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PREFACE

Welcome

Welcome to Placemaking as an Economic Development Tool! This guidebook is a continuation of a “labor
of love” to assist neighborhoods and communities with quickly reshaping their thinking and acting on what
effective community and economic development is all about. It represents the conversion of the best material
from six modules of the Placemaking Curriculum (version 4.0) that has more than 2,200 slides and represents
more than 36 hours of nonstop presentation.

All place-based projects and activities have the potential to improve local quality of life and attractiveness
for additional new development or redevelopment. But considerable study by others of high-quality places
around the globe demonstrates that only those place-based projects and activities with a physical form that
is appropriate for their location on the transect (that means they must have a human scale, be walkable and
bikeable, and represent land uses that serve a compatible function in the place they are proposed) have the
potential to also enhance economic and community development or redevelopment in a particular area. The
distinction is critical, because communities reeling from decades of disinvestment often yearn for the new
property taxes that come from any new development. But, development without human-scale form features
in the wrong location may prolong the misery, rather than help the community build again. Unless new
development with good form is carefully sited and well-designed, it will underperform in its ability to attract
additional development and positive economic activity.

'This guidebook identifies and explains these and related elements, and highlights why they are critical to
creating quality places that can successfully attract and retain talented workers, thereby making a place more
competitive in the global New Economy. The crowning benefit is that quality places are not only attractive to
talented workers, but to nearly everyone else in the neighborhood or community as well. Hence, they improve the
overall quality of life and, over time, enhance the sense of place, which makes them long-term assets that strengthen
community sustainability and resilience.

Definition and Purpose
'This guidebook includes a range of definitions of placemaking, but is fashioned around one of the simplest:

“Placemaking is the process of creating quality places where people want to live, work, play, shop,
learn, and visit.”

'The term “placemaking” has been used by urban planners, landscape architects, and architects since the early
1970s, but has only recently begun to gain popularity among the general population. It has primarily been
used as a community design and community development tool with a special focus on public spaces, such as
sidewalks, rights-of-way, public squares, boulevards, parks, and recreation areas. It continues to have enormous
utility in those locations, which when well-designed and close to dense populations of people, are magnets
for interesting activity. But, placemaking also has considerable utility as an economic development tool and
can guide public infrastructure development as well. Little has been written on placemaking as it relates to
economic development, and that is our focus. Please note that by making the economic development benefits
of placemaking our focus, we are not doing so at either the exclusion of other approaches or in an attempt

to supplant them, because we fully embrace other traditional and some new contemporary applications of
placemaking as well. We view our work as adding to the value and benefits of effective placemaking, and not
detracting from all the good work that continues in this arena. As a result, this guidebook is a comprehensive
look at four different types of placemaking, but it has more emphasis on economic aspects, because of its
particular utility in Michigan and other Midwest states that are attempting to reshape their communities to
again be competitive for people and workers in the global New Economy.
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Relevance and Target Audiences

'This guidebook may have most value in large and small towns in the Midwest and Great Lakes states, along
with legacy communities with strong industrial histories in other parts of the country. Neighborhoods in these
communities are struggling with job and associated population loss; industrial, commercial, and residential
abandonment; blight and deteriorating structures; and, in some neighborhoods, rapidly declining quality of
life as incomes fall and public services are reduced.

Yet many of these neighborhoods and communities have assets around which revitalization and
redevelopment could successfully occur. But, without a clear sense of how to redevelop and which areas to
target first, developers and communities often take the limited resources available and spread them too thin.
Decades of following this approach have been generally unsuccessful. Instead, there is another approach with
much more potential for success. It is called Strategic Placemaking. It involves concentrating limited resources
in a few targeted centers and nodes along key corridors where new investment will attract additional new
development and redevelopment in ways that grows the resource base to be able to expand the revitalization to
other centers, and nodes along other key corridors. Eventually, all neighborhoods benefit, although some more
slowly than others. The alternative is that all neighborhoods continue to languish as too few resources are
spread too thin to have any significant benefit anywhere.

Politically this is a challenging proposition. However, Strategic Placemaking (see Chapters 1 and 12) is only

one type of placemaking. Another type of placemaking offers comparatively low-cost options with immediate
benefits anywhere, so no part of a community has to be left without positive prospects for improvement in the
immediate future. This type of placemaking is called Tactical Placemaking and is explained in Chapters 1 and 10.

Standard Placemaking and Creative Placemaking are two other types of placemaking that can be used in
any neighborhood at any time, but are likely to produce the most immediate benefits in neighborhoods with
an urban density, and are in average or better physical condition. These types of placemaking are described
in Chapters 1,9, and 11. In short, there are placemaking approaches that can help create quality places and
improve quality of life in all large and small towns and contiguous places.

'This guidebook is principally targeted to local policy makers, professionals, and members of key stakeholder
organizations, including:

* Local elected officials and planning commissioners, community and economic development professionals,
city and township managers, Main Street and DDA managers, and park and recreation managers;

=  Public and private professional planners, landscape architects, architects, and engineers;
*  Realtors, home builders, developers, bankers, other financiers, and lawyers;

* Keylocal leaders in stakeholder organizations, like chambers of commerce, tourism and visitors’
bureaus, and small business and entrepreneurial support organizations;

=  Nonprofit housing and community development organizations;

= Neighborhood organizations, historic preservation organizations, local foundations, arts councils, and
other local nonprofit organizations like rotary clubs and garden clubs;

= Staff in key state agencies (transportation, economic development, environmental quality, parks and
natural resources, agriculture, housing, land banks, public health); and

= Students and professors.
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We believe that general audiences will best be served by material on the www.miplace.org website, and by
other small brochures, pamphlets, and related materials available from organizations that have partnered to
make the MIplace™ Partnership Initiative possible. The following is excerpted from the website:

“We are a statewide initiative with the purpose of keeping Michigan at the forefront of a national
movement known as placemaking. It’s a simple concept that people choose to live in places that offer the
amenities, resources, social, and professional networks, and opportunities to support thriving lifestyles.

We have embraced this idea and understand that vibrant, successful regions promote economic
activity and will help build a better Michigan. Our job is to help communities re-examine the
importance of everyday settings and experiences that shape our lives—the downtowns, parks,
plazas, main streets, neighborhoods, and markets that influence where we live and how we interact.
Placemaking enhances our ability to transform towns, cities and regions.” www.miplace.org/about-

miplace; accessed January 21, 2015.

History

'The Mlplace™ Partnership Initiative is a unique partnership of organizations that share a common goal to
improve the quality of life in Michigan communities by focusing on creating a large number of quality places
with a strong sense of place, because Place Matters!

Guided by the Michigan State Housing Development Authority, the Michigan Municipal League, and the
MSU Land Policy Institute, the initiative has strong ties to the Michigan Sense of Place Council (SOPC).
The SOPC was created in 2006 by a dozen organizations to explore ways to jointly work together in pursuit of
creating more quality places in Michigan. In early 2015, there were about three-dozen member organizations
on the SOPC. They are listed in the sidebar on page x. See www.miplace.org for the current list of members.

For the last four years, the SOPC has met nearly every month and has workgroups, which also meet monthly,
made up of subsets of member organizations (and sometimes non-member organizations). These workgroups
tackle issues ranging from how to knock down policy impediments to effective placemaking, to incorporation of
entrepreneurship, creative arts, and the natural environment as tools to enhance local placemaking.

'The Mlplace™ Partnership Initiative has five major focus areas:

1. Education: Creation and maintenance of an extensive curriculum on placemaking, as well as training based
on the curriculum. [By June 2015, more than 13,000 people received training on parts of the curriculum. ]

2. Coordination: Efforts to share information and activities among the many groups interested in
placemaking, as well as to help support partnerships on placemaking at the state, regional, and local
levels, and between the public, private, and nonprofit sectors.

3. Policy: Identification of policy and regulatory barriers to effective implementation of placemaking,
and identification of ways to seize opportunities to further effective placemaking at the state, regional,
and local levels.

4. Research: Undertaking targeted studies to support a better understanding of vexing questions related
to placemaking, as well as development of self-help tools for local governments, developers, citizens,
and other stakeholders to use in local placemaking.

5. Implementation: Case study documentation of effective local placemaking projects or activities,
and preparation of local PlacePlans with broad public engagement to serve as examples that other
communities and developers could use to promote or implement placemaking in their community.

Thanks
The MIplace™ Partnership Initiative is deeply indebted to the high-quality work of others, including but
not limited to the following:
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Work by Professor Soji Adelaja, PhD, founding director of the MSU Land Policy Institute (LPI),
in connecting the importance of high-quality places to talent attraction and retention in order to be
more competitive in the global New Economy.

Work of the Congress for the New Urbanism in demonstrating not only how important form is in creating
and sustaining high-quality walkable urban places, but also in the essential elements of those designs.

Work of the Project for Public Spaces, which has generated hundreds of examples of effective
placemaking that targets a wide range of public spaces.

Work of the National Charrette Institute in their training on how to effectively engage the public in
designing placemaking projects that not only directly reflect public input, but are implementable.

Work of the national Form-Based Codes Institute in training practitioners on how form-based codes
can take charrette-driven consensus visions of the future of an area and turn them into implementable
codes that ensure the consensus vision becomes a reality.

Inspiration from the “making great communities happen” tagline and the Great Places in America
recognition program of the American Planning Association.

Special thanks is due to the following people without whose assistance this guidebook would never have
been created.

Co-authors: Right from the beginning, Glenn Pape, Kurt Schindler, and Brad Neumann, all educators
with MSU Extension, have been stalwart co-authors of the Placemaking Curriculum and now the
guidebook. They bring tremendous content knowledge and practical experience in communities across
Michigan to addressing the challenges faced in this undertaking.

Publication Assistance: Holly Madill, Jason Cox, Pardeep Toor, and John Parcell wrote many of the
sidebars and case studies, and processed most of the edits and all of the footnotes. Heidi Macwan and

her student assistants (Austin Truchan, Raime Lamb, Mariya Avenesyan, Callie Rodriguez, Dakshaini
Ravinder, Chen Qji, and Jonathan Little) prepared most of the graphics and did all of the design and
layout of the guidebook. The author’s deepest gratitude is extended to these individuals from the Land
Policy Institute for their unwavering and professional assistance. Scott G. Witter, PhD, director of the
School of Planning, Design and Construction at MSU; and interim director of LPI, is thanked for his
support and guidance. Mary Beth Graebert, associate director of LPI, is thanked for her research on
Creative Placemaking and administrative assistance in keeping this and all our other fiscal efforts on track.

Reviewers: More than 70 people asked for the opportunity to offer us assistance with review and
comment on portions of this guidebook. Six people reviewed and commented on nearly every chapter
of the guidebook and their help is especially appreciated: Karen Gagnon, Robert Gibbs, Randy
Mielnik, Brad Neumann, Kurt Schindler, and James Tischler. Additional reviewers of some of the
chapters included Rick Ballard, Betty Boone, Nancy Finegood, Luke Forrest, Brad Garmon, Julie
Hales-Smith, Michael Kapp, Sandra Pearson, Jaime Schriner-Hooper, and Susan Wenzlick. James
(Bo) Duncan is owed special thanks for independently reviewing and offering suggested edits to the
entire guidebook, which were especially valuable.

Man at the Top: Governor Rick Snyder provided the most important leadership by singling out
placemaking as a priority of his administration in three of his first four special messages to the
Michigan legislature, and by emphasizing its importance to his cabinet. He has continued his guidance
with emphasis on the relationship between business, talent, and quality places.

The Michigan State Housing Development Authority (MSHDA): Gary Heidel as MSHDA’s

Chief Placemaking Officer and James Tischler, director of the Community Development Division,
have been central to every element of the MIplace™ Partnership Initiative and provided not only
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Michigan Sense of Place Council Members

in response to declining quality of life in

communities across the state associated with
economic challenges facing Michigan. Like much of
the Midwest, Michigan is in a period of transition
from an older industrial, manufacturing-based
economy to a more diversified economy that embraces
entrepreneurship and innovation. The objective of the
SOPC is to improve the quality of life of Michigan’s
citizens by promoting the creation of vibrant cities,
towns, and villages, and in so doing, make Michigan’s
communities competitive in the global New Economy.

The Sense of Place Council (SOPC) was created

Members of the Sense of Place Council include the:
= Executive Office of the Governor;
= AARP Michigan;
= American Institute of Architects Michigan;
*= Collaborative Development Corporation;

* Community Economic Development
Association of Michigan

*  Creative Many Michigan (formerly
ArtServe Michigan);

*  Great Lakes Capital Fund;

* Habitat for Humanity of Michigan;

* Ingham County Land Bank;

* Inner City Christian Federation;

= Issue Media Group;

» Lansing Economic Area Partnership (LEAP);
= LOCUS Michigan/Smart Growth America;

= Metro Matters (formerly Michigan
Suburbs Alliance);

* Michigan Association of Planning;

=  Michigan Realtors® (formerly Michigan
Association of Realtors®);

PLACEMAKING AS AN ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT TOOL

Michigan Bankers Association;

Michigan Community
Development Association;

Michigan Council for Arts and
Cultural Affairs;

Michigan Economic Developers Association;
Michigan Environmental Council;

Michigan Fitness Foundation;

Michigan Future, Inc.;

Michigan Historic Preservation Network;
Michigan Humanities Council;

Michigan Land Bank Association;

Michigan Municipal League;

Michigan Recreation & Park Association;

Michigan State University (MSU) Center for
Community and Economic Development;

MSU Land Policy Institute;

Michigan Townships Association;

North Coast Community Consultants;
Performance Energy Consulting;

Planning & Zoning Center at MSU;
Presidents Council (State Universities of MI);
Prima Civitas;

Small Business Association of Michigan;

State Agencies (see Interagency Placemaking
Committee); and

University of Michigan-Flint, Office of
Governmental Relations.



management expertise, but also crucial leadership and connectivity to other people and organizations
with an interest in the outcomes of effective placemaking. The MSHDA Board of Directors has also
authorized funding of several contracts to facilitate implementation of the MIplace™ Partnership
Initiative, as well as many private and public sector projects to assist placemaking efforts. This has
included funding support for target market analysis and PlacePlans in dozens of pilot communities.

Placemaking Leadership Team: Nearly every Wednesday since Spring 2013, the following individuals
have met at MSHDA to mark progress, brainstorm, problem solve, and bring new placemaking and
related opportunities to the table for discussion. Their commitment and contributions have been
critical to all success to date. These include: From MSHDA — Gary Heidel, James Tischler, Karen
Gagnon, Joe Borgstrom, Laura Krizov, Vanessa McDonald, and Jeft Bickert; from the Michigan
Municipal League (MML) — Arnold Weinfeld (initially)/Luke Forrest and Julie Hales-Smith; from
the Community and Economic Development Association of Michigan — Jamie Schriner-Hooper;
from the Michigan Association of Planning — Andrea Brown; from the Michigan Economic
Development Corporation (MEDC)- Katherine Czarnecki and Lisa Pung; and from the MSU Land
Policy Institute — Mark Wyckoff. Occasionally others have been involved as well.

Placemaking Metrics Team: From MSHDA — Gary Heidel, James Tischler, and Laurie Cummings;
from MSU — Mark Wyckoft and Glenn Pape; from MML — Arnold Weinfeld (initially)/Luke Forrest.

Sense of Place Council (SOPC): See the list of member organizations in the facing sidebar; facilitated
by Nathalie Winans and Jeftrey Padden from Public Policy Associates.

Interagency Placemaking Committee: See list of State agencies in the above sidebar. Representatives
of these State agencies include: From the Governor’s Office of Urban & Metropolitan Initiatives —
Andrew Haan; from the Department of Agriculture and Rural Development — Nancy Nyquist; from
the Department of Environmental Quality — Ann Couture, Bryce Feighner, and Susan Wenzlick;
from the Department of Natural Resources — Sandra Clark, Tamara Jorkasky, and Donna Stine;
from the Department of Transportation — Michael Kapp, Michael Leon, and William Shreck; from
the MEDC — Karla Campbell, Katharine Czarnecki, Jennifer Nelson, and Jennifer Rigterink; from
the Michigan Land Bank Fast Track Authority — Michele Wildman; and from MSHDA - Joe
Borgstrom, Karen Gagnon, Gary Heidel, Martha MacFarlane-Faes, Bryan Robb, Jermaine Ruffin,
and James Tischler.

Mlplace.org website: Pace and Partners and MSHDA.

MSU Land Policy Institute

Several SOPC Workgroup Committee members that are too numerous to list.
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It is also appropriate to single out some communities that successfully competed for funds to prepare
PlacePlans using the knowledge about effective placemaking contained in this guidebook.

= PlacePlan communities: Allegan, Alpena, Dearborn, and Sault Ste. Marie in 2013; Cadillac, Detroit,
Flint, Holland, Jackson, Kalamazoo, Marquette, and Midland in 2014; and Benton Harbor, Boyne
City, Lathrup Village, Monroe, Niles, Saginaw, and Traverse City in 2015.

*  Warren Rauhe and Wayne Beyea, professors at the MSU School of Planning, Design, and
Construction prepared 12 of these PlacePlans with student assistance. A variety of planning
consulting firms in Michigan prepared the rest.

The MML has researched and written more than 30 case studies of municipalities engaged in placemaking
projects or activities and posted them on the MIplace™ website, along with dozens of other case studies

prepared by other SOPC members.

'The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development awarded six Sustainable Communities grants to
Michigan communities. All have placemaking components:

1. Tri-County Regional Planning Commission: Mid-Michigan Program for Sustainability;

2. Northwest Michigan Council of Governments (now Networks Northwest): The Grand Vision to
Grand Action: Regional Plan for Sustainable Development;

3. City of Grand Rapids Planning Department: Michigan Street Corridor Plan;

Washtenaw County: Washtenaw County Sustainable Community project;

City of Flint: Imagine Flint: Master Plan for a Sustainable Flint;

A A

Southeast Michigan Council of Governments: Creating Success: Sustainable Communities Regional
Planning Grant; and

A similar project was funded by MSHDA: City of Marquette — Third Street Corridor Plan.

Last, a spate of new local Master Plans with strong placemaking elements have recently been developed in
several Michigan cities, including Detroit, Grand Rapids, Lansing, Kalamazoo, and Flint. Some of these plans
are featured in Chapter 7.

Relationship of Modules to Chapters
Figure i illustrates the six initial modules of the Placemaking Curriculum upon which this guidebook is based.

All of the major material from version 4.0 of the curriculum was used in the creation of this guidebook.
However, it does not always appear in the guidebook in the same order as presented in the curriculum. Table i
illustrates the relationship between the curriculum modules and the chapters in this guidebook.

Errors Responsibility of Editor

'The MIplace™ Partnership Initiative, the Placemaking Curriculum, and this guidebook remain a work-in-
progress that are likely to be updated. As an example, the number of slides in the full-length edition of the
curriculum was doubled between versions 2.0 and 3.0. Most of the additions since version 2.0 have been new,
related research outcomes that have been added to Module 2, and more local examples of placemaking that
have been added to Module 6. All of the original authors, and many of the people credited above have been
responsible for offering material to be added to the curriculum. Some of the 100 people trained to teach the
curriculum have also offered material. This has greatly added to its content strength, as well as to its length.

Most of the material in this guidebook originates in the high-quality work of others cited earlier. A strong
effort has been made to credit all work that is directly used, and where necessary, to seek permission to use
it in the curriculum and/or this guidebook. However, it remains possible that we have missed giving proper
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Source: Figure by the Land Policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2012. Based on the Placemaking Curriculum from the
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Table i: Comparison of Guidebook Chapters to Curriculum Modules

Curriculum Modules

1 2 3 4 Collabirative 6

Guidebook People, Places Economics Neighborhoods, Form Planning Public Involvement  Applied
Chapters & Placemaking of Place  Streets & Connections & Regulation in Placemaking  Placemaking

1 X

2 X X

3 X

4 X

5 X

6 - X

7 X X

8 - X

9 X X

10 X X

1 X X

12 X X

13 X X

X = Curriculum module material used in this chapter. Source: Land Policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2015.

credit to a publication, an individual, or an organization. Please let the editor know if work has been used that
is improperly credited and it will promptly be fixed. My apologies in advance for any such mistakes, as such
errors and any others in this guidebook are the responsibility of the editor.

Guide to the Guidebook

'This guidebook is divided into four parts: Chapters 1-3 make up Part One, Chapters 4-5 make up Part Two,
Chapters 6-8 make up Part Three, and Chapters 9-13 make up Part Four, with an appendices rounding out
the remaining content. There are several common features to each Chapter, such as a cover photo that is linked
to the Case Example at the end of the Chapter; the Case Examples highlight some key feature from the
Chapter using a Michigan example; and the Case Examples also include which type(s) of placemaking are
being featured by displaying their associated icon. Other common Chapter elements include blue sidebars on
organizations and green informational sidebars that are relevant to topics being discussed, and grey sidebars

on related figures and tables. All Chapters also contain

Concluding Observations that summarize the presented : .
content, along with Key Messages that highlight ideas S pecia | Thanks to:
and information central to the Chapter concepts. Some = MSHDA, for the vision, guida nce, and
Chapters have footnotes that provide citations for support that made the curriculum
v information or more resources for the reader. Many, ) i )
E but not all, of the sources for these footnotes are also and this 8UIdEb00k pOSSIb|E!
s included in Appendix 4: Placemaking Resource List. = MML for their partnership,
I By Guidebook Principal Author and Editor patience' and photo |ibrary
E Mark Wyckoft, FAICP, Professor . . . .
= Sr. Associate Director, Land Policy Institute without which this gu idebook
g Director, Planning & Zoning Center would not have been possible!
é_ Michigan State University
=
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PART ONE

CHAPTER 1: PLACEMAKING AS A 1OOL FOR
CREATING QUALITY PLACES

CHAPTER 2: DEMOGRAPHICS DRIVING
CONTEMPORARY PLACEMAKING AND
Economic DEVELOPMENT

CHAPTER 3: EcoNomics oF PLACEMAKING

development purposes—that means population, job, and income growth, with

a special focus on talent attraction and retention. Part One sets the stage in
Chapter 1 by introducing the principal elements of placemaking and describing the
most important characteristics of the four different types of placemaking. Chapter 2
describes the demographic trends that are driving the need for immediate and effective
placemaking. Chapter 3 examines the economic reasons why communities should focus
on placemaking as a central economic development tool that has many benefits for all
who live, work, play, shop, learn, and visit a place. Key research supporting placemaking
as an economic development tool is also summarized in Chapter 3.

T his guidebook describes best practices in placemaking for predominantly economic
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Chapter 1:

Placemaking as a Tool for
Creating Quality Places

Ice skating at Campus Martius in Detroit, MI. Photo by the Downtown Detroit Partnership.
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INTRODUCTION

his chapter focuses on the importance of

quality places and the role of placemaking

in creating and sustaining them. The more
quality places in a community (from neighborhood
to regional scale), the better! Communities with
a large number of quality places provide a wide
variety of choices for individuals and families, and
that is what makes them attractive places where

people want to live, work, play, shop, learn, and visit.

These include choices in housing, transportation,
recreation, education, and entertainment.

Communities with many quality places are well-
positioned to attract new residents and retain
existing workers. This is because increasingly people
are choosing a metro area to live in first, before
searching for a job. Because quality places matter,
people tend to choose the highest quality places to
live (within a metro area) that they can afford. This is
especially true of talented workers who can often live
in any region of the world they want. Because of the
growing regional and global competition for talented
workers, communities are increasingly recognizing
the need to “up their game” and are engaging in

placemaking projects and activities to create more
quality places attractive to talented workers.

Communities with many quality places are an asset
to businesses that are constantly trying to attract

and retain the best workers, suppliers, investors, and
customers. So, an interdependent triangle exists
between businesses, talent, and place. Business needs
talent; talent wants quality places; quality places need
business as illustrated in Figure 1-1. Placemaking

is the means to create quality places that serve
businesses, workers, and the community as a whole.

'This chapter identifies the characteristics of quality
places and how four difterent types of placemaking
can be used to create and sustain them. As with the
rest of this guidebook, the focus is on economic
development and the role placemaking can fill in
attracting and retaining talent and investment. It

is rooted in Michigan’s recent economic struggles,
which are not unlike that of much of the rest

of the Midwest, and other U.S. regions with a
predominantly manufacturing legacy. And like
Michigan, most of the rest of these similar regions
are rich with underutilized assets that can be used

Figure 1-1: Business-Talent-Place Triangle

Business
Needs
Talent

~~  Talent
Wants
Place

\\‘.} Place f"
—

Needs
Business

Source: Content from the Michigan Sense of Place Council. Figure by the Land Policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2014.
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to create many quality places. Over time, new quality
places will improve the quality of life for everyone
living there, as well as make each region better able
to attract and retain talented workers, and other new
residents and visitors. For this and myriad other
reasons laid out in this guidebook, placemaking
should be a central tool used in the economic

development and revitalization of large and small
urban places across the nation.

CHARACTERISTICS OF LIFEIN A

CITY WITH MANY QUALITY PLACES

Imagine it is summer and the sun will set in an hour,
yet the sidewalk in this mid-sized city is teeming
with people of many ages, races, ethnic backgrounds,
and incomes. They are there for many different
reasons. Baby Boomers are window shopping at

the intriguing storefronts and remarking about

unique handmade products from local artists and
other craftsmen from around the world. Families
are hustling to get to the athletic shops to buy

their favorite sports jerseys and hats to celebrate
another win by their hometown teams. Classical
music enthusiasts are leaving the symphony hall
with their ears ringing to the sound of bass drums
and violins that were playing some of their favorite
music. Recent immigrants are wide-eyed with the
possibilities for achieving the American Dream. The
20- and 30-somethings are lined up with friends
and dates outside the hottest dance clubs and
brewpubs to burn off excess energy and consume
craft beer. Some are texting, taking photos, and
sending them to others, or posting them on their
favorite social media. Strolling visitors are marveling
at the unique architecture of old sandstone and
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Historic buildings in Old Town in North Lansing, MI, provide charm and
good form that support continued revitalization of this area. Photo by the
Michigan Municipal League/www.mml.org.

fieldstone buildings, admiring community heritage
sites, as well as enjoying the wide range of art,
cultural, and entertainment opportunities readily
accessible to people of all interests and pocketbooks.

Life is full of a wide range of interesting and exciting
choices in this Midwestern city, because it was laid out
on a sensible grid, with a distinct center marked by
the tallest buildings downtown. Stores, entertainment,
and restaurants are on the first floor and thousands

of residents live above in buildings that rise 3 to

15 stories in the downtown. The city is served with
good transit that runs late at night to dense nearby
neighborhoods and out to adjacent suburbs.

A decade ago city leaders realized the importance

of rebuilding and maintaining quality walkable

public spaces where citizens can gather and around
which businesses can thrive. Despite lean fiscal
circumstances, they adjusted priorities and invested in
public projects that provided quality walkable places
throughout the city. Strict code enforcement halts
blight and provides another reason for residents to
keep their homes and businesses in good condition.
'The tax base has stabilized after a short period of
decline, and now it has begun to increase as the
economy improves and new investments are attracted.

Neighborhoods are safe to walk and bike in,

with an extensive and ever expanding network of
pathways and green spaces. Civic squares, parks,
and open spaces are scattered along the river that
winds through the city. Most citizens do not have
more than a half-mile to walk or bike for most

daily needs, including bread, milk, fresh fruit and
vegetables, pharmaceuticals, and personal services like
barbershops and hairstylists. These businesses occupy
the first floor of small shops at key nodes along the
major thoroughfares. Apartments sit above those
shops in 100-year-old buildings that range from two
to four stories in height, depending on how much
traffic the cross streets carry.

Single-family homes on small lots characterize most
of the neighborhoods, but a growing number of
duplexes, triplexes, rowhouses, townhouses, and small
multi-unit apartments are sprinkled along the exterior
blocks and on many corner lots in each neighborhood.
This broad mix of housing serves a wide range of
incomes. New and long-time residents can find a
range of housing options at different price points.
Elderly residents, who only need a residence with

a single bedroom, can continue to live in the same
neighborhood they raised their children in—either in
a small home or an apartment. Friends and neighbors
still attend the same neighborhood church they have
attended for many decades, and gather at the same
local tavern, which has fed them good-tasting burgers
and their favorite beverages for many years.

Sound idyllic? This is how downtowns and
neighborhoods used to be in the 1920s and ‘30s. It is
how they are becoming again through careful local
policy development and implementation with strong
neighborhood, business, and elected official support.
It is being accomplished through placemaking.

After World War II, many cities lost a human-
centric development scale and moved toward an
auto-centric development scale. Over time, society
shifted toward almost exclusive reliance on personal
automobile transportation, while suburban growth
pushed development outward with large residential
lots, strip malls, big box commercial developments,
and office/industrial parks at the edges of established
communities. Investment in transit and walkable,
bikeable streets diminished.

'Then, there was a period—especially in Michigan—
when urban residents in the largest cities let their
elected leaders get away with poor stewardship of the
public realm. As they disinvested in the infrastructure
necessary to make higher density places the kinds

of quality places where people want to live, work,
play, shop, learn, and visit, new private investment
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Place matters and

matter most of all!

diminished. Fewer new residents, businesses, and
workers were drawn to the area and many left for
better opportunities found in communities with more
to offer. More and more of the youth and promising
creative and talented workers were lost to cities in
other parts of the country that were investing in their
downtowns and adjacent neighborhoods. This out-
migration did not just happen because of declining
job opportunities in industries based on local
resources or geography; it happened because other
communities had more higher quality places with
more choices and amenities than the towns they were
leaving. Because these other places were attracting
large numbers of young and talented workers, they
also had growing job opportunities.

Young and creative people today are the most
mobile of any generation, ever. Many will move to
another city without a job, and then find or create

a job after they moved. Quality places are essential

to attracting and refaining
talented workers, and where
they concentrate, jobs are also
plentiful. Place matters and
quality places matter most of all!

quality places

A mixture of housing types, dense residences, retail
on the first floor of buildings on major streets, along
with quality transit service, used to be characteristic
of cities throughout the United States. Some cities
never lost all these features. Where they were lost,
they are increasingly being reestablished in cities and
villages of all sizes, often with a focus on downtowns,
and on preservation or adaptive reuse of historic
structures. This is not happening out of nostalgic
sentiment, but because places that still have this form
and structure are the easiest in which to reestablish
quality places where people want to be. They are also
already walkable, and even poor transit service usually
starts and ends downtown. While the process of
creating quality places used to be guided by craftsmen
who knew the dimensions of quality streets and
long-lasting buildings, it is now being guided by a
host of placemaking approaches (such as Creative
Placemaking and Tactical Placemaking) used by
people in the public, nonprofit, and private sectors
who are working together to play “catch up.”

Over the last half-decade, research by Professor
Soji Adelaja, PhD, and associates of the Land

Policy Institute at Michigan State University, has
consistently pointed to the following conclusion:

A metropolitan region is much more likely to be
globally competitive for talented workers when most
of its largest cities have, at least, a dense walkable
downtown, with many housing and transportation
options, and are full of amenities ranging from
connected green spaces, inviting waterfronts, and

a wide range of cultural, entertainment, and social
gathering places. This research is supported by many
other studies, some of which are summarized in

Chapter 3.

The most essential element of all is people in and

near the downtown, in the densest concentration that
exists in the region. They do not all have to live there,
but many must work and spend significant leisure
time there. This is as true for small towns in rural
areas as for urban metropolitan areas. If an economic
region has no large central city, then the largest small
towns in the region must together play this role.
They should build on the local assets that make them
attractive to those who currently live and visit there.
That means they must build on more than the local
agricultural, forestry, or mining resources; they must
connect with rural amenities like state and federal
parks, lakes and rivers, fishing, hunting, skiing, biking,
snowmobiling, etc. They must serve the people who
use those resources.

Quality places rarely occur accidently. They are the
result of hundreds of deliberate incremental decisions
by local elected and appointed officials, landowners,
businesses, urban planners, urban designers, nonprofit
organizations, and citizen volunteers—usually

over a long period of time. This time period can be

accelerated in urban .

and rural settings The goal is the
with careful planning creation of a

and implementation communi ty with
many quality

through a process

called placemaking. The
goal is the creation

of a community with
many quality places.
Placemaking is the means
to achieve the goal.

is the means to
achieve the goal.

'The world has many great places that were built and
rebuilt over millennia and often without the benefit

Part One
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of deliberate placemaking policies, programs, and
processes that we focus on in this guidebook. Instead
they occurred “organically,” or so it seems. But, maybe
it was cultural, given the astonishing similarity of the
characteristics of quality places around the world,
and that we lost this ability as we became more

and more enamored with individual automobile
transportation. Over centuries of human community
building experience, one developer/landowner/
builder after another adds to the community fabric
and finds people responding favorably by helping to
activate the public space around the development.
Over time, a great place is created, but sometimes
there are bumps along the way. In the absence of a
culture of builders who consistently create quality
places with a strong sense of place, it is much easier
and more efficient to be deliberate about placemaking
now that we understand what the characteristics of
quality places are, and what it takes to create these
types places. A deliberate approach, however, requires
many stakeholders to gather together and to do their
part in appropriate sequences within a short period
of time to help create quality places. This is not easy,
but it is faster than a purely organic process. So,

in the simplest sense, we present the definition of
placemaking used in this guidebook below.

The result of effective placemaking is quality public
and private places where each complements the other.
'The private sector must build and operate the private

places and functions that provide opportunities for
social interaction. The public sector must design,
build, and operate the public buildings and public
spaces like the roads, sidewalks, parks, and trails that
provide access to the private places. Private and public
spaces that complement one another are the quality
places that people are drawn to.

'The public realm conveys tremendous value to private
property in the form of:

* Roads and utilities (sewer, water, storm
drains, natural gas, electricity, telephone,
cable TV, internet, etc.) that serve it;

*  Civic spaces like the sidewalks, parks, and
recreation that surround it;

= Street lighting, police, fire, and ambulance
services that make it safe;

* Bus systems, bike paths, recreation trails, and
related connections that provide access to
important nearby amenities; and

»  Garbage pickup, blight control, and building
code protections that keep it clean and healthy.

'The community goal is the creation and maintenance
of quality places in an efficient and non-adversarial
way and, where feasible, in a positive and mutually




supportive way where the private sector and all the
key stakeholders are happy with the outcome. This
requires following various planning processes that
involve all stakeholders and utilizes various public
health, safety, and general welfare tools to implement
a common vision for the future of an area. The basic
elements of these processes are listed below, and are
explained further in other parts of the guidebook.

Prepare a vision with broad stakeholder
input and support (usually by means of

a major charrette process with broad

public participation, see Chapter 6) that is
embodied in a neighborhood, corridor, other
subarea, or master plan. The vision must be
based on unique local assets, but reflect what
the neighborhood or community wants to be,
not what it presently is, unless it is already
comprised of multiple quality places. The
plan identifies locations for future public and
private sector projects and prioritizes them.

'These are shared with regional planning
officials and, when validated, are included in
regional plans (especially sites for Strategic
Placemaking projects that advance regional
strategies in downtowns and in key nodes
along key corridors).

Back up the vision with zoning and other
development regulations that are designed
for immediate implementation. In many
cases this means a contemporary ordinance
with form-based code (FBC) elements. A
form-based code is a contemporary type of
building regulation that focuses more on
building form than use (zoning focuses on
use, see Chapter 8). The regulatory structure
needs to be “use by right” if development
proposals meet the code (i.e., few if any
special approvals). Site plan review is
conducted by professionals and not by
planning commissions or elected councils

Part One
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(because these standards are already in the
FBC that has had broad public input and

received broad public endorsement).

= The community has an active and up-to-
date capital improvement program tied to its
plan and FBC that is used to guide physical

public-improvement decisions.

= The community has a set of incentives in
place that are tied to its plan and FBC that
it is willing and able to offer to achieve
specific objectives. These may include density
bonuses, tax abatements, or free or low-cost
land, and/or by means of other incentives in
order to actively guide private development,
while it also shapes improvements to the
public land. In all these matters, the public
sector can partner with other governmental
entities at the state and/or federal level, as
well as with nonprofits and the private sector
in whatever combination is most effective to
achieve mutual goals.

= Special studies like Target Market Analyses
are complete and help guide form decisions
in the plan and FBC, as well as private
sector investment decisions (see the sidebar

in Chapter 2 (page 2-22)).

'The objective is for the community to move from
planning to action on projects quickly and, at least
initially, strategically. In short, the community is
redevelopment ready and meets Redevelopment Ready
Community® (RRC) standards (like clear, efficient,
and transparent procedures). Each of these points will
be discussed in more detail in future chapters.

IMPORTANCE OF QUALITY

PLACES IN GLOBAL COMPETITIVENESS
Placemaking as an economic development strategy is
especially important given the extreme shifts in what

it takes for a community to be globally competitive
today. Table 1-1 shows this clearly. It illustrates the key
differences between what it takes to be competitive in
the so-called “New Economy,” compared to the not
too distant past, the “Old Economy.” Rows highlighted
in green have place characteristics that relate to talent
attraction and retention.

Some people may have a hard time believing that,
over time, quality places can be as important, or

William G. Milliken State Park in Detroit, MI. Photo by the Michigan

Municipal League/www.mml.org.

more important, than available jobs in attracting
and retaining talent. But, the simple reason why is
because many talented workers can live anywhere
they want, and increasingly, they are choosing where
to live based on the quality of places involved. They
move there, and then look for a job. The strong,
heavy industrial heritage and years of disinvestment
in urban centers has left many Midwest and Great
Lakes states with few quality urban places that attract
and retain young and talented workers. Yet, they are
competing with communities elsewhere in North
America (and, for that matter, across the globe) that
have many quality urban places within them.

As economies continue to become more global, the
differences between communities will become more
and more important in talent attraction and retention.
Communities will need to stand out, because

of unique local assets that they are able to build
placemaking strategies around. These assets could

be waterbodies or green spaces, or a combination

of many built and natural features. These decisions
will need to be more deliberate than in the past. The
Midwest and the Great Lakes states have abundant
and attractive natural features, both in and nearby
existing communities. However, communities have
not always done a good job in connecting existing
neighborhoods to these assets, or in promoting them
to potential new residents or businesses. Connected
green spaces through trails, bike paths, and linked
open spaces are critical to attracting and retaining
talented workers and improving local quality of life.
Michigan is rapidly embracing this opportunity as it

now leads the nation in the number of miles of rail-
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Table 1-1: Comparing the

Old and New Economy

Key Features of the Old Economy Key Features of the New Economy

Inexpensive place to do business was key.

Being rich in talent and ideas is key.

Attracting companies was key.

Attracting educated people is key.

A high-quality physical environment was a luxury, which stood in
the way of attracting cost-conscious businesses.

Physical and cultural amenities are key in attracting
knowledge workers.

Success = fixed competitive advantage in some resource or
skill. The labor force was skills-dependent.

Success = organizations and individuals with the ability to
learn and adapt.

Economic development was government-led. Large
government meant good services.

Bold partnerships with business, government, and
nonprofit sector lead change.

Industrial sector (manufacturing) focus.

Sector diversity is desired, and clustering of related sectors
is targeted.

Fossil fuel-dependent manufacturing.

Communications dependent, but energy smart.

People followed jobs.

Talented, well-educated people choose location first, then
look for or create a job.

Location mattered (especially relative to transportation and
raw materials).

Quality places with a high quality of life matter more.

Dirty, ugly, and a poor quality environment were common
outcomes that did not prevent growth.

Clean, green environment, and proximity to open space
and quality recreational opportunities are critical.

Connection to global opportunities was not essential.

Connection to emerging global opportunities is critical.

Source: Adelaja, S., Y.G. Hailu, M. Abdulla, C. McKeown, B. Calnin, M. Gibson, and K. McDonald. (2009). Chasing the Past or Investing in Our
Future : Placemaking for Prosperity in the New Economy. Report# LPR-2009-NE-03, Land Policy Institute, Michigan State University, East
Lansing, MI. Available at: www.landpolicy.msu.edu/ChasingthePastReport; accessed January 21, 2015.

trails and bike paths, with hundreds of miles under
development. But, more can be done.

What is at risk in most of the cities and small
towns in many Midwest and Great Lakes states is
more years of population and talented worker loss,
continued declining property values (and, hence,
property tax revenue), and diminished quality of life.
While there is increased competition for a declining
number of large companies seeking to locate or
relocate, and especially for high-wage industries, ze
only major variable communities have any significant
control over is the physical quality of their city or town.
Where cities and towns choose to spend their
limited revenues will impact their future economic
competitiveness, prosperity, and resiliency.

In the short-term, old central cities that have already
experienced tremendous population and business loss,
and that are characterized by large areas of blighted
buildings, and vacant homes and lots, are most at

risk. But, at the same time, these communities have
the greatest opportunity, because the central missing
element of their original form was easily accessible,
connected green space and direct access to waterfronts.

Land for these purposes can often now be assembled,
over time, as these cities redevelop to meet changing
demographic and economic opportunities. These
places can once again be magnets for population, job,
and income growth, if they apply basic placemaking
approaches advocated in this guidebook.

In contrast, those suburbs built mostly with big
houses on large lots, no dense pedestrian places, and
little to no transit are most at risk in the mid-term.
'This is partly because of what some researchers are
calling the Great Senior Sell-Off. Baby Boomers are
generally considered to be those born between 1946
and 1965. As Boomers age, their children leave home
(although some stick around longer than their parents
expected), and they want to sell their big homes and
move into something smaller. Some want to move

to a small town or neighborhood in a large city if

it offers a lot of amenities. Others want to move to
retirement communities or “Up North” where there
are many recreational opportunities.

But, surveys are showing that many of the Millennials
(generally considered to be those born between 1981
and 2000) do not want homes that the Boomers

Part One 1-1
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Who are Talented Workers?

he term “talented workers” is used repeatedly

throughout this guidebook. It is a broad term

that is meant to embrace a wide range of workers
whose skills are in demand in the New Knowledge
Economy. Computer technology and medical workers
may first come to mind, but it also includes workers
with unique mechanical skills in areas, such as robotics
or tool and die work, as well as a wide range of workers
who have special creative skills that are in demand

because of their artistic, cultural, or entertainment value.

Talented workers include those labeled as the “creative
class” in works by Richard Florida, as well as those with
educations beyond high school (including community
college and trade school certificates), and those with
advanced degrees (especially in math and the sciences).
Talented workers are sometimes referred to as:

* Knowledge workers;

= Medical workers;

=  Education workers;

= Skilled trades workers;

= (Creatives, artists, musicians, athletes; and
* Entrepreneurs.

Talented workers are not restricted to a particular
age cohort, although the most coveted by employers
are often young, because of their recent education
and the relatively low wages they require compared
to more experienced workers. Talented workers also

include those with unique expertise in their field of
any age. Many retirees starting second careers are
included if they are trading on special skill sets they

developed over their pre-retirement years.

The term does not include all workers and is purposely
selective, because concentrations of talented workers
attract businesses looking for particular skill sets.
However, compared to other workers, talented workers
tend to have more education than the “average” worker,
and importantly are much more mobile. This means they
are both willing and able to move to other locations to
work—often long distances away. Their decisions about
where to locate are often driven in large measure by the
quality of the places they seek and by the concentration
of other similar talented workers. As a result, those
places that are amenity rich, are attractive to talented
workers, and as more come, more are attracted. Zhe key
to getting in the game, is to create high-quality places with
a growing set of amenities and multiple choices in housing,
transportation, education, cultural attractions, food, and
entertainment. This is a relative game, where the range
of choices will be much smaller in a small town than in
a large city, and regions will be most competitive if they
provide a wide range of living choices across the entire
economic region. That said, in the Midwest and Great
Lakes states, these choices need to be expanded in
small towns and large cities. Placemaking is the most
effective way to expand those choices by creating more
amenity-rich environments that make places more
attractive to a wider range of talented workers.

Talented workers encompass many industries and include entrepreneurs. Photos by iStock (top left, bottom left, center, and

bottom right); and the MSU Land Policy Institute (top right).
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built and they grew up in. They want to live in denser,
walkable neighborhoods, close to transit, and are more
likely to use transit or ride their bikes to work or shop
than those from other generations. This presents a
future problem for Boomers that want to sell their
big houses on large lots, as there will be more of this
type of property on the market than buyers. It also
presents a problem for the municipalities with an
abundance of that type of housing stock that do not
have alternative types of housing to offer. Many of
the Boomer-owned properties that have already fallen
substantially in value may fall much further in those
places. Meanwhile, demand for smaller dwelling units
in dense parts of cities will continue to rise, from
both downsizing Boomers and the Millennials (see
Chapter 2 for more detail on this topic).

Leadership positions in communities (e.g., city
council, planning commission) are often held by
Boomers who see their communities through the
lens of their own preferences—not the preferences
of other generations. It is sometimes hard for
Boomers to grasp the notion that not everyone
aspires to the lifestyle that they presently enjoy. In
this regard, they are no different than the leaders of
previous generations. But, as we have seen before,
such attitudes, not informed by contemporary data,

can hold a community back from achieving more of
its potential to attract new residents and businesses,
and create new jobs. At its worst, these attitudes can
freeze a community in time and cause (or at least
contribute to) stagnation if not decline.

These are demographic trends that will have huge
impacts for decades. They will change the face of
many communities and result in the relocation of
talented workers. Cities and towns that focus on
becoming more walkable, bikeable, and friendly to
pedestrians and bicyclists will, generally, be much
better prepared to address these trends, and will be
more attractive to talented workers. These trends
will be explained in much more detail in the next
chapter, but instead of skipping ahead, the reader
is encouraged to read on to better understand
more of the characteristics of quality places, and a
tuller description of placemaking as an economic
development tool that can make communities more
globally competitive.

OTHER CHARACTERISTICS OF QUALITY PLACES 2
Placemaking is the process of creating quality places HB’
where people want to live, work, play, shop, learn, and fc_j
wvisit. Placemaking is a process, it is a means to an end, ’g
the end is the creation of quality places. People know ;
g
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and understand what quality places are when they are
in them. That is because quality places have a strong
sense of place.

A parking lot is a place, but most people do not
associate positive feelings with parking lots. In contrast,
most people feel positive about their homes, and other
places that are important to them, such as churches and
schools. Quality places can evoke a range of memorable
emotional responses. But, generally, they have a strong
positive sense of place, such as a town square known for
fun gatherings. In other cases the emotional response
may be of sadness or grief, such as with cemeteries and
other hallowed ground. Strong emotions are common
in these places, and they are revered and, as a result, the
place has a strong sense of place.

Places with a strong positive sense of place are where
people and businesses want to be. They are active,
unique locations that are interesting, visually attractive
and, often, have public art and creative activities.
They honor and recognize heritage and history as
culture. They are people-friendly, safe, and walkable
with mixed land uses; they have comfortable building
dimensions relative to the street, and quality facades;
and they are often alluring with pizzazz. As a result,
people are attracted to them and want to be there.
'They are often public gathering places, but could

be located within a private development, such as an
atrium in a skyscraper or a unique retail marketplace.

“Third (3*) places” often have this strong sense of place.
'They are often small, comfortable social surroundings
separate from the two usual social environments of
home (1* place) and workplace (2 place). According to
Ray Oldenburg, creator of the concept, these are often
informal meeting places like coffee shops or pocket
parks or food courts or farm markets. Third places are

Sense of Place

“anchors” of community life and facilitate and foster
broader, more creative interaction among people. Some
3 places are public spaces, many are private. They can
and should be fostered as social gathering spaces.

Some of the key elements of quality places have
already been identified and are illustrated in
Figure 1-2. Table 1-2 presents more detail on
elements of quality places in both the public and

private realms.

Some of these elements are hard to add after the fact,
but can greatly contribute to the quality of a place,
such as ready access to recreation, and to natural green
(trails and open spaces) and blue (water) spaces. “Blue”
refers to waterbodies and waterfronts, such as ponds,
streams, rivers, or lakes. Green and blue spaces (aka
natural infrastructure, or green infrastructure and blue
infrastructure) can be enormous assets in creating
placemaking projects or activities around them.

Green infrastructure presents a unique set of
placemaking opportunities. Environmental features,
such as wetlands, hills, unique plant habitat, forests,
farm fields, and old rail corridors, offer recreation
opportunities in open space areas that are different
than those in traditional urbanized or suburban land,
or along waterfront lands. New infrastructure that
takes bike riders and walkers along green pathways
between parks and key activity areas can dramatically
improve recreational experiences of urban and rural
dwellers, and enhance their emotional sense of place
and connection to those areas.

Similarly, water is often a key differentiator in a
community. It may already be a major economic
driver, but perhaps it can be more of one. For example,
by improving public visual or physical access to the

space. It is our relationship with a place. It embodies our experiences, activities, memories of the

11 S ense of place”is a term that reflects the emotion or perception felt by a person when visiting a certain

past, and perhaps hopes for the future. The physical form of a place, its function, and what happens
within it all support this relationship. A location with a strong sense of place exhibits a unique identity and
character of its own that both residents and visitors can identify with and appreciate. A strong sense of place
engenders affection and commitment from local residents, while serving as a magnet that attracts visitors and

new residents.
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Figure 1-2: Elements of Quality Places

Easily Walkable

Respects Historic Structures

Choices in: Recreation, Transportation,
Housing, Entertainment

Mixed Use

Creative/Functional
Sidewalk Amenities

Safe, Comfortable, Sociable, Green

These elements of quality places principally address human-scale form in streets and buildings. Source: Figure by the Land Policy Institute,
Michigan State University, 2014. Photos from the Michigan Municipal League/www.mml.org (top center, top left and bottom left, and top right
and bottom right) and MSU Communications and Brand Strategy (bottom center).

water, while retaining a working waterfront (such as

a deep harbor that accommodates large vessels), the
community doubles its value and benefit. The nature of
the waterbody will dictate many of the opportunities.
A beach on a recreational lake is very different than
the flowing water of a river. Each will allow a wider set
of activities and uses than land without water features.
Communities can be creative and use these features to
attract new people and activities to waterfront areas.

1. Liz Durfee, a NOAA intern with the Michigan Office of the

Great Lakes and Sea Grant, prepared a set of case studies on small
towns on the Great Lakes. They serve as fine examples of a range of
placemaking possibilities for other waterfront communities. Dufree, E.
(2013). “Vibrant Waterfront Communities: Case Studies.” Sea Grant
Michigan, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, MI. Available at: www.
miseagrant.umich.edu/explore/coastal-communities/vibrant-waterfront-

communities-case-studies/; accessed January 28, 2015.

'The more these green, blue, and related elements are in
proximity to one another in harmonious ways, the more
attractive the place is for human and business activity,
and the higher quality the place is overall. Buz, while
these elements, in some combination, are valuable, they are
not sufficient to create a quality place by themselves.

Quality places in urban settings have physical
characteristics that are the result of good form. The
most important of these form characteristics include:

* Building mass, density, and appropriate
scale; and

* Human-scale streetscapes.

Part One
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Table 1-2: Common Elements of Quality Places

Public Realm

Downtown and Key Node Streetscapes

Pedestrian- (vs. auto) oriented, very walkable and accessible
to all; wide sidewalks in good repair; crosswalks are short,
well-marked, and slow traffic.

Private Realm
Mix of Land Uses

Mixed retail and residential, or mixed entertainment and
residential, or mixed personal services and residential, or
mixed office and residential; with residential always above first
floor in downtowns.

Activated, alluring public spaces with street trees and
shrubbery; physical and visual access to water if nearby; are
safe, clean, and comfortable with lots of places to sit.

Restaurants and cafes that include sidewalk dining separated
from passersby; entertainment establishments like bars,
taverns, dance halls, nightclubs, and movie theatres.

Quality street furniture in a common theme: benches,
garbage canisters, wayfinding signs, planters, street lights,
banners, flower baskets, bus shelters, and bike racks.

Grocery stores, either general or specialty (bakery, meat,
pasta, cheese, organic).

Aesthetically pleasing design that permits private sandwich-
style (changeable message) signs in front of businesses.

Drug stores, hardware, shoe repair shops, banking, hair
cutting, other personal services; retail shops like clothing,
home goods, art galleries, and electronics.

Wide variety of regular programmed activities like sidewalk
sales, parades, street performers, street musicians, festivals,
art shows, farm markets.

Rehabilitation is preferred development option in order
to preserve historic buildings and architectural features
on fagades.

Attractive to and comfortable for a wide diversity of users of all
ages, races, genders, incomes, religions, cultures, and ethnicities.

Building form appropriate for characteristics of the street
(especially building height and street width) and design is
guided by form-based codes.

Public art and sculpture is featured.

Storefront entryways invite pedestrians in close.

Creative use of light and sound.

Doors and windows attract customers inside.

Orchestras, opera houses, civic centers, municipal halls,
museums, aquariums, and libraries.

Close to major public and private activity areas like retail
shopping, entertainment or sports centers/arenas.

Temporary pop-up shops in vacant space.

Major Squares and Parks Range of Housing Options

Missing Middle Housing from duplexes and fourplexes to
townhouses, rowhouses, court yard apartments, live-work,
and lofts.

Adaptable spaces with seasonal uses.

Housing in historic neighborhoods is protected.

Program many activities, especially live music
and performances.

Target talented workers.

Leave spaces for both passive and active recreation; places
attractive for unscheduled entertainment and creative use
of space.

Concentrate new projects in small geographic areas starting
with downtowns, and key nodes along key corridors.

Outdoor music space, such as band shells and risers of
different sizes and locations.

Transit-oriented development targeted to key nodes; while
higher densities abut transit corridors.

Lots of green (grass, trees, flowerbeds) and water (ponds,
lakes, rivers, streams, and fountains).

Higher residential density is encouraged, zero lot line
development is permitted where form-based codes are
in place.

Lots of seating and available food nearby (from restaurants,
food trucks or food vendors).

Creative rehabilitation of existing historic structures for a
variety of housing types.

Flowers in planters, and seasonal flowering trees.

Variety of housing types in mixed-use developments.

Game areas for chess, puzzles, activities to engage body,
mind, ears, eyes, and humor.

Increase number of dwellings by reducing parking where
transit service is good.

Ways to accomplish include: Use of four types of placemaking; community is certified as a Redevelopment Ready Community® and
participates in the Main Street program; community engages public through charrettes and implements new designs through form-based
codes, etc. Source: Land Policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2015.
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If these characteristics are present, then the place is
very walkable—that means it is pedestrian-oriented
and probably bikeable. Unless it is new, it is lined
with historic structures that have long had good form
and were built to human scale.

'These physical characteristics are reviewed in much
more detail in Chapters 4 and 5. For now; unless the
relationship of buildings to the street (in terms of height
of the building and distance from one side of the street
to another) is appropriate, human activity will not be
framed well enough for people to feel comfortable

and want to gather there. If the distance between the
buildings is too large, then the space can be foreboding;
if it is too small, then it can seem claustrophobic. In
other words, it discourages human gathering. Human
scale refers to the notion of designing buildings

and spaces primarily for human occupation and use

as opposed to automobile dominance. That means

they need to be walkable, with sidewalks, crosswalks,
streetlights, and signs designed to serve pedestrians and
bicyclists, as well as any vehicles on the street. Figure 1-3
illustrates some of these characteristics.

When these form characteristics are properly in place,
along with the key elements listed above, then the
result is quality places which:

= Are safe;

= Are accessible—easy to access, circulate
within, along, and between destinations;

= Are comfortable, clean, and have an
appealing character and charm;

= Are connected;
= Are welcoming;
=  Allow authentic experiences;

* Encourage spontaneous interaction
between people;

=  Are sociable—have a physical fabric where
people can connect with one another; and

* Promote and facilitate civic engagement.

Figure 1-3: Physical Characteristics of Quality Places

Mixed-Use Building j

@

Pedestrian-Scale Signage Proportional
Street Lights to Building Mass

N

Wide Trees to Wayfinding Restaurant Seating Streetscape
Sidewalks Soften Hard Outdoors and Inside with Pedestrian
Surfaces Transportation Options Amenities

Grand River and M.A.C. Avenues in East Lansing, MI. Source: Land Policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2014.
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Inherent in the above description is a simple formula = Response — is how you feel about the Play,
that is critical to understanding the ingredients that are
essential for placemaking and results in quality places:

Proper Mix of Land Uses and Functions
Proper Physical Form
Proper Mix of Social Opportunity

= Quality Activities in Quality Places and a
Strong Sense of Place

See Figure 1-4.
An analogy that seems to resonate with many people is:
*  Form — creates the Stage,

.. . Tibbits Opera House in Coldwater, MI. Photo by the Tibbits Opera House.
= Activity — is the Play, . Y .

Figure 1-4: Formula for Creating Quality Places with a Strong Sense of Place

Proper Mix of Land Proper Mix of Proper Mix of
Uses and Functions Physical Form Social Opportunity

Quality ActivitieS ;
and a Strop, "N QUALITY pLACE®

€nse of plgce

Source: Land Policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2014.
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Every community has
had some experience

placemaking—even if

it wasn't called that!

.. .Placemaking

and applied. ..

* Economic - if good, the Play makes Money

(and so will businesses nearby), and

= Sense of place — is strong and positive if the
above are true, and will contribute to the
entire area if other related entertainment
options are nearby.

When more people live near such places, or have
easy access to them, especially by transit, more
activity will occur, and people and businesses will

more strongly value those locations. Placemaking can

be used to create such places, as well as to activate
those places that already have the proper physical

form characteristics.

For local elected officials and professional staff who
have long worked on community, infrastructure,
and economic development initiatives, this formula
should be of little surprise. Every community has
had some experience
and success with
placemaking—even if
it wasn’t called that!

A few have had many
successes and some
have had failures; some
have been deliberate
efforts, and others have been happy accidents. But,
fundamentally—placemaking is not rocket science.
It is easily learned and applied,
although it may require leadership
and courage when those in the
community who oppose all
change stand up to promote the
status quo. Placemaking requires

and success with

is not rocket
science. [t is
easily learned

opportunities, and threats in new
and different ways. It requires paying more attention
to being strategic, to more effective means of public
and stakeholder participation, and to meaningful
engagement of the private sector in the design and
implementation of new public and private spaces.

It also requires a better understanding of the role of
form in building places that are human-scale and
dense enough to promote human attraction.

Quality places are more livable, healthier, and better
able to attract workers and businesses. They are also
quite likely more resilient than low-density, auto-

looking at existing assets, resources,

dominated places that can be viewed as the initial use
of that land that will eventually be redeveloped in a
higher density “urban” form. Several later sections

of this guidebook will explore this idea more fully.
But, for the moment, there are other concepts that
need to be explained, so that the promise of effective
placemaking can be presented and defended.

THE TRANSECT

“The transect” is a shorthand construct of architects,
planners, and New Urbanists to describe a location
based on its relative density, natural, and/or built
form characteristics. Under this typology, all places
on the globe fall into one of six primary transect
zones (there is a seventh “special district” zone that
does not apply to the discussion that follows and it is
not illustrated in Figure 1-5). These places are on a
continuum that extends from the most natural rural
place (T1), to the most developed urban place (T6).
Figure 1-5 includes a graphic (top row) depicting
both a ground view and a plan view of landscape and
the built environment that is common to each zone
on the transect. A photo below each zone illustration
attempts to capture one of the hundreds of scenes
that would be commonplace in that zone on the
transect. Figure 1-6 is a hand drawn illustration

of the transect starting in the urban core of Grand
Rapids, MI, and extending outward.?

Following is a brief description of each of the six
transect zones presented in Figure 1-5.

Natural Places (T'1 Zone): This is where nature
rules and humans often stand in awe and wonder.
Wilderness, forests, lakes, and stretches of rivers
with few or no cabins, or other examples of the built
environment are the most pristine of natural places.
These may be parts of national and state parks, but
transition to private forested lands with two-tracks,
occasional roads, logging camps, hunting cabins, and
a few power lines as one moves into Rural Places.

Rural Places (T2 Zone): These are our working lands.
Orchards, grain and corn fields, more woodlands and
wetlands, gravel pits, and shrub and tree farms are

surrounded by farmsteads of people who live off of the

land. As one gets closer to small towns the number

2.This image along with transect drawings of Detroit and Lansing
may be viewed on the MIplace™ Partnership Initiative website, under

“Brochures.” Available at: http://miplace.org/resources/presentations>field

doc_category value=brochures; accessed January 28,2015.
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Figure 1-5: Six Transect Zones

Rural to Urban Places

Rural |

Rural Context Zones

Wilderness, forests,
undisturbed shorelines, and
other natural landscapes

Urban Context Zones

EEEEe————eessse———____WUgEN]

Farms, woodlands,
wetlands, streams, large
regional parks

Natural Scenic Tourism

Agri-Tourism/Farm to Food

SUB-URBAN

Larger lot single-family
homes, home occupations,
some mixed use

Small-lot single-family
homes, apartments,
mixed use, and locally
run shops

Wide housing choices,
mixed use, retail shops,
galleries, offices,
restaurants, and bars

Talent Attraction

Tall multi-use buildings,
cultural and entertainment
districts, and civic spaces
for parades and festivals

Urban Cultural Tourism

Sources: Figure by the Land Policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2015. Transect graphic by the Center for Applied Transect Studies, 2008. Photos
by the Michigan Municipal League/www.mml.org (T4, T5, and T6), MSU Communications and Brand Strategy (T2), and the MSU Land Policy Institute

(TTand T3).

Figure 1-6: Grand Rapids Transect

Source: Amanda Harrell-Seyburn for MSHDA, 2013.
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of roads increases, they shift from gravel surfaces to
paved surfaces and are lined with 1880s farm houses
and many suburban-style homes on large country lots.
Some have large food plots or gardens, horses in small
stables, or small numbers of other livestock.

Sub-Urban Places (T3 Zone): This is where most
new development has occurred in America since
WWII. Most residential lots are 1/4 to 1 acre in
size with many larger and some smaller than that.
Homes are large and often in platted subdivisions.
There is extensive commercial development
stripped along major five-lane roads. Within T3
zones are shopping malls—an extra-large enclosed
commercial building containing dozens (sometimes
more than 100) of retail stores and personal service
establishments. Schools, and in particular high
schools, are often super-sized and may even be
referred to as “Taj Mahals.” There may be large
industrial, office, or special land uses in “parks”
with considerable open space, especially along
major freeways. Roads and parking lots dominate
the landscape as design favors vehicles over people
and buildings (that are often set back far from the
street). Parents spend a lot of time transporting
their children from one place to another and there is
usually little coordinated transit service. As a newer
suburb transitions to an older suburb, the lots get
smaller and the homes get denser and older.

Traditional Neighborhood Places (T4 Zone): These
are largely residential neighborhoods in first-tier
suburbs (around an historic core city), in small towns,
and in large cities. They are often characterized by

lots that are small in width, depth, or area, but may
have large houses on them, depending on their age
and location. Along major and minor streets, there are
often higher density forms of residential development,
like rowhouses, mansion apartments, and multistory
apartment buildings. At key intersections it is
common to find retail, personal service establishments,
and coffee shops on the first floor, and apartments on
the second, third, and fourth floors.

Downtown Places (T'5 Zone): These are the
traditional centers of retail, office, and other
business activity. Main street shops, today, are
often less diversified than in the past, but usually
reflect unique products sold by retailers who sell to
customers who value service after the sale. Public
buildings and uses, as well as civic spaces like town

squares, waterfront parks, historic sites, and outdoor
sculptures are common. Many public gatherings and
parades originate, terminate, or both, in downtowns.
'The highest concentration of historic commercial
buildings is also often found there. Many people
live downtown over retail stores, restaurants, and
entertainment venues.

Urban Core Places (T6 Zone): Only the largest
cities have an urban core place, and it may double

as the downtown, depending on its land uses, but it
is often more of an employment center with many
office jobs concentrated in a few tall buildings. It will
have many of the same land uses as the downtown,
but more of everything, because skyscrapers are
common. Offices of banks, insurance, and real estate
companies, as well as residential condominiums and
apartments are found here. Hospitals and medical
facilities, sports stadiums, concert halls, museums, and
related building types may also be present. Parking is
concentrated in multistory ramps, and transit service
is ubiquitous and frequent. If a city does not have an
urban core, many of these land uses and functions are
found in a smaller scale in the downtown (T5).

IMPORTANCE OF INCREASING POPULATION
DENSITY IN AND NEAR DOWNTOWNS

'The most distinguishing feature as one moves along
the transect from most rural (T'1) to most urban
(T6) is the increase in density and intensity of the
built environment. Ironically, walking is the most
common activity by humans at both ends of this
continuum, but not nearly as much in the middle.
'There are few humans per acre in natural areas, and
population is very dense in the urban core. Higher
densities make services like transit more viable and
necessary, while increasing opportunities for human
interaction, commerce, social gathering, as well

as the planned and accidental exchange of ideas.
Public gathering spaces like parks, civic centers,

and major transportation exchanges offer incredible
opportunities for activities that attract people to take
advantage of the “pull” they exert due to their strong
sense of place. Private gathering spaces like coffee
shops, restaurants (especially those with outdoor
seating on the public sidewalk), and taverns are also
critical in adding to the sense of place that surrounds
these special gathering spots.

Obviously there are limits on how many people a
place can service without diminishing a positive
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experience for nearly everyone. Fortunately, most
American cities do not approach the density of many
of the densest cities of the world and have a long way
to go before experiencing serious problems associated
with very high population density. This is even truer
in most Midwestern cities that have few tall buildings
and relatively low population densities, even in the
urban core. For context, the U.S. has only one city in
the top 50 densest in the world, and it is not New
York. It is Union City, New Jersey at 34™ with 51,810
people/sq. mile. The densest city in the world is
Manila, Philippines, at 111,002 people/sq. mile.?

'This is relevant because one of the keys to attracting
and retaining talented workers is to use good design to
increase population densities in our downtowns, and
not simply at peak daily employment periods, but all
day long and well into the evening. One of the reasons
there used to be so much more retail activity in many
downtowns is because many more people used to live
there and in adjoining neighborhoods.

Like much of the Western World, population

per household in America has fallen dramatically.
Nationally, it has fallen from 4.01 in 1930 to 2.65 in
2013 This is a function of several demographic trends,
including fewer births, people living longer, fewer
multigenerational households, and many more single
person households. However, one big impact of the
decrease in the number of persons per household is on
the number of people living downtown, in the urban
core, and in neighborhoods surrounding the core. While
there is no standard definition of the urban core, or even
of downtowns, Eugenie Birch, PhD, at the University
of Pennsylvania, constructed a table of downtown
population change across the nation from 1970-2000.

Birch found the population in most downtowns

tell during this period. Only a few large cities grew:
Lower and Upper Manhattan, New York, NY (by
61.5% and 26.5% respectively); Chicago, IL (39.4%);
Denver, CO (35.6%); Los Angeles, CA (62.4%);

3. Wikipedia. (2015). “Lists of Cities Proper by Population Density.”
Awailable at: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of cities proper by
population_density; accessed on January 28, 2015.

4.U.S. Census Bureau. (2000). “Households by Type and Size,
1900-2002.” Washington, DC.

5.U.S. Census Bureau. (2013). “Table S1101: Households and Families.”
2013 American Community Survey 1-Year Estimates, Washington, DC.
Available at: http://factfinder.census.gov/faces/tableservices/jst/pages/

productview.xhtml?pid=ACS 13 1YR S1101&prodType=table; accessed
August 27, 2015.

Portland, OR (55.6%); San Francisco, CA (24.4%);
and Seattle, WA (85.6%).°

'The population in downtown Detroit, M1, fell by 46%
during this period (it has since risen significantly).

In St. Louis, MO, it fell by 67%. In contrast, in
Cleveland, OH, it grew slightly by 5.7% (but, is

very low in total number) and in Milwaukee, WI, it
remained flat with a decline of less than 0.5%.”

It is very hard for an urban core to provide the kind of
human attraction it had when there were two to five
times as many people living there in the past than in
the present. Major events will still attract participants,
but they have to travel in from the suburbs. People
moved away when new freeways, affordable cars, and
low gasoline prices made it easy to buy cheap land and
housing in the suburbs. Central cities were decimated
by this population shift, but now demographic changes
are providing a rapidly expanding market for new and
rehabilitated housing in downtowns, urban cores, and
along key corridors served by transit. The cities that
quickly adapt to this trend can lure and retain talented
workers that otherwise will choose to go to other cities
that offer those amenities. Similarly, some retiring
Boomers are drawn to central cities where opportunities
for social interaction and cultural experiences are richer.

From the 1880s to the 1920s, people moved around
cities largely on foot, horseback, or various forms of
transit. From the 1920s to the 1950s, transit ridership
rose, but then began to fall as more and more workers
were able to afford a car. To accommodate rising
population densities in downtowns and the urban
core, and to reduce energy costs associated with trips
from suburban areas to the core, it is necessary to
significantly improve the quality of transit services
not only in the core, but throughout the metropolitan
area. Many regions are working on this. Some will

be installing new fixed-rail systems and others Bus
Rapid Transit (BRT) lines. These are “not your
father’s buses.” These are modern, clean, convenient,
safer, and more flexible transit lines (they even
accommodate bicycles) that promise a new era of
transportation options for everyone.

