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Common Ground: The P2-Managed Growmth Connectioninthe\WWest

Introduction
Congder these facts;

Motor vehicles are the largest source of air pollution aong the Front Range. These
pollutants are responsible for gpproximately 70 percent of the so-caled “Brown
Cloud” and can lead to violations of the federa hedlth standards!

Urban land use in Region V11 statesincreased from roughly 1,500,000 acresto
roughly 2,000,000 acres between 1982 and 1992 (an increase of 33%).2

A recent survey conducted for the American Indtitute of Architects (AIA) reports that
68 percent of state and local government executives and policymakers said they
believe concern over “livable communities” is growing.®

These are just afew of the indicators in western states that suggest both a declinein the
qudity of lifeand apardld increase in pollution owing to current development patterns and
practices. Without planning for livable communities, most communities experience sprawl, the
gradud expansion dong highway corridors of clusters of housing devel opments and miles of
grip mdls. This phenomenon resultsin additional car commuting, dangerous roads for bicycles
and pededtrians, increased traffic on the arteries leading to the nearest city, more road building
and resulting impacts on waterway's, endangered tourism and on and on. In addition, new
housing is often built to maximize gpeed of assembly and not qudlity, durability or minima
environmenta impact. Such atactic lowers costs in the short run, but often has higher long-term
impacts, to the owner, the community, and the environment.

The root of the problem is that most current devel opment practices preclude managed
growth and need to be addressed within government if western states are to achieve the “livable
communities’ that resdents say they want. Thisissue is pertinent not only to the large
metropolitan areas in EPA Region VI, but dso to smaler communities where qudity of lifeis
a0 affected by unchecked growth. Sprawl has already occurred to a sweeping extent in eastern
gatesand in Cdifornia. Now isthe time for western states to look to the future and avoid taking
the same route that other regions now regret.

While semming the tide of this unsustainable growth is a daunting task, it can be
achieved through a series of amdl-scae decisions made by informed individuds in state and
locd government. Through these decisions, land can be developed in away that limits erosion
and nutrient pollution, decreases mobile source air emissons, encourages the cleanup and reuse
of previoudy used land, and breeds cleaner and hedthier communities. Thus, the region would
achieve two inextricably linked gods: 1) reducing pollution at the source and more sustainable
communities. The result would be communities with more green space and fewer traffic jams—
in short, ones that residents can take pride in. In this spirit, a the heart of this report isthe notion

! Regional Air Quality Council literature.

2 Urban Land Institute on-line data query system at www.uli.org.

3 American Institute of Architects, Center for Livable Communities. July, 1999. Survey of Sate and Local Officials
on Livable Communities. Conducted by Frederick Schneiders Research.
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that proponents of pollution prevention and managed growth should band together. Rather than
competing for limited resources, these two movements should recognize their overwheming
gmilarities, combine their momentum, and tailor their Srategies to gpped to congtituencies who
may not yet redize the extent of the common ground they share.

The purpose of thisreport istwo-fold. Firgt, it makes the case that advocates of both
pollution prevention (P2) and sustainable growth have largdly overlapping agendas and thus
should be encouraged to cooperate to maximize the impact of both movements. Second, this
report explores the details of that agenda and highlights exactly how the same means can achieve
the dua ends of these two groups. It summarizes specific steps that state and locd governmental
agencies can do to decderate sorawl and environmentaly damaging development in western
dates. For each practice, we explain the concept and then provide real examples of how creative
individuas have implemented it on the ground in their own communities. The report concludes
with some over-arching issues, such as regiond collaboration and measuring progress towards
wel-managed growth, aswell as atop ten list of resources.

Background of the Managed Growth and Pollution Prevention
Movements

Defining Pollution Prevention

EPA's definition of pollution prevention follows the Pollution Prevention Act of 1990
and Executive Order 12856, Federa Compliance with Right-to-Know Laws and Pollution
Prevention Requirements (August 1993). It states that pollution prevention is“any practice
which reduces the amount of hazardous substance, pollutant, or contaminant entering any waste
stream or otherwise released into the environment (including fugitive emissons) prior to
recycling, treatment, or disposd; and any practice which reduces the hazards to public hedth and
the environment associated with the release of such substances, pollutants, or contaminants.”
Pallution prevention is conrsdered the most preferred level of the waste management hierarchy,
which presents options for managing waste in this order: source reduction, recycling, trestment,

and dispos.

According to areport by the Rand Corporation,* this definition focuses on source
reduction, but besides including practices that diminate the discharge of harmful wadtes, this
definition also includes practices that protect natura resources through conservation and
effidency. Though the emphasisistypicaly on toxic chemicds, pollution prevention clearly
aso refers to the reduced use of energy, water and other resources.

An important gray areain implementing P2 activities is avoidance of environmentd
harm. Is an activity that helps reduce the loss of biodiverdty, species, or habitat considered P2?
Individuals and organizations would differ in their answer to this question. To the extent that
practices prevent siltation and emissons associated with constructing facilities and infrastructure
in remote places, the answer would seem to be yes. However, many sate and local governments

4 www.rand.org/publications/MR/MR855/mr855.ch6.html
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do not currently include such afocusin ther P2 activities. This flexibility in defining P2
activities allows for more opportunity to take advantage of sustainable community efforts®

Perhaps a more useful interpretation of P2 isnot asaleve in ahierarchy but as an ethic
or operating principle smply stating that less of an impact is better. If planners, developers and
residents adopt this precautionary principle, they are more likely to approach planning and
economic development with a holigtic view, an gppreciaion of the fragility of ecosystems, the
scarcity of resources, and the limits of the environment to absorb our waste.

Defining Sprawl and Managed Growth

Merriam-Webster defines sprawl as “to spread out cardlesdy or awkwardly.” The term
“urban sprawl,” which refers to the unchecked growth of cities and suburbs, dates back to 1958.
Managed growth, however, is broader than smply aphysical description of growth. It embraces
socid and economic idedl's such as affordable housing, farm protection, equa accessto
resources, and historic preservation in addition to environmenta idedls such as clean air and
freedom from hazardous wastes. Managed growth is development that revitalizes centrd cities
and older communities, supports and enhances public trangit and preserves open spaces and
agricultura lands. Managed growth is not no growth; rather it creates communities that are more
livable by growing efficiently within exiting developed areas.

