This arucle examines three “new com-
munities” developed since the 1960s
and planned as.a response to early
criticisms.of urban sprawl: Irvine, Cali-
fornia; Columbia, Maryland; and The
Woodlands, Texas. Conceived as alter-
natives ta sprawl, the developments
used a number of techniques now pro-
posed by proponents of smart growth,
They also represent a best-case sce-
nario for private-sector development:
They had big land areas, rich develop-
ers, cutting-edge professionals, and
visions that were maintained. How-
ever, problems with automobile de-
pendence and housing affordability in-
dicate limits to these innovations.
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Books such as Riesman's The Lonely Crawd of 1950, Whyte's The Organi-

zation Man of 1956, and even Friedan’s The Fenrinine Mystigue of 1963 criti-
cized suburbs as sites of monotony, conformity, and isolation. By the late
1960sand early 1970s, suburbs were also criricized for ecological damage, ex-
cessive energy use, high infrascructure costs, housing exclusion, and loss of
open space.

From the late 1950s through the 1970s, parts of the development in-
dustry and the planning profession both responded to and elaborated on
these criticisms. They proposed building approximately 150 large master-
planned developments or “new communities® throughout the United Stares,
related to che new towns programs then active in Europe {American Institure
of Architects, 1968; Ewing, 1991; US. Postal Service [USPS}, 1973). Rang-
ing in projected population from about 10,000 to 500,000, thebest of these
new communities were planned to be phased; coordinated, socially balanced,
environmentally dware, and economically efficient. By avoiding miany of the
problemsof unplanned incremental growth—or sprawl—theyimagined both
improving urban areas and creating a product that would sell.

Ascurrent debatesabout sprawl heat upin the U.S,, these long-running
experiments in better suburban development take on new salience. How
have some of the new communities stood the rtest of time? Are they scill

I n the U.S,, early post-World War II suburbs were the focus of criticisin.

. viable alternacives or are they now part of the problem? Did the innovative

suburban planning and design techniques used in these developments
achieve the intended results even when successfully implemented? Much
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conremporary research on suburban development fo-
cuses on metropolitan growth or site-level planning, so
analyzing these large-scale new communities can bridge
these two scales.

This article examines chree of these new communi-
ties planned in the 1960s.and early 1970s—Irvine, Cali-
fornia; Columbia, Maryland; and The Woodlands, Texas.
These three new towns have been evaluated as some of
the best of their kind. As very good examples of the work
of highly competent professionals, they show a kind of
limir case of what it is passible to do in the private mar-
keracalarge scale over a long rime period.

Out of 15 planned new communities in cheir pio-
necring study funded by the National Science Founda-
tion, entitled New Communities USA, Burby and Weiss
(1976 listed Columbia; Resron, Virginia; and Irvine in
that order as having the greatest adherence to the new
community concept. They were satellite new rowns
rather than merely packaged suburbs kike the Levit-
towns. In the longer term, Réston ended up having a
more fragmented planning process due o financial dif.
ficulties. The Woodlands was nor inhabited at the rime
of the Burby and Weiss research. However, it was the only
new community guaranteed under the U.S. govern-
ment’s Title VII new cown program that did not fail
financially and, as I'describe below, it is one of the most
significant examples of implemented ecology-based
planning from the 1970s. A number of important envi-
ronmental design professionals worked on planningand
design in these developments in both major and minor
roles; including lan McHarg, Herberr Gans, Kevin Lynch,
William Pereira, Frank Gehry, Ann Spitn, and. Peer
Walker. Overall, these communities were pioneers of a
number of planningand design techniques thatare still
admired by the planning profeéssion and considered best
practices in the smare growth movement. These include
open space protection, jobs/housing balance, and mixed-
use design.

All three case study developments are still under
construction—although Columbia’s-residential section
will be completed soon—bur they can now offer the les-
sons of several decades of consistent, cutting-edge sub-

_urban designand planning from the private sécror. The

" three wete commetcially successful, which nveant chat
they sold their innovarive planningovera period of dec-
ades. While all had difficult financial times, they did not
o bankrupr, the companies had relacively few owriers,
and those owners were for the most patt committed to
planning and design, so they had unusually consistent
and long-term approaches ro development.

All three developments are very farge, with final pop-
ulatioris of 100,000 to over 400,000 and land areas from
14,000 acres to nearly 100,000 acres, including large
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amounts of open space and significant employment
areas. This size has been important because it has meant
that they have had to confrone difficulr issues such as
habirae protecrion or affordable housing tharsmaller de-
velopments could avoid. These large developments have
taken a long rime to complete, which has meant that the
later phases have had to deal with issues of democratic
participation by those who had moved in earlier, raising
ougoing questions about vision and professional exper-
tise. By the late 1990, all had more jobs than house-
holds, and even in theé early 1990s Garreau (1991) lisred
all three as having edge cities or emerging edge cities.
While constrained by having to sell in che marker, they
were big enough co create, at lease partially, new kinds
of property markets in cheir regians and to push the
boundaries of accepted development praceices.

Overall, thes¢ developments offer mixed lessons
abour implemenring alternarive patterns of develop-
ment. The conrext in which they were developed cer-
tainly allowed experimentation with design and plan-
ning. All mix uses and income groups {although to vary-
ing degrees) and provide employment for residents, They
have paid great attention to the design of public areas
with cxtensive landscaping, varied cultural facilities,
thoughtfully taid out neighborhood centers, an absence
of strip. commercial development, and extensive bicycle
and pedestrian path systems. While fairly affluent, all
have many rental oprions, including government-spon-
sored affordable housing. All have a variety of housing
types, with.only The Woodlands dominated by detached
houses. They have nurtured arts, education, and faith-
based activities, and frvine and Columbia in particular
have sigaificant echnic diversicy. All have preserved large
areas of open space, including ateas of nacural habicat.
The U.S. Environnrental Procection Agency (EPA) and
the Stare Growth Network define smart growth as hav-
ing dimensions of mixed lind use, compact building de-
sign, avariety of housing types, walkable neighborhoods,
distinctive identities and sense of place, open space pres-
¢rvagon; copnection to existing communities, transpor-
tation choice, efficiency, and collaboritive planning
(EPA, 2001), New Urbanism has similar aims (Leccese &
McCormick, 2000). The developments demonstrate all
of these principles excepr connection to existing com-
munities and collaborarive planning, and even these
have been incorporated o some exent,

However, even with these strategies successfully im-
plemented and choughrfully modified, they have not
achieved all theirdesired outcomes. That is, problems
with the developments cannor be blamed on discontin-
uous planning or flawed implemeneation. Such prob-
lems are important because chese stravegies are still con-
sidered roday to be cutting edge. For example, while
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designed for the automobile, all aimed ro reduce auto-
mobile use somewhat. As is explained below, this has not
oceurred for work trips and probably noc for other trips
either. Similarly, while they each have about 5 to 6% of
their housing stock in affordable housing programs,
market-rate affordability has been difficult to achieve
using merely differences in housing size and type (as is
suggested by New Urbanists). Only as they age are some
older market-rate unirs becoming cruly affordable.

These developments evoke strony reactions. While
1 chose them because they are good examples, not every-
one likes them. Many urbanists consider them to be ir-
relevant to the most important urban problems—those
of center cities. lrvine is often accused of being purely a
real estate venrure, with monotonous architecture and
nosocial concern. In conrast, Columbix is characrerized
as far too utopian and having an itlegible urban design
that has weathered badly: Finally, The Woodlands is
portrayed as a conservative copy of Columbia, with a de-
clining commiunenit to ecology. All are seen as autome-
bile dependent. These are harsh criticisms, often reflect-
ing a partial or ourdarted view of the developments oran
idealized standard, but on some dimensions these criti-
cisms are correcr. This makes it all the more important
to examine chese exemplary developments, because they
show the limit of whar will sell in the U.S., even with
supporrive developers. As such they demonstrare the
realistic petential of 2 number of current approaches ro
limiring sprawl and indicate where more government in-
rervention is riceded.

This analysis is based on a varieey of data sources.
Theacticle drawson over 140 intefviews conducred wich
people involved in the devclopment of these new com-
murities, as well as residents, civic leaders, oracuivists in
the new communides or their regions. This included
abour a dozen people who had worked on more than one
of the new communiries. In addirion, 26 relevant oral
history interviews were available across the three sires,
although I also interviewed 18 of the same people.! The
article also draws on census and other governmenc data,
development and community archives.? local histories,
physical obsérvations of the sites; existing resident sam-
ple surveys, GIS dara, density information from devel-
opers, and analyses. of maps and aerial photographs.
None of the new communities is incorporated as a single
munmnicipality—[rvine falls in several, and the other two
are unincorporated—making these analyses more of a
challenge.

Thisarricle is in four parts. First, it gives a brief his-
tory of each development, starting wich Irvine, as ic was
the first ro be planned. It chen examines research on these
developments showing comparatively lictle analysis since
the 1970s. Nexr, ir evaluates the developments in terms.

of the critiques of suburban growth, comparing the three
case study sites with examples of smart growth and New
Urbanist projects. The article shows that overall, the de-
velopments do a very good job of avoiding weaknesses
and maintaining benefits of sprawl In conclusion, |
argue thac while they are very good examples of privare-
sector development, these new communities are noc per-
fect. The weaknesses of chese exemplary projects raise
tough questions abour whether the received wisdom
about techniques of good urban development can
achieve the outcomes thar planners imagine.

The Cases
Irvine, California

Irvine is based on the historic frvine Rarnch in Cali-
fornia’s Orange County, and has been developed by The
Irvine Company® (TIC; see Figure 1). Only halfway
through its development, by 2000 Irvine housed abour
200,000 people, with 143,072 wichin the core-area in the
City of Irvine. The new community was first outlined by
architect-planner William Pereira in 1960 asa college
town of 100,000 peapleon 10,000 acres, anchored by the
University of California campus that had been proposed
in the late 1950s. Thie campus was the focus for Pereira’s
southern sector master plan, covering the coaseal 30,000
acres of the Ranch and approved by the county in 1964.
By 1978, an in-house ream had expanded the plan to
house abour half a million peaple across well over 53,000
acres of the 93,000-acre livine Ranch.*

The core concept for [rvine breaks the development
inte three pates. A coastal secrion was planned to be de-
veloped ar low densities and as extensions to Newport
Beach. Over the years; the extent of this part of the de-
velopment has been reduced s habitat and coastal ac-
cess issues have become more imporrant. The central val-
ley berween UC Irvine and che Santiage Foothills is the
core area and is mostly contained in the City of Irvine.
The northern hills areas will have licele developmient due
o many site constraints. A spine of commercial and in-
dustrial development runs down the central valley area.
Throughous, [ use Ireine to indicate the new rown devel-
opment, and City of frine to indicate che municipality
that rakes up only part of the development area.