6. Birch, E. (2006). “Who Lives Downtown?,” In Redefining Urban
and Suburban America: Evidence from Census 2000, Vol. 3, ed. A.
Berube, B. Katz and E. Lang. Washington, DC: Brookings Institution
Press. Available at: www.brookings.edu/research/books/2006/

redefiningurbanandsuburbanamerica3; accessed July 7, 2015.
7. See Footnote 6.
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Together more housing, increased density, and
improved transit will support each other in revitalizing
the downtowns and urban cores of America’s cities.
'The Midwest has the most to immediately gain,
because it lost the most population, suffered the
greatest job loss as manufacturing declined, and has
the greatest stock of vacant and underutilized old
buildings with “good bones” that can be repurposed to
start their rebirth. That includes buildings that are now
historic, with brick and stone fagades, usually 2 to 12
stories in height (depending on location), built close to
the street, and served by an extensive sidewalk network,
with parking (if any) in the rear. In order for this to
happen, however, the public, private, and nonprofit
sectors will have to work together to strategically

plan and utilize limited resources to support this
rebirth. This requires the effective use of four different
placemaking approaches. These approaches have many

other benefits and applications beyond simply helping

downtowns be rejuvenated, as explained below.

FOUR TYPES OF PLACEMAKING

‘There are four types of placemaking. See Figure 1-7.
Each is briefly summarized in the next few pages
and more fully explained in Chapters 9-12.The
reader will notice that each type of placemaking has
an associated icon representing some characteristics
unique to that type. These icons are used throughout
the guidebook, particularly within the case examples,
to help quickly identify which type of placemaking is

being referenced.

Most placemaking is of the “standard” variety. There
are also three specialized types designed to achieve
narrower objectives. The sum of all activities within

the specialized types of placemaking do not add up to

Figure 1-7: Four Types of Placemaking
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Form

Creative
Placemaking
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Source: Land Policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2014.
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all Standard Placemaking as each of the four types is
different. Instead, the sum of all four types represents
the whole of placemaking. Figure 1-7 illustrates this
relationship. Note the relationship in this figure to
physical form, land uses, and functions, as well as
social opportunity (illustrated in Figure 1-4 earlier)
in creating quality places.

“Standard Placemaking” (usually referred to as just
plain “placemaking”) is the universal term. It is most
closely associated with placemaking as advanced by
the Project for Public Spaces (PPS) (see sidebar on the
next page). This organization, led by Fred Kent, has

for four decades promoted placemaking and assisted
communities across the nation (and around the world)
with its implementation. The PPS website provides a
wealth of information and ideas that anyone interested
in placemaking should fully investigate.

The three varieties of specialized placemaking have

each evolved to be used to achieve particular purposes:

1. Tactical Placemaking: As advocated by
the Tactical Urbanism team at The Street
Plans Collaborative, by the Build a Better
Block partners, and by PPS under the term
“Lighter, Quicker, Cheaper.” See Chapter 10.

2. Creative Placemaking: As advocated by the
National Endowment for the Arts, the U.S.
Conference of Mayors, and the American
Architectural Foundation. See Chapter 11.

3. Strategic Placemaking: As advocated by
the MIplace™ Partnership Initiative. See
Chapter 12.

Standard Placemaking can include any parts of the
specialized types of placemaking in a particular
application, and often does, but the specialized types
have their own sets of strengths and weaknesses
when employed independently, or as part of a
sequence of placemaking approaches in order to
achieve a particular vision, or a clearly described
set of objectives. This should become apparent over
the next few pages, and if not, then perhaps it will
after reading the separate chapter on each type of
placemaking, as well as Chapter 13.

'The three specialized types of placemaking focus on:
*  Certain types of quality-of-life improvements,

= Wiays to try some things out before committing
significant money and other resources, or

*  Wiays to achieve larger or smaller outcomes/
benefits or to achieve them sooner.

All placemaking has “where, what to do, and why”
components, but these vary between the different
types of placemaking.

Before going further,
it is important that the
tollowing point not be
lost in the discussion

All types of placemaking
will improve the

of cach type of quality-of-life choices
placemaking. All and amenities within
types of placemaking

a neighborhood,
community, or region. . .

will improve the
quality-of-life

choices and amenities
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within a neighborhood, community, or region, and into an attraction. Placemaking accomplishes this
thus are worth doing well. However, some types by focusing on assets of a community that can be
of placemaking will make it easier to achieve these used to magnify the benefit of one or more services
benefits than others, and no type of placemaking in particular locations to create an outcome that
has benefits that come without commitment by the otherwise would not have occurred on its own.

community and other partners in its implementation. ] o
For example, construction or rehabilitation of

All forms of All forms of successful affordable or low-income housing is a common
placemaking depend on community development service. However, except for
successful broad engagement of large-scale housing projects that have the potential
p lacemakin g stakeholders in the design of ~ to completely remake a neighborhood (and that
de pen d on broad projects and activities. This have largely been abandoned, because of the eftects

feature alone distinguishes of concentrating large numbers of low-income

engageme Nt of placemaking from many other  people in one place), most community development

stakeholders in the commur.lity development, .servic.es are scattered, and develo.p.ed %n response to
i . economic development, and identified problems or opportunities in particular
des 1gn of Projects infrastructure development locations. It often takes dozens of such projects
and activities, activities. Together they over a long period of time to make any noticeable
contribute to the creation of ~ improvement. In contrast, instead of scattering new
communities that sustain the people and businesses affordable housing on infill sites all across a city, a
that reside there. Where placemaking makes a big Standard Placemaking project could target residential
contribution is in what those services focus on, and rehabilitation to a single neighborhood and be
how they are delivered. Placemaking is the value-added  initiated at the same time as other infrastructure
process that turns a service into an amenity and a place improvements (e.g., to a street and nearby park) to
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make the area more attractive to future residents and
businesses. Application of Standard Placemaking
would also suggest that at least some of the project
include carefully mixed uses, along with maintaining
a human-scale walkable design that incorporates
creative arts and cultural elements. While many of
these elements have been considerations in such
projects for decades, with Standard Placemaking
they are deliberate and comprehensively included
right from the beginning because they are outcome-
oriented. They also arise out of the process of
stakeholder and citizen participation, rather

than from the minds of professional designers or
developers. Strong collaboration contributes to a
stronger definition of necessary place attributes. The
result is that there is considerably more “buy-in”
right from the beginning, making it much easier to
move forward with implementation. Strong activity
also follows from the improved sense of place. Some
of that activity is business or economic activity, but
much of it is social activity and social engagement.
'The neighborhood is stronger because of it.

STANDARD PLACEMAKING

Placemaking is the process

of creating quality places

where people want to live,

work, play, shop, learn, and

visit. For the most part, the

term “Standard Placemaking”

is used in this guidebook to

describe an incremental way to improve the quality
of a place over a long period of time with many

Standard separate projects and/

) . or activities. Standard
Placemakmg [is an] Placemaking can also
incremental Way to be used to create and
) ) implement large-scale
Im p rove the q ual |ty transformative projects

of a p|ace over a and activities that can
| iod f convert a place in a
ong perioa o relatively short period
time with many of time to one with a
Separate prOjeCtS strong sense of place
Rt that serves as a magnet
and/or activities. for people and new
development. However, a quick transformation is the
exception more often than the rule.

Standard Placemaking embraces a wide range of
projects and activities and is pursued by the public,

nonprofit, and private sectors on an incremental
or targeted basis, over a long period of time.
Examples include:

*  Projects: Downtown street and facade
improvements, neighborhood-based projects,
such as residential rehabs, residential
infill, small-scale multiuse projects, park
improvements, etc.

»  Activities: Regularly programmed events
in public places like sidewalks, streets, town
squares, civic buildings, parks, waterfronts, etc.

Standard Placemaking will typically have economic
development benefits, but that is generally not

the principal reason for which it is used. This

is in contrast to Strategic Placemaking where
talent attraction for economic development is a
principal reason for engagement. Like all forms of
placemaking, Standard Placemaking rolls planning
and implementation into the same process, so that
one is not isolated from the other. That requires
engaging and empowering people to participate in
both the process of planning and of implementation
(see Chapter 6).

The www.pps.org and http://miplace.org websites
include dozens of examples of Standard Placemaking,
and additional examples are included in Chapter 9
dedicated to Standard Placemaking.

TACTICAL PLACEMAKING
Two separate, but related,
approaches are brought
together to create Tactical
Placemaking. The first

is known as “Tactical
Urbanism,” from two books
(Tactical Urbanism: Short-
Term Action for Long-Term Change, Vols. 1

and 28), by the Street Plans Collaborative (www.
streetplans.org). The second approach is referred to as
“Lighter, Quicker, Cheaper,” a name used to describe
a set of activities by the Project for Public Spaces.

8. Lydon, M., D. Bartman, R. Woudstra, and A. Khawarzad. (2011).
Tactical Urbanism: Short-Term Action for Long-Term Change, Vol.

1. Street Plans Collaborative. Washington, DC: Island Press. Available at:
http://issuu.com/streetplanscollaborative/docs/tactical urbanism vol.1;
accessed April 24,2015.

Lydon, M., A. Garcia, R. Preston, and R. Woudstra. (2012). Tactical
Urbanism: Short-Term Action for Long-Term Change, Vol. 2. Street
Plans Collaborative. Washington, DC: Island Press. Available at: http://

issuu.com/streetplanscollaborative/docs/tactical urbanism vol 2 final;
accessed April 24, 2015.
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Tactical Urbanism

In Vol. 2 of the book of the same name by Mike
Lydon, Tony Garcia, Russ Preston, and Ronald
Woudstra, Tactical Urbanism is described as follows:

“Improving the livability of our towns and
cities commonly starts at the street, block,
or building scale. While larger scale efforts
do have their place, incremental, small-scale
improvements are increasingly seen as a way
to stage more substantial investments. This
approach allows a host of local actors to test
new concepts before making substantial
political and financial commitments.
Sometimes sanctioned, sometimes not, the
actions are commonly referred to as ‘guerrilla
urbanism,” ‘pop-up urbanism,’ ‘city repair,’ or

‘D.1Y. urbanism’.”

Lighter, Quicker, Cheaper
As characterized by the Project for Public Spaces:

“Lighter, Quicker, Cheaper’ (LQC) describes
a local development strategy that has
produced some of the world’s most successful
public spaces—one that is lower risk and
lower cost, capitalizing on the creative energy
of the community to efficiently generate new
uses and revenue for places in transition. It’s
a phrase we borrowed from Eric Reynolds at
Urban Space Management.

[The] LQC can take many forms, requiring
varying degrees of time, money, and effort,
and the spectrum of interventions should be
seen as an iterative means to build lasting
change. We often start with Amenities

and Public Art, followed by Event and
Intervention Projects, which lead to Light
Development strategies for long-term
change. By championing use over design
and capital-intensive construction, LQC
interventions strike a balance between
providing comfortable spaces for people to
enjoy, while generating the revenue necessary
for maintenance and management.”"

9. See Footnote 8 for Tactical Urbanism, Vol. 2.

10. PPS. (2011). “Lighter, Quicker, Cheaper: Transform Your

Public Spaces Now.” Sustainable Cities Collective, November 11,

2011. Project for Public Spaces, New York, NY. Available at: www.
sustainablecitiescollective.com/projectpublicspaces/31346/lighter-quicker-

cheaper-transform-your-public-spaces-now; accessed September 4, 2015.

So, Tactical ... Tactical

Placemaking is the C

process of creating Placemaki ng1s th €
quality places that process of creating

uses a deliberate, often .

ohased approach 1o qUality places that uses

a deliberate, often
phased approach to
physical change or new
activation of space that
begins with a short-
term commitment and
realistic expectations
that can start quickly
fl‘;jjrf;ffniajuz; . (and often at low cost).

neighborhoods with many stakeholders. It includes a
mix of small projects and short-term activities. Over
a long period of time, Tactical Placemaking projects
can transform an area. Positive impacts may be slow
to observe, but “steady as she goes” still gets one to

a destination—and often at a lower cost. Tactical
Placemaking can also be used to build a constituency
for more substantive or long-term Standard, Creative,
or Strategic Placemaking projects or activities.

physical change or new
activation of space that
begins with a short-
term commitment and
realistic expectations
that can start quickly
(and often at low cost).
It targets public spaces
(right-of-ways, plazas,
etc.), is low risk, with

the possibility of high

Examples of Tactical Placemaking include:

*  Projects: Small, often short-term projects
that may transform underused public spaces
into exciting laboratories by leveraging
local partnerships in an iterative approach,
allowing an opportunity to experiment and
show what is possible. Potential projects
include road diets (e.g., lane striping a four-
lane road into a three-lane with bicycle paths
on both sides) and other Complete Streets
projects; a temporary conversion of a public
storage facility into a boat rental facility along
a river; or the planned iterative improvement
of a place where street trees are planted one
year and benches are placed the next.

= Activities: Potential activities include
chairbombing (testing public use of cheap,
low-cost chairs in underutilized spaces);
temporary activity spaces to try out a new
idea; parking space conversions to support
new activities; public gatherings to review
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new design options illustrated by temporary
storefront facades; self-guided historic
walks; outdoor music events in town squares;
or before-and-after photo renderings to
illustrate the potential of removing or adding
buildings in certain places.

The LQC can be staged or iterative and is,

hence, experimental or permanent. The LQC is
comparatively inexpensive, and often driven by
grass roots organizations. It can become a catalyst
for a community to organize around that cares
about creating or growing a quality place. It is
good for creating/attracting new activity to a place
and for testing ideas. Over time, more significant
investment may be needed for the LQC to be
sustainable. These types of projects could be public,
private, nonprofit, or combinations. The LQC’s have
value by presenting what is possible, but quality
places need regular programmed activities, which is
why testing activities or starting small and growing
incrementally through LQC is a safer way to guide
administrative decisions.

Case examples of Tactical Urbanism can be found
in the books by the same name, and of Lighter,
Quicker, Cheaper projects at www.pps.org. For more
information and examples, see Chapter 10 dedicated
to Tactical Placemaking.

CREATIVE PLACEMAKING

Creative Placemaking is a

specialized form of Standard

Placemaking. This term was

created by Ann Markusen and

Anne Gadwa when they wrote

Creative Placemaking for the

National Endowment for the

Arts (NEA) and the Mayor’s Institute on City Design
(MICD) in 2010. Following is their definition:

“In Creative Placemaking, partners from
public, private, nonprofit, and community
sectors strategically shape the physical and
social character of a neighborhood, town,
city, or region around arts and cultural
activities. Creative Placemaking animates
public and private spaces, rejuvenates
structures and streetscapes, improves local
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According to authors of the book, Creative Placemaking, this type
includes partners “from public, private, nonprofit, and community
sectors [that] strategically shape the physical and social character of a
neighborhood, town, city, or region around arts and cultural activities.”

business viability and public safety, and
brings diverse people together to celebrate,
inspire, and be inspired.”

It is often the goal of Creative Placemaking to
institutionalize arts, culture, and creative thinking in
all aspects of the built environment. Examples include:

= Projects: Development built around and
inclusive of arts, cultural, and creative thinking,
such as museums and orchestra halls, public
art displays, transit stations with art themes,
live-work structures for creative people, etc.

= Activities: New arts, cultural, and
entertainment activities that add vitality to
quality places, such as movies in the park,
chalk art projects, outdoor concerts, inclusion
of children’s ideas in planning projects by
means of artwork, etc.

Creative Placemaking is particularly valuable in, first,
inspiring, and then sustaining activity in underutilized
public spaces. The creative side of humans is stimulated
and positively rewarded when art is a prominent part
of the landscape, or is the focus of human gatherings
where music, art, fashion, entertainment, drinking,
eating, and socializing are celebrated.

A wide variety of case examples of Creative
Placemaking can be quickly found on the web
by searching on that phrase. See also Chapter 11
dedicated to Creative Placemaking.

STRATEGIC PLACEMAKING
As indicated earlier, all
properly implemented
placemaking will improve the
quality of a place and benefit
the whole community. But,

one type of placemaking, if

carefully implemented, will

11. Markusen, A., and A. Gadwa. (2010). Creative Placemaking. Prepared
for the National Endowment for the Arts and The Mayors’ Institute on

City Design. Available at: http://kresge.org/sites/default/files/NEA-
Creative-placemaking.pdf; accessed April 29, 2015.

result in job retention and creation in the near term,
thereby achieving local economic development
objectives. Strategic Placemaking is the name given
to creating quality places that are uniquely attractive
to talented workers so that they want to be there

and live there, and by so doing, they create the
circumstances for substantial job creation and income
growth by attracting businesses that are looking for
concentrations of talented workers. This adaptation
of placemaking especially targets knowledge workers
in the global New Economy who, because of their
skills, can often live anywhere in the world, and tend
to pick quality places with many amenities and other
talented workers.

Strategic Placemaking embraces a comparatively
narrow range of targeted projects and activities that
are pursued collaboratively by the public, nonprofit,
and private sectors over 5 to 15 years. Projects often
tend to be larger and in far fewer locations than in
Standard Placemaking. In particular, projects are in
targeted centers (downtowns) and nodes along key
corridors in transect locations with relatively dense
urban populations. The term “Strategic Placemaking’
was created by the MSU Land Policy Institute
based on research into why communities that were
gaining population, jobs, and income were doing so,
compared to communities that were not."

»

Strategic Placemaking is a targeted process (i.e., it

is deliberate and not accidental) involving projects/
activities in certain locations (defined centers, nodes,
and corridors) that ideally results in:

*  Quality, sustainable, human-scale, pedestrian-
oriented, bicycle-friendly, safe, mixed-use,

broadband-enabled, green places.

= 'These places have: Lots of recreation, arts and
culture, multiple transportation and housing

12. Adelaja, S., Y.G. Hailu, M. Abdulla, C. McKeown, B. Calnin, M.
Gibson, and K. McDonald. (2009). Chasing the Past or Investing in Our
Future: Placemaking for Prosperity in the New Economy. Report #
LPR 2009-NE-03, Land Policy Institute, Michigan State University, East

Lansing, MI. Available at: www.landpolicy.msu.edu/ChasingthePastReport;
accessed January 21,2015.
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Strategic Placemaking is a targeted process involving projects/
activities in certain locations that results in quality, sustainable,

human-scale, pedestrian-oriented, bicycle-friendly, safe, mixed-
use, broadband-enabled, green places with lots of recreation, arts
and culture, multiple transportation and housing options, respect
for historic buildings, public spaces, and broad civic engagement.

options, respect for historic buildings, public
spaces, and broad civic engagement.

Examples include:

=  Projects: Mixed-use developments in key
centers (downtowns), at key nodes, along key
corridors (especially bus rapid transit (BRT)
lines). Can include rehabilitation and new
construction; green pathways to parks and
watercourses; entertainment facilities; and
social gathering places.

*  Activities: Frequent, often cyclical events
(e.g., every quarter) targeted to talented
workers, as well as other arts, cultural,
entertainment, and recreational activities that
add vitality to quality places and attract a
wide range of users.

Examples of Strategic Placemaking projects can

be found in the case studies at http://miplace.org.
Chapter 12 presents a more substantial explanation
and examples of Strategic Placemaking.

COMPARISON OF THE FOUR

TYPES OF PLACEMAKING

Table 1-3 is a simple comparison of these four
types of placemaking. The format for this table, the
column headings, and the second row on Creative
Placemaking are taken from Creative Placemaking
by Markusen and Gadwa, prepared for the NEA,
2010. The balance of the text was prepared by the
principal author of this guidebook in order to
compare the four types of placemaking against this
common set of considerations. Chapter 13 compares
the four types of placemaking in more detail.

WHAT TYPE OF PLACEMAKING TO USE

All types of placemaking, if properly applied, can
improve the quality of life and amenities available

in a community. Some types are more targeted to
achieve narrower ends than others, but the types

are not mutually exclusive. That means one can use
types separately or in combination, or in sequence to
build to a better result. The LQC projects are often
implemented sequentially. In an era of increasingly
limited funds and volunteer time, it is perhaps most
efficient to pick the placemaking approach best suited
to what the user is trying to accomplish. Chapters
9-12 explain each type of placemaking in more detail,
and Chapter 13 presents examples of various forms of
placemaking used separately and in combination.

This guidebook lays out the value and benefit of all
four types of placemaking, but principally focuses on
Strategic Placemaking as there is already considerable
published and easily accessible material on the other

three types.

Another reason for the focus on Strategic
Placemaking is because of where the Midwest and
the Great Lakes states are located, in general, and
Michigan, in particular, relative to the strength of
their respective economies. This is a region of the
nation that has barely grown in population for the
last 15 years (Michigan was the only state to lose
population between 2000 and 2010%), and the job
loss was astounding—more than 860,400 jobs from
2000-2009 in Michigan alone.'* This was not simply
because of the national economic downturn. It

13. Calnin, B., T. Borowy, and S. Adelaja. (2011). Behind the Numbers:
Understanding Michigan’s Population Loss. Land Policy Institute, Michigan
State University, East Lansing, MI. Available at: http://landpolicy.
msu.edu/resources/behind the numbers understanding michigans
population loss; November 5,2014.

14. Ballard, C. (2010). “Michigan’s Economic Transformation.” Presented
to the Michigan Association of Administrators of Special Education

on February 9,2010. Available at: http://maase.pbworks.com/f/
Ballard+Handout+2-10.pdf; accessed March 11, 2015.
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Table 1-3: Comparison of the Four Types of Placemaking

The Problem The Solution The Payoffs
Standard Placemaking
Communities are not effectively using | Broad public and stakeholder engagement More quality places with quality
public land to create vital, vibrant, and in revitalizing, reusing and creating activities and a strong sense of place.
livable communities where people public spaces using short- and long-term More vital, vibrant, and livable public
want to live, work, play, shop, learn, techniques rooted in social engagement | spaces, communities, and regions that
and visit. and New Urbanist design principles. residents, businesses, and visitors care
deeply about.
Creative Placemaking
American cities, suburbs, and small Revitalization by creative initiatives Gains in livability, diversity, jobs, and
towns confront structural changes and that animate places and spark income. Innovative products and
residential uprooting. economic development. services for the cultural industries.

Tactical Placemaking
Many physical improvements are Test various solutions using low-cost proxies | The public and policy makers can see

expensive and policy makers are to gauge effectiveness and public support. the result and degree of support for
understandably reluctant to commit various options before committing
resources due to uncertain risks. permanent resources.
Strategic Placemaking
Communities are not competitive in Revitalization that increases housing Faster gains in livability, population,
attracting and retaining and transportation choices, and urban diversity, jobs, income, and
talented workers necessary for amenities to attract talented workers. educational attainment, than by
economic development. Standard Placemaking.

Sources: Table format and content of the Creative Placemaking row as found in Creative Placemaking, prepared by Ann Markusen and Anne
Gadwa for the National Endowment for the Arts and the Mayor’s Institute on City Design, 2010. Balance of table content by the Land Policy
Institute, Michigan State University, 2015.

PlaceMakers

laceMakers is a placemaking firm that offers services in planning and urban design, community

engagement, implementation, and the marketing of great places. Sharing a passion to create timeless

and endearing places, their work helps raise awareness of the value placemaking has in creating vibrant
public spaces that focus on the human scale and encourage more active, healthy lifestyles.

While their project work has been important to advancing and implementing placemaking on the ground
across North America, their blog, PlaceShakers and Newsmakers, has been instrumental in informing and
shaping placemaking dialogue by sharing their experience, perspectives, and ideas from years of working

with urban designers, architects, developers, civic and environmental groups, local officials, and community
organizations. PlaceShakers and Newsmakers connects these diverse agendas and provides a forum to share
these common interests in community design and development. The blog is updated weekly with new articles,
commentary, and resources that can be referenced by topic, and encourages user comments to stimulate
further discussion and education on placemaking. To learn more about the PlaceShakers and Newsmakers,

visit: www.placemakers.com/placeshakers/; accessed March 3, 2015.

'The PlaceMakers website also offers a wealth of information on placemaking, from stories in the field by
experienced professionals to registration for educational webinars. For more information, visit:
www.placemakers.com/.

MSU Land Policy Institute
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was because manufacturing was no longer globally
competitive compared to past decades. These trends
are explored in more detail in Chapter 3.

What is important is that this decline in jobs,
population, and decreased income levels in
Michigan resulted in a sobering reevaluation of how
we got to where we are, why others are doing better,
and what must be done to become more globally
competitive again. We learned that the new global
currency is talent, that talented workers can live
anywhere they want, and that large concentrations
of them want to live in dense, urban places with

lots of amenities. Michigan, the Great Lakes states
and, in fact, the entire Midwest is short on dense,
amenity-rich urban places—except for Chicago, IL;
Minneapolis, MN; and a few smaller communities
like Madison, WI; and Ann Arbor, MI. It is no
wonder that our young talented workers are flocking
to dense amenity-rich places.

Placemaking can help create dense, vibrant places to
live in small towns and large cities, but the Midwest
needs to engage in serious catch-up, not simply
engage in copycat types of policy initiatives. It
needs to leverage existing, unique local assets in the
process of transforming places into talent attractors.
'The assets and solutions will not be the same from
place to place. Of the four types of placemaking
summarized in this chapter, only Strategic
Placemaking has the potential to achieve the kinds
of desired changes fast enough to make the kind of
difference necessary to “get back in the game.” That
is not to say that it will be fast. Decades of neglected
urban areas will not be fixed overnight. But, entire
cities can be changed by starting in a few areas that
have dense, walkable places and transforming them
to better attract and retain talent. Recovery will take
commitment, cooperation, and collaboration between
the public, private, and nonprofit sectors. Then, over
time, the private sector can rebuild our cities as
demand for new housing and businesses is fueled by
population and job growth once again.

Figure 1-8 shows an example of all four types of
placemaking applied to a concept for redevelopment
of a typical suburban-style strip mall opposite a
transformed golf course. Such a place is attractive

to most people and, depending on the amenities,
especially to young, talented Millennial workers

and empty-nester Baby Boomers, the two largest
generations living in America. It should be apparent
from this example that the lines between different
types of placemaking can blur. What is important

is the wide range of efforts underway to create an
extraordinary place out of a place with little character
or interest, and no unique sense of place.

Because of limited resources, targeting the downtown
and a few nodes on key corridors is at the heart of
Strategic Placemaking in Michigan. That does not
sit well with those that want resources uniformly
distributed. However, the alternative is to continue
the policies in place since the 1950s, where scarce
public resources were scattered across the landscape
and little lasting positive change occurred anywhere.
Success in targeted areas will provide a nucleus

for redevelopment of abutting land, and stimulate
demand in other important nodes and corridors.
Density must increase in these places, in new
mixed-use development with good urban form. The
necessary elements of this form will be presented in
detail in Part Two. They include buildings without
setbacks next to broad sidewalks, and with a
building-height-to-street-width ratio that presents
a comfortable, human-scale frame for efficient and
memorable social interaction and commerce.

Placemaking is proposed to Placemaki ng
supplement existing economic

development policies and IS propose d to
practices—not to replace su p p | ement

them. There are many
communities with experienced
industrial workers who have
no job prospects. Traditional
economic development

efforts must continue to help

practices—not to
attract jobs suited to the

skill sets of unemployed and re pla ce them.
underemployed workers. However, in the densest
urban places—in order for Strategic Placemaking

to be successful—a large amount of economic
development resources will need to be directed to
improving the quality of targeted urban places in
order to attract and retain the talent necessary to be
competitive in the global New Economy.

existing economic
development
policies and

For those uncomfortable with government
investment as an economic development tool,
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Figure 1-8: Application of the Four Types of Placemaking

Strategic
Placemaking

B Tactical W
Placemaking

Creative
Placemaking

Standard

N
Placemaking
N

Source: Base illustration by Dover, Kohl & Partners, 2014. Found in: The Capitol Corridor: A Regional Vision for Michigan Avenue/Grand River Avenue. NC| and
Dover, Kohl & Partners. (2014). Prepared for the Tri-County Regional Planning Commission and the Mid-Michigan Program for Greater Sustainability, Lansing, MI.
Available at: http:/migrand-charrette.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/01/Capitol_Corridor_Draft Summary Report_Jan2014.pdf; accessed May 13, 2015. Figure

by the Land Policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2014.

'This design was the product of a week-long charrette conducted in October 2013, which focused on a
portion of the Frandor Shopping Center on the Grand River Ave./Michigan Ave. Corridor in the Greater
Lansing Region in Michigan. It capitalizes on a proposed Bus-Rapid Transit line by transforming the area
into a higher density, mixed-use, multi-modal, green development.

Standard Placemaking: The daylighting of major drains permit new opportunities for recreation
along green and blue infrastructure. The bike lanes and racks, and street furniture make the place
comfortable and easy to get to and from.

Tactical Placemaking: The new plaza provides ample space to try a wide variety of intermittent social
gatherings, such as for street performers and artists, occasional music ensembles, chess tournaments,
and even a beach volleyball tournament with temporary sand trucked in.

Creative Placemaking: Artists in the park, and creative fountain design improve the attractiveness of
the place. The new transit stop provides a unique opportunity for creative design that makes the stop
stand out and be remembered.

Strategic Placemaking: Conversion of big box uses to mixed-use, mid-rise development on the
region’s major corridor and transit line is a bold move. Especially with a wide range of new mixed-
income housing targeted to talented workers in a variety of configurations for short-term, medium-
term, and permanent occupancy.

Further examples of the potential transformation of this shopping center are found in Chapter 12 on page 12-24.

Part One
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please understand that huge demographic shifts

are driving the trends that are fueling the need to
improve and maintain quality places in our cities
and small towns. Baby Boomers are no longer the
largest demographic group in America. That honor
now goes to the Millennials, and the Boomers will
continue to get smaller and less significant over
time. What Millennials want, in terms of housing
and transportation options, is not what most
Boomers wanted in their younger years. Millennials
want high-quality urban environments, as do

many Boomers who want to retire to these places

as well. The failure to respond to this changing
market demand will mean continued and eventually
accelerated loss of the talented workers most needed
to be globally competitive. See Chapter 2 for details.

FINANCING FOR PLACEMAKING

Like all physical improvements to a place, financing
placemaking improvements costs money. The
amounts will vary dramatically depending on the
desired outcome, the area affected, and the time over
which the improvements are phased. Improvements
may be funded completely by private, public, or
nonprofit sources, or costs may be shared in a wide
variety of ways.

There is both an art and a science to financing
placemaking improvements that is largely left to
casebooks and other authors to explain. Some
professional planners, economic developers,
downtown development directors, and developers
enjoy careers largely measured by their success or
failure at arranging financing for placemaking and
related projects. For the purposes of readers of
this guidebook, most placemaking is financed by
partnerships between the parties with a direct stake
in the outcome.

'The most popular element of the www.miplace.

org website is the extensive financial and technical
resources that are listed there. Each resource describes
a state or federal program that may be a source

of funds or other assistance that could support
placemaking projects or activities. However, never
underestimate the power of financing placemaking
improvements by parties who stand to benefit from
the improvements or other placemaking activities.
'This is most feasible when all the parties affected
have been deeply involved in the creation of a
common vision of the future for the area, such as
PlacePlans or another subarea plan, corridor plan, or
master plan. Chapters 6 and 7 describe the processes
used to create effective plans.



http://www.MIplace.org
http://www.miplace.org/resources/funding
http://www.miplace.org/resources/funding
http://www.miplace.org
http://www.miplace.org

REMAINING CHAPTERS

'The remainder of Part One has two chapters.

Key demographic trends are discussed in detail in
Chapter 2. Chapter 3 provides even more support
for placemaking as an economic development tool
by summarizing considerable research that supports
various aspects of placemaking.

Part Two has two chapters on the importance of good
urban form. Chapter 4 addresses the basic elements
of urban form and Chapter 5 tackles neighborhood
structure. These are two topics that are addressed in
much more detail in other published works, but this
summary provides the necessary overview to give the
reader a greater appreciation of the role of good form
in effective placemaking.

Part Three includes three chapters on the mechanics
of placemaking. Chapter 6 reviews a variety of
public engagement techniques and gives direction
on where they are best employed. Considerable
emphasis is placed on charrettes as a tool to gain
broad stakeholder support for placemaking projects.
Chapter 7 explains how to move from planning to
action, and Chapter 8 addresses the role that effective
form-based codes can play in both stimulating and
assisting the private sector to build new mixed-use
urban development, while satisfying the concerns of
neighbors in far more efficient review processes than
have traditionally been used.

Part Four has five chapters (9-13) that are targeted
to placemaking practitioners. The first four chapters
provide more detail on the four types of placemaking,
and the last focuses on the differences between them.
There is a special focus on the application of each
type of placemaking to address certain challenges and
opportunities and how they can be used sequentially,
or in parallel, to achieve various objectives.

Chapter 13 also briefly addresses some of the

many barriers to and unintended consequences of
effective placemaking. Entire books are written

on some of these topics, so at best this section is

an overview intended to alert the reader to these
important issues, even if each issue is not covered as

thoroughly in this guidebook.

A glossary and an extensive list of resources,
including website links, is provided in the

Appendices found at the end of this guidebook.
There is a wealth of information included in these
materials for the practitioner with the time and
patience to further investigate.

CONCLUDING OBSERVATIONS

Why is placemaking important? In general, some
benefits are cited in the sidebar on page 1-36. Some
were noted repeatedly, while others were only alluded
to in the previous pages, and all will be expanded upon
in later chapters. This list does not include the specific
benefits of each of the four types of placemaking.

Perhaps the two most important benefits of
placemaking are:

1. 'The creation of higher quality places that
will benefit everyone in a neighborhood or,
depending on the project, the community as
a whole; and

2. Because when used strategically, placemaking
can be an effective economic development
tool to attract and retain talent, and make the
community and region more competitive in

the global New Economy.

The transformation of legacy cities that have suffered from
disinvestment for decades into vibrant cities that are
competitive for the best talent in the world cannot happen
overnight, but it will not happen at all if deliberate steps
are not taken soon. That said, placemaking is not a
panacea. There is no single solution.
Traditional economic, community,
and infrastructure development
services must still be provided and
places improved where they are below contemporary
standards. Other measures, especially those centered
on broader population attraction strategies (such as
attracting immigrants, in general, and those with
EB-2 (employment-based) and EB-5 (investment-
based) visas, in particular), as well as a host of
entrepreneurship initiatives, business diversification,
and redevelopment readiness initiatives are also
necessary. Placemaking can be the framework within
which many traditional and contemporary best
practices are provided.

Placemaking is
not a panacea.

MSU Land Policy Institute
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Key Messages in this Chapter

1.

10.

Business needs talent, talent wants quality
places, and quality places need business.

Place matters and quality places matter most!

Quality places feature three critical
dimensions: Good form, good activity, and
good land use or function.

'The most important element is people and
activity in and around downtowns, and at

key nodes.

Talented workers can often live anywhere
they want. They are increasingly selecting
cities to live in based on the quality of places,
and not solely on available jobs.

Huge demographic shifts are driving these
trends, as Millennials are now the largest
demographic group, and many are choosing
urban living in places with good transit. Many
retiring Baby Boomers are choosing these
locations, too, for easy access to amenities.

Placemaking is a process that can help
improve quality of life in @// communities.
It does so by creating quality places where
people want to live, work, play, shop, learn,
and visit.

Most communities have already had some
experience and success with placemaking—
even if it wasn't called that.

All forms of successful placemaking depend
on broad stakeholder engagement in the
design of projects and activities.

'The public should be at the helm of
developing quality places in their
community, with their ideas and vision for
their community incorporated into the
proper plan, report, or document that helps
guide implementation/development by the
private sector.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

Small towns, and mid- to large-sized cities
will see the greatest economic benefits
from placemaking.

The transect is an effective way of
describing the location of different natural
and built forms.

Increasing population density in and near
downtowns is essential to improving vitality,
and business and entertainment services.

There are four different types of placemaking.
Each is suited to accomplish different types
of objectives and it is important to match the

right type to the desired objective.

Most placemaking is of the “Standard”
variety, with three specialized types designed
to achieve narrower objectives.

. Tactical Placemaking may involve elements

of either Tactical Urbanism or “Lighter,
Quicker, Cheaper.”

Creative Placemaking attempts to build sense
of place through arts and cultural activities.

Strategic Placemaking focuses on
talent attraction for the purposes of
economic development.

Targeting (centers and key nodes along
designated corridors) is at the heart of
Strategic Placemaking.

Different types of placemaking can be used

in combination or in sequence.

Placemaking is not a single new tool. It
is a set of best practices for improving
the effectiveness and outcomes long
targeted by community and economic
development professionals.

Part One
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Chapter 1 Case Example: Campus Martius

ampus Martius, the celebrated public square

located in Detroit’s Central Business District,

is a masterful example of placemaking in
Michigan, which features dimensions of all four
types of placemaking in action. This redesigned and
expanded public space is the epitome of placemaking
as a community and economic development tool, and
showcases the inherent powers these efforts have in
activating urban spaces in ways that attracts more
people and activities to a downtown. The design of
Campus Martius focuses on maximizing the number
of activities and types of options available to patrons,
while providing flexibility for seasonal uses and
accommodating a variety of functions.

As part of the City of Detroit’s 300" birthday in
1999, Campus Martius was identified as a possible
site for a new public park that could help revitalize
downtown. This central space is roughly 2.5 acres and
was formed by rerouting traffic and using formerly
paved areas for civic uses. The Michigan Department
of Transportation paid for most of the transportation
work. The land is owned by the City, but the nonprofit
organization Detroit 300 Conservancy helped fund
the park reconstruction along with contributions from
private entities, such as Compuware and Ford Motor
Company, with the remaining balance paid for by the
City. The Detroit 300 Conservancy manages Campus
Martius Park and is responsible for its maintenance,
operation, and programming under the auspices of
the Downtown Detroit Partnership.

Campus Martius in Detroit, MI, features water fountains, historic
monuments, and outdoor dining/seating, among other inviting amenities.
Photo by the Michigan Municipal League/www.mml.org.

Standard Placemaking focuses on improving the
quality of a place through a series of incremental
projects and activities that create a stronger sense of
place and a hub of activity for the community. Campus
Martius’location serves the goal in drawing hundreds
of thousands of residents, workers, and visitors to the
heart of downtown each year. While public-private
partnerships have made Campus Martius Park
possible, greater economic opportunities for downtown
emerge as more companies invest in the area and
people seek to work and live downtown. This has led to
increased demand for real estate, along with enhanced
property values and revenues for surrounding

Campus Martius’ bandshell provides opportunities for theatrical and musical performances in Detroit, MI. Photo by the MSU Land

Policy Institute.
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The Beach and One Campus Martius building at Campus Martius in Detroit, MI.
Photo by the Michigan Municipal League/www.mml.org.

businesses, as the park continues to encourage further
investment in downtown Detroit. A 2007 case study by
the Project for Public Spaces analyzed the impacts of
Campus Martius on the Central Business District, and
noted that more than 2.3 million square feet of new or
renovated space has opened or was under construction
in the lots fronting the park. More than $450 million
has been spent on new development downtown.

Creative Placemaking is illustrated through the
various arts and culture events and musical programs
teatured regularly at Campus Martius Park, including
daily lunchtime performances, weekend concerts,

and evening film festivals. The principles of Tactical
Placemaking are on display regularly within the park
through Lighter, Quicker, Cheaper efforts, such as
the Beach at Campus Martius, a now “permanent”
seasonal beach complete with plentiful seating and
umbrellas, play areas for children, a beach bar, and
custom decks. Campus Martius is a popular attraction
that has infused the Central Business District with
more energy and activity through its unique use of
public space in the heart of downtown. Winter ice
skating is another seasonal activity that draws people
downtown (see photo on Chapter cover).

It is a mecca for talented workers over their lunch
hour and for many who have moved nearby. This is
the hallmark of Strategic Placemaking.

While not every city has the opportunity to create

a placemaking project as momentous as Campus
Martius, many have the potential for an ideal
placemaking project that helps jump-start revitalization
in those communities. These opportunities primarily
start in downtowns, or at key nodes on main streets.

People enjoying the Beach at Campus Martius in Detroit, MI. Photo

by the Downtown Detroit Partnership.

MSU Land Policy Institute
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Chapter 2:

Demographics Driving
Contemporary Placemaking
and Economic Development

New “Midtown” mixed-use building near the Lansing/East Lansing border adjacent to the Frandor Shopping Center. Photo by the MSU Land
Policy Institute.
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INTRODUCTION

his chapter provides one of the main reasons

why there is a great and expanding interest in

placemaking. It explains how slow demograph-
ic changes since the 1960s and more recent dramatic
generational changes are combining to alter the
context for future urban, suburban, and rural growth.
'The trends discussed in this chapter look ahead about
30 years. The demographic changes presented are
well under way, but not well-understood. As a result,
it is often hard for local officials, and the general public,
to look beyond current conditions and the recent past. It is
also natural to assume that the future will bring more of
the same. Perhaps the information in this chapter will
challenge attitudes and change practices. Whether
change occurs proactively, or after the strength of
these demographic trends pressures some communi-
ties to respond to rapid growth in new housing mar-
kets, while other established real estate markets falter
or collapse, remains to be seen. What is clear is that
communities that understand these demographic and
housing market shifts will quickly see the value of
embracing these new markets and supporting them
by instituting new placemaking actions in order be
more attractive to a wide range of talented workers
and, hence, to be more globally competitive. Those
that do not may be left further behind in the race
for the brightest and the best talent, and the highest

quality communities.

The chapter opens with information on how poorly
Michigan cities (and other Midwest cities) rank on
“urban vitality,” and why it is important that they

rank much higher related to talent attraction and
retention. It then shifts to big-picture demographic
trends in marriage, housing occupancy, and newer
trends in driving. Next, generational differences are
examined, in terms of both behavior and opinion.
Population attraction strategies are discussed, including
attracting immigrants as a part of that strategy. These
demographic and housing market shifts are then
examined for their significance relative to placemaking.

According to Michigan Governor Rick Snyder:

“Neighborhoods, cities, and regions are
awakening to the importance of ‘place’in
economic development. They are planning
for a future that recognizes the critical
importance of quality of life to attracting
talent, entrepreneurship, and encouraging
local businesses. Competing for success in

a global marketplace means creating places
where workers, entrepreneurs, and businesses
want to locate, invest, and expand. .. A
community without place amenities will
have a difficult time attracting and retaining
talented workers and entrepreneurs, or being
attractive to business.”

TALENTED WORKERS WANT QUALITY PLACES
As observed above, attracting and retaining talented
workers is critical to success in the global New
Economy. However, because talented workers (aka
knowledge workers, creatives, creative workers,

and skilled craft workers, among other terms)

are mobile, in order to attract and retain them, a
locality, region, and state must have many quality
places where talented workers want to live, work,
play, shop, learn, and visit. Unfortunately, there are
tew places in Michigan that rank high on urban
vitality, making it difficult to attract and retain new
talent. Many Midwestern states are in the same
position. This circumstance exists despite the fact
that there are many opportunities to more effectively
leverage assets. These assets include: colleges and
universities, excellent medical facilities, clean and
abundant surface and drinking water, recreational
opportunities, and growing numbers of commercial
places (brewpubs, coffee houses, etc.) that provide
foundational elements for future placemaking efforts.

Michigan could rank much better, and placemaking
can help. The first step to reform is to understand
the problem. So how bad is it? According to
rankings assembled by Public Sector Consultants
(PSC) for Business Leaders of Michigan in
2012-14, Michigan cities, generally, rank low on
most “best cities to work, live, or grow a business”
lists. While PSC notes that “low rankings reflect a
combination of fact- and perception-based issues
that detract from Michigan’s image,” they also reflect
low scores on many objective criteria.” While the
criteria can be disputed, consistently low rankings,
at a minimum, create a perception that is hard

to overcome. When that is added to the physical
form and activity differences between Detroit

1. Snyder, R. (2011). “A Special Message from Governor Rick Snyder:
Community Development and Local Government Reforms.” Sent to

the Michigan Legislature on March 21, 2011. Executive Office, State

of Michigan, Lansing. Available at: www.michigan.gov/documents/
snyder/2011Special Message-1 348148 7.pdf; accessed February 25,2015.
2. Business Leaders for Michigan. (2012). “2012 Michigan Turnaround
Plan: Laying the Foundation to Build a New Michigan.” Detroit, MI.

Available at: www.businessleadersformichigan.com/storage/documents/
michigan-turnaround-plan/MTP Booklet.pdf; accessed January 22, 2015.
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Millennials at the 2012 ArtPrize® in Grand Rapids, MI. Photo by the
Michigan Municipal League/www.mml.org.

and Cleveland, OH (low-ranked cities), compared
to Boston, MA; San Francisco, CA; Austin, TX;
or Minneapolis, MN (high-ranked cities), the
significance of the difference becomes greater.

Following are a sampling of Michigan’s ranked cities
on each of the following attributes, along with the
source (the lower the number the better the ranking):

*  Bloomberg Business Report (2011) America’s
Top 50 Best Cities: None in Michigan;?®

= Forbes (2009) Best Cities for Singles:
Detroit (34);*

= Forbes (2014) Best Places for Business and
Careers: Grand Rapids (39), Ann Arbor (61),
and Detroit (174);

*  Parenting (2010) Best Cities for Families:
Ann Arbor (4), Grand Rapids (95), and
Detroit (101),° and

= Sperling’s Best Places (2005) Cities Ranked
and Rated: Ann Arbor (6).”

3.Wong, V., and ]. Stonington. (2011). “America’s 50 Best Cities.”
Bloomberg Business Report, September 23, 2011. Available at: http://
images.businessweek.com/slideshows/20110920/america-s-50-best-cities;
accessed January 22, 2015.

4. Sherman, L. (2009). “Best Cities for Singles.” Forbes, July 27, 2009.
Available at: www.forbes.com/2009/07/27/best-cities-singles-lifestyle-

singles-methodology.html; accessed January 22, 2015.
5.Badenhausen, K. (2014). “The Best Places for Business and Careers.”

Forbes, July 23,2014. Available at: www.forbes.com/best-places-for-
business/; accessed January 22, 2015.
6. Parenting Magazine. (2010). “Best Cities for Families 2010.” Parenting

'The Milken Institute’s Best-Performing Cities index
shows where jobs are being created and sustained in
metros across the U.S. The index includes measures
of job, wage, and technology performance to rank

the nation’s 200 largest metropolitan areas and 179
smaller metros.® Unlike other “best places” rankings, it
does not use quality-of-life metrics, such as commute
times or housing costs. In the Institute’s index,
employment growth is weighted most heavily due to
its critical importance to community vitality. For many
years, the Milken Index ranked Michigan’s major
metro areas in the bottom 10 of the 200 largest metro
areas in the nation. This is an objective measure of the
lack of competitiveness of Michigan’s metro areas for
talented workers. However, in each of the last three
years, Grand Rapids has climbed dramatically. It is
now ranked 25"! It is also a city that has invested
mightily in the urban core over the last two decades,
and it is rapidly attracting talented workers to a city
that is becoming more active and vibrant.

It is not just urban places that have to be attractive
places to live. Not everyone wants an urban living
environment. Suburbs and rural areas must also

have a high quality of life. Michigan, like most of
the Midwest, remains competitive when it comes to
attracting families to live in the suburbs, and in small
rural towns within commuting distance of a regional
center. This is largely because better schools are often
located there, and the area is perceived as a safe place
to invest in a home. Rural areas have an abundance of
open space, natural and man-made beauty, and often
offer a slower pace of life. This makes them attractive
to some young families, and small towns remain very
attractive to retirees. But, interesting rural scenery
and a slower pace is not enough for many people—
especially young single people and some retiring Baby
Boomers who want an active urban environment and
no lawn care or home maintenance responsibilities.
‘They want a wide range of nearby restaurants; shops;
cultural, sports, and entertainment venues; and high-
speed communication access. They want broader
choices in housing and transportation.

In 2011, for the first time in more than nine decades,
the major cities of the nation’s largest metropolitan areas

8. Milken Institute. (2015). “Home Page.” Best-Performing Cities
website, Milken Institute, Santa Monica, CA. Available at: http://

best-cities.org/.

Magazine, 2010. Available at: www.parenting.com/article/best-cities-for-
families-2010-all-cities; accessed January 22, 2015.
7. Sperling’s Best Places. (2005). “Best Places to Live.” Available at: www.

bestplaces.net/docs/studies/bestplaces05_list.aspx; accessed January 22, 2015.

9. Milken Institute. (2015). “U.S. Interactive Map.” Best-Performing Cities
website, Milken Institute, Santa Monica, CA. Available at: www.best-cities.

org/best-performing-cities-2014-map.html; accessed August 24,2015.
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grew faster than their combined suburbs. The Brookings
Institution reports that “at least some of the cities
may be seeing a population renaissance based on
efforts to attract and retain young people, families,
and professionals.” This trend bodes well for
revitalizing old urban cities and small towns by those
that are prepared to seize new opportunities. But,
that requires being aware of the demographic shifts
driving those opportunities.

BIG PICTURE DEMOGRAPHIC SHIFTS

While the demographic profile of the U.S. is in
constant change, there are several overarching trends
that tell much of the story about how people and
households are changing. These major trends have
huge implications for how residents interact with
their communities and the experiences they seek.

The (K.S.) Pew Research Center reported that
marriages hit a record low in 2011, from 72% in
1960 to 51%. The age of those experiencing first
marriages climbed to a record high of 26.5 years for
brides and 28.7 years for grooms. The marriage rate
for those age 18 to 29 has fallen from 59% in 1960
to 20% in 2011.

In 2011, the U.S. birth rate fell to the lowest level
ever recorded at 64/1,000 women from age 15 to 44

10. Frey, W.H. (2012). “Demographic Reversal: Cities Thrive, Suburbs
Sputter.” The Brookings Institution, June 29, 2012. Washington, DC.
Available at: www.brookings.edu/research/opinions/2012/06/29-cities-
suburbs-frey; accessed February 24, 2015.

11. Cohn, D., ].S. Passel, W. Wang, and G. Livingston. (2011). “Barely
Half of U.S. Adults are Married — A Record Low.” Pew Research Center,
December 14, 2011. Washington, DC. Available at: www.pewsocialtrends.

org/2011/12/14/barely-half-of-u-s-adults-are-married-a-record-low/;
accessed February 25,2015.

(was 120/1,000 during the peak in 1960). This is an
8% decline since 2007. For foreign-born women, it
fell even more to 14%. Michigan has the 8" lowest
birthrate in the U.S.*?

Average household size has been on a steady decline
since the early 1900s, as evidenced in Figure 2-1.

In 2012, the United States had approximately 115
million households.’® In 2010, a little less than one-
third of Michigan’s households (HH) had children,
see Table 2-1. The state’s household statistics parallel
national data. This has been a slow, but steady and
profound demographic shift. It is also contrary

to public perception. Most people think that the
majority households in America have married couples
with children. That has not been the case for many
decades. In fact, most households have only one or
two people residing in them. See Table 2-2.

Since the end of WWIL, we have built places based on the
assumption that 50% of households (HH) have children, but
that trend is long gone! Today, 70% of households have
no children. In 2040, 74% of households are projected
to have no children."* Traditional, single breadwinner

12. Livingston, G., and D. Cohn. (2012). “U.S. Birth Rate Falls to a
Record Low; Decline is Greatest among Immigrants.” Pew Research
Center, November 29, 2012. Washington, DC. Available at: www.

pewsocialtrends.org/2012/11/29/u-s-birth-rate-falls-to-a-record-low-

decline-is-greatest-among-immigrants/; accessed January 22, 2015.
13. Vespa,J., ].M. Lewis, and R.M. Kreider. (2013). America’s Families and

Living Arrangements: 2012.U.S. Census Bureau, Washington, DC. Available
at: www.census.gov/prod/2013pubs/p20-570.pdf; accessed January 23,2015.
14. Nelson, A.C. (2014). “Metropolitan Michigan Trends, Preferences

& Opportunities 2010-2040.” Prepared for the 2014 Spring Institute of
the Michigan Association of Planning, Lansing, MI. Available at: www.

planningmi.org/downloads/nelson michigan apa 32714.pdf; accessed
September 22,2015.
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Figure 2-1: Average Household Size, 1900 and 1930-2000
People Per Household

4.6

(Not Available)

[ |
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Source: Hobbs, F., and N. Stoops. (2002). Demographic Trends in the 20" Century. Census 2000 Special Reports, Series CENSR-4, U.S. Census Bureau, U.S.
Department of Commerce, Washington, DC. Available at: www.census.gov/prod/2002pubs/censr-4.pdf; accessed February 24, 2015. Figure remade with

permission, by the Land Policy Institute, Michigan State University.

Table 2-1: Comparison of Households (HH) in U.S. and Michigan, 1960-2040

Household Type 1960 2000 2010 2040
u.s.

HH with Children 48% |36% |30% |27%
HH without Children 52% | 64% |70% |73%
Single HH 13% [26% |27% |31%

wichigan

HH with Children 49% |36% |29% |26%
HH without Children 51% | 64% |[71% |74%
Single HH 12% |[26% |28% |33%

Sources: Data were rounded to the nearest whole percent; 1960, 2000, and 2010 numbers are from www.census.gov/; 2040 numbers are
calculations based on estimates from Nelson, A.C. (2014). “Metropolitan Michigan Trends, Preferences & Opportunities 2010-2040.” Prepared for
the 2014 Spring Institute of the Michigan Association of Planning, Lansing, M. Available at: www.planningmi.org/downloads/nelson_michigan
apa_32714.pdf; accessed September 22, 2015. Table by the Land Policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2015.
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Table 2-2: U.S. Households by Size and Number of Related Children, 2012

Size of Household

N Re N A o Q
) O d U U U O

1 Person 31,886,794 No Related Children 77,844,222
2 People 38,635,170 With Related Children 37,147,503
3 People 18,044,529 1 Child 15,902,634
4 People 15,030,350 | [ 2 children 13,414,048
5 People 6,940,508 | [ 3 Children 5,430,075
6 People 2704873 | [ 4 Children or More Children 2,400,746
7 People or More 1,749,501

Average Size 2.64

This report uses data from the Annual Social and Economic Supplement (ASEC) to the Current Population Survey (CPS) and the American
Community Survey (ACS) of the U.S. Census. It capitalizes on the strengths of both data sets, using CPS detailed information about family

structure and characteristics over time, along with ACS.

Source: Vespa, J., J.M. Lewis, and R.M. Kreider. (2013). America’s Families and Living Arrangements: 2012. U.S. Census Bureau, Washington,
DC. Available at: www.census.gov/prod/2013pubs/p20-570.pdf; accessed January 23, 2015. Table remade with permission, by the Land Policy

Institute, Michigan State University.

families are less than 22% of all households.” The
national trend to one-person households is depicted in
Figures 2-2 and 2-3. Note: Figure 2-2 refers to married
couples with and without children, whereas Table 2—1
depicts households with or without children (and without
regard to the marital status of parents).

The trend to smaller household size is fueled not only by
young singles, but the aging Baby Boomer population

as well. In 2012, about 32 million Americans lived by
themselves; this was 28% of our 115 million households.
About 10% were people age 65 and over.'®

Many Boomers will start a “2™ career” after retirement.
Many want a new type of retirement; they want to be
closer to young people, and want to enjoy city life. This
requires more and different housing types than generally
exist in Midwestern cities. It means far more apartments
and condos (both rental and owned) and far fewer
detached single-family homes. Since Millennials now
comprise the largest generation in America, the sheer number
of people involved will result in a demand for new, dense
urban dwellings and, conversely, a potential glut of large
single-family homes in the suburbs.

Schools will be less significant in most communities,
except for suburbs with good school systems and a
growing number of residents. However, good schools
will not be less significant to parents with children,

15. Cohen, P. (2014). “Family Diversity is the New Normal for America’s
Children.” Prepared for the Council on Contemporary Families. Available
at: https://familyinequality.files.wordpress.com/2014/09/family-diversity-
new-normal.pdf; accessed September 22, 2015.

16. See Footnote 13.

there will just be less parents with children seeking
housing in districts with good schools compared

to the heyday of the Baby Boomers. This will
dramatically reduce the demand for and number of
schools in some areas, and increase the competition
among schools for tax dollars in others.

THE GROWING URBAN

DEMAND BY GENERATION

National research and survey data continue to show
increasing demand for downtown large and small city
neighborhood living by three of the six U.S. generations
(see sidebar on the next page): The Millennials, Baby

Boomers, and the Silent Generation.?”

This changing market demand is hugely significant,
because of the number of people involved. Figure 2—4
shows the distribution of these generations in the

last census in 2010. Figure 2-5 illustrates how these
generations will change in size over the next 30 years.

'The Millennial generation was the largest generation

in the U.S.in 2010, and by 2012 it was the largest in
Michigan as well. Millennials have never known a world
without computers. They will be the biggest trend-
setting generation for the next 40 years. Combined with
the Boomers (who have been the biggest trend setters
for the last 40 years), these two generations (of the six)
dominate with 54% of the entire population. When

their consumer demands shift, especially when they shift

17. Hobbs, F., and N. Stoops. (2002). Demographic Trends in the 20"
Century. Census 2000 Special Reports, Series CENSR-4, U.S. Census
Bureau, U.S. Department of Commerce, Washington, DC. Available at:
www.census.gov/prod/2002pubs/censr-4.pdf; accessed February 24, 2015.
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Figure 2-2: Households by Type, 1970-2012

In Percent
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B Married Couples with Children Other Family Households B women Living Alone
Married Couples without Children Men Living Alone []Other Non-family Households

Source: Vespa, J., J.M. Lewis, and R.M. Kreider. (2013). America’s Families and Living Arrangements: 2012. U.S. Census Bureau, Washington, DC.

Available at: www.census.gov/prod/2013pubs/p20-570.pdf; accessed January 23, 2015. Figure remade with permission, by the Land Policy Institute,

Michigan State University.

Six American Generations in 2015*
= Greatest Generation: Those age 90 and older (born before 1924),
= Silent Generation*: Those age 70 to 89 (born 1924-1945),
= Baby Boomers: Those age 50 to 69 (born 1946-1965),
=  Generation X: Those age 35 to 49 (born 1966-1980),
= Millennials*™: Those age 15 to 34 (born 1981-2000), and

= Generation Z™: Those whose are less than 15-years-old (born after 2000).

* Some researchers use slightly different dates for the generational splits.
**The Silent Generation is also known as the Eisenhower Generation and the War Babies Generation. The Millennials are also known as
Generation Y, and Echo Boomers. Generation Z is also known as the Centennials.
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Figure 2-3: Percent of Households with One Person, 1940-2010
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Michigan 6.5% 8.1% 11.6% 15.5% 21.1% 23.7% 26.2% 27.9%
= USA 7.7% 9.3% 13.3% 17.6% 22.7% 24.6% 25.8% 26.7%

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau. (2011). “Historical Census of Housing Tables, 1940-2000.” Census of Housing, U.S. Census Bureau, U.S. Department of
Commerce, Washington, DC. Available at: www.census.gov/hhes/www/housing/census/historic/livalone.html; accessed February 18, 2015. Lofquist, D., T.
Lugaila, M. O’Connell, and S. Feliz. (2012). “Households and Families: 2010 Census Briefs.” U.S. Census Bureau, U.S. Department of Commerce, Washington,
DC. Available at: www.census.gov/prod/cen2010/briefs/c2010br-14.pdf; accessed February 18, 2015. Figure remade by the Land Policy Institute, Michigan
State University.

together as they have been in housing, the market must also  and could afford to live on large lots in the suburbs.
shift. 'That does not mean that Millennials will all move ~ They wanted a big yard and a lifestyle that was family
together any more than any other generation ever has. oriented with good schools.

What it does mean is that when they exercise common
preferences, their sheer numbers will have a great
impact. For example, 20% of Millennials is 17 million
people, compared to 16 million people for Boomers, and
12 million people for Generation X.'* Depending on
the issue, and the degree of agreement, Millennials can
quickly shift a trend in a particular direction with this
many people behind it, especially with the shrinking size
of the Boomers and the slow-growing Generation Z.

Trends are shifting. Many workers with education
past high school, advanced degrees, or specialized or
creative skills want a walkable urban environment, use
their free time differently than previous generations,
and require urban amenities. This opportunity has
existed in many cities around the world for decades,
but the desire for urban living by workers has been
slow to gain a toehold in America.

Most dwelling units constructed in Michigan from AC.COI'diI.lg to a CEOs for Cit.ies report, many
1970-2005 were built in the suburbs. Many Baby Millennials prefer walkable, high-density, urban
environments." Two-thirds of highly mobile 25- to
34-year-olds with college degrees say that they will

18.MSU Land Policy Institute calculations based on Howden, L.M., and : : . :
J.A. Meyer. (2011). Age and Sex Composition: 2010. 2010 Census Briefs, decide where l‘}JE_y Zvaeﬁ rst, then [00&]‘27 raj ob. This

Boomers grew of age in an “anti-urban” social milieu

place™ Partnership Initiative

U.S. Census Bureau, U.S. Department of Commerce, Washington, DC. 19. Cortright, J. (2005). 7he Young and the Restless in a Knowledge Economy.
Available at: www.census.gov/prod/cen2010/briefs/c2010br-03.pdf; Prepared for CEO’s for Cities by Impresa Consulting. CEOs for Cities,
accessed September 7,2015. Cleveland, OH.
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(0]

PLACEMAKING AS AN ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT TOOL


http://www.census.gov/prod/cen2010/briefs/c2010br-03.pdf
http://www.census.gov/hhes/www/housing/census/historic/livalone.html
http://www.census.gov/prod/cen2010/briefs/c2010br-14.pdf

Figure 2-4: Generational Distribution, 2010
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Source: For U.S.: MSU Land Policy Institute calculations based on Howden, L.M., and J.A. Meyer. (2011). Age and Sex Composition: 2010. 2010 Census
Briefs, U.S. Census Bureau, U.S. Department of Commerce, Washington, DC. Available at: www.census.gov/prod/cen2010/briefs/c2010br-03.pdf;
accessed September 7, 2015. For MI: MSU Land Policy Institute calculations based on Michigan Department of Technology, Management, and Budget,
Center for Shared Solutions. (2010). “Population by Single Year of Age, Race, Sex, and Hispanic Origin: Michigan, 2010. Part 1. Total by Age and Race

. Greatest Generation

Generation X

Table.” Lansing, MI. Available at: www.michigan.gov/documents/cgi/cgi_census_syaslOptl 361109 7.xls; accessed September 7, 2015.

allows for a concentration
of talent that, in turn,
attracts businesses looking
for that talent. This is a
New Economy feature, and
the opposite of the Old
Economy (see Table 1-1 in
Chapter 1 (page 1-11)).

Two-thirds of highly
mobile 25- to
34-year-olds with
college degrees say
that they will decide
where to live first,
then look for a job.

According to another
CEOs for Cities report,
since 2000, the number of college-educated 25-
to 34-year-olds has increased twice as fast in the
“close-in” neighborhoods of the nation’s large
cities as in the remainder of these metropolitan
areas. Outside these close-in neighborhoods, the
number of young adults with a four-year degree
increased only half as fast, about 13%. Close-in is
defined as “neighborhoods within three miles of
the region’s center.””

Why do Millennials want walkable urban places?
Some Baby Boomers and Gen Xers started the
“back to the city” trend in the 1980s. They were
often pejoratively referred to as “yuppies” (young

20. CEO:s for Cities. (2011). The Young and Restless in a Knowledge
Economy — 2011 Update. CEOs for Cities, Cleveland, OH.

Available at: http://documents.scribd.com.s3.amazonaws.com/
docs/2dnakn6g9sljegm?7.pdf; accessed March 9, 2015.

urban professionals, or young upwardly mobile
professionals). Their social consumptive lifestyles
got “captured” in many popular TV shows that
demonstrated an alternative, fun, walkable
environment—compared to what is often portrayed
as the dull, comparatively boring auto-dominated
suburbs, where most Gen Xers and Millennials
grew up. The yuppies lived in dense mixed-use
developments; regularly rode the bus and took taxis;
lived close to work, friends, and entertainment;
trequented coftee shops; and had a plethora of
entertainment opportunities. In contrast, children
that grew up in low-density suburbs were seat-
belted in cars, their parents were de facto taxi
drivers, and there were few places they could walk
or bike to on their own. It should be no surprise,
then, that some Gen Xers and Millennials want a
different living experience. Since the cost of driving
and owning a car are significant, and cars are not
needed in dense urban places with good transit
service, Millennials (in particular) are forgoing cars
and using that money on housing.

Millennials are the best-educated generation ever
(which is why the well-educated among them are
in such demand by prospective employers). But,
they also carry the highest debt for their education
as well. That makes cars and homes an expensive
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Figure 2-5: U.S. Generational Population Projections, 2010-2040
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Source: MSU Land Policy Institute calculations based on U.S. Census Bureau. (2014). “Table 9: Projections of the Population by Sex and Age for the United
States: 2015 to 2060 (NP2014-T9).” 2014 National Population Projections: Summary Tables, Population Division, U.S. Department of Commerce, Washington,

DC. Available at: www.census.gov/population/projections/files/summar:

burden.?! They want to be with their friends, and
there are many more choices for entertainment and
socializing in dense urban places. Scarcely a week
goes by without a new survey revealing more reasons
why Millennial preferences are different than those
of their Boomer parents and, over the next decade,
the reasons should be clearer. See the Millennials
and Boomers sidebar on the next two pages for more
comparisons. Meanwhile, never underestimate the

21. Sheffield, C. (2014). “Mired In College Debt, Millennials Need Better
Options.” Forbes, November 28, 2014. Available at: www.forbes.com/
sites/carriesheffield/2014/11/28/mired-in-college-debt-millennials-need-
better-options/2/; accessed January 27, 2015.

Malcolm, H. (2013). “Millennials’ Ball-and-Chain: Student Loan

Debt.” USA Today, July 1,2013. Available at: www.usatoday.com/story/

money/personalfinance/2013/06/30/student-loan-debt-economic-
effects/2388189/; accessed February 4, 2015.
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NP2014-T9.xls

; accessed September 7, 2015.

power of the desire of youth to strike out on their
own and be away from the town they grew up in.

Following are additional data, at a more refined level of
detail, on some of the key trends that show changes in
preferences for urban living by not only Millennials, but
other generations as well. Together this data suggests

if Midwestern communities are going to compete for
talent, they have to provide more and better downtown
and city neighborhood living options.

MARKET SHIFTS

Homeownership is declining and will continue to decline,
because of the retiring and moving Baby Boomers, and
because more people in other generations are choosing fo
rent instead of own. In 2011, when Boomers age 65
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Millennials and Boomers: The Times are ‘a’ Changing . . .

uch has been written about the roughly

80 million Millennials and how what

they want is much different than what
their parents (or any other generation) wants.
Many surveys have focused on their individual
characteristics (e.g., self-centered, feel entitled, very
tech-savvy, not very ideological, want to engage in
activities that make a difterence, highly value non-
work time, etc.) and the special challenges they face
as the best-educated generation ever, but whose
graduates are entering a tough employment market,
and who carry the largest education debt of any
prior generation. However, what may be at least as
important socially and culturally in the long run, is
likely to be what they appear to want collectively.
Time will tell whether they act on their opinions as
expressed in two recent polls.

Before presenting the results, it is important to

note that many people do not like singling out one
generation as “more important” than another on

any level (opinions, actions, investments, etc). But

the reality is that the biggest elephant in the room
generally gets his way, particularly when it comes to
consumer preferences. The Baby Boomers have swung
their collective weight around for most of their lives
and, in the process, they have changed preferences
for, among other things, lifestyles, products,
entertainment, investments, and vacations. Now that
Boomers have been eclipsed in size by the Millennials
(also known as Generation Y ), and they are coming
of age just when Boomers are starting to retire,

the preferences of Millennials will drive more and
more consumer choices and it appears, community
decisions. While it is a misnomer to assume that
everyone in any generation thinks alike, it is not
necessary for that to be true in order for cultural
norms to change. All it takes is a large number of a
single generation that acts on its common preferences
to effectuate significant change.

Two recent national polls illustrate how significant
generational differences can be, and why the
Millennials are likely to push public policy

related to urban living to different places than

it has ever been. Perhaps equally surprising, is

how Boomer preferences among a significant

part of that generation are also changing, and in

the same direction as that of many Millennials.
Intergenerational alignment on key urban policy
issues can propel cultural change the fastest. For this
reason it is important to be aware of these changing
social preferences, and to anticipate possible changes
that may occur because of them.

