot and separately at a community center.  The school’s parking lot was made 
available for non-school uses in evenings and on weekends.  Shared use of this lot primarily 
serves nearby businesses, restaurants, and a movie theater.  The community center’s lot was 
made open to the public at all times during the day.235 
 

 
Figure 21: The parking lot at Downtown College Prep in San Jose is shared with businesses along the 
Alameda neighborhood business district. Photograph by the author. 
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Figure 22: The lot is open to the public when school is not in session. Photograph by the author. 
 

Parking occupancy surveys show the shared-use strategy to be a success.  1n 1999, the study area 
for the Alameda Business District had a peak occupancy of 55 percent, well under the optimal 
utilization rate.  This initial study concluded that the overall area to have no existing shortage of 
parking supply, despite finding localized issues within the study area.  Rather than 
recommending additional parking to mitigate the few under-supplies areas, the study 
recommended the shared-use of existing lots.  The 2007 study found a 67 percent occupancy rate 
in the district.236 
 
During community outreach for both the 1999 and 2007 studies, it was found that residents in the 
vicinity of the Alameda Business District favor shared parking.  The policy is especially 
favorable when existing, private, off-street, and underutilized parking lots become shared 
parking between businesses or lots open to the public.  Residents are also weary of employee 
spill-over and are generally in favor of establishing residential parking permit districts on 
adjacent residential blocks, preventing employee and special event parking from impacting their 
neighborhoods.237  Residential permit districts currently exist along some of the neighborhood 
streets in vicinity of the Alameda Business District, however the City of San Jose is currently not 
expanding this program due to staffing shortages.238 
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4.8 – A Case of Counter-Productive Parking Reform in Chicago 

 
The cases discussed thus far have been successful in achieving a majority of their goals.  A brief 
discussion of an unsuccessful policy is included here as this policy has the potential to be 
adopted in other cities. 
 
In 2009, the City of Chicago leased its entire 34,500 on-street parking meters to Morgan Stanley, 
a multinational financial corporation, for 75 years at a one-time payment of $1.16 billion.239  The 
purpose for leasing the spaces, according to then-Mayor Richard Daley, was to account for a 
shortfall in the city’s budget.240  A community and political backlash resulted from the meter 
lease.  This backlash stems from: 
 

• The lack of community outreach performed before the lease was signed241 
• The under-valuation of the metered spaces in the lease242 
• The lack of flexibility the city now has over its roadways243 

 
No reasonable amount of time was given for public engagement in the process.  Once the city 
accepted a bid on the metered spaces, there was a very short window in which the public could 
comment, given that the contract was awarded by the City Council only three days after the 
bidding process closed.244  Despite a history of Chicago neighborhoods resisting meter 
increases,245 the public played no role whatsoever in this deal, leaving many frustrated with what 
they perceived as a secretive process.246 
 
Backlash also resulted over the price paid to the City of Chicago to lease the meters, with critics 
claiming that the short-term payment of $1.16 billion cost the city a billion dollars in the long 
term.  Contrary to Mayor Daley’s assertion that the historic resistance to meter increases would 
have cost the city more if Chicago did not privatize the spaces,247 a report from the City’s Office 
of the Inspector General found the spaces to be worth $2.13 billion over the course of 75 
years.248  The spaces were therefore under-valued by 46 percent in the lease agreement,249 with 
the city receiving $974 million less than what this resource is worth.250  The ability for Chicago 
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243 Weinberger, Kaehny, and Rufo, “US Parking Policies,”61. 
244City of Chicago.  Report of Inspector General’s Findings and Recommendations, 32. 
245 John Kaehny, “Chicago Pays the Price for Parking Privatization,” Streetsblog (New York, June 2009), 
http://www.streetsblog.org/2009/06/17/chicago-pays-the-price-for-parking-privatization/ (accessed October 5, 
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246 Weinberger, Kaehny, and Rufo, “US Parking Policies,” 61. 
247 John Kaehny, “Chicago Pays the Price for Parking Privatization.” 
248 City of Chicago.  Report of Inspector General’s Findings and Recommendations, 24. 
249 City of Chicago.  Report of Inspector General’s Findings and Recommendations, 24. 
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to balance its budget for one year has resulted in its inability to collect meter revenue for several 
decades to come. 
 
The privatization of the city’s metered spaces has even more dire consequences for the city’s 
transportation network and sustainability goals than it does for revenue generation and 
community relations.  Major components of the lease prevent Chicago from making changes to 
its street network.  Under the agreement, the city cannot remove meters or change meter rates or 
hours without compensating Morgan Stanley.  This makes achieving Chicago’s sustainability 
goals difficult, as pedestrian bulb-outs, protected bike lanes, and rapid bus systems cannot be 
implemented without paying Morgan Stanley for lost revenue due to the loss of metered parking.  
Making improvements for bicyclists, pedestrians, and transit users on major arterials is now a 
difficult and expensive task for the city to achieve.251  Additionally, any attempts at parking 
reform, such as market-based and demand-responsive pricing, cannot be implemented given the 
fixed meter structure set in the terms of the lease.252  Because the rates are fixed, blocks with 
dramatically different demand rates are priced the same, creating local traffic problems.253  
Chicago has essentially doomed itself to 75 years of parking problems. 
 

 

                                                 
251 Weinberger, Kaehny, and Rufo, “US Parking Policies,” 61. 
252 Shoup, The High Cost of Free Parking, 686-687. 
253 Weinberger, Kaehny, and Rufo, “US Parking Policies,” 61. 
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V – Policy Analysis and Recommendations 

 
Chapter Five analyzes various progressive parking policies from the case studies and literature 
discussed in this report in order to make recommendations for San Jose.  These policies are 
analyzed for their effectiveness in achieving goals similar to those of Envision San Jose 2040.  
The policies with the highest scores are recommended for use by the City of San Jose as a means 
to help achieve its General Plan goals.  The analysis focuses on the policies used in various US 
cities discussed in Chapter Four and is supplemented with professional and academic studies 
from Chapter Two. 

5.1 – Criteria for Analysis 

 
The criteria for analysis in this report are based on the housing, transportation, economic, and 
environmental goals of Envision San Jose 2040.  Community engagement and political support 
are also included as criteria, given Envision 2040’s emphasis on engaging the community during 
General Plan implementation.254  Other themes discussed in the General Plan, such as historic 
preservation and downtown revitalization, are also included.255  These themes were first 
discussed in Chapter One.  The following are criteria used to analyze the effectiveness of each 
policy: 
 

• Housing 
o Is the supply of housing increased as a result of the policy? 
o Is the affordability of housing increased as a result? 

