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Introduction

any mornings, in search of work to support his family,

Isaac Mburu trudges eight kilometers into Nairobi’s
tourist district on dusty footpaths next to the city’s paved
roads. For three or four hours, he walks alongside speeding
vehicles, squinting through brown smog. A 33-year-old
father of three, Isaac lives in a neighborhood where buses
never go—even if they did, he could not afford the fare. He
is one of the more than 40 percent of Nairobi’s residents who
don’t have bus fare, and one of the 94 percent who cannot
buy a car. Like 55 percent of Nairobians, he inhabits a
makeshift slum on the city’s edge.!

Isaac lives in a city built for motor vehicles in a country
where most people cannot afford them. Even in wealthier
countries, car-centered cities deepen the disparities between
rich and poor, shut out the old and young, and endanger
public health. For example, though the car is the only viable
means of getting from one place to another in some U.S.
cities, roughly one third of the nation is too young, too old,
or too poor to drive. Spread-out urban development eats up
forests and farmland, paves over watersheds, and induces
vehicle traffic that burns fuel and creates noise and air pol-
lution. In Austria, France, and Switzerland, pollution kills
more people than cars do: the number of premature deaths
precipitated by particulate emissions from vehicles is about
twice the number from traffic accidents, according to a
report in The Lancet, a medical journal.”

Sprawling cities harm human and environmental health
in less obvious ways as well. When people drive instead of
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walking or biking, they expend fewer calories. Doctors in the
United States have begun to study how relying on a car
to get from one place to another may foster obesity and
other health risks. The greater amount of vehicle travel
required in spread-out urban areas also generates carbon
dioxide, a gas that warms the planet’s atmosphere. Trans-
portation is now the fastest-growing source of these climate-
altering emissions.’

As Isaac’s story suggests, spread-out cities lacking good
public transportation trap people in traffic and diminish
their productivity. Researchers estimate that every day,
Atlanta loses more than $6 million to traffic delays, Bangkok
more than $4 million. But such calculations only value
hours that could have been spent working. It’s harder to
measure the loss to society of time that could have been used
to care for one’s children, build friendships, or participate in
community activities. While the car is a symbol of wealth,
studies suggest that the high costs of automobile depen-
dence can actually erode economic growth. Real estate ana-
lysts in the United States have noted that denser cities that
boast alternatives to the car have been better investment bets
in recent years than sprawling suburban agglomerations.*

These sorts of problems are bound to intensify unless
greater effort is made to change direction as the world
continues to become more urban. Nearly half of the global
population—2.85 billion people—resided in urban agglom-
erations in 2000, almost four times as many as in 1950. Sub-
Saharan Africa, where Isaac Mburu lives, is home to the
world’s fastest-urbanizing countries. Demographers estimate
that population growth in the cities and towns of Africa,
Asia, and Latin America will account for more than 90 per-
cent of the 2.05 billion people they expect to be added to
world population between 2000 and 2030. (See Table 1.)
How these cities meet the transportation needs of their citi-
zens will affect not only billions of lives, but also world ener-
gy demand for years to come.’

At the same time that urbanists, environmentalists, and
economists have documented the various costs of sprawl—
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| tABLED |
Total Population and Share That is Urban, by World
Region, 2000 and 2030

2000 2030
Region Population  Urban Share Population  Urban Share
(million people) (percent) (million people) (percent)
Asia 3,683 37 4,877 53
Africa 784 38 1,406 55
Europe 729 75 691 83
Latin America 519 75 726 83
North America 310 77 372 84

Source: See endnote 5.

segregated communities, depressing landscapes, illness from
polluted air and water, climate change, and economic slip-
page—they have also helped citizens create a vision of an
urban form that would allow people greater access to jobs,
schools, and stores at less cost to the environment. In coun-
tries that are already highly urbanized, new construction
could be encouraged at locations easily reached by a variety
of transportation means, while green space could be reserved
for nature, agriculture, and recreation. Existing car-reliant
suburbs could be retrofitted with bicycle paths, bus lanes,
and new forms of transit. Places such as shopping malls that
were designed for a single use could be rebuilt as town cen-
ters where people could both live and work.

Perhaps the greatest opportunity for pursuing the vision
of people-centered cities lies in developing countries, where
much new urban infrastructure will be built. Successes in
places like Copenhagen, Denmark; Portland, Oregon, in the
United States; and Curitiba, Brazil—three cities that have
made tough decisions about transportation and urban devel-
opment—are inspiring people across the planet. Satisfying
the needs of walkers and bikers, centralizing new develop-
ment where it can be reached by public transit, and encour-
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aging the higher population densities needed for viable pub-
lic transportation have led to cleaner air and more vibrant
communities.

Yet even as this vision is transforming cities and demon-
strating its superiority to the prevailing model, powerful
incentives remain for people to continue building and main-
taining places that cater to cars. Government institutions
and policies often support car-dependent development.
Transportation agencies set up to generate roads create a
momentum of their own by rewarding government officials
for building more roads. Zoning laws often segregate stores
and other businesses from homes, making cars virtually
essential for people to move from home to work or shopping.
And various taxes and subsidies hide the true costs of sprawl
and affect where people live and how they travel from one
place to another. In Nairobi, for many years, a large fee for
registering bicycles prevented poor people from buying
them; Isaac Mburu, a bicycle mechanic, had his bicycle con-
fiscated by local authorities because he could not pay the fee.

Many private companies have a vested interest in the sta-
tus quo. Oil and tire companies, carmakers, road builders,
and real estate developers have greatly influenced the way
cities developed. Car companies, for example, spend more
money than any other industry on advertising, in order to
sell the idea of a car-centered life (invariably depicted on
open roads) to people who may already cherish elements of
this vision—a home and a car that will give them door-to-
door service. Real estate developers often use money to per-
suade local governments to give a green light to their
projects, even to flout laws designed to protect parks or other
public space.

Around the world, people are tackling these institution-
al and political barriers, alarmed by clogged roads, dirty air,
and deteriorating neighborhoods. Ideas from Copenhagen
about creating safe routes for children to walk or cycle to
school have been picked up and adapted by citizens’ groups
and local officials in the United Kingdom, the United States,
and elsewhere, while elements of Curitiba’s network of ded-
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icated busways and cycle paths are being replicated in
Bogota, Lima, and other Latin American cities. And in a
smart growth movement that swept across the United States
in the 1990s, several states and cities borrowed ideas about
metropolitan cooperation from Portland.

In helping to create visions of what they would like their
cities to look like, citizens have begun to show businesses how
they might collaborate to create this new urban future. As wit-
nessed by a renaissance in light rail construction, the prolifer-
ation of privately run car-sharing networks, and the
popularity of newly built neighborhoods that boast stores and
offices within walking distance of homes, the companies that
have responded are thriving. And so are the communities.

How Motor Vehicles Take Over Cities

With the United States leading the way, every world
region has some metropolitan areas that are harmed
by sprawl—or car-dependent development. The idea of
sprawl and progress became intertwined long ago, and to be
sure, the ranks of car owners have swollen as more people
have amassed the wealth to buy vehicles. But even poor
countries have built car-centric cities. Mainly, it is govern-
ment decisions about transportation and housing that have
created sprawl, although the dynamics have varied dramati-
cally from place to place.

While car-dependent cities can be found all over the
world, some of the world’s regions harbor more than others.
In studies limited to North America, Europe, Australia, and
Asia, the cities sampled in the United States were the most
reliant on automobiles, followed by Australia and then
Canada. The cities with the highest public transit use and
lowest fuel consumption were all in Europe and Asia.® (See
Tables 2 and 3.)

This pioneering research shows that, contrary to expec-
tations, wealth is not the main impetus toward car-centered
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Indicators of Automobhile Dependence in Selected
Cities, by World Region, 1990

Transportation Metropolitan
Region Private Car Use Fuel Use Population Density

(km/person) (megajoule/person) (people/hectare)

United States 11,155 64,351 14.2
Australia 6,571 39,456 12.2
Canada 6,551 39,173 28.5
Europe 4,519 25,692 49.9
Asia 1,727 12,862 161.9

Sources: See endnote 6.

cities. As a group, the U.S. cities surveyed had 141 percent
more car use per person than the European cities, but 15 per-
cent less income per person. An even greater disparity was
seen between wealthy and middle-income cities in Asia. Per
capita income in Tokyo was nine times higher than that in
Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia, but car use per person in Kuala
Lumpur was nearly double that in rail-dense Tokyo.’

Car use tends to be highest in places where no other
options exist. Each year, people in the United States drive
almost twice as far per person as Western Europeans do. Yet
U.S. citizens are not twice as wealthy, nor are they traveling
twice as far with each trip. In fact, each car trip averages about
the same length as one taken by a European: 13-15 kilome-
ters (km). However, a person living in the United States gen-
erally has fewer transportation choices, so he will use a car for
trips that a Western European would take by bike or train.®

If higher car use is not brought on by wealth or long
trips, it is tightly linked to government transportation poli-
cies. In many countries, road networks have been expanding
faster than rail systems. Transportation influences the layout
of cities, so places like Atlanta and Nairobi, which have expe-
rienced major population growth at a time when govern-
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| tABLES
Commute to Work in Selected Cities, Early 1990s

Private Public Foot/Bicycle/
City Population Vehicle Transit Other
(million) (percent)

North America

Atlanta 2.5 95.0 4.7 0.3
Portland 1.3 90.3 5.8 3.9
Toronto 4.3 64.6 30.1 5.3
Vancouver 1.8 81.9 12.4 5.7
Latin America

Brasilia 1.8 45.0 53.0 2.0
Curitiba 2.2 13.6 71.8 14.6
Santiago 4.9 15.8 54.3 29.9
Bogota 6.1 8.8 74.8 16.4
Europe

Copenhagen 1.3 43.0 25.0 32.0
Amsterdam 1.1 40.0 25.0 35.0
Paris 9.5 48.9 36.2 14.9
Zurich 0.9 36.0 39.8 24.2
Africa

Abidjan 2.8 15.8 49.1 35.1
Nairobi 1.8 16.0 67.5 16.5
Lagos 10.3 18.5 53.8 22.4
Cairo 9.7 10.5 58.2 31.3
Asia-Pacific

Kuala Lumpur 1.2 57.6 25.5 16.9
Jakarta 8.6 41.4 36.3 22.3
Manila 9.3 28.0 54.2 17.8
Bangkok 6.5 60.0 30.0 10.0
Hong Kong 5.8 9.1 74.0 16.9
Singapore 3.3 21.8 56.0 22.2
Tokyo 27.0 294 48.9 21.7
Sydney 3.6 69.3 25.2 55

Sources: See endnote 6.
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ments were hurrying to build roads to accommodate cars, are
more spread out than older urban centers.