A related term, “new urbanism,” refersto aresurrection of design principles that were
used decades ago, before automobile use was widespread. A key principle of this approach isto
put houses in proximity to employment, parks and shopping, so that walking, bicycling and
trangt are practicd dternativesto cars. Another important eement of new urbanismis
designing streets so they serve pededtrians and bicycligts, rather than serving only as high-speed
funnelsfor cars. Narrow streets“cam” traffic so that cars do not create a fearful environment
that discourageswalking. Wide sidewalks and tree canopies create a plessant walking
environment. Building design dso plays apart. Homes are designed around a shared open
gpace, and porches rather than garages front the street. Commercid buildings are on street
fronts, rather than situated behind vast parking lots.®

Jugt as the definition of P2 can be interpreted more broadly than usua to encompass
principles of managed growth, managed growth’'s definition can be seen in adifferent light as
well. For example, if houses are in proximity to employment, there will be less driving, and a
lower demand for road building and extending infrastructure to remote areas. These results
trandate directly into preventing pollution. The next section takes this comparison a step further.

Relationship of P2 and Managed Growth: Goals, Tools and People

Common Goals

Based on the definitions and the gods of P2 and managed growth, we can begin to see
areas of overlap, most obvioudy in the areas of driving less, using resources efficiently and

51
Ibid.
6 Congress for a New Urbanism, http://www.cnu.org
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developing in aless sprawling manner. A less obvious aspect these movements have in common
is the promotion of environmentd judtice. Some studies have shown that pollution sources tend
to be located disproportionately in areas of low income. This occurs ether because these
communities are less paliticaly equipped than more affluent communitiesto resist such

neighbors or because the presence of a polluting source drives down property vaues and attracts
low income residents. It is clear that improving such a situation through reducing emissons
would generate benefits on both the P2 scale and the managed growth/community equity scales.

The overlap between P2 and managed growth goas is not complete however. There are
some dements of the P2 agendathat have little to do with managed growth directly, such as
reducing the use of toxics, for example, by using integrated pest management instead of heavy
doses of pesticides, and protecting the hedth of workers who handle toxics. Similarly, managed
growth has a multi-faceted agenda that includes affordability, free time, diversity and safety,
which are not directly related to pollution prevention. This notion of overlgpping godsis
captured in the following diagram.

Figure 1. The Overlapping Gods of Pollution Prevention and Managed Growth

Smart

Revitalize blighted urban
areas

Keep taxes affordable

Make housing affordable
and mixed-income

Reduce or eliminate
toxics

Enhance access to
nature

Protect the health of
workers

Foster local business
development

Foster job retention

Reduce hours spent in
traffic

Neighborhood identity
and stability

Protect farms

Common Tools

If the gods of these two movements have so much in common, are the tools to achieve
those gods equaly smilar? There are many reasonsto think so. The following chart shows
tools based on the managed growth principles of preserving green space and beautiful vistas,
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reducing traffic (and therefore the hours spent in traffic), and increasing wakability. But the
chart also shows how those tools lead to P2 outcomes.

Labd for figure on following page:

Figure 2. How Managed Growth God's achieve Pollution Prevention
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People to Take on the Challenge

Having shown that the goals and the tools of these two movements are smilar, can we
aso conclude that the people respongble for promoting them smilar? Higtoricdly, they have
not been, but they could certainly begin to work together in the future. P2 has been largely a
regulatory and industriad movement. Managing growth hasfalen in the relm of planners and
developers. However, if the two groups can be convinced that there is room for mutud gains by
embracing the bdiefs of the other, then it may make sense for them to cooperate. People dready
sold on the importance of oneissue are likely to be sold on the importance of the other — thinking
of the two issuesjointly broadens the gpped of each oneindividualy. People in each camp may
come to see these two topics as amutudly reinforcing pair, with P2 representing the short-term
steps and managing growth representing long-term steps; P2 as the catdyst to bring regulatory
players on board and managed growth gppedling to the planners, development people, and
natura resource and recreation agencies.

Cooperation would bring certain mutual benefits. For ingtance, providing along-term
sugtainable vison of managed growth over the next 100 years versus what the current trends
imply can help the public and other key stakeholders see the critical need for P2 as atool for
sudanability. Smilarly, sustainability activities can help to educate and mativate less-
accessible audiences to participate in P2 activities. Homeowners may learn to reduce their
household use of certain chemica products because they understand the long-term cumulative
effect on their community from such usage. Having different types of community members (P2
people and community development people) involved in the process in a sustainability effort dso
helpsto:

= negotiate and develop paliticdly and scientificdly feesble dternatives (P2 practitioners
who have tried to prevent mobile-source air pollution know how hard it is to address such
issues in isolaion from broader community issues)

= enable P2 projects to be undertaken by more individuas and organizations — more of the
generd public learns the importance of P2 and is motivated to help prevent pollution in their
community’

Some groups have dready recognized this link and begun to mobilize in a synchronized
way:

. Accordisng to areport by Rand, Sesttle considers P2 an important indicator of sustainable
growth.

»  The same report notes that the President’ s Council on Sustainable Development’s Task
Force on Sugtainable Communities made a policy recommendation to increase public-
private P2 efforts a the community leve.

» Eco-industria parks, designed such that each industry’ s outputs are used as another
industry’ sinputs, are an example of collaboration between people striving for waste
minimization and those aming for dense devel opment.

7 www.rand.org/publications/MR/M R855/mr855.ch6.html

8 bid.
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= A recent Portland report on sustainable economic development suggests the idea of
implementing “loan criteriawhich rewards busnessesthat . . . ingtall source reduction or
pollution prevention measures’ to encourage more sustainable business practices.”

Recognizing the common gods and tools of managed growth and P2, and identifying a
broad group of people to work on the issuesisamagor step towards tackling the thorny issues of
changing current destructive practices. The following sections move from the generd to the
specific. They take a closer ook at some of the roots of the current problems, the compelling
reasons to break with these damaging practices, and how various communities and gtates,
particularly in the western states, have overcome them.

