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The following are exact quotes from print sources.  Upon analysis, this information should be considered by the transportation, land planning, and economic development groups.

At the bottom are sustainability issues for greater Cleveland, examples of their relevancy, and, where applicable, groups that are currently moving into action to address them.
Stephen Wheeler.  “Planning Sustainable and Livable Cities.”  From The City Reader, 2nd ed.  Edited by Richard T. LeGates and Frederic Stout.  1998.  434-445.

Definitions of sustainability:

A world in which both human and natural systems can continue to exist long into the future.


(  Refers to alternatives to traditional patterns of physical, social and economic development that can avoid problems such as exhaustion of natural resources, ecosystem destruction, pollution, overpopulation, growing inequality, and the degradation of human living conditions.

That which can be maintained into the future.

Development that meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs (Brundtland Commission).

Improving the quality of human life while living within the carrying capacity of supporting ecosystems (World Conservation Union, 1991).

Preserving existing stocks of ‘ecological capital’ and ‘social capital.’

· This approach builds on the economic wisdom of living on the interest of an investment.  ‘Sustainability requires at least a constant stock of natural capital, construed as the set of all environmental assets’ (David Pearce).

Sustainable development is development that improves the long-term health of human and ecological systems.

Consider livability as well as sustainability:  both address important unmet needs arising from the nature of twentieth century urban development.  

· ‘Fit to live in’ or ‘conducive to comfortable living’.

Long term patterns of metropolitan growth, land use, resource use, and infrastructure development demand attention, giving new impetus to old quests such as halting suburban sprawl.  From this perspective, it is very important to think about expanding planning horizons from a year-by-year approach or even a 20-year horizon, to think instead about the effects of urban development over 50 years, 100 years, or longer.

Coordination of economic, environmental, and social goals within planning is also necessary.  Indeed, it is widely believed that social dimensions of sustainable development should be given equal weight to environmental goals.

There is widespread agreement on basic elements that make cities and towns livable—a healthy environment, decent housing, safe public spaces, uncongested roads, parks and recreational opportunities, vibrant social interaction, and so on.  

In the postindustrial world, that emphasis is increasingly on ‘quality of life.’  It is no longer enough just to throw up cities and suburbs that are ugly, uncoordinated, automobile-dominated, and lacking in parks, sidewalks, local shops, community vitality, and sense of place.  The question becomes ‘How do we make these places green, safe, convenient, and human-oriented’?

To be absolutely self-sustaining, an urban region would need to wall itself off from the rest of the work and produce all food, energy, and materials locally.  Such an autarkic model is generally infeasible and would be seen as undesirable to most residents.  Rather, it is more useful to speak of cities as moving toward sustainability.  A metropolitan area might seek to move toward greater resource efficiency, environmental quality, social equity, and community vitality, while moving away from automobile dependency, non-renewable resource consumption, hazardous waste generation, and inequity.

Until the early 1990s very little of the sustainable development literature focused on cities or patterns of urban development. . . [More recently] some authors have emphasized urban design and physical planning.  Others have focused on environmental planning concerns having to do with the quality of air, water, and natural ecosystems.  A number have stressed the need to address social problems and inequities within the urban community, and emphasize that environmental and social issues are inextricably linked.

‘Sustainable urban development’ might be defined as development that improves the long-term social and ecological health of cities and towns.

How to work towards sustainability:

1. Compact, efficient land use.

2. Less automobile use and better access.

3. Efficient resource use and less pollution and waste.

4. Restoration of natural systems.

5. Good housing and living environments.

6. A healthy social ecology.

7. A sustainable economics.

8. Community participation and involvement.

9. Preservation of local culture and wisdom.

In this age of entrenched economic and political forces opposing sustainability, no single planning effort is going to set cities on a path towards a healthy, long-term future.

Vision statements and reviews of ‘best practices’ examples worldwide are often helpful in giving stakeholders idea about the range of possible approaches.

In the long run, sustainable development will require systematic cultural change that builds democracy and social capital (accumulations of trust and cooperation between people). . . Ultimately, moving towards sustainable cities will require a different mix of values than dominates urban development at present. . . ‘Every increment of construction must be made in such a way to heal the city’ (Christopher Alexander, 1987, A New Theory of Urban Design).

First World cities face [the task of] redeveloping urban areas that have plenty of infrastructure but fail to provide an ecologically or socially healthy urban environment.

It is important to remember that the current city is very recent.  Its form and environment are heavily determined by technological innovations such as the automobile and the elevator, which have only existed since the late nineteenth century.

Twentieth-century suburbanization was in large part a reaction against the dirty, crowded, unhealthy cities of the industrial revolution. . . In a similar manner sustainable city initiatives of the next century may form a reaction against the excesses of the twentieth-century culture, which is dominated by economic rather than environmental or social values.