Government housing policies have also helped to create
sprawl, although the dynamics have differed from place to
place. In the United States, governments coupled low-
income housing in central cities with incentives for middle-
and high-income people to buy houses in suburbs.
Developing-country governments, on the other hand, have
not subsidized suburban development in the same way the
United States has, nor have they provided shelter for
low-income families. Thus, whereas Atlanta has sprawling,
low-density enclaves of affluent homeowners, Nairobi has
sprawling, high-density settlements of destitute squatters. In
each case, the city is fragmented, motor vehicles clog the
roads, and people who need jobs cannot easily reach them.

The role of government policies in shaping cities is best
documented in the United States, which has the longest his-
tory of car-dependent urbanization. As early as the first
decade of the twentieth century, a coalition of car makers,
road builders, tire manufacturers, and oil companies began
forming to push Congress for a system of government-fund-
ed highways. Public disillusionment with privately run rail-
roads, the discovery of oil in Texas, and the sense of endless
space to be conquered on the American continent all con-
tributed to the success of this effort.’

The National Interstate and Defense Highway System Act
of 1956 launched the nation on a frenzy of highway build-
ing. Although the initial goal was to foster better roads
between cities, the unintended result was also to build more
roads within cities. (Today, some 36 percent of all federally
aided highway miles are in urban areas.) The government
poured tax revenues from gasoline into a fund dedicated to
road building. The tax made users of roads help pay for them,
but only partially. The taxes failed to cover the full costs of
construction and maintenance, not to mention the costs
from pollution or accidents. At the same time, its stable fund-
ing sheltered the Federal Highway Administration from com-
petition with other agencies. Between 1988 and 1999, the

HOW MOTOR VEHICLES TAKE OVER CITIES 13

United States spent more than six times the amount of
money on highways that it did on public transportation.'’

The lure of U.S. federal highway funds skewed the prior-
ities of state governments. A state looking to build a highway
would pay only 10 percent of the bill, while the federal gov-
ernment would pony up the rest. Until recently, the state of
Georgia has plowed billions of dollars into highways, partic-
ularly in Atlanta’s northern suburbs, while investing little in
Atlanta’s Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid Transit Authority. With
many miles of highway and few real alternatives to the pri-
vate car, Atlanta is one of the most sprawling U.S. cities."

The U.S. government further boosted suburban develop-
ment by underwriting both the expansion of water and
sewer lines to outlying areas and the purchase of new homes
there. A new government agency for home loans was creat-
ed in 1938, and revamped in 1968 as a private-public enter-
prise, the Federal National Mortgage Association (now called
Fannie Mae), to buy home loans from the banks that origi-
nate them, providing a fresh supply of money for housing.
By refusing to back loans in central city neighborhoods and
favoring loans in new suburban developments, the agency
helped distort urban development.'?

Most state laws allowed or even encouraged the creation
of new municipalities on the edge of metropolitan areas, so
new suburban towns each had their own ability to tax, zone,
and establish school systems. By requiring development on
large lots, these suburban towns could exclude the poor.
People living in these areas could drive to the city to benefit
from its cultural activities or job opportunities, but were not
required to give anything back to it."?

Predictably, all these policies sparked a dramatic increase
in car dependence. Between 1950 and 1990, the number of
people living in 58 U.S. metropolitan areas analyzed by
urban specialist David Rusk rose 80 percent, while the land
covered by those metropolitan areas expanded 305 percent—
nearly four times as much. Part of the reason that Americans
now guzzle 43 percent of the world’s gasoline production is
to wheel around these expansive metropolises.'*
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Canada, like the United States, is a wealthy country with
wide open spaces whose metropolitan areas have surged dur-
ing the automobile age, but a tradition of metropolitan coop-
eration to link public transportation to land use planning and
provide uniform services across these areas has kept sprawl in
check. Canadian cities spawned suburbs in the early decades
of the twentieth century, and provincial governments
responded in the 1950s with an eye to the future health of
the entire region by creating agencies to coordinate regional
transportation, land use, and water services. Canadian met-
ropolitan areas today have one quarter the number of kilo-
meters in urban expressways, three times greater public
transportation use, and 1.8 times greater population densities
than metropolitan areas in the United States."

Since the 1970s, however, Canadian provinces have
expanded highways and sewers beyond the borders of regions
corresponding to a single metropolitan agency, inviting U.S.-
style sprawl. A shift toward political conservatism may be one
reason that governments have not responded with a vigorous
new expansion of metropolitan cooperation.'®

In contrast to North America, most Western European
and Japanese cities were well established before the automo-
bile age, and most residents, treasuring their old buildings
and streets, were reluctant to knock them down. People liv-
ing in small, densely populated countries with long urban
histories are more likely to recognize the need to cluster
urban development to preserve both the character of the
countryside and the fabric of cities. Moreover, nations with-
out ample domestic supplies of oil have been more cautious
in embracing the idea of a car-centered transportation sys-
tem. Accordingly, governments in Western Europe and Japan
have given relatively greater support to rail-based public
transportation in urban areas. Western Europe has about one
third of the world’s urban rail systems. (See Table 4.)"

Today, political, economic, and demographic changes in
other parts of the world are opening a window of opportu-
nity for residents of cities to dramatically reshape them.
Under central planning, governments in Central and Eastern
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TABLE 4

Number of Cities with Rail Systems in Operation, by
World Region, 2000

Region Heavy Rail Light Rail
Western Europe 29 119
Eastern Europe/Central Asia 15 166
United States and Canada 17 33
Latin America 11 6
Japan 9 20
Other Asia-Pacific 12 8
Africa 1 6

Note: Subways, elevated railways, and metros are all heavy rail, operating on
rights-of-way from which all other traffic is excluded. Light rail-streetcars,
tramways, or trolley cars—runs along tracks at street level that may not be sepa-
rated from other traffic for long stretches.

Source: See endnote 17.

Europe sponsored urban rail and bus systems, but ran them
inefficiently. Today, this region is home to some 45 percent
of the world’s light rail systems, but they are declining at the
same time that people have gained the freedom to buy cars,
and car-biased policies are being adopted. In the first half of
the 1990s, the number of passengers on public trams, buses,
and subways fell 8.5 percent in the Czech Republic and 13
percent in Slovakia. Between 1990 and 1996, a quarter of
Hungarian towns lost their public transportation systems.'®
Governments in Central and Eastern Europe are receiv-
ing assistance from Western Europe to improve long-dis-
tance transportation links between West and East, including
major highways. In much of the industrialized world, the
political coalitions that pushed for government road build-
ing began to form more than a century ago. Like poorly run
transit systems in Western cities in the early part of the
1900s, those in places like Poland and the Czech Republic
are no match for cash-rich Western road builders and devel-
opers, who are opening large shopping malls, or “hypermar-
kets,” on the outskirts of towns. A developer from Long
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Island, New York, where shopping malls abound, recently
told a reporter that upon visiting Poland, “We flipped—we
couldn’t believe the opportunities.... Poland is under-
retailed.” In the Czech Republic, car use surged and public
transit use fell as the number of suburban hypermarkets bal-
looned from one to 53 between 1997 and 2000. Today, the
proliferation of such developments around Prague has boost-
ed the number of hypermarkets in the Czech Republic above
that in the Netherlands."

Much of the developing world is urbanizing in the age of
the automobile, and different kinds of sprawl are appearing.
As in Central and Eastern Europe, industries that heavily
influenced government transportation and urban develop-
ment policies in industrial countries see huge opportunities
in the developing world. According to the head of product
strategy for Fiat, which plans to develop a low-cost car tai-
lored to consumers in places like South Africa, India, and
Brazil, “Over the period 1999-2007, no car market growth is
predicted in the traditional industrialized countries. All the
development is in emerging markets.”*

Yet there is still time to develop cities in a way that will
meet the needs of all, not only the car-driving minority.
Throughout the developing world, the urban poor who can-
not afford to rent or buy a home on the formal market live
in squatter settlements called shantytowns, slums, or favelas,
depending on the place. Typically located in the most inac-
cessible places, these neighborhoods lack city services, from
water pipes and sewers to transportation. Concerns about
city-wide sanitation may force officials to retrofit these areas
with public utilities, but at much higher cost than if the city
had set aside land for poor settlers close to major transporta-
tion corridors in the first place. Developing countries with-
out extensive road systems still have the opportunity to
develop mobility with lower dependence on the car, by set-
ting aside rights-of-way for bicycles and buses as well as
other forms of public transportation.

In the last half century, the population of Latin America
has shifted from mostly rural to mostly urban, making the
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region the most urbanized one in the developing world.
Although large cities have made important investments in
bus and rail systems, they usually have not adopted comple-
mentary land use policies. For instance, in Santiago de Chile,
the government added 60,000 hectares to the amount of
developable land in the metropolitan area in 1979. Since
then, the government has supported the construction of
public housing projects far from the city’s rail system and
allowed low-density suburban developments along roads.
With housing projects and new businesses sprouting on the
city’s outskirts, motorized travel has more than doubled in
the last 20 years.?

Government policies in some parts of Asia have also
begun to invite car-dependent development. To be sure,
many Asian cities have a history of supporting bicycle or
boat transportation. China, for instance, has provided subsi-
dies to both bus and bicycle commuters and built separate
lanes for bicycle traffic. But as urban populations and
incomes have risen, cities as diverse as Calcutta and Jakarta
have discouraged or even banned bicycles and other human-
powered means of transportation in an effort to free up space
for motor vehicles. As the roads become more dangerous for
cycling, more people are taking motorcycles or cars, even for
short trips. For instance, some 60 percent of very short trips
in Surabaya, Indonesia, are now made by motor vehicle; in
Germany, where streets are more inviting for pedestrians and
cyclists, only 15 percent of such trips are by motor vehicle.?

Even in Africa, where the vast majority cannot afford
motor vehicles, many cities elevate the needs of motorists
over those of non-drivers. Africa’s colonial legacy of frag-
mented cities is part of the reason. Europeans established
new cities in previously uninhabited areas, partitioned them
into racial zones, and built roads for the vehicle-driving elite.
In Nairobi, for instance, the British occupied large estates
served by public utilities in the city’s west and northwest,
while Africans were relegated to unserviced areas in the city’s
south and east. Today, the racial divides are blurred, but peo-
ple with the most economic and political power still live in
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the areas served by public utilities and travel by car.
Decisionmakers thus equate transportation improvements
with widening roads for more motor vehicles. But remark-
ably simple innovations such as separate lanes and cross-
walks for pedestrians would benefit more people.?