The American Planning Association released the
results of a national random sample Harris poll
of Millennials and Boomers (roughly half of each
group) in Spring 2014. Some of the key findings

tollow [with guidebook author commentary in brackets):

= “Sixty-eight percent of respondents (75%
of Millennials and 65% of Boomers)
believe the U.S. economy is fundamentally
flawed. They also believe the best way to
make improvements nationally during the
next five years is through local economies
and investments that make cities, suburbs,
small towns, and rural areas attractive and
economically desirable places to live and
work. [ We call the process of achieving this
result placemaking.]

= Sixty-five percent of respondents (74% of
Millennials) believe investing in schools,
transportation choices, and walkable areas
is a better way to grow the economy than
investing in recruiting companies to move
to the area. [In other words, place matters and
quality places matter most. And recruitment is
the traditional economic development approach.]

*  Whether the community is a small town,
suburban, or urban location, 49% of
respondents someday want to live in a
walkable community (56% of Millennials and
46% of Boomers), while only 7% want to live
where they have to drive to most places.

* Seventy-nine percent of respondents cited
living expenses as important when deciding
where to live.

» Seventy-six percent of respondents
(81% of Millennials and 77% of active
Boomers) said affordable and convenient
transportation options other than cars is at
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and over moved, 80% vacated a single-family home,
59% moved into multifamily buildings, and 41%
moved into single-family homes.?

As a result, as more and more Baby Boomers reach
age 65, there will be a growing number of single-
family houses on the market. Figure 2—6 illustrates
the coming shift. The glut may amount to 7.4 million
homes nationally, driving the price of single-family

22. Steuteville, R. (2011). “The Coming Housing Calamity.” Betfer
Cities & Towns, April 28,2011. Available at: http://bettercities.net/

news-opinion/blogs/robert-steuteville/14620/coming-housing-calamity;
accessed February 3,2015.

homes down in those markets most overbuilt.?® At
the same time there will be rising demand in large
cities for more small lot homes, and attached dwelling
units like apartments, lofts, and condominiums.

But, this is not just a future prediction. It is already
happening around the country. Figure 27 illustrates
the active housing market in 2011 by generation, as
gathered by Robert Charles Lesser & Co., one of

23.Badger, E. (2013). “What Will Happen to Grandma’s House When No
One Wants to Buy It?” The Atlantic CityLab, November 21, 2013. Available

at: www.citylab.com/housing/2013/11/what-will-happen-grandmas-
house-when-no-one-wants-buy-it/7669/; accessed October 30, 2014.
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Figure 2-6: 2030 Projected U.S. Housing Demand
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Source: Inspired by a PowerPoint slide by Robert Gibbs, Gibbs Planning Group, using data from Arthur C. Nelson, Metropolitan Institute, Virginia
Tech. Figure remade with permission, by the Land Policy Institute, Michigan State University. Photos by the Land Policy Institute.

the leading real estate market analysis companies in
the nation.?

'The biennial National Association of Realtors®
Community Preference Survey tells a lot about
where people currently live as compared to where
they would like to live, and understanding those
differences points to opportunities to fulfill unmet
housing demand. To really understand how to apply
the survey information we need to remember it is not
just about what people say they want in a survey, we
also have to know who they are, and how many of
them are actively in the market for a new home.

'The active market depicted in Figure 27 is
comprised of those households moving around in
the housing market, buying or renting new and
existing homes. As shown, Gen Y (Millennials) is

a very important segment of the housing market,
holding sway over the active renter housing market,
though they currently comprise a fairly modest

24. Logan, G. (2012). “RCLCO Forecast: Does the Housing Market
Still Want the Suburbs?” Robert Charles Lesser & Co., April 30, 2012.
Bethesda, MD. Available at: www.rclco.com/advisory-reclco-forecast-does-

the-housing-market-still-want-the-suburbs; accessed January 22, 2015.

share of the for-sale market. Given the age of Gen
Y’s in 2011 (age 10 to 29), only 22% of them had
households that were making housing decisions,
which were generally a decision to rent. The share of
Gen Y’s that are head of households is growing by
12% a year, and as more of them become household
heads the percent that will become homeowners will
also grow. Gen X still largely dominates the active
market for for-sale housing at 37%, followed by the
Baby Boomers with 30%.%

Figure 2-8 shows where active renters want to live.?®

Nationally, in 2011, while only 10% of the
Millennials wanted to rent downtown, and another
10% in residential areas in the city, this was
considerably more than other generations. Boomers
are the next largest group selecting these destinations,
although a large number of Gen Xers also want to
rent in the residential areas in the city (but, not as
many as want to rent in the suburbs). Small towns do
well with renting for all three of these groups.?”

25. See Footnote 24.
26. See Footnote 24.
27. See Footnote 24.
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Figure 2-7: The Active Housing Market by Generation, 2011
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Sources: Robert Charles Lesser & Co., based on U.S. Census data and the National Association of Realtors®, 2011. Found in: Logan, G. (2012).
“RCLCO Forecast: Does the Housing Market Still Want the Suburbs?” Robert Charles Lesser & Co., April 30, 2012. Bethesda, MD. Available at:
www.rclco.com/advisory-rclco-forecast-does-the-housing-market-still-want-the-suburbs; accessed January 22, 2015. Figure remade with
permission, by the Land Policy Institute, Michigan State University.

Figure 2-8: Active Renter Housing Market

Where the Active Renter Housing Market Wants to Live, by Generation
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Note: Ngd=neighborhood and HH=households. Source: Robert Charles Lesser & Co., based on U.S. Census data and National Association of
Realtors®, 2011. Found in: Logan, G. (2012). “RCLCO Forecast: Does the Housing Market Still Want the Suburbs?” Robert Charles Lesser & Co.,
April 30, 2012. Bethesda, MD. Available at: www.rclco.com/advisory-rclco-forecast-does-the-housing-market-still-want-the-suburbs; accessed
January 22, 2015. Figure remade with permission, by the Land Policy Institute, Michigan State University.
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By percentage of total households, Michigan has more

older households composed of empty nesters or retirees
and fewer young, childless singles and couples than the
national average. See Table 2-3.

Both of these deviations from the national norm
would suggest that Michigan’s housing/household
mismatch could be even more severe than the
nation’s. With its abundance of detached houses in
auto-oriented suburban subdivisions and rural areas,
and relative lack of compact, walkable neighborhoods
with a mix of rental and condominium apartments,

townhouses, and detached single-family houses on
small lots, Michigan is at a competitive disadvantage.
Older households remain over-housed in family
oriented dwellings, while young knowledge workers
are forced to seek urban environments in other states.

Let’s turn now to survey data and examine more
closely what it is indicating. Multiple national surveys
are consistently showing the same results. Let’s start
with the 2011 and 2013 nationwide Community
Preference Surveys conducted for the National

Association of Realtors® (NAR).
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Table 2-3: 2015 Households by Lifestyle

Households
Empty-Nesters and Retirees

Traditional and Non-Traditional Families

Younger Singles and Couples

MI u.s.
53.4% | 46.4%
28.2% | 30%
18.4% | 23.6%

Source: ZVA. (2015). “Target Market Lifestage Analysis.” Zimmerman/Volk Associates, Inc., Clinton, NJ. Table remade with permission, by the

Land Policy Institute, Michigan State University.

Community Preference Survey (2011)
Aggregate public preferences:

=  Forty-seven percent of respondents prefer
to live in a city or a suburban neighborhood
with a mix of houses, shops, and businesses.

= Eighty-eight percent say neighborhood is a
bigger consideration than house size.

= Public schools, sidewalks, or places to
take walks are top community
characteristics wanted.?

Community Preference Survey (2013)
According to NAR’s 2013 Community

Preference Survey,

“Sixty percent of respondents favor a
neighborhood with a mix of houses, stores
and other businesses that are easy to walk
to, rather than neighborhoods that require
more driving between home, work, and
recreation. The survey findings indicate that
while the size of the property does matter to
consumers, they are willing to compromise
size for a preferred neighborhood and less
commuting. For example, although 52%

of those surveyed prefer a single-family
detached house with a large yard, 78%
responded that the neighborhood is more
important to them than the size of the
house. Fifty-seven percent would forego a
home with a larger yard if it meant a shorter
commute to work, and 55% of respondents
were willing to forego a home with larger

28.Belden, Russonello & Stewart, LLC. (2011). “The 2011 Community
Preference Survey: What Americans are Looking for When Deciding
Where to Live.” Conducted for the National Association of Realtors®.

Chigago, IL. Available at: www.realtor.org/sites/default/files/smart-
growth-comm-survey-results-2011.pdf; accessed January 22,2015.

yard if it meant they could live within
walking distance of schools, stores, and
restaurants as opposed to having a larger yard
and needing to drive to get to schools, stores,
and restaurants.” %

Survey results conclude:
In short, the public prefers:

= Walkable communities,
*  Small yards, shorter commutes,
*  Mixed-use neighborhoods,
= Detached houses,
*  Privacy, and
* High-quality schools.*

Privacy emerged as a very important preference in
this survey, along with continued support for urban
living. Generally speaking, respondents do not want
residential-only neighborhoods in cities or suburbs,
but that is largely what we have built. They want
mixed uses and commercial and entertainment
nearby. The bulk of respondents were not ready to
give up cars or the single-family detached home by
any means—but a growing number want different
choices than are presently available in many markets.

29.NAR. (2013). “Realtors® Report Americans Prefer to Live in Mixed-
Use, Walkable Communities.” National Association of Realtors® Public
Affairs, October 31, 2013. Chicago, IL. Available at: www.realtor.org/sites/
default/files/reports/2013/2013-community-preference-press-release.pdf;
accessed October 30, 2014.

30. This bulleted list was compiled based on survey results found in this
document: NAR. (2013). “National Community Preference Survey.”
National Association of Realtors®, Chicago, IL. Available at: www.

realtor.org/sites/default/files/reports/2013/2013-community-preference-
analysis-slides.pdf; accessed January 22, 2015.
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Following are some graphs from the 2013 NAR survey
that focused on some of these preferences. Figures

2-9 and 2-10 focus on the desire for walkability and
proximity to some businesses and services. Noze: The
increased demand for walkability is extending to those who
prefer conventional suburbs as well. Figure 2-11 identifies
privacy, walkability, and schools as most important
overall in deciding where to live. The survey of 1,500
adult Americans was conducted by American Strategies
and Meyers Research from Sept. 18-24,2013.*!

Another recent national survey provides further
insights on housing, transportation, and community.
The Urban Land Institute’s (ULI) Infrastructure
Initiative®* and Terwilliger Center for Housing™ set
out to discover where America stood in 2013 about

31. See Footnote 30.

32.ULL (n.d.). “Infrastructure Initiative.” Urban Land Institute,
Wiashington, DC. Available at: http://uli.org/research/centers-initiatives/
infrastructure-initiative/; accessed January 22, 2015.

33.ULL (n.d.). “Terwilliger Center for Housing.” Urban Land Institute,

Washington, DC. Available at: http://uli.org/research/centers-initiatives/
terwilliger-center-for-housing/; accessed January 22, 2015.

views on housing, transportation, and community. In
partnership with Belden Russonello Strategists LLC,
a nationally recognized survey and communications
firm, ULI conducted a statistically representative
survey of 1,202 adults living in the United States.
Following are some of the results from the America
in 2013: A ULI Survey on Views on Housing,

Transportation, and Community.**

Table 2—4 illustrates the importance that survey
respondents place on a variety of community
attributes. Neighborhood safety was rated by far the
most important attribute by 92% of the respondents.
However, all the attributes depicted were important
to people. These include: quality of public schools;
space between neighbors; proximity to work and
school; proximity to healthcare; being easily walkable;

34.ULI. (2013). America in 2013: A ULI Survey of Views on Housing,
Transportation, and Community. Infrastructure Initiative and the
Terwilliger Center for Housing, Urban Land Institute, Washington,
DC. Available at: http://uli.org/wp-content/uploads/ULI-Documents/

America in 2013 web.pdf; accessed January 22, 2015.

Figure 2-9: Proximity of Commerce and Public Amenities Most
Appealing to Those Who Prefer Mixed-Use Community

Most Appealing Characteristic for People Who Prefer a Walkable Community

70%

64%

60%

50%

40%
30%

19%

20%

10%

0%

4%

Places, such as There is a mix of
shopping, restaurants, a
library, and a school,
are within a few blocks
of your home and you

can either walk or drive.

apartments, and
condominiums.

single-family detached
houses, townhouses,

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

Public transportation,
such as bus, subway,
light rail, or commuter
rail, is nearby.

Source: NAR. (2013). “National Community Preference Survey.” National Association of Realtors®, Chicago, IL. Available at: www.realtor.org/sites/

default/files/reports/2013/2013-community-preference-analysis-slides.pdf; accessed January 22, 2015. Figure remade with permission, by the Land

Policy Institute, Michigan State University.
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Figure 2-10: Convenience of Walkable Areas also
Appealing to Those Who Prefer Conventional Suburbs

Limited Parking is a Top Drawback
What Conventional Suburban Americans Like/Dislike about “Walkable” Communities
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are within a few blocks and condominiums.
of your home and you

can either walk or drive.

B Most Appealing

rail, is nearby. and other places.

Least Appealing

Source: NAR. (2013). “National Community Preference Survey.” National Association of Realtors®, Chicago, IL. Available at: www.realtor.org/sites/
default/files/reports/2013/2013-community-preference-analysis-slides.pdf; accessed January 22, 2015. Figure remade with permission, by the Land

Policy Institute, Michigan State University.

and proximity to entertainment, recreation, family,
and friends. Proximity to public transportation was
rated important to 52% of those responding.®

Where the results are most significant for placemaking
is in the generational differences (see Table 2—4). The
Millennials rank the following characteristics more
important than any other generation: short distance
to work or school, walkability, distance to shopping/
entertainment, distance to family/friends, distance

to parks/recreation areas, and convenience of public
transportation. These are all attributes of compact
development. Figure 2-12 shows the results of all
respondents to these attributes. It also shows the
results on all compact development attributes, while
Table 2-5 shows that Millennials exceed only Baby

Boomers in support of these attributes.*

35. See Footnote 34.

36. For a fuller description of the significance of each of these four tables
and figures, please consult: ULL (2013). America in 2013: Key Findings
on Housing, Community, Transportation, and the Generations.
Infrastructure Initiative and the Terwilliger Center for Housing,

Urban Land Institute, Washington, DC. Available at: http://uli.org/
wp-content/uploads/ULI-Documents/America-in-2013-Compendium

web.pdf; accessed August 26, 2015.

The “back to the city” trend in Michigan is already
underway in Grand Rapids, Ann Arbor, and
Lansing/East Lansing, but even more so in the
one place many may think is least likely—Detroit.
According to data from 2007-2012, from the
Southeast Michigan Council of Governments
(SEMCOG), new residential construction in the
City of Detroit led the seven-county SEMCOG
region in three major categories, capturing 38.9%
of the two-family market, 25.1% of the attached
condo’s constructed, and 44.1% of the multifamily
units. In total, 2,520 units were constructed in
Detroit in this period.*’

According to a report from Midtown Detroit, Inc.
and three other major partners, in 2013, there
were 36,550 people living in the 7.2 square-mile
Greater Downtown section of Detroit (includes

Midtown). Population density was 5,076 people/

37. Data for the City of Detroit and the seven-county SEMCOG region
was retrieved in 2012 from: SEMCOG. (n.d.). “Building Permits 2000-

2012.” Community Profile-Housing Data, Southeast Michigan Council
of Governments, Detroit, M1.
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Figure 2-11: Privacy, Walkability, Schools Most Important in Deciding Where to Live

Most Important Factors in Deciding Where to Live
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Adults, families with children, and older people.

An established neighborhood with
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Source: NAR. (2013). “National Community Preference Survey.” National Association of Realtors®, Chicago, IL. Available at: www.realtor.org/sites/default/
files/reports/2013/2013-community-preference-analysis-slides.pdf; accessed January 22, 2015. Figure remade with permission, by the Land Policy Institute,

Michigan State University.

square mile.*® This was higher than Pittsburgh,
PA (3,126); and Cleveland, OH (2,975), although
not quite as dense as Minneapolis, MIN (8,474).%
Perhaps most startling was that in August 2012,
occupancy in downtown and midtown reached
97%.% Rental prices have risen as a result.

38. Ali, A., E. Fields, S. Hopkins, S. Olinek, and J. Pierce. (2013).

7.2 8Q MI: A Report on Greater Downtown Detroit. Hudson-Webber
Foundation, Midtown Detroit, Inc., Downtown Detroit Partnership,
Detroit Economic Growth Corporation, D:hive, and Data Driven
Detroit, Detroit, MI. Available at: http://detroitsevenpointtwo.com/
resources/2013-Full-Report.pdf; accessed June 30, 2015.

39. Florida, R. (2013). “Quantifying Downtown Detroit’s Comeback.”
The Atlantic CityLab, February 20,2013. Available at: www.citylab.
com/work/2013/02/quantifying-downtown-detroits-comeback/4734/;

There is strong demand for more rental housing

in Greater Downtown Detroit, and several large
businesses who target Millennials will be adding
thousands of new jobs downtown over the next

few years. A recent Target Market Analysis reveals
continued demand for 10,000 additional units in this
area in the next five years."

CHANGING FACE OF BUYERS

As has been illustrated, each new generation has
different preferences than the last one. But, as far as
housing preferences are concerned, it is even more
complex than that. For example, in 2014, home
purchases were made by:

accessed October 30, 2014.
40. Gallagher, J. (2012). “Tight Market for Downtown Detroit Apartment
Rentals.” Detroit Free Press, September 26, 2012. Available at: www.freep.

com/article/20120926/BUSINESS06/309260037/Tight-market-for-
downtown-Detroit-apartment-rentals; accessed October 30, 2014.

41. ZVA. (2014). Update: Residential Market Potential for Greater
Downtown Detroit. Conducted on behalf of Downtown Detroit
Partnership. Zimmerman/Volk Associates, Inc., Detroit, MI. Available at:
http://downtowndetroit.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/04/Downtown-
Residential-Market-Study-2014.pdf; accessed March 9, 2015.
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Table 2-4: Community Characteristic Importance Rankings, by Generation

Percentage Ranking Each Characteristic 6 or Higher in Importance on a Scale of 1 to 10

All Baby War Babies/
Characteristic Adults GenY GenX Boomers Silent Generation
Neighborhood Safety 92% | 88% | 97% 92% 92%
Quality of Local Public Schools 79% | 87% | 82% 74% 68%
Space between Neighbors 72% | 69% | 79% 70% 70%
Short Distance to Work or School 1% | 82%| 71% 67% 57%
Distance to Medical Care 1% | 73%| 63% 72% 78%
Walkability 70% 76% 67% 67% 69%
Distance to Shopping/Entertainment 66% | 71%| 58% 67% 69%
Distance to Family/Friends 63% | 69% | 57% 60% 66%
Distance to Parks/Recreational Areas 64% | 68%| 62% 63% 60%
Convenience of Public Transportation 52% | 57% | 45% 50% 56%

Source: ULI. (2013). America in 2013: Key Findings on Housing, Community, Transportation, and the Generations. Infrastructure Initiative and the
Terwilliger Center for Housing, Urban Land Institute, Washington, DC. Available at: http://uli.org/wp-content/uploads/ULI-Documents/America-
in-2013-Compendium_web.pdf; accessed August 26, 2015. Table remade with permission, by the Land Policy Institute, Michigan State University.

Figure 2-12: Community Attribute Preferences
Percentage Preferring Three or More Compact Development Attributes

All Respondents Income <$25K 63%

African American

Renters = 62%

Multigenerational Living Alone | 62%

Household
. Post-Grad
0
Single Education 60 %
Living in

Medium-Sized City $25K-$50K income 5904

Source: ULI. (2013). America in 2013: A ULI Survey of Views on Housing, Transportation, and Community. Infrastructure Initiative and the Terwilliger
Center for Housing, Urban Land Institute, Washington, DC. Available at: http://uli.org/wp-content/uploads/ULI-Documents/America_in_2013
web.pdf; accessed January 22, 2015. Figure remade with permission, by the Land Policy Institute, Michigan State University.
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Table 2-5: Preference for Compact Development, by Generation

Percentage Preferring to Live in a Community
with Compact Development Attributes

Three or more Compact
Development Attributes

All Adults

54%

GenY

59%

Gen X

49%

Baby Boomers

57%

War Babies/Silent Generation

51%

Source: ULI. (2013). America in 2013: Key Findings on Housing, Community, Transportation, and the Generations. Infrastructure Initiative and the
Terwilliger Center for Housing, Urban Land Institute, Washington, DC. Available at: http://uli.ora/wp-content/uploads/ULI-Documents/America-
in-2013-Compendium_web.pdf; accessed August 26, 2015. Table remade with permission, by the Land Policy Institute, Michigan State University.

* Single women: 22%-24%,
= Couples: 30%—-32%, and

= Traditional and non-traditional families:
35%-37%.4

In the face of these major demographic changes, it

is important that developers, financial institutions,
realtors, and municipalities have a different type of
market information to track opportunities and to
target them more precisely based on the characteristics
of buyers/renters in the market, and based on the
dwelling types they are looking for. This has required
the creation of a different type of market analysis. It
is called Target Market Analysis (TMA). It measures
market potential, not market demand. A description
of TMA follows, while a briefer version is provided in
the accompanying sidebar on the next page.

'The traditional way to do market analysis is based on
the square feet that a particular income could buy.
Target Market Analysis splits out the market for
individual housing types depending on a particular
location along the transect. It analyzes the whole
range of household types, as well as the whole range
of residential building types (e.g., detached single-
family, attached single-family (rowhouse, townhouse),
attached multifamily (apartments, lofts, live-work),
etc. Many of these housing types in urban street and
block settings are often not available as new builds in

42.7ZVA. (2013). “Local Demographic Trends Driving Development.”
Presented at the U-M/ULI Real Estate Forum on November 20, 2013, in
Lansing, MI. Zimmerman/Volk Associates, Inc., Detroit, MI. Available

at: http://umuliforum.com/pdfs/presentations/2013/volk-local
demographic_trends.pdf; accessed March 9,2015.

the metro area. But, that does not mean there is not
a market for them. If people need housing, and what
they want is not available, then they purchase or rent
a second or third choice, or they move to a different
market that has what they want.

A TMA forecast of market potential typically addresses:

= Density: Urban to rural settings (along
the transect),

*  Housing tenure (owner and renter separately),
»  Units by price bracket,

»  Units by size (sq. ft.),

= Attached vs. detached units,

*  Units per building,

* Building height and scale,

* Building style and format,

* Community amenities, and

*  Unit amenities.

By estimating housing preferences of a wide variety of
household types a conservative estimate of potential
demand can be made. This is important, because it
opens up new markets that were previously unmet, based
on the location of the potential market on the transect.
It is hard to overemphasize how important this is. But,
consider the following example. If you are a Millennial
who is being courted by several different firms in

Part One

MSU Land Policy Institute

2-21


http://uli.org/wp-content/uploads/ULI-Documents/America-in-2013-Compendium_web.pdf
http://uli.org/wp-content/uploads/ULI-Documents/America-in-2013-Compendium_web.pdf
http://umuliforum.com/pdfs/presentations/2013/volk-local_demographic_trends.pdf
http://umuliforum.com/pdfs/presentations/2013/volk-local_demographic_trends.pdf

place™ Partnership Initiative

N MI

Target Market Analysis

Target Market Analysis (TMA) is a focused

approach to studying a specific area as it relates

to its potential for future housing types. The
TMAs look at a geographic area, such as a corridor,
neighborhood, the whole community, or a region,
over a short period of time, such as three to five
years. The TMAs often reveal potential demand for
dwelling unit types not currently available, but desired
by talented workers and others who will be looking
for housing during the study period (see Table 2-6).
'The TMAs differ from traditional economic analyses
in that they forecast future dwelling potential, rather
than existing demand.

Residential TMAs are more detailed than traditional
trend—based market studies. The TMAs identify
market potential based on detailed demographic
characteristics of potential customer interest in
particular housing types, such as duplexes, bungalows,
townhouses, live/work space, courtyard apartments,
and many other housing types, rather than just

in traditional single-family detached homes and
apartment buildings. The TMAs focus on price

points and unit sizes, and can be sub-divided into
various build-out scenarios based on the desired
density of an area. A residential TMA identifies gaps
in housing, projects future potential, and targets the
characteristics of individuals who may have interest in

the potential dwelling types.

The TMAs are being used to identify potential
locations for housing that supports placemaking and
vice versa. In 1989, Zimmerman/Volk Associates, Inc.
created the residential target market methodology
linking household migration and mobility with
cluster analysis, and has performed many analyses in
Michigan. For more information, visit: www.zva.cc/.

LandUse|USA is presently preparing many TMAs
throughout Michigan. For more information, visit:
www.landuseusa.com/index.html; accessed

October 30, 2015.

Table 2-6: Distinct Housing Formats by Transect Zone

Transect Zone

Short Description

Distinct Housing Formats

T3E Suburban Estate, Large Houses, Carriage Houses

T3N Suburban Neighborhood, Medium Houses, Cottage Courts, Duplexes

T4N.1 General Urban, Medium Houses, Duplexes, Multiplexes

T4N.2 General Urban, Small Houses, Duplexes, Multiplexes

T5MS Urban Center, Main Street Main Street, Mainly Mixed Use,

Mid-Rise

T5N.1 Urban Center, Medium Multiplexes, Stacked Flats, Mid-Rise

T5N.2 Urban Center, Small Multiplexes, Stacked Flats, Mid-Rise,
Rowhouses, Main Street

T5F Urban Center, Flex Buildings Multiplexes, Flats, Mid-Rise,
Rowhouses, Main Street

T6C Urban Core High-Rise, Main Street,

Mixed Use, Mid-Rise

The urban-to-rural transect developed by Duany Plater-Zyberk & Company has been directly applied throughout this study. Each of the
geographic sectors have characteristics that roughly align with the transect zones. This table focused mainly on the T3 Suburban Zone

(T3E and T3N); T4 General Urban Zone (T4N.1 and T4N.2); Urban Center Zone (T5MS, T5N.1, and T5N.2); and Urban Core Zone (T6C). Note:
E=Estate, N=Neighborhood, MS=Main Street, F=Flex, and C=Core. Sources: Sharon Woods, LandUse|USA, Greater Lansing Area, MI, 2013-2015.
Table remade with permission, by the Land Policy Institute, Michigan State University.
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In order to be competitive, communities must provide a wider range of
housing options to attract and retain talented workers. But, that is not
enough. They must ensure these housing types are adjacent to quality transit

service, near entertainment, and near shopping options in mixed-use facilities.

different cities, and you have a preference for a particular
type of dwelling, say a loft or a rowhouse, and the
market in one city offers these in a desirable location,
and the market in the other does not, then housing
options becomes one more variable the Millennial could
use to potentially exclude one of the cities.

Now turn the example around. Let’s say the Millennial
has already moved to the city she wants to live in, and
is weighing two job prospects in the same city. One
prospective job has the housing choices she prefers near
work, or near a rapid transit line that serves that work
location. The other does not. The first job is more likely
to be selected by the Millennial based on the behavior

of others like her, as reflected in the recent survey data.

Let’s take one more step. If this Millennial were to be
from the Midwest, she would find that many of the
cities were like example #1. Very few housing type
choices, in general, and few to none of the housing
types she is interested in. It should, therefore, be no
surprise that most Midwestern cities (Chicago and
Minneapolis are major exceptions) do not do well at
attracting and retaining Millennials—and they will
not do much better without dramatically increasing
the range of types of affordable housing in their

housing stocks.

If a Millennial or other talented worker is captive to

a location because of family, a unique job prospect,
proximity to certain unusual recreational opportunities,
or other leisure-time activities, then the worker will

have to accept whatever housing type options exist,
because the family relationship or job is more important.
But, the reason that talent is the currency of the New
Economy is because most talented workers are mobile
and can and do move to where they want to live. In
order to be competitive, communities must provide a wider
range of housing options to attract and retain talented
workers. But, that is not enough. They must ensure these
housing types are adjacent to quality transit service, near
entertainment, and near shopping options in mixed-use
facilities. Sound familiar? These are the same preferences
the three surveys summarized previously in this chapter
indicated are important. And they are just the most
recent surveys—many more preceded them. This is what
Strategic Placemaking is trying to accomplish.

'The housing types most often missing are what
Dan Parolek of Opticos Design, Inc. refers to as

the “missing middle.” See Figure 2-13.These are
dwelling types between single-family detached units
and mid-rise apartments. Midwestern cities had
many of these dwelling types until about 1950, and

then very few were built until just recently.

Figure 2-13: Missing Middle Dwelling Types

Source: Parolek D. (2015). “Missing Middle Housing.” Missing Middle website, Opticos Design, Inc., Berkley, CA. Available at: http:/missinamiddlehousing.com/.
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2015 Michigan “Missing Middle” Housing Design Competition

market in Michigan have brought to light the

limited amount of Missing Middle Housing
types available in the state. In order to promote the
development of creative, mixed-income and affordable
Missing Middle Housing in downtowns and along key
transit corridors, various agencies partnered, in 2015,
to conduct an open design competition that aims to fill
these gaps with new housing options. The competition
sponsors included the:

Te evolving demands of the contemporary housing

= American Institute of Architects (AIA)
Michigan — A Society of the AIA,

* Michigan State Housing Development
Authority (MSDHA),

= MSU Land Policy Institute (LPI),
=  Michigan Municipal League (MML),

* Michigan Chapter of the Congress for the
New Urbanism (MiCNU),

= Michigan Association of Planning (MAP),

* Michigan Historic Preservation

Network (MHPN),

* Habitat for Humanity of Michigan, and

* Community Economic Development

Association of Michigan (CEDAM).

Competition entrants were tasked with designing

a housing solution that would achieve medium-
density yields, and that provides marketable options
between the scales of single-family homes and
mid-rise apartments in order to meet the needs

of society’s shifting demographics. Submissions
were required to be in accordance with the CNU
Charter of the New Urbanism and the current 2012
Michigan Building Code, and designed specifically
for the T4 (Traditional Neighborhood Places) or T'5
(Downtown Places) transect zones.

Five designs were selected as award-winning and
presented at a symposium in Detroit on Jun. 23, 2015.
'The first-place design by Finnish architect Niko Tiula
of Tiula Architects with offices in five cities around the
world is easily scaled for use in village, small town, and

large city neighborhoods (see Figure 2-14 below).

Winning entries are promoted at: http://miplace.
org/story/2015-missing-middle-housing-design-

competition-award-winners; accessed August 26,2015.

Figure 2-14: First-Place Winning Design

Source: Tiula, N. (2015). “Untitled Work.” 2015 Michigan “Missing Middle” Housing Design Competition, AIA Michigan, Detroit, MI.

-24 PLACEMAKING AS AN ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT TOOL


http://miplace.org/story/2015-missing-middle-housing-design-competition-award-winners
http://miplace.org/story/2015-missing-middle-housing-design-competition-award-winners
http://miplace.org/story/2015-missing-middle-housing-design-competition-award-winners

Target Market Analysis is especially well-suited to
identify the potential market for missing middle
dwelling types. The TMAs further classify age groups
and lifestyle preferences related to buying power to
determine market potential. Let’s say a community
or developer wants to know the market for Younger
Singles & Couples, and Empty Nesters & Retirees.
What are their housing preferences for Rental Lofts/
Apartments, For-Sale Lofts/Apartments, For-Sale
Townhouses/Rowhouses, or For-Sale Live-Work
Units? A TMA can measure these potential markets
and many more. More amazing is the degree to
which these potential markets can be further refined.
For example, Zimmerman/Volk Associates, Inc.,

the creators of Target Market Analysis, further
divides Empty Nesters & Retirees into the following
subcategories for analysis: The Social Register;
Nouveau Money; Urban Establishment; Post-War
Suburban Pioneers; Affluent Empty Nesters; Blue-
Collar Button-Downs; Active Retirees; Middle-
Class Move-Downs; Middle-American Retirees;
Rowhouse Retirees; Blue-Collar Retirees; and
Mainstream Retirees. Similar degrees of refinement
are made for Younger Singles & Couples; and
Traditional & Non-Traditional Couples. Each is
based on a set of characteristics unique to each
category based on actual spending patterns of people
within those categories. Other firms use different
demarcations, but the point is that TMAs are highly
refined analyses.

RELATED SUPPORTING TRENDS: AUTO

USE AND COST SHIFTING TO HOUSING

In combination with these major demographic
shifts are related shifts that started in the 1990s. The
first is significant declines in driving by youth, and
the second is the money freed up by not owning or
operating a car that is available to spend on housing
and alternative transportation options like transit,
taxi, Uber, or other on-demand personal transport.

Part of this shift is the obvious connection between
an urban lifestyle and the high cost of owning a car
(not counting the cost of parking it in a large city).
The American Automobile Association (AAA)
reported in 2014 that the cost for a year of owning
and operating a car ranged from $6,957/year for

a small sedan, to $10,831 for a large sedan, and
$11,039 for a 4WD SUV.®

43. AAA. (2014). “Your Driving Costs: How Much are You Really Paying
to Drive?” American Automobile Association, Dearborn, MI. Available

at: http://publicaffairsresources.aaa.biz/wp-content/uploads/2014/05/
Your-Driving-Costs-2014.pdf; accessed February 3,2015.

These costs (and a high debt load) are part of the
reason that young Americans are driving much less.
For example:

= The average vehicle miles traveled by 16- to
34-year-olds in the U.S. decreased by 23%

between 2001 and 2009 (falling from 10,300
miles/capita to 7,900 miles/capita).*

= 'The share of 14- to 34-year-olds without
a driver’s license increased by 5% to 26%
between 2000 and 2010.*

* In 2009, 16- to 34-year-olds took 24% more
bike trips than they took in 2001. They
walked to destinations 16% more often, and
passenger miles on transit jumped by 40%.*

= 'The percentage of 19-year-olds in the U.S.
who have driver’s licenses dropped from
87.3% in 1983 to 69.5% in 2010.%

»  Usage of the Internet is related to this
decline, due to ease of virtual contact, as
opposed to personal contact.*®

* In 1995, people age 21 to 30 drove 21% of all
miles driven in the U.S.; in 2009, it was 14%),
despite consistent growth of the age group.*

'The Center for Neighborhood Technology (CNT,
Chicago), teamed with the Center for Transit-
Oriented Development (CTOD, University of
California, Berkley), and the Brookings Institution
to create a Housing and Transportation Affordability

44. Davis, B., T. Dutzik, and P. Baxandall. (2012). Transportation

and the New Generation: Why Young People are Driving Less and What

it Means for Transportation Policy. Frontier Group and U.S. PIRG
Education Fund. Available at: www.uspirg.org/sites/pirg/files/reports/
Transportation%20%26%20the%20New%20Generation%20vUS _0.pdf;
accessed October 30, 2014.

45. See Footnote 44.

46. See Footnote 44.

47. DeGroat, B. (2012). “Percentage of Teen Drivers Continues to Drop.”
Uniwversity of Michigan News, July 23,2012. Available at: http://ns.umich.
edu/new/releases/20646-percentage-of-teen-drivers-continues-to-drop;
accessed February 4,2015.

48. Schoettle, B., and M. Sivak. (2013). The Reasons for the Recent Decline
in Young Driver Licensing in the U.S. Report N.UMTRI-2013-22,
Transportation Research Institute, University of Michigan, Ann

Arbor, MI. Available at: http://deepblue.lib.umich.edu/bitstream/
handle/2027.42/99124/102951.pdf; accessed January 22, 2015.

49. Borys, H. (2012). “Places that Pay: Benefits of Placemaking.”
Placeshakers and Newsmakers, September 13,2012. PlaceMakers, LLC.,
Albuquerque, NM. Available at: www.placemakers.com/2012/09/13/
places-that-pay-benefits-of-placemaking/; accessed October 30, 2014.
Neff, J. (2010). “Is Digital Revolution Driving Decline in U.S. Car
Culture?” Adwertising Age, May 31, 2010. Available at: http://adage.com/

article/digital/digital-revolution-driving-decline-u-s-car-culture/144155/;
accessed February 4,2015.
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Index that shows the impact that transportation costs
associated with the location of housing have on a
household’s economic bottom line. The index allows
consumers to rethink the limit of housing cost as not
more than 30% of income, because housing served
by various transportation options can be afforded if
one does not have the usual transportation costs. The
formula is simple:®

H +T® Affordability Index =
(Housing Costs + Transportation Costs)

Income

In short, living car-free in walkable areas fits younger
lifestyles by permitting money to be shifted from auto
costs to housing and entertainment. This is possible
because of the much greater proximity of the many
places to go within a dense city. Many Millennials,
Gen Xers, and more retired Boomers are taking
advantage of these opportunities as well.

In order for these trends to maximize economic
benefits in medium and large cities there must be a
good transit system. It must be on time with a short
interval between pickups. Suburbs also need good
transit in order to remain connected to growing job
and entertainment opportunities in downtowns of
adjacent central cities. The longer it takes to put a good
transit system in place, the less likely the community will
be able to attract and retain those talented workers who
want a dense urban lifestyle—as other communities that
already have those services will be more attractive.

IMPACT OF THESE TRENDS ON

HOME OWNERSHIP

Given the large numbers of Millennials and
Boomers, if even a small percentage of them decide
to support this growing back to the city movement,
there could be a profound impact on single-family
homeownership—especially in the suburbs, as
there will be too many single-family homes and
not enough rental units. This was mentioned briefly
earlier, but let’s explore that further now.

50.CNT. (n.d.). “H+T® Affordability Index.” Center for Neighborhood
Technology, Chicago, IL. Available at: http://htaindex.cnt.org/. For
information on the application of the Index in 337 U.S. Metropolitan
Regions, see this paper: CNT. (2010). “Pennywise and Pound Fuelish.”
Center for Neighborhood Technology, Chicago, IL. Available at:

www.cnt.org/sites/default/files/publications/CNT pwpf.pdf; accessed
September 11,2015.

A 2012 Wall Street Journal article by Dan Gross,™
makes a strong case that homeownership has less
economic value than it used to:

= According to the Bureau of Labor Statistics,
the typical consumer spends about 32%
of budget on shelter and another 16% on
owning and running a car.

*  With the mortgage foreclosure crisis, many
people cannot move, because they are near
or underwater on their mortgage (i.e., their
mortgage is greater than the market value of

their home). Renting allows mobility.

* Nationally, homeownership peaked at 69% in
2006.1In 2012, it was 65.4%. Homes that went
into foreclosure destabilized neighborhoods,
bursting the bubble of homeownership as the
way to keep strong neighborhoods.

»  According to Moody’s [a corporation that
provides research, tools, and analysis of
global financial markets], by late 2011, it was
cheaper to rent than own in 72% of American
metro areas, up from 54% in 2001.%2

These trends are also leading to what some are calling
the Great Senior Sell-Off. The first Baby Boomers
turned age 65 in 2011. Between 2015 and 2030, there
will be 20.1 million senior households trying to sell
their homes. As many as 7.4 million will not find

a willing buyer.”® Other people will take their place

in the purchasing market, but they are projected to
number a quarter less than 20 years ago. This could
lead to the next housing crisis.

Research shows that when people reach age 65, they
sell their houses at a higher rate than purchase. In
fact, when seniors move, 60% rent their next home.
Two-thirds of new housing demand between 2010
and 2030 will be for rental housing. There will be

a surge in construction of apartments for more
affluent renters. This trend has been evident since the
51. Gross, D. (2012). “Renting Prosperity.” The Wall Street Journal, May

4,2012. Available at: http://online.wsj.com/article/SB1000142405270230
4746604577382321021920372.html; accessed October 30, 2014.

Dan Gross authored a book providing more insight on this topic: Gross,
D. (2012). Better, Stronger, Faster: The Myth of American Decline

and the Rise of a New Economy. New York, NY: Free Press. Available

at: http://books.simonandschuster.com/Better-Stronger-Faster/Daniel-
Gross/9781451621358; accessed October 30, 2015.

52. See article in Footnote 51.

53. See Footnote 23.
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American Housing Survey came out in 2001, but
now there will be larger numbers of seniors.**

Arthur C. Nelson, a professor of city and
metropolitan planning at the University of Arizona,
recently published a book in which he forecasts
development trends into 2030. He says by 2030,
one-quarter to one-third of America’s 143 million
households will want the mixed-use, amenity-rich,
transit-accessible options that commercial corridors
and nodes in a city with many high-quality places
can provide.>

Reasons for these shifts:
* Increase in gasoline prices;

= Tncome and wealth of median households
are falling;

= In the 1980s, the top fifth of U.S. households
possessed 80% of the nation’s wealth. By 2010,
the top 20% had 99% of the wealth, reducing
the size of the for-sale housing market;

* Institutional support for homeownership is
waning—evidenced by higher credit score
standards, higher down payment requirements,
and the tightening of other mortgage
underwriting standards. This will crimp the
ability of Americans to buy houses; and

*  Unemployment will remain higher than it
was during the long post-war boom.>

Professor Nelson has reached two conclusions:

1. Conventional residential development in
outer suburbs will remain troubled.

2. Compact, transit-oriented development

(TOD) will be in high demand.”’

54. Nelson, A.C. (2011). The New California Dream: How Demographic

and Economic Trends May Shape the Housing Market. Urban Land

Institute, Washington, DC. Available at: http://uli.org/wp-content/
uploads/2012/06/ULI-Voices-Nelson-The-New-California-Dream.

ashx 1.pdf; accessed February 5,2015.

55. Nelson, A.C. (2013). Reshaping Metropolitan America: Development
Trends and Opportunities to 2030. Washington, DC: Island Press.
Available at: https://islandpress.org/book/reshaping-metropolitan-america;
accessed July 10, 2015.

56. See Footnote 54.

57. See Footnote 54.

He has summarized his findings in terms of home
value expectations as illustrated in Table 2-7.

As part of his Reshape America Index, Nelson projects
that Michigan, all of the Midwest and Great Lakes
states, as well as the Northeast states have enough
existing undeveloped land within metropolitan areas
to accommodate all growth reasonably expected by
2030. In other words, there is no reason to sprawl
turther out in these places, as there will be inadequate
demand to support it, because there will be ample
opportunities for infill and redevelopment on existing
undeveloped land. In particular, parking lots and
deteriorating structures in the cities and suburbs will
offer opportunities to meet new demands. They are
already flat and well-drained, they are often already
zoned non-residential, they are usually close to main
roads/highways, and large-scale utilities already exist
along these main transportation routes.*®

HOW DO THESE TRENDS

RELATE TO PLACEMAKING?

These dramatic demographic changes are leading

to fundamental consumer preference shifts for
different types of housing, transportation, and
lifestyle choices. They are also leading to major
changes in land use patterns that will aftect the
types of placemaking initiatives pursued in large and
small cities, and their suburbs.

From about 1950 to about 2005, the predominant land
use pattern in America was sprawl. It was characterized
by low-density development, a separation of land uses,
large block sizes, auto dependency, and poor pedestrian
access. In contrast, market preferences are shifting to
compact settlement options that are characterized by
variable density, a mix of uses, human-scale blocks that
are walkable and bikeable, with an integrated sidewalk
and transit system. That has led some commentators to
observe that sprawl was an anomaly—but one that will
take many decades to convert to a denser, urban form.
However, concerns about energy, land use, and the
environment could hasten that change.

'These trends suggest that if Midwesterners fail to
understand that prior to WWII, we used to build cities
in ways that were much more livable and sustainable
than we have built most of our suburbs, then we

58. See Footnote 54.
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Table 2-7: Home Value Expectations

Growth Rate

Stagnating or
Declining

Location Faster than U.S. Same as U.S. Slower than U.S.

Downtown/Near Downtown | Highest Value Rise | Increasing Value Holding Value Losing Value
Elsewhere in Central City High Value Increase | Increasing Value Holding Value Weak Market
Suburbs Built before 1980 Holding Value Holding Value Weak Market Little or No Market
Suburbs Built 1980-2000 Holding Value Losing Value | Little or No Market No Market
Post 2000 Suburbs Little or No Market No Market No Market No Market

Source: Nelson, A.C. (2013). Reshaping Metropolitan America: Development Trends and Opportunities to 2030. Washington, DC: Island
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Press. Available at: https://islandpress.or:
by the Land Policy Institute, Michigan State University.

are destined to suffer greater economic decline, as
our talented workers choose to live in communities
in other states that offer the urban physical form,
transportation choices, and activities they desire.

Market trends suggest we should remodel, rebuild,
and retool our downtowns and key nodes on key
corridors in order to meet changing market demand,
to make them more livable and, in the process,

to better attract and retain talent. We can start

with rehabilitation of historic structures as assets

to renew and adaptively build around, since they
usually have the form and character that supports
dense urban living.

As we adjust to changing markets, we need to preserve
broad living choices in cities, as well as in suburbs,
small towns, and rural areas. Not everyone wants

to live or work in dense urban areas, or to use public
transit. 'There is no need and not enough resources
to convert everything anyway. Change needs to be
targeted to downtowns, nodes, and corridors in our
largest cities, and other regional centers of commerce
(mostly satellite small towns within the economic
sphere of large cities, and the largest small towns
in rural regions). In those places infill development
and redevelopment need to focus on mixed use
and increased density, often in the form of transit-
oriented development.

These kinds of changes require reforming our thinking
and action. It means targeted placemaking, as well

as changing codes and related regulations in parts of
targeted communities.

The term “placemaking” was created in the “70s by
architects, urban planners, and landscape architects as

book/reshaping-metropolitan-america

; accessed July 10, 2015. Table remade with permission,

we began to realize what
we had to do to re-create
communities that were
resilient and sustainable.
We now have the
opportunity to act by riding

As we adjust to
changing markets,
we need to preserve
broad living choices
in cities, as well as in

demaographic and market

trends that are already SUburbs, Sma” tOWﬂS,
heading in that direction.

We have the opportunicy ~aNd rural areas. Not

to respond to rising
market demand to widen
the supply of Missing
Middle Housing choices
in city centers, and at key
nodes along key corridors.

everyone wants to
live or work in dense
urban areas, or to
use public transit.

Failure to adapt to these demographic and market
changes will mean diminished global competitiveness,
because of a reduced ability to attract and retain
talented workers. Large cities and first-tier suburbs
have little time to act as these trends are already
evident and underway. Small towns and low-density
suburban communities have a little longer to think
and plan before aggressively acting. They will have

to study metropolitan demographics to determine

if Millennials in their area will eventually marry,

have children, and then move to their small town or
suburb. If so, less change will be needed, but making a
bad choice could be very costly.

According to a 2012 USA Today article,” the
peak for urban living is age 25 to 27, when 20%

59. El Nasser, K. (2012). “American Cities to Millennials: Don’t Leave.”
USA Today, December 4,2012. Available at: www.usatoday.com/story/
news/nation/2012/12/03/american-cities-to-millennials-dont-leave-
us/1744357/; accessed October 30,2014.
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of that age group lives in urban centers. By age

41, about a quarter have moved to the suburbs.
What is remarkable is that “only” a quarter moved
to the suburbs compared to Boomers, where the
overwhelming bulk that had the means to do so, did.

'The oldest of the Millennials turned 30-years-old

in 2012. If cities want to keep the Millennials that

are moving to downtowns and neighborhoods near
downtown, they will have to do more than just authorize
the construction of new mixed-use development. They
will have to improve:

= Schools: Poor or unsafe schools can make or
break it for most urbanites with children.

* Housing Choices: Not just flats, lofts, and
condos. Townhouses and houses on small lots
are needed.

*  Open Space: Kids need somewhere to play.
Parents want trails to walk, jog, and bike.

= Services near Transit: Grocery stores,
childcare, and other services need to be
convenient for parents to take their kids to.

= The Overall Balance: Provide adult fun and
culture, and trendy lofts, but build family
friendly homes and childcare centers at the
same time.*

CEO’s for Cities advises that it is more than

just additional options and facilities, it involves
fundamentally changing attitudes and behavior
towards children.®! Because children add value to
cities through diversity, community, economics,
and loyalty, cities should strive to attract young
professionals starting families. That means cities
have to become “kid-friendly.” Children have to be

welcome in:
= Parks,
= Restaurants, and

=  Entertainment venues.®?

60. See Footnote 59.

61. CEOs for Cities. (2006). “City Talent: Keeping Young Professionals
(and Their Kids) in Cities.” CEOs for Cities, Cleveland, OH. Available
at: www.miplace.org/sites/default/files/ CEOsForCities KidsInCities.pdf;
accessed July 1,2015.

62. See Footnote 61.

But, it also means accommodating issues related
to aging in place—especially for Boomers that
move to the city. There needs to be increased
attention to improved:

*  Connectivity,

= Transit,

* Density, and

= Social interaction.®

Another point is clear. Green infrastructure counts.
'This is vegetation that adds a natural dimension

to parks, boulevards, trails, bike paths, and along
watercourses. Green infrastructure is attractive

to wide segments of the population, including
knowledge workers. However, difterent generations
tend to have different likes and dislikes.

= Those age 65 and older are strongly attracted
by quiet landscapes with water, forest, and
open space amenities.

= Those age 35 to 64 like walkable communities,
with parks and recreational opportunities (e.g.,
golf and connected trail systems).

» Those age 25 to 34 enjoy dense communities
with integrated green infrastructure and
recreational opportunities, such as biking,
boating, and sports.®*

Blue infrastructure counts as well. That means
improved visual and physical access to streams, ponds,
rivers, lakes, harbors, the Great Lakes, and oceans.
Trails along these water-based natural resources

are a great way to start, especially if they link parks,
important open spaces, and key activity centers in cities
and suburbs to rural places throughout the region.

Each of these preferences create new opportunities and
challenges for targeted placemaking activities in cities of
any size and location along the transect. Chapters 9-13
will explore the kinds of targeted placemaking strategies
to pursue in these difterent locations.

63. See Footnote 61.

64. Adelaja, S., Y.G. Hailu, M. Abdulla, C. McKeown, B. Calnin, M.
Gibson, and K. McDonald. (2009). Chasing the Past or Investing
in Our Future: Placemaking for Prosperity in the New Economy.
Report # LPR 2009-NE-03, Land Policy Institute, Michigan State
University, East Lansing, MI. Available at: www.landpolicy.msu.edu/
ChasingthePastReport; accessed January 21,2015.
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IMPORTANCE OF POPULATION ATTRACTION
AND INTERNATIONAL IMMIGRATION

'There is an important demographic issue that has not
been discussed. That is population attraction, generally.
Michigan lost population between 2000 and 2010—
the only state to do so.* Most of the Midwest has
had anemic population growth for several decades.
Without a growing population, it is very difficult for
communities to provide the services needed for existing
residents and businesses, since property values fell so much
during the Great Recession, while also having to pay for
growing remedial infrastructure needs. Strategies that
target population growth beyond talented workers is
critical. So far we have focused on accommodating
changing market demand for the existing population
of a region, and for attracting new talented workers.
A presumption has been that the bulk of those
talented workers are domestic, meaning coming from
another part of the United States. Perhaps the biggest
opportunity to quickly attract new talented workers
may come from international immigrants.

Some readers may have a false impression of
immigrants based on politically contentious issues. But,
let’s consider some basic facts. Nationally, immigrants

comprised only 11% of the 2000 population, but:
*  Made up 12% of the working population,

»  Represented 24% of all scientists and engineers
with bachelor’s degrees, and

*  Represented 47% of all scientists and engineers
with doctorates in the U.S. workplace.®

Foreign-born Michigan residents are 56% more
likely to possess a college degree.®” A full 37% of
Michigan’s foreign-born possess a four-year college
degree as compared to 23.7% of American-born
Michigan residents.®®

'These facts were reported by former State
Representative Steve Tobocman. Based on extensive
interviews, Tobocman developed 11 strategies for

65. Calnin, B., T. Borowy, and S. Adelaja. (2011). Behind the Numbers:
Understanding Michigan’s Population Loss. Land Policy Institute, Michigan
State University, East Lansing, MI. Available at: http://landpolicy.
msu.edu/resources/behind the numbers understanding michigans
population loss; November 5,2014.

66. Tobocman, S. (2010). Global Detroit. New Economy Initiative of
Southeast Michigan. Available at: www.welcomingamerica.org/wp-
content/uploads/2011/06/global_detroit full report with appendices.
pdf; accessed January 23,2015.

67. See Footnote 66.

68. See Footnote 66.

creating a “Global Detroit” that are built largely
around fostering immigration to metro Detroit.*’

Tobocman argues that immigrants were key to
Detroit’s greatness, and they can play a critical role in

its comeback. One of the attributes of urban vitality is
racial, ethnic, cultural, generational, and gender diversity.

Increasing the percentage of .

immigrants in (particularly) Increasin g the

central cities can greatly increase percen ta ge of
immigrants in

diversity and aid in other
(particularly) central

Placemaking efforts.
“According to a .
clties can greatly

Small Business

Administration— increase diversity
commissioned report, d . d . th
in 2012, by Robert W. and aid in other

placemaking efforts.

Fairlie, an economics
professor at the
University of California, Santa Cruz,”

the business ownership rate is higher for
immigrants than the native-born, with
10.5% of the immigrant work force owning a
business compared with 9.3% of the native-
born work force.

‘Those numbers refer to ownership of existing
businesses; immigrants are also more likely to
start a business in any given month. In 2010,
the business formation rate per month among
immigrants was 0.6%, meaning that of every
100,000 non-business-owning immigrants,
620 started a business each month. The
comparable rate for nonimmigrants was 0.28%
(or 280 out of every of 100,000 non-business-
owning adults). The gap in new business
formation between immigrants and non-
immigrants has been growing recently, too.””*

Considerable high-quality research on the value and
benefits of entrepreneurs, and entrepreneurship in
general, and on immigrant entrepreneurs in particular,

has been performed by The Kauffman Foundation.”

69. See Footnote 66.

70. Fairlie, R. (2012). Immigrant Entrepreneurs and Small Business Owners,
and Their Access to Financial Capital. Prepared for the U.S. Small Business
Association by Economic Consulting, Washington, DC. Available at:
www.sba.gov/sites/default/files/rs396tot.pdf; accessed February 25,2015.
71. Rampell, C. (2013). “Immigration and Entreprencurship.” The New
York Times Economix Blog, July 1,2013. Available at: http://economix.
blogs.nytimes.com/2013/07/01/immigration-and-entrepreneurship/?
php=true& type=blogs& r=0; accessed December 31, 2014.

72. For many detailed reports by The Kauffman Foundation, visit:

www.kauffman.org.

-30 PLACEMAKING AS AN ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT TOOL


http://landpolicy.msu.edu/resources/behind_the_numbers_understanding_michigans_population_loss
http://landpolicy.msu.edu/resources/behind_the_numbers_understanding_michigans_population_loss
http://landpolicy.msu.edu/resources/behind_the_numbers_understanding_michigans_population_loss
http://www.welcomingamerica.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/06/global_detroit_full_report_with_appendices.pdf
http://www.welcomingamerica.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/06/global_detroit_full_report_with_appendices.pdf
http://www.welcomingamerica.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/06/global_detroit_full_report_with_appendices.pdf
http://www.sba.gov/sites/default/files/rs396tot.pdf
http://economix.blogs.nytimes.com/2013/07/01/immigration-and-entrepreneurship/?_php=true&_type=blogs&_r=0
http://economix.blogs.nytimes.com/2013/07/01/immigration-and-entrepreneurship/?_php=true&_type=blogs&_r=0
http://economix.blogs.nytimes.com/2013/07/01/immigration-and-entrepreneurship/?_php=true&_type=blogs&_r=0
http://www.kauffman.org

'The State of Michigan has initiated an immigration
initiative. Governor Snyder asked the federal
government to designate an additional 50,000
investment-based (EB-5) visas from 2013-2018.

'The visas would seek to attract highly skilled,
entrepreneurial, legal immigrants who commit to
living and working in Detroit, thereby contributing to
its economic and population growth.

'The Michigan Office for New Americans will
coordinate the state’s efforts to welcome immigrants;
lead efforts to encourage foreign students getting
advanced degrees to stay in the state; and ensure

that needed agricultural and tourism workers also
come. It will also help coordinate services to and
facilitate partnerships with immigrants in the areas of
licensing, workforce training, education, housing, and
healthcare. See Figure 2-15 touting some of the job
creation benefits of immigrant entrepreneurs.

CONCLUDING OBSERVATIONS

As described in this chapter, traditional families
residing in the suburbs are not located where many
of the new markets are forming. The new growth
and development markets are young, urban, mixed-
use, pedestrian-oriented, and multi-modal. The

only places where the key infrastructure and urban
form exist to immediately take advantage of these
emerging markets is in the downtowns of large cities
and small towns. These are the logical places to target
Strategic Placemaking, or we will lose the global
talent attraction battle. At the same time, if we do
all the things necessary to attract and retain talented
people in downtowns, and at key nodes along major
corridors, we will be significantly improving the
quality of place and choice for everyone.

'The six generations in the U.S. do not have the
same living preferences, and some intergenerational
changes are underway that have the potential to
change the face of America. First, Boomers are no
longer the biggest generation, the Millennials are.
When it comes to place characteristics, what many
Millennials want is not what the Boomers wanted
at that age, and many empty-nester Boomers want
what the Millennials now want. What the Boomers
and Millennials want will greatly impact the
direction of many trends in America, such as a desire
to live in cities, and to widen the range of housing
and transportation choices. These two generations
are so large that even if small percentages of them

help fuel a back-to-the-city movement, they will
have a large impact.

Housing impacts could be huge, including an excess
of large single-family homes, especially on large lots.
'The urban market will increasingly demand more
rental housing in dense locations, and especially of
the missing middle variety. If central cities and small
towns that are Centers of Commerce and Culture in
their rural area do not positively and quickly respond
to these trends, then the lack of a diverse housing
supply will become more and more of a reason that
talented workers go to cities in other states where
they have more choices.

'The lowest density outer suburbs are most at risk
from the growing excess of single-family homes. In
some places, there may be too many on the market
at once as the Boomers age and downsize to smaller,
more urban homes and rental units, driving the
price of single-family homes downward. Suburbs
will need to focus on better connections with central
cities through improved transit on key corridors,
and with increased density at key nodes along

those transit corridors. In some cases they may
want to create a walkable downtown surrounded

by higher density mixed-use dwellings in order to
capture some of the regional market trend, and to
create a strong sense of place in what is otherwise a
primarily bedroom community.

Population attraction strategies targeted at both
talented workers and immigrants will help boost
local economies. However, there need to be quality
places that are attractive to talented workers to bring
them in the first place. This is where placemaking
can be valuable if it is accompanied with a suite

of policies and practices designed to dramatically
improve, both quickly and over time, the quality of
places within a community, region, and eventually
the state. By improving the quality of places, local
governments can improve the quality of life for
everyone in the community.

'There are considerable challenges and opportunities
inherent in these demographic trends and the related
housing and transportation trends associated with
them. Communities that fail to respond proactively
to them may run the risk of irrelevancy. Given the
existing fiscal challenges municipalities are already
facing, irrelevancy may be akin to continued decline
with fewer and fewer prospects for economic renewal.
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Figure 2-15: Benefits of Immigrant Entrepreneurs

Source: MONA. (2015). “New Americans in Michigan - Flyer.” Michigan Office for New Americans, Lansing, MI. Available at: www.michigan.
gov/documents/ona/MONA-Ipager-FINAL-Combo_499568_7.pdf; accessed September 18, 2015.
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Key Messages in this Chapter

1.

10.

Significant demographic and generational
changes are underway.

Historically, Michigan’s major metropolitan
areas do not perform well on “Best of " lists for
urban vitality, but that is beginning to change.

Marriage hit a record low in 2011, from
72% in 1960 to 51%. The marriage rate for
those age 18 to 29 fell from 59% in 1960 to
20% in 2011.

Michigan has the 8" lowest birthrate in the U.S.

Since the end of WWII, we built places based
on the assumption that 50% of households
have children. But, today, 70% of households
have no children. In 2040, 74% of households

will have no children.

In 2012, 28% of our 115 million households
were occupied by only one person; about 10%
were people age 65 and over.

Millennials are now the largest generation in
the U.S. and in Michigan.

Of six generations alive, two of them, the
Millennials and Baby Boomers, account for
54% of the entire population.

Many Millennials decide where to live, then
look for a job there. Many want, and are
choosing, walkable urban places, as are many
retiring Boomers.

Homeownership is declining and will
continue to decline, because of the retiring
and moving Boomers’and Millennials’
preferences. In 2011, when those age 65 and
over moved, 80% vacated a single-family
home, and 59% moved into multifamily
buildings. As more and more Baby Boomers
reach age 65, there will be a growing number
of large, suburban, single-family houses on
the market.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

Michigan is overbuilt with suburban and
rural housing products (single-family
homes on large lots), and underbuilt for
housing types desired by talented workers
and a growing number of retirees who
desire a compact urban living environment
(apartments, attached condos, single-family
on small lots).

Target Market Analyses show that most
Midwestern cities lack the Missing Middle
Housing types (duplex, triplex/fourplex,
bungalow court, townhouse, live/work units,
courtyard apartment) that are attractive to

Millennials and Baby Boomers.

The average vehicle miles traveled by 16-
to 34-year-olds in the U.S. decreased by
23% between 2001 and 2009. Meanwhile,
passenger miles on transit jumped by 40%.

Nationally, between 2015 and 2030 there will
be 20.1 million senior households trying to
sell their homes. As many as 7.4 million will
not find a willing buyer. This could lead to

the next housing crisis.

Nationally, 2/3 of new housing demand
between 2010 and 2030 will be for
rental housing.

'The biggest opportunities to quickly attract
new talented workers may well come from
international immigrants.

Change needs to be targeted to a few centers,
nodes, and corridors in our largest cities, and
other regional Centers of Commerce and
Culture. In those places infill development
and redevelopment need to focus on mixed
uses and increased density.

Placemaking can help communities attract
and retain talented workers by creating
higher quality places with a wider range of
housing types and transportation choices that
are valued by all residents and visitors.
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Chapter 2 Case Example: Target Market Analysis for Missing
Middle and Mid-Rise Housing in Lansing/East Lansing

many people in the two largest generations

in America’s history, the Baby Boomers and
the Millennials, will be looking for housing options
in or near downtowns and by transit. And they’ll
be doing this at roughly the same time. Boomers
will be downsizing from single-family homes in
auto-centered neighborhoods, as Millennials will
be entering the job market and ready to enter the
housing market as well. Many communities across
the nation are ill prepared for this market shift in
housing. It will require the development of housing
options somewhere between single-family detached
housing and mid- to high-rise living: known as the

Missing Middle Housing.

D emographic and market research indicate that

While Michigan is lacking a wide array of the
Missing Middle Housing types discussed in this
chapter, many communities are making strides in
filling the gaps with development projects that

focus on adding these new housing options to their
downtowns and along key corridors. This will be key
as communities across the state prepare to implement
Strategic Placemaking and seek to better attract and
retain talent.

In 2013, a Target Market Analysis (TIMA) was
completed for the region’s main corridor: The
Michigan Avenue/Grand River Avenue Corridor.
'This TMA, completed by LandUse|USA, found that
there was a gap among smaller rental units and a need
for more urban housing products, including duplexes,
rowhouses, multiplexes, stacked flats, Main Street

Mid-rise mixed-use development in the Stadium District in Lansing, MI.

Photo by the MSU Land Policy Institute.

mixed, flex, mid-rise formats, carriage houses, cottage
courts, and compact detached houses. Table 2-8 shows
the different housing types that would be appropriate
tor various zones in the corridor. Note: A considerably
more refined transect was used than has been presented in

this guidebook.

The Greater Lansing Region is taking this
demographic shift to heart and addressing the
Missing Middle Housing gap. Recent development
projects in Lansing and East Lansing have utilized
public-private partnerships to create a variety

of housing types that were previously lacking in

the region. Examples of these developments in
Lansing include the Knapp’s Centre in the heart of
downtown, The Stadium District near downtown,
The Marketplace by the City Market, The Outfield
under construction above the Cooley Law School
Stadium, Prudden Place located near downtown

and Old Town, Motor Wheel Lofts, and On the
Grand Condominium rowhouses in Old Town. As
home to Michigan State University, the City of East
Lansing benefits from having new housing options
for incoming students that attract more activity to
key nodes near and around the campus area (St.
Anne’s Lofts and The Residences in downtown, and a
mixed-use development that includes the Trowbridge
Lofts and a farmers market near the Amtrak station).
Some developments have also been strategically
located along the Michigan Ave./Grand River Ave.

Corridor to further connect East Lansing with

Lansing and promote greater linkage of placemaking

The Avenue Flats in Lansing, MI. This is Missing Middle Housin, .
s 8 £ efforts between the two cities.

with commercial on the first floor, because of it's location on a busy
corridor. If it was located one block back there would be housing on the
first floor and no commercial. Photo by the MSU Land Policy Institute.
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Urban Transect Zone

General Label

General Parameters for the Zone

T3E

Estate

LEL

Nbhd.

T4N.1

Nbhd.

T4N.2

Nbhd.

T5MS
Main
Street

T5N.1

Nbhd.

T5N.2

Nbhd.

Table 2-8: Potential Housing Formats by Urban Transect Zone

T5F

Flex

TeC

Core

Detached/Attached Detached | Detached | Detached | Either Attached [ Attached | Attached | Attached | Attached
Footprint - Low Medium | Smallto | Medium [ Smalito | Smallto | Medium | Smallto | Smallto | Medium to
Footprint - High to Large Medium Medium Medium Medium | tolarge | Medium Large Large
General Setback Yes Yes Yes No No Yes No No No
Maximum Levels 2.5 2.5 2.5 3 4 4 6 4 4+
Majority Tenure Owner Owner Owner Owner Renter Renter Renter Renter Mixed
Potential Housing Formats

Carriage House Yes Yes Yes Yes - Yes Yes Yes -
Medium i ) i i i i
Detached House Yes Yes Yes

Compact i i i i i i
Detached House Yes Yes Yes

Cottage Court - Yes Yes Yes - - - - -
Duplex - Yes Yes Yes - - - - -
Rowhouse - - Yes Yes - - Yes Yes -
Small Multiplex - - Yes Yes - Yes Yes Yes -
Large Multiplex - - Yes - - Yes Yes Yes -
Stacked Flats - - - - - Yes Yes Yes -
Live/Work Units - - Yes - - - Yes Yes -
Main Street Mixed - - - - Yes - Yes Yes Yes
Flex - - - - - - - Yes -
Mid-Rise - - - - Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
High-Rise - - - - - - - - Yes

The urban-to-rural transect developed by Duany Plater-Zyberk & Company has been directly applied throughout this study. Each of the geographic
sectors have characteristics that roughly align with the transect zones. This table focused mainly on the T3 Suburban Zone (T3E and T3N); T4 General
Urban Zone (T4N.1 and T4N.2); Urban Center Zone (T5MS, T5N.1, and T5N.2); and Urban Core Zone (T6C). Note: E=Estate, N and Nbhd=Neighborhood,
MS=Main Street, F=Flex, and C=Core. Sources: Sharon Woods, LandUse|USA, Greater Lansing Area, Ml, 2013-2015. Table remade with permission, by the
Land Policy Institute, Michigan State University.

Old duplexes side-by-side in Ferndale, MI, is an example of Missing Middle
Housing. Photo by Mark Wyckoff.

Rowhouses at Town Commons in Howell, ML, is an example of
Missing Middle Housing. Photo by the MSU Land Policy Institute.
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Chapter 3:

Economics of
Placemaking

Aerial view of Grand Traverse Commons in Traverse City, MI. Photo by the Minervini Group, LLC.
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INTRODUCTION

hile “placemaking”is a term that is not
Wyet well-known to or understood by a

large portion of the population, there is a
large amount of research that supports placemaking
as an effective set of strategies for transforming
places into those where people want to live, work,
play, shop, learn, and visit. This research goes
tar beyond the health benefits of walkable and
bikeable places, or the social and aesthetic benefits
of quality places—these alone are good reasons for
placemaking. The research in this chapter is focused
on the factors that underpin placemaking as an
economic development tool.

Chapter 3 is organized into two sections. The first
section is based largely on research completed or
compiled by the Land Policy Institute at Michigan
State University or, in a few cases, is related
research by other Michigan universities. The second
section is a brief summary of additional research
that supports placemaking from a wide range of
perspectives. The categories of the key topics in
each section are listed below:

Section One: Improved Regional Economic
Performance Requires Placemaking to
Attract and Retain Talented Workers

=  Economic Context;

= Key Global Demographic and
Economic Considerations;

*  Prosperity Requires Regional Partners;
= 'The Business-Talent-Place Triangle;

=  Within Each Region There Must be Some
High-Quality Urban Places;

=  Michigan Prosperity Regions;
= Talent Attraction and Population Growth;

= A Place-Based Model of
Economic Prosperity;

= People, Place, and Policy Strategies; and
=  Public Opinion Surveys.

