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Factors Moving U.S. Toward
Compact Development

e Demographic Transformation
e OIl Production Peaking

e Global Warming

e Obesity Epidemic

e Infrastructure Crisis
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Decline in Households with Kids

Household 1960 2000 2025
With Children 48%  33%
Without Children 52% 67/%  72%

Single 13%  26%

Source: Census for 1960 and 2000, 2025 adapted from Martha Farnsworth

Riche, How Changes in the Nation’s Age and Household Structure Will Reshape
Housing Demand in the 21st Century, HUD (2003).



Gas Price Bubble?

Projections

Real Gasoline Pump Price: Annual Average 1919- 2009
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Peak Oil
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FIGURE 1-6
World Oil Production in the Best and Worst Cases*
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Medford Annual Mean
Temperature
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2° to 3° C Rise at Best
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Climate Change Impacts at 2 to 3°C

e More than 1/3 of species at risk of extinction
(corals, polar bears...)

e Amazon rainforest & Great Lakes ecosystem at
risk of collapse

e Hundreds of millions displaced from coastal
areas, at risk of hunger

e Partial deglaciation of Greenland Ice Sheet
expected to begin: sea level to increase 4-6
meters over centuries to millennia



Technology Won't Save Us

FIGURE 1-2
Projected Growth in CO, Emissions from Cars and Light Trucks
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Obesity Trends Among U.S. Adults
1990
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Obesity Trends Among U.S. Adults
2004
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It's Not Genetic
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Suburbia USA:
Fat of the Land?
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Findings

People living In counties marked by
sprawling development:

e \Walk less In their leisure time

e Have higher body mass indexes

e Are more likely to be obese

e Are more
pressure.

Ke to have high blood



Difference
between most
and least
sprawling
counties:

6.3 pounds

County Sprawl Score

FIGURE 1. Sprawl and Weight
Expected Weight for a 5'7” Adult (lbs.)
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Report Card 2001

ASCE’s Infra
System Grade
Roads D+
Bridges C
Transit C-
Wastewater
Solid Waste
decline

Hazardous Waste D+
Drinking Water D

Comments
27% of freeways congested
29% structurally deficient/obsolete
Ridership up, Spending not
D $12 billion annual shortfall
C+ Amounts of SW on the

Backlog of SF sites on the rise
$11 billion annual shortfall

Dams D Over 2,100 unsafe dams in US
Aviation D Air traffic up 37%, Capacity up 1%
Energy D+ Capacity lags behind demand
Schools D- 75% of school buildings
Inadequate

OVERALL D+

TOTAC S YEARINVESTMENT NEED. $1.3 TRICCTON



Goals of Smart Growth

e Support and enhance existing
communities.

e Permanently preserve our most
valuable natural and agricultural
resources.

e Save taxpayers the cost of new and
often redundant infrastructure needed
to support sprawl development.



Savings with Compact
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Fortunately the Market Is
Moving in Same Direction



National Survey on Communities

Community A
There are only single family houses on one
acre lots
There are no sidewalks
Places such as shopping, restaurants, library,
and a school are within a few miles of your

home and you have to drive to most

There is enough parking when vou drive to
local stores, restaurants and other places

Your one-way commute is 45 minutes or
over

Public transportation, such as train, bus, and
light rail, is distant or unavailable

Community B

There is a mix of single family detached
houses, townhouses, apartments and
condominiums on various sized lots

Almost all the streets have sidewalks
Places such as shopping, restaurants, library,
and a school are within a few blocks of your

home and you can either walk or drive

Parking is limited when vou decide to drive
to local stores, restaurants and other places

Your one-way commute is less than 45
minutes

Public transportation, such as train, bus, and
light rail, is nearby




More than Half of Americans

e 5509 of Americans select the smart
growth community and 45% select the
sprawl community.

* 61% who think they will buy a house In
the next three years are more likely to look
for a home in a smart growth community
rather than a sprawl community 39%.



Price Declines Greatest at Fringe
(2006 vs. 2007)

Housing Prices Declines Greatestat the Suburban Fringe
Portland-Vancouver MSA
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Mortgage Foreclosure Rates
by County - Nov 30, 2007

| | | | |
Foreclosures /10,000 units
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Enough of the Big Stuft Already

FIGURE 1-5
2003 Housing Supply versus 2025 Housing Demand
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SOURCE: A.C. Nelson. “Leadership in a New Era.” Journal of the American Planning Assaciation.
Vol. 72, Issue 4, 2006, pp. 393-407.