Irvine ranked number two among master-planned
communives in 2000 1n terms of home sales, ar 2,377
units® (*Master-planned communities,” 2001). Ichas be-
come a center for the Asian population of Orange
County: In 2000, the population of the City of Irvine was
32% Asian and 57% non-Hispanic White. fts business
parks now form one of the largest business discricts in
California. Like che developers of the other case srudy
communities, The Irvine Company courted industries,
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FIGURE 1. Irvine, California, location and master plan, c. 1990s.
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patticularly in the technology field. Its business parks
became, in the words of an interviewee, “one of the grear
successes of real estate history.” It has an innovative and
large-scale habitar protection program, and has pushed
the envelope of suburban design, parricularly in cerms
of atrached housing and landscaping of the suburban
public realm. In 2000, Ladies Home Journal named the
Ciry of Irvine as the top city in the U.S. for women—
based on its low crime rate and other quality-of-life fea-
tures, although it dropped to fourth place in 2001 (“Best
Cities,” 2001).

Columbia, Maryland

Columbia, located in Maryland between Baltimore
and Washingron, DC (see Figure 2), is the bestknown of
the new communities among planners, engaging nu-
merous experts and generating more research interest
than the other developmencs. It is organized into atown
center and nine villages, each with a mixed-use village
center. s residential component will be largely com-
pleted in che eacly 2000s, with a population near
100,000. Columbia is best known for having made very
significant early attemprs ar economic and racial inte-
grarion, maintaining a popularion char has been about
one fifth African Amierican throughout its history. Its in-
creasing Asian population meant thac by 2000 it was 64%
non-Hispanic White. [t was approved at the county level
in- 1965, the year that che county schools were desegre-
gated, and it opened in 1967, the same year in which
Maryland made interracial marriages legal.

One innovative pare of Columbia’s planning proc-
eésswas having a core team of 14 outside experts and staft
from The Rouse Company wark through the social plan-
ning of the area. They met fairly often for abour 6
inonths from November 1963 to the middle of 1964
(Michael, 1996; Tennenbaum, 1996). This sociological
focus reflecred Rouse's disillusionment with the then
popular archicectural and physical approach of plan-
ning. He thought that approach was inhumane—and he
waneed urban development t6 promote human growth
and values such as lifelong learning, civic participarion,
and the mixing of diverse populations. Rouse, who held
deep Christian beliefs, also saw Colurabia as a way to
help inner-city areas. It could provide opportunities
for diverse people to leave obsolere urban areas and also
create a model for in turn revitalizing the-older cides
{J. Rouse, 1963; L. Rouse, 1977). Columbia was also the
most self-conscious of the developments abour its place
in she history of planning and development. A sraff
member, Wallace Hamilton, was employed on the initial
social planning work group wriring a history thac was
never published (Bloom, 2001; Breckenfeld, 1971; Ham-
ilton, 1964; Hoppenfeld, 1971; Tennenbaum, 1996).

The Woodlands, Texas

The Woodlands, north of Houston, Texas, opened
in 1974 and had a population of over 55,000 in April
2000. Unil the late 1990s, ics developer was oil and gas
magnace George Mitchell. In the 1960s he bought sev-
eral rracts of land and prepared a preliminary master
plan fora fairly standard residential and light induserial
development. However, he was attracred by new federal
programs, Title IV and Title VII, that could provide loan
guarancees for new town development. Eventually The
Woodlands was the only one of 13 projects selected for
these programs thar actually paid back its loans and is
on the path ro completion (rwo more developments were
approved buc did not receive guarancees; Morgan &
King, 1987; U.S. Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment [HUDY, 1984).

Looking for a firm to do the final Title VI proposal,
Micchell read fan McHarg’s Design with Nature, published
a year before in 1969. Tremendously inspired, Micchell
had McHarg work with William Pereira on the master
plan (Middleton, 1997; Morgan & King, 1987; Surton &
McHarg, 1975). The development s designed to protect
water systems, allowing aquifer recharge and limiting
runoff, It combines this emphasis on hydrology wich a
seriking aesthetic thac uses woods to mask and buffer
development. The editorial notes by McHarg and Fricz
Steirter in a collection of Mc¢Harg's writings claim that
“The Woaodlands is one of McHarg’s most influential
projects. It is the best example of ecologically based new
town planning in the United States during the 1970s”
(McHarg, 1998, p. 325). In-the early 19705 Mitchell also
recruited over a dozen professionals who had worked on
Columbia as well as several who had worked on Irvine or
the UC Irvine campus.

Initially planned for 150,000 people ori abour
15.000 acres, the land area of The Woodlands has ex-
panded to over 25,000 acres (see Pigure 3). The current
population target is not clear, althsugh growth is very
rapid at present under new owners, with home sales of
1,679 unies.or abour 4,700 new residents in 2000 (“Mas-
rer-planned commiunities,” 2001). Like Columbia, The
Woodlands is unincorporated but lies in a county with
parcicularly low levels of services that Have not been 'in-
creased. While it is in the extraterritorial jurisdiction.of
Houston, part of a regional vision for the development,
it has not yet been annexed. Many typical local govern-
ment service functionsare supplied by one of the largest
private nonprofit governments in the U.S.

The three case study developments representa best-
case scenario for comprehensive private-sector develop-
ment They had big land areas, rich developers, cutting-
edge professionals, and visions that were maintained.
Their developers and planness seruggled to distinguish
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Columbia, Maryland, location and master plan, c, 1970s.

and key planners and executives from lrvine such as Ray
Wagon (plfxnner and later president of TIC) were all ac-
tive 11 public debares abour growth. Warson had gradu-
ared from UC Berkeley in the same class as Bill Ié;'(nic ,
senior development direccor for Columbia, and was laxe};
on the board of Mirchell Energy. Ge_orgé Mitchell e
rcpdcd neensive educacion programs for new c“omn:t;
mzyde_veﬂlopers run by Rouse at the Urban Life Centerin
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FIGURE 3. The Woodlands, Téxas, location and master plan, c. 1970s.

All are coiceptually similar in their basic urban
sezucture, organized around “villages™ with shopping
and schools close to employment areas. The “viltage”
idea is:a very common one in new community develop-
ment. In these chree developmencs ic variously draws on
%a_rr_z"& (1924) neighborhood unir idea, Lynch’s ( 1960)

istricr concept, and a gencral nostalgia for small towns.
. leshould be noted here char the terminologyis a bircon-
fusing. fu these three new communities, villages range
from 2,000 to over 26,000 residents, although cheir pop-
uladons are generally in the range of 16,000 to 15,000,

They are thus comparable to the classic neighborbood unit
thar was originally envisaged as having 3,000 to 10,000
residents depending on locarion and social characteris-
tics (Perry, 1929, p. 53). However, niew community vil-
lages are often chemselvés divided into neighborhoods,
which have a [ooser meaning than Pecry’s neighborhood
unitsand are generally quite small.

The new communities. were sites for experimen-
tation. Columbia and The Woodlands started wich
stronger initial visions, bue Irvine’s large size gave it an
unparalleled capacity to learn from its own earlier devel-
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opment and respond ro changing circumstances, In in-
terviews, planners and designers professionally active in
the early decades of all three developments ralked at
length about being given a landscape where they could
dream dreams and then see their dreams builr—and in
this they hoped ro creare models for a berrer world.

The case study developments also had a particular
advantage that allowed them ro achieve what I call indi-

: rect regional planning and to innovate more. Specifi-

cally, they were approved at che county level or did not
need overall approval. Counties had both a wider view
than individual municipalities and at the same time
often more flexible development standards. In general,
given the professionalism of the developers, this seems
to have had a positive effect on planning innovation, al-
though some residents would have liked more control.

Previous Research

New communities were intensively studied in the
1970s. Thereare lirerally hundreds of theoretical analy-
ses and empirically based articles, boeks, reports, and
conference papers on the topic from that peried. In the
1970s, HUD included what was eventually called the
New Community Development Corporation butevenin
the 19605 had an extensive new town publications pro-
gram. Also in the 1970s the Urban Land Instityte, an or-
ganization of development professionals, creared a New
Communities Council, and the American Iastituce of Ar-
chitects sponsored conferences on new rowns. A team of
researchers at the University of North Carolina con-
ducred a series of evaluations of new communicies
funded by the National Science Foundation. They inter-
viewed 5511 residents, surveyed another 974 youth, and
interviewed 377 professionals working in 1§ privace
planned developmencs, 2 others with federal suppore,
and 19 less planned subtirbary areas. They published an
averview volume, seven monographs, and numerous pa-
pers on issues such as quality of life, schools, economic
integration, transportation, and recreation” (Burby &
Weiss, 1976). Later a number of authors discussed the

financial failure of 12 of rhe 13 developments in the -

HUD Title VI pragram, a program that underwrote
Ioans to new town developers {Evans & Rodwin, 1979;
HUD, 1984},

The University of North Carolina studies poinced
ocurthatnew communities were difficulc to develop, and
more incremental growth was less prone to visible finan-
cial failure. However, comparing the rwo development
types, the researchers found some overall benefies from
planning. New communities had strengthss in “(1) bet-
ter land use planning and access to community facilities:
(2} reducrion of automobile travel; (3) superior recre-
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arional facilicies; (4) enhanced community livability; and
(5) improved living environments for low- and moder-
ate-income households, blacks, and the elderly” (Burby
& Weiss, 1976, p. 7). Weiss and Burby (1976) listed many
areas in which

... few averall differences were found includfing]:
evaluations of housing and neighborhood livabil-
ity; residents’ social perspectives, rates of partici-
pation in neighbor.ing, community organizartions,
and commun ity politics, and satsfaction with var-
ious life domains and with life as a whole; the pro-
vision of some community services; and the orga-
nization and operation of community governance.
(p. xiii)

When these evaluations were conducted, the new
communities were relarively undeveloped. For example,
whea the University of North Carolina group stadied
them in the early 1970s, Irvine’s population was well
urrder 50,000 and Columbia’s was about 24,000; Ir was
not possible to evaluate The Woodlands because its firse
residents did not move in until 1974, and che interviews
were conducred in 1973,

Compared with the huge volume of literature in the
1970s, these large-scale new communiries have received

i relavively lierle subsequentattention. The developments

certainly have been mentioned in avariery of works from
Spien's (1984) The Granite Garden o Davis’ {1999) The
City of Quartz and Garreau’s (1991) Edge City: However,
onlya small number of books, docroral disserrations,
and collecrionis of memoirs have examined these devel-
opments as their major focus (e.g., Brower, 1994; Burk-
harde, 1981; Kane, 1996; Kurchin 1998; Morgan & King;
1987; Nishimaki, 2001; Tennenbaurn, 1996; see also
Rocea, 1996; Schiesl, 1991,

Particularly useful are works thac have compared two
or more of the case study developments discussed in this
article. Historian Nicholas Bloom (2001) drew on 19
interviews and archival macerials co describe the key
planning visions and subsequent resident life in Reston,
Columbia, and Irvine, Focxxsing on civic activism, com-
munity life, econoniic and racial mix, feminism, and cul-
tural activity. An article by Cervero (1995) analyzed coin-
mute trips in 9 planned-developments from the U.S. and
34 from Europe, including all chree case study devel-
opments. Landscape architects Girling and Helphand
(1994) included all three amiong thel6 specific cases
highlighted in their illustrated hiscorical survey of de-
signed suburban open space in the U.S. This work was
based on published sources supplemented with site vis-
its to several communiries and three firms. Ewing (1991)
mentions the three in his overview of 58 planned com-
munities in the U.S. While importaat, this work is com-
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pararively sparse given both the early interest in new
towns and recent popular arcention paid co suburban
development.