• Transportation 
o Does the policy result in an increase in the use of alternative transportation? 
o Is there a reduction in vehicle miles travelled, rates of automobile use, 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 
o Is there a reduction in automobile emissions? 
o Does the policy preserve open spaces and/or the city’s urban growth boundary? 
o Does the policy help reduce urban sprawl? 

• Engagement 
o Did the policy receive support from the community before and during 

implementation? 
o Has the policy received subsequent support from the community since 

implementation? 
o Did the policy receive political support when it was first conceived and 

implemented? 
                                                 
254 City of San Jose, “Implementation,” c. 7, 3. 
255 City of San Jose, “Envision San Jose 2040,” c. 1, 23; City of San Jose, “Land Use and Transportation,” c. 6, 20. 
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o Has the policy received political support since implementation? 
• Other goals 

o Does the policy assist with historic preservation? 
o Does the policy contribute to downtown revitalization? 
o Does the policy help to increase the overall density of the city? 

 
The following section examines various progressive parking policies.  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 discussed in order to be evaluated for their 
potential effectiveness in implementing San Jose’s goals.  This section uses a policy matrix for 
various categories of San Jose’s General Plan goals to evaluate these policies.  The evaluation is 
based on the criteria discussed above.  Recommendations for parking reform in San Jose will be 
based on analysis of these case studies as well as of literature reviewed in Chapter Two. 

5.2.1 – Housing 

On-site parking at residences is associated with increases in housing and development costs due 
to the loss of land for profit-generating development256 and the bundling of parking.257  
Additionally, parking requirements spread-out land uses and decrease the amount of land 
available for development, resulting in lowered density and fewer housing units.258  Studies from 
New York, Los Angeles, San Francisco, and elsewhere have come to these conclusions.  In San 
Francisco, for example, renter- and owner-occupied housing units without parking are more 
affordable than units with parking.259  In New York City260 and San Jose,261 parking 
requirements have decreased overall density; decreased densities have a negative impact on 
housing affordability, particularly when densities are decreased due to parking provision.262 
 
Of the policies discussed in Chapter Four, Los Angeles’s Adaptive Reuse Ordinance is the policy 
that best achieved goals similar the housing element of Envision San Jose 2040.  San Jose wishes 
to add 140,000 new housing units citywide and emphasizes downtown as a focused growth area.  
The Adaptive Reuse Ordinance successfully increased downtown Los Angeles’s housing supply 
by 7,300 units,263 with a major focus in the downtown core.264  Housing affordability was also 
increased, which is an important goal of Envision 2040. 
 

                                                 
256 Cutter and Franco, “Do Parking Requirements significantly Increase the Area Dedicated to Parking?” 907. 
257 Shoup, “The Trouble with Minimum Parking Requirements,” 568. 
258 Cutter and Franco, “Do Parking Requirements significantly Increase the Area Dedicated to Parking?” 907. 
259 Jia and Wachs, “Parking Requirements and Housing Affordability,” 8. 
260 Furman Center for Real Estate and Urban Policy, Searching for the Right Spot,” 9. 
261 San Jose State University and Santa Clara Valley Transportation Agency, A Parking Utilization Survey of 
Transit-Oriented Development Residential Properties in Santa Clara County, 2. 
262 Feitelson and Rotem, “The Case for Taxing Surface Parking,” 320. 
263 Shoup, The High Cost of Free Parking, xxxii. 
264 City of Los Angeles, Adaptive Reuse Program, 7. 
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Seattle’s pilot-program is likely to increase housing supply in the city through increased 
development activity and more land available for development as a result of decreased parking 
requirements.  The housing that will be built through this program will be of the type called for 
in Envision 2040: transit-oriented housing and urban infill.265  This is the same type of housing 
currently being built with reduced parking and parking maximums in Portland.266  Results of the 
policy analysis for housing goals are shown in Table 5. 
 
The experiences of cities in each of these cases are support by findings in the literature.  Most 
notable for the housing discussion is that unbundled parking removes the price of parking from 
goods, services, and rents,267 and that unbundled parking and parking zoning reductions are 
effective tools for increasing the affordability of housing.268  The policies used in Los Angeles, 
Seattle, and Portland feature forms of parking unbundling and reductions. 
 
Table 5:  Policy Analysis Matrix – Case Studies and Envision 2040 Housing Goals 

City and Policy Increased Housing Supply Increased Housing Affordability 

Chicago - Privatized On-Street 

Parking 

    

Los Angeles - Adaptive Reuse 

Ordinance 

7,300 housing units added to 

downtown Los Angeles 

Housing supply increased, 

parking unbundled 

New York - ParkSmart     

Pasadena - Parking Credits for 

Downtown Redevelopment 

    

Pasadena - Parking Benefit 

District 

    

Portland - Freeze on 

Downtown Parking Supply 

    

Portland - Parking 

Requirements 

Developers are building more 

housing as a result 

  

San Francisco - SFpark     

San Jose - Shared Parking on 

the Alameda 

    

Seattle - Right-Size Parking Allows for more housing than 

parking to be developed, 

removes barriers to building 

infill housing and housing at 

transit 

Housing supply increase, parking 

unbundled 

                                                 
265 Daniel Rowe, interview by author, San Jose, CA, September 17, 2013. 
266 Sara Schooley, interview by author, San Jose, CA, September 24, 2013. 
267 Shoup, “The Trouble with Minimum Parking Requirements,” 568. 
268 Jia and Wachs, “Parking Requirements and Housing Affordability,” 8. 
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5.2.2 – Transportation 

Increases in parking supply, especially free parking, and large amounts of required parking 
increase the likelihood that an individual will own or operate an automobile.269  Studies have 
found that a decrease in parking requirements or in overall parking supply decrease rates of 
automobile use, particularly for commute trips.270  Several mid-sized US cities with large 
parking provisions, such as San Mateo and Albany, have high rates of automobile commuters, 
while similarly sized cities with much lower parking provision, such as Berkeley and Cambridge, 
have lower rates of automobile commute trips.271  The availability of parking, as discussed in 
Chapter Two, is the most important factor in automobile use.272  As supply increases, so do rates 
of automobile use, as studies of New York, Edinburgh, and others have shown.273  Studies have 
also shown the opposite: as parking supply decreases, rates of automobile use also decrease, as 
evidenced by studies of Portland and other cities.274 
 
