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OPINION

BRESS, Circuit Judge:

We are asked to decide whether the longstanding
practice of chalking tires for parking enforcement pur-
poses violates the Fourth Amendment. It does not.
Even assuming the temporary dusting of chalk on a
tire constitutes a Fourth Amendment “search,” it falls
within the administrative search exception to the

* The Honorable Robert S. Lasnik, United States District
Judge for the Western District of Washington, sitting by desig-
nation.
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warrant requirement. Complementing a broader pro-
gram of traffic control, tire chalking is reasonable in
its scope and manner of execution. It is not used for
general crime control purposes. And its intrusion on
personal liberty is de minimis at most. We hold that
municipalities are not required to obtain warrants be-
fore chalking tires as part of enforcing time limits on
city parking spots. We affirm the district court’s grant
of summary judgment to the City of San Diego.

I

The City of San Diego owns thousands of parking
spaces that are located on City property. The San Di-
ego Municipal Code governs the use of the City’s
parking spaces. Drivers who violate the Code’s park-
ing regulations may be required to pay civil fines.
Pursuant to the Code, the City imposes time limits
that are publicly posted and that restrict how long a
vehicle may remain in a particular parking spot.

Since at least the 1970s, San Diego has used tire
chalking as one method of enforcing time limits for its
parking spaces. Chalking consists of a City parking
officer placing an impermanent chalk mark of no more
than a few inches on the tread of one tire on a parked
vehicle. The parking officer must place the chalk mark
on every vehicle parked in a given area of the City;
officers do not single out particular vehicles for chalk-
ing. If a vehicle’s chalk mark is undisturbed after the
parking limit has expired, this shows the vehicle has
exceeded the time limit for the space. The parking of-
ficer may then issue a citation for violation of the
City’s parking regulations. According to the district
court’s findings, the chalk mark on the tire rubs off
within a few tire rotations after driving.
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The record reflects that San Diego’s parking en-
forcement methods, including chalking, are intended
to enhance public safety, improve traffic control, and
promote commerce. Insufficient parking enforcement
can lead to widespread noncompliance with the City’s
parking limits, whereas consistent enforcement in-
creases parking space turnover and allows the City to
increase the availability of parking in high-demand
areas. When parking spaces do not regularly turn
over, drivers may engage in “cruising’—that is, cir-
cling blocks in search of parking—or may double-park
in lanes of traffic while waiting for spaces to become
available. Drivers may also illegally park in zones re-
served for buses, disabled drivers, or emergency
personnel.

Insufficient parking impacts public safety. Cruis-
ing, double parking, and illegal parking all lead to
increased traffic congestion that makes it more diffi-
cult for public buses and emergency vehicles to
navigate city streets. Illegally parked vehicles may
block access to fire hydrants or bus lanes. Greater
traffic volume poses greater safety risks to pedestri-
ans, bicyclists, and drivers, and drivers searching for
spots are also distracted and more likely to cause col-
lisions. Stop-and-go traffic and idling vehicles
associated with congestion and parking shortages also
result in increased localized vehicle emissions.

Increasing parking availability and reducing traf-
fic congestion in turn improves commerce. Local
businesses and commercial districts depend on the
availability of parking. Enforcing parking time limits
by chalking tires improves parking turnover and en-
courages customers to visit, shop, and dine within a
reasonable time to allow more customers to do the
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same. Businesses and restaurants have frequently
complained to the City about the availability of park-
ing, and often request that the City enforce parking
time limits more regularly. Expanding parking avail-
ability  increases commercial activity and,
correspondingly, the City’s sales tax revenues.

Although the City has other ways of enforcing its
parking regulations, there is considerable evidence
that chalking is its most cost-effective method, and
that it is more efficient and accurate than other meth-
ods. Photographing cars, for instance, would require
parking officers to take and review hundreds of pho-
tographs. The City cannot currently manage the
volume of data that would be involved in such an ef-
fort. The City previously experimented with the use of
streetlight cameras for parking enforcement but
abandoned the program after it posed too many diffi-
culties. Visual marking—which requires officers to
record information about a vehicle and then check
their notes later—is less efficient and more time-con-
suming. After the City used visual marking briefly
during the pendency of this litigation, it received an
uptick in complaints from business owners about ve-
hicles overstaying parking limits.

