





market-ready Villages to move forward at the beginning of our implementation effort to give
ourselves the best chance of realizing successful Urban Village development. A successful
Village would serve as a proof of concept that could make developing subsequent Villages
easier.

The City has an important role as a land use regulator, but I also believe we need to have a
healthy dose of humility about what regulation can accomplish. At the end of the day, it is the
private development market that builds projects, not our General Plan, As regulators, we don’t
need to give the market everything it wants, but we do need to pay attention to market forces.

Growth Capacity

The 2040 General Plan allows for an additional 470,000 jobs and 120,000 housing units to be
built in San Jose. The job growth capacity is considerably larger relative to the housing capacity
because of the focus on improving the City’s ratio of jobs to employed residents. If the jobs and
housing capacity allowed in the plan were built out, the ratio would improve from 0.8, where it
currently sits, to 1.3. That means for every employed resident living in San Jose there would be
1.3 jobs located in San Jose.

Given the focus on creating jobs, I can understand why the General Plan Taskforce would have
allowed for so much job growth. Even if all of the growth is not used, it pays to have excess
capacity in case we land an especially large development in one of our growth areas.

That said, our job growth targets should also have some reasonable relationship to what is within
the realm of the possible. If we’re planning for job growth significantly beyond what we could
ever achieve by 2040, even in our wildest dreams, we may actually be harming our ability to
successfully implement the plan. For example, designing Urban Villages around jobs numbers
that are not realistic may make it harder for Villages to be successful. It may also mean that the
-City is forced to bear the burden of environmental clearance for a significant number of jobs that
won’t be built during the life of the plan.

In my second recommendation, I suggest that we ask staff to review our growth capacity, both
Citywide and within our growth areas, to ensure that it has some reasonable relationship to what
could realistically be accomplished through development. I think it’s perfectly appropriate for us
to have extra capacity, but the question is, how much extra capacity do we need? I also
recommend that we ask staff to consider whether growth capacity should be moved between our
various growth areas to ensure that we have the best chance of capturing development
opportunities where the market is strongest.

Affordable Housing

Given the great need for affordable housing in San Jose, I think we should at least consider
whether there may be any opportunity to facilitate its production through our General Plan. One
option I have raised before is the possibility of allowing affordable housing to move forward in
Urban Village areas, without regard to whether the Urban Village is in an active horizon or
whether an Urban Village plan has been completed. I am not wedded to any one approach,
however. I’'m merely suggesting we ask staff to present us with options.



Level of Service vs. Vehicle Miles Traveled

The City currently determines whether a project creates a transportation impact under CEQA
through what is known as “level of service” analysis, or “LLOS.” LOS estimates the additional
delay that a proposed project would cause for motorists at nearby signalized intersections.

There is currently an effort underway at the State level to adopt new CEQA guidelines that
would move away from LOS and instead use vehicle miles traveled (VMT) analysis to measure
the impact of new projects. While LOS measure additional delay, VMT measures the total
additional distance vehicles would travel due to a proposed project.

I recommend that we start exploring what it would take to move to the VMT metric, both
because it makes sense to start preparing for the new State guidelines, and because our General
Plan goals are already structured around VMT. General Plan Goal TR-9, for example, calls for a
10% VMT reduction in San Jose below 2009 levels.

If we do move to VMT, however, it will be very important to ensure that the City can still
require transportation mitigations of proposed projects. LOS is our current mechanism for
requiring mitigations, so to the extent we move away from it we will need to ensure that we have
an adequate replacement.

Other Recommendations

I also propose several other recommendations in addition to the ones I discuss above. I suggest
we review our approach to Urban Village outreach given the high level of community interest we
can anticipate in Urban Village areas. I also suggest we ask staff to bring forward a mechanism
for funding public amenities through new development. This is important because to the extent
we are asking our residents to accept a large amount of new growth, some of it very dense, we
need to have a plan for funding the public amenities that will support such growth and maintain
our residents’ quality of life. Finally, I suggest that staff consider whether there are any
amendments that need to be made to the General Plan to support the review of the Mobile Home
Conversion Ordinance, which the Council has already directed staff to pursue.

Conclusion ,

I’ve included quite a few recommendations in this memo, but I see them more as fine-tuning of
the General Plan than a major overhaul. The vision and goals of the plan are sound; I’m just
trying to ensure we get the details right so that our vision can be realized.