Roots of poor development decisions

Disasters often result not from a single unwise decision or bad intentions but from along
series of wdl-meaning decisons that had unintended consequences. For example, the decison
in the 1950sto invest in anationa highway system was intended to facilitate commerce and
dlow citizens to see more of their country. Y et that decison and al the subsequent decisonsto
expand roads led to an increased demand for vehicles, and increased presumption that roads
would be provided and maintained. Thus, a dangerous spiral began with roads providing more
opportunities for cars, and the resulting increase in cars leading to increasing demands for roads.
Meanwhile, few noticed the red cogts in terms of logt habitat, increased air pollution and
dependence on foreign ail. In Washington, DC, for example, the cost of time and fuel wasted
each year is roughly $860 for each adult and child in the city.*°

The following examplesillustrate Smilar decisions that originated (often but not ways)
from good intentions but had negative repercussions.

= Zoning rules commonly forbid any mix of homes and shops, which limits wakability and
worsens traffic.

= Ready avalability of federd grants and low-cost financing for water and sewer invites
development further into the countryside.

= Thefederd tax codeistilted toward new development and consumption of open space;
specificdly, federal mortgage interest and property tax deductions give people asubtle
incentive to buy bigger houses on bigger lots and building on brownfiddsis complicated by
potentid liabilities

= Sates gpend more on building new roads than on repairing existing roads; building new
highways acts as a magnet for development, which pulls investment and resources from the
metropolitan core, and require expengive infrastructure to keep up with the growth;
meanwhile, existing infrastructure is underutilized and starved for repair and maintenance*

° Patricia Scruggs and Philip Thompson, “Promoting Sustainable Economic Development in Portland: A Report to
the Portland Development Commission,” Portland Devel opment Commission, Portland, Oregon, October 1996,
p. Vii.

19 The Sprawling of America, Address by Richard Moe, President National Trust for Historic Preservation, to
National Press Club, Jan. 22, 1999.

1 Bruce Katz and Jennifer Bradley. “Divided We Sprawl.” December 1999. Atlantic Monthly.

12 | i

Ibid.
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=  Minimum lot Szes have been indtituted in pristine placesin order to preserve the fed of open
space, but now they are in conflict with managed growth principles of clustered
development.

» Tax rates are structured such that sprawl-type developments are atractive financidly, leading
to costly bidding wars between neighboring jurisdictions.

» Property tax rates also discourage denser housing, which brings in more people but less per
capita property tax; this hasled to the rgection of dow growth plans. For example,
Commerce City, CO in 1999 rgected an ordinance that would have limited the city’s
resdentia growth rate to 1% per year or 200 building permits, whichever isless. Thecity
will now go forward with plans to build 7000 new homes on 25 square miles. 3

Reasons to change direction

For many people, the reason to stop sprawling and polluting is summed up smply as
preserving their qudity of life. Many worry, for example, that a* sense of community” has been
logt, that spontaneous greetings on the street, and neighborhoods where neighbors keep an eye on
each others children have been sacrificed. As noted earlier, arecent survey conducted for the
American Indtitute of Architects (AIA) reports that 68 percent of state and local government
executives and policymakers said they believe concern over “livable communities’ is growing.

As sious asthe decline in qudity of lifeis, there are far more tangible reasons to worry
about the current development trends. To puit it bluntly, it istoo expensve. Tax dollars
subsidize roads, sewer systems, water systems, schools, and handouts to new businesses that
outweigh the tax revenues they bring in. This causes communities across the country to lose
money and creates a perverse incentive to develop more (because the subsidies keep the costs to
developers atificidly low). In Galatin County, Montana, one study showed that “for every
dollar residentid property paysinto loca government coffers, $1.47 in direct servicesis
demanded. Conversaly, agricultural and open space only requires 25 centsin services for every
dollar it contributes”* In Loudon County, Virginia, each new house on a quarter acre lot adds
$705 per year to itstown’s service and maintenance requirements, net of the property taxesit
adds. A five-acre home adds $2232 per year.®® A study in Cdifornia's Centrd Valey shows
that more compact development could save 500,000 acres of farmland and $1.2 hillionin
infrastructure and other costs.*® Similar cases occur throughout the western states.’

And if anyone Hill needs convincing, the following list summarizes more of the
compelling reasons to put the brake on sprawl.

13 http://www.hro.com/news letters_display.cfm?idnum=5#GROWTH CAP

14 Haggerty, Mark. 1996. The High Cost of Rural Sprawl. Greater Y ellowstone Coalition and Local Government
Center at Montana State University, Greater Y ellowstone Report, Volume 13, No. 2.

15 Eben Fodor, Better not Bigger: How to Take Control of Urban Growth and Improve Y our Community.

16 Meadows, Donella. “1f we don't like sprawl, why do we go on sprawling?’ March 9, 1999. Global Citizen,
syndicated column.

7 Managing Community Growth, video produced by Montana State University Extension Service, #39 and Growing
Pains: Managing Population Growth in the West, video produced by MT State University Extension Service and
University of Arizona Cooperative Extension Service, #37
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= Equity. Onereason to encourage development in city coresis that the people who live there
are the poorest, and they need the opportunities and investment that are currently funneled to
the suburbs.

= Demographics. The aging population makes clear that sprawl is of no benefit to people who
cannot drive; there should be choices for people who want to remain mobile without cars.'®

= Health. Motor vehicles are the largest source of air pollution dong the Front Range. These
ar pollutants are associated with numerous pulmonary diseases.

= Mitigating land loss. Farmland is being lost dong with other open spaces, magnificent
pristine views, and animal habitat.

= Aquifer protection. Asopenlandispaved, ranwater is efficiently drained and piped
directly to streams; this diverted rainwater then is not available to soak into the ground and
repl eni?; aquifers. In Philadd phia suburbs, the amount diverted is 36 of annud 45 tota
inches.

= Tourism. Asthe natural wonders of the West decline, so too does the desirability of vidting
them, damaging the very important regiona tourism industry.

= Limiting foreign dependence. To the extent that the U.S. remains dependent on
automobiles, it dso remains, for the time being, dependent on foreign oil. This dependence
has proved codtly in the past, for example when it became necessary to defend the U.S. all
dly Kuwait.

Solutions and how they advance both managed growth and P2

Mogt solutions to sprawl and related pollution problemsfal into the three categories
identified in the diagram on page sx and summarized in the Smpler diagram below: protecting
open spaces where residents do not want devel opment, concentrating growth in desirable low-
impact living areas, and increasing the efficiency of resource use. This section examines a
number of workable options that have been implemented successfully to achieve these godls.
Note that while we attempt to categorize these Strategies by the chief benefit they provide, many
of them achieve multiple bendfits, so the headings that follow should be considered fluid. The
examples are taken from dl over the country, but al are gpplicable in Region VIII. They
provide strong reasons for optimism.