Outside seating in downtown Flint, MI. Photo by the Michigan
Municipal League/www.mml.org.

Section Two: Summary of Other
Economic Benefits-Research that
Supports Placemaking

= Land Use and Infrastructure;
*  Property Value Studies;

* Location Efficiency;

*  Energy Use;

= Preservation Efficiency;

= Value of Human Contact and
Social Interaction;

= Economic Value of Creative Industries;

* Entrepreneurship;

* Health and Safety; and

= Return on Investment (ROI) for Developers.

SECTION ONE: IMPROVED REGIONAL
ECONOMIC PERFORMANCE REQUIRES
PLACEMAKING TO ATTRACT AND RETAIN
TALENTED WORKERS

Economic Context

'The Midwest, in general, and Michigan, in particular,
were in an economic funk for the first decade of

this century. While the Midwest and Michigan are
making a come-back as the nation emerges from

the Great Recession, the state’s recovery lags behind
the rest of the country in several respects. Perhaps

it is because other more prosperous areas of the
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nation already know that quality of place is linked to
prosperity in the New Economy.

Michigan led the nation in job loss between 2000 and
2009 at 860,400 jobs; that represented 18.3% of total
jobs (nearly one in five were lost). The state reached
15.2% unemployment in 2009 and led the nation in
unemployment for much of the Great Recession.! In
September 2015, Michigan’s unemployment rate fell
to 5%,” nearly the same as the national rate.’

Michigan was the only state in the U.S. to lose
population between 2000 and 2010. Michigan lost
54,804 people, or 0.6%.* This was particularly troubling
because the state’s population rose during 2000-2005
by 152,110 people (mostly more births than deaths),
and then lost all of that and 62,000 more from 2006—
2011 (mostly by out-migration (people leaving the
state)).” Most of the Midwest and the Northeast barely
grew in population from 2000-2010, while many of the

Mountain states and Texas grew more than 15.3%.°

With the exception of Chicago, IL; and Minneapolis/
St. Paul, MN, the Midwest was losing talented
workers to other states, but worse, was failing

to attract talented workers to fill jobs at the rate
employers demand.” In addition to the talent deficit,
the lack of talented workers lowers our average
educational attainment, our average per capita
income, and makes us less globally competitive,
because most of the talented workers in demand have
more education than the average Midwesterner.

Michigan is turning the corner on out-migration.
Fewer people are leaving every year since 2007,
compared to those moving in. But note, Michigan

1. Ballard, C. (2010). “Michigan’s Economic Transformation.” Presented
to the Michigan Association of Administrators of Special Education

on February 9, 2010. Available at: http://maase.pbworks.com/f/
Ballard+Handout+2-10.pdf; accessed March 11, 2015.

2.BLS. (n.d.). “Databases, Tables & Calculators by Subject: Local Area
Unemployment Statistics.” Bureau of Labor Statistics, U.S. Department
of Labor, Washington, DC. Available at: http://data.bls.gov/timeseries/
LASST260000000000003; accessed October 23, 2015.

3.NCSL. (n.d.). “Labor and Employment.” National Conference of State
Legislatures, Washington, DC. Available at: www.ncsl.org/research/labor-
and-employment/national.aspx; accessed October 23,2015

4. Calnin, B., T. Borowy, and S. Adelaja. (2011). Bebind the Numbers:
Understanding Michigans Population Loss. Land Policy Institute, Michigan
State University, East Lansing, MI. Available at: http://landpolicy.msu.edu/
resources/behind the numbers understanding michigans population loss;
accessed November 5,2014.

5. See Footnote 4.

6. See Footnote 4.

7. Michigan Future, Inc. (2008). Young Talent in the Great Lakes: How
Michigan is Faring. Ann Arbor, MI. Available at: http://michiganfuture.org/

cms/assets/uploads/2014/07/YoungTalentInTheGreatlakesFINAL.pdf;
accessed February 12, 2015.

has been a net out-migration state for many of the
years from 1960 to 2012.% See Figure 3-1. The biggest
losses in recent years (and presumably during much
of this period) has been in the 18- to 34-year-olds
age group.’ See Figure 3-2.

During the Old Economy (see page 1-10 in Chapter 1),
high unemployment was a cyclical problem. Michigan's
unemployment rate has been worse than the nations in every
economic downturn since 1956.° During only a few really
prosperous periods has the state’s rate been slightly
better than the national average. This trend long ago led
to the phrase “when the nation catches a cold, Michigan
catches pneumonia.”

Michigan residents have “put up with” this cycle,
because once the nation’s economy improved,
automakers would sell cars again and prosperity would
return. However, a well-known economist at Michigan
State University and an expert on Michigan’s economy,
Dr. Charles Ballard, has noted that the Great
Recession was radically different.” There is a complete
restructuring of the nation’s economy taking place.
Michigan has seen it play out most directly in the auto
industry employment and wages.

As a result, Michigan can no longer rely on the

auto industry alone to return prosperity to the state.
While auto production and sales have risen and
unemployment rates have fallen to the national
average, tens of thousands of people have dropped
out of the labor force because there are no jobs
available for their skillsets. The auto industry employs
tar fewer people than a decade ago, as robotics and
other manufacturing efficiencies require far fewer
workers than in the past. Two of the three major auto
companies in Michigan went bankrupt during the
recession. A fundamental shift has occurred.

8. MDTMB. (2012). “Total Net Migration: Michigan, 1960-2012.”

Michigan Department of Technology, Management, and Budget;

Lansing, MI. Available at: www.michigan.gov/documents/cgi/cgi
census_mich0012slides 434753 7.pdf; accessed November 5,2014.

9. MDTMB. (n.d.). “Updated Migration Statistics from the American
community Survey: 2012.” Michigan Department of Technology,
Management, and Budget; Lansing, MI. Available at: www.michigan.gov/
documents/cgi/cgi census Migl12Age Slides 434759 7.pdf; accessed
February 11, 2015.

10. Before 1956, there was no reliable state unemployment data except at
the decennial census. Data from: Romer, C. (1986). “Spurious Volatility

in Historical Unemployment Data.” The Journal of Political Economy

94 (1): 1-37 [US, 1900-1930]; Coen, R.M. (1973). “Labor Force and
Unemployment in the 1920 and 1930’s: A Re-Examination Based on
Postwar Experience.” The Review of Economics and Statistics 55 (1): 4655
[US, 1931-1940]; U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics [US, 1941-2010 and MI,
1976-2010]; Michigan Bureau of Labor Market Information and Strategic
Initiatives [MI, 1956-1975]; U.S. Census Bureau [MI, Decennial rates].
11. See Footnote 1.
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Figure 3-1: Total Net Migration for Michigan from 1960-2012
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Note: Total net migration is calculated by subtracting natural increase (i.e., the difference between births and deaths) from total population change
as estimated by the U.S. Census Bureau. Sources: MDTMB. (2012). “Total Net Migration for Michigan from 1960-2012.” Michigan Department of
Technology, Management, and Budget; Lansing, MI. Available at: www.michigan.gov/documents/cgi/cdi_census_michQ012slides 434753 7.pdf;

accessed November 5, 2014. Figure remade with permission, by the Land Policy Institute, Michigan State University.

Michigan needs a more diverse economy that
balances employment across many sectors.
Employment diversification would be more likely
to help Michigan and other Midwest states ride
economic storms of the future.

It is hard to fuel economic engines without population
growth. With talent as the new international currency,
it is clear that to attract both new residents and new
talent Michigan needs to have many more quality
places with a broader range of New Economy jobs in
the places where people want to live, work, play, shop,
learn, and visit. Michigan needs effective Strategic
Placemaking to create more of these places.

To better appreciate how Strategic Placemaking
can help requires us to understand the fundamental
differences between the Old Economy and the New
Economy. See Table 1-1 in Chapter 1. Following

is a list of some of the key lessons from the New
Economy model:

= The New (Knowledge) Economy is driven by

talent and knowledge workers.

* Businesses form and are attracted to places
with concentrations of knowledge workers
(e.g., Google moving to Ann Arbor, MI).

*  New capital is flowing to businesses where
knowledge and creativity are highly valued

and abundant.

=  Since talent is mobile, places have to have
abundant amenities in order to attract and
retain talent.

“The New Economy refers to a global,
entrepreneurial, and knowledge-
based economy where business

success comes increasingly from the
ability to incorporate knowledge,

technology, creativity, and innovative

products and services.”
Soji Adelaja, PhD, professor, Michigan State University;
and former director, MSU Land Policy Institute,
“Michigan Land and Prosperity Summit,” 2009.
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Figure 3-2: Out-Migration from Michigan by Age, 2009 and 2012
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Source: MDTMB. (n.d.). “Updated Migration Statistics from the American Community Survey: 2012.” Michigan Department of Technology,
Management, and Budget; Lansing, MI. Available at: www.michigan.gov/documents/cai/cgi_census_Migl2Age_Slides 434759 7.pdf;

accessed February 11, 2015. Figure remade with permission, by the Land Policy Institute, Michigan State University.

*  Only regions with strategies that match their
assets and their vision can prosper in the
New Economy.

*  Our competition is global.

Key Global Demographic and

Economic Considerations

'The global demographic and economic challenge

is complicated. There is flat to falling population

in the Western world and rising population almost
everywhere else—which also have growing Middle
Classes (the largest consumer groups). Elsewhere per
capita Gross Domestic Product (GDP) is rising faster
than in the Western world (see Table 3-1) and there
is growing economic competition everywhere. Our
biggest competitors are the so-called BRIC nations:
Brazil, Russia, India, and China, which now account
for more than 40% of the world’s population.

By 2050, if current trends continue, Goldman Sachs
projects the BRIC nations will occupy four of the

top six economies in the world, and the U.S. will be a
distant second to China. This is a radical reshuffling of
the top economies in the world over the next 40 years,
since the U.S. and EU-5 nations were No. 1 and No. 2
in 2010, China was No. 5, and Brazil, India, and Russia
were No.s 11,12, and 13, respectively.?

In short, the rules have changed. Every other region
in the world is now competing with the U.S. for
prosperity. Our non-Western competitors have some
distinct advantages:

= More flexible infrastructure that is less tied to
vehicular transport.

* A more flexible decision-making framework
for businesses.

12. Wilson, D., and R. Dragusanu. (2008). “The Expanding Middle: The
Exploding World Middle Class and Falling Global Inequality.” Global
Economics Paper No. 170, Goldman Sachs, Manhattan, NY. Available at:

www.ryanallis.com/wp-content/uploads/2008/07/expandingmiddle.pdf;
accessed February 17, 2015.
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Table 3-1: Change in Percent for Global Economic
Growth Forecasts (in per Capita GDP), 2008 and 2013

Location
World

2008 2013

4.1% | 3.9%

us.

13% | 2.3%

Japan

1.5% | 1.5%

France

1.6% | 0.8%

Germany

2% | 1.4%

U.K.

1.8% | 1.4%

Brazil

4.9% | 4.6%

Russia

77% | 3.9%

India

8% | 6.5%

China

9.7% | 8.5%

Sources: Data from 2008: IMF. (2008). “Global Slowdown and Rising Inflation.” World Economic Outlook Update, July 2008. International
Monetary Fund, Washington, DC. Available at: www.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/weo/2008/update/02/pdf/0708.pdf; accessed February 19, 2015.

Data from 2013: IMF. (2012). “New Setbacks, Further Policy Action Needed.” World Economic Outlook Update, July 16, 2012. International Monetary
Fund, Washington, DC. Available at: www.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/weo/2012/update/02/pdf/0712.pdf; accessed February 19, 2015. Table remade

with permission, by the Land Policy Institute, Michigan State University.

= Different kinds of partnerships between
government and business.

= None of our legacy costs (pensions, health
insurance, etc.).

= They can take more risk, because they have
nothing to lose and prosperity to gain.

This suggests that in order to compete globally in the
New Economy, we must change the way we think, act,
and do business at every level in the public, private, and
nonprofit sectors.

One big change we can make is to begin to think
regionally. When examining global economic activity,
it quickly becomes clear that economic competition
is not local to local, state to state, state to nation, or
even nation to nation—it is region to region.

“Locals” within the same metro region should be
friends and partners, not competitors—we are all in
this together. Our competitors are often half the globe
away. The Great Lakes States/Southern Ontario

are a multinational region. Figure 3-3 is a photo of
the Great Lakes States at night from space. From a
global perspective, this is our economic region.

Michigan is not a “single economy.” There are no
single state economies (except perhaps Hawaii).
States are collections of sub-regional economies that

often extend beyond state  Qne blg Change we
boundaries. Michigan’s can make is to begin

economic sub-regions

overlap (within and to think regionally.

outside the state). When examining

Figure 3—4 demonstrates g| obal economic

a model for thinking of Co .
activity, it quickly

the principal economic

regions in Michigan. becomes clear that

The ellipses with the . cos
darker lines are the bigger economic COmpetltlon

regions, while lighter lines is not local to local,
are sub-regions-These  gtata to state, state to

do not closely follow

political boundaries. Zhere nation, or even nation

is large overlap in the lines, to nation_it is region

and lines also cross out of .
Michigan and into Canada to reg|0n.

in a few places. 1deally, places with overlap would plan
and cooperate together. Strong regional economies are
built on the unique assets of the region. But, clusters of
assets do not always follow these lines either. It is
hard to perform economic development planning
without coordinating along all the edges, and by
taking a statewide (and in many cases a multistate)

look (as in Figure 3-3).
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Figure 3-3: Economic Region of the Great Lakes

Source: Simmon, R. (2012). “City Lights of the United States, 2012.” NASA Earth Observatory, using Suomi NPP VIIRS data provided courtesy
of Chris Elvidge (NOAA National Geophysical Data Center), Washington, DC. Available at: http://earthobservatory.nasa.gov/I0TD/view.php?id

=79800&eocn=image&eoci=related_image; accessed September 1, 2015.

Prosperity Requires Regional Partners
Zero-sum situations do not work in the New
Economy. Having an impact in the global economy
requires pooling regional resources and wisely using
assets. It means local governments, the private

sector, schools, and non-governmental and civic
organizations must all work cooperatively together to
market the region and provide services efficiently in
order to be cost-competitive. Relevant assets in the
New Economy have a strong regional dimension. All
infrastructure in the region is an asset that must be
adequately maintained.

People, companies, and talent do not move to
towns—they move to regions. Several places in a
region may meet the physical and transportation
requirements for a company. But, a wide range of

community types, housing choices, schools, and
cultural offerings are also important to attract

the kind of talented workers necessary to run the
business. As a result, communities within a region
should be working together to attract and retain
business, for all will prosper with each success.

It can happen. For example, the Lansing metro area
local governments all came together in the early 2000s
to facilitate General Motors (GM): 1) Tearing down
one auto plant in Lansing and building a new Cadillac
plant there; 2) building a new plant and complex in
adjacent Delta Township; and 3) closing two plants in
Lansing Township. Thousands of jobs were at stake.’

13. Lietz, T. (2014). “Second Shift: From Crisis to Collaboration.” A
Production of the Michigan Institute for Contemporary Art, Lansing,
MI. Available at: www.secondshiftfilm.com/; accessed February 11, 2015.
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Figure 3-4: Michigan’s Economic Sub-Regions

Source: Land Policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2010.




'Those were the only new auto factories built by

GM in the U.S. in that decade. General Motors was
willing to make these investments in one region,
because of the high-quality labor force in the Lansing
metro area. Local governments realized that unless
they all cooperated, and did not “care” about which
jurisdiction the new plants were located in, the whole

region would sufter like Flint did when GM shut

down most of its operations there.

The Business-Talent-Place Triangle

By now it should be apparent that there is a growing
interdependency between business, talent, and place
(see Figure 1-1 in Chapter 1 (page 1-4)). Businesses
depend on talented workers. Because talented workers
are mobile and in demand, they can choose to live
and work in high-quality places. As more and more
talented workers aggregate in quality places, other
businesses will migrate there as well, or be newly
formed by entrepreneurs around the growing number
of talented workers. The quality place then becomes a
magnet for new businesses and new talented workers.

Within Each Region there Must be

Some High-Quality Urban Places

It will be hard to attract talented workers to regions
without high-quality places, or to retain those
already there, if their skills are in high demand
elsewhere. Thus, every economic region must have
some high-quality urban places with a wide range of
housing and transportation choices; good schools;
ample entertainment, shopping, and recreational
opportunities; as well as a mix of cultural, arts, and
educational institutions.

All of these features must be found in some places
within any central city that serves a large regional
area. These cities can be called regional Cenzers of
Commerce and Culture. In smaller numbers and at a
smaller scale, these features of quality places should
also be found in portions of some adjoining suburban
cities and townships. These are sub-regional centers.
In rural regions without a central city, many small
towns must together meet this need. Collectively,
these large and small cities need to have the highest
quality of life and the most urban amenities in the
region (more on this in Chapter 7).

In Michigan, in 2003, there were 14 Metropolitan
Statistical Areas (MSA);" since then, Midland
County has been added as an MSA:"

= Ann Arbor,
= Battle Creek,

= Bay City,
= Detroit,
= Flint,

*  Grand Rapids,

= Holland,

= Jackson,

= Kalamazoo,

* Lansing,

=  Monroe,

*  Muskegon,

*  Niles/Benton Harbor/St. Joseph, and
* Saginaw.

Including Midland County, there are 15 MSAs. The
largest cities in each MSA are Centers of Commerce
and Culture, which are all located in the lower half of
the Lower Peninsula.

Three of these major MSAs extend outside of
Michigan, but include Michigan communities (South
Bend/Elkhart, IN; Toledo, OH; Detroit/Windsor,
Canada, which includes Port Huron/Sarnia). They
are all comprised of multiple contiguous jurisdictions
surrounding a comparatively large central city. There
are about 100 small urban clusters that serve as sub-

14. Library of Michigan/LDDS. (2003). Metropolitan and Micropolitan
Statistical Areas in Michigan Based on the 2000 Census. Department

of History, Arts, and Libraries; Library of Michigan; Lansing, MI.

Available at: www.michigan.gov/documents/Hal Im census
MetropolitanDesignations061003 67117 7.pdf; accessed February 12,2015.
15. MDTMB. (n.d.). “Metropolitan, Micropolitan, and Combined
Statistical Areas for Michigan.” Center for Shared Solutions; Michigan
Department of Technology, Management, and Budget; Lansing, MI.

Available at: www.michigan.gov/cgi/0,4548,7-158-54534 51886 51889-
296788--,00.html; accessed February 12,2015.
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Centers of Commerce and Culture, and Sub-Regional Centers

he major job and population centers of a region can be called Centers of Commerce and Culture.
'They should be places with the highest population density, the highest level of public services, and
the greatest mix of public and private amenities. As a result, they should be the talent magnets of
the region. Some of the suburban communities, including some small towns and portions of surrounding
townships that are economically linked to the regional center and joined by common transportation systems

are sub-regional centers.

regional centers in suburban and rural areas. Many
of these small urban clusters in the Southern Lower
Peninsula are within the influence of one of the 15
major Centers of Commerce and Culture. Some of
these small urban clusters cross state/international
boundaries, such as Iron Mountain in the Upper
Peninsula (with North Central Wisconsin) and Sault
Ste. Marie, MI/Canada. These areas are mapped in
Figure 3-5.

These places have a density and a total population
sufficient to meet the U.S. Census Bureau’s definition
of either an “urbanized area” or an “urban cluster”
based on block-level data. Urbanized areas have

a minimum population of 50,000 people with a
density of at least 1,000 people/sq. mile in the urban
core, plus a density between 500 and 1,000 people/
sq. mile in contiguous areas. Urban clusters have a
population between 2,500 and 49,999 people, plus

a density of at least 500 people/sq. mile. The 15
major Centers of Commerce and Culture are all
urbanized areas. The urbanized areas and urban clusters
are home to the principal residential and business areas
in Michigan. They are also the prime opportunity areas
for placemaking, because they are dense enough to be
walkable if the pedestrian infrastructure is in place. They
represent a small subset of the 1,856 local units of
government in Michigan.

According to a 2012 report by Public Sector
Consultants and the Brookings Institution, the 14
MSAs are home to:

= Eighty-two percent (82%) of the
state population,

= Eighty-four percent (84%) of the jobs,
= Eighty-six percent (86%) of the State GDP,

= Eighty-five percent (85%) of exports,

= Ninety-one percent (91%) of science and
engineering jobs,

= Eighty-five percent (85%) of post-secondary-
degree holders,

* Ninety percent (90%) of the high-tech

industry employment, and

= Eighty percent (80%) of advanced

manufacturing jobs.'

In order for Michigan to continue to be globally
competitive for talent, the largest cities within these
MSASs all need to have several high-quality places, with
a good quality of life that includes many amenities. To
the extent that these features are absent, or in need of
improvement, placemaking is an appropriate remedy.

Michigan Prosperity Regions

In an effort to better align assets with resources and

to more sharply focus regional economic development
efforts, Michigan’s Governor, Rick Snyder, realigned
the boundaries for economic development planning
into 10 Prosperity Regions in 2013. Figure 3—6
depicts these new boundaries. State agencies have
redrawn their service boundaries to conform to the
new boundaries. The legislature appropriated planning
grants to facilitate the collaboration of traditional,
regional planning and development agencies with
workforce boards, colleges and universities, and non-
traditional business-backed economic development
agencies. A major focus of the Prosperity Regions is
on talent attraction and retention activities, which

is where regionally significant sites for Strategic
Placemaking should be incorporated into the Regional
Prosperity Plan. That way there will be two different

16. Public Sector Consultants and the Brookings Institution Metropolitan
Policy Program. (2012). Michigan’s Urban and Metropolitan Strategy. Prepared
for the Business Leaders for Michigan, Detroit, MI. Available at: www.

brookings.edu/~/media/research/files/reports/2012/2/23%20michigan%20
economy/0223 michigan economy.pdf; accessed February 17,2015.
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Figure 3-5: Map of Michigan’s Urban Areas and Urban Clusters
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Figure 3-6: Map of the State of Michigan Prosperity Regions
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Source: MDTMB. (2013). “State of Michigan Prosperity Regions.” Michigan Department of Technology, Management, and Budget; Lansing; MI. Available at:
www.michigan.gov/documents/snyder/Prosperity_Map_Final_430369_7.pdf; accessed October 27, 2015.
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advocates for projects in those targeted places: 1) the
region, and 2) the respective local units of government.

Talent Attraction and Population Growth

In municipalities, regions, and states still reeling from
a decade of economic hardship, resources to engage
in economic and community development activities
are hard to come by. One way to build support for
those expenditures is to highlight the benefits of
improvements in specific locations for targeted
improvements. Targeting placemaking projects

and activities can help guide strategic investment
decisions. Two other approaches may also be useful.
The first is demonstrating the high costs of population
loss. The second is showing the benefits of population
growth and how targeting talented workers, as part

of a broader population attraction strategy, makes the
most economic sense. As explained over the next
tew pages, some populations have greater economic
growth benefits than others, and the differences are
sometimes striking and surprising.

General population growth is necessary to add to
the consumer base to have enough school children to
keep schools in good condition, and to keep houses
occupied. This will keep property values up and, as a
result, keep property taxes flowing to pay for public
services. It is very difficult to meet public service
obligations if the overall population is shrinking.
Existing public service costs are significant, usually
rising, and revenue streams (especially property taxes
and sometimes income taxes) have fallen for many

Part One 3-1

SU Land Policy Institute

w M



http://www.mml.org/
http://www.mml.org/economics_of_place_book/index.html
http://www.mml.org/economics_of_place_book/index.html
http://www.economicsofplace.com/economics-of-place-the-art-of-building-great-communities/
http://www.economicsofplace.com/economics-of-place-the-art-of-building-great-communities/
http://www.economicsofplace.com/economics-of-place-the-art-of-building-great-communities/

MIplace™ Partnership Initiative

(O8]

years in many communities as property values fell
(often because of the oversupply of houses created by
the mortgage foreclosure crisis). Thus, under existing
cost of service provision scenarios, a growing tax

base is needed to meet public service obligations. This is
easiest to achieve if the overall population is growing.
More importantly, to attract and retain the workers
needed to be globally competitive requires a quality
community with adequate public services and at least
some of the kinds of amenities available in the most
attractive metropolitan areas. This is a conundrum
that is suited to targeted placemaking in a climate
with few additional fiscal resources. But, it also
requires an aggressive population attraction strategy
in the cities that have suffered the greatest population
losses to date.

Negative Impacts of Population Loss

The MSU Land Policy Institute has twice documented
the negative impacts of population loss in Michigan
counties on employment and income, as well as

the positive impacts of population growth on

employment and income. This helps give a context to
the above statements and is examined first. The role of
placemaking in population growth is examined second.

As mentioned earlier, Michigan was the only state
to lose population during the last decade. In 2009,
LPI published a study showing the economic impact
of population loss in 63 counties in Michigan from
2005-2008 and 31 counties from 2000-2005." The
results of both periods are depicted on Table 3-2. It
is easy to see the significance of population loss, and
how difficult recovery can be once population begins
to decline. These are aggregate costs to all of those
counties experiencing population loss.

In 2009, the Land Policy Institute research team
created a growth decomposition model to project the
impact of changes of population, jobs, and income

17. Adelaja, S.,Y.G. Hailu, and M. A. Gibson. (2009). The Economic Impacts
of County Population Changes in Michigan - Full Report. Land Policy
Institute, Michigan State University, East Lansing, MI. Available at: http://

landpolicy.msu.edu/resources/econimpactsctypopchangesmifullreport;
accessed September 1,2015.
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Table 3-2: Negative Economic Impacts of County Population Loss in Michigan

2000-2005 2005-2008

31 Counties Lost Population (~31,000 People in Total)

63 Counties Lost Population (~126,000 People in Total)

$246 Million in Lost Labor Income

$585 Million in Lost Labor Income

$164 Million in Lost Property-Type Income

$346 Million in Lost Property-Type Income

7,327 Jobs Lost

15,855 Jobs Lost

$790 Million in Lost Economic Output

$1.9 Billion in Lost Economic Output

Note: Data from U.S. Census Bureau Annual Population Estimates. All table totals are for ONLY those counties that lost population.
Property-type income is all revenue generated from real estate, including property tax and profits resulting from rent charged,
mortgages, etc. Source: Adelaja, S., Y.G. Hailu, and M.A. Gibson. (2009). The Economic Impacts of County Population Changes in Michigan
- Full Report. Land Policy Institute, Michigan State University, East Lansing, MI. Available at: http://landpolicy.msu.edu/resources/
econimpactsctypopchangesmifullreport; accessed September 1, 2015. Table by the Land Policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2009.

on each other over time. Dozens of variables were
examined in all 3,023 counties across the U.S., and
those with strong relationships were used to show
what the impact would be if a variable changed. The
results from some of the key relationships found in
the Chasing the Past or Investing in Our Future
study follows.®

Population, Jobs, and Incomes Go Together
Common sense suggests that as the number of people
increase, the number of jobs created to service those
people and utilize their workforce skills will increase,
and that as more people work, overall incomes will

go up. While that is not always true, LPI research has
revealed it often is, but in nuanced ways. For example,
places that attract people also attract jobs, and vice versa.

= One percent (1%) more people means 0.8%
more jobs.

= One percent (1%) more jobs means 0.8%
more people.”’

Places that attract jobs create better incomes.

=  One hundred (100) more jobs means about
$5 more in per capita income.

= One-hundred-thousand (100,000) more
jobs means about $5,000 more in per
capita income.?

18.The full results can be found within this book: Adelaja, S., Y.G. Hailu,
M. Abdulla, C. McKeown, B. Calnin, M. Gibson, and K. McDonald.
(2009). Chasing the Past or Investing in Our Future: Placemaking for
Prosperity in the New Economy. Report # LPR 2009-NE-03, Land
Policy Institute, Michigan State University, East Lansing, MI. Available at:

www.landpolicy.msu.edu/ChasingthePastReport; accessed January 21, 2015.

19. See Footnote 18.
20. See Footnote 18.

Front cover of the Chasing the Past or Investing in Our Future
report by the MSU Land Policy Institute, 2009.

'This also works in reverse; a loss of 100,000 jobs
equals about $5,000 in per capita income loss.*!

Knowledge-class workers are the most potent economic
drivers. The ownership structure of service and high-
tech products leaves very little for the skilled worker.

As much as the success of the Agricultural Age was
based on access to land, and the success of the Industrial
Age was based on access to natural resources and

21. See Footnote 18.
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factories, the success of the Knowledge Age is based
upon access to the most important economic input—
knowledge. While the rise of knowledge workers has
been acknowledged for the past 50 years, innovation
and globalization through the internet and social media
over the past couple of decades has drastically increased
the demand for knowledge workers. Though skilled
workers are still needed to grow food and develop
products, automation has reduced some of that need,
and knowledge workers are essential to advance the
productivity and efhicient delivery of those goods. In
addition, the services provided by knowledge workers
can be achieved locally and exported. Therefore,
agglomerating knowledge workers drives local economic
growth and global competitiveness. Most services

are local, and exportable services imply heavy local
employment. New Economy services also tend to
employ many people locally. So, what does this suggest?

*  People count, and their marginal impacts
count more.

»  The trick is population attraction, targeted toward
high-impact people (especially knowledge workers).

There are many types of knowledge workers, the most
coveted are Millennials. This is because they are, as a
generational group, the largest and the best educated; they
are also young, energetic, and a comparative bargain,
because they are just starting in the labor force. There are,
of course, many other knowledge workers of other
generations, but they are often not as mobile. Once
workers settle down and have a family, they do not
move as often. When they do move, it is often within
the same region. Thus, the focus is on the Millennials,
in order to get them to come to a particular region or
never leave it in the first place.

Attention is also on the retiring Baby Boomers who
are the second largest generational group, often
skilled, and are moving because they are retiring

and downsizing. This has resulted in a portion of
them being very mobile. Entrepreneurs are also good
to target, but several studies show they often start
businesses wherever they are already located—hence,
the benefit of local entrepreneurship services to assist
more entrepreneurs just starting out. Immigrants,
especially the well-educated and comparatively
wealthy, are also good to target as they start
businesses much more frequently than indigenous
people. Other demographic combinations can also
yield very valuable results for some communities.

A new book entitled The New Geography of Jobs,
by Enrico Moretti, an economist at the University of
California, Berkeley, has documented the economic
effects of the work of Millennials. One of his findings
includes: For every college graduate who takes a

job in an innovation industry, five additional jobs

are eventually created in that city, such as waiters,
carpenters, doctors, architects, and teachers.?

Joe Cortright, now with City Observatory and Impresa,
completed a study that showed about 25% more young
college graduates lived in major metropolitan areas in
2014 than in 2000, which was double the percentage
increase in the cities’ total population. All 51 of the
biggest metros in the nation, except Detroit, have gained
young talent, either from net migration to the cities or
from residents graduating from college.*® 7his is quickly
changing in the Midtown and Downtown parts of Detroit,
which are rapidly aggregating young talented workers.

'The LPI research examined the economic impact of
more than just the Millennials in metro counties and
found that:

*  Places with more 25- to 34-year-olds create
more jobs without losing population. One
percent (1%) more young people means 539
more jobs.

*  Places with more retirees create more jobs, but
lose population. One percent (1%) more retirees

means 213 more jobs and 387 less population.

*  Places with more foreign-born grow
population and create more jobs. One percent
(1%) more foreign-born people means 654
more jobs, and 656 more people.**

'This research suggests that zargeting attraction strategies
at those age 25 to 34, retirees, AND immigrants is best.
‘That combination gives the largest population and job
boost, while also raising incomes. For example, many
of the jobs that come with a growing senior population
are in healthcare services. Some of those jobs are high-
tech, which are often more attractive to well-educated
younger workers.

22. Miller, C.C. (2014). “Where Young College Graduates are Choosing
to Live.” The New York Times, The Upshot blog, October 20, 2014.

Available at: www.nytimes.com/2014/10/20/upshot/where-young-
college-graduates-are-choosing-to-live.html? r=0&abt=00028&abg=0;
accessed November 6,2014.

23.Cortright, J. (2014). The Young and Restless and the Nation’s Cities.
City Observatory. Available at: http://cityobservatory.org/wp-content/
uploads/2014/10/YNR-Report-Final.pdf; accessed February 10,2015.
24.See Footnote 18.
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.. .Research suggests

Hopetully it is clear by
now that Later chapters
explain how to do this.
But, before leaving this
topic, some additional
findings from the LPI
national study of counties
in 2009 follow. These
findings may help readers
better understand some of these relationships and
refine population attraction and retention strategies.

that targeting
attraction strategies
at those age 25 to
34, retirees, AND
immigrants is best.

Vacancy and Home Values

= Housing vacancy is a growth detractor. A
1% rise in vacant homes has zero impact on
jobs, but results in 163 less people and a $28

decline in per capita income.

= More expensive homes means more population
and income, but less jobs. A $100 rise in home
value results in 17 less jobs, eight more people,
and a $4.50 rise in per capita income.

= Affordable housing helps jobs, but lowers per

capita income.?
Education (Human Capital)

= One percent (1%) more college graduates
translates to 190 more jobs, $25 more per
capita income, and 554 additional people.

* Ifyour community has a college or university
that is great for population and jobs. In metro
counties, a college or university town means

1,336 more jobs and 2,208 more people.

* Counties with a higher percentage of people
with a bachelor’s degree or higher are
associated with faster population change,
income growth, and job creation. %

Gray Infrastructure

Spending on roads, airports, and broadband capacity
means more people, income, and jobs. For example,

a one-unit increase in the infrastructure index means
541 more jobs, 447 more people, and $81 more in per
capita income.?’

25.See Footnote 18.
26.See Footnote 18.
27.See Footnote 18.

Green Infrastructure

Amenities, in general, create jobs, enhance income,
and attract people. For example, a one-point increase
in the LPI-created Developed Amenities Index of
parks, trails, picnic areas, golf courses, etc. means
2,322 more jobs and 1,726 more people.

= A one-point increase in the Water Amenity
Index of marinas, fishing lakes, scenic rivers,
etc. means 522 more jobs, $7.47 more in per
capita income, and 563 less people (possibly

because of seasonal population).

= A one-point increase in the Winter
Amenities Index of ski areas, cross-country
skiing, etc. means $73 more in per capita
income in rural areas, 73 more jobs in rural
areas, and 491 less people.

* A one-point increase in the Climate
Amenities Index of sunshine days and
average January/July temperature means
3,132 more people in metro areas, 319 more
people in non-metro areas, and $12.14 less in
per capita income.?®

Which Comes First: Quality

Community, New Talent, or New Jobs?

All communities want economic resilience, but at
present it appears that a community cannot achieve
economic growth without population growth in at
least some targeted places within the community. A
community can achieve economic growth faster with
population growth that is tied to talent attraction
and retention. The common denominator of both

is that effectiveness requires communities that are
rapidly improving their “attractiveness” to not just
new workers, but also new residents and visitors.
'This is achieved through effective placemaking and is
why the benefits of placemaking extend to the whole
community, even though they may be initiated to
target talented workers.

With population growth comes job growth and

income growth. If the new population has a higher
educational attainment than the base population,
then the community gets a rise in overall educational
attainment and more income growth. So, #he fastest
way to improve a community is to target higher education
knowledge workers—but, those workers require a large
number of amenities. Therefore, the community must

28. See Footnote 18.
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engage in effective placemaking and continue it for a
long time in order to be successful.

What do Mobile Talented Workers Want?

It is also important to understand why we are losing
talented workers, and where they are going (e.g., to
higher quality urban places around the nation and in
the Midwest to Chicago and Minneapolis, especially).
From survey and demographic data it is apparent that
25~ to 34-year-olds:

= Are buying significant amounts of goods and
services for the first time, seek cohorts, often
have no children or commitments, have new
knowledge, want diversity, are risk takers, love
fun, are tolerant, live/work/play in the same
place, use transit, and want to experience
urban living.

= They are mobile, and seck and pursue amenities
and a high quality of life. Rather than look for
jobs, they often look for interesting places to
move to. Economic activity often follows
them, sometimes, including the creation of a
job for themselves.”

In contrast, those age 65 and older:

= Are also often movable, have low debt, and
many have discretionary income.

= 'They also like amenities, such as leisure, arts,
culture, and entertainment.

= Generally, the mobile ones do not take jobs,
but create jobs through their spending.

* However, there are more entrepreneurs in
this age group than in the 24- to 35-year-
olds group, and retirees can often self-fund
their entrepreneurship.*

Well-educated immigrants are also a target audience.
They tend to:

= Have higher degrees (e.g., engineers and
technologists), start-up high-tech companies
and businesses, are more entrepreneurial
than the local population, are high on patent
filings, and seek other immigrants.!

29. See Footnote 18.
30. See Footnote 18.
31. See Footnote 18.

‘These are generalizations of course, but may provide
readers with additional insights into shaping effective
talented worker attraction strategies. At the same
time, localities, regions, and states should also focus
on talent retention strategies. Once the talent is

gone it is hard to get it back. Fortunately, zbe same
placemaking improvements that can help attract new
talent can also help retain existing talented workers.

Improvement in Michigan Migration Data
After decades of more out-migration than in-
migration, Census figures are starting to show some
improvement in Michigan. The numbers show
Michigan is still losing people to migration out

of state, but at a slower rate, AND international
migration is growing. Births are once again exceeding
deaths, but in an amount about equal to net

domestic out-migration. So, Michigan is growing in
population, because of international migration. As
noted earlier, this can be a good source of population,
employment, and income growth. To grow population
turther will first require slowing domestic out-
migration. That will require more quality places that
talented workers want to live in.

In 2006, the Michigan Economic Development
Corporation reported the following:

*  Michigan is No. 1 among the states in keeping
its residents in the following age groups: Age
5 to 19, age 20 to 29, age 30 to 39, age 40 to
49, and age 50 to 54. For all other age groups
Michigan is in the upper half.

*  Michigan residents tend to leave the state
during the first five years after college
graduation, but return later in life.

= 'The real story of this nearly 10-year-old data is
that: While Michigan keeps most of its college grads
(and nearly every other age group), it ranks near
the bottom nationally in terms of the number of
out-of-state graduates that migrate into the state.”

Obviously, one of the state’s greatest opportunities

is to keep more of the out-of-state students that
come to Michigan for college. Some communities
like Grand Rapids are working hard to achieve

that through aggressive internship programs that
target out-of-state students to post-graduation work
opportunities. However, there are challenges.

32. MEDC. (2006). “Brain Drain Fact Sheet.” Michigan Economic
Development Corporation, Lansing, MI.
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Talent Attraction and Retention Challenges
A 2006 study found that Michigan’s largest metros
fare poorly in the concentration of young knowledge
workers as compared to the “high prosperity” Great
Lakes metros of Chicago, IL; Minneapolis, MN; and
Madison, WI. These are metros with center cities
that have many high-quality places with many urban
amenities. Placemaking is all about creating high-
quality places.”

A 2008 survey by Michigan Future, Inc., a nonprofit
think tank in Ann Arbor, tracked the places where
Michigan college graduates moved. Nearly 18% of
Michigan college grads moved to Illinois, with the
largest bulk of them to Chicago—a magnet for 24- to
35-year-olds in the Midwest. Five of the top 10 states
were Great Lakes states, and the top 10 states captured
63.2% of all the graduates. This is a hopeful sign as
more than one-third of these graduates are within

a day’s drive of Michigan, and are familiar with the
Midwest weather. This gives Michigan a chance of
attracting them back home if it has more, higher quality
metro areas, and more job opportunities (which occur
in higher quality metros that attract talented workers).**

In a 2011 survey of 4,000 Michigan college students
in private colleges, only 11% agreed that Michigan has
broad enough job opportunities, and while 59% were
considering staying in Michigan, 30% were unsure

of their plans. The survey indicated that successfully
keeping this young talent in Michigan would depend
upon the ability of businesses and learning institutions
to partner together to promote to these students
specific quality-of-life amenities, such as good-paying
jobs, affordable housing, easy commutes, and access to
parks, and bike and hiking trails.*®

A 2012 survey of graduates (age 28 or younger) from

Michigan’s 15 public universities found:

= Sixty-three percent (63%) of respondents
lived in Michigan;

33. Michigan Future Inc. (2006). 4 New Agenda for a New Michigan.
Ann Arbor, MI. Available at: www.michiganfuture.org/cms/assets/
uploads/2014/07/NewAgendaFINAL.pdf; accessed February 17, 2015.
34. Michigan Future, Inc. (2008). “Michigan’s College Graduates:
Where Do They Go and Why?” Ann Arbor, MI. Available at: www.
michiganfuture.org/cms/assets/uploads/2009/07/College-grad-survey-

= The Midwest remains popular, Chicago

in particular;

= 'Thirty-eight percent (38%) would have stayed
if they were able to find the job they wanted,

*  Michigan retained 47% of engineering
graduates, and 56% of undergraduate
business graduates; and

*  Staying close to family and friends was very
important to those that stayed; 34% of those
who moved elsewhere preferred large cities.*

From a placemaking perspective, perhaps the most
interesting survey outcome was the response to the
tollowing question: “ZThinking about how you will look
for your next job, you will look for:”

» A jobin a place you would like to live—selected
by 85% of those who resided in Michigan,
and 89% by those who resided elsewhere;

» A job in the place you currently live—selected
by 58% of those who resided in Michigan

and 54% of those who resided elsewhere; and

»  The best job, regardless of location—selected by
56% of those who resided in Michigan, and
by 55% of those who resided elsewhere in
the U.S.%7

What Can be Done?

These survey results are consistent with other surveys
reported in this guidebook, and with related amenity-
based research. Quality places are essential attractors of
college-educated talent.

'The Michigan Economic Development Corporation’s
Pure Michigan Opportunity and LiveWorkDetroit
programs are examples of other efforts to keep college
grads after graduation. These programs:

1. Connect statewide employers to talent
interested in staying in Michigan.

2. Showcase Michigan communities as a great
place where people want to live, work, play,
shop, learn, and visit with day-long events.

Mi-Future-Aug-08.pdf; accessed November 6, 2014.

35. Michigan Colleges Foundation. (2011). Keeping College Graduates in
Michigan: Michigan Colleges Foundation Student Survey Findings. Michigan
Colleges Alliance, Southfield, MI. Available at: www.michigancolleges.

org/files/michigancolleges.org/MCFFinalReport 6 23 11.pdf; accessed
November 6,2014.

36.U-M-Dearborn iLabs and Detroit Regional Chamber. (2013).
“Mobility and Employment of Michigan’s Millennial Talent.” iLabs, Center
for Innovation Research, University of Michigan-Dearborn, Dearborn,

MI. Available at: http://umdilabs.com/sites/default/files/Presidents%20

Council%20Summary%20Final.pdf; accessed January 22, 2015.
37. See Footnote 36.
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3. Sponsor events, including networking with
employers and community members; touring
places where people want to be; and hearing
from industry and community leaders.

Many other Michigan metro and non-metro areas

are implementing internship, mentorship, and touring
programs to acquaint college students with the area
and job opportunities long before they graduate from
college. The results of these different efforts should be
monitored with the most successful ones promoted as
best practices elsewhere.

Retaining and attracting college graduates in
communities is important, because college attainment
is highly correlated to both income and employment.

In 1979, the average college graduate made 38%
more than the average high school graduate. The
comparable figure from 2012 was more than 75%.%
Industrial states like Michigan used to rank highly
among the states in terms of per capita income,
because of high wages from (especially auto)
manufacturing jobs. Today, high-ranking states for
per capita income all have workers with much higher
college attainment than Michigan. Thus, retaining

38.Tyson, L. (2012). “Income Inequality and Educational Opportunity.”
Ee New York szes Etanomzx Blog, September 21, 2012. Avallable at:
/09/21/i

ducatlonal opportumgg accessed September 8,2015.

more college graduates raises educational attainment,
as well as per capita income.*

A Place-Based Model of Economic Prosperity
It is now time to take this lesson to the next step

and add some more rigor to the discussion. There is a
growing body of research that is building a science of
place and how it affects everything from the economy,
to the quality of the environment, to the social-
cultural behavior of places, to the sustainability of
regions. This section focuses on the relationship of the
economic prosperity of places to growth in income
and jobs, due to the performance of various amenities
available in that place.

Prosperity is a common, but elusive, goal of individuals
and government at virtually all levels. It has been
expressed in many different forms over the years, but
is usually tied to economic measures. Professor Soji
Adelaja, PhD, a world-class economist and founding
director of the MSU Land Policy Institute, defined
prosperity as “a state of stable, reliable, and secure
growth, with rising employment, income, and overall
quality of life that ensures transcendental success.”
One might say in contemporary parlance that such a
state is “sustainable,” in part, because it is “resilient.”

39. Michigan Future, Inc., has written extensively on this correlation and
compared a number of Midwest states. For more information, see the
sidebar below.
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Achieving prosperity has never been easy, nor in

the history of communities, everlasting. However,

as understanding of the characteristics of prosperity
improve, communities need to identify what must be
done to retain and create such places.

In 2006, Prof. Adelaja and his research team at LPI
began conducting considerable research into prosperity,
growth, and decline, and eventually developed a place-
based model of economic prosperity. In the study that
led to the creation of the model, LPI examined dozens
of variables in 3,023 U.S. counties to try to understand
why some communities were growing in population,
employment, and income, and others were not.*

Following are summaries of small portions
(particularly from an appendix) of the resulting
report illustrating what comprises place-based
economic prosperity, and how critical it is that
economic development initiatives be rooted in
effective placemaking.

Prof. Adelaja created an equation to describe the
components of prosperity. It is reproduced in Figure
3-7.1In the formula, the prosperity of a place (P) is the

sum of:
1. Income growth opportunity in a region ().
2. Employment opportunity in a region (E).
3. Fixed (Natural) Assets (FA) in a region,

such as water, landscape, soil . . . these
assets are defined by where they are and
cannot be moved.

4.  Quasi-Fixed Assets (QFA) are man-made
improvements to the landscape, such as public

40. Core parts of that research are embodied in the LPI’s Chasing the
Past or Investing in Our Future report. See Footnote 18.

roads, airports, sewers, water, parks, and trails.
‘They are quasi-fixed, because they can be
altered, improved on, or removed. They can
also include private and cultural assets like
museums, sports and entertainment facilities,
restaurants and taverns, and even cultural
attitudes like a nurturing environment for
entrepreneurs, tolerance for different lifestyles,
races, religions, and ethnic backgrounds.

5. Mobile Assets (MA), such as talent, creativity,
and intangibles like spirit . . . these are free
to move around the country and globe and,
thus, are portable, and they tend to follow
quality places.*

Creating an Amenities Matrix is the key. It is made
up of three types of assets. The greater the amenities
matrix, the greater the prospects for prosperity.

* Fixed Assets are a necessary precursor
to high-quality places, but alone are not
sufficient to define place and drive economic
output. We also cannot do much about them,
because what we have is what we have, and
we cannot artificially create more of them.
Of course, in Michigan’s case, we are blessed
with a large amount of fixed natural assets,
and they are ubiquitous.

*  Quasi-Fixed Assets are an enabling condition
for growth as the type of QFA, and their
concentrations, largely determine whether
the growth will be rooted in the New or
the Old Economy, as the definition of place
is highly dependent on this asset class. We
can improve our Quasi-Fixed Assets, which

Michigan has attempted since the 1960s.
41. See Footnote 18.

Figure 3-7: Prosperity and Place Formula

Prosperity and Place Formula: P= ocil. VE) iﬁi(ﬁ, QFA, MA)

*P = Prosperity; O(l = Growth in Per Capita Income; “71:', = Average Employment Rate; FA (Fixed Assets), QFA (Quasi-Fixed Assets), MA (Mobile Assets) = Amenities Matrix

Source: Adelaja, S., Y.G. Hailu, and M. Abdulla. (2009). Chasing the Past or Investing in Our Future: Placemaking for Prosperity in the New
Economy. Report# LPR-2009-NE-03, Land Policy Institute, Michigan State University, East Lansing, MI. Available at: www.landpolicy.msu.edu/

ChasingthePastReport; accessed January 21, 2015.
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= Mobile Assets (or Portable Assets) are the
sufficient condition for growth in the New
Economy. Portable Assets are motivated by
place, so they will gravitate to better places;
simply put, they move around. The Mobile
Assets are critical to success and depend on

places with a high quality of life.*?

To illustrate the significance of the relationship
between these variables, if the physical quality of a
place starts to decline, then employment and income
start to decline. If both of these decline, then place
declines further and a downward spiral begins. See
Figure 3-8 (read from the outside to the inside). This
cycle becomes exasperated as the mobile assets begin
to move to other places (talent for example), which
leads to further degradation of place. Soon the spiral
begins to self-perpetuate.

Fortunately, the reverse is also true. If a place is
improved through Quasi-Fixed Asset strategies to
attract Mobile Assets, then the economic output of the
region improves as reflected by rising employment and
incomes. This permits additional investments in place,
which enhance it and attract more Mobile Assets, and
the cycle repeats in an upward spiral that builds New
Economy output if the right investments are made.
See Figure 3-9 (read from the inside to the outside).

With the end of the national Great Recession

and the shift from production to a knowledge
economy, the crystallization of new prosperous
places will accelerate, while places that lack a New
Economy mindset and infrastructure will be left
turther behind. Cities that appear to have embraced
the fundamentals of the New Economy include:
Philadelphia and Pittsburgh in Pennsylvania,
Washington, DC; Salt Lake City, UT; Denver, CO;
Austin, TX; Minneapolis, MN; and Madison, WI.

'The so-called “/egacy cities” like Detroit and Flint in
Michigan, Cleveland and Youngstown in Ohio, and
St. Louis, MO, and others are still struggling with
the downward spiral, but within these cities are places
that have begun to turn around. Continued success
will depend on placemaking efforts to attract Mobile
Assets, and the degree to which Quasi-Fixed Assets

are built on the principles of the New Economy.

So, now we understand why we lost our
competitiveness, what the characteristics of the

42. See Footnote 18.

New Economy are, and how cities can spiral out of
prosperity, as well as what is necessary to turn the
spiral around. Fortunately, we have a large number of
high-quality assets, like natural resources and anchor
institutions (e.g., educational and health institutions),
that we can build around to create quality places

that allow us to effectively compete for new talented
workers and residents, while retaining and growing the
population we already have. What is missing are the
elements of a new vision to give us targets to aim for.

A Target Vision

In 20-30 years, Michigan residents want to be able

to say that placemaking strategies have been effective.
We want all of Michigan’s largest cities (its Centers
of Commerce and Culture), as well as its sub-regional
centers, to be fiscally sound and vibrant and, as a
result, to be talent and population magnets (homes
tor Millennials, immigrants, entrepreneurs, and the
businesses that seek out aggregations of talent).
Because these cities are doing well, key connecting
corridors and the suburbs and small towns that anchor
rural areas within the region are also doing well.

Achieving this vision requires targeted place-based
enhancements that will be critical to success. The
specific improvements to get there will vary from
region to region. In some cases, improvements

to major regional infrastructure will be a focus of
economic development that may spread from a
downtown along a corridor or radiate from a place,
such as a major airport, port, a new high-speed rail
line, or new technology emanating from a university
like the new particle accelerator (FRIB) under
construction at MSU.

Achieving this vision will
require new collaboration

at the regional level, as well
as new public, private, and
nonprofit partnerships at
every level of government.
1t will require better
leveraging of limited
resources and prioritization
of these limited resources
based on strategic assets,
emerging opportunities, and
consensus on a common regional vision.

Achieving this vision
will require new
collaboration at the
regional level, as

well as new public,
private, and nonprofit
partnerships at every
level of government.

1t will also require that infrastructure and workforce
investment resources be concentrated on regional
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Figure 3-8: Decline of Place and Asset Decay
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Figure 3-9: Growth of Place in the New Economy
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priorities, and that local units of government focus on
place-based improvements and placemaking targeted in
locations that support regional strategies.

Furthermore, achieving this vision will require broad
support for the revitalization of regional Centers

of Commerce and Culture and in sub-regional
centers. It will require creation of major rapid transit
infrastructure in core cities that connect to abutting
suburbs and nearby small cities around place-

based strategies. It will require better mechanisms
for involving all the key stakeholders in regional
economic development, infrastructure, and workforce
planning and implementation. This includes

state, regional, and local governments, as well as
educational institutions, the private sector, and non-
governmental organizations. It will stimulate new
opportunities for individual businesses and residents
in and adjacent to all of these places.

'This prosperous future is possible with coordinated
Regional Strategic Growth Plans and targeted

state support. The process for preparing regional
strategic growth plans and associated local plans with
placemaking priorities is covered in Chapter 7.

People, Place, and Policy Strategies

Obviously achieving this vision for renewed
prosperity in Michigan (and, by analogy, other places
in the Midwest) will require significant effort at
every level of government, with many new activities
and initiatives. As important as place-based policies
are—and they are critically important—other issues must
also be successfully tackled, and many of these issues have
interconnected elements.

The “Wheel” in Figure 3-10 illustrates 14 different
categories of activities that need to be successfully
addressed in order to achieve prosperity at a state
or regional level. These are grouped into three
major areas: People, Place, and Policy. The original
idea for this list and means of depiction came from
the Southeast Michigan Council of Governments
(SEMCOG) in 2010, and was supplemented

by the MSU Land Policy Institute based on

independent analysis.

'The LPI and MSU Extension conducted 99 training
programs across Michigan in 63 days in Spring
2010 to teach people interested in regional economic
development about the importance of these issue
areas and the wide range of strategies that could

be developed to effectively make progress in each
issue area. It was quickly apparent that many of the
3,000 participants understood the most important
principles without a lot of explanation—probably
because they had been subject to public discussion for
many decades.

Public Opinion Surveys

New Economy Principles and Placemaking
Early in 2012, the LPI, with assistance from the MSU
Institute of Public Policy and Social Research (IPPSR),
conducted a statewide random sample survey of
Michigan’s population about New Economy principles
and learned that the public also largely “gets it” and
expects government to be implementing policies to
support these principles. However, the public does

not know about placemaking or its role in making

this happen. Table 3-3 shows the key questions and
responses from the majority of respondents (“strongly
agree” and “somewhat agree”) to this survey.

The last survey question asked “How familiar are
you with the term ‘placemaking’ as it is related to
economic development?” The responses showed little
familiarity with the term: 1.4% indicated they were
“very familiar,” 13.1% selected “somewhat familiar,”
28.4% were “not very familiar,” and 57.1% were “not
at all familiar.” Thus, 85.5% of respondents had little
to no familiarity with the term. Do not be surprised
if you have to do a lot of explaining if you use the
term “placemaking.”

It is not essential that every citizen know and
understand what placemaking means, but it is
essential that all elected officials and local leaders
in regional Centers of Commerce and Culture
understand it.

While we have a ways to go on public understanding
and subsequent support of placemaking, the public
already has strong opinions on key elements that
make up quality places and, for the most part,

they want those elements in more quality places.
Following are results from four other recent surveys
that demonstrate this point.

43.'The State of the State Survey 61 Winter/Spring 2012: A survey

about what the general population thinks about the New Economy and
Placemaking. This random sample statewide telephone survey of 963
Michigan adults was taken by the MSU Institute of Public Policy and
Social Research from Feb. 14-Apr. 15,2012. The margin of sampling error
was +3.16%. More information on SOSS and methodology is available at:

http://ippsr.msu.edu/soss/sossdata.html; accessed February 19,2015.

-24 PLACEMAKING AS AN ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT TOOL


http://ippsr.msu.edu/soss/sossdata.html

Figure 3-10: Three “P's” Prosperity Wheel
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New Urbanism Principles

A random sample statewide survey conducted by
IPPSR, in 2008, to identify public opinion on key
elements of New Urbanism produced the results in
Figure 3-11.* New Urbanism is a set of physical

form and service principles that are built around

44.Kim, S.K.,]. Lee, and R.A. Bell. (2008). New Urbanism in Michigan:
Case Studies, Public Opinions, and Evidence-based Policy Suggestions.
Informing the Debate, Institute for Public Policy and Social Research,
Michigan State University, East Lansing, MI. Available at: http://ippsr.

msu.edu/publications/ARNewUrbanism.pdf; accessed January 22, 2015.

walkable places where human scale drives design,
instead of the automobile. A wide variety of housing
and transportation choices are characteristic of

New Urbanism places. Most cities in Michigan, in
the 1920s-1940s, were characteristic of the design
principles now embodied in New Urbanism. Many of
these principles are explained in Chapters 4 and 5.

Public responses in this survey strongly supported
New Urbanism principles. The results on the

MSU Land Policy Institute
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Table 3-3: Michigan Public Opinion on the New Economy

Strongly Somewhat
MSU State of the State Survey 61: Survey Statements Agreed Agreed

1. Michigan’s future economic success depends on more Michigan businesses successfully

connecting to the global economy. 48% 43%
2. Michigan’s future economic success depends on public support of entrepreneurs when they

are just getting started. 42% 47%
3. Michigan’s future economic success depends on having a large portion of the population with

a post-high school degree. 61% 28%
4. Michigan's future economic success depends on having a diversified economy. 65% 31%
5. Young people today are more likely than young people in previous generations to choose a

place to live based on quality of life rather than job opportunities. 23% 36%
6. Itis important that local governments in Michigan work together across jurisdiction (city,

township, village, and county) borders to implement regional economic development strategies. 59% 37%
7. Itis important that the state recognize its natural assets, such as farmland, forested land,

lakes, and streams, and develop sustainable economic development strategies around them. 73% 22%

Source: IPPSR. (2012). “State of the State Survey - 61 (Winter/Spring).” Institute for Public Policy and Social Research, Michigan State

University, East Lansing, MI. Available at: http://ippsr.msu.edu/soss/SOSSArchive/Codebooks/SOSS6Iwt_CBK.pdf; February 19, 2015. Table by

the Land Policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2015.

question related to open space and sport facilities is
anomalous. Many other surveys show strong support
for open space, and many (if not most) tax proposals
to support parks, recreation, open space preservation,
and trail development pass (and often by substantial
margins). It may be the reference to “sport facilities”
was what resulted in such small support. Public
baseball, football, and soccer fields, and basketball and
tennis courts, are already quite extensive throughout
Michigan and few are needed. Also, there is a large
amount of state and locally owned open spaces.

National Placemaking and

Midwest Home Factors Surveys

In 2013, the MSU Land Policy Institute, as part of

its Rebuilding Prosperous Places study, conducted a
national survey on placemaking. This was followed by
a Midwest survey on factors affecting home purchases.
Some of the major findings of each survey follow.*

This survey examined how citizens view placemaking,
both in terms of what value it has for their communities,
and what types of “place amenities” they like to have
within their neighborhoods. It was conducted on a
national scale to determine whether people viewed
placemaking as a positive economic development

45. Graebert, M.B., B. Calnin, T. Borowy, M. Wyckoff, J. Warbach, L.
Bretz, B. Acker, and J. Dworin. (2014). Rebuilding Prosperous Places in
Michigan: Views and Values of Placemaking in Michigan, the Midwest
and the Nation — Full Report. Land Policy Institute, Michigan State
University, East Lansing, MI. Available at: www.landpolicy.msu.edu/

RebuildingProsperousPlacesinMIReport; accessed January 21, 2015.

tool, what amenities they currently have in their
neighborhoods or communities, what they would like

to have, and whether the type or quality of an amenity
(such as a grocery store, restaurant, or park) factored into
their desire to have that amenity in their neighborhood.

'The survey showed that, at the national level, people
believe that there is a connection between placemaking
and economic development, as well as between
placemaking and quality of life. Their perceptions
about whether their neighborhood and community
are better places to live in 2013 than 2008 appears

to be associated with place-based characteristics,

such as visual appeal, mixed uses, shopping, social
activities, bike lanes or paths/trails, arts and culture
experiences, and public transportation. People want a
variety of amenities within a 10-minute walk of their
home, including neighborhood grocery stores, farmers
markets, independent local merchants, sandwich
shops, coffee shops, parks with multiple uses, libraries,
movie cinemas, and art fairs. Urbanites, young people,
and low-income individuals are more likely to want
several amenities, particularly arts and culture, within
walking distance. Survey respondents expressed some
ambivalence toward having lots of amenities, activity,
and density in their neighborhoods, due to concerns
about crime, noise, and higher expenses.*

'The survey asked people to respond to a series
of statements that began with the question
46. See Footnote 45.
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Figure 3-11: Michigan Public Support for New Urbanism Principles
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publications/ARNewUrbanism.pdf; accessed January 22, 2015. Figure remade with permission, by the Land Policy Institute, Michigan State University.

Land Policy Institute at Michigan State University
The Land Policy Institute (LPI) at Michigan State University is devoted to basic and applied research

along with outreach and community engagement in the critical areas of land use, land policy, and

strategic regional planning. The LPI is affiliated with the MSU School of Planning, Design, and
Construction; and collaborates with many faculty, centers, and institutes across campus, as well as stakeholders
outside the university, to develop strategies and policy tools that help position Michigan for the future based
on principles of strategic growth.

The Institute’s research in recent years has focused on the New Economy, place and placemaking, energy,
sprawl, and relevant policy alternatives. The LPI also coordinates various workshops, trainings, and conferences
for local stakeholders and elected officials in communities throughout Michigan, from Zoning Administrator
Certificate programs to water quality workshops in rural communities to extensive training in placemaking.

The LPI is a founding member of the Michigan Sense of Place Council, and is responsible for many of the
activities of the MIplace™ Partnership Initiative, including co-creating the Placemaking Curriculum, training
of trainers, and research that underpins Michigan’s placemaking efforts in order to hasten its implementation.

For more information, visit: www.landpolicy.msu.edu.
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“Incorporating placemaking in our local community  retail store, entertainment venue, or eating/drinking
will. . .”'The results are illustrated in Table 3—4. establishment in 20 minutes or less. Most people said

that it would take too long to walk to work.*
'The second survey focused on households in 11

Midwest cities to gather information about what Across the Midwest cities, close proximity to some
amenities urban residents from the Midwest want amenities, such as schools, theatres, bookstores, and

in their neighborhoods. The survey was conducted gift shops, appeared to be positively related to home
in six Michigan cities (Lansing, Royal Oak, Traverse  sale price. In addition, some elements of place-based
City, Kalamazoo, Flint, and Grand Rapids), and in development, such as parks and recreation, shade trees,

five Midwest cities (Davenport, IA; Rochester, MN; having great neighbors, and a high-quality look and
Lakewood, OH; Madison, WI; and Manitowoc, WI).  feel of a walk in the neighborhood, also added to home

'The survey sought to discover “what economic value prices in these 11 cities. However, proximity to other
does place-based development derive in a neighborhood, amenities like grocery stores, restaurants, museums, and
as measured by the change in housing prices in places department stores appeared to be negatively related to
that boast such characteristics as walkability, access to home sale price. These results were surprising since a
green space, and mixed-use developments?”'To address majority of people surveyed, at least at the national level,
the second research question, an hedonic analysis of indicated a preference for grocery stores, restaurants,
residential property prices was conducted to isolate and museums within walking distance. Altogether,

the values of place-based characteristics. “Hedonic these results suggest that there isn't likely a “perfect mix”
regression” is a method for revealing preferences, and  of place amenities that will lead to quality-of-life and

is used to estimate demand or value. economic improvement in every community.*

In the Midwest, walkability was noted as a preferred ~ Figure 3-12 illustrates the results of the specific factors

neighborhood feature. It is one of the factors that is that influence Midwest home purchase decisions. The
often involved in people’s decisions to purchase or top three influences (when “very much” (dark grey)
rent their homes. Many people in these 11 Midwest  and “some influence” (yellow) are combined) were
cities indicated that they walk often (most likely for  safety, commute time to work, and affordability. The 4
recreation) and prefer to walk to destinations that influence was ability to walk to nearby places.

are within a 15-minute walk of their home. Midwest
respondents reported that their neighborhoods

were fairly walkable for a number of amenities. For
example, a majority of people could walk to a school,  —<—————1
park, transit stop, grocery store, convenience store, 48. See Footnote 45.

In response to questions regarding how far people
were willing to walk, most people (56%) prefer to

Table 3-4: Placemaking Relationship to Economic Development

Neither
Question: Incorporating placemaking in our  Strongly Somewhat Agree Nor Somewhat Strongly
local community will. . . Agree Agree DIEETT Disagree  Disagree

Increase economic activity. 32% 39% 3% 4%
Improve opportunities for jobs. 33% 36% 19% 6% 3% 3%
Improve quality of life. 41% 35% 16% 4% 2% 3%
Positively affect home prices. 33% 36% 21% 4% 2% 3%
Enhance the sense of community belonging. 37% 37% 18% 4% 2% 3%
Attract new people to our community. 35% 37%

Between 69%-76% of respondents agree that placemaking has positive economic impacts; around 20% responded

neutrally on this point, while only a small percentage (around 3%) appeared to be unsure.

Source: Graebert, M.B., B. Calnin, T. Borowy, M. Wyckoff, J. Warbach, L. Bretz, B. Acker, and J. Dworin. (2014). Rebuilding Prosperous Places in
Michigan: Views and Values of Placemaking in Michigan, the Midwest and the Nation - Full Report. Land Policy Institute, Michigan State University,
East Lansing, MI. Available at: www.landpolicy.msu.edu/RebuildingProsperousPlacesinMIReport; accessed January 21, 2015.
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Figure 3-12: Factors that Influence Midwest Home and Neighborhood Purchase Decisions
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Source: Graebert, M.B., B. Calnin, T. Borowy, M. Wyckoff, J. Warbach, L. Bretz, B. Acker, and J. Dworin. (2014). Rebuilding Prosperous Places in Michigan: Views
and Values of Placemaking in Michigan, the Midwest and the Nation - Full Report. Land Policy Institute, Michigan State University, East Lansing, MI. Available at:

www.landpolicy.msu.edu/RebuildingProsperousPlacesinMIReport; accessed January 21, 2015.
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walk to destinations, such as schools, public transit
stops, parks, and convenience stores, that are less than
15 minutes away. Older respondents (age 50 and
older) were also slightly more willing to walk farther
distances than their younger counterparts. This
means that each neighborhood needs to have these
attributes to truly be walkable and attractive. ¥

'The quality and safety of the walk, and the destinations
also plays into neighborhood quality of life. People who
rated the look and feel, and the perceived safety of a
walk in their neighborhood as “very high” were more
likely to walk often and walk farther. See Figure 3-13.%°

CLOSUP Survey of Local

Government Officials on Placemaking

'The Center for Local, State, and Urban Policy
(CLOSUP) at the University of Michigan conducts
regular surveys of all local units of government in
Michigan on a variety of contemporary public policy
issues. In 2013, CLOSUP conducted a survey on
placemaking that asked some questions from a 2009
survey. It generated a 73% response rate (1,350
jurisdictions of 1,856 jurisdictions returned surveys).
'The survey showed that placemaking was increasing
in local governments as 34% of local jurisdictions
reported using placemaking in 2013 compared to 21%
in 2009. In terms of the eftectiveness of placemaking,
51% of local leaders said they believed placemaking
can be effective in their jurisdictions in 2013, compared
to 39% who reported confidence in placemaking’s

effectiveness in 2009. °! See Figure 3-14.

Among those pursuing placemaking, 65% reported
that fostering entrepreneurship was a specific

part of their placemaking efforts. Among those
pursuing placemaking, 65% believe (“a great

deal” 21%, or “somewhat” 44%) that placemaking
influences where entrepreneurs choose to launch a
business, with 86% believing (“a great deal” 36%, or
“somewhat” 50%) that entrepreneurial activity helps
a jurisdiction in placemaking.

However, among those pursuing placemaking, they
also reported a long list of obstacles to successful
entrepreneurship including:

49. See Footnote 45.

50. See Footnote 45.

51. Ivacko, T., and D. Horner. (2014). Michigan Public Policy Survey,
January 2014."The Center for Local, State, and Urban Policy, Gerald
R. Ford School of Public Policy, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor,
MI. Available at: http://closup.umich.edu/files/mpps-spring-2013-
placemaking.pdf; accessed June 23, 2015.

52. See Footnote 51.

= Access to capital (72%),

* Unattractive building and landscape
design (29%),

= Deteriorating infrastructure (27%),
= Lack of late-night entertainment (26%),

= Lack of information technology (IT)
infrastructure (21%),

= Excessive State tax burden (20%),
»  Lack of cultural amenities (20%),
= Lack of a talented workforce (20%),

* Regulations, such as sign ordinances, fire
codes, and zoning laws (18%),

= Licensing costs and/or delays (17%),
= Lack of reliable public transportation (15%),

» Lack of safe access for pedestrians/
bicyclists (14%),

= Excessive local tax burden (12%),
= Lack of “green” construction (5%), and

= Tack of access to the natural
environment (3%).%

Summary of Section One

Many talented workers can live anywhere they want.