In recent years, some municipalities have adopted
License Plate Reader (LPR) technology to enforce
parking regulations. Although LPR technology is ef-
fective, it would cost the City millions of dollars and
take several years to implement. LPR technology
would also require the City to maintain time-stamped
photographs and Global Positioning System (GPS)
data for vehicles parked in City parking spaces, which
could raise privacy concerns. In short, San Diego
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views tire chalking as superior to other methods or
parking enforcement.

Plaintiffs Andre Verdun and Ian Anoush Golkar
each received at least one parking citation from the
City after their vehicles were chalked. In May 2019,
they filed a putative class action under 42 U.S.C.
§ 1983, alleging that tire chalking violated the Fourth
Amendment. Plaintiffs asked for an injunction
against chalking and monetary damages. The alleged
damages consist of amounts the putative class has
paid in parking tickets when their cars were ticketed
after chalking.

The district court concluded that tire chalking
constitutes a Fourth Amendment search but that it is
justified under the administrative search exception to
the warrant requirement. The district court thus
granted summary judgment to the City. Plaintiffs
timely appeal. Our review is de novo. Butcher v. Knud-
sen, 38 F.4th 1163, 1168 (9th Cir. 2022).

II
A

The Fourth Amendment, which applies to the City
of San Diego through the Fourteenth Amendment,
protects “[t]he right of the people to be secure in their
persons, houses, papers, and effects, against unrea-
sonable searches and seizures.” U.S. Const. amend IV.
Before the reorientation of Fourth Amendment
“search” doctrine around the physical trespass theory,
as set forth in United States v. Jones, 565 U.S. 400,
406-07 (2012), and later in Florida v. Jardines, 569
U.S. 1, 5 (2013), it 1s not apparent that anyone viewed
tire chalking as presenting a grave question of
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constitutional law, or indeed any question of constitu-
tional dimension.

There is evidence that municipalities have been
chalking tires for parking enforcement purposes since
at least the 1930s. See Kerry Segrave, Parking Cars
in America, 1910-1945: A History 120 (2012) (discuss-
ing tire chalking in 1935 in Dallas, Texas); Owens v.
Owens, 8 S.E.2d 339, 340 (S.C. 1940) (noting the prac-
tice of tire chalking in Columbia, South Carolina);
State v. Sweeney, 5 A.2d 41, 41 (N.H. 1939) (describing
a police officer chalking a tire in Nashua, New Hamp-
shire); Commonwealth v. Kroger, 122 S.W.2d 1006,
1007 (Ky. Ct. App. 1938) (describing a policeman
chalking a tire in Newport, Kentucky on November 7,
1938). In San Diego, tire chalking has been used since
at least the 1970s.

For most of tire chalking’s nearly one-hundred-
year history as a parking enforcement tool—a history
that would seem to coincide with the rise of the auto-
mobile—it appears that tire chalking went
unchallenged on constitutional grounds. Plaintiffs
have not cited any challenges, successful or otherwise,
to the constitutionality of tire chalking that predated
Jones. So there is some reason to be skeptical of plain-
tiffs’ effort to have us suddenly declare as violating the
United States Constitution a rather innocuous park-
Ing management practice that has been commonly
used without question for several generations in local-
ities across the country. Cf. NLRB v. Noel Canning,
573 U.S. 513, 533 (2014) (“[T]hree-quarters of a cen-
tury of settled practice is long enough to entitle a
practice to ‘great weight in a proper interpretation’ of
the constitutional provision.”) (quoting The Pocket
Veto Case, 279 U.S. 655, 689 (1929)).
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But we will put any such skepticism completely to
the side and undertake a full analysis under the
Fourth Amendment. The initial question is whether
tire chalking is even a Fourth Amendment “search” in
the first place. We will assume without deciding that
it is. The plaintiffs rely heavily on Jones. There, the
Supreme Court held that a search occurs when the
government “physically occupl[ies] private property for
the purpose of obtaining information.” 565 U.S. at
404. It is not clear Jones should be read to suggest
that every physical touch that is designed to obtain
information, even one as fleeting as tire chalking,
rises to the level of a “physical intrusion,” as required
for a Fourth Amendment search. Id.; see also Orin S.
Kerr, The Curious History of Fourth Amendment
Searches, 2012 Sup. Ct. Rev. 67, 90-93 (2012) (discuss-
ing ambiguities in Jones’s conception of trespass). And
even if it would be correct to describe chalking as a
search of the car itself, which is unclear, there would
also appear to be meaningful differences between
chalking a parked car and the GPS device at issue in
Jones, which provided weeks’ worth of data on where
a person traveled, a veritable treasure trove of infor-
mation. 565 U.S. at 403.