18 Bruce K atz and Jennifer Bradley. “Divided we Sprawl.” December 1999. Atlantic Monthly.
19 Nussbaum, Paul. Feb. 9, 1999. “ Paving way for environmental harm.” Philadelphia Inquirer.

10
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Figure 3. The Three Tenets of Wise Development that Prevents Pollution

Protecting Concentrating Using
open space growth resources
efficiently
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pollution

Protecting Open Space

Protecting open space and agricultura land can be achieved through many different
mechanisms. Many of them have been highlighted by the draft Growth Management Toolkit,
assembled by the Montana Agriculturd Extension Office. Resource land protection
mechanisms include land purchases, differentia taxation programs, conservation easements,
transfer and purchase of development rights, right-to-farm laws, exclusve use zoning, and
critica area protection programs. Introducing minimum setback zones for congtructing near
wellsis an effective tool specificaly for sourcewater protection, and one that has strong apped
to both P2 advocates and anti- sprawl advocates. While these techniques vary by application and
effectiveness, they are enabled in most states !

20 \/an de Wetering, Sarah. Growth Management Tooklit, Draft. May, 2000. Montana Agricultural Extension
Service, Montana State University, Bozeman, MT.
21 Green Mountain Institute for Environmental Democracy, SYNERGY, September/October 1997, VVol. 2, No. 4.

11
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Another good source of information about these tools and how they are applied in Region
VIl isWays to Conserve Wyoming's Wonderful Open Lands: A Guide Book, a project of
Governor Jm Geringer’'s Open Spaces Initiative.?

The following examples reved that protecting open space isa priority that has been
adopted by many regions & many levels. More importantly, they reved that it isabi-partisan
issue.
= Onandiond leve, Presdent Bush istaking up the cal to fully fund the Land and Water
Consarvation Fund which directs money from off-shore ail drilling revenuesto the nation’s
parklands.

= Envison Utah, aqudity growth initiative in Utah, conducted a survey that found amost half
of Utah's residents wanted more money to go towards preserving open space. Asaresult,
protecting sengtive lands is one of Envison Utah' s five primary goas, which they plan to
develop both regulatory and incentive-based policies to achieve

= Pak City, Utah approved a$10 million land preservation bond with 77 percent support.?*
The bond will dlow the local government to rai se sales taxes for green space protection and
developer incentives. Thiswas hailed as alarge step for asmall town.

= Former Vice-Presdent Al Gore developed alivability agendawhile in office. It proposed
Better America Bonds, $9.5 hillion in bond authority for investments by state and local
governments for preserving green space, cregting or restoring urban parks, protecting water
qudity and deaning up brownfidds. Further, it dlocated $2.2 billion to the Department of
Trangportation to implement community-based programs under ISTEA (the Intermodal
Surface Trangportation Efficiency Act), including developing regiond strategies, repairing
exiging roads, encouraging broader use of dternative trangportation, and improving air
qudity. An additiona $50 million in matching funds was designated for the Department of
Housing and Urban Development for loca partnerships to design and pursue smarter growth
strategies across jurisdictiona lines. Findly, money was proposed for community-centered
schools, a community-federal information partnership, and regiond crime data sharing.?

= Campagnsin Cdifornia caled SOAR, Save Open Space and Agriculturd Resources, helped
pass rulesin Ventura, Cdiforniato forbid the county to rezone land for development without
voter gpprova. (The downside to thiswasthat property vaues are expected to fal — space
formerly worth $13 million as development land is worth about $1.6 million as farmland.)®

Concentrating Growth

Reducing Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMTS)

Each year, $100 hillion is on new roads in this country, much of it resulting in ever-
increasing congestion and sprawl.?’ While congestion and respiratory ailments associated with

22 To obtain a published version of this guide book, e-mail the Wyoming Governor's Office at
pmcnew@missc.state.wy.us or call (307)777-7434.

2 Envision Utah Implementation Toolbox, www.envisionutah.org.

24 The Smart Growth Network, www.smartgrowth.org.

25| jvable Communities Initiative, www.livablecommunities.gov.

28 http://www.rai n.org/~edc/i ssues/pl anning/development/ventura/soar-sp99.html

27 Growing Pains: Quality of Lifein the New Economy. 2000. Report by the National Governors Association.

12
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vehicles are commonly consdered big city problems, the roots of their unsustainable growth lie

in decisons dating back to when they were smdl towns. Thus, even more rura aress and smdl
towns can take these stories to heart when making long-term plans. Further, while they may not
be ready for some large- scale solutions such as an entire subway system, they, too, can take other
steps to reduce VMTs such as cultivating bike paths and sdewalks.

How can this practice be changed to incorporate the priorities of P2 and sustainable
community development advocates? There are numerous gpproaches to limiting the amount of
time and money we invest in driving. Broadly, they fdl into two camps. increasing the supply of
aternatives and decreasing the demand or the need to drive long distances or Sit in traffic.
Zoning ordinances that isolate employment locations, shopping and services, and housing
locations from each other increase the need or the demand for driving and should be reexamined
in light of this priority. Similarly, low-dengty growth planning amed &t cresting automobile
access to increasing expanses of land is one of the root cauises behind the growing demand for
cars and time spent in them. Low cost fud for automobiles, resulting from federd and state
subgdies of petroleum industry’s socid and environmenta costs, is clearly one of the culprits
atificidly driving up demand and increasing peopl€ s willingness to drive more.

On the dternatives Sde, any practices that promote the use of public transportation,
emisson-free transportation (like bicycles), carpools or other energy-saving methods are
desirable.

The following examplesindicate the range of gpproaches various groups have
successfully employed in reducing the amount of milestraveled in persond, gasoline-burning
vehides.

