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Parklets are a strategy to convert curb-side parking spaces into public spaces.  The reclaiming of 
valuable parking has garnered considerable attention, and more research is needed.  Do parklets 
impact pedestrian and vehicular travel?  What is the value of parklets compared to parking spaces? 
 
This paper examines the impact of parklets on transportation through a case study of the Mission 
neighborhood in San Francisco.  Additionally, the paper values parking and parklets using an 
Analytic Hierarchy Process approach, highlighting the benefits of parklets beyond the public space 
component.  The emergence of parklets provides a forum to rethink the true costs of parking.   
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Subsidies mask the true cost of parking.  As Donald Shoup and others have shown, the oversupply of 
parking encourages solo driving, increases energy consumption, and creates an auto-oriented urban 
form. A paradigm shift is needed. 
 
The emergence of parklets provides a forum to rethink the costs of parking.  Parklets are a strategy to 
“convert curb-side parking spaces into new spaces for seating, greenery, and places to gather and 
stop” (SF Pavement to Parks 2012).  The reclaiming of valuable parking spaces to public space has 
garnered considerable attention. 
 
Current literature on parklets focuses on design and impacts on public space.  More research on 
parklets is needed in terms of their other effects, particularly on transportation.  Do parklets impact 
pedestrian and vehicular travel?  What is the value of parklets compared to parking spaces? 
 
This paper tests the hypothesis that parklets, by taking away parking spaces, impacts pedestrian and 
vehicular travel.  The first half of the paper presents a case study of the 900 block of Valencia Street 
in the Mission neighborhood of San Francisco. The second half values parking and parklets using an 
Analytic Hierarchy Process approach.  This paper highlights the value of parklets beyond the public 
space component, particularly on transportation effects.    
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Do parklets impact pedestrian and vehicular travel?  A case study of the 900 block of Valencia 
Street in the Mission neighborhood of San Francisco, provides insight to this question. 
 
Parklets originated in San Francisco in 2005.1  As of 2012, there are 35 parklets and 6 mobile 
parklets in the city (SF Pavement to Parks 2012).  Valencia Street was chosen as a study area for the 
availability of parking data through SFPark2, and the number of parklets in the community. The 
paper focuses on the 900 block, between 20th and 21st Streets, which contains three diverse parklets. 
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The 900 block of Valencia Street is representative of the area overall.  The Mission neighborhood in 
San Francisco is a destination center for retail, restaurants, and nightlife.  Attractions include colorful 
murals on 18th street, well-regarded establishments like Tartine Bakery, and 826 Valencia, author 
Dave Egger’s nonprofit writing project.  The block has a mix of uses: quaint housing, bookstores, 
vintage clothing shops, three cafes, a few restaurants, specialty shops, and nonprofits including 
Artists’ Television Access and Dolores Street Community Services.  Overall, Valencia Street is 
bustling at all hours, attracting a diversity of people. 
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Valencia Street is zoned as a “Neighborhood Commercial Transit” (NCT) district, a special zoning 
designation with relaxed density and parking requirements.3  Valencia Street has narrow sidewalks, 
as well as bike lanes.  The area has good access to transit, with BART on Mission Street and MUNI 
near Church Street. 
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By creating new public space for gathering, parklets may generate additional foot traffic or improve 
pedestrian flows by providing an extension of the sidewalk.  Given time and resource constraints, 
analysis of the pedestrian travel impacts of parklets was limited to qualitative observations of 
pedestrian activity.  Observations were made on a sunny Monday afternoon (summarized in Table 2). 
 
Qualitative observations revealed that the parklet with seating and table space saw the most use, with 
bustling pedestrian activity and nearby traffic as people enjoyed street life.  The parklet with seating 
but no tables saw less use, and the parklet with no seating or tables had the least use.  These 
observations reveal a key point:  parklets are diverse, and a parklet’s location and design affect its 
pedestrian activity levels.  The parklet with seating and table space was most actively used, with 
bustling pedestrian activity and people stopping to enjoy street life.  
 