Despite these questions, we will assume that
chalking is a search and proceed to the rest of the
analysis.

B

Warrantless searches are presumptively unrea-
sonable under the Fourth Amendment, subject to
certain exceptions. City of Los Angeles v. Patel, 576
U.S. 409, 419 (2015). One such exception, perhaps
more accurately described as a set of exceptions, is
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known as the “administrative search” or “special
needs” exception. The Supreme Court has explained
that “[s]earch regimes where no warrant is ever re-
quired may be reasonable where ‘special needs ...
make the warrant and probable-cause requirement
1mpracticable,” and where the ‘primary purpose’ of the
searches is ‘[d]istinguishable from the general inter-
est in crime control.” Id. at 420 (first quoting Skinner
v. Ry. Lab. Execs. Ass’n, 489 U.S. 602, 619 (1989), and
then quoting Indianapolis v. Edmond, 531 U.S. 32, 44
(2000)); see generally Eve Primus, Disentangling Ad-
ministrative Searches, 111 Colum. L. Rev. 254 (2011)
(surveying administrative search exception doctrine).

Despite their different names, the Supreme Court
has often discussed “administrative” and “special
needs” searches together. See, e.g., Patel, 576 U.S. at
420-23; Ashcroft v. al-Kidd, 563 U.S. 731, 736-37
(2011). As we once put it, “[t]here 1s a ‘special needs’
exception to the warrant requirement for administra-
tive searches.” Whalen v. McMullen, 907 F.3d 1139,
1151 (9th Cir. 2018). For purposes of our analysis, we
thus treat administrative and special needs searches
together, as species of a common genus.

Housed within this broader category of adminis-
trative or special needs searches lie several archetypal
situations in which the Supreme Court has recognized
that countervailing interests outweigh the Fourth
Amendment’s default insistence on a warrant. Most
relevant here, and as we discuss further below, the
Supreme Court has permitted various types of drag-
nets in which police indiscriminately stop motorists
without individualized suspicion or a warrant, when
the stops are not used for the primary purpose of de-
tecting general criminal wrongdoing. See generally
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Demarest v. City of Vallejo, 44 F.4th 1209, 1216-20
(9th Cir. 2022) (canvassing this doctrine). The Su-
preme Court has thus upheld against a Fourth
Amendment challenge a permanent immigration
checkpoint away from the international border at
which officers stopped cars to determine the immigra-
tion status of the travelers. United States v. Martinez-
Fuerte, 428 U.S. 543, 552, 562 (1976). The Court has
upheld sobriety checkpoints used to determine if driv-
ers are under the influence of alcohol. Michigan Dep’t
of State Police v. Sitz, 496 U.S. 444, 455 (1990). And
in Illinois v. Lidster, 540 U.S. 419, 422, 428 (2004), the
Court upheld a suspicionless highway checkpoint
search conducted near the location of a recent hit-and-
run, set up for the purpose of asking drivers about the
accident. The Supreme Court additionally “ma[de]
clear” in Indianapolis v. Edmond that a “roadblock
with the primary purpose of verifying drivers’ licenses
and vehicle registrations would be permissible’ be-
cause 1t rests on a purpose of ensuring ‘highway
safety’ rather than general crime control.” Demarest,
44 F.4th at 1220 (quoting Edmond, 531 U.S. at 38-39)
(brackets omitted); see also al-Kidd, 563 U.S. at 736-
37 (explaining that the Court “had previously ap-
proved vehicle checkpoints set up for the purpose of
keeping off the road unlicensed drivers” in Delaware
v. Prouse, 440 U.S. 648, 663 (1979)). An example from
our own case law i1s United States v. Fraire, 575 F.3d
929 (9th Cir. 2009). There, we upheld a dragnet check-
point set up at the entrance to a national park, at
which park officers, as part of preventing illegal
poaching, asked motorists if they had been hunting.
Id. at 930-31.