= A new light-ral linein Littleton and Englewood, CO hasled to an increase in property
values and development of a new pedestrian-oriented, mixed-use CityCenter, which is
expected to contribute $3 million per year in sdlestax revenue.®

= A recent poll of northern Utah residents showed that 64 percent support a sales tax increase
for trangt and commuter rail. The plansfor a 117-mile commuter rail, however, are
proceeding more dowly than expected because of negotiations with the Union Pacific
Railroad, which isinterested in developing the system, but wants to maintain freight
trangport as its top priority. 2

= Thelong-term, widely supported planning project Envison Utah proposes a number of good
suggestions for wise development. One that makes particular sense in Region VI where
current demand in rurd areas may not judtify light rail isto preserve today the right-of-way
for potential development of public transportation needs in the future.*

= The50-year land use and transportation plan adopted by Portland Metro incorporates
“trangt-oriented” community design policiessmilar to the“LUTRAQ” (Land Use,
Trangportation and Air Qudlity) plan put forward severd years ago by Portland community
organizations as an dternative to a proposed freeway in Washington County. Metro projects
a 10 percent reduction in vehicle miles traveled per capitaas aresult of the policies. The
LUTRAQ proposa estimated that trangit-oriented community design policies would reduce

iz The Smart Growth Network, www.smartgrowth.org.
Ibid.
30 | ntroductory Video produced by Envision Utah.
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congestion, measured in hours of delay, by 53 percent, compared to a 43 percent reduction
achieved by the freeway dternative. Carbon dioxide emissonswould fal 6.4 percent in the
LUTR3A1\Q aternative, but increase 1.6 percent in the freeway dternative, the anayss
found.

Urban Revitalization

Revitdizing urban areas is a complex undertaking, but a number of tools have been
suggested to move in thet direction. Theseinclude incentives to reinvest in existing communities
and aready-devel oped areas, by encouraging infill development, brownfield redevelopment and
the reuse of higtoric buildings, which take advantage of exigting infrastructure. Other methods
include housing policies that do not concentrate the very poor in one blighted area but rather
creste mixed-income housing, investing in improvements to downtown infrastructure and
downtown cultural amenities, and modifying zoning to encourage mixed uses.

One popular gpproach to revitalizing communitiesis urban growth boundaries (UGBS).
UGBs define an area where development is either encouraged or permitted. Washington state
law requires certain communities to create UGBS, and Oregon law forces urban development to
concentrate within UGBs.*?

The outcome of these practices isthat an urban core becomes a desirable placeto live,
work and socidize, which smultaneoudy attracts business and decreases the demand for new
congtruction, which consumesrurd lands. A vibrant city aso reduces the need to drive great
distances and build infrastructure to remote areas. Urban revitaization is thus linked to dl the
other means of achieving managed growth but merits specid mention because there are so many
benefits and so many means of achieving it.

The following examples illustrate some specific efforts a community revitaization.

=  Maryland's Neighborhood Conservation and Smart Growth initiative of 1997 provides fiscal
and programmatic support for the concentration of growth in locally designated Priority
Funding Areas and for the preservation of rurd lands. It is designed to ensure that the state
will only fund growth in ways that do not create sprawl.*®

= The Denver Regiona Council of Governments, representing 49 communities, developed an
interim Urban Growth Boundary map for 700 square miles. Communities directing
devel opment to these areas can save on infrastructure and service costs.>*

= Boulder City Council approved a measure whereby resdential developers must assgn 20
percent of their projects to low-income buyers and renters. Alternatively, they can donate
land within the urban limits for affordable housing or pay the city cash for housing subsidies.
The measure also modifies the city’ sresdential growth-management plan and exempts from
its one percent growth cap developers who build mixed-use projects or who set aside 35
percent for affordable housing.

31 USEPA. Our Built and Natural Environments: A Technical Review of the I nteractions Between Land Use,
Transportation and Environmental Quality. January 2001. EPA 231-R-01-002.
zz Green Mountain Institute for Environmental Democracy, SYNERGY, September/October 1997, Val. 2, No. 4.
Ibid.
34 SmartGrowth Network. www.smartgrowth.org
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Location Choices

The collective decisons of resdents, government and businesses about where and how to
build have a tremendous impact on the character of communities. In the absence of incentives
for managed growth, sprawl-inducing decisons can be made. In the small, economicaly-
depressed town of Glasgow, Montana, the U.S. Department of Agriculture decided to put its
county office in anew building congtructed in pastureland on the edge of town. A suitable
downtown building was available, but USDA regjected it because the parking lot is a block away
instead of right next door.2® Had tools been in place to discourage such decisions, such as
enforceable federa guideines for Ste sdlections or smart loans that prioritize managed growth,
the USDA' s decison might have turned out differently.

One crestive tool that has been devel oped to encourage home ownership in densdy
developed areas is location-efficient mortgages. L ocation-efficient mortgages typicaly provide
lower interest rates to home buyers who can show that their trangportation costs will be reduced
by owning ahome dose to their workplace, thus improving their financia postion. Thiswin-
win solution facilitates home ownership, often meking homes available to people who could
otherwise not afford them, and provides an incentive to live in places that are aready developed
rather than in sprawling suburbs.

The following examples show how this principle has been put into practice.

= |n October, 2000, the Forest Conservation Council (FCC) and Friends of the Earth (FOE)
filed alawsuit agang the Smdl Busness Adminigtration (SBA) for itslending programs that
alegedly contribute to urban sprawl. If it isfound that the programs to contribute to sprawl,
then they would violate the Nationa Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and its regulations.
The lawsuit seeks an immediate suspension of SBA loan decisons that are contributing to
urban sprawl.%®

= Thefederd government employs 17 million people; its decison regarding building location
are therefore Sgnificant. 1n 1996, Executive Order 13006 directed federal agenciesto give
first condderation to locating facilities in downtown digtricts instead of suburbs, however
compliance had been spotty.3’

= Thelocation efficient mortgage (LEM) was piloted in the Seattle market as a program
designed to make owning a home more affordable for familieswho live in Sedttle. It isthe
result of a partnership between Fannie Mage, HomeStreet Bank, King County Metro, PMI,
and the city. By taking into account information atraditional mortgage program overlooks, it
provides prospective homeowners greater buying power. The idea behind the LEM is that
people who live and work in Sesttle and have close access to public transportation and
neighborhood services are more likely to use those services, saving money otherwise spent
on car use and maintenance®

35 The Sprawling of America, Address by Richard Moe, President National Trust for Historic Preservation, to
National Press Club, Jan. 22, 1999.

36 hitp://www.p2ric.org/news/allnews.cfm

37 The Sprawling of America, Address by Richard Moe, President National Trust for Historic Preservation, to
National Press Club, Jan. 22, 1999.