If you are from the Midwest, you have seen sons

and daughters, nephews and nieces, grand children,
and even other older workers leave Michigan for
communities with high place attractiveness. As
described in Chapter 2, this is a market shift. These
talented workers want communities with livability
characteristics that are not found in many Michigan
communities. They want active, vibrant communities
with an urban form that is conducive to social and
business enterprise, and that has a strong sense of place.
They want a lot of place amenities and choices in living
options and transportation. If we do not provide at
least some of these kinds of communities we cannot be
globally competitive, because communities with these
choices exist all around the world. I every community
that provides these options, the quality of life for everyone

that lives there is increased, creating a win-win proposition.

53. See Footnote 51.
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Figure 3-13: Distance Midwesterners are Willing to Walk

Survey Question: Generally speaking, how many minutes are you willing to walk to reach a
destination (such as a restaurant, store, park, or other places you might frequently visit)?
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Source: Graebert, M.B., B. Calnin, T. Borowy, M. Wyckoff, J. Warbach, L. Bretz, B. Acker, and J. Dworin. (2014). Rebuilding Prosperous Places
in Michigan: Views and Values of Placemaking in Michigan, the Midwest and the Nation - Full Report. Land Policy Institute, Michigan State
University, East Lansing, MI. Available at: www.landpolicy.msu.edu/RebuildingProsperousPlacesinMIReport; accessed January 21, 2015.

A state cannot be globally competitive for talented

workers without most of its largest cities having at least

a dense, walkable downtown offering many housing
and transportation options that is full of amenities
(ranging from connected green spaces, inviting
waterfronts, and a wide range of entertainment and
social gathering places.) The most essential element of
all is peaple, in the densest concentration that exists in
the region. If the region has no large central city, then
most of the small towns in the region must together
play this role. Connecting the small towns with rural

amenities like state and federal parks, lakes and rivers,
fishing, hunting, skiing, biking, snowmobiling, etc. is
especially important in these settings.

This Section examined the global and regional
nature of current economic competition. It looked
at a variety of research largely by the MSU Land
Policy Institute that helps explain how the New

or Knowledge Economy functions, and what it
requires to be competitive. The negative impacts of
population loss, and the positive impacts of targeted

MSU Land Policy Institute
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Figure 3-14: Local Officials’ Views of Placemaking’s
Effectiveness in Their Jurisdictions in 2013
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nor Ineffective
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Very Ineffective
37% B very v
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Source: lvacko, T., and D. Horner. (2014). Michigan Public Policy Survey, January 2014. The Center for Local, State, and Urban Policy, Gerald
R. Ford School of Public Policy, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, MI. Available at: http://closup.umich.edu/files/mpps-spring-2013-
placemaking.pdf; accessed June 23, 2015. Figure remade with permission, by the Land Policy Institute, Michigan State University.

population gain were presented, along with a model
for prosperity built on place-based amenities to grow
jobs and income. Other elements of effective New
Economy economic development strategies were
presented, along with the results of recent surveys
showing what is necessary to attract and retain
talented workers, while improving quality of life for
everyone that already lives in a community.

Section Two looks at a wide range of other research
that supports place-based investments to create
quality places and improve urban amenities.

SECTION TWO: SUMMARY OF OTHER
ECONOMIC BENEFITS-RESEARCH THAT
SUPPORTS PLACEMAKING

In addition to changing demographics covered in
Chapter 2, the importance of regional economics in
the New Economy, and the population and talent
attraction strategies that were examined in Section
One, there are 10 categories of research that support
the benefits of compact settlement patterns over
sprawl development patterns or, more directly, support
various aspects of placemaking. Compact settlement is

walkable as long as the pedestrian infrastructure is in
place. Walkability is essential to a quality urban place.

While individually none of these studies prove a
causal relationship between placemaking and talent
attraction and retention, taken together, they present

a compelling case in support of well-conceived

and executed placemaking projects and activities.
Following is a summary of key research in each of
these areas with reference to the base study or a report
summarizing the base study. Note: There is considerable
paraphrasing and use of text from summaries of the studies
that follow. The emphasis here is on key observations that
relate to this guidebook. For more detail on each study,
readers are encouraged to follow the links to original
documents that are provided in footnotes wherever possible.

The categories of research examined in this
Section include:

= Land Use and Infrastructure;
*  Property Value Studies;

* Location Efficiency;
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* Energy Use;
=  Preservation Efficiency;

= Value of Human Contact and
Social Interaction;

= Economic Value of Creative Industries;

= Entrepreneurship;
* Health and Safety; and

= Return on Investment (ROI) for Developers.

Land Use and Infrastructure

Four different types of studies link land use patterns
and the cost of infrastructure, and some link
individual time and money costs as well:

1. “Costs of Sprawl” studies show the cost savings
of compact settlement compared to sprawl.

2. 'Trading short-term fiscal gain for long-
term liability. In particular, typical suburban
development trades short-term tax revenues
for long-term infrastructure obligations.

3. Density generates more tax revenue. An acre
of mixed-use development generates more
tax revenue than an equivalent amount of
strip malls or big box stores.

4. 'The “Green Dividend” of compact settlement
patterns shows energy savings and
environmental benefits of compact settlement.

'The take away in this section is that suburban
development patterns are very expensive and fiscally
unsustainable; hundreds of studies have demonstrated
this since the 1960s. This is primarily because most
suburban development is a low-density, spread out
pattern. Long distances cost more to provide the
basic infrastructure, and much more in terms of long-
term maintenance and replacement, because of the
number of miles of infrastructure involved and the
comparatively low number of users per mile that have
to pay for it. These studies indirectly suggest that in
metropolitan areas, a path to balancing rising costs
with declining revenues can be found by increasing
density along key corridors in suburbs, which also
makes it easier to sustain good transit service (i.e., not
just in core cities).

Costs of Sprawl

In 1974, the Real Estate Research Corp. (RERC)
prepared a seminal study for the U.S. Department
of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) that
examined six alternative patterns of development.
The high-density alternatives (which included some
single-family development in cluster patterns) had a
much lower investment cost overall (21% below the
combination mix community and 44% below the low
-density sprawl community). In addition, the study
concluded the high-density alternative generated
45% less air pollution and saved 35% of total energy
consumed over low-density sprawl development,
while saving 55% on infrastructure.>*

Costs of Sprawl Revisited

In 1978, Robert Burchell, PhD, and David Listokin,
PhD, and their team at Rutgers University, published
the Fiscal Impact Handbook (the leading guidebook
on fiscal impact techniques). In 2002, Dr. Burchell
and his team took another look at the 1974 Real
Estate Research Corporation/HUD study and
developed a way to examine development patterns
across the entire country. Some of their principal
findings included major cost savings with a more
compact settlement pattern:*

* Nationally, nearly 2.5 million acres
could be saved between 2000 and 2025
by directing growth away from rural
and undeveloped counties to the more
developed urban and suburban counties,
including savings of approximately:

¢ One-and-a-half (1.5) million acres of

agricultural land,

¢ One-and-a-half (1.5) million acres of
environmentally fragile land, and

¢ One million acres in other lands.

54.RERC. (1974). The Costs of Sprawl: Environmental and Economic
Costs of Alternative Residential Development Patterns at the Urban
Fringe. Prepared by the Real Estate Research Corporation for the
Council on Environmental Quality, Office of Policy Development
Research, U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Office
of Planning and Management, Environmental Protection Agency.
Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office. Available at:
Available at: www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CZIC-hd259-r43-1974-v-2/pdf/
CZIC-hd259-r43-1974-v-2.pdf; accessed July 1,2015.

55. See the summary tables on pages 8 and 10 of this report: Burchell,
R.W.,, G. Lowenstein, W.R. Dolphin, C.C. Galley, A. Downs, S. Seskin,
K. Gray Still, and T. Moore. (2002). Costs of Sprawi—2000. TCRP Report
74, Transit Cooperative Research Program. Washington, DC: National
Academy Press. Available at: http://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/terp/

terp rpt 74-a.pdf; accessed January 21, 2015.
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Blogs Reporting Research on Placemaking and New Urbanism

he Better Block Project, the Congress for the » PlaceMakers runs articles by Hazel Borys
TNew Urbanism, the Project for Public Spaces, and others that are often chock-full of useful

Smart Growth America, and the Streets Plan research references that are available at: www.
Collaborative are just a few examples of the major placemakers.com/. Examples include:

entities working on promoting, applying, and refining
placemaking techniques. Most of these entities
publish e-newsletters or occasional blogs on their

e “Placemaking Matters: What's in it for
Me?” (Sept. 15, 2014): www.placemakers.

work, or related work by others, along with many com/2014/09/ 1.5 / Wh ~placemaking-
other fine publications. matters-whats-in-it-for-me/; accessed
January 21, 2015.

In addition, there are a number of other online
publications and a few blogs that consistently have

»

e “Places that Pay: Benefits of Placemaking’

articles on placemaking, with regular pieces on research (Sept. 13,2012) www.placemakers.
that supports placemaking. If readers want to stay com/2012/09/13/ lac.es-that— ay=
current on this rapidly emerging field, then look at the benefits-of-placemaking/; accessed

January 21, 2015.

tollowing sources for contemporary information:

»  The Atlantic CityLab (formerly Atlantic Cities:
Place Matters) publishes many contemporary
pieces from cities around the world. Many
are written by Richard Florida, co-founder
and editor at large (and creator of the
term “creative class” and loads of research

= Better Cities & Towns (formerly New Urban
News) is an online publication edited by Robert
Steuteville, which regularly publishes succinct

articles with useful information. It is available

at: http://bettercities.net/. Examples include:

*  “Top 10 Reasons for a New American associated with it). It is available at: www.
Dream” (Apr. 21, 2014) by: http:// citylab.com/. Examples include:

bettercities.net/news-opinion/blogs/
robert-steuteville/21041/top-10-
reasons-new-american-dream; accessed

e “Where Does the Creative Class Move?”
(Oct. 31,2014) by Richard Florida:

January 21, 2015. www.citylab.com/work/2014/10/where-
’ does-the-creative-class-move/382157/;
*  “Placemaking is Critical for the Local accessed January 21, 2015.

Economy” (Sept. 18, 2014): http://

bettercities.net/news-opinion/blogs/robert-

steuteville/21299/placemaking-critical-
local-economy; accessed January 21, 2015.

*  “One Mapping Service to Rule Them
All” (Oct. 30, 2014) by Kriston Capps:
www.citylab.com/tech/2014/10/
one-mapping-service-to-rule-them-

all/382112/; accessed January 21, 2015.

place™ Partnership Initiative

Left photo: Public benches illustrate placemaking in Frankenmuth, MI. Center photo: Shopping in downtown Traverse City, MIL. Right photo:
River Walk in Bay City, MI. Photos by the Michigan Municipal League/www.mml.org.
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=  Controlled growth, seen as the opposite of
sprawl, can reduce the daily travel miles for an

individual by 4% and their travel costs by 2.4%.

= Infrastructure costs can be saved across the
country; in the Midwest, those savings were:

*  Water and sewer savings of $1.56 billion
(5.1%) over 25 years.

* Total road cost savings of $8.61 billion
(6.6%) over 25 years.*®

Increased Tax Base and Decreased Costs
PlaceMakers recently reported on an analysis

in Calgary, Canada, where it was estimated that
compact development would save $11 billion in
infrastructure costs, making it 33% less costly to build
roads, transit, water lines, recreational facilities, and to
provide the fire and school services it expects to need
over the next 60 years.*’

The most recent of the costs of sprawl studies was
prepared by Smart Growth America (SGA), in
2013, and published as Building Better Budgets.*®
The SGA examined the results of 17 fiscal impact
analysis studies prepared by different groups that
compared different development scenarios, including
a new study of Nashville-Davidson County, TN,
commissioned specifically for this report. Smart
growth development is compact development that is
consistent with the 10 Smart Growth Principles (see
the sidebar in Chapter 2 (page 2-15)).

'The SGA presented three key findings:

1. In general, smart growth development costs

one-third less for up-front infrastructure.
'The survey concluded that smart growth
development saves an average of 38%

on up-front costs for new construction

of roads, sewers, water lines, and other
infrastructure. Many studies have concluded
that this number is as high as 50%. Smart
growth development patterns require less
infrastructure, meaning the costs of up-front

56. See Footnote 55.

57. Borys, H. (2012). “Places that Pay: Benefits of Placemaking.”
Placeshakers and Newsmakers, September 13,2012. PlaceMakers, LLC.,
Albuquerque, NM. Available at: www.placemakers.com/2012/09/13/
places-that-pay-benefits-of-placemaking/; accessed October 30,2014.
58.SGA. (2013). Building Better Budgets: A National Examination
of the Fiscal Benefits of Smart Growth Development. Smart Growth
America, Washington, DC. Available at: www.smartgrowthamerica.org/
documents/building-better-budgets.pdf; accessed November 6,2014.

capital, long-term operations, maintenance
and, presumably, eventual replacement are all
lower. Smart growth development also often
uses existing infrastructure, lowering up-front
capital costs even more.*’

2. Smart growth development saves an average
of 10% on ongoing delivery of services.

'The survey concluded that smart growth
development saves municipalities an average
of 10% on police, ambulance, and fire service
costs. The geographical configuration of a
community and the way streets are connected
significantly affect public service delivery.
Smart growth patterns can reduce costs
simply by reducing the distances service
vehicles must drive. In some cases, the actual
number of vehicles and facilities can also be
reduced along with the personnel required.®

3. Smart growth development generates
10 times more tax revenue per acre than
conventional suburban development. The
survey concluded that, on an average per-
acre basis, smart growth development
produces 10 times more tax revenue than
conventional suburban development. “Tax
revenue” includes property taxes and sales
taxes and, in some instances, licensing fees
and other small sources of revenue. Property
tax, in particular, is an extremely important
source of revenue for most communities. In a
2010 U.S. Census survey of local government
budgets nationwide, 48% of revenue from
municipalities’ own sources came from
property taxes, and 10% came from sales
taxes, though the relative importance of these
taxes varied across the country.®!

Land Use Decisions Affect Budgets
Decisions about where and what to build will
have implications for one-third of a typical
municipality’s budget. The cost of infrastructure
(like roads and sewers), and services (like fire
departments, ambulances, and police) are major
budget items for any municipality, and decisions

59. See Footnote 58, and Barnett, J.L.., and P.M. Vidal. (2012). “State and
Local Government Finances Summary: 2010.” Governments Division
Briefs, U.S. Census Bureau, U.S. Department of Commerce, Washington,
DC. Available at: www.census.gov/prod/2012pubs/g10-alfin.pdf; accessed
November 6,2014.

60. See Footnotes 58 and 59.

61. See Footnotes 58 and 59.
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about development patterns can raise or lower the
cost of these services. These choices have significant
implications for public budgets in communities
everywhere. They are especially important where
one community makes the land use decision, but
another governmental entity has to pick up the
public service cost.

In 2010, according to the U.S. Census Bureau, local
governments in the U.S. raised and spent $1.6 trillion,
representing more than 10% of the gross national
product. Of that, approximately one-third—=$525
billion—was expended on projects and activities that
were heavily affected by local development patterns.
That means future decisions about where to build
could have implications for one-third of a typical
municipality’s budget.®

Ponzi Scheme of Suburban Development
Since the end of World War 11, cities and towns have
experienced growth either by:

= Transfer payments between governments
(e.g., revenue sharing, grants, etc.),

= Spending on transportation infrastructure, or
* Public- and private-sector debt.

In each of these mechanisms, the local unit of
government benefits from enhanced property tax

and other revenues with new growth, but assumes
the long-term liability for maintaining the new
infrastructure. If growth declines, the community can
be caught short. When a near-term cash advantage

is exchanged for a long-term financial obligation,
Charles Marohn from the Minnesota-based Strong
Towns, argues it is like a Ponzi scheme.®

'The problem is that if growth slows or stops, then
the next generation gets stuck with having to pay off
all the bonds taken out to pay for the infrastructure
when the house of cards falls.®*

The Smart Math of Mixed-Use Development
Joe Minicozzi of Public Interest Projects

has reported that a typical acre of mixed-use
development in downtown Asheville, NC, yields
$350,000 more in tax revenue to City government

62. See Footnote 58.

63. Lincoln, K., and R. Johnson. (2011). “The Growth Ponzi Scheme.”
Strong Towns, June 2011. Brainerd, MN. Available at: www.strongtowns.
org/the-growth-ponzi-scheme/; accessed November 6, 2014.

64. See Footnote 63.

than an acre of strip
malls or big box stores.
As downtown properties
become more valuable,
mixed-use development
will generate more
revenue to address
budget gaps, while also
serving the best interests
of its citizens.®

Other examples
questioning the math
of auto-oriented design

As downtown
properties become

more valuable, mixed-

use development

will generate more
revenue to address
budget gaps, while
also serving the best
interests of
its citizens.

or demonstrating the
positive economic impact of mixed-use development
are found in this footnote.%

Green Dividend Studies

Joe Cortright, regular consultant to CEOs for Cities,
has reported on the power of compact development
patterns in several Green Dividend studies. Following

are some of the highlights he reports for Portland,
OR; Chicago, and New York.

'The average daily commute for Portlanders is

20.3 miles, compared to 24.3 miles in the 33 most
populous U.S. metro areas. This is four miles/day less.
If they traveled as much as the typical U.S. metro
resident that would produce 8 million more vehicle
miles daily or about 2.9 billion more miles per year;
but they don', so they have an estimated cost savings
of about $1.1 billion dollars per year. The estimated
value of time spent commuting is 100 million hours
less traveled per year, which saves $1.5 billion for a
total savings per year of $2.6 billion. Portlanders also

65. Minicozzi, . (2012). “The Smart Math of Mixed-Use Development.”
Planetizen, January 23,2012. Available at: www.planetizen.com/
node/53922; accessed November 6, 2014.

66. Marohn, C. (2012). “The Cost of Auto Orientation.” Strong
Towns, January 2, 2012. Brainerd, MN. Available at: www.
strongtowns.org/journal/2012/1/2/the-cost-of-auto-orientation.html;
accessed February, 11, 2015.

Marohn, C. (2012). “The Lost Opportunity of Auto Orientation.” Strong
Towns, February 4, 2012. Brainerd, MN. Available at: www.strongtowns.
org/journal/2012/1/4/the-lost-opportunity-of-auto-orientation.html;
accessed February 11, 2015.

New Jersey Future. (2011). “Compact Downtown Development Offers
Property Tax Benefits.” New Jersey Future, November 17,2011. Trenton, NJ.
Available at: www.njfuture.org/2011/11/17/downtown-development-tax-
benefits/; accessed January 21, 2015.

Kaid Benfield’ Blog. (2010). “Tax Revenue from Downtown Mixed-

use Outperforms Big-box Superstores and Malls.” NRDC Staff Blog
Switchboard, July 14,2010. Natural Resources Defence Council, New York,

NY. Available at: http://switchboard.nrdc.org/blogs/kbenfield/tax _revenue
from mixed-use out.html; accessed January 21,2015.
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have a commitment to using alternative transit and
largely support green policies and green lifestyles,
attracting many businesses and people to the region.
'The result is more time and disposable income.®’

'The aggregate economic benefits of the Green
Dividend that Chicago-area residents enjoy, as a
result of compact land use patterns and alternatives
to single-occupancy vehicle travel, works out to
approximately $2.3 billion per year in transportation

savings—money that does not leave the local region.®

Since New Yorkers drive significantly less than the
average American, they save approximately $19
billion per year—money that their counterparts
spend on auto-related expenses. New Yorkers drive
about 133 million miles less per day than average

67. Cortright, J. (2007). “Portland’s Green Dividend.” White Paper, CEOs
for Cities, Cleveland, OH. Available at: http://miplace.org/sites/default/

files/Cortright PortlandsGreenDividend.pdf; accessed September 11, 2015.

68. Cortright, J. (2008). “Chicago’s Green Dividend.” White Paper, CEOs
for Cities, Chicago, IL. Available at: http://miplace.org/sites/default/files/
Cortright ChicagosGreenDividend.pdf; accessed September 11, 2015.

Americans. This results in 48 billion fewer annual
miles driven and 23 million less tons of annual
greenhouse gas emissions.®

Property Value Studies

Recent studies using hedonic property price
regression techniques measured the value of property
that can be attributed to proximity to:

* Placemaking amenities,
Natural resource amenities,
Historic properties, and
Transit.

Many more studies are presently underway in this
arena. “Hedonic regression”is a method for revealing
preferences and is used to estimate demand or

69. Cortright, J. (2010). “New York City’s Green Dividend.” White Paper,
CEO:s for Cities, Cleveland, OH. Available at: www.nyc.gov/html/dot/

downloads/pdf/nyc greendividend april2010.pdf; accessed January 21,2015.
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value. By means of statistical regression methods, it
decomposes the item being researched into each of
its characteristics, then obtains estimates of the value
each characteristic contributes to the whole.

Proximity to Amenities

The first study in this category found that in many
instances, the sale price of a home was positively
influenced by the presence of nearby placemaking
amenities. For example, in Lansing, MI, homes

that sold close to the downtown, Michigan State
University, or near a river or a lake sold for more than
homes located farther away from these amenities. In
Royal Oak, MI, property values benefited from being

near a number of businesses, especially restaurants.”

Proximity to Green Infrastructure

Green infrastructure contributes positively and
significantly to property values across two studied
Michigan counties.

* In Oakland County, the presence of green
infrastructure that aided in walkability and
bikeability increased property values by 4.6%,
or $11,785 when within 100 to 500 meters
(328 ft. to 1,640 ft.) of a property.

= In the case of water amenities, in Hillsdale
County, results indicated that, on average,
properties located within 15 meters (49
ft.), 16 to 75 meters (246 ft.), and 76 to
150 meters (492 ft.) from identified water
amenities have 81.8%, 38.5%, and 22.9%
more value, respectively, compared to similar
properties located at distances more than 150
meters from water amenities.”

In the book The Proximate Principle, Prof. John
Crompton from Texas A&M reports on studies

he conducted where open space near residential
developments resulted in higher property values in 20
of 25 cases. In some cases higher property taxes paid

70. Adelaja, A., T. Borowy, M. Gibson, M.B. Graebert, J. Warbach, M.
Wyckoff, Y. Hailu, C. Hurtt, K. Rustem, and J. Dworin. (2012). Building
Prosperous Places in Michigan: Understanding the Values of, Perceptions

of, and Barriers to Placemaking. Land Policy Institute, Michigan State
University, East Lansing, MI. Available at: www.landpolicy.msu.edu/
BuildingProsperousPlacesinMIReport; accessed January 21, 2015.

71. Adelaja, S., Y.G. Hailu, R. Kuntzsch, M. B. Lake, M. Fulkerson, C.
McKeown, L. Racevskis, and N. Griswold. (2007). Economic Valuation of
Natural Resource Amenities: A Hedonic Analysis of Hillsdale and Oakland
Counties. LPI Report # 2007-09, Land Policy Institute, Michigan State
University, East Lansing, MI. Available at: http://landpolicy.msu.edu/

resources/economic_valuation of natural resource amenities report;
accessed September 3, 2015.

Outside seating in downtown Ann Arbor, MI. Photo by the Michigan

Municipal League/www.mml.org.

the debt charges on the bonds used to finance the
parks. The added benefit; cities with great parks, trails,
and recreation amenities attract talented workers.”

Proximity to Historic Properties

'The potential eftect of historic designation on property
value in nine Texas cities using hedonic regression
models produced interesting results. The study found
a positive correlation between local historic districts
and property value. The findings provide evidence
that historic designation enhances the desirability and
potential for revitalization of historic neighborhoods,
but could also have the unintended side effect of
gentrification and displacement of lower income
households. Therefore, the authors recommended

that historic designation be accompanied by proactive
efforts to ensure affordable housing.”

72. About the study: Crompton, J.L. (2004). The Proximate Principle:

‘The Impacts of Parks, Open Space and Water Features on Residential
Property Values and the Property Tax Base, 2nd Ed. Ashburn, VA: National
Recreation and Park Association. Available at: http://agrilifecdn.tamu.edu/
cromptonrpts/files/2011/06/13 _5.pdf; accessed February 23,2015.

Related news: Nyren, R. (2014). “Outlook: How Can Open Space Add
Value to Real Estate?” Urban Land Magazine, January 7, 2014. Available
at: http://urbanland.uli.org/news/open-space-development-outlook;
accessed January 21,2015.

73. Leichenko, R.M., N.E. Coulson, and D. Listokin. (2001). “Historic
Preservation and Residential Property Values: An Analysis of Texas
Cities.” Urban Studies 38 (11): 1973-1987. Available at: www.miplace.
org/historic-preservation-and-residential-property-values-analysis-texas-
cities; accessed February 23,2015.

Also see: Texas Historical Commission. (1999). Historic Preservation at Work
for the Texas Economy. Austin, TX. Available at: www.thc.state.tx.us/public/
upload/publications/Econlmpact wnote.pdf; accessed January 21,2015.
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Another study in Baton Rogue, LA, corroborated
earlier research that found that historic designation
has a positive impact on property values; in addition,
the study found a spillover effect on neighboring
properties. The study lends further documentation
that historic designation can be used as a tool for
neighborhood revitalization. This effect was most
pronounced in lower income neighborhoods; as

a result, the study also corroborates concerns that
historic designation could, over time, displace low-
income residents. However, if the lower income
residents were homeowners, they could also benefit
from the higher land values and, at their choosing,
sell their home and take the gain to improve their
living situation.”™

Obviously, there is a need to make provisions for low-
and moderate-income people as an area redevelops—
whether or not historic properties are involved—or
else the result will be gentrification with significant
unaddressed externalities. See further discussion on
this topic in Chapter 13.

Proximity to Transit

In 2011, the Center for Housing Policy (CHP)

in Washington, DC, released a literature review

of ways in which public transit has been shown to
influence housing costs for owners and renters in
the U.S. Overall, CHP found that living close to
transit stations can add 6% to 50% to home values,
depending on the following factors:

1. Accessibility benefits: A home in close
proximity to a transit station will be valued
more highly than a similar home located
elsewhere only if residents value the accessibility
the transit system offers. If the transit system
takes them to job centers, health services, etc.
then there was more demand for access.

2. Type of housing: In places where multifamily
housing was scarce, their values were higher
than single-family housing.

3. Type of transit system: Buses have minimal
influence on housing costs, if any, because they
“lack the permanence of fixed infrastructure.”
Heavy and commuter rail systems have a

74. Zahirovic-Hebert, V., and S. Chatterjess. (2012). “Historic Preservation
and Residential Property Values: Evidence from Quantile Regression.”
Urban Studies 49 (2): 369-382. Available at: http://usj.sagepub.com/
content/49/2/369.short; accessed February 23,2015.

greater impact on property values, because of
their frequency, speed, and scope of service.

4. Nuisance effect: Houses close to the rail tracks
tended to have lower values, because of noise,
vibration, etc. Also, homes near stations on
busy streets had lower values, possibly because
of the nuisance of living on a busy street.

5. Neighborhood profile: Research was mixed
whether income levels in the surrounding
area of the transit station played a role.

6. Orientation and zoning of the station area:
Research suggested that higher housing values

were more likely in areas that were walkable,
had mixed uses, and were pedestrian-oriented
than those that were auto-oriented.

7. Regional economy: If there was weak
housing demand throughout a region, a
new transit line was less likely to lead to
significant levels of residential development.

8. Public commitment and policy framework:
Growth and development do not

automatically follow a new rail line in a
“build it and they will come” scenario. Rather,
policy makers interested in maximizing

the development potential around station
areas should offer financial incentives and
implement supportive pro-growth policies,
such as density bonuses, reduced parking,
and assistance with land assembly in order to
increase the likelihood of this outcome.”

Policy implications of CHP’s public transit research:

1. Affordable housing preservation: Before
transit is extended into areas with an already

existing housing stock, the most cost-
effective strategy for building affordability is
to use public funds to acquire and rehabilitate
both already-subsidized and unsubsidized
rental and owner-occupied housing to

ensure that it remains affordable to low- and
middle-income households.

75. Wardrip, K. (2011). “Public Transit’s Impact on Housing Costs:
A Review of the Literature.” Insights from Housing Policy Research
Series, Center for Housing Policy, Washington, DC. Available at: www.

reconnectingamerica.org/assets/Uploads/TransitImpactonHsgCostsfinal-
Aug1020111.pdf; accessed October 20, 2015.
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2. Tax-increment financing: Where this
strategy is employed, a portion of the tax

increment should be set aside to build and
preserve affordable housing for households
who could not otherwise afford to live nearby.

3. Benefits to being proactive: A proactive
locality that implements a land acquisition
strategy before land values increase will
have a much greater dollar-for-dollar
impact than one that reacts after prices
have begun to climb.

4. Long-term affordability: Such strategies as
shared-equity homeownership and long-term
affordability covenants for rental developments
can help preserve the value of public
investments in affordable housing over time.

5. Inclusionary zoning: Through a zoning

ordinance, a community can ensure that
a share of newly built for-sale and rental
units are affordable to those with low or
moderate incomes.

6. Conditional transportation funding: The

Federal Transit Administration may start

to consider a locality’s commitment to
affordable housing before awarding funds to
build or expand fixed-rail systems.”

Recent Home Value Impacts from Transit
The National Association of Realtors® and the
American Public Transportation Association
commissioned the Center for Neighborhood
Technology (CNT) in Chicago to study the

impact of transit access on home values during the
recession. A half-mile buffer was placed around each
transportation stop to create transit buffers. These
buffers were aggregated to create a transit shed. In
all the regions studied, the home values in the transit
shed outperformed the region as a whole by 41.6%.”

76. See Footnote 75.

77.CNT. (2013). The New Real Estate Mantra: Location Near Public
Transportation. Prepared by the Center for Neighborhood Technology
for the American Public Transportation Association, in partnership with
National Association of Realtors®, Washington, DC. Available at: www.
apta.com/resources/statistics/Documents/NewRealEstateMantra.pdf;
accessed January 21,2015.

Related news: Snyder, T. (2013). “Study: Homes Near Transit Were
Insulated from the Housing Crash.” Streetsblog, March 22,2013. Available
at: http://usa.streetsblog.org/2013/03/22/study-homes-near-transit-were-

Not all transit was the same. Commuter rail station
neighborhoods did not receive the same benefits as
those neighborhoods served by high-frequency, well-
connected transit—like subways, light-rail, or bus
rapid transit (BRT). The researchers attributed two-
thirds of the area’s better performance to walkability.”

Location Efficiency
Four types of studies are reviewed in this section:

*  Agglomeration economies;

= 'The relationship of accessibility, mobility,
and density;

* The impact that transportation costs
associated with the location of housing have
on a household’s economic bottom line; and

= The benefits of walkability in urban settings.

As will be discussed, the principal takeaways

from this section include: firms and workers are
much more productive in large and dense urban
environments; dense places provide a greater ease of
getting to a destination, which is more important
than how fast you get there; walkable places have the
highest accessibility and lowest transportation costs,
and with reduced transportation costs households can
afford to spend more on housing; and that walkability
is the factor that is driving many of the housing type
and location changes in response to the changing

demographics discussed in Chapter 2.

Magnitude and Causes of

Agglomeration Economies

The term “agglomeration economies” refers to the
benefits that firms obtain by locating near each other.
These benefits come from economies of scale and the
ability to network efficiently, because of proximity.
The benefits are greatest when related firms cluster
near one another, allowing common suppliers to
create cost reductions and each firm to specialize
further with greater division of labor. The ability

to use common infrastructure and workers with
common skills is also important. Some argue that
cities grow, because of economies of agglomeration.

In July 2009, a paper by Diego Puga entitled
“The Magnitude and Causes of Agglomeration
Economies,” published in the Journal of Regional

insulated-from-the-housing-crash/; accessed September 11,2015.

78. See Footnote 77 on The New Real Estate Mantra.
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Science, synthesizes previous work in this area of study.
A portion of the abstract from that paper follows:

“Firms and workers are much more productive
in large and dense urban environments. There
is substantial evidence of such agglomeration
economies based on three approaches. First, on
a clustering of production beyond what can be
explained by chance or comparative advantage.
Second, on spatial patterns in wages and rents.
'Third, on systematic variations in productivity
with the urban environment.””

In short, proximity in business location matters, and
so does a common infrastructure and labor pool with
the skills needed by businesses attracted to the same
metropolitan area.

Accessibility vs. Mobility

Accessibility is the ease of getting to a destination,
while mobility is how fast you travel on the way to
get there. Which offers greater accessibility: Denser
regions with lower travel speeds or regions with
lower densities and higher speeds? The question is
important, because the purpose of transportation is
both access and mobility, with access being the more
important. People travel somewhere in order to get
there, to have access to that place and the goods,
services, activities, and other benefits afforded there.

Using path analysis (also known as structural equation
modeling), a team at the University of Michigan,

in 2012, published the result of their analysis of
accessibility vs. mobility. The authors began by
observing that while dense regions are more congested,
they also have activities closer together. So, they set out
to discover which offers greater accessibility—denser
regions with lower travel speeds or regions with lower
density and higher speeds. Their conclusion is startling:
“Despite theoretical reasons to expect that the speed
effect dominates, results suggest that the proximity
effect dominates, rendering the denser metropolitan
areas more accessible.”® Indeed they found the proximity
effect is 10 times stronger than the speed effect.

79.Puga, D. (2009). “The Magnitude and Causes of Conglomeration
Economies.” Paper prepared for the Journal of Regional Sciences 50
Anniversary Symposium in July 2009. Madrid Institute for Advanced
Studies Social Sciences, Madrid, Spain. Available at: http://diegopuga.
org/papers/jrs50agg.pdf; accessed January 21, 2015.

80. Ewing, R. (2012). “Research You Can Use: Accessibility vs. Mobility:
‘The Right Methodology.” Journal of the American Planning Association
78 (6): 38. Available at: www.arch.utah.edu/pdFs/Research%20You%20
Can%20Use/Research July2012.pdf; accessed September 3,2015.

Commenting on this finding in the Journal of

the American Planning Association, Reid Ewing,

a professor and one of the nation’s leading
transportation planning researchers, wrote: “This
is perhaps the most compelling argument for compact
urban development 1 have ever seen.”

While this University of Michigan research focused
on vehicular mobility, the same result seems likely
with walkable places. The denser the place, the more
activities there are to choose from. This is one of
the main reasons that more and more people are
choosing dense urban places to live, work, play, shop,
learn, and visit. Their time there “buys” them more
options than in a larger area that they can only
benefit from by means of vehicular transport. Dense
walkable places also permit living without having to
have a car, which saves considerable money.

Housing and Transportation Affordability
Robert Hickey and others at the Center for Housing
Policy and the CNT published a report, in 2012,
entitled Losing Ground: The Struggle of Moderate-
Income Households to Afford the Rising Costs of
Housing and Transportation. In that report, they
documented a 44% growth in the combined cost of
housing and transportation costs from 2000 to 2010,
compared to a 25% growth in household income.®
Figure 3-15 illustrates the amount of total household
income American households spend on combined
housing and transportation costs at three income
levels. It reveals that lower-income households spend
significantly more on housing and transportation
costs than higher income households.®

81. Ewing commenting on this article: Levine, J., J. Grengs, Q. Shen,

and Q. Shen. (2012). “Does Accessibility Require Density or Speed?: A
Comparison of Fast Versus Lose in Getting Where You Want to Go in U.S.
Metropolitan Regions.” Journal of the American Planning Association 78

(2): 157-172. Available at: www.connectnorwalk.com/wp-content/uploads/

[APA-article-mobility-vs-proximity.pdf; accessed February 23,2015.
82. Hickey, R.,]. Lubell, P. Haas, and S. Morse. (2012). Losing Ground: The

Struggle of Moderate-Income Households to Afford the Rising Costs of
Housing and Transportation. Center for Housing Policy, Washington, DC;
and the Center for Neighborhood Technology and the National Housing
Conference, Chicago, IL. Available at: www.cnt.org/sites/default/files/
publications/CNT LosingGround.pdf; accessed September 3, 2015.
83.Partnership for Sustainable Communities. (2014). Partnership for
Sustainable Communities, 5 Years of Learning from Communities and
Coordinating Federal Investments. U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development, the U.S. Department of Transportation, and the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Washington, DC. Available at:

www2.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2014-08/documents/partnership-
accomplishments-report-2014.pdf; accessed September 3,2015.
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Figure 3-15: Household Spending on Housing and Transportation, 2012

Sources: Partnership for Sustainable Communities. (2014). Partnership for Sustainable Communities, 5 Years of Learning from Communities
and Coordinating Federal Investments. U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, the U.S. Department of Transportation, and the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Washington, DC. Available at: www2.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2014-08/documents/partnership-
accomplishments-report-2014.pdf; accessed September 3, 2015. Based on: Hickey, R., J. Lubell, P. Haas, and S. Morse. (2012). Losing Ground:
The Struggle of Moderate-Income Households to Afford the Rising Costs of Housing and Transportation. Center for Housing Policy,
Washington, DC; and the Center for Neighborhood Technology and the National Housing Conference, Chicago, IL. Available at: www.cnt.org/
sites/default/files/publications/CNT_LosingGround.pdf; accessed September 3, 2015.

The CNT teamed with the Center for Transit-
Oriented Development (University of California,
Berkley) and the Brookings Institution to create a
Housing and Transportation Affordability (H+T®)
Index that shows the impact that transportation
costs associated with the location of housing have
on a household’s economic bottom line. The result is
a simple formula:®

84.CNT. (n.d.). “H+T® Affordability Index.” Center for Neighborhood
Technology, Chicago, IL. Available at: http://htaindex.cnt.org/.

CTOD, and CNT. (2006). “The Affordability Index: A New Tool

for Measuring the True Affordability of a Housing Choice.” Center

for Transit-Oriented Development; the Center for Neighborhood
Technology; Urban Markets Initiative, Metropolitan Policy Program,
the Brookings Institution, Washington, DC. Available at: www.
brookings.edu/~/media/research/files/reports/2006/1/01 -affordability-
index/20060127 affindex.pdf; accessed September 11,2015.

For information on application of the Index in 337 U.S. Metropolitan
Regions, see this paper: CNT. (2010). “Pennywise and Pound Fuelish.”
Center for Neighborhood Technology, Chicago, IL. Available at:
www.cnt.org/sites/default/files/publications/CNT pwpf.pdf; accessed
September 11,2015.

A variation of this Index and the Transportation Cost Index, also prepared
by CNT, are linked on the HUD website. A description of these tools from
HUD and the DOT are featured in the sidebar on the next page.

H + T® Affordability Index =
(Housing Costs + Transportation Costs)
Income

The index allows consumers to rethink the traditional
limit of housing cost as not more than 30% of income,
because housing served by various transportation
options can be afforded if one does not have the usual
transportation costs. Since housing in dense urban
places usually costs more than other settings, living there
involves a #rade-off that is fairly easy to make: Housing
for an auto.'This is because walking, biking, transit, taxi,
and other options are readily available and comparatively
inexpensive. Remember from Chapter 2 on page

2-25, according to AAA the average cost of owning

an automobile, in 2014, ranged from $6,957/year for

a small sedan, to $10,831/year for a large sedan, and
$11,039/year for a 4WD SUV. Those costs can buy a lot
of housing and transportation, with money left over to
enjoy the entertainment and cultural opportunities that,
generally, are available only in dense urban places.
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Importance and Benefits of

Walkability in Urban Places

'This subsection explores the findings of some general
research on walkability; it describes a tool called
Wialk Score® that can be used to objectively measure
walkability; and it summarizes the results of some
WalkUP studies of metropolitan areas that establish
the number and characteristics of walkable places in
a region. Some of the principal observations drawn
from this material include: The value and some of
the benefits of walkable places; how a community
can use its Walk Score®to improve walkability;

and where to target walkability improvements in a
metropolitan area.

A walkable community is one where it is easy and

safe to walk to commonly accessed goods and services
(i-e., grocery stores, post offices, health clinics,
entertainment venues, etc.). Walkability is a measure

of how friendly an area is for walking. Walkability

has many health, A walkable community
environmental,and i 5 e \yhere it is easy

economic benefits

to individuals and and safe to walk to
the community. commonly accessed
The demographic  g00ds and services. . .

shifts described in el
Chapter 2 are largely Walkability is a measure

driving the attention  Of how friendly an area
to walkable places, is for walki ng.

because market shifts

tavor new housing and commercial development

in walkable places, as opposed to drivable places.
Professor of real estate, Chris Leinberger, formerly
at the University of Michigan and now at George
Wiashington University, also affiliated with the
Brookings Institution, has written on these changing
market trends in several books. Some of Leinberger’s
key observations follow:



http://www.locationaffordability.info/
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= The contemporary market, in large
metropolitan areas, wants higher density,
walkable, urban development.

= A shift is happening from suburban to urban.
We built too much in the suburbs, now there
is pent up demand for walkable urbanism.
However, it is very difficult to produce (due
to local regulations) in a lot of places.

= Walkable urban development will be
the driver of 35% of our economy for
the next generation.

= There will be a shift out of auto-based
transportation to more walking, biking, and
transit use.

*  We need to focus on the entire
metropolitan area and where walkable
places in the region will be—not just on
the central city.

= Transportation dictates how real estate
can build: Drivable suburban development
and walkable urban development have very
different transportation forms and options.

= For every 1% population growth there
was 8%-12% more land consumed in the
sprawl model.

* The lowest CO, energy consumption
household is in the central city and the most
is in the suburbs (50%—100% more there).

*  We can mitigate demand for energy by
building walkable urban places.

= To achieve this end requires us to change our
zoning regulations to make mixed-use and
walkable development legal and the preferred
development type in walkable places.®

85. Leinberger, C.B. (2012). DC: The WalkUP Wake-Up Call: The
Nation’s Capital as a National Model for Walkable Urban Places.
School of Business, The George Washington University, Washington,
DC. Available at: www.smartgrowthamerica.org/documents/Walkup-
report.pdf; accessed January 21, 2015.

Leinberger, C.B., and M. Alfonzo. (2012). “Walk this Way: The
Economic Promise of Walkable Places in Metropolitan Washington,
D.C.” Walkable Urbanism Series, the Brookings Institution, Washington,
DC. Available at: www.brookings.edu/research/papers/2012/05/25-
walkable-places-leinberger; accessed January 21, 2015.

Leinberger, C. (2010). “The Structural Change in Building the Built
Environment.” Presented at the 2010 Michigan Land & Prosperity
Summit, East Lansing, MI. Metropolitan Policy Program, the Brookings
Institution, Washington, DC.

Walk Score®

Wialk Score® is the name of a company and a
product, which provides a score between one and
100 on the walkability of particular locations and
communities through www.walkscore.com and

via mobile applications. The principal product is a
walkability index that assigns a numerical walkability
score to any address in the U.S. and Canada.

Users can enter an address and get an instant score of
the walkability of that location. Hundreds of thousands
of businesses are tied to the analysis. For example,

an apartment building owner may register so that
prospective renters are able to see the Walk Score® of
the apartment when viewing an advertisement about
the apartment. It also works in reverse, as a person

can input an address and find apartments and their
Wialk Score® in a particular area. Places with higher
scores are closer to more amenities, such as businesses,
grocery stores, drug stores, parks, theaters, and schools.
'The number of nearby amenities is the principal
predictor of whether people will walk, and one-quarter
mile is the most common radius within which people
will routinely walk. They will walk further if the walk is

interesting and gives access to other useful amenities.

'The company also provides a Bike Score™ and a Transit
Score® to points on a map for larger cities. The cities
with the highest Walk Score® in a state or a region can
be searched and displayed as well. Figure 3-16 shows
Wialk Scores® for many Michigan cities. Only four
cities of those listed have a Walk Score® above 80. This
is because even with mature sidewalk systems there are
not enough amenities within walkable distance of many
residential neighborhoods. Note: The scores in Figure 3-16
are aggregate scores for an entire municipality, and each of
them has some places with considerably higher scores. Ihe
primary benefit of Walk Score® is when applied in a small
geographic area. On the other hand, the municipality
score does provide a general comparative measure that
shows the wide variation in scores from one community
to the next.

Wialk Score® can also be used as a proxy for place
measurement, because of the detailed site-specific
data on businesses and civic uses in an area. It is also
free, online, and easy to use. Some users complain

85. (cont.) Pivo, G., and ].D. Fisher. (2010). “The Walkability Premium in
Commercial Real Estate Investments.” Working Paper, Responsible Property
Investing Center, University of Arizona, Tucson, AZ; and Benecki Center
for Real Estate Studies, Indiana University, Bloomington, IN. Available at:

www.u.arizona.edu/~gpivo/Walkability%20Paper%208 _4%20draft.pdf;
accessed January 21, 2015.
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Figure 3-16: Walk Score® by Location
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Source: Wackerman, T., and B. Foley. (2014). “Michigan Real Estate Trends Report 2013.” Presented during the 27% Annual U-M/ULI Real
Estate Forum. ASTI Environmental, U-M/ULI Real Estate Forum, and dPOP!, Urban Land Institute Michigan, Southfield, MI. Available at:

http:/michigan.uli.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/30/2014/01/2013_michigan_real estate trends report.pdf; accessed February 24, 2015.

Figure remade with permission, by the Land Policy Institute, Michigan State University.

that because data on business openings and closings
sometimes takes a long time to become available,
that site-specific scores can be significantly higher
or lower than they should be if a very important
business, like a grocery store, opens or closes in

an area. There are other more complete place
measurement systems that include urban form as
specific factors, like the Irvine Minnesota Inventory,
but this system is very data intensive. For more
information, see the sidebar on The Irvine Minnesota
Inventory on the next page.

Independent studies have shown that above-
average walkability is related to increased housing
values. In the metropolitan areas studied by
CEO:s for Cities, a higher Walk Score® added
$4,000-$34,000 per home. Put another way, each
point increase in Walk Score® (i.e., more access to

more amenities) represents about a $700 to $3,000
increase in home value.®

Chris Leinberger and Mariela Alfonzo at the
Brookings Institution completed a report, in

2012, that measured the increase in value of office,
retail, and residential rents in those portions of

the Washington, DC metro area that met a set of
walkability characteristics. They found that, over time,
in DC metropolitan neighborhoods:

“Each step up the walkability ladder adds $9
per sq. ft. to annual office rents, $7 per sq. ft.
to retail rents, more than $300 per month to
apartment rents, and nearly $82 per sq. ft. to

86. Cortright, J. (2009). Walking the Walk: How Walkability Raises Home Values
in U.S. Cities. Prepared by Impresa Inc. for CEOs for Cities, Cleveland,

OH. Available at: http://blog.walkscore.com/wp-content/uploads/2009/08/
WalkingTheWalk CEOsforCities.pdf; accessed January 21,2015.
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home values. As a neighborhood moves up
each step of the five-step walkability ladder,
the average household income of those who
live there increases some $10,000. People
who live in more walkable places tend to
earn more, but they also tend to pay a higher
percentage of their income for housing.”’

Homes in walkable, urban neighborhoods have
experienced less than half the average decline in price
from the housing peak in the mid-2000s.%

WalkUP Studies

Chris Leinberger has published extensively on
shifting market trends. See, for example, his book
Option of Urbanism, which states that the suburbs
are not going away, but that many older and younger
people are choosing urban lifestyles and the market
will continue to shift that way.®

87. Leinberger, C.B. (2012). “Now Coveted: A Walkable Convenient
Place.” The New York Times Sunday Review, May 25,2012. Available at:
www.nytimes.com/2012/05/27/opinion/sunday/now-coveted-a-walkable-

convenient-place.html? r=2&hp&; accessed January 21, 2015.
88. See Footnote 85 on “Walk this Way: The Economic Promise of

Walkable Places in Metropolitan Washington, D.C.”
89. Leinberger, C.B. (2007). The Option of Urbanism: Investing in a
New American Dream. Washington, DC: Island Press. Available at:

http://islandpress.org/option-urbanism; accessed July 20, 2015.

Leinberger takes an objective look at metropolitan
walkability and its relationship to real estate

value with his WalkUP studies. He has applied
walkable principles to studies in Washington, DC;
Atlanta, GA;° and Boston, MA,’! and seven metro
areas in Michigan.”” He also wrote Foot Traffic
Ahead with Patrick Lynch, which ranks walkable
urbanism in America’s largest metros.” In the
2012 report entitled DC: The WalkUP Wake-Up
Call, Leinberger describes two broad forms of
metropolitan development:

1. Drivable sub-urban: Very low density,
standalone real estate products, and socially
and racially segregated development; and

90. Leinberger, C.B. (2013). The WalkUP Wake-Up Call: Atlanta.
School of Business, The George Washington University, Washington, DC.
Available at: www.smartgrowthamerica.org/documents/walkup-wake-up-
atlanta.pdf; accessed January 21, 2015.

91. Leinberger, C.B., and P. Lynch. (2015). The WalkUP Wake-Up

Call: Boston. School of Business, The George Washington University,
Washington, DC. Available at: www.smartgrowthamerica.org/documents/
walkup-wake-up-call-boston.pdf; accessed March 11, 2015.

92. Leinberger., C.B., and P. Lynch. (2015). The WalkUP Wake-Up Call:
Michigan Metros. School of Business, The George Washington University,
Washington, DC. Available at: www.smartgrowthamerica.org/documents/
walkup-wake-up-call-michigan.pdf; accessed June 26, 2015.

93. Leinberger, C.B., and P. Lynch. (2014). Foot Traffic Ahead: Ranking
‘Walkable Urbanism in America’s Largest Metros. School of Business,
The George Washington University, Washington, DC. Available at:

http://issuu.com/gwbusiness/docs/foot_traffic ahead/1; accessed
September 3,2015.
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2. Walkable urban: Much higher density,
multiple modes of transportation that get
people and goods to walkable environments,
and integrates many different real estate
products in one place.”*

Leinberger writes:

“Market demand for drivable sub-urban
development, which has become overbuilt
and was the primary market cause of the
mortgage meltdown that triggered the
Great Recession, is on the wane. Meanwhile,
there is such pent-up demand for walkable
urban development—as demonstrated by
rental and sales price premiums per-square-
foot and capitalization rates—that it could
take a generation of new construction to
satisfy. This shift is extremely good news
for the beleaguered real estate industry

and the economy as a whole. It will put

a foundation under the economy, as well

as government tax revenues, much like
drivable sub-urban development benefited
the economy and selected jurisdictions

in the second half of the 20" century.
Wialkable urban development calls for
dramatically different approaches to urban
design and planning, regulation, financing,
and construction. Most importantly, it also
requires the introduction of a new industry:
place management. This new field develops
the strategy and provides the day-to-day
management for walkable urban places
(referred to in shorthand as WalkUPs),
creating a distinctive ‘could only be here’
place in which investors and residents seem
willing to invest for the long term.”

'This new research shows specific locations where
walkable urban development is likely to occur, the
physical size of the places, the product mix, the
transportation options, and so forth. These studies also
rank performance based on two criteria: Economics
and social equity. The economic performance metrics
demonstrate how these downtowns are doing in terms
of GDP and property/rental prices, and how these
WalkUPs stack up against one another. The social

94. See Footnote 85 on DC: The WalkUP Wake-Up Call.
95. See Footnote 85 on DC: The WalkUP Wake-Up Call.

equity performance metrics demonstrate whether a
broad cross-section of metropolitan residents can live

affordably in WalkUPs and have access to jobs and
other opportunities.

Leinberger is passionate about this:

“WalkUPs are the outcome of smart growth
policies that have been debated for the last
two decades. The time for debate is over. The
market has spoken. It is now time for the
public sector to encourage, the real estate
industry to build, and place management to
be strengthened or be put in place to give the
market what it wants.”

Prior to joining academia and Brookings, Leinberger
was a former developer and a partner in R.C. Lesser
& Co. the largest market research company in
America. He is a strong and respected voice in the
real estate industry.

Table 3-5 compares results in 10 metro areas

studied by Leinberger and Lynch. In the Michigan
locales examined, the Detroit metro area WalkUPs
compared more favorably with Washington, Atlanta,
and Boston than expected. The remaining WalkUPs
studied in Michigan are in smaller metros than

have ever been examined with this methodology.

In three of the smaller study regions, their only
WalkUP is the downtown. These core downtowns
need to be targeted for further improvement, with
additional WalkUPs developed elsewhere in the
community over time. Grand Rapids and Lansing are
developing multiple WalkUPs at once, and most need
strengthening before new WalkUPs are targeted.
Overall, these studies indicate that the trend of
increasing density and mixed use seen in Washington,
Atlanta, and Boston is also underway in Michigan,
and there is a growing demand for more dense
development in these places.

Other studies are starting to echo the premium
effect of walkability on not just residential, but also
retail and office properties. A study coauthored

by researchers at Indiana University and the

96. Feet First Philly. (2012). “UPDATE: Article: Recent Study Shows
that the Shift to Walkable Urban Places is Good for the Economy.”
November 19, 2012. Philadelphia, PA. Available at: http://feetfirstphilly.
org/2012/11/19/article-recent-study-shows-that-the-shift-to-walkable-
urban-places-is-good-for-the-economy/; accessed January 21, 2015.
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Table 3-5: Comparison of Metro Area WalkUP Study Results

Detroit- Grand Rapids-

Washington, DC  Atlanta, GA Boston, MA Ann Arbor, Muskegon-Holland,
Study Topic (2012) (2013) (2015) MI (2015) MI (2015)

1992-2000 1992-2000  1992-2000 1992-2000 1992-2000

Share of Income Property in
WalkUPs Over Three Real
Estate Cycles (Percentage)

2001-2008 2001-2008 2001-2008 2001-2008 2001-2008
2009-2012 2009-2013 2009-2015 2009-2015 2009-2015

Percentage Metro Area Walkable Urban

WalkUP 0.91% 0.55% 1.2% 1% 1%
Neighborhood N/A* N/A* 4.4% 2% 2%
Edge City N/A* N/A* 2.4% 6% 6%
Bedroom Community N/A* N/A* 92.1% 91% 91%

Other Topics

Number of Regionally

Significant WalkUPs 43 27 57 30 7
Average Size (Acres) 408 374 337 252 326
Average Gross Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 0.62 0.6 0.82 0.35 0.32
Average Employment Density (Jobs/Acre) 50.5 36.5 33.6 24.9 26.4
Average Number of WalkUPs per

Million People 7-8 6-7 11-12 7 8.66
Population Density in WalkUPs N/A N/A 28.6 10 6.8
(People/Acre)

Population Density in
WalkUPs (Percentage) N/A N/A N/A 2% 2%

*These place categories were not used in the first two studies. Sources: Leinberger, C.B. (2012). DC: The WalkUP Wake-Up Call: The Nation’s
Capital as a National Model for Walkable Urban Places. School of Business, The George Washington University, Washington, DC. Available

at: www.smartgrowthamerica.org/documents/Walkup-report.pdf; accessed January 21, 2015. Leinberger, C.B. (2013). The WalkUP Wake-Up
Call: Atlanta. School of Business, The George Washington University, Washington, DC. Available at: www.smartgrowthamerica.org/documents/
walkup-wake-up-atlanta.pdf; accessed January 21, 2015. Leinberger, C.B., and P. Lynch. (2015). The WalkUP Wake-Up Call: Boston. School of
Business, The George Washington University, Washington, DC. Available at: www.smartgrowthamerica.org/documents/walkup-wake-up-call-
boston.pdf; accessed March 11, 2015. Leinberger, C.B., and P. Lynch. (2015). The WalkUP Wake-Up Call: Michigan Metros. School of Business, The
George Washington University, Washington, DC. Available at: www.smartgrowthamerica.org/documents/walkup-wake-up-call-michigan.pdf;
accessed June 26, 2015. Table by the Land Policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2015.

University of Arizona in 2010 that compared of 80 or higher produce a relative risk of
10,000 properties for which NAREIT (National default that is 60% lower than Walk Scores®
Association of Real Estate Investment Trusts) less than 80.”

data was available, and after accounting for other

var iables, found that: 97. Pivo, G. (2013). “Walk Score and Multifamily Default: The Significance

of 8 and 80.” University of Arizona and Hoyt Advisory Services (HAS)

= Walk Score® signiﬁcantly affects default risk  for Fannie Mae, Washington, DC. Available at: www.fanniemae.com/

. . . . ® resources/file/fundmarket/pdf/hoytpivo_mfhousing walkscore 122013.pdf;
in multifamily rental housing. Walk Scores® ' “p= ty 16,2015,
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Table 3-5: Comparison of Metro Area WalkUP Study Results (cont.)

Flint, MI  Lansing, MI Kalamazoo-Battle = Saginaw-Bay City- Jackson, MI
Study Topic (2015) (2015) Creek, MI(2015)  Midland, MI (2015) (2015)

1992-2000 1992-2000 1992-2000 1992-2000 1992-2000

2001-2008  2001-2008 2001-2008 2001-2008 2001-2008

2009-2015  2009-2015 2009-2015 2009-2015 2009-2015

Percentage Metro Area Walkable Urban

Share of Income Property in
WalkUPs Over Three Real
Estate Cycles (Percentage)

WalkUP 0.2% 1% 0.7% 0.5% 0.3%
Neighborhood 0.5% 2% 0.8% 2% 1%
Edge City 5% 6% 6% 7% 7%
Bedroom Community 95% 91% 91% 91% 92%
Other Topics

Number of Regionally

Significant WalkUPs 1 5 3 1 1
Average Size (Acres) 263 230 297 209 N/A
Average Gross Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 0.27 0.43 0.52 0.16 0.57
Average Employment Density (Jobs/Acre) 27.2 20.3 14.4 27.2 77.5
Average Number of WalkUPs per

Million People** 3 16 11.3 43 12.8
Population Density in WalkUPs (Acres) 3.8 13.5 5.9 3.8 3.4
Population Density in

WalkUPs (Percentage) 0.3% 5% 2% 1% 1%

**These figures are larger than the total number of regionally significant WalkUPs, because these communities have much smaller populations, well
under one million. Sources: Leinberger, C.B. (2012). DC: The WalkUP Wake-Up Call: The Nation’s Capital as a National Model for Walkable Urban
Places. School of Business, The George Washington University, Washington, DC. Available at: www.smartgrowthamerica.org/documents/Walkup-
report.pdf; accessed January 21, 2015. Leinberger, C.B. (2013). The WalkUP Wake-Up Call: Atlanta. School of Business, The George Washington

University, Washington, DC. Available at: www.smartgrowthamerica.org/documents/walkup-wake-up-atlanta.pdf; accessed January 21, 2015.
Leinberger, C.B., and P. Lynch. (2015). The WalkUP Wake-Up Call: Boston. School of Business, The George Washington University, Washington, DC.

Available at: www.smartgrowthamerica.org/documents/walkup-wake-up-call-boston.pdf; accessed March 11, 2015. Leinberger, C.B., and P. Lynch.
(2015). The WalkUP Wake-Up Call: Michigan Metros. School of Business, The George Washington University, Washington, DC. Available at: www.

smartgrowthamerica.org/documents/walkup-wake-up-call-michigan.pdf; accessed June 26, 2015. Table by the Land Policy Institute, Michigan
State University, 2015.

= Retail properties with a Walk Score® = Office properties showed identical higher
ranking of 80 were valued 54% higher than premium values.”
properties with a Walk Score® ranking of
20. This was accompanied by an increase in
net operating income of 42% for the more
walkable properties.”

98. See Footnote 85 on “The Walkability Premium in Commercial Real 99. See Footnote 85 on “The Walkability Premium in Commercial Real

Estate Investments.” Estate Investments.”
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Other Walkable Urban Studies
Pedestrian-friendly shopping areas do better than
those that are not. A study of transportation diaries
of shoppers in the South Bay area of Los Angeles,
CA, compared four typical linear shopping strips in
auto-oriented corridors to more compact shopping
areas considered to be examples of smart growth. The
study found that:

= Trips to the more compact centers were
more likely to be shorter, and more likely to
be on foot.

= Business concentrations in walkable
neighborhoods are “from three to four times
as large as can be supported by the local
resident base, suggesting that the pedestrian-
oriented neighborhoods necessarily import
shopping trips and, hence, driving trips from
surrounding catchment areas.”

= Inshort, there appears to be an unfilled
demand for walkable retail uses, even in
suburban areas.!®

A recent study of business performance in 15
walkable shopping areas judged as successful, sums up
a lot of the findings listed previously. This technical
report was prepared by Gary Hack, professor of
Urban Design at the University of Pennsylvania. It
has nine key findings:

1. “There is great enthusiasm for walkable
shopping areas among retail experts,
developers, and many residents of urban
and suburban areas.

2. Walkable shopping areas have a potential
to prosper, as a result of demographics,
increased gas prices, public policies
encouraging higher densities, and
changing lifestyle preferences.

3. Businesses can be successful if such areas
reach a critical mass, cater to diverse
needs, are located in higher density areas
or have good mass transit service, and
have a supermarket as an anchor.

100. Boarnet, M.G., K. Joh, W. Siembab, W. Fulton, and M.T. Nguyen.
(2011). “Retrofitting the Suburbs to Increase Walking: Evidence from
a Land-Use-Travel Study.” Urban Studies 48 (1): 129-159. Available
at: http://usj.sagepub.com/content/48/1/129.full. pdf+html; accessed
February 24, 2015.

4. With success, enterprises in walkable
shopping areas are able to pay higher rents
for their space, and housing near walkable
commercial areas commonly sells for
higher prices than in more distant areas.

5. Businesses appear to do better in
walkable commercial areas than in areas
attracting mainly drive-to patronage.

6. Wialkable retail areas have the potential
to attract many people beyond the
immediate walking radius.

7. To be successful, walkable retail areas
need to cater to diverse needs and reach a
critical mass.

8. 'The presence of nearby walkable
shopping areas can yield dividends for

home prices in surrounding areas.

9. Mass transit is an important component
of the best walkable retail areas.”'%!

Energy Use

Some of the previous categories have included studies
that, among other things, projected lower energy use

in compact settlement patterns than in low-density
development. See, for example, the “Cost of Spraw/”
studies. More contemporary studies are looking at this
issue from a metropolitan-wide basis and identifying
places with low energy use, short travel distances, and
alternative transportation options, and finding they are
more successful than other places. Savings achieved in
best-performing places compared to other places in
terms of reduction in miles driven and fuel cost savings
are also being quantified. In short, many of the other
benefits of increased density and reduced automobile
use also have the benefit of reducing energy use as well.

Increased Density and Reduced Energy Use
In a 2008 white paper for CEOs for Cities entitled
“Driven to the Brink,” Joe Cortright wrote that as a
result of a new landscape for housing prices (in the 18
months after housing prices peaked in Summer 2006,
prices declined 12.5%) and high fuel costs, cities that
101. Hack, G. (2013). Business Performance in Walkable Shopping Areas. Active

Living Research, Princeton, NJ. Available at: http://activelivingresearch.org/

sites/default/files/BusinessPerformanceWalkableShoppingAreas Nov2013.
pdf; accessed February 24,2015.

Hack, G. (2013). “Walkable Shopping Areas are Good for Business.” Active
Living Research, Princeton, NJ. Available at: http://activelivingresearch.
org/sites/default/files/BusinessPerformanceWalkableShoppingAreas
ArticleSummary Nov2013.pdf; accessed January 21,2015.
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offered attractive urban living opportunities in dense
neighborhoods that enabled people to drive shorter
distances and make convenient use of alternative
transport, were more likely to be more affordable
and economically successful than places that
continued to follow sprawling development patterns.
A wide variety of data was examined ranging from
toreclosure data to density data to transportation
data. This finding suggests an urban resiliency that
could be especially significant if fuel prices were to
rise dramatically.'®

In another paper for CEOs for Cities, in 2010,
Cortright wrote that if all of the top 50 metropolitan
areas achieved the same level of peak hour travel
distances as the best-performing cities, their residents
would drive about 40 billion miles less per year and

use two billion fewer gallons of fuel at a savings of
$31 billion annually.'®

LEED Buildings

Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design
(LEED) building practices are another way to
dramatically reduce energy consumption. The LEED
is an ecology-oriented building certification program
run under the auspices of the U.S. Green Building
Council (USGBC)."* The LEED concentrates

its efforts on improving performance across five

key areas of environmental and human health: 1)
energy efficiency, 2) indoor environmental quality, 3)
materials selection, 4) sustainable site development,
and 5) water savings. The LEED has special

rating systems that apply to all kinds of structures,
including residential, office, schools, retail, and
healthcare facilities. Rating systems are available

for new construction and major renovations, as well
as existing buildings. The program is designed to
inform and guide all kinds of professionals who work
with structures on how to create or convert spaces

to achieve environmental sustainability, including
architects, real estate professionals, facility managers,
engineers, interior designers, urban planners,

102. Cortright, J. (2008). “Driven to the Brink: How the Gas Price
Spike Popped the Housing Bubble and Devalued the Suburbs.” White
Paper, CEOs for Cities, Cleveland OH. Available at: http://community-

wealth.org/sites/clone.community-wealth.org/files/downloads/paper-
cortwright 0.pdf; accessed January 21, 2015.

103. Cortright, J. (2010). Measuring Urban Transportation Performance:

A Critique of Mobility Measures and a Synthesis. CEOs for Cities,
Cleveland, OH. Available at: www.ssti.us/wp/wp-content/
uploads/2013/02/Driven Apart Technical Report CEQOs4Cities
Sept_2010.pdf; accessed September 11, 2015.

104. USGBC. (2015). “LEED.” U.S. Green Building Council, Washington,
DC. Available at: www.usgbc.org/leed; accessed February 11,2015.

landscape architects, construction managers, private
sector executives, and government officials.

On its website, the USGBC indicates that LEED
defines “a nationally accepted benchmark for

the design, construction, and operation of high-
performance green buildings” and “provides building
owners and operators with the tools they need

to have an immediate and measurable impact on
their buildings’ performance.” It is not just the
private sector that is showing the way to a more
environmentally sustainable future. State and local

governments around the United States are adopting
LEED for public buildings of all kinds.

In 2009, Grand Rapids, MI, had the most LEED
buildings in the U.S. It also had more LEED-
certified buildings per capita than any other city

in the country. Included among them are three
public school structures, and the Grand Rapids Art
Museum, the first LEED-certified museum. Now all
new municipal construction and major renovations
more than 10,000 sq. ft. and $1,000,000 must meet
LEED regulations in Grand Rapids.’®

The LEED buildings are important for placemaking,
not only because they represent lower cost energy use,
sustainability, and improved resiliency, but because
well~educated talented workers want to live in places
that demonstrate commitment to contemporary social and
cultural movements.\%

Preservation Efficiency

'This category examines environmental and
economic impacts of two types of preservation.
'The first looks at the generally lower
environmental impacts of building reuse. The
second examines the economic benefits of
historic preservation. The principal takeaway
from this section is that historic preservation has
reduced environmental impacts compared to new
construction, and that the local economic impacts
of historic preservation are substantial, so reusing
historic buildings and structures should be the first
seriously considered alternative.

105. AIA. (n.d.). “Case Studies: Grand Rapids.” Local Leaders in
Sustainability. American Institute of Architects, Washington, DC. Available
at: www.aia.org/aiaucmp/groups/aia/documents/document/aiab081624.pdf;
accessed January 21,2015.

106. World GBC. (2013). 7he Business Case for Green Building: A

Review of the Costs and Benefits for Developers, Investors, and Occupants.
World Green Building Council. Available at: www.worldgbc.org/
files/1513/6608/0674/Business Case For Green Building Report
WEB_2013-04-11.pdf; accessed November 6,2014.
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Economic Benefits of Historic Building Reuse
Donovan Rypkema, principal of PlaceEconomics and
an expert in historic preservation, lectures frequently on
the topic of economic and preservation issues relating to
rehabilitation, community development, and commercial
revitalization. Following are five of his main points.

1. Sustainable development is crucial for
economic competitiveness.

2. Sustainable development has more elements
than just environmental responsibility.

3. “Green Buildings” and sustainable
development are not synonyms.

4. Historic preservation is, in and of itself,
sustainable development.

5. Development without an historic
preservation component is not sustainable.'”’

Rypkema expands on these points:

“Repairing and rebuilding historic wood
windows would mean that the dollars are
spent locally instead of at a distant window
manufacturing plant. That’s economic
sustainability, also part of sustainable
development. Maintaining as much of the
original fabric as possible is maintaining
the character of the historic neighborhood.
That’s cultural sustainability, also part of
sustainable development.