San Francisco Great Streets Project’s impact study of three parklets provides more insight on 
pedestrian travel impacts of parklets, with data from pedestrian counts, station activity counts, and 
pedestrian surveys (San Francisco Great Streets Project 2011).  The study found that the number of 
people engaging in stationary activities (e.g. talking, window-shopping, or eating) significantly 
increased in all locations, especially on weekdays. 
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Do parklets, by reducing the number of parking spaces available, affect vehicular travel patterns such as 
more circling or parking spillover?  SFPark occupancy data was used to analyze this question (See 
Appendix A).  For example, one may expect higher occupancy rates on blocks without parklets to account 
for spillover from blocks with parklets. 
 
Figures 1 and 2 show that no significant difference was found between the two blocks with parklets, and 
the other Valencia Street blocks without parklets.  This may suggest that parklets do not have a significant 
impact on parking in terms of spillover effects.  This result may also be explained by the premise of 
SFPark, which dynamically prices parking spaces and aims for a 15% vacancy rate per block. 
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What is the value of a parklet compared to a parking space?  Using SFPark, SFCTA, and SFMTA data, 
the value of two parking spaces in the Mission has an estimated value of $9,327.82 (See Appendix A). 

!
9":#%&;<&!"#$%&'(&)"*+/01&=8"5%-&/0&,7%&>/--/'0&

&
?%-5*/8,/'0& @-,/A",%&"#$!%$$&%'!()!*+,!*%,-#$.!/*%0+1&
2%,-#$.!3+4+,!,+5+$&+! 6)789:7;!
2%,-#$.!0#4%4#<$!,+5+$&+! 7;;:69!
=<4%'!,+5+$&+! 6)>6?:@?!
A*+,%4#<$/!B!3%#$4+$%$0+! C@C!
D$5#,<$3+$4%'!B!#$E#,+04! ?)CFC!
=<4%'!0</4/! ?);@;!
G+4!H+$+I#4! C)669:@?! !
9',"#&:%0%(/,&('*&B&-8"5%-& CD;BE<FB&

!
The city collects $1,632.50 from a parklet application occupying two spaces, and those proposing a 
parklet spend approximately $25,000 in design and installation.4 
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This suggests that the city is willing to forgo approximately $7,500 annually for the parking space in 
favor of a parklet.  The question remains: do other factors, like social and environmental benefits of 
parklets, meet or exceed this $7,5000 value?  These factors are difficult to quantify, but an analytic 
hierarchy process (AHP) approach provides insight to other values of parklets.  AHP is a structured 
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decision-making technique using ratio scales from paired comparisons.  Developed by Saaty in the 
1970s, AHP can be used to compare the relative costs and benefits of transportation alternatives.6   
 
The following is a modified, hypothetical AHP model, applied to four alternatives: (1) no parklet (2) 
parklet primarily as green space, such as the Deeplet (3) parklet with seating, like the Freewheel 
Parklet and (4) parklet as gathering space with seating and tables, like the Blue Fig Parklet.  The 
benefits and costs were identified from existing literature of parklets. 
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These results suggest that the benefits of building a parklet is higher than not building a parklet, and 
that a parklet as a gathering space may have more benefits than the other types of parklets.  Ideally, key 
stakeholders like community members, pedestrians, drivers, and others would be surveyed to provide 
average weights and values; the following weights and values assigned may be subject to some bias.  
Additionally, parklets may confer more benefits than others depending on location and design; there 
may also be a saturation point for the number of parklets per block.  Nonetheless, the AHP framework 
provides a good starting point for the valuation of parklets. 
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Underpricing a resource leads to its exploitation (Moore, Thorsnes and Appleyard 2007).  With 
abundant free parking, automobile use is encouraged and consumes more energy and increases traffic 
congestion (Wilson 1995).  Chester, Horvath and Madanat suggest that the environmental cost of 
parking infrastructure sometimes equals or exceeds the environmental costs of the vehicles themselves 
(Chester, Horvath and Madanat 2011).  Donald Shoup’s High Cost of Free Parking details the 
significant costs of parking. 
 