The Costs of Sprawl

As government policies have fostered sprawling cities,
some problems with car-dependent development have
become clear. Cities prosper when they can take advantage
of their concentration of human talent and energy.
Sprawling cities diminish that potential by segregating and
dispersing people. Car-dependent development consumes
land and other resources, degrading watersheds and air in
the process. And car-centric cities harm economic productiv-
ity by increasing social inequities, wasting resources, and
damaging the environment.

People who live in the world’s most sprawling cities
often need motor vehicles to participate in society in the
most elementary ways: working, shopping, going to school,
getting medical care. Reviewing a 1995 survey of personal
transportation, the U.S. Department of Transportation found
that “Americans’ love affair with our cars may actually be a
marriage of convenience. Contemporary land use patterns
require the use of private vehicles, whether or not we love
those vehicles.” Half of the households in urban areas of the
United States in 1990 were not within walking distance of a
public transportation route. When cars are essential, being
able to drive is akin to citizenship. In one survey in England,
young adults were asked to choose between the right to vote
in an election and the right to obtain a driving license. Some
72 percent chose the license.**

A lack of transportation options also creates age and
gender inequities. Although car travel is the only viable
means of transportation in many U.S. cities, roughly one
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third of Americans do not have driver’s licenses. Children
must rely on their parents to drive them most places, so they
lose opportunities to develop the kind of independence (not
to mention muscles) enjoyed by children using bikes, public
transportation, and their own two feet. Only 10 percent of
U.S. children aged 5-15 walk to school, a likely factor in bur-
geoning child obesity. Women bear a disproportionate share
of the burden for ferrying children and elderly relatives
immobilized by car-based transportation systems to medical
appointments, for example. Even though some 60 percent of
U.S. women work outside the home, women also make two
thirds of the trips to take another person someplace.”

Sprawling cities also sharpen existing social divides, by
allowing people with resources to put more space between
themselves and others. Residents of suburban counties in
the United States may enjoy the benefits of the entire met-
ropolitan region, but strive to keep poor people out of their
community by spurning links to region-wide public trans-
portation and passing “snob zoning” laws that forbid the
type of housing that lower-, even middle-income, people
could afford. In Atlanta, although roughly 2,580 kilometers
(1,600 miles) of rail and bus lines carry half a million people
each weekday, these lines do not extend into three of the five
counties in which the region’s employment is concentrated.
“It was planned that way,” said Professor Robert Bullard, co-
author of Just Transportation. “In the mid-1960s, a couple of
counties basically said they didn’t want public transit com-
ing into their area because it would bring black people.”
Although Atlanta’s suburbs are more racially integrated
today, they remain segregated by income.?

In the United States, a downward spiral has taken hold in
most sprawling metropolitan areas, where the rich and the
poor live in separate municipalities, each with its own local
government and budget. As people have moved to suburban
areas that often exclude low-income people, inner cities have
been left with a large population of people in poverty. These
central city governments thus have shrinking tax revenue to
address expanding social problems, and their public services
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suffer. As a result, the central neighborhoods become less desir-
able places to live, especially for those seeking schools. Myron
Orfield notes that as total school enrollment in Minnesota’s
Twin Cities metropolitan area fell by 81,000 between 1970 and
1990, the central cities and inner suburbs closed 132 schools,
while outer suburbs opened 50 new schools.?’

When the rich succeed in isolating themselves from the
poor, concentrated poverty may well drag down the econom-
ic health of the entire region. Increasingly, metropolitan areas
are heralded as the basic units of the global economy.
Research in the United States suggests that within these units,
the fortunes of one municipality are linked to the fate of the
entire metropolis. David Rusk compared U.S. cities that great-
ly expanded their jurisdictions to include suburban areas
between 1960 and 1990 to cities whose boundaries remained
fairly constant while competing suburbs grew up around
them. Central cities that incorporated more suburban areas
averaged an “AA” bond rating, whereas cities in the most frag-
mented metropolitan regions averaged only an “A” rating.
Exploring the interdependence of municipalities in 74 U.S.
metropolitan areas, another team of researchers concluded in
their book Regions That Work that inequality between munic-
ipalities appears to dampen growth throughout the area: “Just
like having the nicest house in an increasingly distressed
neighborhood provides only a relative shield against declin-
ing property values, residing in the best gated community
within a fragmented and increasingly impoverished region
only hides the signs of potential and actual collapse.”*

Car-dependent cities are more likely to trap people of all
income levels in traffic, wasting everyone’s time and money.
Forty years ago, urban critic Lewis Mumford wrote, “What an
effective network requires is the largest number of alterna-
tive modes of transportation, at varying speeds and volumes,
for different functions and purposes.... By pushing all forms
of traffic onto high speed motor ways, we burden them with
a load guaranteed to slow down peak traffic to a crawl.”
Today, the Texas Transportation Institute finds that Los
Angeles and Atlanta, both car-centric cities, have the two
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highest levels of traffic delay per person of 68 U.S. cities sur-
veyed. This study calculates that the 4.5 billion hours of
extra travel time and 6.8 billion gallons of fuel burned in
traffic delays cost these 68 cities $78 billion in 1999 alone.
Transportation researcher Walter Hook has found that cities
such as Bangkok and Jakarta, which are less densely popu-
lated than Paris, Moscow, or Shanghai, suffer worse traffic
delays because they have neither effective public transit sys-
tems nor adequate facilities for bicyclists and pedestrians.?
The time people spend in vehicles is

time lost not only to work but also to Car-dependent

activities that benefit personal or com-
munity health, although these losses
are harder to quantify in economic likely to trap
terms. In the United States, public people of all
health researchers find that the share of
the population that is overweight has

grown in recent decades, as people’s traffic, wasting

lives have become more sedentary and
alternatives to driving have been
reduced. Marion Nestle, a New York and money.
University professor of nutrition, and

Michael Jacobson of the Center for Science in the Public
Interest argue that changes in transportation and urban
development are needed to halt the obesity epidemic.*

In his book Bowling Alone, Robert Putnam documents
diminished civic engagement in U.S. society over the past
several decades—and finds that urban sprawl is one likely
culprit. Participation in presidential elections fell by roughly
a quarter between 1960 and 1996, and the number of Roper
survey respondents who said they had attended a public
meeting on town or school affairs declined by 35 percent
between 1974 and 1998. This disengagement occurred as
metropolitan areas sprawled and the share of those driving
alone to work grew from 60 percent in 1960 to 91 percent in
1995. To link these trends, Putnam cites a recent survey that
finds less political involvement in homogeneous suburbs,
older research showing greater public participation in less

cities are more

income levels in

everyone’s time
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fragmented metropolises, and “time diary” studies that
reveal how people spend their time. “American adults aver-
age seventy-two minutes every day behind the wheel,”
Putnam writes, “more than twice as much as the average par-
ent spends with the kids.”*!

In addition to eating up more human time and motor
fuel, car-centric cities require greater expenditures on trans-
portation and other infrastructure—expenses that chip away
at a region’s economic potential. While the up-front cost of
rail is high, cities with effective urban transit spend less on
transportation over the long run. Researchers at Australia’s
Institute for Sustainability and Technology Policy (ISTP), led
by Peter Newman and Jeffrey Kenworthy, found that auto-
dependent Australian and U.S. cities spend 12-13 percent of
their per capita wealth on passenger transport, whereas rail-
filled cities in Europe and Asia spend considerably less (8 per-
cent in the Furopean cities and 5 percent in Tokyo, Hong
Kong, and Singapore). Robert Cervero, a professor of plan-
ning at Berkeley, surveyed 47 U.S. cities to conclude that
good accessibility between jobs and housing, and well-func-
tioning transportation systems were key indicators of eco-
nomic health.*?

A number of studies in the United States have quantified
the extra infrastructure costs required by unfocused develop-
ment. Using data from these analyses, Robert Burchell found
that if 25 million units of new housing in the United States
were to be accommodated between 2000 and 2025 in a more
space-efficient way, the nation would preserve more than 1.2
million hectares (3 million acres) of land, require 3,000 fewer
new miles of state roads, and need 4.7 million fewer water
and sewer “laterals.” The result would be a savings of $250
billion, 75 percent in housing and development savings to
developers and new property buyers.*

Sprawling cities also damage the environment in many
ways, harming human health and ultimately affecting the
economy. Slow-moving traffic in a built-up area dirties the
air that many people breathe—so traffic engineers have a
point when they advocate the old solution: widen roads to
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move vehicles more quickly into areas of low population
density. What they neglect to add is that this “solution” sim-
ply extends the problem farther and that better roads invite
more cars. Regions in the United States that have built new
roads have fared no better at easing congestion and related
air pollution than those that have not. As Michael Replogle,
a transportation specialist at the U.S.-based advocacy group
Environmental Defense, points out, “Adding highway capac-
ity to solve traffic congestion is like buying larger pants to
deal with your weight problem.”**

Although a greater share of the population uses vehicles
in wealthy cities, vehicles tend to be more polluting in urban
centers of the developing world, where two- and three-
wheeled vehicles prevail. Most of these are motor scooters
and carts powered by simple but dirty “two-stroke” engines,
in which much of the fuel goes unburned and is released
with the exhaust. A World Bank report suggests that vehicles
with such engines emit more than 10 times the amount of
fine particulate matter per vehicle-kilometer as a car and
only slightly less than a diesel truck.*

Toxic ingredients in motorcycle and car fumes cause ill-
ness, particularly among children, whose developing lungs
are especially vulnerable, and among the elderly. Sulfur diox-
ide and particulates remain above safe levels in a number of
major cities. Alone or in combination, these pollutants gen-
erate coughing and lung damage and aggravate existing
respiratory problems such as asthma, which is on the rise.
Daily particulate levels closely track hospital admissions and
death rates.*

Vehicles also spew nitrogen oxides, hydrocarbons, car-
bon monoxide, and sometimes lead. In sunlight, nitrogen
oxides and hydrocarbons react to form ozone, the main
ingredient in smog, which harms human health. Wind pat-
terns and terrain conspire to trap dirty air above sprawling
cities like Santiago, which exceeded the hourly health stan-
dard for ozone 404 times in 1995, or Atlanta, which for sev-
eral years has failed to meet national clean air requirements.*’