Several policies examined in Chapter Four ranked well in achieving transportation goals similar 
to those of San Jose, as shown below in Table 6.  San Jose seeks to reduce solo automobile use 
by approximately 50 percent by 2040 while increasing rates of walking, biking, carpooling, and 
transit use.  New York’s ParkSmart and both Portland’s parking freeze and reduced parking 
policies were most successful at achieving transportation-related goals similar to those of San 
Jose.  Bicycle commuting has increased in New York due to ParkSmart’s success in reducing 
double-parking and parking cruising, creating excess road capacity by reducing vehicle miles 
travelled and repurposing this capacity for bicycle facilities.275  Both of Portland’s policies 
resulted in an increase in transit use.276 
 
The findings of several studies provide additional support for the methods used by New York 
and Portland.  Studies have found optimal curbside pricing to significantly reduce parking 
cruising.277  Studies have found this to be the case in Redwood City278 and San Francisco,279 and 
through ParkSmart, in select areas of New York City.280  Cities with fewer parking spaces have 
been found to have fewer automobile commuters and increased amounts of transit use,281 
supporting Portland’s experiences that parking reductions increase transit use.  As has been the 
case in Portland, increasing transit use by reducing parking requirements has been successful 
because of significant investments in transit282 and a functional transit network.283 

                                                 
269 Chatman, “Deconstructing Development Density,” 1025. 
270 McCahill and Garrick, “An Evaluation of Automobile Use, Parking Provision, and Urban Activity.” 
271 McCahill and Garrick, “An Evaluation of Automobile Use, Parking Provision, and Urban Activity.” 
272 Guo, “Does Residential Parking Supply Affect Household Car Ownership?” 25. 
273 Furman Center for Real Estate and Urban Policy, Searching for the Right Spot,” 7; Rye et al., “The Role of 
Market Research and Consultation in Developing Parking Policy,” 393. 
274 Weinberger, Kaehny, and Rufo, “US Parking Policies,” 54. 
275 Weinberger, Kaehny, and Rufo, “US Parking Policies,” 64. 
276 Weinberger, Kaehny, and Rufo, “US Parking Policies,” 54. 
277 Arnott and Rowse, “Downtown Parking in Auto City,” 12; Zhen (Sean) Qian, Feng (Evan) Xiao, and H. M. 
Zhang, “The Economics of Parking Provision for the Morning Commute,” Transportation Research Part A: Policy 
and Practice 45, no. 9 (2011), 876-877. 
278 Shoup, The High Cost of Free Parking, 403. 
279 San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, “Extended Meter Hours Study,” (San Francisco, 2010): 19. 
280 Weinberger, Kaehny, and Rufo, “US Parking Policies,” 64. 
281 McCahill and Garrick, “An Evaluation of Automobile Use, Parking Provision, and Urban Activity.” 
282 Sara Schooley, interview by author, San Jose, CA, September 24, 2013. 
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Table 6:  Policy Analysis Matrix - Case Studies and Envision 2040 Transportation Goals 

City and Policy 

Increased Alternative 

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 

Decreases in parking cruising have 

decreased vehicle miles travelled (VMT) 

Pasadena - Parking Credits 

for Downtown 

Redevelopment 

  On average, a motorist visits 2.7 

businesses, a decrease in vehicular travel 

per trip 

Pasadena - Parking Benefit 

District 

    

Portland - Freeze on 

Downtown Parking Supply 

Increased transit use Mode shift to transit use 

Portland - Parking 

Requirements 

Increased transit use Mode shift to transit use 

San Francisco - SFpark   Decreases in parking cruising have 

decreased vehicle VMT 

San Jose - Shared Parking on 

the Alameda 

    

Seattle - Right-Size Parking Plans to increase transit use Plans to reduce VMT 

 

5.2.3 – The Environment 

Land consumption and automobile emissions result from parking zoning requirements as vast 
amounts of land are paved over to create parking lots,284 which in turn induce automobile use.285  
The ecosystem service value provided by natural features, such as open space and wetlands, is 
compromised by the consumption of land for parking.  Parking supply has also paved over vast 
stretches of forested lands.286  The negative externalities associated with parking zoning can be 
minimized through various progressive parking reforms.  With the exception of that of Chicago, 

                                                                                                                                                             
283 Furman Center for Real Estate and Urban Policy, Searching for the Right Spot,” 5. 
284 Davis et al., “The Environmental and Economic Costs of Sprawling Parking Lots in the United States,” 258. 
285 Shoup, “The Trouble with Minimum Parking Requirements,” 551. 
286 Davis et al., “The Environmental and Economic Costs of Sprawling Parking Lots in the United States,” 258. 
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each policy evaluated here has had a positive impact on the environment, in some cases even 
reducing existing impacts to the environment. 
 
In this analysis, Portland’s policies had the strongest positive impact on the environment, given 
the city’s success in reducing air pollution.  Reductions in vehicle miles travelled resulting from 
decreases in parking cruising as well as a shift toward alternative transportation use also helped 
to achieve environmental goals.  Cities that saw a reduction in vehicle miles travelled are 
Portland, Pasadena, New York, and San Francisco.  Seattle’s pilot program is also intended to 
reduce vehicle miles travelled.287  Chicago’s privatization policy, on the other hand, may actually 
contribute negatively to the environment, given that the policy makes implementation of 
alternative transportation modes difficult in areas with metered parking.288 
 
Studies support reduced automobile emissions as a result of decreased vehicle miles travelled.  In 
particular, the practice of parking at each individual destination has negative impacts on the 
environment.  Reducing the necessity to move one’s car from each location one visits reduces the 
amount of pollutants emitted from automobiles.289  Old Pasadena successfully decreased vehicle 
miles travelled with a “park once” strategy.290  Higher-densities and mixes of land uses have 
been found to decrease land consumption291 and the need to drive to individual destinations,292 
which in turn decrease emissions.  The natural environment in Portland and many of the other 
cities analyzed here have benefited from reduced vehicle miles travelled as a result of 
progressive parking reforms. 
 

