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BACKGROUND-

San Jose is currently the 10th largest city in the US and the Association of Bay Area Governments predicts that the city will gain 114,000 jobs in the next twenty years (Palm, Dec. 2005). The city has undergone some major physical transformations in the past 25 years, In the early 1980’s large areas of San Jose were declared blighted and the process of revitalization began by bulldozing entire city blocks (Adams, 1994). The dotcom boom brought with it an excess of money and people in a short period of time, sparking even more development as the availability of housing plummeted. While, this development hit a snag during the dotcom bust beginning in 2001 (Simonson, April 2002), the demand for housing was only reduced for one year and then recovered. 

Now, with the population of San Jose continuing to grow, the city continues to face major issues such as a lack of affordable housing and the problem of urban sprawl. The revitalization of San Jose has been a series of gradual developments over the past 27 years, and continues today. This paper will discuss and evaluate several controversial redevelopment actions in order to provide a comprehensive overview of the changes that have been made within the city and may be made in the near future,

CITY HALL-


One of the most controversial projects undertaken in San Jose’s redevelopment effort was the relocation and design of the new city hall. Originally, San Jose’s City Hall was located two miles north of downtown san Jose (Adams, 1994). In 2002, it was proposed that City Hall, whose employees had outgrown the old space, be relocated to the downtown area (Roberts, 2002). This project was considered controversial for two main reasons. The first was the amount of money needed to build the new City Hall and the second was the fact that local developers were given only two weeks to create a proposal (Roberts, 2002). 


The concern about cost stems from the fact that the price of building the new city hall had increased from $214 million when it was first proposed in 1998, to $343 million in 2002 (Roberts, 2002). The majority of the city felt concerned about the price tag associated with the project. This was displayed by the passage of Measure I. This measure stated that the city could not raise taxes or cut funding from other programs in order to finance the new city hall (Roberts, 2002). 

That decision had further implications, it meant that San Jose could not spend any more on the new location than it did to maintain the old city hall including the extra space being leased in other buildings.  Finally, the mayor at that time, Al Ruffo, decided to permit the construction of the new City Hall as long as the price would be $415 million or less and that the yearly maintenance/leasing fees would not increase greatly (Roberts, 2002). 

Although the mayor gave his approval to the process, there were still others who felt that there were ways to decrease the price of construction (Roberts, 2002). First of all, the proposed plan suggested that included some features that could easily be interpreted as extravagant. For instance, the plan included a glass-domed rotunda, created with 1,032 pieces of glass in which meetings could be held. One Councilman, Chuck Reed, felt that a different plan could reduce costs by $200 million simply by rejecting the rotunda and the council chambers and by renovating the old city hall instead of starting from scratch (Roberts, 2002). 

The second major cause for concern was that many developers felt they weren’t given a fair chance at preparing and submitting a proposal to build to new city hall. They were given only two weeks to design and submit a proposal including the total cost of constructing the new city hall (Roberts, 2002). John Michael Sobrato, general partner of Sobrato Development Co. said that “there is no way we or any other potential developer can value engineer and determine the full cost of construction of the new civic center without engaging in a design-build process (Roberts, 2002,1).” He also claimed that, that process would take 3-4 months. 

Sobrato, along with several other developers felt that the city put such a short time limit on the proposal because they already knew what they wanted and did not truly want to consider other options (Roberts, 2002). This was also implied by the fact that the city put extensive limitations on proposed sites that could be used. Some developers felt that there was no other site that would fit their specifications (Roberts, 2002). By not allowing other developers enough time to submit a proposal and by making the requirements too stringent, it left little opportunity to be sure that the new city hall plan was the most economical choice available. Eventually, the city’s plan to rebuild the civic center in downtown San Jose did come to fruition. The construction began in August 2002 and was completed in October 2005 at a total cost of $382 million. 

I believe that the idea to move city Hall into the downtown area was a good idea. It brought 2,000 employees into that area and was likely a big help in sparking new interest and business downtown (Roberts, 2002). I also believe that while the City Hall project resulted in a beautiful state-of-the-art building, it was approached in the wrong way. The process of collecting bids and proposals from developers is supposed to ensure that the government is responsible and frugal when building new facilities. Although Mayor Al Ruffo approved spending up to $415 million on the project (Roberts, 2002), the city may have been able to find a less expensive proposal if given the time. The money saved in this process could have been spent on another issue such as affordable housing. In the future, the city of San Jose should take the bidding process more seriously and give a reasonable amount of time in which proposals can be completed.

MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT/CITY CENTER-


One issue that San Jose has been addressing for the past twenty years is that of mixed-use development and strengthening its city center. Mixed-use development is closely tied with smart growth, it permits higher density population accommodation as well as 24 hour use of buildings (Porter, 2004). San Jose’s downtown area was nearly abandoned by the early 1980’s (Adams, 1994). In the early 1990’s the city tried to spark renewal by giving the area a face-lift. The city planted palm trees and gardens, as well as adding fountains and a new light rail line (Adams, 1994). The revitalization process also brought with it the 20,000-seat San Jose Sharks Arena (Adams, 1994). City planners designed the arena to have a parking lot that holds only 1,200 spaces in order to encourage guests to park downtown and patronize the nearby restaurants (adams, 1994). Their idea worked and sparked a revival of interest in downtown eateries. 