Evaluation

New community developments can be evaluared
from a number of perspectives, including their original
planning, design, and development intentions; broader
public concerns about efficiency, equicy, aesthetics. and
che environment; and the perspectives of those living in
cthem decades after they opened. However, many of the
concerns of chese three perspectives—intentions, the

public interest, and the residents—are quite similar. This
basic similarity is reflected in the literacures critiquing
sprawl.or suburban growth and those proposing alter-
natives to it, including checklists of good design and
planning® The literature on sustainability indicators
also has some parallel concerns although not entirely
focused on urban development (Sustainable Seatels,
1998).

Fromy this liceratuce and particularly helpful sum-
maries in Burchell et al. (1998) and Ewing (1996), I dis-
tilled a nueberof features and effects ateribured ro sub-
urban growth or sprawl. Features are characterisics of
sprawl, and effects are problems cansed by che features.
Appendix Table A-1 presents a comparison of these fea-
rares and effects for the three case study developments.
The features and effects are listed in the second column,
organized in relation to three general chemes of urban
design, environment, and coordination. These create im-
plicit and explicit criteria for evaluating development.
The division inco features and effects gets around some
conceprual confusion within these critiques becween
characteristics of sprawl and problems caused by sprawl
(Galster et al., 2000). The horizoncal axis lists 2 number
of dimensions of these fearures and effects, and evalu-
ates the three case study developments according to each
feature and effect. Column 2 of the rable shows. thac
many features and effects are measurements of, or creare
problems and benefits in, several dimensions. Negative
effects of suburban growth often accrue ro society at
large, and benefits generally flow ro the household or in-
dividual, so the same feature or efféct can have both costs
and benefits.

While much research on sprawl focuses ori a metro-
politan level of analysis and a limited number ofindica-
tors, this article evaluaces significant submetropolitan
ease study communities on a number of characterisrics.
Many peoplestudying Irvine focus on the City of Irvinie—
which is only the central two thirds of the development.
I have also followed this practice in the assessments
using census dara. This has some logic, as the approxi-

mate City area was conceptualized as 2 coherent ‘uni,
with other parts of the development scen as extenéions
of other municipalities. Columbia has very significant

out-parcel areas within its boundaries that while noc’

partof the plan are nevertheless part of the urban fabric
and the Census Designared Place.

Table I compares key aspects of the developments
with two projects considered to be exemplary in che
smart growth and New Urbanist movement. The first is
Duany Plater-Zyberk's Kentlands development, the
most complece nonresort New Urbanist development in
the U.S., which will build out ar abour 3.000 residents
on 356 acres. The second is the Stapleton Airporr Reuse
Project proposal, featured in Calthorpe and Fulton’s
(2000) The Regional City. Av 4,700 acres, Stapleton is one
of the largest and most dense of the New Urbanist pro-
ject proposals ro dare and has theadded benefir of | being
an infill racher than a greenfield site, with significant
employment. For comparison, Celebration, Florida, has
acurcent popularion of about 3,500 and will build outar
12,000 to 15,000 residents en 4,900 acres with a.4,700-
acre green belr (Celebration, 2001). This article also
refers to-other exemplary smarr growth scandards such
as Maryland’s Priority Funding Area criteria (Maryland
Office of Planning, 1997). This emphasis on smart
growthatthe project level is offered as a contribution to
alicerature thac rends to focus on very broad trends.

Some proponents of New Urbanism and one of the
referees for chis article argue chat those who judge the
movement from its partially implemented products
rather chan its srated aims “elevat]e] mishaps ar the ex-
pense of undermining the legiimacy of its stated pein-
ciples” (Talen, 2000, p.321). This is a reasonable caution
for the significant work of the New Urbanists on re-
gional planning and regulacory reform—processes that
will take years to see implemented. However, acthe pro-
ject fevel, New Urbanists themselves eriricize orher de-
velopments in terms of their practice. Further, the de-
velopments that I selected for comparison are those that
the New Urbanists themselves praise or promote, gnd I
avoided projects char have received more mixed reviews
withinn the movement. Due to scale differences, where
rélevant I take che new community village, rather than
the whole development, as the most appropriate com-
parison. I have also compared the projected final figures
for the New Urbanist developments with both incom-
plete and complered components of the case study de-
velopments, in all cases giving chie New Urbanist devel-
opments the benefitof the doubt. Finally, New Urbanist
projects, like the case study new communities, are corit-
peting for sales in the contemporary suburban market.
This makes them a more realistic comparison than pre-
war suburbs that were developed in a different context.
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TABLE 1. Basic data on case study developments compared with two New Urbanist projects.

Case study developments

New Urbanist developments

The Woodlands, Stapleton, CO
trvine, CA®* Columbia, MD? TX< Kentlands, MD Airport
General features
Developer The Irvine James Rouse George Mitchell of  Joseph Alfandre Proposal only;
Company (TiC). Company. Mitchell Energy initial planning
Majority owned by affiliates, with and Development; by Stapleton
the James Irvine early backing from  sold in late 1990s Development
Foundation until Connecticut to Crescent Corporation
1977; a consor- General Insyr- Operating, Inc and and Forest City
tium including ance (CIGNA) Morgan Stanley
Donald Bren untif
1983; since 1983
by Donald Bren
Metro area/state Orange Caunty, Baltimore, MDY Houston, TX Washington, DC Denver, CO
CA Washington, DC
Proposed Over 400,000 110,000 150,000 (1572 5,000 28,800-38,400
populatien in (1970 TIC and HUD Project {calculated from
early plans 1973 City of Irvine Agreement) 12,000 housing
plans) units).
Population 143,072 in Ciry, 88,254 (2000 55,649 5.000 (stimare) Norie
{2000 census) more in nearby census); 88,370
areas adding to {Rouse Company,
200,000 1999)
Households 51,119 34,199 19,881 1,600 {estimate) None
(2008 census)
Approximate Originally 93,000; 14,272 (Rouse Originally 17,000 356 4,700

total size (acres)

Starting date

Density

Housing units

29,376 in City of
Invine; 29,758 in
census 2000

1959-UCH campus
study; 1964
SouthermnSector
Plan approved
{W. Pereira); 1970
averall plan

S3711
{2000 census)

Company, n.d.);
17,705 in COP'in
2000

1962 first fand
bought; 1965 Plan
approved by
Howard County; |
1967 first projects
completed

35,281

(2000 census);
32,629 (Rouse
Company, 1999)
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acres, by 2000,
27,000; 15,284 in
cbp

1964 first land
boughit; 1971 HUD
approved Pereira/
McHarg Plar;
1974 first buildings
oceupied

21,014
(2000 census)

1989 with planned
build out in 1997

1,600 (estimate}

Proposat only

12,000
(proposal only)
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TABLE 1. (continued)

City-level
population
density (persons/
acre, . 2000)

Ciry-tevel dwelling
density (housing

units/acre)

Village popula-
tion density
{persons/acre)

Village dwelling
density (housing;
units/acre)

Proportion
detached, single-
family housing
(1990 census)

Jobs/acre
Environment

Parks and open
space % (whole

Case study developments New Urbanist developments
The Woodlands, Stapleton, CO
Irvine, CA* Columbia, MD® TX< Kentlands, MD Airport
4.8 for census area 6.2 using Rouse 3.6 for CDP Not available? 6.13-2.66
Company defini- calculated from
tion; 5.0 for COP dwelling unics at
build out*
1.8 for censusarea 2.3 using Rouse 1.4 for CDP Too small to 2.6 {at build out
Company defini- include all the
tion, 2.0 for CDP functions
Table 2 shows data  Not available Table 2 shows 11.5-15.3, Neot available
for 11 typical vil- data for S villages,  calcufated from
fages, ranging from ranging from 3.3 4.8 unirs/acre in
5.2 10 16.0 with ¢ 6.2-with an Southworth (1997}
an average of 11.5 average of 4.6
Table 2 shows data  Not available Table 2 shows data 4.8 Not available
for 11 villages, for 8 villages, rang-
ranging from 2.1 to ing from 1310 2.7,
6.7, average of 4.6 average of 1.8
39% 39% 74% Not ensugh Not available
constructed
5.7 4.7 0.9 2:6 Not available
Over halif of the 38% public open 16 % for villages About 28%, 100 23% open spage

ranch, about

development) 50,000 acres
Employment and use mix

Edge city 1.5:full and
(Garreau 1991) 1 emerging
Employment’ 168,000 (City of

Irvine, 2002, TIC
claims another
40,000 -0n the
Ranch

Socioeconomic issues (census data)

Poverty rate
(1996)

6%; 3% for those
over 65

space {(about
5,360 acres)

66,500 (Rouse
Company, 1999)

3%; 11% for those
over 65

and town center
at build out (see
Table 2)

1 emerging

24,700 (The
Woodlands
Operating
Company,
2000)

6%; 19% for those
over 65
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acres is public
open space

1, if counted as
part of Gaithers-
burg area

400,000 sq. ft. of
retaif

Not available?

Not applicable

Up to 10 million
sq. ft. of offices

Not applicable
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TABLE 1. (continued)
Case study developments New Urbanist developments
The Woodlands, Stapleton, CO
Irvine, CA? Columnbia, MD® ™= Kentlands, MD Airport
Socioeconomic issues (census data)
Median $56,307 $55,419 $50,929 Not availabled Not applicable
heusehold
income {1990}
Owner occupa- 60% 66% 79% Not availabled Not applicable
tion (2000)
Median value $294,700; 5913 $150,500; 3652 $101,800; $430
owner-occupied
units; monthly
rent (1990}
Age of residents 23% under 18, 26% under 18, 32% under 18,
(2000} 7% 65+ 7% 65+ 8% 65+
Household com-  67% family house-  68% family house-  78% farnily.house
position (2000} holds, S4% married  holds, 53% married  holds, 69% married
couple families couple families couple families
Ethnic compo- 61% White, 2% 67% White, 23% 92% White, 2%
sition (2000} African American,  African American,  African American,
32% Asian alone 8% Asian alone or 3% Asian alone or
orin combination;  in combination; in combination;
7% Hispanic/ 4% Hispanic/ 7% Hispanic/
Latirio Latino Latino

Saurces: rvine: City of Irvine (2000, 2002); Irvine Company (2001, 2002); U.S. Census Bureau (1990, 2000)
Columbia: Rouse Company {1999, n.d.): US. Census Bureau {1990, 2000y

“The Waod!

ds: The Woodlands Op

Kentlands: Southworth {1957}

Stapleron: Calthorpe and Fulcen (2001)

*Census data for City of irvine only.