The administrative use or special needs exception
has also been invoked to justify warrantless searches
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of certain closely regulated businesses for specified
purposes. See Donovan v. Dewey, 452 U.S. 594, 598
(1981) (“[L]egislative schemes authorizing warrant-
less administrative searches of commercial property
do not necessarily violate the Fourth Amendment.”);
Whalen, 907 F.3d at 1151 (explaining that the admin-
istrative search exception applies to “inspections of
regulated businesses”). Thus, the Supreme Court has
approved of warrantless administrative searches of
commercial establishments selling alcohol for pur-
poses of checking compliance with federal laws
governing such businesses, see Colonnade Catering
Corp. v. United States, 397 U.S. 72, 76 (1970); of a
pawn shop’s gun storeroom for ensuring compliance
with firearm laws, see United States v. Biswell, 406
U.S. 311, 312, 317 (1972); of automobile junkyards, see
New York v. Burger, 482 U.S. 691, 703-04 (1987), and
stone quarries and mines, see Donovan, 452 U.S. at
606. Examples from our case law include administra-
tive searches of massage parlors, see Killgore v. City
of S. El Monte, 3 F.4th 1186, 1192-93 (9th Cir. 2021);
day care centers, see Rush v. Obledo, 756 F.2d 713, 714
(9th Cir. 1985); and vessels in a salmon fishery, see
United States v. Raub, 637 F.2d 1205, 1211 (9th Cir.
1980). These types of warrantless searches are justi-
fied because the regulatory presence “is sufficiently
comprehensive and defined that the owner of the com-
mercial property cannot help but be aware that his
property will be subject to periodic inspections under-
taken for specific purposes.” Donovan, 452 U.S. at 600.

Under the broad heading of administrative or spe-
cial needs searches, and in settings in which the
government has a sufficient justification and need for
particularized searching, courts have also upheld the
warrantless search of particular types of persons
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thought to have reduced expectations of privacy, or
persons in particular settings in which the same is
true. The category of the former includes drug and al-
cohol testing of certain railroad industry employees,
see Skinner, 489 U.S. at 634, and Customs Service em-
ployees seeking transfer or promotion to roles
involving drug interdiction, see Nat’l Treasury Emps.
Union v. Von Raab, 489 U.S. 656, 677 (1989); work-
related searches of the desks and offices of govern-
ment employees, see O’Connor v. Ortega, 480 U.S. 709,
725-26 (1987) (plurality op.); id. at 731-32 (Scalia, J.,
concurring); random drug testing of students involved
in school athletics and competitive extracurricular ac-
tivities, see Vernonia Sch. Dist. 47J v. Acton, 515 U.S.
646, 650, 665 (1995); Bd. of Educ. of Indep. Sch. Dist.
No. 92 v. Earls, 536 U.S. 822, 838 (2002); and warrant-
less “home visits ... to verify eligibility for welfare
benefits,” Sanchez v. Cnty. of San Diego, 464 F.3d 916,
926, 928 (9th Cir. 2006).

Examples of particular settings in which certain
warrantless searches are permitted are airport
screens of passengers and luggage for weapons and
explosives, United States v. Davis, 482 F.2d 893, 912
(9th Cir. 1973), overruled on other grounds by United
States v. Aukai, 497 F.3d 955, 960-62 (9th Cir. 2007)
(en banc), including more intrusive searches following
the September 11 terrorist attacks, see Aukai, 497
F.3d at 956-57; and screens of persons entering court-
houses to search for weapons, see McMorris v. Alioto,
567 F.2d 897, 898-99 (9th Cir. 1978). As the Supreme
Court has explained, “where the risk to public safety
1s substantial and real, blanket suspicionless searches
calibrated to the risk may rank as ‘reasonable’—for
example, searches now routine at airports and at
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entrances to courts and other official buildings.”
Chandler v. Miller, 520 U.S. 305, 323 (1997).