5Ds of Compact Development
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Fairview Village (20% Lower)
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Southern Village (40% lower
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MATURAL RESOURCES DEFENMSE COUNCIL

Metro Square (50% lower
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Southern Village



Downzoning to Direct Growth to
the Village
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Baldwin Park



Transferred to City Under the
Base Closure Act




Orlando Comprehensive Plan
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Housing Practice 2

Achieve an average net residential
density of six to seven units per acre
(without the appearance of crowding).



9 Units per Acre




13 Units per Acre
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Land Use Practice 3

Mix land uses at the finest grain the
market will bear and include civic uses In
the mix.



Traditional Fine-Grained

Land-Use Mix




Walking/Bicycling as a Function of
Ir1p Distance
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Land Use Practice 4

Develop In clusters and keep the clusters
small.



Conventional vs. Cluster
Development




Public Space Offsets Density
and Complements Mixed Use




Public Space as Unifier




Land Use Practice 5

Place higher density and senior housing
near commercial centers, transit lines,
and community facilities.



Step-Down Densities Along a
Iransit Line
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Step-Down Densities Around
a Center
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Classic Stepdown Pattern

03 0 0.3 Miles

[ | Homes
Condos & Apts.
Office & Retalil

School, Daycare, & Church
Park & Ride




Iransportation Practice 1

Design the street network with multiple
connections and relatively direct routes.



Traditional Grid --
Connectivity Index of 1.69
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Contemporary Network --
Index of 1.19

HAILE PLANTATION




Southern Village - Index of
1.50
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Orlando Adopted
Connectivity Index

Network
Connectivity

The Transportation Element of the
Growth Management Plan recognizes the
importance of an enhanced transporta-
tion network where developments are
adequately interconnected.

The development “connections” include
internal, to adjacent land uses, to the ex-
ternal network, and where adequate pe-
destrian, bicycle and transit facility con-
nections are provided to promote alterna-
tives to the automobile,

The Transportation Element of the
Growth Management Plan requires the
establishment of a Connectivity Index
Standard. The Standard ensures ade-
quate internal and ex-
ternal conneetions in
gingle-family  and
multi-use  develop-
ments, as well as to
enhance the city's over-
all transportation net-
work.

Multi-use developments include combina-
tions of residential and/or non-residential

d 4

.*.;.._....*L.

uses.
-
PP erPasp LNK

00l
NODE

Calculating a
Connectivity Index

The Connectivity Index is an indicator of how
efficient a transportation network is. The
Connectivity Index can be evaluated for exist-
ing areas or for proposed developments.

» Select the area. The Connectivity Index
is specific to an area or to a development,
and it will be sensitive to the size of the
area evaluated. A single city block in a grid
network will produce a higher Connectivity
Index than multiple city blocks being evalu-
ated simultaneously.

# Count the number of Nodes. Nodes
are any point of intersection between two
roadways. A cul-de-sac end is also a Node
while a stub-out end is not. New develop-
ments may include stub-outs instead of cul-
de sacs, providing multi-directional access
opportunities to adjacent areas, improving
their Connectivity Index and promoting
sustainable communities.

Count the number of Links. Links
are road segments interconnecting the
Nodes. Count all of the internal Links
within the area evaluated. Also count the
external Links connecting to the Nodes
within the area evaluated. Do not include a
Node at the external Link ends.

Divide the Links by the Nodes. The
number of Links divided by the num-
ber of Nodes as defined above will pro-
duce the Connectivity Index.

CONNECTIVITY INDEX = LINKS | NODES

Connectivity
Examples

« Existing urban areas:

L I I X x 0
N 208
!_ “##

Connectivity Index = 2.58

¢ Suburban areas:

Connectivity Index = 1.33

Improving Connectivity

The Connectivity Index can be
improved by removing the cul-de-sacs
and connecting the street-ends to other
streets.  Simple changes in  street
design can bring about significant
changes in Connectivity Index scoring.

BEFORE AFTER
’ 3 ; ;
L E g B 2 (2o o
Connectivity Index  Connectivity Index

1.25 1.75




Baldwin Park - Index of 1.62
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Tried to Put Compact
Development in Perspective