When addressing the city center, mixed-use development is an essential component. Adding new housing units to San Jose’s downtown area is part of the city’s overall plan to revitalize its city center (Simonson, March 2002). The downtown Skyport Plaza Development is a 38-acre mixed-use venture (Perkins, 2002). The structure houses two large parking garages, outdoor conference tables, restaurants, a fitness center, and a 315-unit apartment complex as well as an extended-stay hotel (Perkins, 2002). This is all across the street from a 40,000 square foot retail center, which will likely experience an increase in patronage as a direct result of the new development. Integrating various types of businesses such as this serves many purposes in the revitalization of a city. Gary Schoennauer worked as San Jose’s Director of City Planning for 15 years and had a high level of participation in setting the policies on revitalization (Adams, 1994). One way that Schoennauer tried to encourage the utilization of the downtown city center was by denying large hotel chains the ability to open hotels by the airport (Adams, 1994). This strategy effectively increased the use of the downtown convention center. 

Despite all of the development that has occurred in the downtown area, there are still some remaining problems. For instance, there is still a lack of retail business in downtown San Jose (Adams, 1994). Most of the businesses in that area consist of restaurants, entertainment venues, cultural institutions and office buildings. The retail stores that do exist in that area are mostly small stores accommodating low-income customers (Adams, 1994). Another problem occurring is when mixed-use development does not serve the community as a whole. One example of this is San Jose’s Santana Row. This area contains 1,200 residential units and 100 shops (Porter, 2004). Unfortunately, Santana Row is “priced for the Gucci crowd and is lacking civic spaces, schools and community centers (Porter, 2004, 32).” The problem of convincing people to utilize the downtown area is a cyclical one. People do not want to move downtown if there are no shops and retail venues do not want to move downtown if no one is there to patronize them. I believe that providing retail stores with government subsidies would be a good way to promote new business in the downtown area. Also, convincing developers to construct mixed-use facilities such as an apartment complex with stores on the first floor provides benefits to both residents and businesses. The residents have convenient shopping; just feet from their door and the retail shops have a guaranteed consumer base.

AFFORDABLE HOUSING-


As in almost any large city, the issue of affordable housing is at the forefront of civic issues in San Jose. In fact, this issue may be even more critical in San Jose since it is the nation’s least affordable area to live in with San Francisco coming in second (Palm, Jan. 2005). Currently, the median home price in San Jose is over half a million dollars while the median family income is only about $75,000 (Cox, 2003 & Sullivan, 2004). One explanation for such high housing prices is that there is the decreasing supply of homes on the market and an increasing demand for them (Simonson, April 2002). While some critics of San Jose feel that the city has not done enough to increase affordable housing in its revitalization process, others believe the city is making great strides in the right direction. 


`In 2005, HUD awarded its Opportunity and Empowerment Award to San Jose for meeting and exceeding its five year affordable housing program (Stromberg, 2005). As a response to its intense population growth, San Jose invested over $1 billion in affordable housing over a period of five years (Stromberg, 2005). The city used those funds to create 6,080 new affordable housing units and to refurbish or acquire 739 additional units, which were already affordable (Stromberg, 2005). Much of the money for this project came from tax dollars, as California states law requires 20% of tax increment dollars to be used for affordable housing (Stromberg, 2005). The city of San Jose also managed to obtain $3.70 of other funding to every dollar of city funds during the five years of the project (Stromberg, 2005). The money was then used to create 100 percent affordable housing developments in underused or vacant sites. The judges that chose San Jose as the award-winning city proposed that, “this approach can be modeled to achieve similar goals in other areas (Stromberg, 2005, 51).”


While the city of San Jose did an outstanding job in one initiative, it must be remembered that there are many members of the workforce that still cannot afford housing in Santa Clara County. When integral members of the workforce such as teachers, police officers, firefighters, nurses and janitors cannot afford housing in the city in which they are employed, they are often forced to make a two to three hour commute each day (Sullivan, 2005). This is often the case in San Jose. The housing trust of Santa Clara County, established in 1999, assists in the development of new affordable housing and provides aid to first time homebuyers (Cox, 2003 & Sullivan, 2005). So far the housing trust has been very successful, In fact, it was able to raise $20 million in its first two years and about one-third of the trust’s homebuyers have been educators (Sullivan, 2005).


Although there have been great strides toward affordable housing in recent years, more improvements must be made. State and local regulations on development ought to be changed in order to allow for more affordable housing. As it stands, regulations require developers to conduct extensive studies before beginning a new development project (Sullivan, 2005). The cost of such studies often causes companies to shy away from affordable housing so that they are able to make a sufficient profit (Sullivan, 2005). I believe that such regulations should be relaxed in projects that would build 100 percent affordable housing. In such cases the benefits to the city would greatly outweigh the risks.