Census data for census designated
The COP includes significant out-

e

F

y (2000, 2001); U.S. Census Bureau (1990, 2000

place (COP). The Columbia CDP does not exactly correspand with the. Columbia new town zoning area.
parcels within the general outline of Columbia and does not include some commaercial and industrial areas

and che.village of Dorsey’s Search (which is also not in the new town zoning area). | have calculared separate densicies based on Rouse
Company figures for the area ic has developed and compared with census figures.

“Cenisus data for census designated place (CDP}. The Woodlands CDP éxcludes fand in Hatris Cowunty, rot yer developed, and some land in

Monigomery County, notably in the new vilfage of Colf

excluded areas are generally only partially construcred.
“Kentlands not-conseructed for 1998 census. As it is only partof a ract, 2000 census data will have to be compited from blodks.

ege. Park. For density calculations | used census definitions of area and people, as the

“Papulation densities sometimes calculated from dwelfing unics assuming household sized of 2.4 to 3.0 persons per household.

City and developer figures used for employment due te suppression of data from econamic census at this level.
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Overall. Tables I and A-1 show that the new com-
munity developments mitigare many of che costs and
keep most of the benefits of sprawl as they are outlined
in the literature. In the following seceion, I exanvine in
more detail how this occurs, linking the material in Ta-
bles 1, 2, and A-1 ro the case histories. The section is di-
vided into subsections relating to the dimensions listed
in Table A-1:

e Density

» Aesthetics and identity

« Social equiry. diversity, and access
 Efficiency and costs

« Envirommental issues

* Benefits

Because various measures of density are so often used as
indicarors of sprawl, the section stares with a discussion
of this issue. While it is only on¢ feature of sprawl, icis
probably the mosr studied feature. | conclude with some
reflections on current ideas about best practices and on
areaswhere more research might be useful.

Density

All three developments meet smart growth criteria
for density. and while this saves land, it has not had
much effect on transportation choices. This is impor-
tant because density is the most frequently used mea-
sure of sprawl or its absence and is believed ro have im-
plications for energy use, accessibility, walkability, and
land conservation (e.g.. Malpezzi & Guo, 2001}.

Density is hard ro measure because theve are many
different standards abour what to include in che base
land area calculfation—just the lot, internal roads, local
streets, neighborhood-level facilities, and so on. I devel-
oped five different residencial density measures, al-
chough nort all were available for each development. They
consider densities in terms of both populations and
dwelling unirs per acre, with the two measures reflecring
slightly different results because of different household
sizes. They do not consider employment density, al-
thoughT comment on this {ssue inthe text. The first four
measures can all be considered ro'be gross density caleu-
lations—i.e., measuring land area beyond the house lor or
development site. These measures are:

o City-level population density: the rotal area of the
development (or for Irvine, the City of Irvine)
divided by che total population. This is a gross
density including open space, roads, easements,
commercial areas, insticutions, industrial areas,
and—importantly—currencly unbuilt areas.

* Ciev-level durelling density: the rotal area of the city or

development divided by the number of housing
units.

* Village population density: the total area of the
residential village divided by the population. This
is a different kind of gross density caleulation,
including housing, open space, neighborhood
commercial and institutional uses, local roads,
casements, and so on.

» Village dwelling density: the total area of the village
divided by the number of housing units.

* Proportion of detached, single-family housing: a measure
of perceived density, as attached housing is ofren
pi‘l‘CCiV{Zd as dense.

As Table 1 indicaces, the chree new communities
have fairly low overall city-level population and dwelling
densities, ranging from 3.6 to 6.2 persons per acre and
1.4 te 2.5 units per acre. However, New Urbanist Staple-
ton at 2.6 units per acre is basically the same as Colum-
bia's 2.5. Irvine’s very significant agriculture and open
space fowers its densities. These uses take up 54% of the
zoned area of the City of Irvine and its spbere of inflisence
(and some areas, for example the freeways, are nor zoned
). A more accurate pecspective of the character of Irvine’s
builc up areas is provided by rhe village densiries calcu-
lated for 1 | largelv complered villages with a rotal popu-
lation of over 121,000 {see Table 2). In chese villages, den-
sities range from 5.2 to 16.0 persons per acee and average
about 11.5: In addition, these figures are lowered by just
one older hillside development, Turtle Rock. Excluding
it takes the average to 12.9 persons per acre and well
wichin the range for New Urbanist developments. The
signature Lrvine Company village of the 19705, Wood-
bridge, has a gross population density of 14.6 persons
per acre compared wieh 11.5 ro 13.3 persons per acre for
the village-tevel density in the New Urbanist Kentlands,
and with a population of 26,000, Woodbridge is far

larger. This gross density for a residential village includes
open space, parks, easements, roads, schoels and
churches, and commercial and mixed-use areas, though
nor large employment or regional open space areas.

Interestingly, none have the 8 t0.13 persons peracre
across a mecropolitan area that Newman and Kenwor-
thy (2000, p. 100) suggest is needed for viable transir.
With comparable city-level densities of 3.6 to 6.2 persons
per acre, the new communities are below this threshold.
However, so is. much smaller New Urbanist Stapléton,
unless it achieves an average household size of well over
3.0 persons per unit, whereas in 2000 even the average
household size in family-oriented The Woodlands was
only 2.8.

frvine and Columbia are also above the density
thresholds for designation as priority funding areas
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TABLE 2. Densities of residential villages in Irvine and The Woodlands.

. =
& F :
& a & ¥ & &
o o = 3 $ oy
: e F g F F 0§
§'¢ S P g '\\"c i & X & & &
E S g ¥ g 3 5 & iy N &
S kY & > > <& N AN 4 % A &
2 § & < < . & K & & & &¢
A g & s & £ F g £ & F§ F 55
Village name &8 € F ¢ EFE S S F& &
~ o
Irvine
East Bluf : ,gg 5785 200 253 253 101 632 92 285 31 99 s2 40
orthpa . 5000 188 80 65 94 392 128 266 &, g -
: 6 66
g:::fé\:ozd g,;‘g: 2;,233 874 239 192 479 1,747 126 25.2 54 :8'2 g—:; 3‘01
1k Creel . 3 162 159 ;. X )
OnicCrask. $9 152 108 488 160 481 64 192 94 33
s Joaquin 1735 3962 118 178 169 46 377 105 336 46 147 87 47
pr%)ass H‘ZII ) 257 253 206 1,018 85 173 29 59 19 o5
Ture fgocpark g,sso 9625 637 866 828 227 1868 S2 151 21 60 38 48
Iniiversity 739 7362 246 147 7 - : }
Urersy bk 2, 75 170 630 117 299 43 11 57 23
Center 2409 5297 141 140 140 43 358
; ’ : 48 376 67 171 111
Westpark 7983 19521 560 308 275 240 1226 159 349 65 143 a7 ;g
Woodbridye 9,292 26,036 844 422 340 316 1786 146 308 52 110 68 24
OTAL 48,072 121,048 4,468 3,049 2,746 2,030 10,522 11.5 271 46 108 64 29
The Woodlands*
Alden Bridge 9,091 20,230 1,579 658 NA 902
Aden B 3575 56 128 25 58 34 18
Crossing 5425 15610 1657 335 NA 984 3,36
) * 5 » .6 361 4.6 9.4 1.6 8
Grogan’s Mil 6125 13300 1546 752 NA 983 4032 33 86 15 44 s 19
lodian Springs 2,357 6,700 864 566 NA 378 1879 36 78 13 27 18 30
Panther Creek 5,585 12830 1125 4 NA 743 2070 62 114 27 50 27 o
Sterling Ridge 5668 NA 1,558 246 NA 1,035 3635 NA NA 16 36 17 7
g?rm Cener 2153 NA NA 14 NA 273 835 NA NA 26 NA 26 2
Hilage 7 5,639 NA 1,318 1,144 NA 513 " y
Visger 3990 NA  NA 14 43 20 29
obuildout 28,583 68,670 6,770 2,315 NA  3.970 14.9
: s , , 970 14916 46 101 19 42 23 16
TOTAL 42,043 9,646 3,719 NA 5790 23,376 NA NA 1.8 44 21 16
NA = Not Available.
Sources: The trvine Company {2001); The Woodland: Operating Company (2000, 2001)

'Ii»;;u‘res for The Woodlands are at build our excepr for population,
except for Sterfing Ridge,
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which are 2004 estimates for villages. These are similar &
$ ? . 0 curent figures.
still under construction. The development also includes the Research Forest research park area. :



PLANNING LESSONS FROM THREE U.S. NEW TOWNS OF THE 19605 AND 19708

under the Srate of Maryland's smart growth regula-
tions. Under these regulations, the state will place in-
frastructure only in areas chat fulfill certain require-
ments. Specifically, they have to be planned for 2.0 units
per net residential acre (excluding public recreation,
habitat, wetlands, and public open space) in existing
areas with sewer or warer. For greenfield or peripheral
sites, this is raised to 3.5 units per nec acre excluding
those same public uses. The City of Irvine has only 1.8
units per acre across the entire city; however, only 8,205
acres are zoned residential (in the City and its sphere of
influence). The actual residential density is at least 6.5
units per acre. In addition, presumably more construc-
tion will occur on this residentially zoned land, further
increasing densities. The signature Woodbridge village
has a gross village-level density of .2 dwelling units per
acre.? Excluding only its 340 acres of public parks and
public open space easements but countingall the other
uses above, the density is 6.4 units per acre, much higher
than the Maryland threshiold. Ten of the 11 villages for
which The Iivine Companiy has compiled data meet che
Maryland standard. Similarly, Columbia has about
5,360 acres of public open space, which makes its first-
cut Maryland:smarc-growth densityabout 3.7 unics per
acre even including industrial and commercial areas,
major roads, and insciturional uses. In residential den-
sity terms, among others, two of these new communiies
are exemplars of current practices of smart growrh.
Theyalso have a significant number of jobs per acre (see
Table 1),

The Woodlands is che only development ro have
densities apparently below the Maryland standard. It has
much more detached single-family housing than the
ocher ewo developments—~74% in 1990 compared with
only 39% in each of the other two developments—and a
layouc that emphasizes natural drainage. It is less fully
developed than the other new towns. In addition, only
some of its open space could be excluded as public.
Much open space takes the form of golf courses, road-
side buffers, or forests and drainage areas protecred by
covenants on privare land. However, if built today in
Maryland, the general design could be similar, bur the
designation of public and private open space could likely
bemanipulared to fit the density criteria,

Aestbetics and Identity

The case study developmencs made aesthetic and
urban design innovarions that were impertant in their
period. While apparently valued by residencs, these aes-
thetic innovations are not easily measured and are not
of the kind valued in high-style design debares. The three
developments have all been criricized on aesthetic
grounds as being full of houses thar are similar (Trvine)

or architecturally undistinguished (Columbia and The
Woodlands). Garage doors are prominent in che dwell-
ings built before the 1990s. Loop and cul-de-sac road fay-
outs limit options for vehicular movemenc. All the de-
velopments are large, and their arterials are lined with
long planted buffers chac are perhaps less in teresting to
walk along than quaint main streets, However, they have
taken care with landscaping, creating identities for sub-
districes, placing utilities underground, serictly regulac-
ing signage, building landscaped paths for pedestrians
anid cyclists, and banning strip shopping areas. They
have created clearly defined edges of vi llages, justas New
Utbanists propose should be done.