                                                 
287 King County Metro, “Right Size Parking.” 
288 Weinberger, Kaehny, and Rufo, “US Parking Policies,” 61. 
289 Chu and Tsai, “A Study of an Environmental-Friendly Parking Policy,” 90. 
290 Robert Montano, interview by author, San Jose, CA, September 30, 2013. 
291 Davis et al., “The Environmental and Economic Costs of Sprawling Parking Lots in the United States,” 258. 
292 Chu and Tsai, “A Study of an Environmental-Friendly Parking Policy,” 90. 
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Table 7:  Policy Analysis Matrix – Case Studies and Envision 2040 Environmental Goals 

City and Policy Reduced Automobile Emissions Reduced Sprawl 

Chicago - Privatized On-Street 

Parking 

    

Los Angeles - Adaptive Reuse 

Ordinance 

  Added infill housing in the city's 

core rather than in outlying areas 

New York - ParkSmart Decreased parking cruising   

Pasadena - Parking Credits for 

Downtown Redevelopment 

Reduced VMT (On average, a 

parked car visits to 2.7 

businesses, a decrease in 

vehicular travel per trip)  

  

Pasadena - Parking Benefit 

District 

    

Portland - Freeze on 

Downtown Parking Supply 

Portland hasn't exceeded federal 

carbon monoxide levels since 

1984 

Not applicable - the freeze was 

lifted in the 1990s 

Portland - Parking 

Requirements 

Portland hasn't exceeded federal 

carbon monoxide levels since 

1984 

  

San Francisco - SFpark Decreased parking cruising   

San Jose - Shared Parking on 

the Alameda 

  Prevented new parking from 

being built 

Seattle - Right-Size Parking Reduces VMT   

 

5.2.4 – Employment and the Economy 

San Jose seeks to increase the number of jobs within the city, an effort that will shift the jobs-
poor city to a net worker importer.  The city also wishes to increase the amount retail in its 
neighborhoods and create a more vibrant downtown that will serve as a regional destination.  
Each of these goals increases city revenue and helps to more effectively deliver city services. 
 
Los Angeles, Pasadena, and New York’s parking policies rank the highest at achieving 
employment and economic goals similar to those of Envision 2040.  Policies in these cities 
helped to increase employment and city revenue.  Additionally, Los Angeles and Pasadena’s 
parking policies contributed to the revitalization of their downtowns.  A study of similar parking 
policies in Redwood City found that these policies resulted in great economic and employment 
benefits.  Businesses and developers have reinvested heavily in Redwood City’s downtown, 
creating a vibrant urban center.293 
 

                                                 
293 Shoup, “The Trouble with Minimum Parking Requirements,” 551. 
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Table 8:  Policy Analysis Matrix - Case Studies and Envision 2040 Economic and Employment Goals 

City and Policy Increased Jobs Increased Retail 

Added Revenue for the 

City 

Chicago - 

Privatized On-

Street Parking 

    $1.17 billion (one-time 

payment) 

Los Angeles - 

Adaptive Reuse 

Ordinance 

Revitalization of 

downtown LA, including 

new businesses 

Revitalization of downtown LA, 

including new businesses 

Increased Property Values 

New York - 

ParkSmart 

Increased number of 

employees at outdoor 

cafes 

Allowed for public right-of-way 

to be converted to public 

plazas with outdoor cafes 

Increased Meter Rates 

Pasadena - Parking 

Credits for 

Downtown 

Redevelopment 

Increased employment at 

new downtown 

businesses 

Revitalization of vacant 

commercial properties for 

downtown shops 

Sales tax 

Pasadena - Parking 

Benefit District 

Increased employment 

downtown 

Assists with the revitalization 

of downtown 

Meters provide $1.3 

million per year 

Portland - Freeze 

on Downtown 

Parking Supply 

      

Portland - Parking 

Requirements 

Construction jobs for new 

developments 

    

San Francisco - 

SFpark 

    Increased Meter Rates 

San Jose - Shared 

Parking on the 

Alameda 

  Better access to existing retail   

Seattle - Right-Size 

Parking 

    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 parking credit program received the widest 
amount of support from residents, businesses, and local politicians.  While an occasional 
business owner in Old Pasadena questions why they should have to pay the credit – required of 
most Old Pasadena businesses – the program has been viewed by the public as being very 
successful in achieving its goals.294  Los Angeles’s Adaptive Reuse Ordinance has also been 
well-received by its community, although, given that no one lived in downtown Los Angeles 
when the program first began, there were no residents who could have been in favor of or 

                                                 
294 Robert Montano, interview by author, San Jose, CA, September 30, 2013. 
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opposed to the policy.295  Portland’s parking freeze was also highly supported by its community 
for its ambitious goals to reduce air pollution, and has been seen by the community as a 
success.296  Developers in Seattle are very interested in and supportive of King County Metro’s 
Right-Size Parking program, but it is not clear at this point how residents will receive the 
changes.297 
 

                                                 
295 Ken Bernstein, interview by author, San Jose, CA, September 6, 2013. 
296 Paul Smith, interview by author, San Jose, CA, September 5, 2013. 
297 Daniel Rowe, interview by author, San Jose, CA, September 17, 2013. 
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Table 9:  Policy Analysis Matrix - Case Studies and Envision 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 

No community outreach 

performed 

No Yes 

Los Angeles - 

Adaptive Reuse 

Ordinance 

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 

The policy was successfully 

expanded to other parts of 

the city 

Supported politically 

for downtown 

revitalization and 

increasing housing 

supply 

New York - 

ParkSmart 

Little overall support Little overall support Little overall support 

Pasadena - 

Parking Credits 

for Downtown 

Redevelopment 

Supported by businesses 

and downtown property 

owners 

Supported by businesses 

and downtown property 

owners 

Supported politically 

for downtown 

revitalization 

Pasadena - 

Parking Benefit 

District 

  Supported by businesses 

and downtown property 

owners 

Supported politically 

for downtown 

revitalization  

Portland - Freeze 

on Downtown 

Parking Supply 

Supported by the general 

public to improve air quality 

Supported by the general 

public 

Supported politically 

to improve air quality 

Portland - Parking 

Requirements 

Supported by developers, 

businesses, and residents 

Supported by developers, 

mixed support from 

businesses and residents 

Yes 

San Francisco - 

SFpark 

Community appreciated 

outreach efforts and 

program goals 

Support has declined  Supported due to 

increased meter 

revenue for the city, 

improved transit time, 

and decreased 

automobile emissions 

San Jose - Shared 

Parking on the 

Alameda 

Supported by nearby 

residents 

Supported by nearby 

residents 

  

Seattle - Right-

Size Parking 

Supported by developers Not applicable - new policy 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 2040 contains a number of other goals that have not been discussed as thoroughly in 
this report as those analyzed thus far in this section.  These goals include historic preservation, 
downtown revitalization, and increased density.  While not discussed in depth in this report, 
these goals are nonetheless important to the city to achieve.  These goals, therefore, are included 
here as a miscellaneous category. 
 