THE FUTURE OF COYOTE VALLEY-


Another one of the most controversial projects to be proposed in San Jose is the development of Coyote Valley. This is an issue that Bay Area residents are sure to hear much more about in the coming years. Coyote Valley is 12 miles south of downtown San Jose and consists of 7,000 acres of rolling fields (Palm, Dec. 2005). In 1984, planners designated that area as a “future development site (Palm, Dec. 2005, 1).” Such a designation means that the area must be developed using a detailed plan, which is created using public opinion as well as a team of consultants (Palm, Dec. 2005). For many years the land has remained relatively untouched. However, now with San Jose’s population continuing to rise, the land is being looked upon to house the growing populace and provide new commercial opportunities (Palm, Dec. 2005). 


Cisco systems and IBM both have facilities in Coyote Valley already but the proposed plans would call for far more development than currently exists. San Jose city planners envision the area becoming a transit-oriented, mixed-use community with at least 25,000 housing units and creating at least 50,000 jobs (Palm, Dec. 2005). One of the main points that developers are stressing is that this area will be in stark contrast to most developments in San Jose. Instead of being another bedroom community, Coyote Valley would consist of higher-density housing. The land would also be scattered with recreational areas, schools, and commercial facilities (Palm, Dec 2005). The proposed design suggests the focal point to be an 80-acre park complete with a 50-acre manmade lake (Palm, Dec 2005). Plans provide for a bus route to bring residents to an anticipated Caltrain commuter rail station. With the hopes of keeping the development of Coyote Valley as eco-friendly as possible, 3,600 acres of land in the south of the area would remain untouched and perhaps become habitat preservation areas (Palm, Dec 2005). 


While all of this sounds ideal there are many aspects of this plan that must be carefully scrutinized. First of all the cost must be considered, planners estimate infrastructure to tally about $1.6 billion, none of which is to be paid by the City of San Jose (Palm, Dec 2005). Alternative ways to come up with the funding have yet to be determined. 

While there are some environmentalists who insist on the prohibition of all development in Coyote Valley, there are also other green organizations that simply want development to be conducted in an ethical way (Palm, Dec 2005). The Greenbelt Alliance is one such organization; its members want to see Coyote Valley be developed into what can truly be called a smart growth community. One representative of the greenbelt alliance, Michelle Beasley, worries that the $1.6 billion needed for infrastructure would take money away from affordable housing (Palm, Dec 2005). 

Beasely calls for planners to develope a less expensive form of drainage control than the 50-acre man-made lake, which is likely to be an incredibly expensive endeavor (Palm, Dec 2005). Another issue with the current plan is the way the grid street system is laid-out. Instead of being a singular, large grid system, the grids are laid out in small sections, this design disconnects neighborhoods (Palm, Dec 2005). Yet another worrisome section of the plan is the dependence on a Caltrain station that hasn’t been approved of or built yet. Instead, city planners ought to propose a regular bus route connecting Coyote Valley with downtown San Jose (Palm, Dec 2005). 

Perhaps, the most important concern to be had about the future of this development is that a recent study found that allowing some development before the 5,000 new job threshold is met, could help pay for infrastructure costs (Palm, Dec 2005). This, coupled with the possibility of changing the Mid- Coyote Valley development triggers, could lead to the development of another bedroom community instead of the smart growth community originally proposed (Palm, Dec 2005). 

I believe that San Jose is jumping the gun in the development of this area. In fact, a 2005 inquiry found that there are still 3.5 million square feet of vacant office space in San Jose (Palm, Dec 2005). Therefore, there is no imminent need to develop Coyote Valley just yet. While city officials believe that it is necessary to plan now in order to create the development they want in the future, allowing development this early on is likely to result in the sprawling bedroom neighborhoods that they do not want. The city of San Jose should focus on improving their downtown area, increasing retail shops, and developing mixed-use areas and affordable housing before allowing the sprawl to continue farther south. When the time does come for San Jose to begin development in Coyote valley I believe that it is essential to remain true to the original plan of smart growth. Doing so would better equip the city of San Jose to deal with its population growth in the future. 

CONCLUSION-


My hope is that the city of San Jose will be able to keep its current momentum going and continue to increase affordable housing opportunities while encouraging mixed-use development. There is no doubt that the city has been working hard to combat issues that have been plaguing it since the 70’s and to rehabilitate the city center. However, there is still much work to be done. I believe that continuing to allow sprawl into areas such as Coyote Valley will have negative effects for those suburbs as well as downtown San Jose. Instead of spreading outward, San Jose ought to keep its focus on its city center, continue to encourage retail businesses and build more multi-use facilities. Although there is an immediate market for bedroom communities in San Jose suburbs, it will be better for the city to build higher density residential units within the city.  After all, with an unabated population growth such as that in San Jose, the city ought to be looking toward the future.
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