All the developments use an elaborare set of archi-
tectural and land use covenants to make the environ-
ment more predicrable and certain. These covenants also
resteict the porential for altering or rerroficting these
suburban landscapes. However, covenants are enforced
wich different levels of vigilance, event within one devel-
opment, and can be changed over time. For example, de-
sign guidelines are separate from the basic legal restric-
tions and have been changed over the years to allow
more variations as of right, for example, more types of
horae businesses. Columbsia has been the least aggres-
sive in enforcing covenants but is starting a rolling pro-
gram of inspecrions due to maintenance problems with
sonie units, particularly chose owned by absentee land-
lords. Some of the controls may be roo rigid, but they
did help sell cerrain design innovations such as areached
housing to an unsure marker. There are also opporuni-
ties for review and change by current residents.

The developments were designed using a structure
of villages, ot in the terms of the Chareer of the New Ur-
banism “neighborhoods and districes,” asa way of break-
ing the large developments into smaller, idencifiable
unics. Each development drew on slighely different
sources, and cach has slightly different arrangements of
housing, schools, parks, institutions, and commercial
space. However, interviews indicate charalmost everyore,
on the early design teams had visited Radburn, New Jer-
sey. Columbia has nine villages of roughly the samesize
—as well as the town center village—and Rouse held
strongly to an ideal of small-town life with shops and
civic uses in the cencersand elem entary schools in neigh-

. borhsods. In Irvine, villages vary in size from 2,000 to

26,000 people bur are more clearly distinguished from
each other, representing the influence of conceprs such

. as “district” and “edge” from Lynch’s Image of the City

(1960, pp. 46-49; The Irvine Company, 1970-71, p. 3).
While in the older parts of the development beige tones
predominate—and there are many local stories about the
monetony of “Irvine beige”—since the 1980s bolder col-
ors have been used. The general uniformity within vil-
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lages and the very clear village identifying signage makes
wayfinding relatively easy.

Uses are mixed wichin the overall developments.
within villages, and increasingly wichin small neighbor-
hoods and parcels. All three developments now use ad-
vertising with slogans like “live-work-shop-play-and-
learn.” Because of the large sizes of the developments,
the planning and design teams could lay our chese uses
in ways that reflected an overall planning vision rather
than immediate market forces or the luck and con-
straints of owninga small pareel in a particular location.
However, some innovarions did not sell well or were
ahead of their time. For example, there are housing units
over the shops in one of Columbia’s early villages bur
they were not repeated in latervillages. Onlyin the 1990s
were significant numbers of housing units placed in
commercial areas in any of the developments.

Finally, each development has several regional-scale
business parks, entertainmentareas, and shopping areas
often clustered loosely into areas classified as edge cities
by Garreau (1991). However, while fulfilling edge city cri-
teria in terms of offices space, retail, job concentration,
identity, and newness, they are novas chaotic as Garreau
SUGEeESLS,

Have these strategies of mixed-use villages wich well
thought out circulation pacrerns, aesthertic controls, and
designed open space made thiese new communities ber-
ter places? The North Carolina study found that people
appreciated neighborhood pools, culs-de-sac, under-
ground utilities, and good maintenance, and residencs
ofarrached unics also appreciared neighborhood services
suchas stores and gas stations (Burby & Weiss, 1976, Pp-
203-204). However, they found litcle difference in saris-
factian berween residents of planned and conventional
communities because the major contriburors to saris-
faction were housing tenure and the characteristics of
the dwelling unirs (Burby & Weiss, 1976, p- 209). The
high design quality, “meticulous landscaping,” and
tecreational amenities in levine’s apartmént complexes,
generally developed and managed by The Trvine Com-
pany, did result in a staristically significant difference in
satisfaction in that community (Burby & Weiss, 1976,
PP.213-124). Irvine and Columbia also rated highly in
terms of quality-of life questions in that same survey,
and 21% of Irvine residents and 15% of those in Colum-
bia meationed the community plan as one reason for
this high rating (Burby & Weiss, 1976, p. 368).

Several recent surveys of the three new communities
update chese findings. The mostrecent relephone survey
of Columbia residents was conducted for the Columbia
Association in 1998, using a random sample of 1000 resi-
dents scradified so thac each village was equally repre-
sented. It found thar residents stated thar they had
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moved ro Columbia because of its location relative to em-
ployment (29%), housing opportunities (17%), family
reasons (15%) and quality of life (11%). However, quality
of life emerged as che factor char was most important to
residents currently, with 28% ran king it number one
{Chesapeake Group Inc., 1998). The recene City of Irvine
Satisfaction Survey relied on a sample of 400 residents,
telephoned in 2000 (Fairbank ecal., 2000). Wich a margin
of error of plus or minus 4.9%, it found that 96% of the
Ciry of Irvine’s residencs ranked the quality of life as ex-
cellent (64%) or good. This was the same figure obtained
in the 1970s when 95% of residents raced the communi ty
asan excellent or good place to live (Burby & Weiss, 1976,
P- 365). The main reasons for moving to Irvine were
schools (30%) and safe neighborhoods (25%); che top pri-
otities for City spending were park maintenance (75%)
and “preserving a well planned community witha proper
mix of homes, businesses, and open space” (74%; Fair-
bank et al.,, 2000, p. 7). The Woodlands Community Ser-
vice Corporation surveyed residents of houses, not apart-
meats, in February 1999(575 cespondents) and Ocrober
2000 (634 respondents). In chese phone interviews, four
items topped both surveys in terms of what residents
liked most abour The Woodlands: its orees and narural
seeting (41% in 1999, 46% in 2000), self-containment
with everything nearby (18%, 22%), friendliness and good
neighbors (17%, 16%)and hike and bike trails (16%,15%).
Suggestions for changes to improve the development re-
flect the increased pace of construction with-two issues
topping both surveys: slower groweh (11%, 15%) and im-
proving and reducing traffic (10%, 24%; Crearive Con-
sumer Research, 1999, 2000).

Overall, it seems that these urban design scrategies
have made the planned environments pleasant ones wich
high quality of life. Inasmuch as current plannin g pro-
posals share the characteristics of these case study com-
munities, it seems thar such environmencs will be pleds-
ant and functional.

Social Equity, Diversity, and Access

All three new communities have artracted the mid-
dle class, although residencs are ethnically diverse.
Through what seem to be unusual efforts, they also
managed to have small bur significant propertions of
government-sponsored affordable housing. However, in
new communities, affordable markev-rave units are dif-
ficult to create until the housing stock ages.

The three developments have mianaged ro mix hous-
ing types in a sophisticated and innovarive way for their
regions (see Table 1). Columbia and Irvine have very sig-
nificant proportions of attached and mobile housing,
proporrions that have increased over the years. Irvine
mixed housing types at first for design reasons—pacticu-
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larly to preserve open space—but increasingly did it to
artrace businesses by improving affordability and to in-
crease overall sales (Agid, 1972). Interviews indicated
chat housing professionals from Columbia inspected
frvine’s innovacions in artached housing and took them
back to Columbia in the 1960s and early 1970s. Irvine
also pioneered market segmentacion in the 1970s in
villages such as Woodbridge, with different housing for
different household types, and in this sense was more
responsive to social changes than the other two develop-
ments chat had loftier social goals bur were more con-
cemned with providing housing for nuclear families.
However, by the 1990s both Columbia and Irvine had
high proportions of working women and single-person
households. In contrast, The Woodlands remains domi-
nated by detached houses and nuclear famiies (sce Table
A-1). Although Kentlands is only part ofa ceact, the 2000
census indicates demographics similar to the new towns:
27% under age 18, 16% family households, 77% White.

Columbia itself innovated by mixing economic and

racial groups and was known in irs region as a place
where interracial couples could find housing. It included
a number of larger, federally subsidized developments
inits early period. The Woodlands was required to have
income mix because of its federal funding. By che lace
1970s when activists sued the City of Irvine and The
Irvine Company to create more affordable housing
through Section 8 funding, such funding was already be-
coming harder to obrain (Banzhaf, 1980; “Settlement
Agreemenc,” 1977). Each development has about 5-6%
of its stock as subsidized housing or housing in local
programs for affordable units, lower than the inirial
aims for Columbia and The Woodlands. However, the
developments are often not given credic even for chis
level of “affordable” units because the high quality of de-
sign renders low-cost units invisible, particularly in Ir-
vine and The Woodlands (see Tables 1 and A-1). Irvine's
units are also mainly the result of ocal programs, mak-
ing them harder to track than federally supported de-
velopmenes (Schiesl, 1991). Partly as a result of the lack
of inexpensive housing, few people in poverty live in
these developments (ranging from 3 to 6% in 1990). In-
terestingly, Columbia’s 1990 poverty rate was half thar of
the other two developments in spite of its goals of eco-
nomic integration.

In the absence of such large and comprehensively
minded developers either promoting such housing or
being sued to provide it, it is hard to see that greenfield
smart growth strategies such as mixing housing types
will do much becter in solving the affordability issue. In
the City of Irvine Citizen Sacisfaction Survey, 56% of the
population saw a fack of affordable housing as a serious
problem, ahead of rraffic congestion (42%) and behind

only the plan, later abandoned, to build an international
airport on the El Toro Marine Air Base (66%; Fairbank
et al., 2000). This reflects the high cost of market-rate
housing in California. While che aging of the housing
stock means some units are becoming relatively less
expensive, this is occurring only after several decades,
showing the limits o private sector provision of cruly
affordable housing particularly in desirable places.

In cultural and racial rerms, Irvine and Columbia
have significant populations of Asians and African
Arnericans respectively. Preliminacy work with the 2000
census figures by UC Irvine saciologist Yuki Karo indi-
cates that all three developments are substantially less
racially segregated than their surrounding metropolitan
regions, and this holds true for all six racial pairings.
Such fine-grained integration was planned in Columbia
and may be the result of housing vatiety in Irvine. Co-
lumbia’s integrarion is the most notable because it is
highly diverse (Kato, 2002).