Here is a typical building in a North
American downtown—25 ft. wide and 100
[ft.], or 120 [ft.], or 140 ft. deep. Let’s say
that, today, we tear down one small building
like this in your neighborhood. We have now
wiped out the entire environmental benefit
from the last 1,344,000 aluminum cans

that were recycled. We've not only wasted

an historic building, we've wasted months

of diligent recycling by the good people of
our community. And that calculation only
considers the impact on the landfill. Also, the
EPA has noted that building construction
debris constitutes around a third of all waste

107. Rypkema, D. (2007). “Sustainability, Smart Growth and Historic
Preservation.” Preservation Action Council of San Jose, March 10, 2007.
San Jose, CA. Available at: www.preservation.org/rypkema.htm; accessed
November 6,2014.

Wouldn't it be wonderful to get an effective reuse for the historic railroad
terminal in Detroit, MI? What a placemaking opportunity that would be.
Photo by the MSU Land Policy Institute.

generated in this country, and has projected
that more than 27% of existing buildings will
be replaced between 2000 and 2030.

Economically, in both downtowns, but
especially in neighborhood commercial districts,
a major contribution to the local economy is
the relative affordability of older buildings. It

is no accident that the creative, imaginative,
small start-up firm isn't located in the corporate
office “campus,” the industrial park, or the
shopping center—they simply cannot afford
the rents there. Older and historic commercial
buildings play that role, nearly always with no
subsidy or assistance. A million dollars spent in
new construction generates 30.6 jobs. But, that
same million dollars in the rehabilitation of an

historic building? [Generates] 35.4 jobs.”

In 2011, the National Trust for Historic Preservation
published a thorough study of the environmental
value of building reuse entitled The Greenest
Building. When comparing similar use and
tunctionality, building reuse almost always generates
tewer environmental impacts than new construction.
Reuse saved 4% to 46% over new construction among
buildings with the same energy performance level. It
takes 10 to 80 years for a new building that is 30%
more efficient than an average-performing existing
building to overcome, through eflicient operations,
the negative climate change impacts related to

the construction process. The lone exception was
renovations that require significant new material

108. See Footnote 107.
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inputs, e.g., converting a warehouse to residential

or office. In these cases, the environmental cost was
higher than that of a building that was not converted
to a new use or that of a new construction.!”’

Economic Benefits of Historic Preservation
Historic preservation advocates in many states have
prepared economic impact studies showing the
economic benefits of historic preservation, over time, in
terms of money expended and new jobs. For example:

*  Colorado has seen the addition of 32 new jobs
for every $1 million spent on preservation,
and 35,000 jobs and $2.5 billion in direct
and indirect impacts since 1981. Historic
preservation also had a substantial impact on
heritage tourism, generating $244 million in
visitor spending in 2008.11

= A 2002 analysis in Michigan showed that
between 1971 and 2001 more than $819
million was privately invested in state and
tederal rehabilitation tax credit projects.
'These projects created more than 22,250
jobs and had a total economic impact of
$1.7 billion. In just the five years after 2001,
private investment nearby was more than
$902 million, 22,000 jobs were created, with
$1.93 billion in total economic impact.'"!

= In 2005, $1 million invested in rehabilitating
historic buildings created 25 new jobs; the same
investment in computer and data processing
created 23 jobs, and manufacturing motor
vehicle parts and accessories created 17.12

109. Preservation Green Lab. (2011). The Greenest Building: Quantifying
the Environmental Value of Building Reuse. National Trust for Historic
Preservation, Washington, DC. Available at: www.preservationnation.org/
information-center/sustainable-communities/green-lab/lca/The Greenest
Building lowres.pdf; accessed September 11, 2015.

110. Clarion Associates of Colorado, LLC. (2011). 7be Economic Power

of Heritage and Place: How Historic Preservation is Building a Sustainable
Future in Colorado. Prepared for the Colorado Historical Foundation,
Denver, CO. Available at: www.historycolorado.org/sites/default/files/
files/OAHP/crforms edumat/pdfs/1620 EconomicBenefitsReport.pdf;
accessed January 21, 2015.

111. MHPN. (2006). “Report Card: The Economic Impacts of Historic
Preservation in Michigan.” Special Report. Michigan Historic Preservation
Network, Lansing, MI. Available at: www.michigan.gov/documents/hal/
mhc shpo MHPN report card 191042 7.pdf; accessed February 25,2015.
Includes case examples of: The Fidelity Building in Benton Harbor,
Merchant’s Row in Detroit, the Saginaw Temple Theater, and Grand
Rapids’ American Seating Factory.

112. MHAL. (2005). Cultural Economic Development. Michigan Department
of History, Arts and Libraries, Lansing, MI. Available at: www.michigan.

gov/documents/hal ced strategy 144333 7.pdf; accessed January 21, 2015.

Value of Human Contact and

Social Interaction

Building form without activity is just a location,
and is often boring. It is the activity of humans
in a place with good form that creates interest
and helps make the place a desirable place to be.
But, even more is needed. First, it is important
to understand the advantages of cities as places
for human gathering and exchange. Second, are
examples of research that show the importance
of a wealth of social offerings in an open, diverse,
and aesthetically pleasing environment in order
to attract and keep people who are attached

to that place. Last, is research that shows that
neighborhoods that are walkable have people
that trust neighbors more, participate more in
community projects, and volunteer more.

Key Advantages of Cities
Joe Cortright, in a project for CEOs for Cities, in
2007, observed:

Overall, there are four key city advantages that
are rooted in_form and human interaction:

1. Variety: Access to a wide range of choice
in goods, services, and amenities that
people value, raising their satisfaction
and standard of living.

2. Convenience: Density means more
goods, services, and people are close at
hand, allowing shorter travel distances
and less time searching and traveling to
acquire them.

3. Discovery: Historically cities expose
people to more opportunities and
help them discover consumption or
connection opportunities; they provide
markets for new and innovative
products that give rise to new
industries and drive economic progress
(cities are the place where “new work”
gets created).

4. Opportunity: Cities offer a wider variety
of jobs, and easier opportunities to acquire
additional skills and to move among jobs.
(Larger metropolitan areas not only have
more total jobs, but a greater proportion
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and quality places lead

of their population lives in places where
there are jobs close by).'"

According to the Project for Public Spaces, a leading
authority on placemaking: Great public places are
accessible, comfortable, sociable, and are filled with
people, uses, and activities. When a public space
works well it forges a sense of community and is

the location of celebrations, social and economic
exchanges and gatherings, and the conglomerations
of people, ideas, and culture.!**

What Attaches People to Communities?
So, we know why people love the choices that cities
offer, and what makes for great public spaces, but
what attaches people to the communities? The

. Knight Soul of the
e nghly attaChEd Community project set
residents are more

out to find the answer.

. . . They found that highly
l I ke Iy to Stay In the Ir attached residents are
current Commumty, more likely to stay in

their current community,
and quality places lead fo

strong attachment.'

to strong attachment.

'The Soul of the Community studied 26 communities
across the U.S. over a three-year period. The report

113. Cortright, J. (2007). City Advantage: A CEOs for Cities Report. The
Brookings Institution, Washington, DC. Abstract available at: http://papers.
ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfmPabstract id=1084078; accessed January 21, 2015.
114. PPS. (n.d.). “What Makes a Successful Place?” Project for Public
Spaces, New York, NY. Available at: www.pps.org/reference/grplacefeat/;
accessed January 21,2015.

115. Soul of the Community. (2010). Knight Soul of the Community

2010: Why People Love Where They Live and Why it Matters: A National
Perspective. Soul of the Community, the John S. and James L. Knight
Foundation, Miami, FL; and Gallup, Washington, DC. Available at: http://
knightfoundation.org/sotc/overall-findings/; accessed September 10, 2015.

documenting the results of this project provides a
fresh perspective about the current driving factors

of passion and loyalty in a community. The study
provides empirical evidence that zhe drivers that create
emotional bonds between people and their community are
consistent in virtually every city and can be reduced to
Just a few categories."'®

Researchers asked the questions: What makes a
community a desirable place to live? What draws people
to stake their future in it? Are communities with more
attached residents better off 2 There were three very
consistent answers.

1. What attached residents to their communities
didn'’t change much from place to place. While we
might expect that the drivers of attachment
would be different in Miami, FL, from those
in Macon, GA, in fact, the main drivers of
attachment showed little difference across
communities. In addition, the same drivers
rose to the top in every year of the study.

2. 'The study found that perceprions of the local
economy did not have a very strong relationship
to resident attachment. Instead, attachment
was most closely related to how accepting a
community was of diversity, its wealth of social
offerings, and its aesthetics.

3. Inalmost every community, a resident’s
perceptions of the community was more strongly
linked to their level of community attachment than
to that person’s age, ethnicity, work status, etc.""’

116. See Footnote 115.
117. See Footnote 115.
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Gallup did the survey work on this study and analyzed
the relationship between the overall level of community
attachment and residents’ perceptions of aspects of the
community itself to reveal the strongest links. Table 3—6
shows the Community Attributes’rank in Influence on
Community Attachment across 26 communities in each
of the three survey years of the 10 variables studied.

A community’s most attached residents had strong
pride in it, a positive outlook on the community’s
future, and a sense that it was the perfect place for
them. When attachment occurred for college graduates
and other productive residents, it increased the

number of talented, highly educated workers striving
to positively affect economic growth. As Figure 3-17
shows as well, according to Soul of the Community
research, local GDP growth was highest in
communities with the highest levels of attachment.!®

Fostering the Creative City

'There are many ways that a community can foster
community attachment. Improving the aesthetics of a
community is certainly important, but social ofterings
and openness rank as more important. Fostering the
creative city can help build attachment through social
offerings and openness. The more creative opportunities
there are the more social offerings there will be. 7o
attract creative people, the city must be open to diversity.

118. See Footnote 115.

Carol Coletta, when writing for CEOs for Cities, in
2008, advised that: “Careful investments in a city’s
creative resources, most notably all of its people, can be
used to create a creative city that benefits all community
members.” In particular, she singled out investments
that attract members of what Richard Florida calls

the “creative class”in order to promote innovation in
ideas. But, to succeed with innovation, there must be a
supportive market for new ideas and places.'"”

Richard Florida, author of the 2004 bestseller The
Rise of the Creative Class and several other books,
wrote in a 2012 The Atlantic article about the large
body of literature showing that very creative people
are highly likely to be open to new experiences.'*

“The jobs at the center of innovation .

.. such as design, engineering, science,
painting, music, software development,
writing, and acting, appeal to individuals
who are curious, creative, intellectual,
imaginative, inventive, and resourceful.
‘These professions are primarily concerned
with exploring, developing, and

119. Coletta, C. (2008). “Fostering the Creative City.” CEOs for Cities,
Cleveland, OH.

120. Florida, R. (2012). “The Psychology Behind Why Creative People
Cluster.” The Atlantic, July 19,2012. Available at: www.theatlanticcities.

com/neighborhoods/2012/07/psychology-behind-why-creative-people-
cluster/2243/; accessed January 21, 2015.

Table 3-6: Community Attributes’ Ranking in Influence on Community Attachment

Across 26 Knight Foundation Communities
Ranked According to 2010 Results

Topic

Social Offerings

Openness

Aesthetics

Education

Basic Services

Leadership

Economy

Safety

Social Capital

Civic Involvement

2008 2009 2010
1 1 1
3 1 2
2 3 3
4 4 4
5 5 5
6 5 6
6 7 7
8 8 8
9 9 9

10 10 10

Sources: Data by: Morales, L. (2010). “Social Offerings, Openness Key to Community Attachment.” Gallup, November 15, 2010. Washington,
DC. Available at: www.gallup.com/poll/144476/social-offerings-openness-key-community-attachment.aspx; accessed February 26, 2015.

From this study: Soul of the Community. (2010). Knight Soul of the Community 2010: Why People Love Where They Live and Why it Matters: A
National Perspective. Soul of the Community, the John S. and James L. Knight Foundation, Miami, FL; and Gallup, Washington, DC. Available
at: http://knightfoundation.org/sotc/overall-findings/; accessed September 10, 2015. Table remade with permission, by the Land Policy
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Figure 3-17: GDP Growth by Level of Community Attachment

Local GDP Growth by Levels of Community Attachment
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Source: Soul of the Community. (2010). Knight Soul of the Community 2010: Why People Love Where They Live and Why it Matters: A National
Perspective. Soul of the Community, the John S. and James L. Knight Foundation, Miami, FL; and Gallup, Washington, DC. Available at: http://
knightfoundation.org/sotc/overall-findings/; accessed September 10, 2015. Figure remade with permission, by the Land Policy Institute,

Michigan State University.

communicating new ideas, methods,
and products.”*?!

Florida reports that the concentration of the “open-
to-experience” personality type correlates to cities with
a high concentration of high-tech industry, a high
percent foreign-born, and ranks high on Florida’s Gay
Index. He maps out these characteristics and notes the

Great Lakes States do not rank well on these variables:

Detroit, Minneapolis, Cleveland, Columbus, and
Pittsburgh have the nation’s smallest concentration of
the “open-to-experience” personality types. “It is not
just that people sort themselves into places where they
can find work. They seek out environments where they
can pursue their personal interests as well.”#2

121. Rentfrow, PJ. (2011). “The Open City.” In Handbook of Creative
Cities, ed. D.E. Andersson, A.E. Andersson, and C. Mellander.
Northampton, MA: Edward Elgar Publishing.

122. See Footnote 120.

This supports the importance of diversity and openness
associated with attachment in the Knight Foundation
Soul of the Community study.

Florida points the reader to “The Open City” chapter, by
Cambridge University psychologist Jason Rentfrow, in
the Handbook of Creative Cities for more guidance.'®

Walkable Neighborhoods Have

More Trusting, Involved People

A study out of the University of New Hampshire,

in 2010, indicates that people living in walkable
neighborhoods trusted neighbors more, participated
in community projects, and volunteered more than
in non-walkable areas. Was it the density? Was

it the urban form? Was it both? Could it be that
people were “programmed” to live in walkable places?
Given that living in walkable places was the human

123. See Footnote 121.
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condition for all population concentrations until the
Industrial Revolution, it was not a very big stretch.'*
'The study does not answer these questions.

Perhaps there is a pendulum at work here. The further
we try to get away from the city by adopting sprawling
land use patterns, the more we create the circumstances
for a return to the city by those people who feel
alienated from their neighbors by open spaces that are
too great for easy communication and by distances
between places that are too great for easy access to

the many shopping, work, recreation, and other living
options in the suburbs and exurbs. Millennials grew
up largely in the suburbs and lived with parents who
had to shuttle them by car everywhere. As children,
they spent a lot of time in cars. Perhaps it is not too
great a notion to think they are flocking to the cities to
experience a living environment that is very different
from the one they grew up in. It is one where they can
quickly and easily meet up with friends and other new
people. It is one that does not require cars.

Economic Value of Creative Industries
Creative industries are critical to community vibrancy,
creativity, and civic engagement—and hence, to
successful placemaking. But, arts and culture not

only expand the mind and are good for the soul,
three recent studies show they return real economic
benefits to the community. The first study measures
huge economic impact from just 211 arts and cultural
institutions using standard national measures. The
second examines data from 424 creative industry
organizations in Michigan, and the third shows that
leisure spending for arts, culture, and history exceeds
that of many popular outdoor activities in Michigan.

A national study by Americans for the Arts
documents that “the arts mean business” and are an
economically viable investment. Nonprofit creative
industry generates $135.2 billion in economic activity
each year—$61.1 billion in spending by organizations
and $74.1 billion in audience spending. The industry
supports 4.1 million jobs and generates $22.3 billion
in government revenue.'

124. Kaid Benfield’s Blog. (2010). “Walkable Neighborhoods Have Higher
Levels of Trust, Community Participation.” NRDC Staff Blog Switchboard,
December 15,2010. Natural Resources Defence Council, New York, NY.
Available at: http://switchboard.nrdc.org/blogs/kbenfield/walkable
neighborhoods have hi.html; accessed September 11,2015.

125. Americans for the Arts. (2012). Arts and Economic Prosperity IV: The
Economic Impact of Nonprofit Arts and Culture Organizations and Their
Audiences. Washington, DC. Available at: www.americansforthearts.org/

sites/default/files/pdf/information_services/research/services/economic
impact/aepiv/NationalStatisticalReport.pdf; accessed January 21, 2015.

Michigan is home to more than 2,000 nonprofit arts
and cultural organizations. Creative Many (www.
creativemany.org/), formerly known as ArtServe,
prepares an annual report on the economic impact
of arts and cultural activities in Michigan as part
of the Michigan Creative Data Project (www.
miculturaldata.org). Figure 318 reports over

a half billion dollar impact of just 424 of those
organizations. More information will be available
every year as more groups add to the database.
Data for the Creative State Michigan report comes
from the Americans for the Arts’ Annual Creative
Industries Reports, the Michigan Economic

Development Corporation/Pure Michigan, and the
Michigan Cultural Data Project (Michigan CDP).

A report by the Michigan Economic Development
Corporation (MEDC) in September 2011, found
that leisure spending for arts, culture, and history
accounted for $2.08 billion, inclusive of more

than 17.3 million travelers spending nearly 28.5
million days each year throughout the state. Overall,
cultural tourism represented 16% of all leisure
spending in Michigan ranking second to touring
and sightseeing (28%). This was important, because
cultural destinations generated more revenue than the
tollowing activities combined: golf, boating/sailing,
hunting/fishing, hiking, and biking.'?

The National Endowment for the Arts (NEA)

is designing a public, web-accessible system of
indicators that will become the national standard for
defining, measuring, and conveying the dimensions
of livability. In 2012, the NEA hypothesized these
indicators were aftected by Creative Placemaking.
'This would make it easier to measure and monitor,
over time, the impact of art and culture on a
community. The indicators included:

* Impact on artists and arts community
(payroll at arts organizations, number of art
organizations, etc.);

126. MEDC. (2011). “The History, Arts and Cultural Travel Industry in
Michigan.” Corporate Research Unit, Michigan Economic Development
Corporation, Lansing, MI. Available at: http://miplace.org/sites/default/
files/ MEDC HistoryArtsCultureTravel.pdf; accessed October 23, 2015.
More recent data shows that cultural tourism has become the leading
industry in economic impact from leisure spending in Michigan. MEDC.
(2013). “The History, Arts and Cultural Travel Industry in Michigan

- 2013.” Prepared for the Michigan Council of Arts and Cultural
Affairs. Corporate Research Unit, Michigan Economic Development
Corporation, Lansing, MI. Available at: www.michiganbusiness.org/
cm/Files/MCACA/The-History-Arts-and-Cultural-Travel-Update.pdf;
accessed October 23, 2015.
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Figure 3-18: 2015 Annual Report Regarding Creative Industries
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place™ Partnership Initiative

Sources: Data from the Cultural Data Project. Creative Many Michigan. (2015). Creative State: Michigan 2015 Nonprofit Report. Detroit,

MI. Available at: www.creativemany.org/research/creative-state-mi-2015-nonprofit-report/; accessed September 10, 2015.
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= Attachment to community (length of residency,
percent owner owned, percent occupied);

= Quality of life (crime, vacant properties,
mean commute time to work, etc.); and

= Economic conditions (mean income, loan
amounts for housing property sales, total
number of jobs, etc.).'’

Entrepreneurship
This section focuses on research and reports
that indicate:

* New Urbanist neighborhood designs not
only support entrepreneurial activity when
small retail establishments are within walking
distance of residences, they also contribute to
higher residential property values.

*  Michigan’s universities all have
entrepreneurship programs that could help
spur placemaking.

= 'The Small Business Association of Michigan
has an Entrepreneurship Score Card that
shows the importance of quality places.

Residences are Worth More

When Small Retail is Walkable

A national study commissioned by American Express
looked at entrepreneurship as expressed by the
number and location of independent (not chain)
stores. In 2011, a longitudinal market share study was
released that provided analysis of trends in success

of independent, local proprietors from 1990 to 2009.
In the 15 metros studied, residential neighborhoods
served by a successful independent business district
gained, on average, 50% more in home values than
their citywide markets over the most recent 14-year
period. This supports earlier findings that show
consumers want retail businesses within walkable
distances, and when that exists, there is a home value

127. Shewfelt, S. (2012). “Our Town Community Indicators Study.”
Office of Research and Analysis, National Endowment for the Arts,
Washington, DC. Available at: http://arts.gov/sites/default/files/OT-
Indicators-PowerPoint.pdf; accessed January 21, 2015.

For further information, see: Morley, M., ML.K. Winkler, S. Zhang, R. Brash,
and J. Collazos. (2014). The Validating Arts and Livability Indicators (VALI)
Study: Results and Recommendations. Prepared by the Urban Institute for the
National Endowment for the Arts, Washington, DC. Available at: http://
arts.gov/sites/default/files/ VAT I-Report.pdf; accessed September 11,2015.

premium associated with homes that are closer to
these businesses.'*®

Universities are Beginning to

Support Entrepreneurship

People usually start businesses where they live,
meaning that entrepreneurship plays a major role
in place-based economic development. But, if those
new businesses want to be able to attract and retain
the kinds of quality workers needed to thrive in

the global knowledge economy, then the quality

of the place where the entrepreneur started his

or her business needs to be high. According to a
2012 survey, Michigan’s universities help to educate
entrepreneurs that are deeply connected to their
Michigan communities. Entrepreneurship programs
exist on at least 10 campuses, and there are formal
links between entrepreneurship programs and
business incubators on at least 11 campuses, with
plans in the works on a 12.1%

Entrepreneurship Score Card

Shows Importance of Quality Places

For nearly a decade, the Small Business Association of
Michigan (SBAM) has maintained an Entrepreneurship
Score Card in Michigan. The Score Card uses three
primary “drivers” to describe the condition and direction
of the entrepreneurial economy in the state—1)
Entrepreneurial Change, 2) Entrepreneurial Vitality,
and 3) Entrepreneurial Climate. Results of the 9% survey
published in 2013 revealed:

* In entrepreneurial change (average growth in
the number of new entrepreneurs over the past
three years), Michigan ranked 46™ among the
states in 2010, but improved to 31 in 2011.

*  Michigan’s five-year business survival rate,
which had been underperforming since 2003,

was now at the midpoint among U.S. states.

128. Civic Economics. (2011). Tbe American Express Open Independent Retail
Index: A Study of Market Trends in Major American Cities. Civic Economics,
Austin, TX. Available at: http://nebula.wsimg.com/7fca7626531905823f16

4£20952¢2689?AccessKeyld=8E410A17553441C49302&disposition=0&al
loworigin=1; accessed January 21,2015.

129. Fowler, R., and J. Padden. (2012). “Entrepreneurship at Michigan’s
Public Universities.” Public Policy Associates, Inc., Lansing, MI. Available

at: http://miplace.org/sites/default/files/Entrepreneurship at Michigan
Public Universities.pdf; accessed November 6,2014.
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*  Private lending to small business in Michigan
continued to rank in the top five states
showing a tremendous amount of investment
in small businesses.3

Other SBAM Score Card measurements show less
dramatic change, but slow continued improvement.

* Entrepreneurial vitality, a measure of
the general level of small business and
entrepreneurial activity relative to all other
states, was steady at 36" in 2011, indicating
Michigan still has a ways to go to move the
needle on overall entrepreneurial strength
and presence.

= In entreprencurial climate (overall
strength in business conditions supporting
entrepreneurial initiatives), Michigan was
16™ in the U.S. The key here was business
tax cuts that prompted the Tax Foundation
to improve its rank of Michigan’s overall tax
structure for favorability to business from 49™
in 2011 to 7" in 2012.

130. Entrepreneurship Score Cards are available upon request
through MiQuest at: http://beyond-startup.com/score-card/;
accessed October 22, 2015.

Small Business Association of Michigan. (2013). Entrepreneurship Score
Card Michigan 2012:13. Lansing, MI.

131. See Footnote 130.

One of the Score Card measured indicators is
“Quality of Life (Sense of Place).” Overall quality of
life also shows gradual improvement, especially in the
areas of civic energy and harmony, such as reduced
rural-urban disparity, increased charitable giving, and
greater racial-ethnic equity.

Following is text excerpted from the SBAM
Entrepreneurship Score Card Michigan 2012:13 report:

“Quality of Life has been gaining increased
attention from those responsible for economic
development. Amenity value caught the
attention of thoughtful professionals and public
officials, particularly with the release of Richard
Florida’s 2003 book, The Rise of the Creative
Class. States, regions, and cities have become
increasingly concerned about how to attract not
just businesses, but individual entrepreneurs
and young skilled workers, in general, who
increasingly put emphasis on quality of life

in their location decisions. Also, they will

soon become very aware of the mobility of
experienced, energetic retiring/semi-retiring
Baby Boomers looking for places to call home
that offer opportunities to continue to work,
play, contribute to society, and make money. In
short, amenity economics is back! Quality of
life is a desirable attribute in its own right—
pursuit of the good life, but it is increasingly
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important as a factor when attracting and
retaining the “right” kinds of workers and
companies to sustain future growth. In this way,

good quality of life begets better quality of life.

Comprised of sub-drivers in Civic Energy
and Harmony, Lifestyle and Play, Pocketbook
Indicators, and Health and Safety, this driver
seeks to measure the overall quality of life

in each state. Quality of life often varies
considerably within states. Consequently,
future scores for this driver could be broken
out by region.”’??

Table 3-7 shows Michigan’s performance in

the Quality of Life category compared to other
Midwest states in the SBAM Entreprencurship Score
Card Michigan, 2012:13 report. While Michigan’s
performance is competitive in the region, the top five
ranked states nationally have received four or five stars
for at least the last five years: Vermont, Massachusetts,
South Dakota, Iowa, and Maryland. Minnesota, at
four stars for the last five years, is ranked 10", while
North Dakota is 11*. The Midwest has a long way to
go to be competitive with the top 10 states.'®

Surveys of Fast Growing Businesses

The results of a recent survey of 150 founders of
some of the nation’s fastest growing entrepreneurs
by the private research entity Endeavor Insight
offers evidence that cities should focus on the
“factors and conditions that attract the talented,
educated workers that fast-growing entrepreneurial
enterprises need.” The most important factors in
their location decisions were: 1) access to talent—

132. See Footnote 130.
133. See Footnote 130.

that means going to those places that talented
workers want to live; 2) access to major multi-
modal transportation networks; and 3) proximity to
customers and suppliers. At the very bottom of the
list were taxes and business-friendly policies.'**

Health and Safety

There is more research material related to
placemaking in this category than in all of the others
combined. Much of it addresses material that is
contained in a few excellent books, such as Urban
Sprawl and Public Health by Howard Frumkin,
Lawrence Frank, and Richard Jackson; and Making
Healthy Places: Designing and Building for
Health, Well-being, and Sustainability by Andrew
Dannenberg, Howard Frumkin, and Richard Jackson.
Some of the key issues include the relationship of
obesity and urban form, other health issues associated
with sprawl, health benefits of driving less, and

the safety benefits of higher density. A four-part
miniseries entitled Designing Healthy Communities
addressed some of these issues and many others. It
aired on public television from July—October 2012.
As a result, this section will hit on only a few key
points related to health and designing quality places
through placemaking as the reader is directed to these
other source materials for considerably more detail.

We are in a nation with growing obesity, which
creates huge public health risks. Studies are now

134. Morris, R. (2014). What do the Best Entrepreneurs Want in a City.
Endeavor Insight. Available at: http://issuu.com/endeavorgloball/docs/
what_do_the_best_entrepreneurs_want; accessed February 26, 2015.
Endeavor Insight. (2014). “Endeavor Insight Report Reveals the Top
Qualities that Entrepreneurs Look for in a City.” Endeavor, February
4,2014. Available at: www.endeavor.org/blog/endeavor-insight-report-
reveals-the-top-qualities-that-entrepreneurs-look-for-in-a-city/; accessed

January 21, 2015.

Table 3-7: Midwest Performance in Quality of Life (Sense of Place)

State
Illinois (24)

Wisconsin (25)

Michigan (26)

Kentucky (33)

Indiana (34)

Ohio (43)

2011 2009 2007
*kk *% |k
wkk | kkk *k
kkk *k *k

*k *k *k
*k *k *k
wk | Frrk *k

Source: Data from: Small Business Association of Michigan. (2013). Entrepreneurship Score Card Michigan, 2012:13. Lansing, MI. Entrepreneurship
Score Cards are available upon request through MiQuest at: http://beyond-startup.com/score-card/; accessed October 22, 2015. Table remade

with permission, by the Land Policy Institute, Michigan State University.
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showing that compact settlement patterns often
result in healthier residents and school children,
largely because of the increase in walking and biking.

'The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) closely
monitors overweight and obesity statistics.
“Overweight” is defined as a body mass index

(BMI) of 25 or higher, while “obesity” is defined as

a BMI of 30 or higher. Research has shown that as
weight increases to reach the levels referred to as
“overweight” and “obesity,” the risks for the following
health conditions also increases:

*  Coronary heart disease;

= Type 2 diabetes;

= Cancers (endometrial, breast, and colon);
= Hypertension (high blood pressure);

= Dyslipidemia (for example, high total
cholesterol or high levels of triglycerides);

= Stroke;
= Liver and gallbladder disease;
= Sleep apnea and respiratory problems;

= Osteoarthritis (a degeneration of cartilage
and its underlying bone within a joint); and

=  Gynecological problems (abnormal
menses, infertility)."*

'There was a dramatic increase in obesity in the U.S.

from 1990 through 2010.

= In 2000, no state had an obesity prevalence of
30% or more.

= In 2013, 20 states had a prevalence equal to or
greater than 30%, up from 12 states in 2011.

= In 2013, eight states and the District

of Columbia had a prevalence between
20%—<25%.

135.CDC. (n.d.). “About Adult BMI.” Centers for Disease Control,

Atlanta, GA. Available at: www.cdc.gov/healthyweight/assessing/bmi/
adult bmi/index.html; accessed September 11,2015

* In 2013, no state had a prevalence of obesity
less than 20%.%

= No state met the nation’s Healthy
People 2010 goal to lower obesity
prevalence to 15%.%7

A series of maps from the CDC shows the history of
U.S. obesity prevalence from 1985 through 2010.%%#

Childhood obesity has more than doubled in children
and quadrupled in adolescents since the mid-1980s.

= The percentage of children age six to 11 in
the U.S. who were obese increased from 7%
in 1980 to nearly 18% in 2012. Similarly, the
percentage of adolescents age 12 to 19 who
were obese increased from 5% to nearly 20%
over the same period.

= In 2012, more than one-third of children and
adolescents were overweight or obese.’

Health risks for obese children are similar to those
for adults, but in some cases they face them much
sooner than if they were to become obese as adults,
especially diabetes and cardiovascular disease.

'The basic prescriptions for obesity are quite simple:
eat less, eat better (more fresh, nutritious, quality
food), and exercise more. This will not work for
everyone, but it is the place to start. But, where you

136. The State of Obesity. (n.d.). “Adult Obesity in the United States.”
Trust for America’s Health and the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation,
Washington, DC. Available at: http://stateofobesity.org/adult-obesity/;
accessed September 11,2015.

137.USDHHS. (2000). “Chapter 19: Nutrition and Overweight.”In
Healthy People 2010: Understanding and Improving Health, Vol.

I1. U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Washington, DC.
Available at: www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/hpdata2010/hp2010 final review
focus area 19.pdf; accessed February 16,2015.

138.CDC. (n.d.). “Obesity Trends among U.S. Adults between 1958 and
2010.” Centers for Disease Control, Atlanta, GA. Available at: www.cdc.gov/
obesity/downloads/obesity trends 2010.ppt; accessed February 26,2015.
139. Statistics referenced here: CDC. (n.d.). “Adolescent and School
Health.” Centers for Disease Control, Atlanta, GA. Available at: www.
cde.gov/healthyyouth/obesity/facts.htm; accessed January 21, 2015.

Data from these sources: Ogden, C.L., M.D. Carroll, B.K. Kit, and

K.M. Flegal. (2014). “Prevalence of Childhood and Adult Obesity in the
United States, 2011-2012.” Journal of the American Medical Association
311 (8): 806-814. Available at: http://jama.jamanetwork.com/article.
aspxParticleid=1832542; accessed February 26, 2015.

NCHS. (2012). Health, United States, 2011: With Special Features on Socio-
economic Status and Health. National Center for Health Statistics, Centers
for Disease Control, Atlanta, GA. Available at: www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/
hus/hus11.pdf; accessed February 26,2015.
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live also makes a difference. Settlement patterns with
connected sidewalks, trails, and bike paths greatly
facilitate walking, running, and biking. Urban gardens
also help. Placemaking with these elements can help
the population stay healthier.

Dr. Jackson writes: “If you construct environments
that make it impossible for people to walk, and you
remove the incidental exercise from people’s lives,
then you reduce their level of fitness, and you increase
their weight, because they’re not burning it off.”*

“If you construct environments that
make it impossible for people to
walk, and you remove the incidental
exercise from people’s lives, then you
reduce their level of fitness, and you
increase their weight, because they

are not burning it off.”
Richard Jackson, PhD, professor, University of
California, Los Angeles; and former director, CDC's
National Center for Environmental Health

While at the CDC, Richard Jackson, PhD, realized
our major health threats all were consequences of
how we had built America. Following are some of the
health problems with origins in the built environment:

* Asthma caused by particulates from cars
and trucks,

= Water contamination from excessive runoff,

* Lead poisoning from contaminated houses
and soil, and

=  Obesity, diabetes, heart conditions,
and depression exacerbated by stressful living
conditions, long commutes, lack
of access to fresh food, and isolating,
car-oriented communities.'*!

140. Erickson, J. (2007). “Graham Institute Names Jackson as First
Director.” The University Record Online, October 31, 2007. Ann Arbor,
MI. Available at: www.ur.umich.edu/0708/Oct29 07/05.shtml; accessed
February 26, 2015.

141. Dannenberg, A., H. Frumkin, and R. Jackson. (2011). Making
Healthy Places: Designing and Building for Wealth, Well-Being,

and Sustainability. Washington, DC: Island Press. Available at: http://

islandpress.org/making-healthy-places; accessed July 10, 2015.

According to Dannenberg, Frumkin, and Jackson,
“The America of obesity, inactivity, depression, and
loss of community has not ‘happened’ to us; rather we
legislated, subsidized, and planned it.”**?

As a result of those kinds of statements, Dr. Jackson
became a lightning rod, until scientific studies began
to build showing support for the conclusions that he
and other co-authors had reached several years earlier.

Following are “its and bits” from just a few studies
that relate to urban form and health.

* Denser neighborhoods are more conducive

to physical activity and good nutrition.

This study sought to test the accuracy of
GIS-defined ratings of physical activity
environments (i.e., walkability) and
nutrition environments (i.e., availability of
nutritious food) for metro Seattle, WA; and
San Diego County, CA. The authors found a
statistical correlation between neighborhood
type and child and parent obesity, with

child and parent obesity less likely in
neighborhoods favorable to physical activity
and good nutrition.'®

*  More shops and recreational facilities nearby
lead to more walking. A 10-year study in
Western Australia sought to demonstrate the
potential benefits that local infrastructure can
have on healthy behavior. More than 1,400
participants who were building homes in a
new housing development were surveyed
twice, 12 months apart. For every local shop,
residents’ physical activity increased an extra
five to six minutes of walking per week. For
every recreational facility (park or a beach),
physical activity increased an extra 21
minutes per week.'*

142. See Footnote 141.

143. Saelens, B.E., J.F. Sallis, L..D. Frank, S.C. Couch, C. Zhou, T.
Colburn, K.L. Cain, J. Chapman, and K. Glanz. (2012). “Obesogenic
Neighborhood Environments, Child and Parent Obesity: The
Neighborhood Impact on Kids Study.” American Journal of Preventive
Medicine 42 (5): e57-¢64. Available at: www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/
pubmed/22516504; accessed February 26, 2015.

144. University of Melbourne. (2013). “Walk it Out: Urban Design
Plays Key Role in Creating Healthy Cities.” Science Daily, March
7,2013. Rockville, MD. Available at: www.sciencedaily.com/
releases/2013/03/130307124427.htm; accessed January 21, 2015.
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»  Urban parks enhance your brain function.
According to a University of Michigan

study, when we are in a setting with a
great deal of stimulation, like a city, we
expend a great deal of direct attention

on tasks like avoiding traffic and fellow
pedestrians. When we’re interacting with
nature, however, we use an indirect form
of attention that essentially gives our brain
a chance to refresh, much like sleep. This
is called “attention restoration theory.” We
need parks, open spaces, and trails in cities
to enjoy these benefits.!*

= Students walk to school less when the
distance is great, and when they can be
driven to school. The first study examined the
U.S. Department of Transportation’s National
Personal Transportation Survey data from
1969 to 2001 for changes in the proportion
of students walking or biking to school and
the influences on that change. The percentage
of students walking or biking steadily
declined during the period studied. Distance
to school had the strongest influence on the
decision to walk or bike.'** A subsequent
study found a sharp increase in driving
children to school and a corresponding
decrease in walking to school during the
study period.*’

= Urban students drive less than rural ones.

'The authors used 2001 National Household
Transportation Survey (NHTS) driving and
demographic info and county-level sprawl
data to assess the impact of sprawl on teen
driving habits. They found that teens in
sprawling areas were more than twice as
likely to drive more than 20 miles per day
as teens in compact settlement counties.

145. Berman, M.G., J. Jonides, and S. Kaplan. (2008). “The Cognitive
Benefits of Interacting with Nature.” Psychological Science 19 (12): 1207—
1212. Available at: http://intl-pss.sagepub.com/content/19/12/1207 full;
accessed January 21,2015.

146. McDonald, N.C. (2007). “Active Transportation to School: Trends
Among U.S. Schoolchildren, 1969-2001.” American Journal of Preventive
Medicine 32 (6): 509-516. Available at: www.sciencedirect.com/science/
article/pii/S0749379707001109; accessed September 18, 2015.

147. McDonald, N.C., A.L. Brown, .M. Marchetti, and M.S. Pedroso.
(2011). “U.S. School Travel, 2009: An Assessment of Trends.” American
Journal of Preventive Medicine 41 (2): 146-151. Available at: www.ncbi.

Taken together with data on the connection
between teen driving time and fatality risk,
the study suggested that teens in sprawling
areas drove more and were at a greater risk of
driving-related fatalities.™*®

In 2012, PlaceMakers assembled the following
information on some of the health benefits of
driving less:

* There was one pound of CO, saved for every
mile pedaled. Thirty (30) minutes per day of
bicycle riding cut odds of stroke and heart
disease by 50%.

= An average family in an auto-dependent
community drove 24,000 miles per year,
while a family in a walkable community
of 16 dwelling units per acre and compact
mixed use drove 9,000 miles per year, thereby,
helping reduce oil consumption.

* Households in drivable sub-urban
neighborhoods spent on average 24% of their
income on transportation; those in walkable

neighborhoods spent about 12%.

* Low-income families may spend up to 55%
of income on transportation when they lived
in auto-centric environments.

= Average annual operating cost of a

bicycle: $308.

= Average annual operating cost of a
car: $8,220.1%

As density of people goes down, automobile use
goes up. Higher population densities require transit,
sidewalks, and other pedestrian infrastructure in
those places with the higher density. Reduced auto
use has benefits in reduced auto emissions, and
related health and climate benefits, but increased
density will not eliminate autos and may increase
congestion in those places with new higher density.
On a region-wide basis, this requires a balanced
approach with the higher density in centers, and

148. Trowbridge, M.J., and N.C. McDonald. (2008). “Urban Sprawl and
Miles Driven Daily by Teenagers in the United States.” American Journal

of Preventive Medicine 34 (3): 202-206. Available at: www.ncbi.nlm.nih.
gov/pubmed/18312807; accessed February 26, 2015.

nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21767721; accessed February 26, 2015.

149. See Footnote 57.
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nodes along key corridors where transit is most viable.
'This approach maximizes benefits everywhere.

Safety

As noted in Chapter 2, safety is a large and
growing concern of consumers everywhere.
However, as writers at least as far back as Jane
Jacobs (Death and Life of Great American Cities,
1961), have written that Aigher densities are often
associated with lower crime rates per person. This

is because of the larger number of “eyes on the
street.” In the last 30 years, urban designers have
learned that the design and layout of development
can have a significant impact on personal safety
and have developed new specializations to build
both workforce and user safety in development
design [e.g., Crime and Planning: Building
Socially Sustainable Communities by Derek J.
Paulsen]. Following is an interesting analysis of the
relationship of zoning to crime.

Researchers at the think tank RAND Corporation
presented the results of a study, in 2013, in Los
Angeles, that looked at the relationship between
zoning districts and crime rates. They found that
blocks that had both commercial and residential
zoning (i.e., mixed use), experienced less crime than
those zoned exclusively for commercial. Overall
though, crime was lowest in blocks zoned for
residential use only.”** This may help explain why the
traditional design of mixed use on the perimeter of
residential neighborhoods works so well. Commercial
access is walkable and convenient for residential users,
while keeping the bulk of residential uses contiguous
and enclosed contributes to enhanced safety.

Return on Investment (ROI) for Developers
'The first three chapters have presented considerable
information on demographic and market shifts

that favor increased urban density, Missing

Middle Housing, mixed use, and transit-oriented
development over low-density residential, suburban
strip mall, and shopping mall forms of development.
However, if such development does not result in a
good ROI for developers and financiers, it is not
likely to be built.

150. Jaffe, E. (2013). “Should We Be Zoning with Crime in Mind?”
The Atlantic CityLab, April 8,2013. Available at: www.citylab.com/

crime/2013/04/should-we-be-zoning-crime-mind/5217/; accessed
January 21, 2015.

Most of the literature on this topic is either
proprietary or very technical. The Urban Land
Institute has many great case studies available to its
members, and an occasional piece by one of the large
real estate companies, like Robert Charles Lesser &

Company (RCLCO), can be found to lay out the

costs and revenues for developers.

Often the results come down to the principles inherent
in the graphic in Figure 3—-19 prepared by researchers
at the Brookings Institution. It shows that investment
in walkable mixed-use areas where there is a critical
mass of similar buildings in place or underway results
in a considerably greater ROI after about the 8" year,
than traditional sub-urban development. This should
be no surprise, because up-front and building form
costs more in an urban setting, and at urban densities,
than typical sub-urban development. But, perhaps
most significant is that the ROl is not only higher
after year eight, but continues to grow thereafter, while
traditional sub-urban development is already on the
downward side of ROI at that point. Traditional high-
rise urban development also lasts much longer (100+
years is not unusual for brick/stone, concrete, and steel
buildings). This kind of ROI may affect the size and
scale of the walkable urban mixed-use project and the
availability of local financing. That is why on the build-
up to critical mass, there may need to be public gap
financing to get initial urban projects in targeted areas
underway. The Michigan State Housing Development
Authority (MSHDA) has a number of products
available to assist with such projects.™ See also the
sidebar on MSHDA in Chapter 9 (page 9-13), and
the sidebar on the Michigan Economic Development
Corporation in Chapter 12 (page 12—4).

CONCLUDING OBSERVATIONS

(SECTIONS ONE AND TWO)

A state cannot be globally competitive for talented
workers without most of its largest cities having at
least the downtown that is dense, walkable, with
many housing and transportation options, and full
of amenities ranging from connected green spaces,
inviting waterfronts, a wide range of entertainment,
and social gathering places. The most essential
element of all is people, in the densest concentration

151. For details on MSHDA programs: MSHDA. (n.d.). “Multi
Family Direct Lending Programs.” Michigan State Housing
Development Authority, Lansing, MI. Available at: www.michigan.gov/
mshda/0,4641,7-141--289060--,00.html; accessed January 21, 2015.
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Value Creation/Cash Flow ($)

Figure 3-19: Hypothetical Financial Characteristics of
Walkable vs. Drivable Sub-Urban Development
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Source: Leinberger, C.B. (2007). Back to the Future: The Need for Patient Equity in Real Estate Development Finance. The Brookings Institution,
Washington, DC. Available at: www.brookings.edu/~/media/research/files/reports/2007/1/0lcities-leinberger/Olcities _leinberger.pdf; accessed July 7, 2015.

that exists in the region. The same is true for a region.
If the region has no large central city, then most of
the small towns in the region must, together, play this
role. They must have connections with rural amenities
like state, federal, and regional parks, lakes and rivers,
fishing, hunting, skiing, biking, snowmobiling, and
work cooperatively to market the unique rural assets
of the region. Section One presented research reports
that supported some of these conclusions.

Section Two reviewed research in 10 categories of
studies to demonstrate the benefits of dense urban
places and supported the rest of the concluding
observations above: 1) land use and infrastructure
costs and revenues of new construction and operation,
over time; 2) property value changes; 3) location

Figure remade with permission, by the Land Policy Institute, Michigan State University.

efficiency; 4) energy use; 5) the efficiency of historic
preservation; 6) the value of human contact and social
interaction; 7) the economic value of arts, culture, and
creativity; 8) entrepreneurship returns; 9) health and
safety benefits, and 10) return on investment.

By no means are these the only research categories

of significance, nor are the studies mentioned the

only ones available, or necessarily even the most
important ones supporting placemaking. The sampling
presented is here to demonstrate the intrinsic value of
walkable urban places and the growing research that is
documenting that fact. This is intended to give those
hesitant to invest in placemaking as a way to improve
prosperity, another set of reasons to do so, beyond the
significant market changes described in Chapter 2.
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Key Messages in this Chapter
SECTION ONE

1.

With talent as the new international currency,
it is clear that to attract both new residents
and new talent, we have to have many more
quality places with a broader range of New
Economy jobs in the places where people want
to live, work, play, shop, learn, and visit. We
have to have effective Strategic Placemaking.

In order to compete globally in the New
Economy, we must change the way we think,
act, and do business at every level in the public,
private, and nonprofit sectors. One big change
we can make is to begin to think regionally.
When examining global economic activity,

it quickly becomes clear that economic
competition is not local to local, state to state,
state to nation, or even nation to nation—it is
region to region.

Having an impact in the global economy
requires pooling regional resources and wisely
using assets. It means local governments, the
private sector, schools, and non-governmental
and civic organizations must all work
cooperatively together to market the region
and provide services efficiently in order to be
cost competitive. Strong regional economies
are built on the unique assets of the region.

In order to attract new employers and attract
and retain talented workers, the region must
be able to meet the needs of businesses and
the labor force. That requires a wide range
of housing and transportation choices; good
schools; ample entertainment, shopping, and
recreation opportunities; as well as a mix of
cultural, arts, and educational institutions.

All of these features must be found in some
places within the central city that serves a
large metropolitan area. These central cities

are the regional Centers of Commerce and
Culture. In smaller numbers and at a smaller
scale, these features should also be found in
portions of some adjoining suburban cities and
townships. These are sub-regional centers. If a

10.

rural region has no central city, then the small
towns in the region must serve as regional
Centers of Commerce and Culture.

These Centers of Commerce and Culture are
major job and population centers of a region.
‘They should have places with the highest
density, the highest level of public services,
and the greatest mix of public and private
amenities. As a result, they should be the
talent magnets of the region.

Cities in Michigan and the Midwest have felt
the high cost of population loss and now must
focus on the benefits of population growth, by
targeting talented workers as part of a broader
population attraction strategy. In short, some
populations have greater economic growth
benefits than others, and knowledge-class
workers are the most potent economic drivers.

Prosperity of a place is equal to the sum

of growth in per capita income, average
employment rate, and the value of amenities
(Fixed Assets, Quasi-Fixed Assets, and
Mobile Assets).

Continued success will depend on
placemaking efforts to attract Mobile Assets,
and the degree to which Quasi-Fixed
Assets are built on the principles of the New
Economy. Achieving this vision will require
new collaboration at the regional level, as
well as new public, private, and nonprofit
partnerships at every level of government.

It will require better leveraging of limited
resources and prioritization of limited
resources based on strategic assets, emerging
opportunities, and consensus on a common
regional vision.

Recent surveys reveal citizens readily identify
and value many of the key characteristics of
walkable places with many amenities, but do
not always want those amenities too close,
because they fear potential negative impacts.

Part One
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Key Messages in this Chapter (cont.)

SECTION TWO

1.

Land Use and Infrastructure: Many studies
have demonstrated for decades that suburban
development patterns are very expensive

and fiscally unsustainable, in part due to
infrastructure costs associated with long-
term maintenance of low-density sprawl. In
metropolitan areas, a path to balancing rising
costs with declining revenues can be found
by increasing density along key corridors

in suburbs, which also makes it easier to
maintain good transit service there (i.e., not
just in core cities).

Property Value Studies: Recent property value
studies have illustrated the positive impacts of
locations with nearby placemaking amenities,
green infrastructure, historic properties, and
transit access. Properties featuring these
elements in close proximity stand to attract
the most growth and attention.

Location Efficiency: Companies and
workers are more productive in large
and dense urban environments; dense
places have a greater ease of getting to a
destination which is more important
than how fast you get there; walkable
places have the highest accessibility and
lowest transportation costs, and with
reduced transportation costs households
can afford to spend more on housing.
Walkability is driving many of the
housing type and location changes in
response to changing demographics.

Energy Use: Recent energy studies are
identifying places with low energy use
stemming from short travel distances and
alternative transportation options as more
successful than other places. These studies
illustrate the savings achieved in the best
performing places compared to other places
in terms of reduction in miles driven and
tuel cost savings. In short, many of the other
benefits of increased density and reduced
automobile use also have the benefit of
reducing energy use as well.
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5.

10.

Preservation Efficiency: Historic preservation
has reduced environmental impacts compared
to new construction, and offers such substantial
positive local economic impacts that use of
historic buildings should be the first seriously

considered alternative to new construction.

Value of Human Contact and Social
Interaction: Building form without activity is
just a location; it is the activity of humans in a
place with good form that creates interest and
helps make the place a desirable place to be.
Cities act as places for human gathering and
exchange, and show the importance of having
a wealth of social offerings in an open, diverse,
and aesthetically pleasing environment in order
to attract people to that place. Similar principles
apply on the neighborhood level as well.

Economic Value of Creative Industries:

Arts and culture are critical to community
vibrancy, creativity, and civic engagement—
and, hence, to successful placemaking. Recent
studies show they also return substantial
economic benefits to the community.

Entrepreneurship: Research has shown

the importance of quality places and
placemaking amenities in the development of
entrepreneurial opportunities with a city or
region. New Urbanist neighborhood designs
support such activity through proximity of
retail establishments, and through increased
residential property values.

Health and Safety: Many studies have
documented how the form of the physical

environment contributes (positively and
negatively) to human health, and how
more opportunities for physical activity can
improve the physical, mental, and social

health of the community.

ROI for Developers: Placemaking involving
high-density, mixed-used developments
help promote a strong return on investment
(ROI) for developers and financiers that

is significantly higher and holds a greater
potential for longer term growth than
traditional suburban development.




Chapter 3 Case Example: Grand Traverse Commons'

e Village at Grand Traverse Commons is a
cluster of mixed-use residential, retail, and office
spaces in the former renovated State Hospital

(Traverse City Regional Psychiatric Hospital), set
among 480 acres of preserved parkland. The Village

is home to unique shops and eateries; residential
condos; professional services; hosts a variety of festivals,
concerts, farmers and artist markets; and is connected to
downtown Traverse City one mile away by various trails.

'The State Hospital closed in 1989 following
changes in patient care. Due to enormous pressure
from citizen groups and local governments, the
state transferred the historic property to the City
of Traverse City and the Charter Township of
Garfield (and later, Grand Traverse County) under
the management of the Grand Traverse Commons
Redevelopment Corporation (GTCRC). For the
next 10 years, numerous developers, state and local
government entities, and citizens were involved in
formulating plans for the then vacant and quickly
deteriorating buildings and surrounding land.

In 2000, The Minervini Group began negotiating
with the GTCRC to secure a Redevelopment
Agreement to renovate the historic buildings
consistent with the Commons District Plan (www.
traversecitymi.gov/downloads/gtcmasterplan.pdf;
accessed February 10, 2015). Following several
months of negotiations and intensified public
support, The Minervini Group proposal was approved
and it acquired the property in 2002.

By 2011, 30% of the redevelopment was completed

or in progress. The first phase of residential and
commercial units had full occupancy. When complete,
'The Village will encompass almost 900,000 sq. ft.,
will have generated approximately $180 million in
investment, and will create nearly 1,000 jobs.

'The residential suites vary from 280 sq. ft. studio
apartments to 3,500 sq. ft. luxury condominiums. There
are also 68 affordable housing apartments. Commercial

1. This entire case study is quoted/adapted from: NWMCOG. (n.d.).
Northern Michigan Community Placemaking Guidebook: Creating
Vibrant Places in Northwest Lower Michigan. Northwest Michigan
Council of Governments, Traverse City, MI. See pages 17-18. Available
at: www.createmiplace.org/userfiles/filemanager/133/; accessed February
10, 2015. Note: The Northwest Michigan Council of Governments is now
known as Networks Northwest.

And The Village at Grand Traverse Commons website at: www.

thevillagetc.com/.

Grand Traverse Commons in Traverse City, MI. Photo by the Minervini
Group, LLC.

suites range from 100 sq. ft. personal work spaces to an
entire building suitable for large professional offices or
retail. Building 50 is a quarter-mile long structure that
houses an indoor marketplace; 11 small retail shops with
potential for more retail venues; five eateries/wineries;
and five spas. Building 50 is also home to other shops,
restaurants, and the newly renovated Kirkbride Hall, an
event and entertainment venue that was formerly the

chapel at the State Hospital.

'The project has been a big success and could not

have been achieved alone. This private sector-led
redevelopment was done in concert with public
bodies of the GTCRC and relies upon public and
private financing. The Village at Grand Traverse
Commons is the only Renaissance Zone in
Northwest lower Michigan, which allows residents
and businesses to live and operate virtually tax-free
through 2017. Financing for the project was secured
through the Grand Traverse County Brownfield
Redevelopment Authority; the Michigan Department
of Environmental Quality; Federal and State Historic
Preservation Tax Credits; other tax abatements, public
sector grants and loans; reservations from commercial
and residential buyers; and other private investment.

The Village is a multieconomic, multigenerational
place that nurtures social gatherings and diverse
interests. The Village is a beautifully designed space
that simultaneously celebrates and transcends its
asylum history, but the real key to its success is that it
is a functional place that fulfills a community-oriented
vision. It is an example of Strategic Placemaking
based on adaptive reuse of historic structures.
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PART TWO

CHAPTER 4: ELEMENTS oF ForMm

CHAPTER 5: NEIGHBORHOOD STRUCTURE

global economy. Rather than designing places for automobiles, as has been the

development pattern since the 1950s, good form designs places for people and
often harkens back to how communities were built before motorized vehicles existed in
mass. That means an emphasis on walkability, which is a much healthier development
pattern. Part Two describes the foundation of good form needed for quality built
environments and placemaking. Good form is based on building, street, neighborhood,
and block design standards. Chapter 4 focuses on streets, buildings, and blocks, and
depending on location, how they interact to create great places. Chapter 5 takes a
close look at neighborhoods: identifying quality characteristics and key components
of good form in neighborhoods of varying types, and the importance of ensuring good
connections within and between neighborhoods.

O ur built environment must be of high quality if we want to succeed in today’s

WCAG 2.0






Chapter 4:
Elements of Form

Pedestrian and bicycle activity in downtown Boyne City, MI. Photo by the Michigan Municipal League/www.mml.org.
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INTRODUCTION

orm is the building block of place. When we

Ftalk about form most people assume we are

referring to the appearance of a structure (e.g.,
the color of its siding, the condition of its stucco,
roof, or paint) or what style a building is (e.g.,
colonial, cape cod, modern, etc.). While these are
important to the visual appearance of a building or
a place, they fall into the arena of aesthetics where
there is disagreement as to what is, and what is not,
“attractive.” Such conversations may be interesting,
but they do not get to the goal of placemaking: The
creation of quality places.

Form has a direct influence in our everyday life as it
channels our movement and activities. Most people
are not aware of this. Form is critical to creating a
positive and lasting sense of place in an area. Form is
the relationship between the building and the street
(or other public space) in order to create a sense of
place. This relationship between the building and
the street is not an innovation in urban design and
planning; rather, it is a set of principles that have
worked for thousands of years in creating quality
places. Much of the material in this chapter is based
on the work of the Congress for the New Urbanism
(see the sidebar on the next page), which focuses on
creating, restoring, and maintaining good urban form.

'The terms “good form,” “correct form,” “proper form,”
or “appropriate form” are used throughout this and
the next chapter. The elements of good form are
explained so that the reader understands that good
form is not an accident, nor merely in the eye of the
beholder. Good form refers to buildings that have

a relationship to a street based on mass, location,

and the physical characteristics of the street that are
human-scaled, comfortable, and safe to be in.

Good form refers to buildings that
have a relationship to a street
based on mass, location, and the
physical characteristics of the
street that are human-scaled,
comfortable, and safe to be in.

Clearly though, words like “good form” are value-
laden words that imply there is “bad form.” That
implication is accurate, as bad form violates long-

Historic downtowns like Three Rivers, MI, typically have good form to
support placemaking. Photo by Kurt H. Schindler, AICP, MSU Extension.

standing design principles and is largely contextual.
Most communities have examples of bad form

that prevent the area from achieving a variety

of placemaking objectives. For example, a single
building with bad form, such as a one-story building
in a downtown block filled only with 3- to 4-story
buildings, or a single building set back a significant
distance when all the other buildings in the block are
built to the front lot line (or sidewalk), can seriously
disrupt a positive sense of place that otherwise may
be associated with the block and impede the ability to
engage in successful placemaking. Sometimes these
breaks in urban form can be fixed, as with a false
second-floor front, or a small plaza and landscaping
in front of the building if it has a deep setback.

But, failure to address the problem can unwittingly
undermine other legitimate efforts to improve the

quality of a place.

Context is important, because good form in a dense
urban location is not good form in a rural low-density
location. Imagine the inappropriateness of the Empire
State Building in a farm field. Typically, there is not
public sewer or water service, nor adequate fire service
available to a tall building in a farm field. A barn in

a downtown is a similarly inappropriate form for the
location, as the barn would likely be deeply set back
on the lot, have a different roof line, no windows,

have very difterent doors, and would typically be
constructed of non-fireproof materials compared to
other brick and concrete downtown buildings. Thus, a
barn with standard wood siding would be a fire hazard
downtown. So, while exterior building materials do

PLACEMAKING AS AN ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT TOOL
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form. Good form is based on building, street, and good form leads to Form matters,

?eighborho}?d, and block design stagdardg Chapter 5 high-quality places where p lace matter s, an q

ocuses on how to create good form in neighborhoods people want to live, work

of very different types. Chapter 6 explains how to get play, shop, learn, an’d , gOOd form leads to

el rd slctldr ol o ool L T s o high-gualiy places
placemaking. The activity where peop e

and local planning processes to create a common supported by placemaking

vision for placemaking. To ensure new buildings and ¢ unlikely to be sustained ~ Want to |iV€, Wwo rk'

associated yards have good form, we need good codes ithout vood form.

and ordinances. Chapter 8 shows how to regulate Wmonte P|ay, ShOP, lea rn,
to achieve good form using conventional zoning or Good form puts people and visit.
form-based codes. first and is contextual to

) how a particular neighborhood, corridor, or node
Remember from Chapter 1 that when good form is functions in terms of land use activity and mobility.

com.bmed w1th. appropriate land uses/functions for a Good form is focused on peaple and meeting their needs,
particular location along the rural to urban transect,

social opportunity and good activity will follow. This
is because a strong sense of place results in a positive

while accommodating automobiles—instead of designing
Places for the automobile, and then accommodating people.
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'This human-scale approach has been lacking across
the nation since World War II, as development was
based on market segmentation and rapid production
of low-density housing served by auto-oriented
commercial strips and malls. Good form is dependent
on the human-scale relationship of streets and
buildings as they come together to create blocks.
There are key metrics and components in each of
these elements that go into creating a place. These
components are discussed in this chapter.

Chapter 4 is organized as follows:

= Discussion of place and form based on
transect location.

= The important role of the right-of-way,
in general, and the street, in particular, in
defining urban form.

= The characteristics and functions of different
types of streets.

= 'The notion of enclosure as an important
form concept.

= 'The relationship of building frontages to
urban form.

= 'The variety of building types that make up

urban form.

= 'The relationship of building mass and
placement to urban form.

* Basic building elements that comprise
urban form.

= (Characteristics of blocks that result from
streets, lots, and buildings.

'The chapter concludes with a sidebar on a recent study

that cites the benefits of traditional block characteristics.

ORGANIZING PLACE AND

FORM - THE TRANSECT

Urban form, in the context of the rural-to-

urban transect, is critical to understanding and
implementing placemaking. Figure 4-1 shows a
sample transect. Two dimensions are depicted. Across
the top of the diagram is a side-view of the skyline;
below it is the plan, or top-down view. The diagram
shows a progression of development from least
intense to most intense; from least density to most

density. The transect is important in this and the next
chapter, because the building blocks of good form
have different characteristics, depending on where
you are in the transect. We are focusing on walkable
neighborhoods in transect zones T4, T5, and T6.

One of the underlying principles of the transect is
that certain forms and elements belong in particular

environments based on Certain fO rms
the relationship between ~ * "
and elements

humans and nature,

or the intensityofthe belong |n partlcular

built environment and .

the physical and social  €NVironments based

character found there. For g the r‘e|ati0nship

example, an apartment bet h

building belongs in an etween humans

urban settingand a farm  @and nature, or the

belongsinamore vl sty of the built
environment and the
physical and social
character found there.

or working-lands setting.
As transect zones become
more urban they also
increase in complexity,
density, and intensity.

'The Natural Zone or T1 is an area with little or no
human impact consisting of lands approximating
or reverting to a wilderness condition. This

includes lands unsuitable for development, due to

hydrology, topography, or vegetation.

'The Rural Zone or T2 is comprised of sparsely settled
lands in a cultivated or open state. Often considered
working lands they are made up of woodlands,
agricultural lands, and grasslands. The typical
buildings located in this zone would be farmhouses,
barns, and other agricultural or forestry buildings, as
well as cabins or other isolated housing types.

'The Sub-Urban Zone or T3 consists of low-density
residential areas. Lots are large, setbacks are relatively
deep, and plantings are natural in character. There is
some mixed use in areas adjacent to higher transect
zones. Home occupations and outbuildings are
common. Blocks are large and roads can be irregular
to accommodate the natural features. In Michigan, a
common example would have low street connectivity
and most traffic would be directed into sub-urban
housing areas based on cul-de-sacs.

PLACEMAKING AS AN ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT TOOL



Figure 4-1: Physical Characteristics of the Transect

This diagram is from a very early SmartCode®, a regulatory code designed to produce human-scaled, walkable communities (see Chapter 8).

It shows that virtually every element that comprises the natural and cultural environment may be put into relative order by the Rural-to-Urban
transect. Below the diagram is a summary list of the elements that should be calibrated for code writing. Note: The names of the Rural Preserve
and Rural Reserve zones were changed to the Natural and Rural zones several years ago. Compare this to Figures 1-5 and 1-6 in Chapter 1.
Source: Duany Plater-Zyberk & Company. (2008). “Physical Characteristics of the Transect.” Center for Applied Transect Studies. Available at:

http://transect.org/rural_img.html; accessed March 17, 2015.
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'The General Urban Zone or T4 consists of mixed use,
but primarily residential urban fabric. A wide variety
of housing types, including attached and detached,
are found in this zone. Setbacks and landscaping

are variable. Streets with curbs and sidewalks define
the small- to medium-sized blocks, and street
connectivity is high.

'The Urban Center Zone or TS is comprised of

higher density mixed use that provides for retail,
offices, rowhouses, and apartments. Setbacks are
minimal or nonexistent, and buildings are close to
the sidewalks, which are wide. There is a tight street
network forming small blocks and high connectivity.
The urban center is often the location of traditional
downtowns in cities in Michigan.

'The Urban Core Zone or T6 consists of the highest
density and height with the highest intensity and
diversity of uses. Buildings are sited immediately
adjacent to sidewalks, which are wide and promote
good connectivity. Only Michigan’s largest cities have
an urban core (e.g., Detroit and Grand Rapids).

Land development patterns can be illustrated by
transect category. Figure 4-2 shows how the transect
is applied regionally from the metropolitan core ('T6,
bottom) out to rural and natural areas (T, top).

THE ROLE OF THE RIGHT-OF-WAY

'The right-of-way (ROW) is much more than the
street from curb to curb. In an urban downtown
setting the right-of-way is often building face to
building face and encompasses the sidewalks and the
street. It also includes significant above- and below-
ground public infrastructure that provides a host of
public services for both public and private interests.
‘These services include pedestrian travel, transit
service, and utilities, including lighting, water, sewer,
natural gas, electricity, and telecommunications. Even
marketing exposure via signage over or viewed from
the ROW is a function of the access to the public
space. See Figure 4-3.

'Thus, the public ROW provides a variety of services
and access to adjacent private parcels. These are
enormous benefits to the private parcels. Arguably,
property in an urban area adjacent to a public ROW
would have little (or at least much less) value if the
street and utility services above and below it were not
present. Imagine the costs to the private sector if it

had to bear all of the costs of installation, operation,
and maintenance.

'This significant public investment in the ROW is
often taken for granted, because in an urban area, it
is generally ubiquitous. However, it should not be
taken for granted. This investment gives the public
ample reason to regulate private land and be seriously
engaged in discussions not only about specific uses
of adjacent land, but also on the form of buildings
adjacent to the public ROW. If the public does not
work to protect its ROW interests as new development
or redevelopment is proposed, then it is unlikely that it
is adequately protecting the investment that decades of
previous taxpayers put into that ROW and that current
and future taxpayers are responsible to maintain.

Form elements that may seem insignificant to

some people could be very important over time.

For example, if an area is initially developed or
redeveloped at too low a density, then the public will
not be maximizing the value of the investment it

has in the infrastructure in the ROW, and the costs
to maintain or replace it will be higher. Then, if land
values decline, the community still has to pay the
costs of service provision, but without an adequate
revenue stream. Similarly, if the public were to allow
so much development in a place that it overtaxed the
existing infrastructure, then taxpayers will be on the
hook for corrective improvement costs. To further
illustrate this point, a seemingly small action, such as
approving a one-story building in a block with only
3- to 4-story buildings, not only disrupts the urban
form and undermines the sense of place, it will also
result in fewer residents (none in floors 2 through 4).
'This reduces the number of customers in the block
(undermining the viability of the businesses there),
and will likely result in less tax revenues collected
based on all the infrastructure already in place in

the ROW (smaller building equals lower value and
less tax revenues). These costs, when aggregated over
many blocks over decades, are significant. Similarly, if
communities do not keep pressure on landowners to
maintain their property and support them in efforts
to maximize its utility (e.g., keep upper floors above
retail businesses as apartments, instead of vacant or
just used as storage), then it will not be efficiently
using all of the infrastructure in the ROW or
collecting all the tax and service revenues it could.

PLACEMAKING AS AN ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT TOOL



Figure 4-2: The American Transect

T1 - Natural

T2 - Rural

T3 - Sub-Urban

T4 - General Urban

T5 - Urban Center

T6 - Urban Core

Source: Duany Plater-Zyberk & Company/James Wassell. (n.d.). “American Transect.” Center for Applied Transect Studies. Available at: http://
transect.org/rural_img.html; accessed March 17, 2015. Figure adapted by the Land Policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2015.
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Figure 4-3: Public Right-of-Way
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Source: Inspired by a Merriam-Webster Visual Dictionary Online graphic. Figure by the Land Policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2015.

'The form of development in an area, especially
building mass (height, width, depth) and location on
a lot (setbacks) will dictate what services are needed.
'This works both ways. The development is needed
there to pay for those services over time. If the form
and intensity is not adequate, it will be very costly to
maintain those services.

STREETS

Right-of-way, including streets in a typical city,

take up 20%-30% of total land area and thereby
represent a significant use of land. Streets are also
the most visible public investment in a ROW.
Streets are not just for moving vehicle traffic. Streets
need to function as public spaces that are the first
face introducing the community to visitors. They
also function to serve all modes of movement,
including buses, pedestrians, and bicyclists. A street is
associated with commerce and social interaction, and
connects places both near and distant.

“Functional classification” of streets came into
practice in the 1920s and 30s, and was codified into
official recommendations in the 1960s and ‘70s. It is
the core concept that informs traffic engineers and
transportation planners on what types of roads/streets
to build, and how they ought to connect. Figure 4-4
illustrates a typical functional classification of streets.

In practice, functional classification results in three
rigid rules:

1. 'The longer the trip, the bigger the roadway;

2. 'The bigger the roadway, the faster its traffic
should travel; and

3. 'The faster the traffic on the roadway, the
more isolated the roadway must be from
its surroundings.

There is no recognition in this scheme that
thoroughfares have a transportation function and a
place function. This results in:
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Figure 4-4: Typical Functional Classification of Streets
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Source: Inspired by “Figure 1: Roadway Function by Classification” by the National Transportation Library. Figure by the Land Policy Institute, Michigan

State University, 2015.