Lives are lost not only to illnesses from vehicular pollu-
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tion but also to traffic accidents. Researchers estimate that
nearly a million people, mostly pedestrians, are Killed on the
world’s roads each year. In comparing global Ccities,
Australian researchers Newman and Kenworthy found that
car-dependent cities lost proportionally more people to traf-
fic deaths. Despite having greater measures to promote traf-
fic safety, cities in the United States, where more people
drive, had more traffic fatalities per capita than cities in
developing nations in Asia.*®

Not surprisingly, evidence from the United States sug-
gests that cars are most likely to kill pedestrians in cities that
cater primarily to motor vehicle traffic and lack sidewalks
and crosswalks. In Atlanta, for instance, a rambling city
where fewer than 1.5 percent of people walk to work, 185
pedestrians were killed in 1997 and 1998, making it one of
the most dangerous U.S. cities to walk in.*

Again, the elderly and children are particularly at risk.
People over 65 constitute 12 percent of the U.S. population
but account for 22 percent of pedestrian deaths and 18 per-
cent of driver deaths. Age may impair the vision and reflex-
es needed to drive, but car-dependent communities offer
older people few alternatives to driving. As an 80-year-old
Los Angeles resident recently told a reporter: “I have to have
my car. [ need it to get to the hospital, or see my family, or
take my wife to a nice dinner. It’s not a luxury. It's a big part
of my life.”*

While improvements in vehicles and fuel have helped
reduce air pollution in industrial nations in the last three
decades, most vehicles continue to emit carbon dioxide, a
“greenhouse gas” that warms the planet’s atmosphere.
Worldwide, the share of carbon dioxide emissions from
transportation climbed from 17 percent in 1971 to 23 per-
cent in 1997 (see Figure 1), jacked up mainly by road traffic.
Motor vehicles accounted for 58 percent of worldwide trans-
portation carbon emissions in 1990, but their contribution
grew to 73 percent by 1997.*!

By paving over land for roads and parking lots, cities
increase water problems. Much land in car-dependent cities is
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lost to pavement, for each car needs as much road as 4-8 bicy-
cles, and as much parking space as 20 bicycles. Water quality
and quantity both suffer in proportion to the amount of
pavement that covers a watershed. Suburban development in
Atlanta has impaired the health of the Chattahoochee River,
which Atlanta uses as a drinking water source. Overloaded
sewer systems have spewed raw sewage into the river, killing
fish and making the water temporarily unsafe for swimming
or fishing. Sprawling cities increase the risk of floods. Instead
of seeping into the ground as it normally would, rain runs off
roads and pavement into channels, where it speeds into rivers
and streams, causing more severe floods than it would if
plants and soil soaked up some of the deluge.*

Many researchers have tried to quantify the price that
society pays for car-dependent transportation systems.
Estimates differ because there is no single method for deter-
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mining which costs to include and how to derive them.
Nevertheless, numerous U.S. studies have found that
motorists incur huge costs not covered by fuel taxes, vehicle
taxes, or fees for road use. For example, Clifford Cobb found
that the cost of driving-related air and water pollution, noise,
and accidents—at $125 billion—was nearly three times
greater than the $42 billion paid by drivers. A survey in the
United Kingdom found that the costs of air emissions, noise,
congestion, road damage, and accidents outweighed the taxes
paid by drivers by three to one. Various researchers have esti-
mated the costs of road transport not covered by drivers to be
around 5 percent of GDP in industrial countries, and even
higher in some developing-country cities, such as Santiago.*

Three Cities That Chose Livability
Over Sprawl

ver the past several decades, political leaders and com-

munity activists in different parts of the world have put
the brakes on car-centered urban development. Three such
places are Copenhagen, Portland, and Curitiba, where polit-
ical leaders have made difficult, even controversial, choices
to give precedence to pedestrians and cyclists, steer new
development to locations easily reached by public trans-
portation, and maintain population densities that make pub-
lic transportation and cycling possible. These decisions have
helped to revitalize central city locations, improve environ-
mental health, and make streets safer for children.

In the 1960s, just as cars were taking over the city, and
public squares were being commandeered as parking lots,
Copenhagen made some crucial choices. Rather than widen-
ing the roads to ease congestion, officials proposed closing
streets to cars to improve conditions for pedestrians. Many
people protested that Scandinavia was too cold for people to
linger outside, arguing “We are Danes, not Italians!” After a
lengthy debate, the city closed the main shopping street, the
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Stroget, to cars in 1962. Storeowners found that the greater
number of pedestrians on the street stimulated business.
Over the next 11 years, adjacent streets were turned over to
pedestrians. Then the focus turned to reclaiming public
squares and harborsides from parked cars, and the number
of parking spaces in the heart of the city was reduced by
roughly 2-3 percent per year, cutting some 600 spaces
between 1986 and 1996.*

The city also enhanced public transportation, aided by
an enduring vision—the “Finger Plan.” The plan, initiated in
1947, was for the urban region to develop along rail corridors
extending toward smaller population centers. Copenhagen’s
central city was the “palm,” while urban development along
the five rail corridors constituted the “fingers.” Green space
between the fingers kept the image of a hand from turning
into a paw.*

In addition to maintaining these rail “fingers,” officials
made walking and bicycling safer and easier, replacing curb-
side parking with bicycle lanes and expanding the network
of bicycle lanes from 180 km in 1950 to 293 km in 1995. By
1996, the city center had six times as much space devoted to
pedestrians. Bicycling to and from the city center increased
by some 65 percent between 1970 and 1996.*

In recent years, Copenhagen has built on these successes.
For instance, along with other Danish cities, it has adopted a
“safe routes to school” program that ensures that students
have a network of safe walking and cycling paths. And to fur-
ther promote transit- and cycle-friendly development, a
recent government directive states that new development
should occur within one kilometer of a transit station.*’

Copenhagen’s changes in the past few decades have
made it far less dependent on motor vehicles. Even though
the road network is bigger now than it was in 1970, the total
number of kilometers driven by motor vehicles is 10 percent
below the figure then. A survey of major industrial countries
between 1973 and 1992 found that Denmark was the only
one in which a shift from cars toward buses and rail led to a
clear reduction in travel energy use and emissions. In the
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words of one city official, the heart of Copenhagen changed
“from a car-oriented to a people-oriented” place.*®

As a result, Copenhagen is a safe, healthy, and enjoyable
place for people to live, work, and relax. Cities in the United
Kingdom are now trying to emulate the Danish safe routes to
school initiative. After a student exchange trip, a 14-year-old
British boy remarked: “It was amazing how independent the
children were in Denmark, compared to Britain. They could
cycle to their basketball training, and to parties, rather than
having to get taken by their parents.”*

While people in Copenhagen were mobilizing to pre-
serve the character of their city in the 1960s, residents of the
U.S. state of Oregon were becoming concerned about the
effect of suburbanization. New houses and businesses were
popping up farther from downtown Portland, which was los-
ing vitality as people moved to new opportunities in the sub-
urbs. Nature lovers, attracted to Western Oregon by its lush
greenery and woodland, and farmers whose livelihood
depended on the region’s rich soils, formed a coalition to
protect Oregon’s forests and farms from urban sprawl. In
1973, the state legislature passed a law requiring all metro-
politan areas to create growth boundaries beyond which new
urban development would not occur. The boundary for the
greater Portland area, eventually decided on in 1980, encom-
passed the city of Portland and 23 neighboring towns in
three counties.®

While the boundary was intended to protect the rural
landscape, it ended up making Portlanders more aware of the
urban streetscape. Under the leadership of Mayor Neil
Goldschmidt, Portland began to take space from cars and
give it to people. The city tore down a six-lane riverfront
expressway and replaced it with a park for cyclists and walk-
ers, and transformed a large downtown parking lot into a
pedestrian plaza, Pioneer Courthouse Square, in the heart of
the shopping district. Even as Portland became more con-
sciously urban, city officials maintained a link to nature by
enforcing municipal regulations to protect “view corridors”
of Mount Hood, 50 miles to the east.’!
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Over the years, the city government has taken steps to
promote alternatives to driving. Both building and trans-
portation policies aim to make streets welcoming to pedes-
trians and cyclists. To avoid expanses of alienating blank
walls, the city required ground-floor windows in new build-
ings, and public art to account for 1 percent of the budget of
new public buildings. The city’s transportation department
and police department have teamed up in a “traffic-calming”
program to deter speeding on city streets, especially those
near schools. The city now has 240 kilometers of bikeways,
and requires bicycle parking to accompany new construc-
tion. When a highway was proposed in 1975 as a link to the
eastern suburbs, Portland opted instead for a light rail system
called MAX (Metropolitan Area Express).>

Active citizens have influenced these decisions. When a
highway bypass was proposed to cut through farmland to
the west of Portland, two citizens’ groups, 1000 Friends of
Oregon and Sensible Transportation Options for People,
pointed out that computer models of traffic prediction did
not take into account the benefits of walkable and bikeable
neighborhoods. Updating the software, these advocates
showed that over 20 years, development geared toward tran-
sit, pedestrians, and cyclists would result in 18 percent less
highway congestion than building a new bypass.>

The Portland area is now trying to apply the lessons
learned in revitalizing its downtown to revamping its sub-
urbs, which were built with office parks separated from hous-
ing developments by wide motorways. The Portland region’s
latest plan is to channel the bulk of future growth to nine
regional centers that are to be interconnected by light rail. Up
to 85 percent of new development is to take place no farther
than a five-minute walk from a transit stop. The first segment
of the light rail network, opened in 1990, runs east from
downtown Portland; the second line, opened in 1998, traces
the city’s western corridor. Without the west-side rail link,
planners estimate that they would have needed eight new
parking garages and two extra lanes on major highways.**

Portland’s regional government, Metro, consulted exten-
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sively with residents in formulating its latest plans. For
example, Metro commissioned a survey in the early 1990s
that asked citizens for their reactions to pictures of different
types of streets. Most suburbanites surveyed actually did not
favor the pictures of typical suburbia: wide expressways with
large shopping mall blocks on either side, marooned in an
asphalt sea of parking spaces, and curving residential streets
fronted by two-car garages. The highest-rated residential
scene was in fact a picture of a tree-lined urban street in
Toronto, with 30 to 40 dwelling units per acre. Based on
these sorts of surveys, Metro developed four scenarios for
growth to show how the region might accommodate antici-
pated population increase, held 182 public meetings with
citizens, made a video available through video rental stores,
and sent all residents a questionnaire with maps of the dif-
ferent scenarios.