Columbia and The Woodlands have also experi-
menred with religious institutions. In Columbia, con-
gregations from different fairhs share “incerfaith” ceri-
ters:in the village centers—alchough many groups are
now buying land nearby to have their own buildings. In
The Woodlands, the developer initiated an interfajth
group, which is a colfaborarion of various faith commu-
nitigs and has a community-building role. It acts as-an
incubaror and coordinator of religions groups and is
nowalso a large social service agency with over 250 staff
(Franzmeier & Gebert, 1979, pp. 26-27; Interfaich, 2002,
Each development has also provided spaces for perfor-
mances and other cultural events—from Halloween par-
ties in an Irvine shopping center and gay-pride celebra-
tions at UCTrvine to symphonyand rock concerts in the
pavilions in Columbia and The Woodlands. Apart from
[rvine’s large Asian population, which seems to have
been unplanned, these cultural dimensions have all in-
volved a grear deal of cffort and in some ways made sense
only because of the large sizes of the developments. Even
the besr designed subdivisions on their own will not in-
evitably lead o such efforts and innovations. Bloom
(2001) argues that a complex civiclifeisa major achieve-
ment of the new communities due to both planningand
resident action.

Governmenc is also fairly open. Irvine became part
of several municipaliries—che largest portion is in the
City of Irvine, but significant parts are in Newport Beach
and several other locations—giving formal political rep-
resentation to residents. Columbia and The Woodlands

arenot incorporated buc have resident, not homeowner,
community associations. Community associations seem
to have been a path to polirical office for many women,
and in Columbia, for African Americans.
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However, even these developments that have been
conceived of as integrated wholes are starting to have
some gated sections—proposals that were resisted in the
carlier decades by the new communicy planners and de-
velopers. levine planners indicated that they are urying
to keep pedestrian pachs open ch rough these areas,
alchough along the coast the areas are significant. In Co-
lumbia the fenced development is small with a low, un-
locked iron fence. In The Woodlands, under new own-
ers, che gated area is large enough tw include a golf
course. Overall, the developmenc companies’ markering
departments have made significant changes. These
rrends obviously represent new challen ges. However, che
cul-de-sac layouts of the road networks wichin the vil-
lages, particularly in Columbia which has an almost free-
form layour, have always been difficult for outsiders to
navigate, even wichout walls.

Efficiency and Costs

While builton open land beyond the metropolitan
edge, these were not isolated developments but were de-
liberarely integrated with existinig and planned infra-
strucrure supporcing borh jobs and housing. However,
some. benefits from location and coordination were
obviously counterbalanced by additional costs due to
preservicing.

All three communities were in or beside the three
metropolitan areas that grew fastest in sheer numbers
in the 1960s. As the main monograph on The Wood-
lands explains, “In the decade 19601970 metropolican
Houston added 540,000 new residents, a population
growth only exceeded by the Anaheim-Sanca Ana, Cali-
fornia areas.and by Washingron, D.C."(Morgan & King,
1987, p. 35). All three took advantage of freeways, train
lines, and airports in or near their developments: The
Woodlands was located north of the new Houston In-
tercontinental Airport; the John Wayne Airport is on
fand originally parr of the Irvine Ranch; and Columbsia is
west of the Baltimore-Washingron International air-
port. However, it has still taken each one at least four
decades to reach build out—Irvine will take twice thar
long.

“Given chis lengthy development cime frame, the de-
velopers all faced tremendous problens with starc-up
funding for infrastructure, exacerbated by downturns in
real estate markets and the need to have at least some of
the basic strucrure of the community in place ar the
start. Irvine solved the funding problem by using agri-
cultural production as an income stream and focusing
on che high-end housing first (which was overdeter-
mined by the location of the UC campus close to New-
port Beach). Columbia used backing from Connecticut
General Life Insurance Company (now CIGNA) for the
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majority of its initial funding and was virtually owned
by that company at one stage (ocher fu nding came from
banks and pension funds). The Woodlands used federa]
loan guarantees, revenues from George Mitchell’s gas
and oil ventures, lines of credit from banks, and some
logging income from the forests it was holding for de-
velopment. As it was coming on line during the real es-
tate marker crash of the early 1970s, The Woodlands had
particularly severe problems with cash flow. This is per-
haps cthe biggest problem for marker approaches to
greenfield smart growth—rto sell some of the design in-
novations, it is important to have the infrastruceure in
place, bur chis requires large amounrs of capiral.

While the development design may have saved some
money, itis not clear thar this will have made up for the
costs of accelerating provision of major items, increas-
ingquality, and holding very large land areas. Burchell e
al. (1999, p. 3) estimate that cost savings through com-
pact development would save only about 10% of infra-
seracture costs overall. Similarly, Peiser's (1984) analy-
sis of costs of planned versus less planned development
using che case of 2 7,500-acre site in Houston found fand
development, social, and transportation cost savings of
only I to 3% in planned versus unplanned development
at the same density. " Overall, the advantages.of coordi-
nation have been counterbalianced by the additional in-
terest and other costs from preservicing.

Environmental Issues

All three new rowns were ahead of their time in
terms of open space provision. Accessible open space,
woven into the fabric of the developinent, tends to
spread our development and make nonmororized trans-
port more difficule~and people in these developments
drive alot. However, open space is undeniably saleable. It
has helped these developments survive in the market
place and has had some benefits for habitar and water
quality.

All the physical plans emphasize open space and
landscape character—working with che existing agricul-
tural and dimber industty landscapes of the develop-
ments. All mix local parks with regional recreation and
environmental protection areas. frvine in particular has
very lush and distinctively formal plantings, even in its
parking lots and very separare habicat areas. The Wood-
tanids really does live up o its name, and Columbia has
protected the surroundings of its many rivers and
streams.

Habitar protection became more important in each
development over time-—just as it became more impor-
cant for society as a whole. Alchough it was not in che ini-
tial plan, The Irvine Company has gradually responded
to government and cirizen pressure for habitar protec-
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tion, with about 44,000 acres protecred, after additions
in Noveémber 2001. Another 6,000 acres are parks, mak-
ing a total of abourt one half of the development, al-
though some may be protecred for only 75 years. While
my interviews and local documents indicated thar TIC
has had many conflicts over werlands and habicar issues,
it eventually adapred to environmentalism (Forsyth, in
press; Jasny, 1997; The Irvine Company, 2002). Ar a
smaller scale, Table 2 shows that open space makes up
about 29% of the land in 11 villages studied, and chis is
largely in addition to habirac protection areas, few of
which bie within villages.

The Woodlands has emphasized narural drainage
and protection of the aquifer, and irs early planning ini-
volved very extensive ecological studies (e.g., Wallace,
McHarg, Roberts, & Todd, 1971, 1974}, Since the carly
1970s, George Mitchell has funded conferences, awards,
and research on sustainable development, currently sup-
porting a sustainability center ar the Houston Advanced
Research Center in The Woodlands. Columbia, though
wichoue such an explicit environmenrai program, was
being designed at abour the same rime as Wallace-
McHarg Associates’ famous 1964 Plun for the Valleys area
north of Baltimore. Overall, Columbia’s landscape de-
sign developed over time, taking up some of the ideas
thar were'obviously coming into currency.t! In particular
it provected its rivers and streams, and the overall new
town is 38% open space.

The developments have niot beén as successful in
promoting alternatives to the private car. Columbia has
municipal buses, frvine has buses and an Amrrak fine,
and The Woodlands a commuter shattle to Houston,
However, 1990 census daca indicate thar the develop-
ments each had from 78-82% of residents driving to
work alone, 10% higher than the state average in Cali-
fornia and Maryland, and 2% higher than in Texas (see
Table A-1). Commute parterns also do not seem to have
changed much over time. At the time of the new com-
munities studies in theearly 1970s, 93% of Columbia res-
idents drove or carpooled to work compared with 92%
in 1990: the figures for Irvine were 96% in the 1970s and
91% in 1990 (Burby & Weiss, 1976, p. 336). As the 2000

census resules are released. it may turn out that these
numbers have improved, along with the increase in the
number of jobs in each new community—by the fare
1990s ranging from 1.2 per househeld in The Wood-
lands to 3.1 per household in Irvine. However, even in
1990 high propertions of residents of Irvine (37%) and
Columbia (27%) both lived and worked in the same ceri-
sus designated place or city, and still most people drove
(see Tables 1 and A-1).

Cerrainly the developments allow for pedescrian use.
The development teams treated pedestrian and bicycle

pachs with care, seeing them as often separate to the road
network. At first che home-to-school route and recre-
acional uses were emphasized, bur later nonmororized
trips to work and services were included (althoughin Co-
lumbia the recrearional focus is still strong, and paths
could be more conrinuous). In 1990 walkers made up 7%
of commuters in jobs-rich Irvine. Analyses of their ve-
hicular road networks show a large number of loopsand
culs-de-sac. However, this misrepresents the pedestrian
experience of these communides, where the pach sys-
tems are more connected. Given the difference berween
road and path syscems, Columbia and The Woodlands
have very helpful pedestrian maps created by cheir resi-
dent associations, and the City of Irvine has created an
excellent cycling map. However, in Irvine it is hard for
oursiders to find parking spaces, pardcularly on main
roads where bicycle lanes take up the edge of che road,
and thar does limit the access of outsiders to park and
walk. Obviously, having a walkable path network doesn't
necessatily lead to walking—but it is still important to
recognize che differences between the pedestrian, cy-
cling, and morerized vehicular riecworks,

The analysis of nonwork trips, a major focus of plan-
ning, is hampered by a lack of place-level data. However,
Burby and Weiss (1976, pp. 340-342) described how in
the early 1970s, respondents in Irvine and Columbia re-
ported slightly mare vehicle miles traveled: per family per
year compared with their counterpares living in less
planned areas. They surmised thar the convenient lay-
out of new communicies might actually promote more
social, recreational, and shopping trips.

Overall, these cases seem to-show that densities that
conform to smart growrh and New Urbanist practices
and cthat even contain mixed-use centers and corridors
are pot enough in themselves ro significantly shift arips
away from cars. The large proportions of attached-dwell-
ing units in Irvine and Columbia racher than density per
seand the earlyinrerest in climate-sensitive house si ting
in The Woodlands may have some benefits in terms of
energy use at the household level, but this has not oc-
curred in che transporcation realm.

Benefits of Sprawl

Finally, as can be seen in Table A-1,unplanned sub-
urban development does have some benefits in terms of
affordability to the owner, private open space, and other
aspects of choice. These new communiities had to com-
pete with more generic developmerics for sales, rieanin g
that they bad ro provide similar benefits, particularly in
the private realm, although. there has probably been
some trading offof private for public space. In addition,
within chis latger landscape, the new communities also
provide an additional choice of planned development.