= A severely reduced and oversimplified choice

of thoroughfare types;
* No concern for pedestrians; and

= No concern for the environmental quality of
streets and their contexts.

“Mobility,” in transportation engineering, generally
means travel speed. “Access” generally means the
frequency of intersections and driveways on a
stretch of thoroughfare. The relationship is simple:
As mobility increases, access should decrease. If it
does not, then vehicular congestion and crashes go
up where speeds are high. Similarly, where access
is high speeds must be low, as on residential streets
and downtown.

Conventional street standards contained in
subdivision development regulations or other
development codes are often developed in isolation
from the surrounding place context. These standards

are often based on street function alone and classified
by terms most are familiar with: “Arterial, collector,

or local.” While these standards may work very well
for creating an environment designed to safely move
cars, they do poorly at creating high-functioning
public places where travel speeds must be low in
order to promote walkability and social interaction.
An appropriate solution is to return to a traditional or
pre-World War II view of streets where the interests
of all users are taken into account and balanced, as
opposed to catering almost exclusively to vehicular
uses. This view is what is driving the Complete
Streets movement—now law in Michigan and several
other states.

“Complete Streets,” as defined by Michigan Public
Act 135 of 2010, are roadways planned, designed, or
constructed to provide access to all users in a way that
promotes safe and efficient travel. All users means
pedestrians, people with disabilities, bicyclists, transit,
automobiles, trucks, etc. But, even this view is limited.
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'The broader view is of streets as public spaces that have
a service responsibility that extends beyond transport.

To create streets that serve as public spaces, a greater
variety of street types that are focused on function
and urban context need to be used. These varied
design standards help reinforce the role of the street
as a public space, and use design tools to make the
space accommodate cars, bicycles, and pedestrians

as required by the context of the place. These other
street types include: Avenues and boulevards; free-
flow streets and roads; yield-flow streets and roads;
alleys and lanes; and passages and paths.

Avenues and boulevards are higher capacity
thoroughfares designed to connect neighborhood
centers or create boundaries between neighborhoods.
Avenues function to connect centers and are often
designed with a terminating vista on a plaza or a
structure of importance (such as the view of the State
Capitol Building on Michigan Avenue in downtown
Lansing, which is the principal view of westbound
drivers coming from five miles away in East
Lansing). Boulevards tend to run along the edges

of neighborhoods and carry mostly through trafhic.
Both have planted medians 10- to 20-feet wide

that separate travel lanes and provide a pedestrian
haven for crossing. These medians can also be used
for stacking lanes for left turns where appropriate.
Higher traffic boulevards with multiple lanes in a
very urban context can also have slip lanes for local
traffic and can accommodate parking, while still
maintaining high traffic flow. Avenues and boulevards
both have moderate design speeds of 25- to
35-miles-per-hour (mph) to maintain traffic capacity,
while still retaining a pedestrian space. The lane width
on such avenues would be 10 feet for travel lanes and
eight feet for parking lanes, with boulevards having
an 11-foot travel lane. Narrow lane widths help keep
speeds down. See Figure 4-5.

Figure 4-6 depicts the typical dimensions of major
streets within ROWs of 75- to 90-feet-wide in
Michigan. Most other street types are also depicted
in the report from which this illustration is excerpted.

Free-flow streets and roads are thoroughfares that
carry enough traffic to warrant a full travel lane in
each direction. These street types are most commonly
used for urban cores and traditional downtowns. One
of the key differences in discussions about streets

and roads are their purpose. Streets are designed for
access and mobility of cars, AND peaple. In contrast, the
primary design and function of roads is for movement
of automobiles. As such, they have very different
elements within the ROW. Roads do not typically
have parking lanes or sidewalks; they are a rural
transportation element designed to move vehicles
efficiently. They usually do not have a hard curb and
may have wide shoulders to function as parking

or walking areas, although these shoulders are not
typically constructed of hard surfaces. Free-flow
streets have travel lanes of 10 feet and parking lanes
of eight feet on one or both sides of the ROW. These
parking lanes serve multiple uses on free-flow streets.
'They control speeds to maintain a pedestrian-friendly
space, but also serve as parking for adjacent parcels
allowing for reduced parking on site. Parking also

serves as a buffer between travel lanes and sidewalks.

Slow-flow and yield-flow streets are typically
found only in residential areas of medium or

lower density. Slow-flow streets are designed with
narrower travel lanes, such as eight to nine feet, and
narrower parking lanes of seven feet. Alleys and
lanes function as access to private spaces and the
rear of lots. These street types are one lane wide and
also provide access for services, such as waste and
recycling pick up. Alley access also allows for an
unbroken frontage of the lots allowing for narrower
lots and greater density and walkability.

A good example of this approach is in the Design
Lansing Comprehensive Plan. It categorizes streets
by function and purpose, as well as context using a
simpler street typology. It is an improvement over
the traditional street classification system discussed
earlier. To fully create streets that function as places,
street categories need to support different building
forms, so there are differing street designs to support
different functions, with a correct form for the place
and context. Street design also has to have elements
that move it beyond functioning as a corridor for
moving traffic. It should have enclosure of the public
realm and create visual interest by using terminating
vistas or other means. See the street typologies in

Figure 4-7.

Streets come together to form a network. The
network determines walkability and traffic
concentration. The network should facilitate mobility
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Figure 4-5: Complete Streets Thoroughfare Assemblies
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Source: DPZ, C.R. Chellman, R.A. Hall, and P. Swift. (n.d.). Complete Streets Thoroughfare Assemblies SmartCode Module - Smartcode Annotated.
Prepared for E.M. Foster. Miami, FL: Duany Plater-Zyberk & Co. Available at: http://transect.org/docs/CompleteStreets.pdf; accessed March 4, 2015.

and access, and support the needs of adjacent land

uses through context sensitivity.

A neighborhood is largely defined by its streets. The
neighborhood street pattern is the network of surface
transportation that provides access to and within the
neighborhood. In a traditional neighborhood with
high connectivity, it is typically a continuous network

in a general rectilinear form.

Compact, mixed-use neighborhoods depend on
a pattern of highly connected local and major
thoroughfares. The high level of connectivity results

in short blocks that provide many choices of routes to
destinations, support a fine-grained urban lot pattern,
and provide direct access to many properties. See
Figure 4-8.

Conventional street networks seen in suburbs are

often characterized by a framework of widely spaced
arterials with connectivity limited by a system of large
blocks, curving streets, and a dendritic (branching)
system of streets often terminating in cul-de-sacs.
Such street patterns do not support the mixing of land
uses within the neighborhood, nor do they support
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Figure 4-6: Major Street Dimensions, Avenue

Note: FR=Frontage Zone, W=Walk Zone, F=Furnishing Zone, E=Edge Zone, P=Parking Lane, TH=Travel Lane, and PS=Planting Strip. Source:
Farr Associates. (2005). Form-Based Code Study. Prepared for the Grand Valley Metro Council, Grand Rapids, MI. Available at: www.gvmc.
org/landuse/documents/fbc_res_streets.pdf; accessed February 26, 2015.

walking and cycling. Traditional street networks

in older urban areas are characterized by a less
hierarchical pattern of short blocks and straight streets
with a high density of intersections.

Conventional vs. traditional networks differ in three
measurable respects:

1. Block size,
2. Degree of connectivity, and
3. Degree of curvature of streets.

'The first two significantly affect network performance
and route choice.

ENCLOSURE

As mentioned earlier, streets interact with buildings
to create public space. At proper scales this creates a
public “room” that is welcoming and comfortable. The
scale or ratio between the streets and the buildings is
referred to as enclosure. The ratio between building
height and distance from building front to building
front in most T4 or T5 locations should be 1:1 or
1:2, or twice as wide as tall. Beyond a ratio of 1:3

enclosure properties are lost and the sensation of
comfort diminishes. See Figure 4-9.

Enclosure refers to the extent to which streets and
public spaces are framed by buildings, walls, trees,
and other vertical items that define a space. Public
spaces that are framed by vertical elements, in relative
proportion to the width of the space between the elements,
have a room-like quality that is comfortable for people.
Creating these outdoor rooms is important to creating
places that pedestrians want to occupy. Gordon
Cullen, in his book The Concise Townscape, states
that “. .. enclosure, or the outdoor room, is perhaps
the most powerful, the most obvious, of all the
devices to instill a sense of position, of identity with
surroundings. . . it embodies the idea of here-ness.”

In an urban setting, such as a traditional commercial
district or mixed-use neighborhood, enclosure is formed
by an unbroken line of building fronts. Traditionally,
buildings framed the thoroughfare in a ratio where

the building height and the distance from building

1. Cullen, G. (1971-1995). The Concise Townscape. New York, NY: Van
Nostrand Renhold Co. Available for purchase at: www.amazon.com/Concise-
Townscape-Gordon-Cullen/dp/0750620188; accessed October 30, 2015.
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Figure 4-7: Future Street Typologies

Note: This is a partial take of the original graphic. The full version is available at the source link below. Source: City of Lansing, Michigan; SmithGroupJJR; and
LSL Planning. (2012). Design Lansing: 2012 Comprehensive Plan. Lansing, MI. Available at: www.lansingmi.gov/design_lansing; accessed March 17, 2015.

to building were equal. In locations where the ratio

is not what is desired, for example, when the distance
between buildings is more than twice the height,
pedestrians can feel exposed and uncomfortable. To
correct a problem like this, other vertical elements

are used to frame the space. If the road surface is too
wide, a median with trees can frame the space. Street
trees can also be used to frame a much more enclosed
space between buildings and the edge of the sidewalk.
If trees are not a viable option, street furniture, such as
banners and building awnings, can create the physical
enclosure of a room.

The reasons behind creating enclosure for pedestrian areas
are the dual needs in humans for prospect and refuge.
Prospect is based on the pleasure received from views
out onto a space, and refuge is based on perception
of safety and observation of a defined space.? There
are other urban design concepts that contribute to
these two factors, such as complexity of design, but
enclosure is the main design element behind prospect

2. Appleton, J. (1975-1996). The Experience of Landscape. London, UK:

Wiley. Available at: https://books.google.com/books/about/The Experience
of Landscape. html?id=eA9InQgAACAA]J; accessed October 30,2015.

and refuge. Contemporary zoning often overlooks
enclosure ratios. A strength of form-based codes,
discussed in Chapter 8, is to bring enclosure ratios
into zoning and create more productive public spaces.

BUILDING FRONTAGES

Successful interaction between buildings and streets
is also dependent on building frontages. A building
frontage is the side of the building facing the street
from which pedestrians access the interior through
the front door. On a retail street, the front of the
building should have large clear windows allowing
pedestrians to see into the interior. This permits a
connection between the outdoor space and the indoor
space. Five different frontage types are illustrated in
Figure 4-10.

How a building interacts with a street is much more
important than simply having a location along the
street. Streets and public spaces are the foundations
of community character, and the way buildings frame
and interact with that space is a key component of
creating a working, pedestrian-friendly space. This
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Figure 4-8: Neighborhood Pattern with Connected Streets
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Source: Metro Nashville/Davidson County Planning Dept. (2003). Neighborhood Guidebook: A Resource Guide for the Neighborhood
District Overlay. Nashville, TN. Available at: www.sitemason.com/files/hla2xW/neighborhood book web.pdf; accessed March 4, 2015. Figure

remade with permission, by the Land Policy Institute, Michigan State University.

is much easier to
achieve in traditional
downtowns and
adjoining older
neighborhoods than
in most sub-urban
areas, because

in traditional

Streets and public
spaces are the
foundations of

community character,
and the way buildings
frame and interact

. . downtowns,
with that Space I1s a key buildings are already
component of creating close to the street,
. . and ROW are often
a working, pedestrian-  ,irower, framing
friendly space. the public space.

In contrast, contemporary sub-urban development
displays little thought to the interaction between
building and public space. In sub-urban residential
areas, the primary feature fronting a residential street

is not living space, it is the garage and driveway,
which demonstrates the form is designed to suit the
needs of the automobile, not humans. In commercial
areas, the primary sub-urban feature is a parking lot.
Commercial buildings are often set far back from

the street. This adversely affects the character of the
neighborhood, and the viability and function of the
private spaces. Human orientation is disrupted and
social connectivity is discouraged, as opposed to being
supported as in a traditional downtown design.

Building frontages serve to frame the public space
and create the enclosure or public room where social
interaction can take place. Correct enclosure creates
a pedestrian-friendly space in which people feel safe
and comfortable, and helps regulate traffic speed by
keeping it slow. It is this public room that creates
community character, and building frontage sets the
tone as a wall framing the space. In a traditional
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Figure 4-9: Examples of Street-to-Building Ratios

Source: Figure by Community Design + Architecture, 2010. Found in: ITE, and CNU. (2010). Designing Walkable Urban Thoroughfares: A
Context Sensitive Approach. Washington, DC: Institute of Transportation Engineers. Available at: http://library.ite.ora/pub/elcff43c-2354-

d714-51d9-d82b39d4dbad; accessed March 4, 2015.

residential area, structures have small front yards with
porches or stoops attached to the front. This creates
a transition social interaction area where people can
converse and observe the street. This semi-private
space creates safety based on the building character
and street design. In traditional commercial areas
the building sits at the sidewalk, framing the space,
and creating a visually interesting environment.
'This framed space creates a public room for social
and economic activity. Frontages and thoroughfares
should be scaled together to create a pedestrian-
friendly space.

The interaction between the public realm and private
space is also addressed in a set of design standards

for walkable streets in the LEED for Neighborhood

Development standards (LEED-ND) These are
addressed in detail in the next chapter.’

'The interaction of a structure with the public

space, or frontage, can be classified into eight basic
categories. These frontage types define character and
the type of interaction between private and public
space. Figure 4-11 shows these eight frontages

as they intensify from sub-urban to urban core.
Common yard, and porch and fence are typical
frontages seen in most sub-urban neighborhoods,

3. Congress for the New Urbanism, Natural Resources Defense Council,
and the USGBC. (2011). LEED 2009 for Neighborhood Development.
U.S. Green Building Council, Washington, DC. Available at: www.

growsmartri.org/training/LEED%20for%20Neighborhood%20

Development%20Rating%20System%20v2009%20%28Updat.pdf;
accessed February 17, 2015.
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Figure 4-10: Building Frontage Types

Source: Moule & Polyzoides Architects and Urbanists. (2006). Uptown Whittier Specific Plan. City of Whittier, CA. Available at: www.

cityofwhittier.org/civicax/filebank/blobdload.aspx?blobid=3242; accessed March 4, 2015.

and a stoop would be its urban equivalent. Shop
front, arcade, and gallery are commercial frontages

typically seen in T4, T5, and T6 urban areas.

Frontage and enclosure are key aspects in form that
lead to creating a sense of place. When done correctly
they create places people want to gather and interact.
'These types of standards can be coded into local
ordinances to help create vibrant places. See Chapter 8
for guidance on coding.

BUILDING TYPES

Buildings are the primary means of creating form
that supports place. The building type, mass,
placement, height, and other elements that comprise
the structure are all contributors to the form of the
building. This section looks at elements of building
form and the underlying design of the private space
that can be regulated. Together with streets, buildings
help frame the public place.

Building types
range from single-
detached houses, to
attached-housing
buildings, to mixed-
use commercial and
attached housing.
Building types are
made up of housing,
commercial, and
civic types. There are
numerous varieties
of housing types
that create differing
contexts and are

Buildings are the
primary means of
creating form that
supports place. The
building type, mass,
placement, height, and
other elements that
comprise the structure
are all contributors to
the form of the building.

appropriate at different places on the transect.

A building type is a structure intended for a specific use
that has recognition and familiarity. Building types
are defined by three main characteristics: Function,
disposition, and configuration. These characteristics
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Figure 4-11: Eight Private Frontage Types

SECTION PLAN
LOT» | « ROW. LOT » | « ROW.
PRIVATE » | « PUBLIC PRIVATE » | « PUBLIC
FRONTAGE FRONTAGE FRONTAGE FRONTAGE

a. Common Yard: a planted Frontage wherein the Facade is set back
substantially from the Frontage Line. The front yard created remains
unfenced and is visually continuous with adjacent yards, supporting a
common landscape. The deep Setback provides a buffer from the higher
speed Thoroughfares.

b. Porch & Fence: a planted Frontage wherein the Facade is set back from
the Frontage Line with an attached porch permitted to Encroach. A fence
at the Frontage Line maintains street spatial definition. Porches shall be
no less than 8 feet deep.

c. Terrace or Lightwell: a Frontage wherein the Facade is set back from
the Frontage line by an elevated terrace or a sunken Lightwell. This type
buffers Residential use from urban Sidewalks and removes the private yard
from public Encroachment. Terraces are suitable for conversion to outdoor
cafes. Syn: Dooryard.

d. Forecourt: a Frontage wherein a portion of the Facade is close to the
Frontage Line and the central portion is set back. The Forecourt created is
suitable for vehicular drop-offs. This type should be allocated in conjunction
with other Frontage types. Large trees within the Forecourts may overhang
the Sidewalks.

e. Stoop: a Frontage wherein the Facade is aligned close to the Frontage Line
with the first Story elevated from the Sidewalk sufficiently to secure privacy
for the windows. The entrance is usually an exterior stair and landing. This
type is recommended for ground-floor Residential use.

-

. Shopfront: a Frontage wherein the Facade is aligned close to the Frontage
Line with the building entrance at Sidewalk grade. This type is conventional
for Retail use. It has a substantial glazing on the Sidewalk level and an
awning that may overlap the Sidewalk to within 2 feet of the Curb. Syn:
Retail Frontage.

g. Gallery: a Frontage wherein the Facade is aligned close to the Frontage line
with an attached cantilevered shed or a lightweight colonnade overlapping
the Sidewalk. This type is conventional for Retail use. The Gallery shall be
no less than 10 feet wide and should overlap the Sidewalk to within 2 feet
of the Curb.

h. Arcade: a colonnade supporting habitable space that overlaps the Sidewalk,
while the Facade at Sidewalk level remains at or behind the Frontage Line.
This type is conventional for Retail use. The Arcade shall be no less than
12 feet wide and should overlap the Sidewalk to within 2 feet of the Curb.
See Table 8.
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Source: Duany, A., S. Sorlien, and W. Wright. (2003). The SmartCode, Version 9.2. Gaithersburg, MD: The Town Paper. Available at:

http://transect.org/codes.html; accessed August 18, 2015.
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result in a predictable socio-economic performance
within the community. Function defines the likely
uses within a building and lot. Disposition is the
placement of the building on the lot, as determined
by setbacks or build-to requirements. Configuration
is the three-dimensional form of the building. Access
is an important component as well, and is determined
by disposition and configuration.*

Housing types fall into four main categories: 1 ) Edgeyard,
2) sideyard, 3) rearyard, and 4) courtyard.’ These
categories are primarily determined by disposition.
A structure surrounded by yard is an edgeyard.

A structure occupying one side of the lot with its
primary yard to one side is considered a sideyard.

A rearyard building is one that occupies the entire
frontage of the lot with the yard to the rear, and a
courtyard structure is one that occupies the parcel
and surrounds the yard. See Figures 4-12 and 4-13,
and the three photos on this page.

Within these broad categories are subtypes of
structures. In rural areas, an edgeyard house is often
called an estate or country house. In more urban
areas edgeyard house types include single detached
and cottages, which are difterentiated by their form.
Mansion apartment houses also are an edgeyard
housing type, which incorporates three or more
housing units into a structure with the form of a
single housing unit, or a house with private or shared
entrances facing the street.

If a sideyard housing type shares a common wall with
another sideyard unit on a separate lot it is a twin

or duplex. Rearyard structures that share common
walls with the fagade, forming a continuous frontage,
are referred to as rowhouses or townhouses, and are
typically found in more urban settings. Courtyard
housing is typically multifamily with private
entrances fronting the yard.

All of these housing types belong in appropriate
context. Rowhouses are out of place in agricultural
areas and a country house would be out of place in an
urban downtown.

What is important for Michigan communities is to
allow and encourage all of these housing types in
4.DPZ.(2003). The Lexicon of New Urbanism. Miami, FL: Duany
Plater-Zyberk & Company. Available at: www.dpz.com/uploads/Books/

Lexicon-2014.pdf; accessed February 17, 2015.
5. See Footnote 4.

Rearyard-Apartment over Commercial in Gaylord, ML Photo by Jason Cox.

Edgeyard-Single Detached next to Sideyard-Mid-Rise Apartment in East
Lansing, MI. Photo by the MSU Land Policy Institute.

Edgeyard-Duplex in East Lansing, MI. Photo by the MSU Land Policy Institute.
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Figure 4-12: Form of Different Housing Types

cog® % U @@%%

Single Duplex Triplex Multiplex/  Side Stacked Small Low-rise Mid-rise Apartment  High-rise
Detached Big House Attached Rowhouse Apartment Apartment  Apartment over | Apartment
Commercia

Source: Metropolitan Design Center. (2005). “Housing Types Fact Sheet - Cover.” College of Architecture and Landscape Architecture, University of Minnesota,
Minneapolis, MN. Available at: www.corridordevelopment.org/pdfs/Housing%20Types/HTES_cover.pdf; accessed March 17, 2015. Figure remade with permission,
by the Land Policy Institute, Michigan State University.

Figure 4-13: Various Housing Types

Single Detached Duplex Triplex Multiplex/Big House

Side Attached Stacked Rowhouse Small Apartment Low-Rise Apartment

Mid-Rise Apartment Apartment over Commercial High-Rise Apartment

Duplex through Low-Rise
Apartment are all Missing
Middle Housing types. For
more information, see
Chapter 2.

Note: Duplex and Triplex examples are side-by-side instead of stacked as in Figure 4-12 above. The Multiplex/Big House is a conversion instead
of being designed and built as multiple units. Source: Figure by the Land Policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2015. Photos by the Michigan
Municipal League/www.mml.org (Side Attached) and Sharon M. Woods - LandUse|USA (Stacked Rowhouse and High-Rise Apartment). All other
photos by the Land Policy Institute.
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appropriate locations. Most of the housing stock in
Michigan falls into single-family housing or courtyard
attached. To attract talented workers looking for missing
housing types (see the diagram of Missing Middle
Dwelling Types in Figure 2-13 in Chapter 2 (page
2-23)), communities can change their zoning codes and
allow the private sector to meet this growing demand.

'The commercial building type is typically based on
massing and scale. Massing refers to the general
shape and size of a building (height, width, and
depth). Put differently, massing is a building's posture
relative to the space around it.

Commercial structures are often categorized based on
the vertical grouping of character elements. The most
basic type is a one-part commercial structure. It is a
single-story structure with mass fronting the street. This
type of structure is appropriate in a commercial node

in a'T4 or T’ location on a major street that forms the
perimeter of a neighborhood, or a small commercial
area in the center of a neighborhood. As demonstrated
in the top part of Figure 4-14, the one-part commercial
building is focused on the street and engaged in the
pedestrian space.

Larger buildings are created by stacking additional
building mass vertically. Two-part or more stacked
structures create buildings of 2 to 4 stories, or a
stacked structure creating a building of five or more
stories. A stacked structure has two or more massing
characteristics with differing architectural elements.
In all cases there is a distinct separation between

the first floor and those above. All have a first floor
designed to engage the pedestrian space fronting the
building by being open and welcoming. Clear glass
covering at least 60% of their fagades between three
and eight feet above grade is critical to allow for
natural light penetration. Ideally, the first floor should
have a minimum height of 14 feet to accommodate a
variety of uses and flexibility. See Figure 4-14.

BUILDING MASS AND PLACEMENT

Building mass and placement works with the
building fagade to organize the space of the public
street, and complements the context and function of
the street. Mass and placement are two key features
to creating enclosure. If the mass of a building is

too small, and placed adjacent to the ROW, it does
not work to create the character needed to function
at its best. In an urban setting, if the structure has
correct mass, but is placed back from the ROW it

Residential frontages in Lansing, MI. Photo by the MSU Land Policy Institute.

creates a void. Building placement is key in creating
a walkable place—the building front has to be close
to the ROW and engage pedestrians in the ROW
with its frontage. Parking in urban areas needs to

be placed behind the building and provided on the
street. Otherwise it undermines the integrity of the
space for pedestrians. Figure 4-15 illustrates a typical
sub-urban commercial building placement compared
to an urban street.

Residential structures should be facing the street with
a porch or other frontage where personal interaction
can take place. The connection between the public
space (street) and home promote and facilitate social
interaction. In a T4 or T'5 neighborhood, houses are
sited close enough to the street that a person standing
on the porch can make out the facial features of a
person on the porch across the street. This promotes
familiarity and helps with safety. The careful placement
of civic and public gathering spaces reinforces the
public space. Important civic buildings can serve as
landmarks when placed at terminating views.

Building height is part of mass and scale. If a
building is too tall for the context, it feels out of
place. Building height should be correlated to the
street to create enclosure as mentioned earlier. In
T4, T5, and T6 zones, the first several stories serve
to create the enclosure. In an urban core setting
(T6), building height can be very high, restricted
only by the municipal ability to service it and ensure
no unreasonable impact on abutting properties.

In an urban center transect zone (T5), building
heights may be capped at 4 to 6 stories, depending
on the population of the community. In general, in
urban zones (T4), a height of two to four stories is
appropriate. Differing building heights adjacent to
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Figure 4-14: One-Part and Multi-Part Commercial Blocks

One-Part
Commercial Block

2005 E. Michigan Avenue

Two-Part
Commercial Block

1215 Turner Street

Stacked Vertical Block

124 W. Allegan Street

Source: Inspired by graphics found in: Detroit Historic District Commission. (n.d.). Draft Design Guidelines for Commercial Buildings. Detroit,
MI. Available at: www.detroitmi.gov/Portals/0/docs/HistoricDistrictComm/commercial_guidelines.pdf; accessed April 15, 2015. Figure and
photos (from Lansing, MI) by the Land Policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2015.
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Figure 4-15: Sub-Urban and Urban Commercial Building Frontage Placement

Source: City of Dearborn. (2014). Dearborn 2030: Master Plan. Dearborn, MI. As authorized by CR 7-338-15. Available at: http://

cityofdearborn.org/documents/city-departments/city-plan/2223-master-plan-2030/file; accessed March 17, 2015. Figure remade with

permission, by the Land Policy Institute, Michigan State University.

each other can create complexity and interest, but too
large of a difference creates gaps that can disrupt the
sense of enclosure and create privacy concerns.

BUILDING ELEMENTS

Building elements are components of a building that
affect place and pedestrian activity. These can turn a
building into a welcoming space. Typical elements of
concern are access, fenestration (the design and placement
of openings, such as windows and doors), bulkheads, and
transoms, as well as projections from the building, such as
awnings and balconies. The design of the ground floor
of a structure is critical to creating quality space and

attracting pedestrians. It must be visually interesting
and have the ability to see into the interior of retail
stores. Vertical elements contribute to visual and
pedestrian interest so it is a stimulating pedestrian
environment. A 12- to 24-inch-high bulkhead is low
enough to allow for large visual displays and creates
the retail window form. 7ransoms allow light inside
and establish a visual separation between the floors. A
cornice is the architectural feature that accentuates the
separation. See Figure 4-16.

Vertical separation elements between upper-floor entry
and the first-floor entry at the ground level are needed
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so there is no mistaking the entry to each. Functioning
awnings allow for the transition from sidewalk to store
in inclement weather, as well as provide opportunity
for signage. Orientation of windows and ratios of
scale for the other elements are also critical in creating
pedestrian interest. Windows need to be square or a
vertical rectangle to create interest. If elements are not
in proportion to the scale of the building it will appear
to be disjointed and unappealing. A storefront has very
little time to capture pedestrian interest, typically two
to three seconds to entice walkers to stop and look or
enter the store.

Fenestration is also important on alleys in
commercial districts. It creates visual interest
and safety in these areas. The addition of
windows and lighting can make an alley an
inviting pedestrian walkway.

Residential structures also have building elements
that are necessary to creating place. Porches and
fenestration serve to create the semi-private space
between the private space of the interior of the house
and the public space of the street. Without the sense
of visual interaction from these elements, streets
become unwelcoming and lose a sense of place. Look
again at the photo of houses on page 4-22.'The
porches are transition space that connect the house to
the sidewalk and the street, and vice versa.

BLOCKS
Streets, lots, and buildings come together to build
blocks. Figure 4-17 illustrates the relationship of

these pieces.

Blocks are principally characterized by the streets
that define them. That means largely by the physical
characteristics of the street as described earlier in this
chapter, but also by the volume and type of traffic

Figure 4-16: Building Elements

Cornice
I — 3
Transom
¢ Display
T Window
Entry Door Entry to Bulkhead

Upper Floors

Source: Inspired by a graphic found in: Detroit Historic District Commission. (n.d.). Draft Design Guidelines for Commercial Buildings. Detroit,

MI. Available at: www.detroitmi.gov/Portals/0/docs/HistoricDistrictComm/commercial_guidelines.pdf; accessed April 15, 2015. Figure by the
Land Policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2015. Photo (from Ann Arbor, MI) by Robert Gibbs, Gibbs Planning Group.
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abutting streets carry. Other fundamental elements of
blocks include lots for both private and public uses,
and parks or squares as common space for residents
and visitors of the block.

Traditionally, blocks are rectangular with block length
ranging from 200 feet to 900 feet. Average blocks are
700 feet-750 feet long and 300 feet wide. That makes
for a 2,000-foot perimeter distance around the block,
which contains 4.8 total acres. If the block is split
with 14 lots at 100-foot width by 150-foot depth,

the result is 2.9 units/acre if each lot is occupied with
single-family dwellings; if split with 50-foot-wide
lots, it is 5.8 units/acre. This is without an alley.

As presented earlier, the purpose of a fine-grain,
regular block structure is to maximize human
connectivity and access. One of the most historic and
successful block patterns is Savannah, GA. Laid out
by General Oglethorpe, there were rules for streets,
lots, and buildings that resulted in a pattern repeated
multiple times over and intersected with broader,
tree-lined boulevards as thoroughfares through

the neighborhood. This design provides many
terminating vistas at neighborhood public squares.
See Figures 4-18 and 4-19.

Many cities and villages across the Midwest were
created based on a grid pattern (but without the
repeating public squares). Communities laid out in

the late 1800s in Michigan often followed a tight
grid pattern, sometimes with varying block sizes.

Historically, there have been two patterns that can
result from the assembly of streets and buildings on
lots to create blocks. Both have the basic elements of
blocks with private lots that interface with the public
ROW and services. But, only one pattern results in a
form that is a suitable node or center for a community
where Strategic Placemaking activities can easily occur.
It is the traditional urban grid pattern.

'The other is the sub-urban pattern of blocks. These
are typically irregular with automobile-focused
buildings that are large in size, and numerous streets
terminate in cul-de-sacs. These are often desired by
residential homeowners, because of the limited street
traffic. However, they contribute enormously to major
thoroughfare congestion, because most traffic is
forced out to the perimeter (often the half-mile, and
mile roads). If road repair or an accident closes down
a street, then residents may be inconvenienced for a
lengthy period of time, compared to the grid network
that provides multiple options for getting to each lot.

In contrast, walkability requires easy and complete
access to buildings. When buildings are set back,
arrival by foot takes longer. Individual properties often
carve up the front of a block into independent parking
lots. This use of land disrupts continuity of connectivity
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Figure 4-17: Variations of Blocks

Source: Moule & Polyzoides Architects and Urbanists. (2006). Uptown Whittier Specific Plan. City of Whittier, CA. Available at: www.cityofwhittier.org/

civicax/filebank/blobdload.aspx?blobid=3242; accessed March 4, 2015.

and access, and creates unattractive and unpleasant

spaces for pedestrians to walk across. It devalues the
overall walking experience and also the potential land

value. Property owners often invest in large signs

advertising to drivers, and sometimes in landscaping to

help soften the appearance of the parking lot.

In sub-urban commercial areas, blocks are often

too large for comfortable pedestrian activity with a

block circumference of a half mile or more. A typical
solution for blocks that are too big is to create one or
more pedestrian cut-throughs “mid-block” in order to

create a more human-scale environment.

Block Standards

lock standards vary in context and character.
Wialkable environments require a fine-grain
(small in size with high levels of connectivity)

block pattern that allows for multiple routes. As
the intensity and complexity of the urban fabric

decreases then block circumferences can increase, but
walkability will decrease. The Smartcode® template

provides transect based block standards.

Maximum block perimeter:
= T3 -3,000 ft. perimeter.
= T4-2,000 ft.

In contrast, the traditional urban pattern of people-
tocused buildings is the pattern that results in a
sustainable node or center. The combination of on-
street parking and urban buildings carefully screen
or fully hide oft-street parking. Off-street parking is
placed in the interior courts or in landscaped gardens
to the side or rear of the building. Thriving urban
downtowns or small villages rarely require off-street
parking minimums, although sometimes public
off-street parking facilities are needed. An emerging
trend is for municipalities to prescribe a maximum
number of parking spaces per lot that are allowed

Block length:

»  Seven hundred to 750 ft.
Lot width:

= T3-30-100 ft.

= T4-20-50 ft.

Source: Talen, E. (2009). Urban Design Reclaimed: Tools, Techniques,
and Strategies for Planners. Chicago, IL: APA Planners Press. Available
at: www.planning.org/store/product/?ProductCode=BOOK_ARUB;
accessed July 7, 2015.
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Figure 4-18: Historical Block Progression in Savannah, GA, 1733-1856

Public -
Space —

e. 1801

f. 1815

g. 1841 h. 1856

Note: Each ward unit (blue block) includes a public space in the center of it (white box), i.e., in 1733, there were four ward units, including four public
spaces. Source: Inspired by graphic found in: Reps, JW. (1965). The Making of Urban America: A History of City Planning in the United States.
Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press. Figure by the Land Policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2015.

(including none). This makes better use of limited

space in T5 and T6 zones.
CONCLUDING OBSERVATIONS

Urban form is quite different from sub-urban form,
but the building blocks of each are the same, they are
just organized in different arrangements. Urban form
results in a human-scaled environment that lends
itself to the full array of placemaking opportunities. In
contrast, sub-urban form is designed to accommodate
people in cars, and is more challenging if the goal is to
achieve a walkable, human-centered result. While there
are several books on how to do so (Sprawl Repair
Manual, Sprawl Retrofit, and Retrofitting Suburbia,
see Appendix 4: Placemaking Resource List at the end
of this guidebook for full citations), the starting point
in many low-density suburbs needs to be a few key
nodes (and possibly new centers), along a major transit
corridor connected to traditional city centers.®

6.1n 2009, Time Magazine named the movement of retrofitting
suburbia as one of the top 10 ideas changing the world. It spoke to

the traction that the idea of creating walkable, human-scale places

is gaining. See: Walsh, B. (2009). “Recycling the Suburbs.” Time
Magazine, March 12, 2009. Available at: http://content.time.com/time/
specials/packages/article/0,28804,1884779 1884782 1884756,00.html;
accessed March 4,2015.

Dunham-Jones, E. (2010). “Retrofitting Suburbia.” TEDxAtlanta,

January 2010. Available at: www.ted.com/talks/ellen dunham jones
retrofittingsuburbia; accessed March 19, 20105.

Cities with traditional downtowns are the easiest
places to engage in placemaking, because the urban
form is usually good. The downtown generally has
the right building mass and street width proportions,
and is already human-scale and walkable. The same is
often true in the older commercial areas at the edges
of old, urban residential neighborhoods. A recent
study says those places outperform similar newer
areas (see the sidebar on page 4-30). These are the
places to target initial placemaking efforts.

If it ain’t broke, don’t fix it. Allowing changes to existing
good urban form in a traditional downtown can be
among the most destructive mistakes a community can
make. Common mistakes that undermine good form
and negatively affect the long-term sustainability of
that place for commerce and civic activity include:

= Replacing a 3- to 4-story building with a
one-story building;

* Setting a new building back from
adjacent existing buildings and putting
parking in front;
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Figure 4-19: Map of Block Pattern in Savannah, GA, 1856

Source: The Oglethorpe block pattern completed in Savannah, GA. Map by John M. Cooper & Co., 1856, with tracing by W. Rockwell, 1909, appears courtesy
of Hargrett Rare Book and Manuscript/University of Georgia Libraries, Athens, GA.

* Not allowing mixed uses in buildings with more diversity of uses that will become service centers
commercial on the first floor and office or and focal points for the community. At a smaller
residential on upper floors; or geographic scale, nodes, centers, and corridors, and

) L the blocks that define them, become the centers

* Allowing new buildings that are too tall and edges of neighborhoods. Instinctually, we know
relative to the ratio of building height to what a neighborhood is and have a mental map of
street width (except where a downtown is our own neighborhood. The next chapter explores
shifting from T to T6). neighborhood structure in more detail.

In short, in order to create quality places, it is
important to assemble the basic elements of blocks
(streets, parks, lots) in a manner (form) that creates or
reinforces nodes, centers, and corridors consisting of
greater building masses (higher intensity of use) and

MSU Land Policy Institute
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Auto-Focused and People-Focused Design Contrasted

(WALC) has a series of high-quality comparative

graphics called: A Townmaker’s Guide for
Healthy Building Placement. A typical sub-urban
automobile-focused design is compared with a people-
tocused urban design. Notes explain key aspects of each
graphic and illustrate many of the points in this chapter.

The Walkable and Livable Communities Institute

The WALC is a nonprofit organization that promotes
the importance of creating healthy, connected
communities that support active lifestyles through
walkable design and accessibility within the built
environment for all members of the community.
Their work aims to inspire community visions for a
better future; zeach the benefits of walkability and

livability through best practices; connect community
stakeholders with the proper tools and resources; and
support sustained efforts for improved community
health through continued guidance and assistance.
Dan Burden, co-founder of the WALC Institute,

is one of the nation’s leading experts on how
communities can become more walkable.

For more information, and access to the high-quality
comparative graphics described above, visit: www.
walklive.org. Also, WALC recently produced a report
with more information and graphics on these topics
entitled 7be Imagining Livability Design Collection.
See Appendix 4: Placemaking Resource List at the
end of this guidebook for the full citation.

Evidence that Older and Smaller is Better

recent study from the National Trust for
AHistoric Preservation entitled Older, Smaller,

Better: Measuring How the Character of
Buildings and Blocks Influences Urban Vitality,
found that a mix of older smaller buildings in San
Francisco, CA; Seattle, WA; and Washington, DC,
performed better than districts with larger, newer
structures when tested against a range of economic,
social, and environmental outcome measures.

Specifically the study found:

= “Older, mixed-use neighborhoods are
more walkable with higher Walk Score®
rankings and Transit Score® ratings than
neighborhoods with large, new buildings.

=  Younger people love old buildings.

= Nightlife is most alive on streets with a
diverse range of building ages.

= Older business districts provide
affordable, flexible space for

entrepreneurs of all backgrounds.

= 'The creative economy thrives in older, mixed-
use neighborhoods.

*  Older, smaller buildings provide space for a
strong local economy.

= QOlder commercial and mixed-use districts
contain hidden density.”

The report concludes that some general planning
and development principles can be applied in other
communities as well:

»  “Realize the efficiencies of older buildings

and blocks.
* Fit new and old together at a human scale.

=  Support neighborhood evolution,
not revolution.

» Steward the streetcar legacy.
*  Make room for the new and local economy.
»  Make it easier to reuse small buildings.”

For a copy of the full report, visit: www.

preservationnation.org/information-center/sustainable-

communities/green-lab/oldersmallerbetter/; accessed
March 19,2015

Source: National Trust Preservation Green Lab. (2014). Older,
Smaller, Better: Measuring How the Character of Buildings

and Blocks Influences Urban Vitality. National Trust for Historic
Preservation, Washington, DC. Available at: www.preservationnation.

org/information-center/sustainable-communities/green-lab/
oldersmallerbetter/; accessed March 19, 2015.
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AIA Michigan

a member of the Michigan Sense of Place Council. It is made up of 10 local chapters all working to

The ATA Michigan (AIAMI) is the Michigan chapter of the American Institute of Architects and is

demonstrate the benefits of architecture-designed buildings, in part through education and training,
advocacy, and design and recognition awards. The ATAMI seeks to promote, strengthen, and advance the best

design to build a better Michigan.

The ATA Michigan was instrumental in guiding and facilitating the cosponsors and the application, review, and
award determinations of the 2015 Michigan “Missing Middle” Housing Design Competition. See the sidebar in

Chapter 2 (page 2-24) for more on the competition.

For more information, visit: www.aiami.com/.

Key Messages in this Chapter

1. Good form refers to buildings that have
a relationship to a street based on mass,
location, and the physical characteristics of
the street that are human-scaled, comfortable,
and safe to be in.

2. Good form is based on building, street,
neighborhood, and block design standards.

3. Form matters, place matters, and good form
leads to high-quality places where people
want to live, work, play, shop, learn, and visit.

4. Understanding form along the rural-to-
urban transect is critical to implementing
placemaking. The Empire State Building is
no more appropriate in a rural or T2 zone
than a wooden barn is in an urban center T5
zone. Certain forms and elements belong in
particular environments based on intensity of
the built environment and the physical and
social character there.

5. 'The right-of-way (ROW) is much more
than the street from curb to curb. It is
also activity space. In an urban downtown
setting, the ROW is often building face to

building face, encompasses the sidewalks,
the street, and includes significant above-
and below-ground public infrastructure

that provides a host of public services for
both public and private interests, such as
pedestrian travel, transit service, and utilities
(like lighting, water, sewer, natural gas,
electricity, and telecommunications).

The public ROW provides a variety of
services and access to adjacent private parcels
that, in turn, provide enormous benefits to
the private parcel.

A ROW in a typical city takes up 20%-30%
of the total land area. Streets are the most
important part of the ROW and function

as public spaces that often introduce the
community to visitors and serve all modes of
movement. Streets connect places, both near
and far, and are associated with commerce
and social interaction.

Traditional street classification systems
establish a hierarchy of streets that focus on
serving vehicular traffic above all other uses.

Part Two
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Key Messages in this Chapter (cont.)

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

A greater variety of street types (avenues

and boulevards, free-flow streets, yield-flow
streets, alleys and lanes, and passages and
paths) that are focused on function and urban
context need to be used to create streets as
public spaces. These varied design standards
help reinforce the role of the street as a public
space and use design tools to make the space
accommodate cars, bicycles, pedestrians, and
transit as required by the context of the place.

Compact, mixed-use neighborhoods depend
on a pattern of highly connected local, minor,
and major thoroughfares. The high level of
connectivity results in blocks that provide
many choices of routes to destinations,
support a fine-grained urban lot pattern, and
provide direct access to many properties.

Streets interact with buildings to create
public space for human activity.

Public spaces that are framed by vertical
elements in relative proportion to

the width of the space between the
elements have a room-like quality that is
comfortable for people.

How a building addresses the street is much
more important than simply having an
address on the street and parking in front.
Streets and public spaces are the foundations
of community character, and the way
buildings frame and interact with that space
is a key component of creating a working,
pedestrian-friendly space.

Buildings are the primary means of creating
form that supports place. The type of
building, the mass (width, depth, height),
and placement of the building, and other
elements that comprise the structure are all
contributors to the form of the building.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

'There are eight basic categories of building
frontage types. These frontage types define
character and the type of interaction between
private and public space.

There are 11 common housing types, and
commercial building types are either one-part
block or vertical, multi-part block structures
with repeating elements.

Building placement is key in creating a
walkable place. The frontage has to be close
to the ROW and engage the ROW with its
frontage. Parking in urban areas needs to be
placed behind the building and provided on
the street.

Building elements are components of a
building that aftect place and pedestrian
activity. These can turn a building into a
welcoming space. Placement, size, and
scale of windows and doors, and associated
teatures make a huge difference in how
inviting a building is to pedestrians.

Streets, lots, and buildings come together

to build blocks. The purpose of a fine-grain,
regular block structure is to maximize
connectivity and access. Walkable
environments allow for multiple routes. Block
standards vary with context and character.
Standard block lengths should not be greater
than 700 feet to 750 feet.



Chapter 4 Case Example: Boyne City Main Street

he Main Street Program focuses its efforts

around the National Trust for Historic

Preservation’s Main Street Four-Point
Approach® of promotion, design, organization, and
economic restructuring. It is important to note that
design and economic restructuring are half of the
Main Street tenets. When a community establishes
and protects quality form in its downtown, the stage is
set for people to activate the public space and create a
catalyst for economic development (see the Michigan
Main Street Program sidebar in Chapter 12 (pages
12-6 and 12-7) for further details on the program).

Boyne City is a great example of a community that
has used quality design as an economic tool through
the Michigan Main Street Program. The Boyne City
Main Street Program began in 2003 with the task of

reinvigorating a stagnant downtown organization and  Harvest Festival) to build momentum and support for

SOBO Arts Festival in downtown Boyne City, MI. Photo by Richard Wolanin.

increasing business activity and investment. Funded increased investment in the physical condition of its
through tax increment financing, event revenues,and  downtown. Boyne City Main Street harnessed this
sponsorships, Boyne City Main Street now boasts momentum by investing in fagade and streetscape

an annual budget of approximately $400,000. Total improvements and encouraging businesses to increase

infrastructure investment in the downtown surpassed  their investment in the downtown. Participants in the
$6 million dollars in the first 10 years of the program.  program know that increasing activity and improving
the physical appearance of downtown will help

Many of the elements of quality places presented catalyze private investments.

in this chapter exist intentionally in Boyne City:

appropriate enclosure ratios, two-story historic Boyne City Main Street is a volunteer-driven
buildings with retail on the main floor, consistent organization led by an appointed board, a full-time
architectural design, public spaces, sidewalks that Main Street manager, and supportive leadership
accommodate pedestrians, as well as outdoor dining,  from community institutions, such as the public
etc. Boyne City Main Street uses successful events school system, the Chamber of Commerce, and
(such as Stroll the Streets, Boyne Thunder, and the City government. Boyne City was one of the first

communities to participate in the program under
the auspices of the Michigan Main Street Center
and it has been one of the most successful—
recognized twice as the state’s Main Street of the
year, listed in the National Register of Historic
Places, and once selected as a Great American Main
Street semifinalist. Much of Boyne City’s success
is predicated on consistent collaboration between
major community organizations, with financial
and technical support from local sources and State
government agencies.

For more information, visit: http://miplace.org/
resources/case-studies/boyne-city-main-street;

Cafe musician in downtown Boyne City, MI. Photo by Richard Wolanin. T February 6,2015.
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Chapter 5:

Neighborhood
Structure

Cherry Hill Village in Canton, MI. A neighborhood built on New Urbanist principles. Photo by the MSU Land Policy Institute. %
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INTRODUCTION
hroughout recorded history, neighborhoods
have been the basic unit of human settlement.
Assembled at proper scales and forms, blocks
of streets and buildings create neighborhoods that,
when combined together, create villages and with
more aggregation, cities. Good neighborhoods last
for centuries.

Instinctually, people know what a neighborhood is

and most people have a mental map of their own
neighborhood, which is very similar to that of their
neighbors, even if the neighborhood does not have
formal “declared” boundaries. Neighborhoods vary in
size, but the most sustainable urban neighborhoods are
scaled to human interaction at an easily walkable scale,
which means they are confined to a specific geographic
area. That does not mean there is no overlap between
neighborhoods; there often is at the edges, particularly
where there is a common geographic feature like a
commercial area, a minor arterial, or a civic space like

a park. Nodes and corridors help to center and shape a
neighborhood and connect it to other neighborhoods.

“Urban morphology”is a term that refers to the

form of human settlements and the process of their
formation and transformation. This chapter further
dissects the form dimension of urban morphology.
Typically, analysis of physical urban form focuses on
street pattern, lot pattern, and building pattern. These
are important to placemaking, because good physical
form contributes to positive social interaction and
economic activity. Bad form makes it difficult to
attract people to a place, keep them there for any
period of time or with any frequency, and undermines
the exchange of goods, services, and ideas.

'This chapter opens with an introduction to 10
important characteristics that are found in quality
neighborhoods. It then defines key components of the
form of good neighborhoods. Next, it focuses on the
differences between neighborhoods in T3-16 zones.
See Chapter 4 for an explanation of the transect.

Some reasons why neighborhoods are the smallest
unit of sustainable urban development are explored
before looking at basic size and shape characteristics
of neighborhoods. This is followed with an
examination of various model neighborhoods,
including both traditional and more contemporary
ones. Some neighborhood metrics round out the
discussion of these aspects of neighborhood form.
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The Moores Park Neighborhood is bordered by the Grand River
to the North, S. Washington Ave. and S. Martin Luther King Jr.
Blvd., both major arterials, to the East and West, respectively. The
southern border is Mt. Hope Ave., another major arterial. Map
from the Lansing Neighborhood Organization Maps by the City
of Lansing Development Office.

'Then, the discussion shifts to focus on character
elements in neighborhoods ranging from landscaping
to on-street parking, signage, and street lights. The
final section looks at the critical nature of connections
within and between neighborhoods with a special
focus on sidewalks, bicycle paths, and trails. There is
also a brief discussion of other public facilities like
transit, trains, airports, and harbors.

TEN KEY CHARACTERISTICS OF

QUALITY NEIGHBORHOODS

Looking at a quality neighborhood through the
placemaking lens reveals a number of important
attributes. Quality neighborhoods are not only stable,
they are resilient and thrive through up-and-down
economic and social changes. There is a dynamic
relationship between elements of the public and
private realms. In short, quality neighborhoods can be
characterized by each of the following concepts:

1. Centered: There is often a public place
(like a square, park, or school), or a private
activity center (like a downtown or
shopping area) that is recognizable as the
center of the neighborhood.

2. Civic: Public buildings and spaces are
prominent and well-designed with well-
maintained structures and landscapes that
attract people.

3. Community: There is a sense of
neighborliness and of community. As a result,
neighbors are willing to engage in decisions

PLACEMAKING AS AN ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT TOOL
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related to changes in land use, street design,
events in public spaces, municipal services,
safety, and new development.

Complement: Historic structures are featured
and preserved whenever feasible and new
buildings are well-designed to complement
historic structures and the landscape in
which they are located.

Contrast: Humans are featured and autos are
accommodated to support, but not dominate.
Automobile parking is commonly located
behind buildings, on streets, and in alleys.

Compact: There is generally a walkable area
within a 1/4-mile radius (but the range is often
up to 1/3-mile radius). This is roughly 80-160
acres, but varies depending on the density of
the neighborhood. Buildings are close to one
another and the street, and built at a human
scale. There is shared public-private space
between porches and sidewalks, and through
storefront windows to the sidewalk.

Complete: There is a mix of private and
public land uses (living, shopping, working,
education, recreation, and entertainment—
instead of single use only), where the needs of
residents can be met within walking distance.
Different types of dwelling units and some
stores exist in the neighborhood.

Complex: There is variety in the civic

spaces (libraries, churches, community
center, parks, municipal services), as

well as in the interconnected streets and
thoroughfare types that are present in a clear
organizational hierarchy.

Connected: The neighborhood has a range
of mobility options (e.g., walking, biking,
transit, auto, rail, etc.) and is interspersed
with sidewalks, streets, transit, trails, and
green and blue pathways. These public spaces
perform multiple functions, including areas
for social connections with places to linger,
sit, and hang out with friends and neighbors.

Convivial: Neighborhoods are friendly,
lively, enjoyable, and provide a variety of
gathering places (many are so-called 3
spaces)—coftee shops, pubs, ice cream

shops, churches, clubhouses, parks, front
yards, living rooms, back yards, stoops, dog
parks, restaurants, and plazas—that help
connect people. It’s these connections that
ultimately build a sense of place, a sense of
safety, and opportunities for enjoyment.

These characteristics of quality neighborhoods have
strong form components that are designed to encourage
social interaction within a built environment that can be
supported with urban agriculture, and integrated with
other key functions of the natural (green) environment
and energy-efficiency efforts to achieve sustainability
objectives. This requires private and public land uses
and civic infrastructure to serve multiple functions that
for the most part are beyond the placemaking focus

of this guidebook. However, they can be completely
compatible with it if each is viewed as equal partners in
the planning and design of key form elements.

Instead of isolating land uses from one another (as

is done with conventional sub-urban subdivisions),
planning neighborhoods that function well, over a

long period of time, requires an emphasis on creating
quality environments, so they are not left behind for the
newest area built a mile down the road. This means the
neighborhood form must be adaptable to the changing
needs of a diverse array of lifestyles, incomes, and
generations, while still providing marketable and viable
choices that will retain a sense of belonging and identity.
'This requires an appropriate mix of land uses, housing
types, and a walkable design that is nearly timeless.
‘That is why certain form elements are the backbone of
developing livable and sustainable neighborhoods.

Mid-size to large communities are often accurately
characterized as a collection of neighborhoods.
While each neighborhood has its own physical
center, boundaries, civic/open spaces, and

social identity, neighborhoods are connected by
common public services, transportation networks,
and a common regulatory framework. A city is
strongest when built of many unique, healthy, and
interconnected neighborhoods.

Well-defined and constructed neighborhoods create
a defined social network of neighbors and serve
to increase the value and number of interactions,

1. Bullets six through 10 are attributed to: Blackson, H. (2012). “The Five
Cs of Neighborhood Planning.” PlaceShakers and Newsmakers, August
30,2012. Placemakers, LLC., Albuquerque, NM. Available at: www.

placemakers.com/2012/08/30/the-five-cs-of-neighborhood-planning/;
accessed February 20, 2015.
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Eleven Principles for Creating Great Community Places

14 E ftective public spaces are extremely difhcult

to accomplish, because their complexity

is rarely understood. As William (Holly)

Whyte said, ‘It’s hard to design a space that will not
attract people. What is remarkable is how often this
has been accomplished.’

'The Project for Public Spaces (PPS) has identified

11 key elements in transforming public spaces into
vibrant community places, whether they’re parks,
plazas, public squares, streets, sidewalks, or the myriad
other outdoor and indoor spaces that have public uses
in common. These elements are:

1.

The Community is the Expert: The important
starting point in developing a concept for

any public space is to identify the talents

and assets within the community. In any
community there are people who can provide
an historical perspective, valuable insights into
how the area functions, and an understanding
of the critical issues and what is meaningful
to people. Tapping this information at the
beginning of the process will help to create a
sense of community ownership in the project
that can be of great benefit to both the project
sponsor and the community.

Create a Place, Not a Design: If your goal
is to create a place (which we think it

should be), a design will not be enough.

To make an under-performing space into

a vital “place,” physical elements must be
introduced that would make people welcome
and comfortable, such as seating and new
landscaping, also through “management”
changes in the pedestrian circulation pattern,
and by developing more eftective relationships
between the surrounding retail and the
activities going on in the public spaces. The
goal is to create a place that has both a strong
sense of community and a comfortable image,
as well as a setting and activities and uses that
collectively add up to something more than
the sum of its often simple parts. This is easy
to say, but difficult to accomplish.

Look for Partners: Partners are critical to
the future success and image of a public
space improvement project. Whether you

-4  PLACEMAKING AS AN ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT TOOL

want partners at the beginning to plan for
the project, or you want to brainstorm and
develop scenarios with a dozen partners
who might participate in the future, they are
invaluable in providing support and getting
a project off the ground. They can be local

institutions, museums, schools, and others.

You Can See a Lot Just by Observing: We
can all learn a great deal from others’ successes
and failures. By looking at how people are
using (or not using) public spaces and finding
out what they like and don’t like about them,
it is possible to assess what makes them work
or not work. Through these observations,

it will be clear what kinds of activities are
missing, and what might be incorporated.
And when the spaces are built, continuing to
observe them will teach even more about how
to evolve and manage them over time.

Have a Vision: The vision needs to come

out of each individual community. However,
essential to a vision for any public space is

an idea of what kinds of activities might

be happening in the space, a view that the
space should be comfortable and have a good
image, and that it should be an important
place where people want to be. It should
instill a sense of pride in the people who live
and work in the surrounding area.

Start with the Petunias: Lighter, Quicker,
Cheaper: The complexity of public spaces is
such that you cannot expect to do everything
right initially. The best spaces experiment
with short-term improvements that can be
tested and refined over many years! Elements,
such as seating, outdoor cafes, public art,
striping of crosswalks and pedestrian havens,
community gardens, and murals, are examples
of improvements that can be accomplished in
a short time.

Triangulate: “Iriangulation is the process
by which some external stimulus provides
a linkage between people and prompts
strangers to talk to other strangers as if

they knew each other’ (Holly Whyte). In a

public space, the choice and arrangement



Well-defined and constructed
neighborhoods create a defined
social network of neighbors and
serve to increase the value and

number of interactions, both social

and commercial, which occur within
the neighborhood.

both social and commercial, which occur within the
neighborhood. This is easiest to accomplish with
neighborhoods that have good form.

COMPONENTS OF NEIGHBORHOODS
Neighborhoods are commonly (and incorrectly)
thought of as homogenous residential areas that share
a common street (or cul-de-sac), or are bordered by
major collectors/arterials. This description fits many
contemporary sub-urban subdivisions, but often not

Part Two

MSU Land Policy Institute

1
ul


http://www.pps.org/reference/11steps/
http://www.pps.org/reference/11steps/

place™ Partnership Initiative

U1 MI

1
(o)}

traditional urban neighborhoods that are frequently
more complex and resilient.

It is true that neighborhoods vary depending on
age, geography, and development pattern, and that
individual neighborhoods respect unique site and
location characteristics but, from a traditional
urban morphology perspective, neighborhoods
have the following four elements (see Figure 5-1):

1. A clear center or core;

2. Distributed public spaces, such as streets,
parks/playgrounds, squares/plazas, transport/
hubs and interchanges, sports venues, and
river/water fronts;

3. A regular pattern of streets; and

4. A variety of development patterns and
densities with a mixture of land uses
(including commercial) to meet basic needs.

Note: This list has fewer components than the list of 10
characteristics in the highest quality neighborhoods at the
start of this chapter. That is because without these four core
components of good neighborhood form, a neighborhood

is unlikely to ever develop and sustain a positive sense
of place. On the other hand, a neighborhood with these
characteristics can be improved, over time, to achieve all 10

Characteristics of Quality Neighborhoods described earlier.

Following is a description of some key terms
illustrated in Figure 5-1.

Center: Civic spaces, such as parks, squares, or
schools, are often the center of a traditional residential
neighborhood. See the pale blue area in Figure 5-1.
However, a public square could be in the center of the
neighborhood surrounded by light commercial, and
mixed-use development, with residential uses abutting
the commercial instead. In this case, commercial
buildings fronting the square should be up to the
right-of-way (ROW), and be two to three stories

in height, except in very large cities where they can

be higher. It serves as the focal or gathering place
within the neighborhood. There is then a mix of uses
surrounding the center and it is pedestrian-oriented.
Parking is located on the street and behind buildings.
'The center of a neighborhood should be the densest
part (unless the perimeter is retail, in which case

attached unit housing—like Missing Middle Housing

Figure 5-1: Neighborhood Components
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Source: Metro Nashville/Davidson Planning Dept. (2003). Neighborhood Guidebook: A Resource Guide for the Neighborhood District
Overlay. Nashville, TN. Available at: www.sitemason.com/files/hla2xW/neighborhood_book_web.pdf; accessed March 4, 2015. Figure remade

with permission, by the Land Policy Institute, Michigan State University.
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and apartments—should abut the commercial uses).
The densest housing types (attached dwellings) should
be close to the retail. There should be some type of
main public space and a retail area. The “center” of
activity does not have to be the “geographic center”

of the neighborhood, and topographic conditions or
major arterials may move it from the center.

In cases where the commercial activity is located

on busy thoroughfares that define the edges of a
neighborhood, these commercial areas could be
classified as nodes that are often shared with adjoining
neighborhoods. See the red areas in Figure 5-1.

If the center of the neighborhood is also the core of

a medium-sized city, then this is where the tallest
buildings (typically three to six stories high, taller in a
large city) would be located. They would be in a shared
wall, commercial mixed-use arrangement, often along
major transit lines. The core may be a linear area along
arterials and serve multiple neighborhoods. Here:

*  Buildings are built up to the ROW, and are
mid- to high-rise;

=  Many types of buildings work together to

create a general form;

= 'There is a mixture of uses usually in the form
of first-floor commercial, with upper stories
office and residential;

= 'The orientation of the buildings is to
pedestrians; and

= 'There is on-street parking, rear parking, and
parking in structures.

Development Pattern and Density: This refers to
the lots and buildings that comprise most of the
neighborhood. They are a mix of single-family
detached, rowhouses, sideyard, or other attached
houses, and multifamily. Each neighborhood should
have a balanced mix of uses. Ideally the mix includes
large dwellings, small dwellings, and attached dwellings
in various densities to accommodate a wide range of
income levels. Civic spaces and parks are distributed
throughout. Retail may be present as neighborhood-
commercial serving businesses outside of the core or
center, usually on major or minor arterials.

Edge: This is the border or transition zone of the
neighborhood. See Figure 5-2. Edges may be

delineated by major thoroughfares, rail lines, steep
slopes, and natural corridors, or other physical barriers.
Larger lot homes may be present, functioning as a
buffer to adjacent areas (such as a busy street). If the
street also serves a major transit line, then higher

density housing will be along the edge.

Civic and Natural Open Space: Civic and open spaces:

* Range from small squares in front of
public buildings or pocket parks to large

parks or greenways;

*  Form common bonds for neighborhoods as
places for education, recreation, socializing,
services, and leisure;

*  Civic buildings are in prominent locations
often at terminating vistas (at the end of the
sight line of a street);

*  Green areas function as front yards for
buildings (for residents to use) in the
neighborhood center; and

* Important natural features (such as
woodlots, or green space along streams or
creeks) are protected and integrated into

the neighborhood.

Parks and public plazas can vary in size, but they only
“come to life” when people feel safe, when their edges
are meaningful, and when they host fun activities.

The goal should be to have parks near the center of a
neighborhood that are inviting to the entire community.
Figure 5-3 illustrates two types of civic spaces, a formal
town square and a community playfield.

Street Pattern: Neighborhoods have a fine-grain
network of streets. Most are slow-flow (narrow or
undulating streets with buffering) or yield-flow streets
(one shared lane) with on-street parking. Larger
thoroughfares can act as a border for the neighborhood.
A commercial main street may be in the center or at the
edge (see Figure 5-1). See also the Streets section in
Chapter 4 (pages 4-10 through 4-14).

When arranged properly, these elements of traditional
neighborhood form come together to create a

quality place. If one or more elements are missing,

the result is a place without much sense of place.
Placemaking can help transform neighborhoods that
are missing key elements over time. However, effective
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Figure 5-2: Neighborhood Edges

® Generally, neighborhoods occur at Edge
the scale of a five-minute walk.

® Neighborhoods intersect
along their edges, which are

often the least intensive areas 5 min.
of the neighborhood. walk
® Likely to include a shared civic/open
space or commercial area with an = min.
adjacent neighborhood. walk
Key
Neighborhood - Neighborhood size 5 min.

O varies, depending on the context walk
zone, but is walkable.

@ Neighborhood Center - The center usually
contains commercial and civic uses.

Open Space - The open spaces can be found
throughout the neighborhood; they may be
combined with a civic use, such as a school.

Source: Farr Associates. (2005). “IV. Form-Based Code Template.” Form-Based Code Study. Prepared for the Grand Valley Metro Council,
Grand Rapids, MI. Available at: www.gvmc.org/landuse/documents/fbc_reg_plans.pdf; accessed February 26, 2015. Figure remade with
permission, by the Land Policy Institute, Michigan State University.

Figure 5-3: Civic Space

EOOOOCOOOTOOS

{ o )
2 i3

?????

1' T //“*i | MM..,

Square Community Playfield

L~
i

|

A\

Source: Metro Nashville/Davidson County Planning Dept. (2003). Neighborhood Guidebook: A Resource Guide for the Neighborhood
District Overlay. Nashville, TN. Available at: www.sitemason.com/files/hla2xW/neighborhood_book_web.pdf; accessed March 4, 2015. Figure
remade with permission, by the Land Policy Institute, Michigan State University.
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to support commercial

placemaking requires adherence to these traditional
neighborhood elements.

NEIGHBORHOODS ACROSS THE TRANSECT
'Thus far, this chapter has described the features

of a quality neighborhood with key placemaking
characteristics, as well as the foundational elements
of traditional urban neighborhoods. It is easy to
recognize that development pattern and density will
vary from neighborhood to neighborhood, but what
may be missed is that neighborhood form also varies
depending on where it is located on the transect.
For example, in a general urban neighborhood (T4),
a multifamily housing unit would take the form

of a duplex or stacked flat, whereas in an urban
center neighborhood (T5) it might take the form of

rowhouses or a low- or mid-rise apartment building.

In either case, there is a
mixture of housing types
and prices with the goal
of providing enough
density and diversity

to support commercial
activity within the
neighborhood center.
This kind of traditional

actiVity W|th | n the neighborhood design is able
to accommodate people in

nelghborhOOd center. all phases of their lives.

1t allows people to live in the same neighborhood their
entire lives if they want, and it accommodates families
with children as easily as empty nesters and young singles.
These are not the characteristics of single land use
subdivisions and typical bedroom communities.

It is often difficult, if not impossible, for someone

in a typical sub-urban, low-density subdivision to
downsize from a large house to an apartment as one
grows older, ZND live in the same neighborhood
(or even the same community), as there may not be
apartment buildings to choose from or, if there were,
rarely any are located in a walkable environment
where one can easily live without an automobile.

...There is a mixture
of housing types and
prices with the goal
of providing enough
density and diversity

'The elements of blocks and the assembly of blocks
into neighborhoods is relevant across the transect.
Let’s look at the differences between neighborhoods
at four different places on the transect starting with
the densest (T6) in the urban core and moving back
to typical sub-urban neighborhoods, which are the
least dense and often incomplete (T3).

Urban Core Neighborhood (T6)

'The Urban Core Neighborhood usually contains

only one building type—multistory buildings. This
building type can be a single-use building or a mixed-
use building, and can contain commercial, office,
parking, and residential uses on the upper stories. See
Figure 5-4.

As infill development occurs, not all of the new
buildings constructed will have commercial uses,

such as retail or restaurants, in the ground story.

The downtown is so compact that these uses can be
concentrated into areas of shopping or entertainment.
'The remaining areas will have office or lobby uses on
the ground story.

'The Urban Core Neighborhood functions very
differently than the traditional neighborhood model.
Most residents do not own cars (and those that do,
do not use them regularly). Instead they use other
forms of transportation.

Urban Center Neighborhood (T5)

A neighborhood in the Urban Center Zone

contains several different building typologies and
facades. See Figure 5-5. Store frontages create an
active commercial area in the urban center, denser
than the neighborhood center of a general urban
neighborhood (T4). This center attracts patrons from
around the community and, coupled with those living
in the immediately surrounding neighborhoods,
often translates into four to eight blocks of compact,
walkable storefront buildings. These sites are located
on a designated commercial street and should be
accessed through an alley or a side street to preserve
the fagade and pedestrian realm.

Constructed with little to no setback along the front
and side property lines, and featuring a transparent
facade, these frontages create an interesting journey
for pedestrians.

Courtyard frontages may be used as a residential
building, a commercial or office building, and as a
mixed-use building. When located adjacent to the
neighborhood center, the courtyard building can be
used for commercial uses or have residential units on
the upper floors. In areas adjacent to the commercial
center or along an avenue or boulevard, the building
type may house office uses. Elsewhere in the
neighborhood, the building contains only residential
uses. Regardless of its location, parking is located
internally or in the rear of the building.
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Figure 5-4: Sample Neighborhood Regulating Plan - Urban Core Neighborhood (T6)
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I -

[N

11111

11

S
b
y % ¢~ Context Zone 6 Parking -

NORTH  Scale 1" = 250" v _’ Neighborhood B surface Lots

Grand Rapids
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Note: a= Current Parking - Surface Lots that can be redeveloped to a Downtown Site. b=Current Parking - Surface Lots that can be converted
to Parking - Garages. Source: Farr Associates. (2005). “IV. Form-Based Code Template.” Form-Based Code Study. Prepared for the Grand
Valley Metro Council, Grand Rapids, MI. Available at: www.gvmc.org/landuse/documents/fbc_reg_plans.pdf; accessed February 26, 2015. Figure
remade with permission, by the Land Policy Institute, Michigan State University.

" Parking - Garages

Rowhouses may be located throughout the urban General Urban Neighborhood (T4)

center neighborhood, although typically they are 'The General Urban Neighborhood may be what
located on the edges of the neighborhood, serving comes to mind for most people when thinking of
as a transition to a general urban neighborhood, or a neighborhood. See Figure 5-6. It contains a mix
surrounding the commercial areas. Rowhouses are of housing types and frontages. Areas closest to the
paired with an alley to access the parking from the commercial node are comprised of higher density
rear of the buildings, creating a continuous facade patterns and density decreases as one moves further
along the primary street. from the center.