Los Angeles and Pasadena have best achieved these goals.  Los Angeles’s Adaptive Reuse 
Ordinance, Pasadena’s parking credit program, and Pasadena’s parking benefit district have lead 
to a revitalized downtown with greater density and preserved a significant amount of each city’s 
historic building stock.  Table 10 shows the results of the miscellaneous goals analysis. 
 
Table 10: Policy Analysis Matrix - Case Studies and Envision 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 - 

Adaptive Reuse 

Ordinance 

Saved 56 historic 

buildings 

Yes Adding 7,300 housing units to 

Los Angeles's core, less area 

dedicated to parking 

New York - 

ParkSmart 

      

Pasadena - Parking 

Credits for 

Downtown 

Redevelopment 

Allowed for the 

renovation of historic 

buildings 

Yes Revitalized downtown 

Pasadena - Parking 

Benefit District 

Allowed for the 

renovation of a historic 

district 

Yes Revitalized downtown 

Portland - Freeze 

on Downtown 

Parking Supply 

  Yes Less area dedicated to 

parking 

Portland - Parking 

Requirements 

    Less area dedicated to 

parking 

San Francisco - 

SFpark 

      

San Jose - Shared 

Parking on the 

Alameda 

      

Seattle - Right-Size 

Parking 

    Less area dedicated to 

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 chapter’s policy analysis, the following 
recommendations are being made for San Jose. 
 

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

2. Charge in-lieu fees to businesses and developers rather than require off-street parking; 
use the in-lieu fees to manage off-street supply in centrally-located municipal garages and 
to make transit investments. 

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

4. Expand San Jose’s metered parking district into neighborhoods outside of downtown; 
reinvest meter revenue directly into the blocks where it is collected. 

5. Change the Zoning Ordinance to allow for shared parking among adjacent land uses. 
6. Expand existing and create new residential parking permit districts to prevent parking 

spill-over in dense, high-activity areas. 
 

5.3.1 – Historic Building Conversion without Additional Parking 

It has been projected that San Jose will grow by 50 percent in the coming decades, resulting in a 
2040 population of approximately 1.5 million.  To accommodate this growth, Envision 2040 
plans for 120,000 new housing units to be built in focused growth areas, including downtown.  
At the same time, the city wants its downtown to become a vibrant city center and regional 
destination.  Preserving its historic buildings is an important part of accomplishing this goal. 
 
Los Angeles was successful in increasing its downtown housing stock while preserving historic 
buildings.  While San Jose does not have nearly the same number of vacant historic buildings as 
Los Angeles did when it first enacted its Adaptive Reuse Ordinance, San Jose could nonetheless 
benefit from allowing underutilized commercial buildings to be converted into apartments and 
condominiums.  This policy could also be used outside of downtown in focused growth areas and 
Urban Villages.  There are several prominent historic buildings, such as the one shown in Figure 
23, that have been vacant for decades and could be converted to housing if the zoning ordinance 
was changed.  As it stands, the amount of parking required for residential land uses is prohibitive 
of this type of conversion: there is simply not enough available land to provide the parking 
required for a residential conversion.  Allowing buildings to be converted with only their existing 
parking, as has been done in Los Angeles, would solve this issue and help the city to achieve its 
General Plan goals. 
 
San Jose is concerned not only with increasing its housing supply, but with housing affordability.  
As discussed in Chapter Two, parking bundling decreases housing supply by increasing the costs 
of development.  On-site parking adds no value to a development298 and instead decreases the 

                                                 
298 Cutter and Franco, “Do Parking Requirements significantly Increase the Area Dedicated to Parking?” 907. 
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amount of land available for development and therefore profit.299  Developers do not bear these 
costs but instead pass them onto consumers.  In the case of housing, this means higher rents or 
mortgages.300 
 
One reason for city’s to be concerned with affordable housing supply is to ensure that employees 
can live near where they are likely to work or where they can access transit.  Higher housing 
costs push low-income individuals and families into outlying areas, forcing long commutes that 
typically occur in single-occupancy vehicles.301  Adopting a policy similar to Los Angeles’s 
Adaptive Reuse Ordinance will help San Jose to address this issue by increasing the supply of 
housing in the central part of the city without bundling parking. 
 

 
Figure 23: If San Jose had a policy similar to Los Angeles's Adaptive Reuse Ordinance, vacant buildings such 
as this one in the city’s downtown could be converted 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 managing parking supply, preserving historic 
buildings, and revitalizing downtown.  San Jose could benefit from a similar program.  
Pasadena’s parking credits are a type of in-lieu fee, which cities typically require businesses and 
developers to pay instead of requiring additional off-street parking to be built.  Cities use these 
fees to mitigate traffic impacts created by new development.  Pasadena uses credits collected in 
Old Pasadena to build and manage city-owned parking facilities.  These facilities have helped 
maintain a dense city center by preventing an abundance of surface parking lots.  Additionally, 
the central location of these facilities has helped reduce driving as those who choose to drive 

                                                 
299 Davis et al., “The Environmental and Economic Costs of Sprawling Parking Lots in the United States,” 258. 
300 Shoup, “The Trouble with Minimum Parking Requirements,” 568. 
301 City of San Jose, “Envision San Jose 2040,” c. 1, 63. 
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downtown can park once rather than continuing to drive to and park at each individual 
destination.302 
 
Studies have shown in-lieu fees to have had positive impacts on cities.  In-lieu fees that are used 
to create shared-use parking facilities efficiently maximize land use by meeting the total parking 
demand of a given area with fewer parking spaces.303  Centralized facilities – including those 
resulting from in-lieu fees – have been found to decrease vehicle miles travelled by decreasing 
the amount of times one needs to re-park their automobile.304  In-lieu fees can reduce costs to 
developers as the assessed impact is often less than the cost of satisfying minimum parking 
requirements.305  In-lieu fees can also help with better urban form by decreasing gaps between 
buildings and setbacks from the street that are often created by parking lots.306  Better urban form 
is yet another goal of Envision 2040.307 
 
While Pasadena’s parking credits are only used in its downtown area, San Jose could charge in-
lieu fees in other areas of the city that have density and land-use features similar to a downtown 
setting, such as the Santana Row/Valley Fair area.  The Urban Village component of Envision 
2040 can also include in-lieu fees for parking to help the city finance garages, make transit 
investments, and complete its bicycle network.  San Jose already employs a type of in-lieu fee in 
the traffic mitigation fees charged to developers in North San Jose,308 making a policy of this 
type feasible given the city’s experience with these fees.  By paying a fee instead of providing 
on-site parking, San Jose can maintain and develop dense, mixed-use neighborhoods, helping to 
achieve a variety of Envision 2040 goals. 
 