This survey of administrative search exception
case law 1s not meant to be exhaustive, and the cases
could perhaps be organized in different ways. But our
discussion does reveal several relevant points. The
first is that neither the Supreme Court nor this court
has limited application of the administrative search
exception to particular contexts or factual scenarios.
That there 1s not a prior case applying the adminis-
trative search exception to tire chalking, or some
other parking enforcement mechanism, is therefore
not dispositive. The same could have been said of
other administrative searches occasioned by their own
societal or technological developments. Instead, as
new governmental needs arise, the Supreme Court
has evaluated whether a particular type of search or
seizure incident to those needs should be exempted
from the warrant requirement. Our task is not to treat
existing case law as an exclusive firmament restrict-
ing the scope of the administrative search exception,
but to reason by analogy from current doctrine, based
on the principles that animate the jurisprudence in
this area.

One such guiding principle is that warrantless ad-
ministrative searches must bear a sufficient
connection to the governmental interests they serve
and cannot advance as their “primary purpose” “un-
cover[ing] evidence of ordinary criminal wrongdoing.”
Edmond, 531 U.S. at 41-42. Another broader principle
is that “where a Fourth Amendment intrusion serves
special government needs, beyond the normal need for
law enforcement, it is necessary to balance the indi-

vidual’s  privacy  expectations against  the
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Government’s interests to determine whether it is im-
practical to require a warrant or some level of
individualized suspicion in the particular context.”
Von Raab, 489 U.S. at 665-66. Yet another grounding
precept is that even when “a warrant is not required,
a search is not beyond Fourth Amendment scrutiny;
for it must be reasonable in its scope and manner of
execution.” Maryland v. King, 569 U.S. 435, 448
(2013). In other words, “[w]hile administrative
searches are an exception to the Fourth Amendment’s
warrant requirement, they are not an exception to the
Fourth Amendment’s standard of reasonableness.”
United States v. Bulacan, 156 F.3d 963, 967 (9th Cir.
1998).

At the same time, however, these broader princi-
ples and the case law from which they are derived
should not be misconstrued as creating absolute
“floors” drawn from the particular facts of individual
cases. That would effectively calcify the factual prem-
1ses of other cases into hard-and-fast sub-rules,
without justification in the core Fourth Amendment
precepts we have discussed above. Thus, for example,
although we can agree that double parking may pre-
sent less acute dangers than drunk driving, we do not
think it then follows that tire chalking can never fall
within the administrative search exception.

Nor do we think the administrative search excep-
tion invariably requires a special need premised on an
imminent threat to public health or safety, or circum-
stances otherwise demanding immediate action in the
face of dangerous conditions, as the plaintiffs here
maintain. Some cases in this area surely do involve
those circumstances, and we do not doubt this as a rel-
evant factor in the reasonableness analysis. But we do
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not read the cases to impose this as a threshold legal
requirement, without which the administrative
search exception cannot apply. Indeed, such a require-
ment would be inconsistent with various
administrative search exception cases, such as the Su-
preme Court’s allowance of drivers’ license
checkpoints, see al-Kidd, 563 U.S. at 736-37; Edmond,
531 U.S. at 38-39; of a warrantless search of a stu-
dent’s purse for cigarettes, New Jersey v. T.L.O., 469
U.S. 325, 343 (1985); and of periodic searches of regu-
lated businesses, see, e.g., Burger, 482 U.S. at 703
(unkyards); Colonnade Catering, 397 U.S. at 76-77
(search of liquor store to check for tax compliance), to
name just a few.