Apartment buildings house several residential units in a
building similar in scale to a manor (or mansion) house.
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Figure 5-5: Sample Neighborhood Regulating Plan - Urban Center Neighborhood (T5)
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Source: Farr Associates. (2005). “IV. Form-Based Code Template.” Form-Based Code Study. Prepared for the Grand Valley Metro Council, Grand Rapids,

MI. Available at: www.gvmc.org/landuse/documents/fbc_reg_plans.pdf; accessed February 26, 2015. Figure remade with permission, by the Land
Policy Institute, Michigan State University.
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Figure 5-6: Sample Neighborhood Regulating Plan - General Urban Neighborhood (T4)
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MI. Available at: www.gvmc.org/landuse/documents/fbc_reg_plans.pdf; accessed February 26, 2015. Figure remade with permission, by the Land Policy

Institute, Michigan State University.
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It is located at the end of a block, or on the edge of the
neighborhood center, serving as a transition between
the mixed-use buildings and the residential streets.
Parking is located in the rear of the apartment building
and access is preferred by an alley. Blocks of rowhouses
can be scattered throughout a neighborhood. Parking
for the rowhouse is located either internally or behind

the building and should be connected to an alley.

Larger single-family homes on urban lots, and the
manor building type can be located within walking
distance of the neighborhood center. Parking for
these buildings is found in the rear of the lot (which
can be accessed from an alley or side street), or on the
street. Together with the cottage building type, it is
the lowest density building type in the general urban
neighborhood; frequently a larger, more-intense
building will be located on the end of the block to
serve as a transition between higher traffic areas and
manor or cottage buildings.

Cottages are smaller-scaled, residential buildings
typically with porches, and only slightly set back from
the front property line and adjacent buildings. These
buildings are frequently accessed by an alley, but
access to the parking in the rear of the lot may also
be through a side street or the primary street (ideally
with a shared driveway). Residential front facing
garages, if needed, should have the garage set back 10
feet to 20 feet behind the front of the house.

The commercial center/district of the General Urban
Neighborhood is found on a commercial street and
may be shared with another neighborhood. Buildings
at the middle of a 2- to 3-block market street are
multiple stories with a storefront fagade. Village or
cottage shops are at a lower scale in a commercial or
mixed-use building, or a converted residence. This
building type is somewhat setback from the front
property line and has a pitched roof similar to a house.
Located adjacent to main street buildings, the village
shop provides a transition between the more active
commercial center and purely residential buildings.

Sub-Urban Neighborhood (T3)

'The Sub-Urban Neighborhood is a transitional area
between general urban areas and working lands or
rural areas. See Figure 5-7. As such it has lower

densities, larger setbacks, and less urban building types.

'The most common building types are manor or estate
houses. Cottage building types are present but with
larger setbacks than in a general urban neighborhood.

Traditionally, commercial activity was housed

in a cottage-type building and located at major
intersections. They were slightly set back from

the front and side property lines, had a modified
storefront window, pitched roof, and contained

a commercial use on the ground story. However,
contemporary Sub-Urban Neighborhood commercial
design is typically small, rectangular retail strips with
parking in the front and loading/unloading of product
shipments in the back. This design is not pedestrian-
friendly. Businesses cater to people in cars, rather than
to neighborhood residents for most of its customers.

NEIGHBORHOOD AS THE SMALLEST

UNIT OF SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT

The urban historian/philosopher Lewis Mumford
(The City in History, 1961) presented the concept of
the neighborhood as a “fact of nature,” which forms
whenever a group of people share a place. Indeed,
researchers have characterized neighborhoods in
three ways: the social neighborhood, the physical
neighborhood, and the political neighborhood.?

Because the traditional neighborhood is a diverse place
with many of the functions/activities necessary to
exist fairly independently, it is a form of development
with relatively low externalities or spillover eftects
that might compromise the social, economic,

or environmental health of the city or region. A
traditional neighborhood has balanced components
of residential, employment, commercial, and civic

to serve the needs of the neighborhood. There are
enough people to support the local commercial, which
in turn provides employment for the neighborhood.
Ideally, there is a diversity of residents by age, income,
educational attainment, race, and ethnicity, which
provides for social interaction and equity. There is
open space and, at least in T3 and T4 neighborhoods,
the possibility for garden food production. Recreation
opportunities are within a walkable distance.

Depending on its total population, density, layout,
and physical composition, a neighborhood could
be considered a quasi-sustainable unit of
development and is likely a quasi-independent
unit not unlike a village that exists as its own
entity. Neighborhoods in large cities are often
viewed this way politically, and also for public
service provision. Such neighborhoods function

2. Mumford, L. (1961-1966). The City in History: Its Origins, Its
Transformations, and Its Prospects. Harmondsworth, UK: Penguin Books.
Available at: www.abebooks.com/servlet/BookDetailsPL?bi=10993755880;
accessed October 30,2015.
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Figure 5-7: Sample Neighborhood Regulating Plan - Sub-Urban Neighborhood (T3)
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Source: Farr Associates. (2005). “IV. Form-Based Code Template.” Form-Based Code Study. Prepared for the Grand Valley Metro Council, Grand Rapids,
MI. Available at: www.gvmc.org/landuse/documents/fbc_re lans.pdf; accessed February 26, 2015. Figure remade with permission, by the Land Policy
Institute, Michigan State University.
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much more independently than a traditional
single-use, residential sub-urban neighborhood.

A neighborhood that is not large enough to create
a complete neighborhood or village is typically
considered a hamlet. It lacks one or more of the
components (often the commercial component).

A crossroads with a few houses and a general store
or tavern would, therefore, be considered a hamlet.

It is an incomplete neighborhood. In contrast, two
small contiguous neighborhoods or one large one in
a rural area is usually a village. Figure 5-8 illustrates
a small village (Schoolcraft) in an agricultural area of

Michigan comprised of three small neighborhoods.

From a planning perspective, a neighborhood

or a village have a complexity to easily apply a
participatory planning process at a de-centralized
scale necessary to successfully address local issues.
Indeed, it is a geography where transportation,
housing, public facilities, etc. are interdependent
systems instead of separate phenomena.’

SIZE AND SHAPE OF NEIGHBORHOODS

The actual size of a
neighborhood, and
the building types
and the quantity

of open space

and commercial
development within
it depends on the
transect zone within
which it occurs.

The actual size of a
neighborhood, and the
building types and the
quantity of open space and
commercial development
within it depends on the
transect zone within which it
occurs. Generally, one should
be able to easily walk from
the center to the edge of a
neighborhood and it is typical
for the radius to vary from a
1/5 mile to 1/3 mile (radius)
in size. Commercial nodes are
often anywhere from a 1/4

mile to a 1/2 mile apart (either edge to edge or center to
center) depending on density of population served.

Figure 5-9 shows a T4 neighborhood on the south side
of Hastings, MI. The downtown is at the top, the middle
school is in the center, the high school is along the lower
left edge; green space along a creek forms the right

edge of the neighborhood. Make note of the walkable
distance from the center to each of those locations.

3. Banerjee, T., and W.C. Bear. (1984). Beyond the Neighborhood
Unit. New York, NY: Plenum. Available at: https://books.google.com/
books?id=GJnuBwAAQBAJ; accessed October 30, 2015.

Also important to functionality is block size (or
connectivity). As noted in the Chapter 4, “superblocks”
are unwalkable as they were not built to a human
scale, but rather accommodated cars first. The result

is a place where people do not want to be. The shape
of the neighborhood is also important; it is generally
concentric, but influenced by transportation networks,
natural features, and political geography. These all
come together to create neighborhoods of various
shapes and sizes.

MODEL NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTICS
Throughout the history of different civilizations and
cultures there have been several “model” neighborhood
designs created in an attempt to codify best designs.
This practice was formalized as part of city planning

in America by Clarence Perry who developed the

Perry Neighborhood Unit Theory in 1929. See

Figure 5-10. Perry's neighborhood plan attempted to
separate vehicular and pedestrian traffic and develop
community life around the neighborhood school.
Schools used to be the centerpiece of small towns and
urban neighborhoods. They still are in some places, and
should be everywhere there is traditional family housing
in the neighborhood. Their importance to neighborhood
development was well-established by the 1920s. Some
developers left space for school buildings as a part of the
subdivision plan, in order to attract a target market—
parents with children. Some well-known national

examples include Radburn in New Jersey and Forest
Hill Gardens on Long Island in New York.

Perry’s design parameters were relatively
straightforward. They embodied a medium-

density, mixed-dwelling-type residential design

(see Figure 5-10), a medium-density multifamily
residential design (see Figure 5-11), and a mixed
residential industrial design where factory workers
could live very near to where they worked (not
illustrated). Following is more detail on the first two
designs (Figures 5-10 and 5-11), as gleaned from a
publication of the Regional Plan Association of New
York that published Perry’s designs in 1929.

Figure 5-10 depicts a neighborhood designed to
accommodate 1,241 families with a population of
about 6,000 people on 160 acres. There is a central
elementary school serving 1,000-1,600 children
located with other community facilities, such as town
hall or neighborhood center, library, or church. All land

uses fit within a 1/4-mile service area (five-minute

Part Two 5-1

1 MSU Land Policy Institute


https://books.google.com/books?id=GJnuBwAAQBAJ
https://books.google.com/books?id=GJnuBwAAQBAJ

place™ Partnership Initiative

Ul MI

Figure 5-8: Three Neighborhoods in the Village of Schoolcraft, MI

Source: Figure by the Land Policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2015. Using map from: USDA. (2005). “Kalamazoo County Map.” National
Agriculture Imagery Program, Farm Service Agency, U.S. Department of Agriculture, Washington, DC. Downloaded from MichiganView at:

http:/michiganview.org:8090/display/MV/NAIP; accessed September 24, 2015.
Figure 5-9: A Neighborhood in Hastings, MI

Source: Figure by the Land Policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2015. Using map from: USDA. (2005). “Barry County Map.” National
Agriculture Imagery Program, Farm Service Agency, U.S. Department of Agriculture, Washington, DC. Downloaded from MichiganView at:

http:/michiganview.org:8090/display/MV/NAIP; accessed September 24, 2015.
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Figure 5-10: Mixed-Dwelling Types - Perry Neighborhood Model

Source: Regional Plan Association, and Perry, C.A. (1929). “Figure 10: A Subdivision for Modest Dwellings Planned as a Neighborhood Unit.” In

“The Neighborhood Unit,” Regional Survey of New York and Its Environs, Vol. VII: Neighborhood and Community Planning. New York, NY:

Committee on Regional Plan of New York and Its Environs.

walk). There was a mix of detached and attached
housing types present. The borders or edges of the
neighborhood were perimeter arterial roads with
shopping and apartment buildings. Interior streets
are residential and no larger than necessary for traffic
load. Ten percent of the land was in small parks
scattered throughout the neighborhood and another
2% in greens and circles. Perry aimed for a “sense of
belonging” in the neighborhood and tried to create
lifelong communities where people could age in place
(live their entire life within the same neighborhood).

Figure 5-11 depicts an exclusively multifamily design on
only 75 acres. All the units are in five-story apartments
(with additional apartments in the semi-below-ground
basement). This would accommodate 2,381 families

and about 10,000 people in total. About 1,600 would

be elementary-aged students. The bottom center area

of general business, a theater, and an arcade is located
along a main street, and would serve the neighborhood
and the general public. The interior streets all focus on
common open spaces, churches, the elementary school,
and a community center (within which would be a
branch library, a museum, or a little theater). About 14%
of the site was reserved for public open spaces.

Many Midwestern suburbs were developed after
WWII on a lower density, larger area version of

the Perry model. It is very common in Southeast
Michigan to see a neighborhood pattern like

this based on the mile grid. Mile roads form the
perimeter with residential subdivisions on the inside
that have their own street system. Often there were
elementary schools within the interior of the square
mile, with middle schools and high schools on the
perimeter. Retail would occur in strips and front
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Figure 5-11: Multifamily Residential - Perry Neighborhood Model

Source: Regional Plan Association, and Perry, C.A. (1929). “Figure 12: A Method of Endowing a Multiple-Family District with Interesting Window
Vistas, Greater Street Safety, More Liberal Open Spaces, and a Neighborhood Character.” In “The Neighborhood Unit,” Regional Survey of New York
and Its Environs, Vol. VII: Neighborhood and Community Planning. New York, NY: Committee on Regional Plan of New York and Its Environs.

on the mile roads. Neighborhoods this large do not
provide access to all parts of the neighborhood by
walking to the public places and commercial areas.
'This required people to use cars for daily needs and,
over time, instead of modest homes on small lots,
both the dwelling unit size and lot size grew to the
point that walking was possible only as a leisure-
time activity. Eventually sidewalks were placed on
only one side of the street, or dropped altogether,
because there was no place to walk to and no need to
walk, because a car was necessary to travel anywhere.
There was little or no pedestrian connectivity to
major activity centers (like public libraries, shopping
areas, etc.), or if there was the distance was so great
that no one had the time to walk that far (and
back). Auto traffic was directed to the mile roads
putting enormous traffic on a few roads and causing
congestion long beyond peak hours.

CURRENT BEST PRACTICE MODELS TO
CONVERT INCOMPLETE SUB-URBAN
NEIGHBORHOODS INTO COMPLETE ONES
Among the primary issues associated with
transforming single-use housing areas into complete
neighborhoods are: 1) increasing density, and 2)
expanding the range of dwelling types. This may

be addressed at the perimeter of the neighborhood
adjacent to overbuilt and underutilized commercial
strip areas. It also includes locating new parks, civic
buildings, and commercial activity at an appropriate
scale, and near a mix of housing types at a range of
prices. In effect, it is an effort to complete the original
sub-urban neighborhood, rather than create a new one.
When opportunities arise in these sub-urban areas,

it is important to increase density along main streets
and other corridors that separate neighborhoods, and
especially along those where transit is viable. This will
not only make transit convenient for more people to
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use, having more riders will make the transit more
economically viable.

An adaptation of the Clarence Perry Neighborhood
Model (1929) that was first developed by New
Urbanism leaders Duany Plater-Zyberk & Co. in 2002,
and then modified by Douglas Farr and Associates

in 2008 to make it “greener” and more directly tied to
sustainability principles, is depicted in Figure 5-12. A
comparison of all three concept drawings can be found
in “The Neighbourhood Unit,” a part of the Calgary
Regional Partnership Greenfield Tool Box.*

NEIGHBORHOOD METRICS

Through numerical standards one can determine
how complete or functional a neighborhood is.
What we have learned from past models and
current best practices is that neighborhoods are
most functional when they satisfy simple measures.
Table 5-1 lists a few basic measures. One example
is block structure that is measured by perimeter

4. Calgary Regional Partnership. (n.d.) “The Neighbourhood Unit.” In
The Greenfield Tool Box. Cochrane, AB, Canada. Available at: http:/

greenfield.calgaryregion.ca/tools/greenfield design neighbourhoodUnit.
pdf; accessed July 1,2015.

distance. As noted in Chapter 4, when block size
becomes too large (such as more than a half mile
in perimeter, either because sides are too long,
too wide, or both) it inhibits pedestrian activity.
The only effective after-the-fact solution then

is a mid-block crossing that allows pedestrians
to cut through the center of a block (much like
an alley or a pocket park) without having to go
around the perimeter of the block. This could be
very expensive, so keeping blocks neither longer
than 700-750 feet on the long side nor more than
300 feet on the short side at the point of original
design and installation is the best option.

'The U.S. Green Building Council, which certifies
buildings for degrees of “greenness” (including
energy efficiency), partnered with the Congress

tor the New Urbanism and the Natural Resources
Defense Council to create LEED certified standards
for Neighborhood Development (or LEED-ND).
These are embodied in the Citizen’s Guide to
LEED for Neighborhood Development, which is
introduced in the sidebar on pages 5-22 and 5-23.
At the end of this LEED-ND guide is a detailed
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Figure 5-12: Sustainable Neighborhood Unit
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Table 5-1: Examples of Neighborhood Metrics

Walkable Block Structure

Block Perimeter

Building Morphology

Enclosure Aspects

Civic Space

Park Area per Occupant Load

Food Production

% of Local Production

Parking

Parking Spaces per Occupant Load

Source: Table by the MSU Land Policy Institute, and Glenn Pape, Michigan State University Extension, 2015.

checklist that could be “used to assess the strengths
and weaknesses of a development proposal, site plan,
existing neighborhood, or even a zoning code or
neighborhood plan.” The “Sustainable Neighborhood
Development Checklist” uses 145 specific measures
to help communities determine not only the

quality of a neighborhood from traditional form

and function considerations, but also from a green
development perspective.’

For communities committed to both good
traditional neighborhood design, as well as to
sustainability and resiliency, this LEED-ND
checklist is very helpful. Other sources to consult
for metrics to guide good neighborhood design
include Criterion Planners, Promoting Active
Communities, and the Sustainability Audit Tool.®

ROLE OF CHARACTER

ELEMENTS IN NEIGHBORHOODS

Character elements help make public spaces more
comfortable and enjoyable for people who use

them, and attract others to that place, because of the
amenities. These elements are often in or adjacent to
the street right-of-way, and help to create a unique
identity and strengthen sense of place. If common
designs, materials, and/or colors are used with street
furniture, lights, and public signs, they can also

help define and brand a neighborhood. When done
with forethought and coordination, these elements

5. Welch, A., K. Benfield, and M. Raimi. (2012). A Citizen’s Guide to LEED
for Neighborhood Development: How to Tell if Development is Smart
and Green. Raimi + Associates, Berkeley, CA; and the Natural Resources
Defense Council, New York, NY. Available at: www.nrdc.org/cities/
smartgrowth/files/citizens guide LEED-ND.pdf; accessed January 24,2015.
6. Criterion Planners is available at: http://crit.com/.

Promoting Active Communities is available at: http://mihealthtools.org/
communities/; accessed January 24, 2015.

The Sustainability Audit Tool is available at: www.midmichigansustainability.
org/Tools/SustainabilityAuditTool.aspx; accessed July 2,2015.

can reinforce the unique character of a place and
supplement the built form in useful and interesting
ways. Following is a discussion of some of the most
important character elements as they relate to
shaping the form of a neighborhood. These include
landscaping, on-street parking, alleys, street signage,
street lights, semi-public space, and public markets.

Nature exists within each of the transect zones and
landscaping, in appropriate design, connects nature
to built places. Landscaping is especially important
within the street ROW and serves several purposes
in this public realm. First, it provides green natural
features into an area that may otherwise be devoid
of natural features (or in some cases, of even grass).
Second, it provides a physical barrier between
vehicles and pedestrians. Third, street trees serve

to create a safer atmosphere for the pedestrian and
buffers the adverse impacts of automobile traffic
(including some CO, absorption). Fourth, it can
also serve as screening of parking lots and the hard
teatures of some buildings, and can be used to fill
the void between buildings to create a sense of
enclosure. Planter strips can provide essential physical
and visual separation from traffic. Planter boxes can
add color and beauty, attracting people to sit, enjoy,
and socialize. Fifth, beautification of public spaces
with landscaping is one means of enticing people to
engage in a public space. Sixth, well-designed public
landscaping serves to increase the overall comfort
level of pedestrians in a public space. Last, trees can
provide shade to cool the sidewalk space on a hot day
in addition to helping frame the space with proper
enclosure. See Figure 5-13.

On-street parking serves several functions. First, it
provides convenient property access to all building
types and uses. It also serves to reduce traffic speeds by

MSU Land Policy Institute
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A Citizen's Guide to LEED Neighborhood Development:
How to Tell if Development is Smart and Green

ollowing are excerpts from the introduction to

this user-friendly guide:

“This guide is a plain-English reference aid
designed to help you improve your community
and neighborhood. It explains a sophisticated and
innovative set of environmental standards called
LEED for Neighborhood Development (LEED-
ND). The name ‘LEED’ stands for Leadership in
Energy and Environmental Design, a program
administered by the U.S. Green Building Council,
a private, nonprofit organization. You may know
LEED as a program that evaluates and certifies green
buildings across the country. The LEED-ND takes
the green certification concept beyond individual
buildings and applies it to the neighborhood context.
In particular, LEED-ND contains a set of measurable
standards that collectively identify whether a
development or proposed development of two
buildings or more can be deemed environmentally
superior, considering the development’s location
and access, its internal pattern and design, and its
use of green technology and building techniques.
These standards include prerequisites (required as a
baseline for sustainable neighborhood development)
and credits (additional best practice standards for
sustainable neighborhood development).”

'The LEED-ND’s standards may be downloaded
in their entirety from the U.S. Green Building
Council’s neighborhoods page at: www.usgbc.org/
neighborhoods; accessed January 24, 2015.

“LEED-ND was developed primarily for application
in situations where private developers pursuing
environmentally sound principles would find it in their
interest to obtain a green stamp of approval for their
projects. But, the system is not only a certification
system for green projects, it is also a ready-made set
of environmental standards for land development. The
standards can be useful to anyone interested in better
community planning and design, including neighbors,
citizens, community organizations and leaders,
government officials, and others.

Co-developed by the Natural Resources Defense
Council, the Congress for the New Urbanism, and

the U.S. Green Building Council, LEED-ND takes
a broad approach to neighborhood sustainability,
reflecting the most current research and ideas

about smart, green, sustainable, and well-designed
neighborhoods. When used for formal certification,
LEED-ND is rigorous and complex, but the
principles behind the system are much simpler. The
purpose of this Citizen’s Guide is to make those
principles easier to understand and use in a variety of
circumstances. We believe the guide can be useful for
citizens with a wide variety of interests, including:

*  Smart growth and land use planning,
= Transportation,
*  Sustainable design and livable cities,

* Environmental advocacy and natural
resource protection,

* Housing and affordability,

* Climate change and action,

* Equity and social justice, and
* Public health.”

Following is a list of the major categories and topic
areas addressed in the “Sustainable Neighborhood
Development Checklist” at the end of the Citizen’s
Guide. This is a simplification of the certification
requirements and is not the full LEED-ND itself.
There are one to 10 measures for each of the topic
areas in the categories that follow:

Smart Location and Linkage:
=  Location,
* Ecosystems and Open Spaces,
= Contaminated Sites,
= Transit-Oriented Locations,
*  Cycling Facilities, and
* Jobs and Housing Proximity.
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narrowing the travel area on a street for automobiles.
'The visual perception of a narrower travel lane leads
drivers to slow down and move through the potential
conflict zone at a speed allowing them to better react
to changes in the travel lane. This preserves the street
for all users. On-street parking also serves as a physical
barrier between vehicles and pedestrians much like
street trees. In general, in the portion of neighborhoods
that do not front on a commercial street, on-street
parking can also serve as vehicle storage. On-street
parking also allows for the redesign of intersections to
make them more pedestrian-oriented. For example, as
illustrated in Figure 5-14, with parking lanes present
there is an opportunity for curb extensions, which can
greatly shorten the distance and time for pedestrians to
cross the street. This makes it safer and more inviting.

Alleys can lead to a better integration of automobile
and foot traffic in a neighborhood, which creates

improved access (walkability). Alleys serve the role of
access to abutting lots, having a place for open air and
even a bit of shade, as well as space for utilities and
trash pickup. They range from unattractive spaces to
green, organic, special places. Some downtown alleys
are complex spaces that, with good lighting and low
speed, also provide a place to socialize and engage in
recreation or commerce.

Driveways and alley entries are high-risk locations for
people on foot. The wider and faster the street, the more
risk is posed to pedestrians, especially from left-turning
motorists. Bringing alley entry speeds down to the
minimum speed needed for safe access, and lowering
speed departures to an adjoining street are ideal. For
pedestrian-safety purposes, the motorist should feel

that s/he is responsible for the safety of those on the
sidewalk. Use of signage and pavement color or a texture
change (such as to brick) helps draw attention to this.

MSU Land Policy Institute
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Figure 5-13: Landscaping Examples

Landscaping breaks up large areas Street trees offer separation between
of pavement and allows for some pedestrians and vehicles.
stormwater infiltration.

Street and sidewalk trees create a tunnel. Landscaping provides a screen
for parking lots.

Landscaping provides natural features Landscaping screens a parking lot and
in urban areas. offers refuge for people.

Landscaping in the public realm can create  Trees cool the temperatures around them.
places for people to engage.

place™ Partnership Initiative

Source: Figure by Land Policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2015. Top left photo by the Land Policy Institute. All other photos by the
Michigan Municipal League/www.mml.org.
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Figure 5-14: Examples of On-Street Parking and Pedestrian-Friendly Crossings

Source: Figure by the Walkable and Livable Communities Institute, AARP, and AARP Louisiana, n.d.

Pedestrian-only alleys are an option to significantly
increase connectivity in urban core settings where
improved access for pedestrians is the single goal.
Opportunities to create these types of alleys could
include conversion of existing vehicular alleys for
pedestrian use only (e.g., to access a rear parking
lot by car from a rear or parallel street), or could

be a former building space that was used to create
improved access to the main street.

Lighting is a safety component that is an important
consideration. Maintenance is also a key aspect. If
the alley looks dirty and unkept, it will not be used,
because of the perception of crime.

Alleys serve several key functions for form as well. See
Figure 5-15. With rear alley access, there is no need for
a lot to have a driveway entrance from the street. This
allows for narrower lots, greater density, less disjointed
frontages, more usable space, and greater walkability.

Street signage can serve several purposes. Defining
a brand or image for the neighborhood or

district is the primary consideration as it relates
to creating a sense of place. Paint and graphics
consistency, based on variations of color or design,

are small investments that can serve to delineate
neighborhoods or districts. See example illustrations
in Figure 5-16. Wayfinding for visitors is a
secondary benefit and necessary in downtown and
commercial nodes. Local governments can take
the lead here by setting the standard for good sign
design and construction. The key principles at play
are providing location and navigation information.
Regulating private signs is legally complicated and
administratively complex for most communities.
However, courts have provided enough guidance if
communities decide upon simpler regulations.”

Beyond safety, s¢reet lights can add character and
color to an urban environment. With respect to
design, consider regional assets and a human-scale
environment. Keeping dark skies (the ability to

see the stars at night) is a major goal in many rural
small towns; it is accomplished by directing lights
downward. Street lights need to be context sensitive
in the amount of light produced. Generally, the

7. For information on regulating signs, see: Connolly, B.J., and ML.A.
Wyckoft. (2011). Michigan Sign Guidebook: The Local Planning

and Regulation of Signs. Prepared for Scenic Michigan. Land Policy
Institute, Michigan State University, East Lansing, M1. Available at: http://

scenicmichigan.org/sign-regulation-guidebook/; accessed January 24, 2015.
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Figure 5-15: Examples of Alley Types

Residential

Commercial

Pedestrian

Alley types in Lansing, Petoskey, and Ypsilanti. Source: Figure by Land Policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2015. Photos by the Land
Policy Institute (left), and Kurt H. Schindler, AICP, MSU Extension (middle and right).

Figure 5-16: Examples of Themed Community Infrastructure
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Source: Inspired by themed community infrastructure in Petoskey, MI. Figure by the Land Policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2015.

greater the urban density, the brighter the light needs
to be. Spacing is also important. If street lights are on
a human scale and along residential streets, the light
post should be shorter and help to frame the space.
This requires closer spacing of the street lights than
along a commercial street—Dbut not brighter lights.
Size, color, and design of the lighting can also help to
delineate and differentiate neighborhoods.

'The intersection of private and public space allows
for social interaction between the two and creates a
semi-public space. Because good form allows private
and public realms to overlap somewhat, semi-public
spaces are those that are technically private, but have

a public aspect due to their proximity to public space,
transparency (of the fagade), and open line of sight.
Transparency is the ability to see through windows
into a building, while walking on a street. It is
important to the perception of safety and interest, and
it extends the public/private realm from the building
out onto the street. Storefronts, ground-floor offices,
and courtyards are semi-public space, as is the private
front porch in residential areas. See Figure 5-17.

'The importance of these spaces, when it comes to
placemaking, is the opportunity for added social
interaction that results from the intersection of
private and public space. Neighborhoods that lack
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Figure 5-17: Semi-Public Spaces

Semi-public space in Lansing.

Residential front porch in St. Johns.

Source: Figure and photos by the Land Policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2015.

these interaction points can become sterile and
discourage pedestrian activity.

For a neighborhood with few public spaces, a public
market can become its de facto civic square—a place
where people of diverse ethnic and socio-economic
backgrounds come not only to shop, but to meet,
mingle and chat, and enjoy the overall atmosphere of
the market. In short, it can be a draw beyond simply
offering fresh, affordable, and nutritious produce.

See Figure 5-18.This is important not just for the
activity, but because the character of the public space
can change dramatically on those days and times that
the market is active.

Like other public spaces, the focus with a new public
market (beyond fresh food and mercantile business),
should be to enhance access and linkages, comfort and
image, uses and activities, and sociability. Choose a
place for the market that has good form and existing
activity—and the space and potential for more—
whether a park or small plaza, and which is adjacent
to a busy bus stop, community institution, or retail
shopping area. Access and linkages are developed
through signage, improving parking availability,

and creating linkages to existing retail, housing
developments, or community institutions. Comfort
and image are enhanced by providing seating and

Figure 5-18: Public Markets

Farmers Market in Port Austin.

Flint Farmers’ Market.

Source: Figure by the Land Policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2015. Photos by the Michigan Municipal League/www.mml.org.
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shelter for customers, and by beautifying the space
with flowers and public art. Holding regular events
can expand the uses and activities at a public market.
Music or other entertainment, such as a cultural arts
testival, serves to activate and diversify the market.

Taken together, all of these character elements can
reinforce a sense of place within a neighborhood.
Longer term investments, such as changes to signs or
burying utilities, can have an even more significant
impact on the visual appearance of a place and, hence,
on community character and its ability to attract
people to it.

Public art can also dramatically or subtly enhance
the character of an area by drawing attention to it
in a prominent location, or by challenging thought,
or invoking emotion or humor. Neighborhoods that
support public art are throwing out the welcome
mat to creative people and others who value art as
an essential element of everyday life. Chapter 11 on
Creative Placemaking addresses the value of public
art in more detail.

IMPORTANCE AND ROLE OF CONNECTIVITY
Connectivity refers to the means by which people

get from place to place via various modes of travel.

A high level of connectivity allows people to easily
access common places to meet their daily needs. Good
street design is the starting point for connectivity as

it allows multiple modes of travel on a single street.

A well-connected network of streets both within a
neighborhood and between neighborhoods allows for
traffic of all modes to move freely and use multiple
routes. To make these networks function there needs to
be well-designed infrastructure to support the differing
modes of movement. Following is a brief examination
of pedestrian, bicycle, transit, and finally, automobile and
regional connectivity. Please keep in mind the special
needs of people with disabilities whose needs must be
reasonably accommodated in all of these travel modes.
Meeting ADA requirements might not be enough.

Sidewalks

All trips begin and end as a pedestrian, so we

start the discussion focusing on pedestrian-scale
infrastructure for connectivity. The built environment
is generally either supportive of walking or not, with
little in-between. The most essential connectivity
element in quality neighborhoods is sidewalks. First,
the sidewalk system must be complete (without
missing pieces or sections). Second, it must be in

good condition (i.e., without broken slabs or sections
uplifted by tree roots or frost heave, etc.). Third, it
must be maintained in all seasons.®

Sidewalks should be supplemented with an
integrated system of pathways and bike trails
wherever feasible. But, simply providing sidewalks,
pathways, and trails throughout the community is not
enough to create quality places and encourage use.
When people find themselves in an environment in
which they feel exposed, vulnerable, or unsafe, they
usually try to get out of that environment as quickly
as possible. In order to be used, sidewalks, pathways,
and trails must be constructed at the pedestrian scale
and separate from automobiles. From 2003-2012,
1,373 pedestrians were killed in Michigan.” A well-
designed street goes beyond car traffic lanes and looks
at all users within the entire ROW—think Complete
Streets (as discussed in Chapter 4).

If sidewalks are designed poorly they will not be
used. Most obvious are sidewalks that are too narrow,
making it difficult for two people to walk side-by-side.
'There are multiple areas within a broad commercial
sidewalk that have difterent functions and differing
psychological responses that need to be taken into
account. For example, people do not like to walk up
close to a building that has no windows or right next
to traffic and naturally shy away from these areas.
Instead, people want a separation from each. The idea
is to take into account enclosure aspects, as well as
overall urban design when designing sidewalks.

In a General Urban Neighborhood setting (T4), a
1/4 mile (or five-minute walk) is the average distance
Americans will walk to complete an errand rather
than drive. However, recent research suggests that
the distance Americans will walk also depends on
the urban context. A more appealing walk—one that

8. Beneficial Designs, Inc. (1999). Designing Sidewalks and Trails for Access.
Part I of IT: Review of Existing Guidelines and Practices. Federal Highway
Administration, U.S. Department of Transportation, Washington,

DC. Available at: www.thwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle pedestrian/
publications/sidewalks/sidewalks.pdf; accessed April 14,2015.

Beneficial Designs, Inc. (2001). Designing Sidewalks and Trails for Access.
Part II of II: Best Practices Design Guide. Federal Highway Administration,
U.S. Department of Transportation, Washington, DC. Available at: www.
thwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle pedestrian/publications/sidewalk2/
pdf/01a tpack.pdf; accessed April 14,2015.

SRTS Online Guide. (n.d.). “Sidewalks.” National Center for Safe Routes
to School, Chapel Hill, NC. Available at: http://guide.saferoutesinfo.org/
engineering/sidewalks.cfm; accessed April 14,2015.

9. SGA. (2014). Dangerous by Design 2014: Michigan. Smart Growth
America, Washington, DC. Available at: www.smartgrowthamerica.

org/documents/dangerous-by-design-2014/dangerous-by-design-2014-
michigan.pdf; accessed September 25,2015.
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is accessible, convenient, welcoming, and safe—will
invite longer walks. Fifteen- to 20-minute walks are
common in such interesting settings.'

In a sub-urban setting, people are willing to walk very
little to complete an errand. Even shopping within the
same mall, many people are more likely to drive across
the parking lot from one store to the next, rather than
walk. Safety certainly plays a role here. But a bigger
reason is that in the suburbs the distance between places
is long and walks are often very uninteresting, especially
along major streets, through parking lots, or past strip
commercial areas, which may not even have sidewalks.
In these settings the form-activity relationship between
buildings and pedestrians has been disrupted.

'The 1/4-mile walking radius was established in
a general urban setting, such as along a street

in a traditional neighborhood. Fences, hedges,
and frontage walls all increase walk appeal in T4
neighborhoods, because they are right beside the

sidewalk where the view changes fastest.

According to Steve Mouzon, the principal elements
of walk appeal are:

= A changing view,
= Street enclosure,

*  Window of view—both horizontally and
vertically along store fronts,

= Shelter, and
= Terminated vistas.!!

'The more a neighborhood can increase the walk
appeal, the longer people will walk, on average, to
complete an errand or to travel to a destination for
purposes other than recreation. There are, of course,
tremendous health benefits from recreational walking
in any transect zone. The sidebar on the Benefits of
Active Living (pages 5-31 through 5-33) identifies
some of the economic, environmental, and social
benefits of designing active communities.

Residential sidewalks are the first priority. They must be
properly sized, part of a large connected system, and
well-maintained. Many communities have a four-

10. Mouzon, S. (2012). “Walk Appeal.” The Original Green Blog, July

24,2012. Available at: www.originalgreen.org/blog/walk-appeal.html;
accessed February 20, 2015.

11. See Footnote 10.

foot minimum width requirement for sidewalks. This
is inadequate. The minimum should be five feet in
width, because it is the space needed for pedestrians

to pass comfortably. If the sidewalk is against a fence
or wall, add an additional foot for passing space and

to accommodate the “shy zone” (see below). If the
sidewalks are intended to also serve bicycles, they need
to be wider (typically up to 10-feet-wide depending on
the amount of bicycle and pedestrian traffic). Adjacent
to residential sidewalks, ideally there is also a planting
strip (grass, plant beds, trees, etc.) of seven feet
between the edge of the sidewalk and the street. This is
especially important in the winter for snow storage.

Commercial street sidewalks have several other
important dimensions, because they serve multiple
purposes. For example, they may be used for display
space, gathering and resting spaces, and transition
areas between cars and pedestrians. As a result, typical
commercial sidewalks should be 13- to 15-feet-wide
in order to accommodate the four sidewalk zones

(see Figure 5-19). Each of these zones is described in
more detail below.

* Frontage or loiter zone: This is the area
for retail pedestrian window shopping and
outdoor seating. The loiter zone provides
an area out of pedestrian walking flow for
someone to stop or engage another.

= Throughway zone: This is the pedestrian
walking zone that allows for unimpeded
movement of pedestrians. This zone could be
at least five-feet-wide.

»  Furnishing zone: This is the area for street
furniture and pedestrian loitering. Street
turniture includes lighting, street trees,
landscaping, trash containers, public seating,
art work, and more.

= Edge or buffer zone: This is a “shy zone” for
pedestrians to create some distance from
motor traffic, parked cars, and walls.

It can also be a mistake to make sidewalks too

wide. If a sidewalk is too wide in a retail area it

can appear vacant or underused and present the
problem of pedestrians feeling uncomfortable in too
large of a space. This is most common where there

is no furnishing zone, so a street tree and furniture
improvement program should eliminate the problem

Part Two
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Figure 5-19: Four Sidewalk Zones

“

Edge Zone Furnishing Zone

#

Throughway Zone  Frontage Zone

Source: Inspired by a graphic found in: Benfield, K. (2013). “Streets Can Be Public Spaces Too.” The Atlantic CityLab, July 17, 2013. Available
at: www.citylab.com/design/2013/07/streets-can-be-public-spaces-too/6235/; accessed October 30, 2015. For additional information, see ITE

and CNU. (2010). Designing Walkable Urban Thoroughfares: A Context Sensitive Approach. Institute of Transportation Engineers, Washington,
DC; and the Congress for the New Urbanism, Chicago, IL. Available at: http://library.ite.ora/pub/elcff43c-2354-d714-51d9-d82b39d4dbad;
accessed October 30, 2015. Figure and photo by the Land Policy Institute, Michigan State University, 2015.

and provide useful street furniture that is likely to
attract more pedestrians and shoppers. This is a good
situation to test with Tactical Placemaking.

Commercial sidewalks also need to take care regarding
enclosure ratios. If sidewalks make the right-of-way
appear too wide in relation to the adjacent building
height, then the sidewalk or entire street ROW may
be too wide. In a commercial area, the distance from
the front of a building on one side of the street to the
building face on the other side of the street should be
within the range of one to two times the building’s
height. If sidewalks are too wide, some solutions
include planting street trees, installing artwork, or
banners in order to create a pedestrian enclosure that
does not appear too wide. The location of trees or other
objects should be placed so they do not block views of
retail signs, window displays, and entrances.

Commercial district sidewalks can be places that are
quite barren, stark, hot or cold, full of barriers, and
void of meaning. Or, they can be orderly, clean, with
adequate widths, and some building articulation and
transparency. Or, they can also be chock-full of strong
compelling edges, a sense of enclosure, and vibrant life.

However, accessible designs are useless if
maintenance is neglected and sidewalks are allowed
to degrade to a state where they cannot be used or
must be avoided during travel. These design details
are important for creating a space that is welcoming
to pedestrians, while providing a high degree of
connectivity at the pedestrian scale. Sidewalks in poor
condition pose special problems for persons with
disabilities and should never be allowed to deteriorate
to the point they are unsafe.

-30 PLACEMAKING AS AN ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT TOOL


http://www.citylab.com/design/2013/07/streets-can-be-public-spaces-too/6235/
http://library.ite.org/pub/e1cff43c-2354-d714-51d9-d82b39d4dbad

The Death and Life of Great American Cities: Eyes on the Street

n The Death and Life of Great American Cities,
Jane Jacobs introduced audiences to the concept
of eyes on the street.

“A city street equipped to handle strangers,
and to make a safety asset, in itself, out of
the presence of strangers, as the streets of
successful city neighborhoods always do,
must have three main qualities:

First, there must be a clear demarcation
between what is public space, and what

is private space. Public and private spaces
cannot ooze into each other as they do
typically in suburban settings or in projects.

Second, there must be eyes upon the street,
eyes belonging to those we might call

the natural proprietors of the street. The
buildings on a street equipped to handle
strangers and to insure the safety of both
residents and strangers, must be oriented to
the street. They cannot turn their backs or
blank sides on it and leave it blind.

Benefits of Active Living
eyond the personal health benefits of physical

activity and recreation, there are economic,
environmental, and social benefits associated
with designing active communities.

The Center for Disease Control (CDC) recommends
that adults get 30 minutes of moderately intense
physical activity at least five days per week (or 20
minutes of vigorous activity three or more days per
week), and that children get at least 60 minutes of
moderate to vigorous activity every day. Active living
is a way of life that integrates physical activity into
daily routines. See, for example, the Active Living by
Design Primer.

'The easiest way to exercise is if daily living involves
significant walking, because everything needed is

i. Active Living Network. (n.d.). Active Living by Design Primer.”Robert
Wood Johnson Foundation, Princeton, NJ. Available at: www.activeliving.
org/node/765; accessed January 24, 2015.

And, third, the sidewalk must have users

on it fairly continuously, both to add to the
number of effective eyes on the street and
to induce the people in buildings along the
street to watch the sidewalks in sufficient
numbers. Nobody enjoys sitting on a stoop
or looking out a window at an empty street.
Almost nobody does such a thing. Large
numbers of people entertain themselves, oft
and on, by watching street activity.”

While some may disagree with Jacob’s first point,

the next two are directly on target. Many eyes deter
crime, and many bodies make for interesting watching.
Over the years, a large percentage of our small town
downtown’s upper stories have become vacant or
unused, reducing the number of eyes on the street, and
the number of people on the street during all hours

of the day and evening. Fewer eyes and the potential
for observance, along with fewer people on our streets,
increases the opportunity for crime. It also results in less
potential customers for the businesses on the street.

i.Jacobs, J. (1961-2011). The Death and Life of Great American Cities.
New York, NY: Random House. Available at: www.randomhousebooks.
com/books/86058/; accessed July 10, 2015.

within walking distance.
People are more likely to get
exercise if opportunities for
recreation and non-motorized
transportation are nearby

and convenient. For example,
a 2007 study found that
adults living within a half
mile of a park visit parks and
exercise more often." Public
places, including plazas,
school grounds (playgrounds), sports complexes,
trails, and pathways, that are part of the fabric of the
community make recreation part of everyday active
living. These are places of recreation themselves and

ii. Cohen, D., T.L. McKenzie, A. Sehgal, S. Williamson, D. Golinelli,
and N. Lurie. (2007). “Contribution of Public Parks to Physical Activity.”
American Journal of Public Health 97 (3): 509-514. Available at: http://

ajph.aphapublications.org/doi/full/10.2105/AJPH.2005.072447; accessed
February 20, 2015.

living involves

needed is within
walking distance.
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Benefits of Active Living (cont.)

can also be attractive destinations for walking or
biking. A greater number of facilities that support
physical activity is directly related to increased
physical activity and reduces the risk of being
overweight (see Figure 5-20).1

Additionally, numerous studies have found that close
proximity to open space and other recreational sites
are considered amenities by the real estate market.
'These amenities contribute to higher residential
property values for homes near those sites. [See
Footnote 18 in Chapter 3 (page 3-15).]

More importantly, recreational amenities are critical
components of place that are essential to retaining
and attracting talent. A walkable/bikeable community
with more active living opportunities has residents
that spend less time in the car and that translates to
tewer pounds of carbon dioxide and other emissions
in the air each week.

When recreational opportunities are woven into the
tabric of the community in the form of bike trails and
pedestrian pathways, those without cars can more
easily access services and employment. Nearly 1/3 of
Michigan residents do not drive, because they are too
young, too old, cannot afford to, or do not want to. Less
than half of potential drivers age 19 or younger had a
license in 2008, down from nearly two-thirds in 1998."

iii. Gordon-Larsen, P.,, M.C. Nelson, P. Page, and B.M. Popkin. (2006).
“Inequality in the Built Environment Underlies Key Health Disparities in
Physical Activity and Obesity.” Pediatrics 177 (2): 417-424. Available at:
www.pediatrics.org/cgi/content/full/117/2/417; accessed March 18, 2015.
iv. Chozick, A. (2012). “As Young Lose Interest in Cars, G.M. Turns to
MTV for Help.” The New York Times, March 22,2012. Available at:
www.nytimes.com/2012/03/23/business/media/to-draw-reluctant-young-
buyers-gm-turns-to-mtv.html? r=0; accessed February 20, 2015.

Michigan Fitness Foundation

The fraction of 20- to 24-year-olds with a driver’s
license has also dropped. Adults between the age

21 and 34 buy just 27% of all new vehicles sold in
America, a far cry from the peak of 38% in 1985."

In cities with excellent public transportation, large
numbers of young adults are choosing not to own
cars, because their commutes can be more productive
(socially or for work) on wireless devices.

In short, mixed-use neighborhoods with active
transportation opportunities like sidewalks, trails,
bike lanes, and paths that are connected to plazas,
school grounds (playgrounds), sports complexes,
and shopping:

= Improve safety for all (pedestrians, cyclists,
and drivers),

* Decrease emissions,
* Improve mental health and social interaction,

* Increase physical activity that, in turn,
reduces obesity, overweight, blood pressure,
diabetes, asthma, and depression, and

* Improve individual property values and
boost economies.

For more information, visit:

www.activelivingresearch.org.

v. Weissmann, J. (2012). “Why Don’t Young Americans Buy Cars?” The
Atlantic, March 25,2012. Available at: www.theatlantic.com/business/
archive/2012/03/why-dont-young-americans-buy-cars/255001/; accessed
February 20, 2015.

and Sports work to bring about behavior change through programming, special projects, and events

14 The Michigan Fitness Foundation (MFF) and the Governor’s Council on Physical Fitness, Health

that encourage citizens to build physical activity and sound nutrition into their daily lives. By
empowering, facilitating, and celebrating healthy choices, the Foundation works to foster prosperity for all.”

As a member of the Michigan Sense of Place Council, MFF advocates for placemaking as it relates to the

guiding principles of Active Communities.

For more information, visit: www.michiganfitness.org/.
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Figure 5-20: The Role of Communities in Promoting Physical Activity

Source: Active Living Research. (2012). “Infographic: The Role of Communities in Promoting Physical Activity.” San Diego, CA. Available at:
http://activelivingresearch.org/communitiesinfographic; accessed June 18, 2015.

Paths, Trails, and Bikeways

Wialking paths, bike trails, and bikeways are another
part of pedestrian connectivity. Designed for walking
and biking, and separated from motor vehicle traffic,
paths and trails use different routes than roadways, such
as abandoned railways or utility lines, and often follow
waterways. By being separated from traffic, many types
of users feel comfortable using such paths for recreation
and transportation. Walking paths and bike trails
should be at least 10-feet-wide to accommodate various
users and create a clear sight path.

Similar to neighborhood context for streets, context
is also important for bikeways. Bike trails are most

appropriate for a rural/sub-urban setting (T1, T2, or
T3), bike paths are for more sub-urban/urban settings
(T3,T4,and T5), and bike lanes can be found across
the transect, but dominate the urban core (T'5 and T'6).

A bicycle trail is used mainly for recreational
purposes, as fewer destinations exist along its route.

It may follow a former rail line, or take a more
meandering, scenic route. It may also have a wider
variety of surface treatments (pavement or a more
pervious material, such as hard packed chipped
limestone or dirt) and typically intersects with fewer
thoroughfares than an urban bike path. Some bike
trails are far off the beaten path and may be as narrow
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as a single-track mountain bike trail that runs over
rough terrain.

Urban bicycle paths are used for commuting to
employment, education, and commercial amenities,

as well as for recreation. Such paths are almost always
paved with asphalt or concrete and typically require
more intensive stormwater considerations, lighting,

and detailed pavement markings. When selecting a
bikeway type, existing vehicular thoroughfare width,
traffic speed and volume, land use, urban form, etc. must
all be taken into account. Connectivity of bikeways
across the transect, and to other forms of transportation
(especially transit and commuter train), is key for
providing mobility/access and recreation. In rural and
sub-urban settings, bike lanes assume the classic design
of separated space (six feet minimum) going with traffic.
In urban settings, the applications differ based on street
width and context. See Figure 5-21.

Thoroughfare design needs to take bicycles into account.
Separate bike lanes may be counter-productive to a safe
pedestrian and bicycling realm, by widening the curb-
to-curb crossing distance, as well as the sense of spatial
enclosure that slows down motorists. When bicyclists
are not present, bicycle lanes may cause motorists to feel
safer driving faster (they are farther from parked cars
and trees), which in turn makes bicyclists less likely to
use that thoroughfare for bicycling. Sharing traffic lanes
with very slow-moving trafhic is safer for bicyclists. But,
when there is a lot of traffic, and street widths are wide,
a separate travel lane for bicyclists that is very clearly
marked (often painted a bold color) is best. Complete
Streets design principles acknowledge these needs.

Bicycle networks should include identifiable and

safe connections to recreation facilities and other
transportation networks, especially transit. The goal
is to attract those who want to bike, but have been
deterred by perceptions of unsafe conditions. To
support bicycling as a means of transportation (not
recreation), infrastructure beyond bike lanes has to be
incorporated. Bike parking is key as bicyclists require
a secure place to park their bike at work, and at any
stop along the way to meet daily needs.

Of course, sometimes people have to travel farther
than it may be practical to bicycle, or they may have
too much to safely carry on a bike. Still, others with
mobility limitations may not be able to bike. So, where
density is high enough, connectivity must include
transit—certainly bus and, where available, rail.

For more guidance with paths, trails, and bikeways,
in addition to the numerous resources found in the
Appendix 4 at the end of the guidebook, check out
the Fundamentals of Bicycle Boulevard Planning
and Design by the Initiative for Bicycle and
Pedestrian Innovation at Portland State University."

TRANSIT

The intersection of transit service with heavily
used pedestrian and bicycle routes integrates key
transportation modes and allows users to take
advantage of multiple modes on a single trip (walk,
bus, walk; bike, bus, bike; etc.). Transit stops must
be integrated into the urban form and not isolated
in a large parking lot or placed well away from
pedestrian routes.

In order for transit to be used it must be convenient
and comfortable. The provision of clean and

safe shelters for riders (walkers and bicyclists) is
important. Service needs to be friendly, on-time,
and affordable as well. Routes need to be easily
understood and relatively simple.

'The Midwest, in general, and Michigan, in particular,
has considerable work to do to upgrade transit service
and better integrate it with pedestrian and bicycle
modes. That said, important strides are underway with
the creation of a new Southeast Michigan Regional
Transit Authority; the new M-1 light-rail line along
Woodward Ave. in Detroit; a new Bus Rapid Transit
line in operation in Grand Rapids; and two others on

the drawing boards in Grand Rapids and Lansing.
AUTOMOBILES

Similar to the need for pedestrian connectivity with
many other travel modes, the connectivity goal

for automobiles should be the creation of many
connections with other modes in the transportation
network. The (traditional) grid street pattern is capable
of spreading vehicles throughout the system such that
traffic volume on any given street is less than in the
(conventional) hierarchy of streets. Therefore, streets
can be narrower, thereby encouraging pedestrian travel.
'The curvilinear modern street (sometimes referred to
as a deflected grid) and cul-de-sac designs found in
many sub-urban communities force all the traffic out
to the major thoroughfare on the perimeter. This can

12. Walker, L., M. Tressider, and M. Birk. (2009). Fundamentals of
Bicycle Boulevard Planning and Design. Portland, OR: Initiative for
Bicycle and Pedestrian Innovation, Center for Transportation Studies,
Center for Urban Studies, Portland State University. Available at: www.

pdx.edu/ibpi/sites/www.pdx.edu.ibpi/files/BicycleBoulevardGuidebook%
280optimized%29.pdf; accessed January 24, 2015.
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Figure 5-21: Example of Urban Bicycling Infrastructure

Source: The Street Plans Collaborative, and Zachary Adelson. (2011) “Biking Thoroughfares.” Center for Applied Transect Studies. Available at:
http://transect.org/thoroughfare img.html; accessed March 18, 20715.

MSU Land Policy Institute

Part Two 5-35


http://transect.org/thoroughfare_img.html

U1 Miplace™ Partnership Initiative

leave an entire subdivision without access to a main
road if there is only one major access point and it is
closed for repair or an emergency. See Figure 5-22.

A robust transportation network links important
destinations through a variety of means and routes.
Good connectivity encourages walkability by linking
origins and destinations that are within short walking
distances. More connections means shorter distances
between places. Researchers continue to find additional
compelling evidence that residents in a community
with a traditional grid design are more likely to weigh
less, walk more, and have lower blood pressure than
residents in the neighborhood with the curvilinear
design.” Regular walking has been shown to reduce
risks for obesity, diabetes, asthma, and depression.™

'The vehicular network need not be completely
rectilinear. Deflected vistas and curves can be part of
the grid. They increase variation and interest, thereby
increasing walk appeal. This should occur naturally,

13. Ewing, R., T. Schmid, R. Killingsworth, A. Zlot, and S. Raudenbush.
(2003). “Relationship between Urban Sprawl and Physical Activity,
Obesity, and Morbidity.” American Journal of Health Promotion

18 (1): 47-57. Available at: www.arch.utah.edu/cgi-bin/wordpress-
metroresearch/wp-content/uploads/2013/09/Most%20Cited%20Articles/

ournalArticle.pdf; accessed February 20, 2015.
14. See Footnote 13.

however, when topographic variations or rivers or
streams create natural barriers.

But, it is not just the design and location of streets
that are important for connectivity. It is important

to consider all of the infrastructure to support auto
traffic. Limited access lanes, driveways, and parking
are all impediments to other forms of connectivity
within the community. There are numerous access
management and parking strategies to mitigate these
impacts. Shared driveways and shared parking, or
placing parking behind buildings and waiving oft-
street parking requirements for small commercial and
mixed-use structures, are just a few examples.

As neighborhoods aggregate, communities are
formed. Every neighborhood is also part of a region
of communities, and regional connectivity must be
considered. The regional transportation system has
additional components of rail, airports, ports, and
marinas. These are major regional transportation
infrastructure facilities and not every community
has all of them. For true connectivity from one
neighborhood to another to happen, it is important
to allow users to make use of multiple modes of
transportation to get from one location to another. Safe

Figure 5-22: Traditional Grid Street Network Compared to a
Deflected Grid or Curvilinear Network

Traditional Grid Design

Curvilinear Network Design

Source: Walker, L., M. Tresidder, and M. Birk. (2009). Fundamentals of Bicycle Boulevard Planning and Design. Portland, OR: Initiative for
Bicycle and Pedestrian Innovation, Center for Transportation Studies, Center for Urban Studies, Portland State University. Available at: www.
dx.edu/ibpi/sites/www.pdx.edu.ibpi/files/BicycleBoulevardGuidebook%28optimized%29.pdf; accessed January 24, 2015. Figure remade with

permission, by the Land Policy Institute, Michigan State University.
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and convenient connections between transportation
systems and across municipal boundaries are necessary.

Regions can be composed of walkable neighborhoods
and towns around a center (downtown or city core)
of highest activity or intensity, corresponding to

the highest buildings of the area. These areas can be
framed and connected by a network of multi-modal
corridors using both local and regional connectivity
infrastructure. When done properly it enhances the
quality of life and sense of place throughout the
region and all of its neighborhoods.

Changes to streets, sidewalks, trail systems, and other
physical infrastructure, must be done with careful
planning before projects are initiated. Each segment
is a part of larger networks, and changes in one part
can have a significant effect elsewhere. They also cost
a lot, so the money needs to be spent wisely. All the
stakeholders and users of the infrastructure must be
involved in the planning. But, having a lot of people
involved should not result in impasse or unnecessary

delay, because the obligation of everyone must always be
achieving Complete Streets objectives where the needs
of users of all modes are adequately accommodated.

CONCLUDING OBSERVATIONS

Neighborhoods are the building blocks of place. They
are the basic structure on which communities are

built. Done correctly, quality places result. Together
with the corridors that define and connect them, they
provide housing, employment, retail opportunities, and
civic spaces for enjoyment. Character elements serve
to reinforce the sense of place and unique identity
within each of the neighborhoods. Good connectivity
allows people to move freely and easily within and
between neighborhoods to meet their daily needs. This
chapter has briefly reviewed each of these and other
more specific neighborhood characteristics from the
contribution they make to creating and sustaining
quality places. Appendix 4 at the end of the guidebook
contains many other resources for the interested reader
on the topics addressed in this chapter.
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Figure 5-23: The Multi-Modal Corridor

Source: Storrow Kinsella Associates Inc. (2008). Multi-Modal Corridor and Public Space Design Guidelines: Creating a Multi-Modal
Region. Prepared for the Indianapolis Regional Center & Metropolitan Planning Area, Indianapolis, IN. Available at: www.indympo.org/
Plans/Documents/MM _DesignGuidelines.pdf; accessed January 24, 2015.
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Key Messages in this Chapter

1. “Urban morphology” refers to the form of
human settlements and the process of their
formation and transformation. Typically,
analysis of physical urban form focuses
on street pattern, lot pattern, and building
pattern. These are crucial to placemaking, as
good physical form contributes to positive
social interaction and economic activity.

2. Looking at a quality neighborhood
through the placemaking lens reveals a
number of important attributes. These
neighborhoods are typified by the following
10 Characteristics of Quality Places: 1)
Centered (central public space, such as a
school or activity center); 2) Civic (well-
designed, prominent public buildings and
spaces); 3) Community (neighbors are actively
engaged); 4) Complement (new development
aligns with existing historic structures, which
are preserved whenever possible); 5) Contrast
(humans are the focus over automobiles); 6)
Compact (generally a walkable area within a
1/4-mile radius); 7) Complete (mix of private
and public land uses that meets the needs
of nearby residents); 8) Complex (variety
in civic spaces and thoroughfare types); 9)
Connected (offers a range of mobility options
with public spaces that perform multiple
functions); and 10) Convivial (friendly,
welcoming spaces that feature a variety of
gathering places).

3. Rather than isolating land uses from one
another (as is done with conventional
sub-urban subdivisions), planning quality
sustainable neighborhoods requires the
ability to adapt to the changing needs of
a diverse array of lifestyles, incomes, and
generations. This is accomplished through
an appropriate mix of land uses, housing
types, and a walkable design that meets the

daily needs of residents and creates a greater

quality of life.

From a traditional urban morphology
perspective, neighborhoods feature the
following four elements: 1) a clear center
or core; 2) civic and natural open space; 3)
a regular pattern of streets; and 4) a variety
of development patterns and land uses that
address community needs.

'The neighborhood core serves as a gathering
space and hub of activity, whether it be a
centralized green space, community center,
or even a mixed-use development that has
residential along with commercial space for
residents to patron.

Development patterns within the
neighborhood should have a balanced mix
of uses, ideally including large, small, and
attached dwellings in various densities to
accommodate a wide range of income levels
and meet local and regional demand. Edges
serve as borders or transition nodes of the
neighborhood and are often delineated by
a major thoroughfare, rail line, or other
physical barriers; by a natural landscape
teature like a river; or by a commercial area
shared with another neighborhood.

Civic and natural open space can vary

in size and shape (from pocket park to
greenway), but should be near the center of

a neighborhood, with meaningful edges and
engaging activities that make residents feel
safe and welcome. These natural areas provide
central spaces for education, recreation,
connecting with nature, socializing, and
forming bonds within the community.

MSU Land Policy Institute

Part Two 5-39



MIplace™ Partnership Initiative

5-40 PLACEMAKING AS AN ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT TOOL

Key Messages in this Chapter (cont.)

8.

10.

11.

Development patterns and density will vary
from neighborhood to neighborhood, and
depending on where it is on the transect,

so will neighborhood form. For example,

in the General Urban Neighborhood (T4)
a multifamily housing unit would take the
form of a duplex or stacked flat, whereas in
the Urban Center Neighborhood (T5) it
might take the form of rowhouses. In either
case, there is a mixture of housing types and
prices with the goal of providing enough
density and diversity to support commercial
activity within the neighborhood center.

'The Urban Core Neighborhood (T6)
contains only one building type—multistory
buildings, which may function as a single-
use structure or host a variety of residential,
office, and commercial uses, as well as
parking. Most residents in the urban core
do not own personal vehicles and rely on
alternate forms of transportation.

A neighborhood in the Urban Center Zone
(T5) contains several different building
typologies and fagades, with store frontages
that create an active commercial center in
the urban center, and is denser than the

neighborhood center of a General Urban
Neighborhood (T4).

'The General Urban Neighborhood (T4)
represents the traditional neighborhood form
that comes to mind, with a mix of housing
types and frontages that range from higher
to lower density patterns moving further
away from the center. These types range from
large apartment buildings near the edges of
a neighborhood center, to rowhouses, larger
single-family homes, and smaller scaled

12.

13.

14.

cottages. Commercial nodes are sometimes
shared with another neighborhood.

'The Sub-Urban Neighborhood (T3) is a
transitional area between general urban areas
and working lands or rural areas, featuring
lower densities, larger setbacks, and less
urban building types. Commercial design
typically involves small retail strips with front
parking that are less pedestrian-friendly and
cater more to the automobile.

A traditional neighborhood has balanced
components of residential, employment,
commercial, and civic areas to serve the
needs of its residents. Depending on

its total population, density, layout, and
physical composition, a neighborhood
could be considered a quasi-sustainable
unit of development and is likely a
quasi-independent unit, not unlike a
village that exists as its own entity. Such
neighborhoods function much more
independently than a traditional single-use

sub-urban neighborhood.

The actual size of a neighborhood, the
building types within, and the quantity of
open space and commercial development

is dependent upon its location along the
transect. Generally, one should be able to
easily walk from the center to the edge of a
neighborhood, with distances varying from a
1/5 mile to a 1/3 mile (radius). Commercial
nodes in dense areas are often anywhere from
a 1/4 mile to a 1/2 mile apart (either edge to
edge or center to center) depending on the
density of population served.



15. Clarence Perry’s Neighborhood Unit
Theory of 1929, which attempted
to develop community life around a
centralized school or neighborhood facility
and create a welcoming environment that
meets the “live, work, and play” needs of
all its residents, still resonates today and
reinforces the placemaking elements found

in quality neighborhoods.

16. 'The U.S. Green Building Council partnered
with the Congress for the New Urbanism
and the Natural Resources Defense Council
to create LEED certified standards for
Neighborhood Development (LEED-ND).
'These standards help assess the quality of
a neighborhood from both a traditional
form and function perspective and a green
development perspective.

17. Character elements are items that are often
located in or adjacent to the right-of-way
that make public spaces more inviting and
strengthen sense of place. With proper
planning, these elements can reinforce the
unique character of a place and supplement
the built form in practical and creative
ways that encourage use and attract others
interested in these amenities. Character
elements may include landscaping, on-street
parking, alleys, street signage, street lights,
semi-public space, and public markets.

18. Good street design is the starting point
for connectivity as multiple modes of
travel are allowed on a street. A well-
connected network of streets both within a
neighborhood and between neighborhoods
allows for traffic of all modes to move freely
and use multiple routes. Well-designed

19.

20.

21.

infrastructure, including sidewalks, bikeways,
trails, and public transit, help reinforce the
importance of access and connectivity within

a quality neighborhood.

'The more a neighborhood can increase

its walk appeal, the more people will be
encouraged to run an errand or travel to a
destination by foot. Principal elements of
walk appeal involve a changing view, street
enclosure, shelter, and terminated vistas that
combine to make pedestrian travel more
engaging and comforting.

Commercial street sidewalks may be viewed
by the four following zones: 1) frontage

or loiter zone (area for window shopping
and outdoor seating); 2) throughway zone
(pedestrian walking area that should be

at least five feet-wide); 3) furnishing zone
(area of street lighting, signage, trees, trash
receptacles, and pedestrian loitering); and 4)
edge or buffer zone (area for pedestrians to
create distance from traffic, parked cars, and
walls). Thinking in these terms helps create
a sidewalk that is welcoming to pedestrians
and creates a higher degree of connectivity at
the pedestrian scale.

The intersection of the transit service

with heavily used pedestrian and bicycle
routes integrates the various modes of
transportation and allows users to take
advantage of multiple modes on a single
trip (walk, bus, walk; bike, bus, bike; etc.).
A strong transportation network links
important destinations through a variety of
means and routes, encouraging walkability
by linking origins and destinations that are
within short walking distances.
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Chapter 5 Case Example: Cherry Hill Village,

Canton Charter Township
C herry Hill Village, established around one of

the last historical hamlets in Canton Charter

Township, MI, is the state’s first neo-traditional
neighborhood. Cherry Hill Village was planned with
“Traditional Neighborhood Development” or “New
Urbanism” principles in mind, and aims to give a
small town—feel to the community of more than 500
households, businesses, and entertainment centers.
'The residential neighborhoods are formed by small
curvilinear streets that wrap around four public parks
to promote walkability and outdoor social interaction.
'The largest residential lots are for Estate Homes and
measure 120+ feet by 80 feet; the Village Home and
Cottage Home options are on smaller lots measuring
120 feet by 4565 feet, with the smallest housing
option being a condominium.! All single-family
homes come with front porches and are built close
to the streets, inviting residents and visitors to walk
throughout the neighborhoods and to the downtown
area. A majority of homes have garage entrances on
the side or on the rear and there is on-street parking
that keeps speed limits low throughout the village.

'The historic Cherry Hill Schoolhouse and a large
fountain can be found in the Village Square, the
main public space, which is half enclosed by the
Village Theater and adjoining commercial space,

the Human Services Building, and a single retail
building. Parking lots were created on the West side
of the Village Square to meet the demand for visitors
to the 400-seat Village Theater. The walkability of
Cherry Hill Village is enhanced by miles of sidewalks
and pathways that connect the Village Square to the
residential neighborhoods. While the entire Cherry
Hill Historic District is 17 square acres, the village is
small enough so that it is not more than a half-mile
walk from any residence to the Village Square.

Cherry Hill Village is the result of intense
planning and careful decision making to capture
the feeling of small town America in a sub-urban
setting. Construction on Cherry Hill Village began
in 2000. More residences and parks are planned

in future phases. While about two-thirds of the
project is complete (see Figure 5-24), work on

i. CHVHOA. (2015). “Neo-Traditional Neighborhood.” Cherry Hill
Village HOA, Canton, MI. Available at: http://mychv.com/traditional-
neighborhood-development/; accessed October 23, 2015.

MIplace™ Partnership Initiative

Residential neighborhood in Cherry Hill Village. Photo by the MSU Land
Policy Institute.

tuture phases is at a standstill, due to the impact of
the Great Recession.

Cherry Hill Village is considered a New Urbanist
development in the sense that the streets offer a
range of housing choices, the blocks are compact
and walkable, and all nearby amenities can be
reached by walking or bicycling. The design
standards in Cherry Hill Village encourage good
form by ensuring that buildings are human scaled,
the streets are narrow and have sidewalks, and

that neighborhood blocks are not too large and
expansive. Planning in Cherry Hill Village is meant
to lead to a community where people are encouraged
to interact socially, play in the public parks, and
diminish their reliance on vehicular travel.

Cherry Hill Village features a variety of housing types like these rowhouses.
Photo by the MSU Land Policy Institute.
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Figure 5-24: Plan Map of Cherry Hill Village

Napier Road

N. Ridge Road|—~

| N. Denton Road |—o

|Cherry Hill Roadl

Ridge Road S

B Existing Buildings B Civic Uses Village Lots Il Manor Houses

. Existing Woodlands Open Spaces Estate Lots . Townhouses

B Mixed-Use/Commercial [l Cottage Lots

The lower half of the development is built out and the portion just northeast of Cherry Hill Road at N. Ridge Road is complete. The screened
areas have not yet been developed. Source: Biltmore Properties Corp. (n.d.). “Cherry Hill Village.” Grosse Pointe Farms, MI. Available at:
http://biltmoredevelopment.com/chv/#!prettyPhoto; accessed October 21, 2015. Figure supplemented with permission, by the Land Policy

Institute, Michigan State University.
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PART THREE

CHAPTER 6: COLLABORATIVE PuBLIC
INVOLVEMENT IN PLACEMAKING

CHAPTER 7: PLANNING FOR PLACEMAKING

CHAPTER 8: LocaL
REGULATION FOR PLACEMAKING

distinct characteristics: They are walkable, have mixed-use buildings, and offer a

variety of dwelling types. These outcomes are dependent on codes and regulations
that support good form, and the vision created in local and regional plans. Yet, many
communities find that the major impediment to building good form is their current
zoning ordinance, which may prohibit the very characteristics and design required
for successful placemaking. Part Three addresses how t