5.3.3 – Parking Maximums in Dense Areas, Reduced Parking Elsewhere 

Replacing parking requirements with parking maximums in dense areas while reducing parking 
requirements elsewhere is strongly recommended to the City of San Jose to help achieve its 
environmental, housing, mode shift, and density goals.  This may be the most controversial of all 
the recommendations listed in this report, given the findings of the public’s perception of parking 
supply in various studies.309  This policy, however, will likely be the most effective in achieving 
General Plan goals since current parking zoning in San Jose has resulted in lowered densities and 
an over-supply of parking, as discussed in Chapter Three.  As discussed throughout this report, 
the single most important factor in automobile ownership and use is the availability of 
parking.310  If San Jose is to truly reduce single-occupancy vehicle use, than the city must reduce 
its citywide parking zoning requirements to reflect current occupancy use and future desired use. 
 

                                                 
302 Robert Montano, interview by author, San Jose, CA, September 30, 2013. 
303 Shoup, “In Lieu of Required Parking,” 2. 
304 Chu and Tsai, “A Study of an Environmental-Friendly Parking Policy,” 90. 
305 Donald Shoup, “In Lieu of Required Parking,” 2. 
306 Shoup, “In Lieu of Required Parking,” 2. 
307 City of San Jose, “Envision San Jose 2040,” c. 1, 47. 
308 City of San Jose, “Envision San Jose 2040,” c. 1, 29. 
309 Rye et al., “The Role of Market Research and Consultation in Developing Parking Policy,” 391; San Francisco 
Municipal Transportation Agency, “Extended Meter Hours Study,” (San Francisco, 2010), 18. 
310 Guo, “Does Residential Parking Supply Affect Household Car Ownership?” 24-25. 
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Portland has had considerable success with its parking reduction programs, which have increased 
transit use, reduced automobile ownership, and assisted with improved air quality.  Seattle’s 
Right-Sized Parking program has shown that reduced parking requirements do not discourage 
development, given the amount of interest the program has received from developers.311  The 
same is true of Portland where developers have been very interested in reduced and even 
eliminated parking requirements.  Since the housing recovery has been underway, a number of 
developments without parking are either under construction or have been constructed.312 
 
Specific requirements and maximums in San Jose would need to be context-sensitive and, like 
Portland, should consider density, location, and proximity to transit.313  Serious reductions can be 
enacted in and around the city’s urban core, in transit-rich areas, in and near traditional 
neighborhood business districts, and along transit corridors.  Not only will parking reductions in 
these areas help achieve mode shift and density goals, but they can also help developments get 
built in the first place, as parking requirements often prohibit the construction of dense housing 
at infill sites, as studies in New York and Seattle have shown.314 
 
Parking requirements for the rest of the city should be reduced to reflect the current 
underutilization of existing parking.  Continuing to require the prevailing amount of parking that 
has been in effect citywide will only lead to increased automobile dependency through the 
spreading and segregating of land uses,315 and to decreased density.316  Maintaining current 
levels of required parking is unsustainable in the long-term. 
 

                                                 
311 Daniel Rowe, interview by author, San Jose, CA, September 17, 2013. 
312 Sara Schooley, interview by author, San Jose, CA, September 24, 2013. 
313 Sara Schooley, interview by author, San Jose, CA, September 24, 2013. 
314 Furman Center for Real Estate and Urban Policy, Searching for the Right Spot,” 6; King County Metro, “Right 
Size Parking.” 
315 Shoup, “The Trouble with Minimum Parking Requirements,” 557. 
316 Cutter and Franco, “Do Parking Requirements significantly Increase the Area Dedicated to Parking?” 919. 



 

84 

 
Figure 24: Dense, infill housing developments in transit-rich areas of San Jose are still required to provide 
large amounts of parking, significantly increasing the cost of development. This project in downtown has 
several levels of above- and below-ground parking. Photograph by the author. 
 

5.3.4 – Expanded Metered Parking and Revenue Return 

Increases in meter rates and meter districts have helped Pasadena, San Francisco, and New York 
achieve a number of goals.  Each city has been successful in reducing rates of automobile use 
and generating revenue.  Additionally, New York and Pasadena have successfully used metered 
parking for economic development.  Pasadena has used this tool to revitalize its downtown, 
which now thrives with a number of small businesses.  New York’s on-street parking program 
has allowed a portion of its roadway to be converted into outdoor cafes, increasing employment 
and retail in metered areas. 
 
Studies of parking pricing have found that most on-street parking in the United States is severely 
under-priced, causing a host of financial, environmental, and congestion management issues for 
cities.317  Market-pricing treats on-street parking as a resource to be best-utilized, while under-
pricing does not allow the full economic benefits of the space to be captured by the city or by 
local businesses.318  Pricing that encourages turnover has stronger benefits for cities, businesses, 
and even individuals,319 despite the perception that parking should be free and readily 

                                                 
317 Arnott and Rowse, “Downtown Parking in Auto City,” 7. 
318 Shoup, The High Cost of Free Parking, 408. 
319 Weinberger, Kaehny, and Rufo, “US Parking Policies,” 64. 
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available.320  Additionally, pricing strategies that achieve an optimal 85 percent occupancy rate 
while encouraging long-term parking in off-street facilities reduces parking cruising.321  This, in 
turn, reduces vehicle miles travelled and therefore automobile emissions.322  Congestion relief as 
a result of parking pricing can improve transit service323 and even allow for the repurposing of 
travel lanes.324  Meter revenue return has helped the expansion of metered districts win vital 
community and political support.325 
 
Increased employment, reduced automobile use, and a thriving downtown are all goals of San 
Jose.  San Jose uses meters in its downtown, near its university, county government center, main 
transit center, and sports arena, as well as in its Japantown Business District.  There are, 
however, many other major destinations and business districts in the city where parking is in 
high demand.  A parking assessment district in Willow Glen, at Kelley Park/Municipal 
Stadium/San Jose State University South Campus, or at Santana Row/Valley Fair could generate 
revenue, regulate parking supply, and incentivize alternative transportation use.  Demand-
responsive pricing techniques could also be used to charge more during high demand and less, or 
none, during low-demand.  Time restrictions can also be used in areas where pricing may not be 
appropriate. 
 