38 http://www.fanni emae.com/nei ghborhoods/partnership/pugetsound/story 1.htmi
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Promoting Resource Efficiency

Smart Infrastructure

One of the cosily impacts of sorawl is the resulting demand to extend utilities such as
electricity, gas, water, sewerage as well as hospitals, schools, roads, waste pickup and disposdl,
fire and public safety services. Each of these demands has not just economic costs but
environmenta costs as well, resulting from construction, soil compaction, and reduced open
space.

Promoting smart infrastructure can curb sprawl. For example, impact fees on developers
can help defray the cogts of infrastructure, though they may cover only afraction of what
infrastructure costs. Communities can aso establish incentives for developers who incorporate
managed growth initiatives into their plans and projects. These incentives could include
expedited approva processes, decreased permit fees, decreased impact fees, priority in the
provision of services, facilities, and alocation of financia resources.

Other options sengtive to the costs associated with infrastructure include:

= Pooling resources among communities so that only one larger sewage trestment plant has to
be built instead of two.

= Supporting brownfields legidation that encourages the reuse of existing development and
infrastructure rather than using pristine land on the edge of acity

= Usng State Revolving Fund dollars to prioritize projects consistent with managed growth
(such asimproving existing systems or funding drinking water protection) rather than
funding a sawer system expansion in an areato alow for further suburban sprawl

= Edablishing guiddines for the water use and chemica gpplications on new golf courses so
that demands on a city’ s infrastructure are reduced

=  Promoting green buildings which make fewer demands on infrastructure

= Deveoping an ordinance (or some other mechanism) that encourages government buildings
to be buildings using recycled components, solar energy, water-efficient fixtures, and other
resource-preserving features. Such an ordinance could even addressissues such as
preserving corridors for wildlife migration and runoff/nonpoint source pollution from paved
surfaces.

Moving from idess to specific practices, the following list proves that such changes are
not only possible but plentiful:

= Coloradansfor Responsible Growth developed a ballot proposad whereby large cities and
counties would designate growth areas, but only where loca governments can redidticaly
extend roads, water and sewer services within the next ten years. The group cdlsit a
“bottom-up, loca control approach.”

= The Twin Cities have atax base sharing scheme whereby 40 percent of the increasein
commerciad and indudtrid property tax revenues since 1971 is pooled and then distributed so
that communities without substantia business development are not overwhelmed by
demands (increased traffic and pollution, loss of open space) and starved of resources.

= Severd communities near Phoenix, Arizona are exploring waysto dow residential growth in
areas with severely overcrowded schools. Queen Creek has stopped rezoning properties for
resdentid development unless public facilities are adequate. The city council of Glendae
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has proposed an ordinance that would require gpprova from school officias before rezonings
for higher-dengty use could be considered. The Deer Vdley school digtrict has closed
enrollment at several schools™

= Thecity of Augtin, Texas established a desired development zone; outside the zone, feesfor
water and sewer connections would be $2700-3000. Inside, those fees would be 20 percent,
30 percent and 50 percent lower for areas outsde the city limits, ingde the city limits and
downtown, respectively.*°

= Under Maryland's progressive smart growth law, counties get state money for roads and
schools only if they agree to confine growth to areas that the State has designated as suitable.

Resource Efficiency in Model Communities

Many modd industrid and resdential communities are demondrating the feasibility of
tackling many managed growth and P2 issues a once. Highlighting numerous efficient design
featuresin one community — such as energy efficient lighting, water efficient plumbing, services
within walking distance, and xeriscgping (landscaping with plants requiring minimal water),
among others — serves two purposes. In addition to conserving resources, such communities are
an invauable education and avareness tool .

The following examples illugtrate how resource efficiency has been used asadesign
principle in communities across the country.

= Jordan Commonsin Miami, Horidais alow-income community developed in cooperation
with Habitat for Humanity with greet attention to energy efficiency, wakability, common
gpaces, and convenient services such as athletic and day care facilities that people do not
have to drive to.

= Northwest examples of such design are Fairview Village, located east of Portland, Oregon,
and Northwest Landing, which is south of Tacoma, Washington. The developments combine
vayi ng4§1ousi ng types, retail and job stes within walking distance, and pedestrian-oriented
streets.

= Eco-Villagein Ithaca, New Y ork is another example of a resource-efficient planned
community.

= TheBrownsville, Texas Eco-Industrid Park project issimilar inthat it is a collaboration of
stakeholders, but with an eye towards industrid rather than resdentia efficiency.

= Tucson, Arizona has experienced sorawling growth in the last 50 years. The nearby
community of Civano, amodd of sustainability, which incorporates the principles of
sustainable development and traditional neighborhood design to creste a new modd for
development, grew from a grass-roots vison of a Tucson Solar Village that utilized the
region's primary renewable resource: sunshine. The sustainable master- planned devel opment
occupies 1,140 acres on Tucson's growing eastside. The benefits to the community include
preservation of the desart by building at higher densities and the city saving $500,000
annually through avoided costs of water, roads and landfills:*?

39 Growth/No Growth Alert, Val. 2, No. 4, April, 1999 by Mandolin Publishing
40 | 1hi
Ibid.
1 “Neotrad nation. A patchwork quilt of New Urbanism neighborhoods.” Chicago Tribune. June 20, 1998
42 http://pti.nw.dc.us/news/archives/ (Public Technology, Inc.). Contact: John Laswick, Tucson Manager of the
Sustai nable Communities Program, 520/791-4675.
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Cross-cutting Issues

Regardless of which of the gpproaches outlined in the previous section suit a particular
location, severd issueswill remain in common. First, collaboration across communities and
regionsis often the key to achieving meaningful progress on alarge enough scde. If eech
community conddersitsdf anidand, it will lose opportunities to build light-rail servicing a
region, to consider joint infrastructure projects or protect intact open spaces sufficiently large to
preserve species habitat. Second, an important component of pursuing managed growth coupled
with P2 isto measure progress. Without tangible metrics it is nearly impossble to distinguish
between programs that are working and those that are not. Findly, there are some pitfalsto be
aware of in pursuing managed growth. Sometimes, well-intentioned plans can lead to
undesirable sde effects. In the remainder of this section, these three issues are exploredin
greater detall.