“Investing in a Better Future:  The Fiscal and Competitive Advantages of Smarter Growth Development Patterns.”  Livable Communities @ Work.  Vol. 1, No. 3, March 2004.

Leaders in this environment are eager for fiscally prudent ways to simultaneously support their communities and stimulate their economies.

[Making the case that] more compact development patterns and investing in projects to improve urban cores would save taxpayers’ money and improve regions’ overall economic performance.

The cost of providing public infrastructure and delivering services can be reduced through thoughtful design and planning.

Regional economic performance is enhances when areas are developed with community benefits and the promotion of vital urban centers in mind. . . Communities that practice growth management realize improved personal income shares over time.

Suburbs also benefit from investment in healthy urban cores. . . City income growth has been shown to increase suburban income, house prices, and population.  Reduced city poverty rates have also been associated with metropolitan income growth. . . During times of tight budgets, more efficient and beneficial growth strategies make more sense than ever.

Efficiency has always been a core promise of smart growth. . . And yet, this dollarwise aspect of the movement to create developments of greater benefit to the community has received little attention in recent years—a period, by no coincidence, of unprecedented economic prosperity and budget surpluses.  Instead, during the good years, smarter growth was mostly pursued as a quality-of-life agenda aimed at enhancing the livability of suburbia.

More recently, an emphasis on human health and the reduction of obesity moved to the forefront.  In short, while reformers continued to develop and advance fiscal and economic arguments for reducing population dispersal and revitalizing older neighborhoods, the greatest emphasis remained elsewhere.

The onset of years of economic sluggishness and state and local budget deficits, a tense new climate of austerity has sharpened debates of growth, government spending, and economic development—and changed the calculus for reform.

Governors and advocates alike have begun to promote ideas such as the reuse of existing buildings, compact design to reduce infrastructure costs and traffic congestion, and limits on sprawl as a fiscal and economic tonic to hard times.  ‘No longer should taxpayers be forced to bear the burden of new roads, schools, and sewers every time a McMansion is built or a mall is erected’ (NJ Governor, James E. McGreevey).  

Defining Smart Growth and Smarter Development Patterns:

Current patterns of growth and decline are harmful to communities, undermine urban economies and broader environmental objectives, and exacerbate deep racial, ethnic, and class divisions.

Smart growth refers to an overall set of broad goals and policies designed to counteract sprawl:

1. Limiting outward expansion;

2. Encouraging higher density development;

3. Encouraging mixed-use zoning as distinct from fully segregating land uses;

4. Reducing travel by private vehicles;

5. Revitalizing older areas; and

6. Preserving open space.

Smarter growth development patterns can:

1. Reduce the public costs of providing new infrastructure and delivering new services;

2. Improve a region’s economic performance; and

3. Bring economic gains to suburbs as well as cities.

For over 50 years planners and engineers have hypothesized two related ways urban form can affect public capital and service-delivery costs:

· Economies of scale—the marginal cost savings that result from advantages of serving a larger population over a smaller geographic area.

· Economies of geographic scope—the marginal costs of serving each additional person decrease as each person locates closer to existing public facilities.

Such savings grow only more attractive in light of economic stagnation, weakening federal support for states and cities, and the twin challenges many states face with shrinking revenue bases and increasing mandatory spending.

Central-city decline and wide urban-suburban prosperity [have been associated] with regional stagnation. . . Urban decay can undercut the attractiveness of the entire region by harming its ability to maintain the physical infrastructure, reducing the number of regionally valued amenities, weakening agglomeration economies, and imposing other social costs manifest by high crime, poor health, and unproductive workers.

Boosting center city income growth and reducing core poverty each tend to improve overall metropolitan area income growth.

“Civic Participation and Smart Growth:  Transforming Sprawl into a Broader Sense of Citizenship.”  Funders’ Network for Smart Growth and Livable Communities.  Translation Paper Number 4.  November 2000.

Sprawling development results in the creation of more spread-out communities that require people to spend more time driving and less time in other pursuits.  This spatial separation also discourages the creation of a sense of place about where they live. 

Professor Robert Putnam in his analysis of ‘social capital,’ which he defines as ‘connections among individuals—social networks and the norms of reciprocity and trustworthiness that arise from them’ –found that sprawl did in fact reduce civic participation, and in turn social capital.  Putnam argues that sprawl is not the primary culprit for what he views as the country’s lessening social capital, but has been a ‘significant contributors to civic disengagement.’  He cites three reasons:  first, sprawl and the consequent need to drive to most places takes time that could be used for civic purposes; second, sprawl leads to increased social homogeneity in communities, by class and race which appears to result in reduced civic participation; and third, sprawl leads to the physical fragmentation of communities and our daily lives, which undercuts involvement in local affairs.