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

Of the parking meter districts analyzed in this report, Pasadena’s has been the most successful.  
This is due to direct reinvestment of meter fees into the metered areas for streetscape 
improvements and policing.  Not only did the city achieve its goals of economic development, 
historic preservation, and reduced automobile use, but the returned revenue helped the program 
to be well-supported by the community.  Because of this, San Jose should follow Pasadena’s 
model of reinvesting meter revenue directly into the streets where it is collected to make 

                                                 
320 Rye et al., “The Role of Market Research and Consultation in Developing Parking Policy,” 393. 
321 Arnott and Rowse, “Downtown Parking in Auto City,” 7. 
322 Arnott and Rowse, “Downtown Parking in Auto City,” 12. 
323 Weinberger, Kaehny, and Rufo, “US Parking Policies,” 53. 
324 Shoup, The High Cost of Free Parking, 699. 
325 Shoup, The High Cost of Free Parking, xxix. 
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streetscape and safety improvements.  Community support for metered parking is important, and 
San Joseans have previously voiced concern over parking rates.326  Pasadena’s experience, 
however, shows that revenue return helps to gain public support. 

5.3.5 – Shared parking 

Given that this report found San Jose’s off-street parking occupancy rate to be 38 percent, far 
below the desired 85 percent rate, it is recommend that they city allow future developments to 
utilize existing parking at adjacent land uses.  This will assist with infill development, density 
goals, and walkability.  It can also be a tool for economic development as it may free up land that 
is currently dedicated to parking for other uses.  This tool can also help reduce vehicle miles 
travelled among individuals who continue to drive, given that shared parking can reduce the need 
to drive to multiple destinations.327 This is an important consideration given that Envision 2040 
still anticipates single-occupancy vehicle use to comprise roughly 40 percent of all trips. 

5.3.6 – Expanded Residential Permit Zones 

While not one of the policies directly addressed in the policy analysis, expanding the city’s 
residential permit districts would be a useful way to help implement the recommendations of this 
chapter.  The tools mentioned thus far have the potential to cause parking spill-over, which has 
been cited as a concern by San Jose residents.328  Expanding residential permit districts and 
developing new ones could prevent spill-over by preventing anyone but local residents to park on 
residential blocks adjacent to metered districts. 
 
It should be noted that studies in New York and Edinburgh have shown that residential permit 
districts can increase automobile use.  This is because residential zones can often effectively 
increase the total supply of parking by providing additional access to parking facilities and thus 
inducing demand.  Studies have shown that this increase occurs primarily when motorists from 
outside of the permit area are given access, such as business district employees who commute 
from a different part of the city and then park along residential blocks adjacent to the city 
center.329  Residential permit districts, however, can decrease parking supply by preventing 
access to on-street facilities adjacent to major activity centers, thus managing curbside space and 
directing commuters to alternative methods of transportation.  The only risk that may be 
encountered with this method is creating more parking for residents in permit zones, which has 
been found to lead to increased automobile ownership.330  Given San Jose’s pattern of single-
family neighborhoods adjacent to dense commercial centers, and the city’s plans for land use 
intensification, increasing supply for a small number of commuters while decreasing overall 
supply for the majority of commuters may be a beneficial trade-off.331 
 
Figure 26 shows existing residential permit parking zones in relation to downtown San Jose and 
San Jose’s neighborhood business districts.  As downtown and neighborhood business districts 

                                                 
326 Pierluigi Olivera, “Why Free Parking is a Bad Idea,” San Jose Inside, (March 2010) 
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327 Chu and Tsai, “A Study of an Environmental-Friendly Parking Policy,” 90. 
328 San Jose Redevelopment Agency, The Alameda Business District Parking Study, 18. 
329 Weinberger, “Death by a Thousand Curb-Cuts,” 100; Rye et al., “The Role of Market Research and Consultation 
in Developing Parking Policy,” 393. 
330 Guo, “Does Residential Parking Supply Affect Household Car Ownership?” 26. 
331 Olivera, “Why Free Parking is a Bad Idea.” 
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grow, and as new business districts and Urban Villages are created through implementation of 
Envision 2040, new residential permit districts could prove useful in managing parking supply 
and incentivizing alternative methods of travel. 
 

 
Figure 26: Existing Residential Permit Parking Districts in San Jose.  Map created by the author using GIS 
data created by the author and GIS data from the City of San Jose. 

5.3.7 – Policies Not Recommended for San Jose 

A parking freeze similar to downtown Portland and privatized on-street parking similar to 
Chicago are not recommended policies for the City of San Jose.  While Portland’s policy was 
very effective, the city was able to shift many of its trips onto transit, which transit investments 
and the centralized nature of the Portland area have allowed.332  San Jose, on the other hand, is 
decentralized and has many transit-poor areas.  The San Francisco Bay Area as a region is 
further decentralized and has many missing links in its transit system.  The interconnectedness of 
San Jose’s economy with the rest of the Bay Area and the current commute patterns of many San 
Jose workers would likely not allow for a successful moratorium on providing downtown 
parking.  Instead of a parking freeze, San Jose should pursue reducing parking requirements and 
instituting parking maximums while continuing to invest in local and regional transit.  These 
strategies have been effective in achieving the goals of other cities and would work well in San 
Jose. 
 
Chicago’s experience with privatized parking has many lessons for other cities, including San 
Jose.  With its ambitious goals to retrofit the city into a walkable urban environment, San Jose 

                                                 
332 Sara Schooley, interview by author, San Jose, CA, September 24, 2013. 
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needs as much flexibility as possible to reallocate its roadway to other modes and uses, 
something Chicago is effectively prohibited from doing.  Also, the one-time payment received 
by Chicago is a loss in revenue in the long term, given that the city is no longer able to collect 
revenue beyond this initial payment.  It is in the best interest of cities to maintain their parking 
assessment districts as a community resource for the benefit of the public, as had been the case in 
Redwood City333 and Pasadena,334 and can also be the case in San Jose. 