APA Journal  Autumn 2002 « Vol. 68 No. 4 405

ANN FORSYTH

For example, one of the major perceived drawbacks of
such developments--the land use and archirectural cove-
nants—in fact supplies a marker demand for order.

Conclusions

These new communities are often seen by those pro-
posing smare growth and New Urbanism as racher dared
in their urban designs—with low densiries, culs-de-sac,
and automobile-based shopping. This is certainly true
for some parts of chese developments, although it
glosses over variations within developments, their de-
tailed design, and change over time, with all chree devel-
opments having newer sections wich a New Urbanisc fla-
vor. In addirion, judged against the crireria developed by
proponents of smart growrh and New Urbanism, che de-
velopments fare very well on such issues as density,
pedestrian paths and access, income and ethnic mix,
neighborhood identity and layout, and open space. This
means that criticisms of these more established new
communities are in fact criticisms of ideas about current
best practices. For example, these developments high-
light ¢he situacion ehat in the environmental realm,
urban designs chat emphasize open space, recrearion,
and water quality are not always consistent with those
emphasizing energy conservation through increased
density.

These findings have implications for a number of
dimensions of the suburban growch and urban sprawl
debaces. In these conclusions, I highlight three of
them—the importance of examining submerropolitan
areas in empirical work, the significance of learning
from early planning innovations, and the current dis-
connect berween the sweeping aims and mild policy pre-
scriptions of many current smart growth programs and
projects.

Recently there has been much artention paid to is-
sues of urban sprawl and mictropolitan growth, How-
ever, most of thiswork has focused on the metropolitan
level of analysis. Some analysts have relied primarily on
one measure, such as density or the conversion of agri-

cultural land. Others have tried to come up with more _

robust, multidimensional measures of sprawl and have
broken metropolitan areas'into small units (e.g., Galster
et al., 2000; Malpezzi & Guo, 2001). This arricle joins an
important alternative tradition of analyses, looking at
significant components of metropolitan areas at a scale
that can take account of issues of urban form at the sub-
regional level (e.g., Girling & Helphand, 1994; Moudon
& Hess, 2000; Peiser, 1984; Sourhworth, 1997). Perhaps
metropolitan-seale analyses may eventually be able to
take account of detailed design and planning factors, buc
at present these submetropolitan studies are needed to
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fillin rhe gaps and to bridge ro work ac the village or pro-
ject scale.

In terms of recent moves toward smart growth, it
often seems that the U.S. needs to learn from Europe,
Canada, Australasia, or some unique locations such as
Oregon. However, these three case study developments
provide imporant lessons.from wichin the US. planning
tradition from deep suburban areas thar are not nor-
mally associated with the cutting edge of planning prac-
tice. These developments survived over decades in con-
servative marker places, and ro paraphrase one of my
ncerviewees, they made a market for whar were perceived
as risky products—atcached housing, racial mix, and for-
est understories residents are nor allowed o clear even in
their own back yards. They certainly did nor change the
whole culture, but they shifted preferences a little. Some
people bought into the whole new community package,
some came for the good schools-and convenience, but
the developments wooed a inarker, and they did thisata
very large scale within cheir regions.

This assessment shows that chey did fairly well in
their own terms, and chose terms were forward looking,
The developments were smare groweh pioneers, even
using some principles thar could be described as New
Urbanist. They show what it is possible to do at a large
scale and nor just in a niche market. They give hope to
those proposing current innovations i a similar vein
in that it is possible to sell such products—although
they also show that they are initially very expensive to
develop.

While they are special places—they are large, wich
continuous ownership—they are not unique. It is possi-
ble for both business and government to replicare at

least some of their characteristics. The question, how-
ever, is which parts should be replicared, and which in-
stead show the limits to current thinking about betrer
urban development. In particular, they cause one to
wonder about the basic idea behind smare growth and
New Urbanism. This idea is a hopeful one~that people
in the U.S. can continne to use resources freely, and with
some small changes this can turn ouc all right. However,
many of those who support smart growth criticize new
towns such as the case'study developments. The findings
of the research indicate thar in smart growth and even
New Urbanist terins, chere is very litle to criticize about
these developments. People certainly drive 2 lot in chese
developments, their covenants slow change, and they
could be more economically integrared. However, it is
ot at all obvieus that many high-profile smarc growth
and New Urbanist projects—particularly those in subur-
ban areas—will do becter. They cerrainly fulfill the gen-
eral aims for development outlined in the preamble co
the Charcer of the New Urbanism:
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... neighborhoods should be diverse in use and
population; communities should be designed for
the pedestrian and transit as well as the car; cities
and towns should be shaped by physically defined
and universally accessible public spaces and com-
munity institutions; urban places should be
framed by architecture and landscape design thar
celebrate local history, climare, ecology, and build-
ing pracrice. {Leccese & McCormick, 2000, p. vi)

While.they are not perfec, they are very good exam-
ples of a consensus view of best practices in urban devel-
opment, and their weaknesses generally highlight prob-
lerns with those best practices (Downs, 1989). Ifeveryone
in the world lived in these patterns, greenhouse gas pro-
duction would accelerare even fasrer. However, as this
article argues, smart growth and New Urbanism preba-
bly are not enough either o achieve key sustainability
gains, and the U.S. may have to make some tougher
choices abour land use planning and design. This is the
lesson of chese developments. The U.S. planning profes-
sion’s current ideas about best practices potentially work
in many economic and social-areas, and chey can save
habitat and improve aesthetics. They can make conve-
aient developments with a high quality of life for resi-
dents. However, in some environmental dimensions and
in some aspects of secial equity, they show where cur-
rent pracrices may not be smart enough.
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NOTES

of California Irvine and che private Columbia Acchives
(now affiliared with the Columbia Associarion). Finding
materials for The Woodlands was more difficult, though
chere were a number of Title VII relaced Bles in the Na-
tional Archives. A number of individuals very generously
allowed access ro their files orcorrespondence, including
Land Design Research/HNTB, James McAlister, St,, John-
son Fain Parmers, Joseph Kutchin, Gerald Brock, Herbert
Gans, Bill Deobele, Bob Dannenbrink, Richard Reece,
Don Webb, Ray Wacson, and Len and Ann Ivias.

. The Irvine Company has had three ownership regimes (see
Table 1 for derails). Sources for the history of lrvine in-
clude Bleom (2001}, Cameron {1979), Cleland (1962),
Forsyth (in press), Griffin (1974), Hellis (1970), and Wil-
liam Pereira Associaces (1964a, 1964b),

4. The 1970 General Plan prepared by the company pro-
posed 430,000 people on 53,000 acres, bur it omitred
coastal development. The total figure for che Ranch was
67,000 acres (The lrvine Company, 1970; William Percira.
Associates, 1964a, 1964b).

. The top development for home sales was Summerlin near
Las Vegas, a Rouse-owned new town stacted in the 1990s;
Columbia’s residential arcas are almost completely buile
out.

6. These postwar developments, of course, in turn drewon a
still earlier history of designed suburbs from Llewelyn
Park and Riverside to Foresr Hills and che Green Belt
towns (Fishman, 1987 Girling & Helphand, 1994; Jack-
son, 1985).

7. These followed earlier work out of the university of Mich-
igan {Lansing et al., 1970).

8. See Arendr (1999), Beatley (2000), Burchell eval. (1998, p.
129), Calthorpe (1993). Calthorpe et al. (1991), Calthorpe
and Fulton (2001), Duany et al. (2000), Esscksetal. {1999),
Ewing (1996}, Galster et al. (2000}, Leccese and Me-
Cotmick {2000}, Newman and Kenworchy (2000), South-
worth {1997}, and Southworth and Owens (1993}, There
has been some work to quantify effects, for instance, on
whar densities are necessary to support public cransport
and to lower infrastructure coses. However, many of the
eritigues of sprawl involve qualitative assessments.

. Caleulated by the author from 2000-City of Irvine GIS
dara This is assuming all of this residentially zoned land
is inside city boundaries. If some of the residencial land is
in the'sphere of influenee, the densicy will be higher.

10. He considered within-site transportation bur onvitred

analysisof “interior streers and utility costs for residen-
tial subdivisions™ (Peiser, 1984, p. 424).
11 Thanksto Url Avinand Jim Wannemacher for this insight.
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TABLE A-1. Critiques of suburban growth with evaluations of case study new communities.

Features and General The Woodlands,
effects Dimensions comments lrvine, CA* Columbia, MD* TXE

URBAN DESIGN

Features of growth

1 lack of defimi-  Aesthetics Idencity.is an aim. Invine has clearly Columbia is com- The Woodlands uses
tion/identity & identity named villages, posed of villages. It extensive greenbelt
of neighbor- differentiared uses landscape areas  and parkway areas
hoods, in architecrurally and between villages to to define villag,es.
terms, of both witht fandscipe define boundaries—  This has been done
centers.and themes. They vary rhough cthis is not maore ciearly than in
edges greatly int population  very clear. Columbia.

from abour: 2,000 o
26,000,

2 Widespread Aesthetics Strips have basically  Very proud of having  Columbia has some  In The Woodlands
commercial & identity been eliminared. 10 SErips. window areas with most shopping
strip strips. centers are buried'in
developmenr the forest.

3 Road pawems  Social equity, True of the new

thac limit diversity, communities. Afl
_—options for & access have many culs-de-
movement Efficiency sac. tn some cases
& costs pedestrian paths are
more of a grid
structure,
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Good overall
wayfinding, with 2
loose arterial grid
imto which villages
are inserted. While
residential streets
cend to be cal-de-
sac and loop struc-
tures, the pedestrian
systein is-generally
more grid like.

Confusing and
timited set of
primary roads. The
pedestrian system is
recreationally
focused, although
attention was paid
to the walk ro
school,

Madified grid as in
Irvine, alrhoqgh not
all the primary roads
have been. built.
Good and improving
major pedestrian
paths, although not
all streges have side-
walks {perhaps to
limit impervious
surfaces).
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TABLE A-1. (continued)

Features and General The Woodiands,
effects Dimensions comments frvine, CA* Columbia, MD® ™

4 Spatially Social equity, All have some kind Irvine mixes offices Village centers Each village has
segregated diversity, of land use and and shops in many contain shops, civic, ~ a commercial village
tand uses & access housing mix within village shopping recreation, and edy-  center, but the de-
developed ata  Efficiency the overall develop-  centersand s cational facilities. veloping town certer
coarse grain & costs ment and within gradually retrofitting  Some supermarkets  will mix residential,

villages. its research parks have struggled buta  entertainment,
and mall areas with commendable mix retail, and office
more uses including  of public and private  space.
residential. space is provided.