Initial surveys uncovered double standards. For instance:
“l don't like sprawl, but I don’t want my neighborhood to
change,” or “I like transit, but I mostly drive my car.” Sub-
sequent questionnaires explicitly offered a set of trade-offs.
Faced with the choice: “Should investments be made in high-
ways or transit,” only 14 percent preferred investing in roads.
Only 13 percent thought that growth should occur in new
areas instead of existing neighborhoods. The resulting plan
employed a host of transportation and land use policies, but
the vision, according to Metro’s chairman Mike Burton, could
still be summed up in just two sentences: “Everyone can
always see Mount Hood. Every child can walk to a library.”*¢

Although the suburbs within Portland’s growth bound-
ary still rely heavily on automobiles, the region’s investment
in transportation choices is already paying dividends.
Compared to a number of more sprawling cities in the south-
ern and western United States, Portland’s streets are safer for
children and pedestrians of all ages.®’

The growing variety of transportation choices has made
“car sharing” possible. Membership-based hourly car rental
services took root in Europe in the 1980s. Portland’s program
boasts a fleet of rental cars, including a hybrid-electric sports
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car and a pickup truck, parked throughout the city. Members
pay a $100 annual fee, reserve the car they want, walk or bike
to pick it up, and receive a monthly bill for the hours used
and miles driven. Steve Gutman, a participant, reports that
he and his wife “share 18 vehicles with 282 people—that’s
6.4 percent of one car for each of us.” The Gutmans end up
driving about 160 kilometers (100 miles) by car each month,
much less than the typical American, and pay only $60 for
transportation, a fraction of the $480 a month it costs to
own and operate a relatively new car. And, says Gutman, “on
any given day we have, within 10 blocks of our home, our
choice of four different cars!”*®

As in other desirable places, increased demand for hous-
ing in Portland has pushed prices up. But, contrary to critics’
assertions, Portland’s regional planning has likely eased the
pressure. Elsewhere, suburbs put an upper limit on the num-
ber of houses per acre, effectively mandating expensive
homes on large lots. Portland’s Metro sets a lower limit on the
number of houses and requires a mix of housing types to
make housing affordable and keep a 20-year supply of build-
able land within the region’s boundary. Still, the target densi-
ty of Portland’s latest plan is less than 15 people per hectare,
slightly less dense than smaller Ashland, Oregon, and far
from Manhattan’s 193 people per hectare. Between 1985 and
1995, lot prices increased on average 2.85 percent per year in
Portland, but rose even faster in some booming places, such
as Phoenix or San Diego, that lacked regional boundaries.*

Between the 1980s and 1990s, according to researcher
Arthur Nelson, metropolitan Portland and Atlanta have seen
comparable growth in population, but Portland has benefit-
ed from slower growth in vehicle traffic, reduced commuting
time, cuts in air pollution and fuel use, and an increase in
neighborhood quality. Moreover, both job growth and
income growth were higher in Portland. (See Table 5.)%°

Another city that opted to invest in quality public space
and public transportation in the 1970s is Curitiba, Brazil.
Like Portland, Curitiba started as a New World frontier town.
By 1972, it was reeling from a population surge in the 1950s
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Changes in Portland and Atlanta Regions from
mid-1980s to mid-1990s

Indicator Portland, Oregon Atlanta, Georgia

(percent change)

Population growth +26 +32
Job growth +43 +37
Income +72 +60
Property tax -29 +22
Vehicle miles traveled + 2 +17
Single occupant vehicle -13 +15
Commute time -9 + 1
Air pollution (ozone) -86 + 5
Energy consumption -8 + 11
Neighborhood quality +19 -1

Source: See endnote 60.

and '60s that, combined with escalating automobile owner-
ship, had brought daunting traffic problems. Under Brazil’s
military dictatorship, foreign capital was flowing to large
infrastructure projects such as highways and the hasty
assembly of Brasilia, a dazzlingly modern new capital of sky-
scrapers and wide motorways that was widely touted as the
city of the future. In line with then-prevalent thinking, a
new overpass was expected to ease the Curitibans’ traffic
woes. But the city’s new mayor, Jaime Lerner, an architect,
believed that greater use of public transportation could ease
traffic while maintaining the character of Curitiba’s streets.*’

Lerner pointed out that the overpass would obliterate the
city’s historic main street. And on the eve before demolition
was to begin, he took a highly controversial step to halt the
project, organizing engineers to block off the street to cars
and create a pedestrian mall. Bulldozer operators showed up
the next morning to find the street they were supposed to
tear up lined with flowerpots and occupied by children
painting murals.®
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The city proceeded to manage traffic by improving pub-
lic transportation, designating several main roadways radiat-
ing from the city center as axes for busways. (See Figure 2.)
Zoning laws encouraged high-density buildings along these
thoroughfares. Transfer stations allowed commuters on the
fringes of town to switch from smaller, local buses to the
express buses on the main routes.®

Lerner aimed not only to improve traffic but also to
secure housing locations for poor families. Before the build-
ings along the transportation corridors were fully developed,
the city bought up strategic land and set it aside for affordable
housing. “These small-scale developments blend into the sur-
rounding residential areas,” writes urban analyst Jonas
Rabinovitch. “They integrate rather than isolate low-income
households into the economy and culture of the larger city.”**

With the streets reconfigured, the city revamped the bus
system with a series of innovations that are now world
famous. Dedicated busways, extra-large buses for high-densi-
ty routes, and tube-shaped shelters where passengers pay their
fare in advance are adaptations from rail systems that add
speed and comfort for relatively little money. In fact, the bus
system cost less than one third of 1 percent of what a subway
would have cost. And much of the cost has been borne by pri-
vate bus companies. The city has paid only for the roads,
lighting, bus stops, and staff to monitor the companies. By
the mid-1990s, although Curitiba had one car for every three
people, two thirds of all trips in the city were made by bus.®

Looking ahead, Curitiba not only steered growth toward
the areas around transit lines, but also guided it away from
environmentally sensitive areas. Stretches of land along
rivers were put off limits to builders and made into parks, a
practical option that also eliminated potential economic loss
from flood damage to buildings. These re-zonings, together
with other efforts to protect natural areas and build parks,
increased the area of green space per person 100-fold over
20 years.®

The city took a host of other steps to make streets safer
and easier for pedestrians and cyclists to use. What began
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The Bus System in Curitiba, Brazil
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with the pedestrianization of the historic main street led
to some 650 downtown blocks being set aside as pedestrian
thoroughfares. These streets connect to bus stations and
parks, which in turn connect to a 150-kilometer network of
bicycle paths.®’

As in Copenhagen and Portland, Curitiba’s transporta-
tion reforms were part of broader efforts to revitalize the cen-
tral city, preserve the environment, and respond to the needs
of citizens, particularly children. In Curitiba, the city made
the needs of children central, funding municipal day-care
centers and engaging street children in city projects such as
urban gardening.®®

When New Yorker writer Bill McKibben wrote in the early
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1990s, “Curitiba is among the world’s greatest cities,” he found
that many shared his view: “99 percent of Curitibans told poll-
sters that they were happy with their town; and 70 percent of
Paulistas, residents of the mobbed megalopolis to the north,
said they thought life would be better in Curitiba.”*’

The road taken by Brasilia shows what might have hap-
pened to Curitiba. The national government planned for
Brasilia to have lower-density development that makes public
transportation inefficient, and required residential, commer-
cial, and industrial facilities to be separated from each other. As
a result, notes an analyst for the Inter-American Development
Bank, “car travel is required for even the simplest of needs” in
Brasilia. Curitiba, on the other hand, by promoting develop-
ment—including low-income housing—along public trans-
portation routes and allowing residences to be located near
stores, created a city in which people do not need to drive.”

The three cities described are by no means utopias.
Outlying areas within greater Copenhagen are not as accom-
modating to the pedestrian or bicyclist as the center city is.
Within its urban growth boundary, Portland has car-depen-
dent suburbs and is feeling the housing demand that comes
with success. Curitiba must wrestle with the problem of
squatter settlements on the outskirts of town. Nonetheless,
as a result of decisions to give precedence to public trans-
portation and public space, these cities have fared better
than others in many respects. Public transportation ridership
has increased faster than population growth, children have
better access to places they need to go, and the air is cleaner.
What is more, their economies are thriving.

Linking Transportation and Land Use
Policies

he stories of Copenhagen, Portland, and Curitiba illus-
trate how linking transportation and land use can
enhance the social and economic vitality of cities. And they
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offer several important lessons. In many places, however,
disconnected transportation investments and land use poli-
cies have spurred car-dependent development that has nar-
rowed people’s transportation choices, and created a cascade
of harmful effects that were usually unforeseen.

By siting highway interchanges in a certain place, trans-
portation planners virtually ensure that car-dependent
urban development will sprout there. In the United States,
this truth was not realized until after concerted highway
building was under way. As head of the U.S. Bureau of Public
Roads in the 1920s and the force behind the industry-sup-
ported Highway Education Board, Thomas Harris
MacDonald spearheaded the coalition of car makers, road
builders, tire manufacturers, and oil companies that would
push Congress for a system of government-funded high-
ways. Later, foreseeing the problems created by car-centered
cities, MacDonald told the American Association of State
Highway Officials in 1947 that they should work to end “the
preferential use of private automobiles” and “promote the
patronage of mass transit.” He warned that “unless this
reversal can be accomplished...the traffic problems of the
larger cities may become well nigh insoluble.””!

The transportation engineers who sited U.S. highways
often made their decisions in isolation from the planners who
zoned land as residential, agricultural, or rural and decided on
such matters as the height of buildings and width of side-
walks. The planners themselves did not anticipate the power
of the roads to transform their plans. But when engineers ran
highways through cities and placed intersections nearby on
land zoned for “agriculture,” they ensured that pressure
would build for that land to be rezoned for urban uses.”

This story continues to be played out in different forms
around the world today. In Israel, for instance, when universi-
ty professor Yaakov Garb raised concerns about the Trans-Israel
highway pushing Tel Aviv to sprawl eastward, he remembers
being told: “Look, we have a strong planning system. If plan-
ners want there to be development around the highway, then
they will zone in development, and if they don't, then they
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won’t.” He and a colleague conducted interviews that revealed
otherwise. Planners expected to be able to preserve the land
around the highway for a green corridor. But a prominent
developer noted, “Developers see the road as a tremendous
asset, an autobahn, with potential at every entry or exit to the
road. And they will do everything to realize this potential.””

To give people better transportation choices, govern-
ments could revise zoning laws to allow homes and stores to
be intermixed, and steer new development toward places eas-
ily accessible by public transit. They could also provide safe
and attractive streets for pedestrians and bicycles, while mak-
ing sure that connections between cycling, rail, bus, and other
forms of transportation, including paratransit, are convenient.