                                                 
333 Shoup, The High Cost of Free Parking, xxix. 
334 Shoup, The High Cost of Free Parking, 408. 
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VI – Conclusion and Further Study 

 
This report examined academic literature and case studies of cities that have attempted parking 
reform in order to recommend parking policies that can help implement the Envision San Jose 
2040 General Plan.  To summarize, these policies are to: 
 

• Allow the conversion of vacant commercial buildings into housing without requiring off-
street parking 

• Charge in-lieu fees to businesses, developers, and/or property owners instead of requiring 
additional parking 

• Adopt parking maximums in dense, transit-rich areas and reduce parking minimums 
elsewhere 

• Expand the city’s parking assessment district into a larger geographic 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 for parking spill-over 

 
The cases discussed in this report represent only a small amount of the literature on parking 
policy.  Additionally, there are other cities that are piloting parking reforms.  Further research 
into progressive parking policy would benefit the City of San Jose as it reforms current policies 
and works toward General Plan implementation.  Suggested areas for further study include: 
 

• The effects of parking policy on financing development.  In cities such as Portland and 
San Francisco that have used progressive policies for many years, what experiences have 
developers had in obtaining financing for their projects?  Have these policies had any 
significant effect on financing projects compared to cities with traditional parking 
zoning? 

 
• The effects of parking policy on rates of automobile ownership.  While many of the 

cities included in this report have seen a reduction of automobile use and an increase in 
alternative modes of transportation, a comprehensive study of parking policy’s effect on 
rates of automobile ownership could be useful.  Does ownership decrease as driving 
decreases, or does the rate of ownership remain constant despite lowered driving rates?  
If so, are individuals storing automobiles that they are not using?  How does this scenario 
affect the amount of parking that should be required by cities? 

 
• Further study of parking occupancy in San Jose.  This report includes the results of 

previous studies of parking occupancy in San Jose as well as the results of a survey 
conducting by the report’s author.  The surveys referenced in this report studied specific 
locations within the city while the survey completed for this report used aerial imagery 
for the entire city.  While useful in discussing parking in San Jose, these surveys each 
have their limitations.  It is recommended that the city conduct several comprehensive 
studies of citywide off-street parking, including parking at private land uses.  This can 
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help the city understand the ways in which its existing parking is being used to help 
determine how much to require for future development. 

 
Envision San Jose 2040 is an ambitious plan to redirect decades of unsustainable growth toward 
a viable future that fosters economic development and promotes a high quality of life for 
residents.  A plan of such caliber needs an equally ambitious strategy for managing its current 
parking supply and for guiding parking provision in the future.  If San Jose is to succeed in 
implementing its General Plan, its automobile-oriented parking policies need to be realigned to 
meet the vision that is Envision San Jose 2040.  Fortunately many other cities have taken steps in 
similar directions and have many lessons in parking policy to offer to San Jose. 
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Appendix: Parking Supply and Occupancy Estimation Methods 
 

Chapter Three of this report includes surveys of existing parking supply and parking occupancy 
rates in San Jose, completed by the report’s author.  The methods for these surveys were adapted 
from similar studies completed by Davis et al for parking supply and occupancy rates in 
Midwestern cities.335  As discussed in Chapter Three, the purpose of these surveys was both to 
estimate the amount of existing parking and to determine how well that parking is being used.  
Both of these surveys were completed simultaneously.  The purpose 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 2010,336 all parking lots within the City 
of San Jose and county pockets within San Jose’s city limits were digitized.  GIS files 
used to delineate city limits and county pockets were created by the Santa Clara Valley 
Transportation Authority and accessed via San Jose State University.337 

• Using methods from Davis et al, parking lots were considered marked parking stalls of 
three or more cars arranged in a uniform fashion.  All surface lots were included, as well 
as the top levels of parking garages and some carports at multi-family residences.338 

• 6,880 parking lot polygons were created.  In order to estimate the total off-street parking 
supply in San Jose as well as estimate the overall parking occupancy rate, 207 polygons 
(three percent of the total) were randomly sampled using a random number generator. 

• Total spaces and occupied spaces were counted in each of the sampled polygons. 
• The number of occupied spaces was divided by the total number of spaces to estimate an 

occupancy rate of 37.9 percent (rounded to 38 percent in the text of this report). 
• The total number of parking spaces was multiplied by the average size of a parking space 

in San Jose – 176 square feet – based on the requirements within the zoning code which 
dictate that a non-angled space for a regular-sized vehicle be eight feet by 22 feet.339 

• The resulting square footage was then divided by the total area of the 207 sampled 
polygons, estimating that parking spaces take up 38.6 percent of the digitized parking 
lots. 

• The total square footage for all parking lots was then multiplied by this percent and the 
resulting number divided by the size of a parking space, which resulted in a citywide 
estimate of 581,672 off-street spaces. 

• Additional off-street spaces from single family homes were estimated using American 
Community Survey Five-Year Estimates from 2007-2011.340  This survey estimates 

                                                 
335 Davis et al., “The Environmental and Economic Costs of Sprawling Parking Lots in the United States,” 258; 
Davis et al., “Estimating Parking Lot Footprints in the Upper Great Lakes Region of the USA,” 74. 
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339 City of San Jose, “Parking and Loading,” 21. 
340 United States Census Bureau, “Table DP04: Selected Housing Characteristics.” 
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206,580 single family homes.  Single-family homes in San Jose are required to have two 
covered parking spaces, which makes for an estimated 413,160 parking spaces at these 
homes alone. 

• This brings the estimated total spaces in the city up to 994,832.  This figure was not 
included in the occupancy survey since the occupancy survey only involved parking 
spaces and parked cars that were visible in the aerial image. 

 
Table 11 is an example of the geospatial attributes for polygons sampled in these surveys.  The 
feature identification number (FID) was created by ArcGIS to track each off-street parking 
polygon.  FID numbers in this table were selected using a random number generator from the 
6,880 polygons created for this report.  The square footage for each polygon was calculated 
using ArcGIS.  Total and occupied spaces were determined by the 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 

Identification Number) 

Total 

Spaces 

Occupied 

Spaces 

Square 

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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