S lLow density Social equity. Columbia and Irvine  tvine pioneered Has significant More detachied

diversity, have more attached  acmached upper- apartment and housing units than
& aceess and apartment income housing, townhouse the other develop-
Efficiency housing than com- with the tradeoff development near ments. in 1990, 74%
&costs parable develop- being linked open neighbarhood 1-unit detached
Benefits ments in their space. In 1990, only  centers.but overall homes.
region. See also 39% were 1-unit low density. In 1930,
Tables 1 and 2, detached homes. only 39% 1-unic
detached homes.
Effects of growth

6 Aesthetic Aesthetics Developers have not  Clusters of similar More variety in tike Columbia.
issues— & identity been particutarly housing units and housing than Irvine,
monotony daring about mixing  willage design thémes  even with the same

housing styles. are criticized as number of detached
being monotomous.  houses,

7 Reliance on Secial equity, Each made some City of Ivine has 6% Calumbia has 1,800 Lowsincome housing
filtering for diversity, arrempt at low cost unitsin governmenr  units {around 5%) a criteria for HUD
law-income & access housing with 5-6% affordable housing subsidized, 1,498 Title VL. Over 1,000
housing. Sour- of units delivered programs, 3,233 federally. Much federally subsidized
ces: Bloom through affordable units, although only  subsidized housing. umits.in 1998, New
(2001}, levine housing programs. 717 are federally clustered near village  housing stares at
Company The subsidized subsidized. New centers making it $108,000.

(2000}, Rouse housing is of high housing starts at more visible. New
Compary design standard. $144,000. housing starts at
(1999), US. $108,000.

HUD (1998)

8 Sodial, Social equity, Each has worked frvine has UC-Inine Columbia has a “The Woodlands has
econemic, diversity, hard to awract such with many cultural music pavilion and a music pavifion.
civig, edltural & access facilities/ oppor- facilicies and the a0 African American
{arts) isola- tunities; good frvine Specorum history museum.
tion/finequality school systems. entertainment
within the complex.
region

9 Lackof Sogcial equity, This has been an Mupicipalities A streagth. Village. Scheols used for
locations for diversity, interest for all; while  provide typical civic  cénters have shops coMmunity activi-
public or & access not perfect all have  centers and open mixed with com- cies. Resident
community some syrengehs. spaces; Indnie Com-  miunity facifivies. association provides
activities and Some facilities pany provides Theyhave hadtobe  extensive park sys-
interaction require membership  shopping areasand  redesigned, burthe  tem with innovative

of a resident builds seme.parks, basic concept is recreational facilities
association. also funds evenrs good. Interfaith cen-  for people of all
(e.g., Halloween ters for congrega- ages.

costume
comperitions).

tions, rather than
separate facifities.
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TABLE A-1. (continued)

Feactures and General The Woodlands,

effects Dimensions comments frvine, CA* Columbia, MDP ™

URBAN DESIGN

Effects of growth

10 Disinvestment  Social equiry, Historic commercial  Nearby Newpart Ellicort City, the No real signs.of
in historic diversity, areas nearby have Beach and Laguna nearby county seat,  change in County
commercial &access not declined. Beach have boomed.  has redeveloped. seat, Conroe.
areas Efficiency

&costs

i1 Lack of Social equity, Extensive pachy Of 11 villages The Columbia Over 100 miles of
useable, diversity, recreation/open studied by The Irvine  Association main- trails and walkways;
designed, & access space systems Company, park/ t@ins a wide array of  very comprehensive
accessible Efficiency designed for a Open space varied indoor and outdoor  park system.
open space & coses variety of uses. See from 17-50% of recreation facilities.

afso item 9. fand area.

12 isolagion Social equity, This has.beena Has Amtrak, county  Columbia's planned The-only transit is a
for those diversity, difficult issue. bus.system and well  bus system failed, well-used commuter
withour cars & access developed biking althoughthere is a buis to Houston.

Efficiency community. county service.
&costs

13 Auremobile Social equity, All were autommiobile  Potendial for transit/  The path syscem is Like trvine, hasa
dependence diversicy, based: located} nonmatorized trans-  circuitous and de- fairly good path
due to density & access developed because portation because of  signed for recrearion  system along major
and overalt Efficiency of existing or pro- the high density of and wrips of children  roads. In 1959, 78%
urban & costs posed interstates. In jobs. In-1990, 82% 1o school. In 1950, of commuters drove
Structure Environmental 1990, 78-82% of of commuters drove  80% of commuters alone (compared ro

issues commiuters drove alone (comparedto  drove alone (com- 76% in TX); plus
slone. See also item  72% in CA); plus 9% pared to 70% in 12% drove in
12, drove in carpools, MD); plus 12% carpoals.
drove in carpools.

14 Loog Efficiency All have attempted Jobs/housing ratio Jobs/housing ratio Jobs/housing ratio
commute & costs jobs housing inJate 1990s: 3.1/1.  in fate 199851 2.0/1.  in late 1990s: 1.2/T.
times for borh  Environmencal balance. See in 1990, 37% 11990, 27% 10 1990, 5% worked
journey to issues employment figures  worked in place of worked in place of in place of residence
work and in Table 1 and item residence (City of residence (COP), {CDP), compared to
ather trips 13 in this rable, frvine}, compared to  compared to 19%in  49% in TX); has

17% in CA). MO. increased.

15 Lower levels Social equity, Unclear if new towns  Typical municipal Columbia Resident association
of neighbor- diversity, do better than boards, committees,  Association has has many boards,
ing, civic & access elsewhere. and councils. active village and bucitisinan
involvement, town-wide boards. earfier stage of
ete, devetopment.

16 Large Benefits All trade off some See general See general See general

~ Tamounts.of private space for comment to feft. comment to left. comment to feft.
private space, commion areas, but
both indoor still have much
and outdoor private space.
17 High fevels of  Benefits New communities See general See general See general

inchvidual
mobility
{transpor-
tation)

are unlikely to.be
waorse than generic
sprawl and may give
some extra opaons
(e.g., bike paths).
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comiment to left.

comment to left.

comment to left.
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TABLE A-1. {continued)

Features and General The Woodlands,

effects Dimensions comments Irvine, CA* Columbia, MD? T

18 Good fitwith  Berefits Each one uses See general See general See general
culrural “home town™ comment to left. comment to left, comment o lefe.
perceptions: imagery in
home, marketing.

SuCcess, ete.

ENVIRONMENT

Features of growth

19 Unlimited Density Developments Much attached Much amached The lowest density.
outward Efficiency reshape expansion, housing and housing and
extension & costs but do not stop relatively compact relatively compact

growth. See item 5. suburban farm. suburban form.

20 tackof Environmentat Increasingly an issue.  Approx. 44,000 Focus on'parks more  Extensive ecological
consideration issues acres in habitac than habitar; early surveys béfore
of natural protection, not part.  protection of river planning; focus has
habirat of the initial pian. and stream areas. been most on

hydrology.

Effects of growth

21 Lossof Envirgnmental Open space has Procected large areas  Protected the rural Maintained forest;
agricultural Issues been tost, but each of coastal sage armosphere. research park, and
land, open development pro- scrub. See item 20. shopping areas are
space, vegeta- tecred it more than hidden by wide
tion, habitat typical subdivisions, forest buffers.

Dectining value?

22 High energy Efficiency The developments Large percentage of  Large percentage of  Early.concern for
use/waste & costs may have few atrached houses and  attached houses and  microclimate in
production Environmental advantages, withthe  peoplewho workin  people whoworkin  house siting.

issues following place of residence place of residence
exceptions. may have some may have some
benefits. benefits.

23 Warer quality  Environmental Al paid some An issue of some Columbia protected A clear scrength—ic
problems: issues attention. conflict with the streams, which has aimed for basically
erosion, EPA. had benefirs, zero runoff.
runoff

24 High water Efficiency Similar to generic tnnavative water information not information not
conssmption & costs development. resycling program. available. available.

Environmental
issues

25 Air quality Environmental  Work trips are See general Sce general See general
problems issues mostly by car_ it comment 10 feft. comimient co lefi. comment to left.
from auto- would be useful to
maobile use examine noriwork

rips. See ttem 13,
26 Spaciousness  Benefits All use design to Formal, modernist Rural and forested Wooded aesthetic

and closeness
to nature

creare this sense.

plantings and
habitat protection
areas.

characeer.

complere with
understory.
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TABLE A-1. (continued)

Features and
effects

Dimensions

General
comments

invine, CA*

Columbia, MD?

The Woodlands,
T

COORDINATION
Features of growth

27 Leapfrog
development.

28 tand uses not
coordinated
wich (existing)
infrastructure

29 Fragmented
fand-use
controf

Effects of growth

30 Expensive
or delayed
infrastructure

31 Variation in
local fiscal
capacity
(affecring
education,
public
services)

32 Slowemer-
gency service
respoase
tmes.

33 Less expensive
housing due
o lower land
costs

Efficiency
& costs

Efficiency
& costs

Social equity,
diversiry,
& access
Efficiency
& costs

Social equity,
diversity,
& access
Efficiency
& costs

Social equity,
diversity,
& access
Efficiency
& costs

Social equity,
diversity,
& access

Benefits

All were phased;
only The Woodlands
seems to have been
phased very sequen-
uially. Superficial
fragmentation
masks an underlying
logic.

Coordination is
highly valued,
although as fast-
growing develop-
ments all have had

some lagging
infrastructure.

Strong companies.
worked around the
fragmentation issue.

inefficiency and
delays are avoided,
but infrastructure is
still expensive
because of high
armenity fevels and
early provision.

A complex issue. In
each new commu-~
nity cesidents expect
high service levels.
but the large em-
ployment areas also
supply-tax dollars,

Developments are all
dense enough for
this criticism to be
less relevant,

All are competing
successfully with
unplanned sprawl.
See item 7.
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The Invine company
was forced into de-
veloping on multiple
fronts because it
had sold central
valley land earfier to
land owners who
wanted to develop.

See general
comment to left.

County and seven
tocal governments
have control—often
new areas approved
by the county and
then annexed.

See general
comment to left.

Because trvine is
incorporated, it has
really not avoided
the problem of
variartans in local
fiscal capacicy at a
regional level.

See general
comment to left.

See general
comment to left.

Has very discontinu-
ous land holding
with many out-
parcels, so develop-
ment was and is a
pacchwork.

See gereral
comment to feft.

County the approval
authority.

See general
comment to left.

County benefits
from taxes; added
parks aad recreation
n Columbia are
paid for through a
separate fee, part of
an early agreement
with the county to
limi the costs of the
developrnent.

See general
comment to left.

See general
commentto left.

Seems to avoid the
appearance of leap-
frog development.

See general
comment to left.

Subdivision approval
only required, by
City-of Houston;
coordinated with
other government
agencies.

As‘a more isolated
development, delays
were more of an
issue.

The Woodlands is in
the extraterritorial
jurisdiction of
Houston as Ceorge
Mitchell wanted it to
contribute taxes to
the city.

See general
comment to left.

See general
comment to left.