Community opposition usually occurs because of lack of information, lack of involvement, and conflicting interests. . . In controversies arising from NIMBY concerns, it is always better to deal with a well-educated, well-informed public and to promote open dialogue between opposing groups.

‘3 Es’ of sustainable development—the environment, the economy, and equity.

Civic Environmentalism:  ‘Planning and implementation at the community and regional levels. . . [that] focuses on the overall health and quality of life of communities—social, economic, and environmental—and the sustainability of that health and quality of life over time’ (Bill Shutkin).

“Cooperation Not Consolidation:  The Answer for Milwaukee Governance.”  Wisconsin Policy Research Institute Report.  November 2002.  Volume 15, Number 8.
We must first correct the leadership vacuum.  We need leaders to step up, propose cutting-edge ideas, and demonstrate the courage needed to make changes powerful enough to transform Milwaukee into a region for the twenty-first century.

A full consolidation would increase the size of the city’s population, but since both the city and Milwaukee County suburbs have been losing population, the net effect would still be one of population loss.

Increase individual citizen responsibility for outcomes, ranging from residents taking garbage carts to the curb and returning them to taking better care of themselves to reduce health care needs and costs. . . Citizens must be enlisted to reassume responsibilities that over time have been increasingly left to governmental entities.  Examples include parental responsibility in helping children learn, individual responsibility for increasing the level of one’s health, household responsibility for taking and returning the garbage cart, or citizen volunteers to plant and maintain flowers in public spaces.  Citizens need to be strongly encouraged to accept greater responsibility for actions and conditions.  This will not be easy, but it is another critical step if Milwaukee is to become a more thriving and more governable community.

Both the City and County are seeking alternative revenue sources.  One they both desire is more regional revenue to help compensate for their hosting and paying for numerous non-profit facilities that largely serve a regional audience.  There is a desire in the City of Milwaukee to have individuals who do not live in the city but use facilities in the city to contribute more support to the operation of these facilities.  (Use for arts & culture)  

Equity in terms of having greater economic support from higher-income households in outlying areas is a big issue for the City, but the County is also looking for ways to tap the wealth in surrounding counties to help support cultural and parks facilities.  (Use for arts & culture)  

Reasons for trying a  new type of government:

· Financial problems, including infrastructure deficiencies highlighted by an influx of commuters into a city, a declining tax base, large numbers of tax-exempt businesses, and a small per capita share of state and county taxes.  

· Confusion and frustration at overlapping and duplicated units of government.

· Desire to improve city’s image.

· Means to redevelop downtown areas.

· Status quo cannot be maintained.

· Better cope with manufacturing decline and economic distress.

· These have generally been in response to a crisis.

There is not clear evidence from [other] consolidations that greater efficiency has been achieved.  In most instances noted, service delivery costs have risen, not decreased. . . One reason is that consolidation of services is initially expensive.

‘The preponderance of the evidence indicates that small local governments (and thus metropolitan areas characterized by fragmentation) are more efficient for labor-intensive services, whereas larger units are more efficient for capital-intensive services (because of economies of scale) and for certain overhead functions. . . There is general agreement that consolidation has not reduced costs (as predicted by some reform advocates) and, in fact, may have even increased total expenditures.

Consolidation does seem to have enhanced local government credibility.

Combining City and County services will do little to increase revenue for county functions.  Since the county functions are paid for by the same set of constituents what would be merged, it would not address that problem at all.

There is no support for the assertion that the form of government has any impact on economic development.  It may be that the forms of consolidation have been too weak to influence economic development.  But the consolidations that have occurred reflect what is politically possible, so little more can be expected.

All of the consolidated communities have done better economically than they were before their consolidation.  But there are so many confounding factors that affect that result that it is dangerous to point to a government form as the factor that made the difference.

Citizens identify with their community and will defend that community’s ability to set its own policies.

Evidence from existing consolidations:

· There is no clear model of what consolidation should include in terms of governments and services.  The examples reviewed cover a range of alternatives.

· Efficiencies have only occasionally been achieved.  Taxes have often risen, not gone down.

· Almost universally, minority voting power has been eroded.

· Equity in paying for services has not been achieved.  

· A full consolidation would increase the size of the city’s population, but since both the City and suburbs have been losing population, the net effect would still be one of population loss.

Local governments must contend with less money coming from the state government.

The status quo has brought the City to the state it is in—but how differently should we be governed?