A common theme in the stories of Copenhagen,
Portland, and Curitiba is that of people reclaiming streets
and making them safer for children to walk and cycle to
school. Yet sidewalks and crosswalks, a minimum require-
ment, are often ignored when government officials are mak-
ing investment decisions. Lloyd Wright, who works on Latin
American transportation projects at the U.S. Agency for
International Development, says, “Very often you're in
meetings where municipalities are talking about a $120 mil-
lion highway interchange, and that goes through without
the blink of an eye. But when we talk about a $5,000 pedes-
trian crossing, it’s like the funds aren’t there.””*

Cities can actively promote walking and cycling by invest-
ing in bike paths and racks, slowing cars, and making streets
physically appealing. Studies of Amsterdam, Bogota,
Morogoro (Tanzania), and Delhi found that these types of
small investments could yield great benefits in accessibility, air
quality, and traffic safety. The rewards of traffic taming have
been demonstrated in the Netherlands, where a professor con-
ceived of a street called a woonerf, or “living yard,” in 1963.
Trees and flowers, planted strategically alongside and within
the street, and speed bumps to slow cars would make the
woonerf more inviting than a typical street. After a number of
cities tried this idea and met with success, the Dutch govern-
ment adopted it nationwide. The concept spread to Germany
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and Austria as the Wohnstrasse or “livable street” in the 1970s,
and then to the United Kingdom as “home zones.””*

The most certain way to make streets safer for people and
cyclists is to remove motor vehicles altogether, as
Copenhagen, Portland, and Curitiba have done in some
places. Many European cities ban private cars from central
areas. Munich and Vienna, for instance, boast popular com-
mercial centers that restrict motor vehicle traffic to ambu-
lances, delivery trucks, and cars owned by local residents. A
new residential neighborhood in Freiburg, Germany, bans
cars entirely; about half of the residents own cars, but they
keep them just outside the development. In fact, about 20
car-free communities are in various stages of development in
Germany. And since 1994, more than 70 European cities have
joined a Car Free Cities Network to exchange policy ideas.”

Enrique Peflalosa, elected in 1997 as mayor of Bogota,
Colombia, instituted a number of car-free policies. The first,
pico y placa (“peak and plate”), takes 40 percent of private
vehicles off the roads during peak morning and afternoon
travel times, based on the last number on the license plate.
The program reduced round-trip commuting times by up to
an hour, cut accidents by 28 percent, and reduced air pollu-
tion by 10 percent. Then the city tried a bold car-free exper-
iment in February 2000, banning private vehicles from 6:30
a.m. to 7:30 p.m. on a Thursday. Newspapers reported clean-
er air, no traffic injuries or deaths, and no interruptions in
the city’s usual weekday functioning. Afterwards, a city-wide
referendum found that nearly 90 percent of the population
wanted to try it again.”’

For a car ban to work, however, there must be other safe
and speedy means of getting from one place to another, such
as public transportation or cycling networks. A well-known
example of a policy failure is Mexico City’s “hoy no circulan”
policy that banned use of certain cars on one day each week.
Lacking viable transportation choices, many residents just
bought an extra car—often an old, highly polluting one—to
circumvent the ban. Thus a policy aimed at reducing pollu-
tion ended up worsening the problem.”®
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To avoid a similar result, Bogota initiated a program that
by 2015 will develop the city’s bus service and build a sub-
way and bicycle paths so that people can manage to restrict
their private car use for three hours in the morning and three
hours in the afternoon. Bogota is densely populated enough
for public transportation and cycling to work. Between 1998
and 2001, Pefialosa’s administration extended the city’s bicy-
cle path network to nearly 200 km and launched a dedicat-
ed busway system. Previously, thousands of bus owners plied
the streets with old, polluting buses. As in Curitiba, the city
of Bogotd commissioned a fleet of cleaner, more efficient
buses, and invited bus operators to bid on them. The city
manages the system, while the owners of the buses make a
profit on their investment. Bogota’s bus system has the
added advantage of new technologies such as electronic tick-
eting, which makes transferring between buses easier, and
satellite-based communications that boost safety by letting
bus drivers call for help when needed.”

One type of public transportation choice that is particu-
larly well suited to spread-out metropolitan areas is para-
transit. This category embraces a range of vehicles with
flexible pick-up and delivery stops—from cycle rickshaws
and pedicabs to taxis and shuttle buses. In the developing
world, these services employ people who need jobs and fill
gaps left by regular transit routes, which rarely serve slums.
The most popular type of service is a minibus or van that
travels a fixed route but stops whenever a passenger wants to
get on or off: Nairobi’s matatus, Manila’s jeepneys, and
Buenos Aires’ colectivos, for example. Despite the important
niche paratransit fills by meeting the needs of the poor, gov-
ernments often try to restrict it to make room for growing
car fleets catering to the privileged.*

Wealthier cities are looking to computer-aided paratran-
sit. Advances in electronic navigation, automated dispatch-
ing, and communications are making it easier for a central
switchboard and computer to electronically match drivers
and riders. Engineers have been applying these innovations
to make “dial-a-ride” taxi services more affordable and effi-
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cient, and even design a form of personal rail transportation.
A team at the University of Bristol in the United Kingdom
has been developing a “personal rapid transit” system in
which electrically powered four-person carriages run along a
guideway. Passengers get on at any station, and their carriage
stops only at their final destination. Local governments will
need to reform laws governing bus and taxi routes in order to
allow these new forms of public transportation to take root.®

The success of any type of public transportation network,
from cycling to personal rapid transit, depends on having a
minimum number of people within a certain area. Buses or
trains only benefit the environment and the economy when
lots of people use them. Researchers at Australia’s ISTP have
identified a critical threshold of 30 people per hectare below
which public transit is not viable. The U.S. cities they have
studied have, on average, 14 people per hectare, whereas the
European cities have 50. A city need not be as crowded as
Hong Kong’s 300 people per hectare to support effective
urban transit; for instance, Stockholm’s transit systems work
well with only 53 people per hectare. Recognizing that the
success of public transportation depends on population den-
sity, places like Copenhagen and Portland are requiring new
development to take place within a minimum distance from
existing public transportation networks.**

The Netherlands has enshrined the principle of linking
transportation and land use planning in its national policies.
For instance, a 1990 national transport structure plan advo-
cates urban planning as a way to solve transportation prob-
lems, noting that the government “favours compact rather
than sprawling cities.” The policy distinguishes accessibility,
to be improved through better urban planning, from mobil-
ity—which should be constrained to reduce environmental
damage. A national “ABC” policy ranks potential develop-
ment sites, from the most accessible “A” locations in the
“Randstad” ring of cities (including Amsterdam, Rotterdam,
and Utrecht), which are well served by public transportation
and bicycle paths, to relatively remote “C” locations reached
only by automobile. Companies with a large number of
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employees and public services must be located in “A” sites.®

Connections to other transport networks are also crucial
to making public transportation useful. One of the shortcom-
ings of Bangkok’s new Skytrain, an elevated rail system that
opened in 1999, is that it lacks adequate parking for vehicles
and convenient connections to bus routes. In cities such as
Copenhagen and Curitiba, connections between cycling and
transit make both these options more attractive. Bicycles are
inconvenient for long trips and in bad weather, and buses and
trains are limited to fixed routes. But

bicycles and transit complement each ~ Buses or trains

other when people are able to carry

only benefit
their bikes aboard buses or trains, or to y

park them at stations.® the environment
Efforts to integrate transportation and the economy

and development are gaining support

from architects promoting the “New when lots of

Urbanism,” which emphasizes the people use them.

importance of urban design and
regional planning in creating streets and paths that pedestri-
ans and cyclists will want to use. These architects have drawn
up local development plans that reward developers for build-
ing compact, walkable neighborhoods. A limitation of many
of the projects, however, is that they have not been built
around existing public transportation networks, so that resi-
dents have more attractive streets to walk on near their home
but still must use a car to go most places.®

Many people think communications technologies will
make land use planning less important, but even in the age of
the Internet, when trips can be more easily replaced by “bits,”
there is a need for walkable neighborhoods connected by pub-
lic transportation. One reason is that these technologies by
themselves are not likely to reduce the total amount of trans-
portation that occurs. Certainly, in some cases, communica-
tion will replace transportation—a teleconference, for
instance, might eliminate the need for people to travel to a
meeting site. But by connecting far-flung people, communi-
cations technologies have historically created the demand for
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new transportation. Since 1900 in France, Germany, and the
United Kingdom, there has been a relatively constant ratio of
transportation to communication, with around six kilometers
traveled per message sent. Dutch researchers studying past
expectations that telephones, fax machines, and other com-
munications tools would substitute for transportation found
that such projections failed to account for the co-existence of
old and new technologies and the co-evolution of technology
and society.*

Even as communications technology has allowed more
dispersed development, it has not done away with the need
for places where people can share ideas directly. “The more
technology frees us from the tyranny of place and past affil-
iation,” writes Joel Kotkin in his book on the influence of
information technology on urban form, “the greater the
need for individual places to make themselves more attrac-
tive.” Urban centers retain their attractiveness because much
of the creative work demanded by the information economy
still occurs mainly in face-to-face exchange, where people
live and work in close proximity.®’

Erasing the Incentives to Sprawl

Forging a better link between transportation and land use
planning is crucial for local governments wishing to stop
sprawl. It is also important for local and national govern-
ments to remove incentives for cities to spread out—such as
deceptive prices that favor motor vehicle-dependent develop-
ment. Depending on the city or country and the type of fis-
cal incentives in place, a range of actions can be taken.