This paper studied parklets as a phenomena taking away parking spaces.  The case study highlighted 
transportation impacts of parklets.  Parklets were found not to have significant impact on vehicular 
travel, further supporting that parking is abundant.  The design and location of parklets will affect 
pedestrian travel; parklets with seating and tables are more likely to see increased foot traffic or 
stationary activities than those without.  The AHP method shows that a parklet can confer significantly 
more societal benefits than two parking spaces – especially the parklets as gathering space. 
 
Parklets are a new phenomena and more research is needed, especially on its long-term transportation 
impacts. The emergence of parklets provide a forum to rethink the true costs of parking.   
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The 500 to 1200 blocks (8 blocks) were included in the SFPark data analysis.  The 900 block contains 
three parklets, and the 1100 block contains one parklet.  The other blocks do not contain parklets. 
!
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Average occupancy was calculated by taking the average occupancy for weekdays and weekends, 
multiplied by the number of parking spaces.  
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What is the cost of a parking space?  This question has no easy answer since the cost of parking 
depends on land values, which varies greatly among sites (D. C. Shoup 1999). 
 
The cost of a parking space was estimated in the Mission neighborhood of San Francisco by finding the 
revenue (from meters and citations) and costs (operations, maintenance, environmental, and other).  
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SFPark data was used to calculate the parking revenue generated by the meter.  For the 900 Valencia 
Street block, parking meter rates range from $1.50/hr to $4.00/hr as of October 2012.  Rates apply 9am 
to 6pm Monday through Saturday. The following calculations were made:  
 

Average weekday price/hour * Hours charged per day * # of parking spaces * Occupancy rate 
# of parking spaces 

 
 
 



= 2.67 * 9 * 33 * .7967 
33 

= $18.98 per parking space per weekday 
 

Average weekend price/hour * Hours charged per day * # of parking spaces * Occupancy rate 
# of parking spaces 

 
= 3.25 * 9 * 33 * .88 

33 
= $25.74 per parking space on Saturdays 

 
So, multiplying by 6 days per week and 52 weeks per year, each parking space on the 900 Valencia 
Street block generates approximately $6,273.28 annually in parking meter revenue.   
 
Revenue from parking does not solely come from parking meters.  A substantial sum comes from 
parking violations and citations.  Using data from SFMTA’s FY 2013 and FY2014 Adopted Operating 
Budget, and SFCTA’s 2009 On-Street Parking Management and Pricing Study, the following estimate 
was made for parking citation revenue per parking space.  It is worth noting that some parking spaces 
may be more subject to violations than others.  
 

Parking citation revenue + boot program revenue 
On-street spaces + parking garage spaces + metered lots 

 
= 95,772,024 + 966,000 
320,000 + 14,575 + 591 

= $288.63 annual citation revenue per parking space 
 
Total revenue generated per parking space from meters and citations is $6,561.91 annually. 
 
Parking spaces also cost money to maintain and operate, from cleaning the spaces to collecting and 
enforcing the fees.  They may also require resurfacing and repaving every 5-10 years.  A 1996 survey 
of commercial operating expenses from the Institute of Transportation Engineers estimates 
approximately $494 in operations and maintenance fees annually per parking space (Litman and 
Doherty 2011). 
 
As Donald Shoup and others have suggested, parking should include other costs such as congestion 
and pollution costs.  Shoup estimates approximately $1,404 in environmental and indirect costs 
annually per parking space.  He assumes 83 one-way trips per month per space, totaling 727 vehicle 
miles (D. Shoup 2011). 
 
Total costs of providing a parking space can be thought in terms of its operations, maintenance, 
environmental, and other indirect costs.  It is worth noting that this is a conservative estimate and 
subject to the variability in maintenance, environmental, and other costs.  Using the above estimates, 
total cost of providing a parking space is approximately $1,898 annually. 
 
The total net benefits generated for a parking space is approximately $4,663.91.  The typical 
parklet takes up two parking spaces, so the net benefit forgone is approximately $9,327.82. 
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