If citizens do more for themselves, their neighbors, their neighborhood and their community, there will be less need for various forms of governmental services.  Many services, whatever they cost, cannot match citizen actions for effectiveness or efficiency.

To increase citizen assumption of greater responsibility will require public leaders who are willing and able to take on this assignment. . . this requires the need to persuade citizens to assume greater responsibility for outcomes.  Some fo the argument may be financial—they will save money.  Some will be personal—the quality of their lives (and the lives of others) will improve.  Some will be civic—help yourself and your community by participating.

The regional economy needs more new businesses.  Citizens can sit back and wait for others to take on the initiative.  They can sit back and criticize other who take a chance and fail.  Or they can take steps themselves, and if appropriate, start a new business. . . We have had 70 years of government assuming greater and greater responsibility for problems that have occurred in our society.  An alternative is to reduce that trend.

People’s actions matter.  Voters are disenchanted with politicians.  If that is the case, then let’s diminish the role of the politicians by reducing the need for services that they provide.

Regional government . . . would have several advantages, were it to be implemented.  Regional government would bring with it the ability to more easily address the issues of storm water runoff, cooperative economic development and its locations, transportation services to truly service the region, housing patterns that provide alternatives for all income groups, greater equity in fiscal support for services in the city of Milwaukee, and economies of scale on particular services and purchasing.  The competition between communities could be reduced.

National models that are anti-sprawl:

· For information on Portland’s Urban Growth Boundary, link here and here.

(  To read about the UGB and property rights issues in the Washington Post, link here.

· For information on Maryland’s anti-sprawl measures, link here. 

· To read about suburbs becoming denser in metro Denver, link here.

· The amount of forested land in the United States has grown, but may be temporary.  To read more from the Arizona Daily Star, link here.

To see a diagram of the interplay between equity, ecology, and the environment, link here.

To learn more about consumer choice and sustainability, link here.

To read about the health risks associated with outward growth and the automobile, link here.

James Howard Kunstler on how suburbia cannot be retrofitted here.

Read about job sprawl’s spatial mismatch with low income workers here.

Learn about the plants that can supposedly eat the metals and pollution in brownfields here.

Sustainability problems for Cleveland:

· Highway construction away from central city

· Work towards NOT allowing developers of greenfields to determine where highway exits can go

  
Example:  Interchange at route 83 off of I-90, proposed at Kirtland

(  A variety of public policies and subsidies—such as tax abatements and the that open up new land for development—facilitate the moves.

· Declining population both in City and County

· While land consumption is growing rapidly while population in seven-county region has grown only 
83,000 since last census

· Metropolitan areas of Ohio have been spreading outward into the surrounding countryside at a rate five times faster than population growth.  In Northeast Ohio, Cleveland, Cuyahoga County, as well as Akron and Summit County, have seen declining populations at the same time that neighboring rural counties have been growing in population.  (EcoCity Cleveland)

· Preservation of rural land

· Many rural lands are not included in the census’ definition of urbanized areas because they fall below the 1,000 person per square mile threshold.  But these areas look and feel developed, and they create many of the same environmental problems, traffic congestion, and service demands as more densely populated areas.  (EcoCity Cleveland) 

· At 250 people per square mile (roughly the number of residents in homes on five-acre lots) EcoCity Cleveland projected that 874 square miles (or 30% of the region) would be developed by 2020.

· According to The Plain Dealer, eight groups dedicated to the preservation of farmlands and forests in nine Northeast Ohio counties will merge to unite their efforts to slow urban sprawl.  This group would be the largest land trust group in the state.  Read the article.
· Current zoning for the seven-county region indicates that, aside from a few protected open spaces, essentially the entire region is zoned for development, regardless of whether land is highly productive farmland or harbors unique ecosystems.  (EcoCity Cleveland)

· Infrastructure is aging in Cleveland and inner ring and being duplicated at the edges


(  Northeast Ohio has experienced sprawl without growth, a wasteful process of land consumption and duplication of infrastructure.  (EcoCity Cleveland)

· Inequitable distribution of wealth

· Inequities in tax base make it more difficult for older communities to maintain themselves.  As decline spreads, wealthier households move farther out from the urban cores of the region, leaving behind increasing concentrations of poverty.  Reversing these trends will require stronger efforts to redevelop older communities.  (EcoCity Cleveland)

· The Sapphire Necklace is a band of high tax base cities, villages, and townships that extends northeast-southwest between Lake and Medina Counties.  In contrast, tax bases are weakest in fully developed communities and in rural districts where little development has occurred.  Thirty-two percent of the region’s residents live in communities with the strongest tax bases, and 68 percent live in communities with the weakest tax bases.  (EcoCity Cleveland)

· How does a county reorient itself from growth and development to maintenance and redevelopment?
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