Collaborating across Communities and Regions

Collaborating across jurisdictions to achieve managed growth and P2 can lead to
collective benefits greeter than if regions operated in isolation. If plans are not made regiondly,
then regtrictionsin one area can lead to incentives to develop in another areg, effectivdy shifting
sorawl and its polluting effects without minimizing it & al. In addition to achieving progress
that can only be made inter-regiondly — such as building cooperative transportation, water,
electrical and other types of infrastructure, another advantage is to pool resources for common
gods. For example, if large tracts of land should be conserved for reasons of ecosystem
integrity, the likelihood of raising sufficient money is higher. Colorado has a Satute that allows
inter-governmenta agreements whereby cities and counties can work together on growth and
development plans. The city of Boulder, Colorado initiated such an agreement in the 1970s
designed to keep what is urban urban and what is rurd rurdl.*®

In an excdlent report by the Center for Livable Communities entitled “ Participation
Toolsfor Better Land Use Planning,” the value and necessity of civic participation is outlined in
the five points outlined below.** Civic participation in the land use planning process

=

Ensures that good plans remain intact over time

2. Reducesthelikelihood of contentious battles before councils and planning
commissons

3. Speedsthe development process and reduces the cost of good projects

4. Increasesthe qudity of planning

5. Enhancesthe generd sense of community and trust in government

3 Growing Pains; Managing Population Growth in the West, video produced by MT State University Extension
Service and University of Arizona Cooperative Extension Service, #37
44 Center for Livable Communities, “ Participation Tools for Better Land Use Planning.” June 1997. Second Edition.
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Double-edged swords

Wdl-intended policies can have downsides. For example, like any Stuation with limited
supply and high demand, limiting growth through various growth management policies often
resultsin increased prices, effectively sunting the possibility of mixed-income neighborhoods
and creating an affordable housing crisis. Impact fees and urban growth boundaries are therefore
tools to be used ddlicatdy. If such policies are implemented within a city, they can result in
outpricing origina resdents and lead to faster growth outside the cities, creating an incentive to
develop open land. Such isthe case in Prescott, Arizona, where a series of impact feesled to a
combined impact of $6,000 per new home built.*> The fees added so much to the cost of anew
home that lower-income residents could no longer afford to live there.

Other examples of good ideas with potentiadly detrimental Side effects include the
following

= Pansthat are designed to prevent the problems associated with pollution and sprawl often
advocate for policies that place redtrictions on development. While the intentions and
outcomes are good , redtrictions in genera are usudly unwelcome, especidly in western
states.

= Another dilemmaisthat tourism is an industry that capitdizes on the naturd beauty of
western states, creating an incentive to keep the land undeveloped. However, some view the
impacts associated with supporting the tourism industry (increased use of back country trails,
increased demand for hotels and other service infrastructure) as killing the tourism indudtry.
In other words, growth in tourism may destroy the very qudity that makes beautiful remote
places attractive

= Some people have welcomed the advance of tdecommuting because by dlowing people to
work from home, it may decrease VMTS (thereby preventing pollution). However, if people
do not have to drive to work every day, they will be able to live in more and more remote
places, where they can afford to build on larger plots of land and requiring that services
(water, sewage, electricity, cable, phone, schoals, emergency) be extended to them. Such a
trend would contribute to less dense development and more sorawl. Similarly, if carswereto
become more fud efficient, would this act as an incentive to drive more and longer distances,
thereby reducing a barrier to sprawl?

=  Smilarly, aquifer protection plans can conflict with encouraging denser development. One
method of protecting aquifersis to require minimum plot sizes for development. However,
minimum plot Szes encourage development to be more spread out. This may benefit
aquifers but work against managed growth. Severd citiesin Idaho, for example, have arule
limiting development to one house per five acres. A regiond steering committeeis
proposing an dternative which would include maintaining an average of one house per five
acres Iggt leaving large tracts as continuous open space while clustering development in other
areas.

45 Growing Pains: Managing Population Growth in the West, video produced by MT State University Extension
Service and University of Arizona Cooperative Extension Service, #37.

8 SmartGrowth Network. www.smartgrowth.org

19



Common Ground: The P2-Managed Growmth Connectioninthe\WWest

Measuring Progress

Regardless of which solutions are tried, it will be important to measure progress.
Quantitative measures can be areal gauge of success, and they can reved which gpproaches are
not so successful. They are certainly the most compelling arguments for change. Asthe saying
goes, what gets measured gets managed. One of the most important metrics discussed in this
report istheratio of property taxesto infrastructure costs. Others are discussed here. A list of
metrics developed by various communities in western states appears in Appendix A.

One of the reasonsthat LUTRAQ), the Portland arealand use, transportation and air
quality plan, is so compelling isthat it has quantified its expected results. LUTRAQ projectsa
10% reduction in VMTSs per capitaas aresult of the policies adopted in Portland. Further, it
would reduce time spent in traffic congestion by 53%, and it would reduce CO2 emissions by
6.4%. These compared favorably with an dternative plan to expand afreaway.*” Had LUTRAQ
produced only vague promises of improvements, it is not likely that it would have achieved the
support that it did.

A great sarting point for towns and regions is to begin to measure the following short ligt
of metrics, which were used by Envision Utah in a grategic planning modd:

Average peak hour traffic speeds (mph)

People who can walk to rail trandt (2 mile) as a percent of total population
Tota Water Demand (acre feet)

Per Capita Water Use (gdlons per day)

Air Quality: Totd emissions (tons per day)

Land Use and Housing: Average Sze of sngle-family lot

Wakable communities (quditative)

Ovedl housng avalahility (Sngle-family, Townhouses, Condos and Apts)
Land consumed: New

Land consumed: Tota

Agriculturd land consumed

Cogt of infrastructure (water, sewer, trangportation, utilities) 1998-2020

In addition to these rlatively smple measures, there are more complex ones, such asthe
increased asthma and other respiratory illnesses associated with increased traffic emissons.
These types of measures are more difficult to measure, but as cities, counties and states go
forward, it will be important to measure the impacts of current development trends — in terms of
pollution, hedlth, and qudlity of life. Every dterndive, induding not planning for the future, has
cogts associated with it. In fact, one of the interesting questions communities can ask themselves
is what isthe cogt of doing nothing?

4" New Urbanism (www.cnu.org) and “Driven To Spend: The Impact of Sprawl on Household Transportation
Expenses.” A Transportation and Quality of Life Publication, 2000. Surface Transportation Policy Project and
Center for Neighborhood Technology.
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Conclusions

This report has shown how virtualy every step that promotes growth management aso
prevents pollution, and that these stepstypicdly fal into one of three categories: protecting open
gpace, concentrating growth and promoting the efficient use of resources. The practices that
achieve these god's have been illustrated with numerous examples in western states and
throughout the country, from charging developers true costs of infrastructure congtruction to
building resource-€efficient homes.