By subsidizing roads, sewers, and other urban infrastruc-
ture, governments make locations more desirable to build on
than they would be otherwise. So by minimizing their spend-
ing on new infrastructure in outlying areas, governments can
rein in sprawl. The U.S. state of Maryland approved a set of
“smart growth” laws in 1997 that require the state to invest
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in areas that local governments have targeted for growth—
generally, established communities well served by a variety of
transportation modes. Since the laws were passed, the state
has doubled its spending on programs that improve older
neighborhoods, foster transit use, and make roads safer for
pedestrians and cyclists. The share of Maryland’s school con-
struction budget devoted to improving existing schools
jumped from 34 percent in 1995 to 84 percent in 1998.%
Local and national governments can take further steps to
remove the obstacles to reusing centrally located land.
Clearly, not all land within cities should be developed. As the
stories of Copenhagen, Portland, and Curitiba show, parks,
pedestrian plazas, and greenways along rivers are essential to
improving the quality of life in a city. However, the “recy-
cling” of old buildings, parking lots, and industrial sites has
also been an important part of the story in these places.
The potential for redevelopment of substantial amounts
of vacant land does exist in industrial countries, but it is
even greater in places that are shifting from centrally
planned to market economies. Abandoned industrial sites, or
“brownfields,” account for less than 10 percent of cities such
as Paris or New York, but occupy 28 percent of Krakow and
45 percent of St. Petersburg.®
Developers are wary of building on brownfields because
they do not know whether they are polluted. Local and
national governments can address the concerns of develop-
ers—for instance, by changing the tax code to make the cost
of cleanup deductible, as any other construction expense
would be. Since U.S. states began to provide incentives for
brownfield reuse less than a decade ago, some 40,000 sites
have been transformed, but 450,000-600,000 sites remain.”
In Prague, with over 1,000 hectares of abandoned sites in
the central city and developers building new suburban shop-
ping malls, the city is becoming “Swiss-cheesed” in the words
of Professor Yaakov Garb, whose Anti-Sprawl Campaign in
Central and Eastern Europe assembled developers, local offi-
cials, and foreign experts on brownfield redevelopment for a
seminar in April 2001. Afterwards, Garb concluded, “What
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we need to do is to make the brownfields not more expensive
than the greenfields.... The government doesn’t have to pay
for all the redevelopment costs, just the difference needed to
ensure those sites aren’t disadvantaged.”®!

Governments can remove another incentive to sprawl by
toppling barriers to credit in central locations. The U.S. gov-
ernment has a well-documented history of insuring home
loans in ethnically homogeneous suburban neighborhoods
and refusing to underwrite loans in inner city communities.
(See page 51.) This bias has influenced the banks that issue
loans for businesses and homes; and the resulting uneven
access to credit has strongly favored investment in suburban
locations over inner city neighborhoods.

The U.S. Congress took an important step toward remov-
ing the credit incentive to sprawl with the 1977 Community
Reinvestment Act, which required a bank proposing to open
or close a branch or merge with another company to show
that it had “[met] the credit needs of its entire community,
including low-and moderate-income neighborhoods....” A
spate of bank mergers in the 1990s forced banks to take note
of this law and, as Paul Grogan and Tony Proscio write in
their book Comeback Cities, the effect was dramatic: “It was if
the flat earth of retail banking had suddenly found its
Columbus. Banks by the hundreds were planting new flags in
the former terra incognita of the inner city.” Total lending in
low-income communities averaged $3 billion a year between
1977 and 1989; it soared to $43 billion a year by 1997.%2

In recent years, citizens’ groups have argued that homes
in centrally located locations should actually be favored over
suburban locations in the United States in banks’ decisions
about home loans. People who live in neighborhoods where
they can walk, cycle, or take public transportation generally
spend less on transportation and therefore have more money
for housing. David Goldstein of the Natural Resources
Defense Council has calculated that the average person living
in an urban neighborhood in North Oakland, California, dri-
ves half as much as his counterpart in a lower-density suburb
in the San Francisco Bay Area—for a transportation savings of
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$250 per month, or $3,000 a year. This savings is not account-
ed for when banks decide how much money they will lend,
so, writes Goldstein, “a family with a modest income can be
priced out of the market for inner city locations and forced to
move to locations that not only require more driving, but
actually cost more overall,” when driving expenses are added
to the mortgage payments. In the United States, several non-
profit groups have convinced Fannie Mae to lend $100 mil-
lion over two years, to allow buyers of “location-efficient”
homes in Chicago, Seattle, San Francisco, and Los Angeles to
apply their transportation savings to larger home loans.”

Some argue that the most widespread form of local rev-
enue in the United States and developing countries, the prop-
erty tax, could be reformed to promote development of
vacant lots within urban areas. Most property taxes merge two
distinct taxes, one on buildings and one on land. Solely tax-
ing land could promote compact development. Buildings that
require space for elevators and stairs are more expensive to
build per square foot of usable space, so taxes on buildings fall
disproportionately on taller structures. Generally, the effect of
taxes on buildings is to raise rents, disperse construction, and
discourage urban redevelopment. A tax on land value, in con-
trast, is relatively benign. The worth of the land under the
building depends only on location, so, theoretically, a tax on
the land would neither deter an owner from making improve-
ments nor promote spread-out development.”

Governments can also use fiscal techniques to make the
price of different transportation modes better reflect their
cost to society. Bicycling imposes few costs to society, so in
countries where a bicycle constitutes a serious investment,
governments could help to lower the barriers to purchase.
When Kenya reduced its tax on bicycles from 80 percent to
20 percent between 1986 and 1989, bicycle sales surged by
1,500 percent. Governments can also underwrite loans that
allow more people to purchase bicycles. Over the long term,
owning a bicycle saves a person money that would otherwise
be spent on public transportation and time that would oth-
erwise be spent walking. The city of Lima launched an effort
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in 1991 to increase bicycle use from 2 percent to 10 percent
by 2020. Lima worked with the national government and
the World Bank to open a $600,000 revolving fund that per-
mitted people to apply for credit vouchers redeemable in
bicycle shops. Between 1994 and 2000, more than 5,000 peo-
ple used the credit system, with more than 4,000 of the
applications coming during the last year, when the credit
availability was better promoted.”

At the same time, the price of driving could be raised to
reflect its high cost to society. This notion is gaining currency
in Western Europe, where it is becoming clear, in the words of
Dutch transportation analyst Jos Dings, that “trying to reduce
car traffic without adjusting the price of driving is like trying
to wipe water out of the cellar with the tap standing open.”
An increase in the “variable cost” of operating a vehicle—the
cost of each trip—might be more effective in deterring exces-
sive use than increasing the “fixed cost” through vehicle
taxes, which may actually promote use because once people
pay for a vehicle, they want to use it as much as possible to
get their money’s worth. The taxes on motor fuel, an impor-
tant variable cost, are significant throughout Western Europe,
so the cost of each trip is relatively high. In the United States,
by contrast, the cost of buying a car has risen, while the cost
of each trip has fallen. (See Figure 3.)°

The most direct way to increase the variable cost of dri-
ving is to raise the cost of fuel with a tax. By raising gasoline
taxes, governments can generate funds for public transporta-
tion, discourage excessive driving, and encourage develop-
ment of alternative fuels and vehicles. Variation in taxes
account for the wide range of fuel prices worldwide. (See
Table 6.) Governments could make a fuel tax hike more
palatable by accompanying it with a reduction in the taxes
on people’s salaries or savings, or by using it to fund trans-
portation alternatives. Experience suggests that a steady
series of small price adjustments is more readily accepted
than a sudden increase.”

Many problems caused by driving relate to the size of the
vehicle or to the place or time that driving occurs. Targeted
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incentives—charging heavy trucks for the extra wear they
impose on roads, introducing fees for driving on congested
roads at peak travel times, and substituting transit tickets
for parking privileges—can more precisely address different
concerns.

Some governments, particularly in Western Europe, have
begun to adjust road-pricing policies to reflect the high cost
of truck use. For instance, Iceland, New Zealand, Norway,
and Sweden levy a charge on diesel trucks that rises with the
weight of the truck and the distance traveled. Six nations—
Belgium, Denmark, Germany, Luxembourg, the Netherlands,
and Sweden—coordinate their weight-based charges across
borders. Transportation analysts have proposed that the
European Union adopt a unified kilometer-based charging
system: all trucks would be outfitted with electronic devices
hooked up to a satellite-based positioning system.’®

Another set of policies raises the price of traveling during
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Gasoline Prices, Selected Countries, Fall 2000

Country Retail Price  Tax Tax Share of Price'
(U.S. cents/liter) (percent)
United Kingdom 13 85 76
Japan 102 55 54
France 96 67 69
ltaly 95 61 64
Brazil 92 60 65
Germany 92 61 67
Spain 73 42 58
India 60 28 47
Canada 50 20 41
South Africa 50 18 36
United States 4] 10 25
China 40 8 20
Russia 33 1 3
Indonesia 17 0 0

Note: Unleaded “premium” gasoline pump prices for all countries except
Japan, Canada and the United States. These exceptions are unleaded “regu-
lar” gasoline pump prices. National average prices for all countries except
Brazil, India, South Africa, China, Russia, and Indonesia, for which capital city
prices are used. '“Tax Share” may not correspond perfectly to “Retail Price”
and “Tax” because they are rounded.

Sources: See endnote 97.

peak times in order to reduce traffic congestion and delays.
Singapore leads the world in using tolls to curb traffic. For
more than 20 years, downtown-bound drivers have paid a
fee that rises during rush hours; since 1998, the fee has been
automatically deducted from an electronic card.”

Policies to raise the price of parking a car encourage peo-
ple to use other types of transportation. In the United States,
parking provided by employers is tax-exempt, an incentive
to drive, but a relatively recent change in federal policy
allows employers to give each employee up to $65 per
month for public transportation. States have also changed
their incentives. The state of Maryland, for instance, passed
a law in 2000 that extends tax credits to nonprofit groups
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such as schools and hospitals if they pay for employee tran-
sit benefits or benefits equal to the cost of a parking space
that the employee will not use.'®

Governments can further lower the fixed costs of driving
and raise the variable costs by providing incentives for insur-
ance companies to offer distance-based car insurance rather
than flat fees. Typically, insurance is part of the fixed cost of
driving, but if insurance companies were to base their fees on
the distances that people drive, then the fixed cost of driving
would decline, and the variable cost would rise. The insurance
company might add fees per kilometers driven to a lower base-
line rate determined by conventional variables, such as age and
driving record. One insurance company in the United States,
Progressive Auto Insurance, already offers this type of plan.'™

All of these actions—ceasing to subsidize infrastructure
for development on “greenfields,” improving access to cred-
it for buying and building in central locations, and adjusting
transportation taxes to reflect their cost to society—affect
price incentives to sprawl. There are often other important
“costs” to living or doing business that are higher in a
central location that have nothing to do with transportation
or land development. In the United States, for example, if
city neighborhoods do not have good schools, families will
look to the suburbs. And in places as diverse as Detroit,
Nairobi, and Manila, fear of crime in the central city impels
people to move to suburban neighborhoods. One could
easily argue that the greatest success of places like Curitiba or
Copenhagen or Portland has been in fostering central cities
that are enjoyable, safe places to live.