C

Consistent with the foregoing principles, courts
have devised accompanying doctrinal tests that are
used to determine whether the administrative search
exception applies in particular contexts. Although
these doctrinal formulations vary from context to con-
text, they are ultimately intended to serve the
underlying Fourth Amendment interests we have dis-
cussed above. In our view, tire chalking is most
factually and legally analogous to a motorist dragnet.
So we find it appropriate to analyze this case under
the doctrinal formulation of the administrative search
exception set forth in the vehicle dragnet cases. But
we will also draw on administrative search cases out-
side that context in explaining our result.

First, though, we explain the analogy to the mo-
torist dragnet cases. A dragnet is a “search[] or
seizure[] of every person, place, or thing in a specific
location or involved in a specific activity.” Primus, 111
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Colum. L. Rev. at 260. That is what the City of San
Diego did here. A City parking enforcement officer
places a chalk mark on every vehicle in a given area.
Officers do not have discretion to chalk certain vehi-
cles only. The chalking is not done based on individual
suspicion that certain drivers may have over-extended
their welcome in a city parking spot, but as part of a
broader programmatic effort of maintaining the flow
of traffic and monitoring the parking times of all visi-
tors.

That San Diego has accomplished its objective
through a possible “search” rather than a seizure does
not make it any less of a dragnet. Instead of stopping
all drivers outside a busy city parking area and asking
if they parked longer than a certain amount time—
like the national park service officers who asked about
hunting in Fraire—the City has developed a more ex-
pedient process that involves the impermanent
dusting of chalk on tire tread. But the much less in-
trusive nature of the City’s actions as compared to a
checkpoint does not diminish the comparison to a
dragnet. We will thus work within the basic contours
of the motorist checkpoint doctrine, with due regard
for the fact that we have here a possible search rather
than a seizure.

In the checkpoint context, we have reduced the
Supreme Court’s guidance to a two-part analysis. See
Demarest, 44 F.4th at 1220; Fraire, 575 F.3d at 932.
First, we will ask whether the search is “per se inva-
lid’ because its ‘primary purpose’ is ‘to advance the
general interest in crime control’ with respect to” the
drivers of the vehicles that are chalked. Demarest, 44
F.4th at 1220 (quoting Fraire, 575 F.3d at 932). If the
search 1s not per se invalid, we will proceed to the
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second step of the analysis and determine whether the
search i1s “reasonable[],” “on the basis of the individual
circumstances.” Id. (quoting Fraire, 575 F.3d at 933);
see also Lidster, 540 U.S. at 426; Edmond, 531 U.S. at
47.

1

As to the first step, we have little difficulty con-
cluding that tire chalking does not have the
impermissible “primary purpose” of “uncover[ing] evi-
dence of ordinary criminal wrongdoing.” Edmond, 531
U.S. at 41-42. To satisfy the administrative search ex-
ception, the search’s primary purpose must not be
“general crime control.” Id. at 43; see also Patel, 576
U.S. at 420 (explaining the permissibility of warrant-
less administrative searches “where the primary
purpose of the searches is distinguishable from the
general interest in crime control”) (quotations and
brackets omitted).

Here, the “primary purpose” of tire chalking is not
a general interest in crime control, but to assist the
City in its overall management of vehicular traffic and
the use of city parking spots. See Demarest, 44 F.4th
at 1220 (explaining that under Edmond and Sitz, a
DUI checkpoint has the “primary purpose of ‘ensuring
roadway safety,” which is “materially distinguishable
from the impermissible primary purpose of ‘serv[ing]
the general interest in crime control” (quoting Ed-
mond, 531 U.S. at 41-42)). Chalking is part of San
Diego’s broader effort to ensure the free flow of traffic
and mitigate the harms of congested city streets. As
an enforcement mechanism, chalking also functions
as a deterrent, encouraging compliance with City
parking regulations. See Fraire, 575 F.3d at 933
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(explaining that a checkpoint for illegal hunting “de-
ter[s] would-be poachers”). That chalking
“accomplishe[s] this goal through the use of law en-
forcement techniques does not automatically
transform it into a crime control device for Fourth
Amendment purposes.” Id.