Onethread of continuity that isfound in dl of these examples, and indeed in dl pollution
prevention and sustainable growth work, isthe idea that lessis better. In other words, it is not
possible to know al the impacts of decisonsthat result in sorawl or more pollution, but
precaution dictates that avoiding unsugtainable growth resultsin fewer negetive effects, such as
traffic congestion, air pollution, lost habitat, and the many other impacts discussed here. In
generd, the goals of denser development, more transportation aternatives, efficient use of water
and dectricity only serve to improve the quality of life and areas of naturd beauty that people
have come to enjoy and that sugtain the tourism industry.

Because both movements, the pollution prevention movement and the managed growth
movement, have the precautionary principle a their core and share acommon st of tools (as
shown in Figure 2), it seemslogica for them to join together and work collaboratively to achieve
their common goads. To capitdize on their common interests, they should congder jointly
establishing an agendato bring in stakeholders from dl sectors and al different levels of
government, setting clear goa's and deciding how to measure them, and staying open-minded
about the potentia trade-offs of policies and plans that make good but imperfect progress.

As shown in this report, cooperation would bring certain mutua benefits. Working
together to reinforce each others compdlling reasons for action can help the public and other key
stakeholders see the critica need for P2 asatoal for sustainability. In addition to building a
broader base of support for action, this teamwork could result in both the development of more
cregtive solutions and a greeter opportunity for educating the public.

Findly, while designing wise plans and policies, we should not lose sight of the power of
individuas to affect their own community’s qudity of life. Planning and policies have enormous
impacts on environmenta and socid hedlth, but individua choices with respect to where people
live, what they drive and how they interact with their community are dill very important
influences on how sugtainable their growth patterns will be.

A Top Ten List: Sources for Interested People to Check Regularly

Because information about managed growth and pollution prevention can be
overwheming, we have assembled alist of the most useful sources for people who are interested
in keeping current with thisissue. They are:
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1

2)

3)

4)

5

6)

8)

9)

The Smart Growth Network, found at www.smartgrowth.org, provides detailed
information on many of the issues discussed in thisreport. The network also
organizes ayearly conference which is described on the website.

Enlibraisaset of principles designed by the Western Governors Association to
address environmentd issuesin a collaborative fashion, staying mindful of the links
between growth and clean air, water and land. Learn more at
www.westgov.org/wgdlinitiatives/enlibraldefault.ntm. (Also see the Western
Governors Open Land Initiative.)

EPA’s Green Communities Assstance Kit is available a www.epa.gov/greenkit/.

The Urban Land Indtitute is awell-known leader in the managed growth fidd. Its
website, www.uli.org/indexJS.htm, provides information about housing,
transportation and urban revitdization among other issues.

The Sprawl Waich Clearinghouse, at www.sprawlwatch.org/frames.html, has detailed
information about best practices, state- gpecific actions and other resources.

Loca Government Environmenta Assstance Network can be found on the web at
www.lgean.org/index.cfm. Be sure to explore their tools for managed growth and
pollution prevention.

The Center for Excdllence in Sustainable Development, which islocated in Colorado
and on the web at www.sustainable.doe.gov/landuse/luag21cn.shtml, provides case
studies, tools and educationa materias about how to grow sustainably.

Growing Smart™ is the American Planning Association's multiyear project to draft
the next generation of modd planning and zoning legidation for the U.S. 1t can be
found a www.planning.org/plnginfod GROWSMAR/gsindex.html.

Sprawl Linksisaguide to numerous Internet resources on managed growth. The
links were assembled by Vermont but they are gpplicable to any place in the country.
They can be found a www.anr.state.vt.us/'sprawl/sprawl_links.htm.

10) Envison Utah was formed in January of 1997 as a public/private community

partnership dedicated to sudying the effects of long-term growth in the Greater
Wasatch Area of northern Utah. 1t enjoys wide support and recognition and stands as
astrong modd of regiona cooperation. Its website is www.envisonutah.org, and its
phone number is (801) 973-3307.
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APPENDIX A: METRICS USED TO ASSESS MANAGED GROWTH IN
WESTERN COMMUNITIES®®

Arizona

Tucson: City of Tucson. Developed Livable Tucson Vidon Program which includes a definition

of each of Tucson's 17 gods and key indicators of progress. The webste is avalable a
http:/Aww.ci.tucson.az.us/livable html.

Phoenix: Morrison Inditute for Public Policy. Released 1998 Report with nine categories of
indicators entitted What Matters in Greater Phoenix, 1998 Edition: Indicators of Our Qudity of
Life. The siteis http:/Aww.asu.edu/copp/morrison/public/qofl 98.htm.

Colorado

Boulder County: Boulder County Hedthy Communities Initigtive. In Summer 1998, published
the Qudity of Life in Boulder County 1998 - A Community Indicators Report which contains 34
indicators, including 12 on People, 8 on Environment, 7 on Economy, and 7 on Culture &
Society. The enwironmentd portion of the report is avaldble on line a
http://bcn.boul der.co.us/basin/locdl/.

Gunnison County: High Country Citizens Alliance. Working with Gunnison County to define
and measure the County's environmental, socid, and economic well being. Plan to publish a
report of their findings.

Montana

Missoula County measuresindices that track air quaity, groundwater quality and managed
growth among other things. They can be found at
http:/Awww.co.missoulamt.usmeasures/index.html.

Nevada

Truckee Meadows - Reno: Truckee Meadows Tomorrow. Works with Regiona Planning
Council to issue annud reports with 66 quality of life indicators.

New Mexico

Albuquerque: City of Albuquerque. Provides reports on Five-Year Goas Progress Indicators that
reflect links between community indicators and the city's 5-year gods and programs. It is
available at http://Aww.cabg.gov/progressindex.html.

Albuguerque. City of Albuquerque, the Albuquerque Public Schools, The Albugquerque
Conservation Association and others. Developed Albuquerques Environmenta Story: Educating
For a Sustainable Community, which was created to help students relate to their local naturd and

8 As reported by the Community Indicators project of former Vice-President Al Gore's Livable Communities
project.
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human environment. The dte,  http://mww.cabg.gov/aes/index.html, includes a manud with a
process for other communities to create their own "Environmental Story.”
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