It is true, of course, that chalking can lead to a
driver receiving a parking citation. But many admin-
istrative searches that have been upheld against
Fourth Amendment challenges yielded evidence of
law violation that could lead to criminal or other con-
sequences. A DUI checkpoint, for example, can lead to
arrests for drunk driving. An immigration checkpoint
can lead to arrests for immigration violations. Some-
times administrative searches lead to arrests for
violations outside the stated purpose of the adminis-
trative search, and yet even then they may be
permissible. In Fraire, for instance, we upheld a
checkpoint at a national park entrance asking
whether visitors had been hunting. 575 F.3d at 931,
935. Yet in Fraire itself, a park ranger who stopped a
vehicle at the checkpoint noticed the smell of alcohol
and observed the defendant exhibiting signs of drunk-
enness, which led to the defendant being charged with
driving while intoxicated. Id. at 931. Even then we
held that the warrantless checkpoint was permissible
“[b]Jecause the primary purpose of the checkpoint is
distinguishable from the general interest in crime
control.” Id. at 933. In this case, and unlike other per-
mitted administrative searches, the only information
that tire chalking could reveal is how long a vehicle
remained parked in a city parking space.

As we explained in Fraire, warrantless check-
points have been found not to have general law
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enforcement as their primary purpose when there is a
“close connection between the checkpoint and the
harm it was seeking to prevent.” 575 F.3d at 933. The
Supreme Court’s decisions in Sitz and Edmond show-
case this distinction. Sitz upheld automobile
checkpoints to look for intoxicated drivers, 496 U.S. at
455, but then Edmond struck down virtually identical
checkpoints to look for drugs. 531 U.S. at 44. Edmond
explained that the DUI checkpoints at issue in Sitz
served a permissible purpose because of the “obvious
connection between the imperative of highway safety
and the law enforcement practice at issue.” 531 U.S.
at 39; see also id. at 43. By contrast, the concealment
of drugs had no close “connection to the roadway,” so
the drug checkpoint at issue in Edmond served only a
“general interest in crime control.” Id. at 43-44.

Here, as in Sitz and Fraire, there is a close con-
nection between the chalking of tires and the harm it
seeks to prevent, namely, vehicles staying too long in
city spots. And because San Diego requires parking
officers to chalk all cars in a given area, San Diego has
avoided the “kind of standardless and unconstrained
discretion” that has presented constitutional prob-
lems in other cases by raising the specter of a
generalized law enforcement purpose. Sitz, 496 U.S.
at 454 (quoting Prouse, 440 U.S. at 661).

For these reasons, we easily conclude that tire
chalking does not have an impermissible primary pur-
pose of uncovering evidence of ordinary criminal
wrongdoing or serving a general interest in crime con-
trol. Chalking is therefore not “per se” invalid under
the Fourth Amendment. See Fraire, 575 F.3d at 932.
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2

Turning to the second part of the analysis, we now
consider “the reasonableness” of the search “on the
basis of the individual circumstances.” Demarest, 44
F.4th at 1220 (quoting Lidster, 540 U.S. at 426). This
requires us to evaluate “[1] the gravity of the public
concerns served by the [search], [2] the degree to
which the [search] advances the public interest, and
[3] the severity of the interference with individual lib-
erty.” Id. at 1222 (quoting Lidster, 540 U.S. at 427).
We conclude that, within the meaning of the Fourth
Amendment, San Diego’s practice of tire chalking is
reasonable.

We begin with the gravity of the public concerns
that chalking serves. One can of course review other
administrative search exception cases and find in-
stances in which a permitted search related to a more
pressing danger. As we noted above, we do not mean
to suggest that traffic congestion presents the same
risk of harm as drunk driving. But at the same time,
chalking is part of a broader program of parking and
traffic management that reflects a substantial and
“compelling administrative objective.” Bulacan, 156
F.3d at 968 (quoting United States v. $§124,570 U.S.
Currency, 873 F.2d 1240, 1244 (9th Cir. 1989)). It does
not take an advanced degree in urban planning to ap-
preciate the significance of free-moving vehicular
traffic and parking availability to the basic function-
ing of a municipality and the quality of life of its
residents, businesses, and visitors.

The record amply reflects this. San Diego has
demonst