Restructuring Government Institutions

Policies to promote urban development around public
transportation and remove incentives to sprawl are far
easier to recommend than to put into practice. Nations and
cities face many barriers to rational development, only one
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of which is the structure of government bureaucracies,
which tend to bias government decisions toward the status
quo. At the national level, separate agencies for transporta-
tion, environment, and land use often have competing agen-
das. At the local level, officials of different towns within a
larger metropolitan area are more likely to compete with
each other than to cooperate. Further, a lack of funds may
constrain local governments from taking action to coordi-
nate transportation and land use decisions.

One way for governments to correct biases toward road
building would be to reorganize bureaucracies so that deci-
sions about transportation, environment, and regional plan-
ning are better coordinated. A 1997 study of seven Central and
East European nations found that transport policies often con-
tradicted environmental policies. And as more-established
transportation ministries held more power than their envi-
ronmental counterparts, transport policy priorities were able
to prevail. Countries such as Denmark and the Netherlands
with national agencies for spatial planning and coordinated
transportation and environment policies have fared better at
linking transportation and land use decisions in order to pre-
vent sprawl. Recently, the United Kingdom took a step in this
direction by forming a new integrated national agency for
transportation, regional planning, and the environment.'*

Naturally, an imbalance in the power of agencies dedi-
cated to different modes of transportation skews policy. In
the 1990s, legislation in the United States sought to bridge
the divisions between road building, rail, and transit that
have favored greater highway development. The landmark
1991 Intermodal Surface Transportation Equity Act (ISTEA)
and its successor, the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st
Century (TEA-21), allowed revenue from gasoline taxes to be
used for other transportation projects. But lower-level gov-
ernments have been slow to adjust to this change and back-
sliding has occurred. The U.S. citizens’ group Surface
Transportation Policy Project (STPP) has shown that between
1992 and 1997, an average of 22 percent of the federal trans-
portation funds covered by the new legislation went to pro-
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viding alternatives to driving; by 1999, the share had fallen
to 17 percent.'”

Another sort of segmentation of government encourages
squabbling over transportation and land use at the metro-
politan level. When new roads, rail stations, stores, industri-
al facilities, businesses, or houses are built in one town,
transportation is affected throughout the region. A metro-
politan area typically shares jobs, people, and traffic, but
does not usually share an office for land use planning. By
competing with each other for development, local govern-
ments tend to promote sprawl. Copenhagen, Portland, and
Curitiba are all part of metropolitan regions, but these cities
typically have been more powerful than the suburbs sur-
rounding them, and higher levels of government have fos-
tered regional cooperation.

The United States has many metropolitan areas frag-
mented into municipalities with different income levels. In
1950, the United States Census Bureau identified 168 metro-
politan areas, containing 304 different counties; by 1990, the
number of counties in those original 168 metropolitan areas
had surged to 536. Until the middle of the twentieth centu-
ry, developers used restrictive covenants to prevent racial
minorities from buying houses in certain areas, and the
Federal Housing Administration supported this practice in its
decisions on insuring home loans. A 1938 manual from the
agency stated: “If a neighborhood is to retain stability, it is
necessary that properties shall continue to be occupied by
the same social and racial classes.” The Supreme Court
declared racial covenants illegal in 1948, but the notion that
residential developments should be homogeneous remained.
The “private governments” of homeowners’ associations
simply replaced restrictions on race with restrictions on
class, requiring more expensive, single-family homes.'**

Among U.S. cities, Portland stands out for its high level
of metropolitan cooperation. Following Oregon’s 1973 law
requiring growth boundaries around metropolitan areas,
municipalities in the Portland region were forced to cooper-
ate. The boundary, finally decided on in 1980, encompassed
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the city of Portland and 23 neighboring towns in three coun-
ties. A regional agency, Metro, was created to coordinate
transportation and periodically review the need to expand
the boundary. In the process of drawing the boundary, says
the current head of Metro, Mike Burton, “we discovered
there was a common market area, common labor pool, com-
mon transportation catchment.” Subsequent laws gave
greater power to Metro, making it the only directly elected
regional government in the country. (The members of other
regional agencies formed to coordinate transportation are
typically appointed by municipalities.)'®

Metropolitan-wide government structures are more com-
mon in Canada, which has had greater success than the
United States at stemming sprawl. As suburbs grew, Canada
responded by creating government agencies at the metro-
politan level. Comparing Canada to the United States,
researchers Tamim Raad and Jeff Kenworthy note: “In the
United States, planning interventions more frequently serve
local and corporate interests over regional and collective
ones.” On average, U.S. cities have twice as many local gov-
ernments per urban dweller as Canadian cities.'*

In Toronto, for example, the province of Ontario created
an agency, Metro, in 1953 to coordinate the region’s public
transportation, roads, land use planning, schools, and water
supply. By linking public transportation to intensive land
use, Metro encouraged high levels of public transportation
use. In fact, the Toronto Transit Commission has the highest
ridership per capita of any metropolitan rail system in
North America.'?”

However, in the decades after Metro was founded,
Ontario extended highways and sewer lines outside of the
Metro area, inviting sprawl. In the mid-1990s, the province
proposed merging the six municipalities of Metro and join-
ing them to the outlying municipalities, to increase the
region’s “global competitiveness.” Suburbs worried about
being dominated by the city, and vice versa, but the merger
went through, creating a Greater Toronto Area (GTA).
Although the GTA was granted fewer powers than Metro, it
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has begun to coordinate public transit, and may eventually
help to stem sprawl.'®

Metropolitan cooperation can be helped or hindered by
the global trend toward giving local governments more
power to provide services, including transportation. Local
governments are closer to the people they represent, making
them better able to respond to their needs. As mayor of
Bogotd, Enrique Pefialosa was able to push through reforms
because the local, rather than the national, government con-
trols decisions about city transportation. That success is an
endorsement of a decentralized system. But as economics
professor Andrew Reschovsky points out, the strength of a
decentralized political system must be tempered “by the real-
ization that when urban areas are divided into a number of
fiscally independent local governments, each local govern-
ment has an incentive to exclude those individuals who
require extra expenditures,” and this fragmentation inhibits
cooperation for the betterment of the region.'”

Most metropolitan areas already have well-established
local governments, so creating an entirely new level of
regional government may be very difficult politically. What
is needed, then, is for higher levels of government to provide
incentives for local officials to cooperate. In recent years, the
national government in France has been providing a mone-
tary bonus to local governments that agree to cede some ser-
vices and a portion of their tax revenue to new metropolitan
or regional bodies. A similar idea would be for national
governments to require metropolitan regions to develop
integrated transportation and land use plans in order to
receive funds for transportation projects from national tax
dollars. For instance, in the United States, the ISTEA legisla-
tion requires transportation funding requests to be coordi-
nated by a metropolitan planning organization, but these
entities tend to focus narrowly on transportation. The man-
date of these bodies could be expanded to include regional
land use planning. Countries now in the midst of shifting
power from central to local governments could build these
incentives in from the beginning.'"’
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Similarly, international financial and development agen-
cies could require that regional transportation and land
plans accompany requests for transportation loans. Just as
the availability of money from the national budget can sway
the priorities of local governments, so, too, can the policies
of international banks. In developing countries, the World
Bank lends over $5 billion for transportation projects, more
than it does for any other sector. Between 1997 and 1999,
fully 63 percent of the Bank’s transportation loans went to
highways, with only 15 percent to urban transport, 12 per-
cent to rural roads, and 2 percent each to railways and water-
ways. A new source of transport funds for Central and East
European countries is the European Union’s Instrument for
Structural Policies for Pre-Accession, which will cofinance
with multilateral banks and national governments the
extension of highways and high-speed transit from Western
Europe. “By targeting improvements in long-distance links
at the expense of urban transit, this money will distort trans-
portation priorities” in Central and Eastern Europe, accord-
ing to Magda Stoczkiewicz of CEE Bankwatch Network.'"

Creating Constituencies for Change

he problems related to urban sprawl do not lack for tech-

nical solutions. Implementing these solutions, however,
is a considerable political challenge. While ideas abound for
revamping government agencies and policies to link trans-
portation and land use decisions and remove incentives for
sprawl, many people remain committed to the old, car-cen-
tered vision. At the same time, people around the world are
starting to use the political process to put a new vision in
place. Acknowledging the trade-offs needed to improve col-
lective well-being, they are forging coalitions to convince
political leaders to take action in the collective interest.

A clear vision of what people want their communities to
become can be a powerful agent of change. Copenhagen’s
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“Finger Plan,” Portland’s growth boundary, and Curitiba’s
radial bus axes are vivid and enduring visions that all can
understand. Increasingly spread through information-
sharing networks, such success stories offer a sense of what
is possible.

A key impetus to sprawl is the shimmering promise of
individual freedom—having one’s own automobile and
house in a garden-like setting. In reality, once each person
has an automobile and a suburban home, the dream fades. As
urban critic Lewis Mumford observed, “The ultimate effect of
the suburban escape in our time is, ironically, a low-grade
uniform environment from which escape is impossible.”!!?

The tension between individual and collective interests
has long been central to environmental concerns. Although
the environmental movement has helped to demonstrate
that we live in an interconnected world, many people—
Americans in particular—are still loath to discuss the trade-
offs between individual freedom and collective well-being.
In his book How Cities Work, Alex Marshall notes that to
choose collective well-being over sprawl, Americans must
recognize that some things can only be bought with politi-
cal involvement and good government. “I cannot buy a
healthy, friendly, and harmonious community for my child
to grow up in, where people from many walks of life mingle,
even if I have the wealth of Bill Gates,” notes Marshall. “Our
problems and our scarcities stem from scarcities of collective
wealth, not individual wealth.”!13

In Portland, the regional government, Metro, made trade-
offs between private and public interests clear by engaging
citizens in creating a vision for the region’s future. Anton
Nelessen, the U.S.-based architect and professor who
designed the visual preference survey used in Portland, is
increasingly in demand, as other cities in the United States
and elsewhere begin to engage in a public debate about what
type of development citizens would like to see. Nelessen says
the survey tells “mayors and city councils and planning
boards, you have a license to rethink sprawl. People are
always coming up to us and saying, ‘no one ever asked us
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what we thought about this’. They’re delighted to be asked.”
Peter Calthorpe and William Fulton document growing pub-
lic participation in regional planning in their book, The
Regional City.'**

The region around Salt Lake City, Utah, is one place that
is thinking through future development. In 1998, a civic
group, the Coalition for Utah'’s Future, launched “Envision
Utah” with a series of surveys and workshops. In an exercise
called “Where Shall We Grow?” citizens analyzed how pro-
jected population growth could be accommodated on a map
that showed both the region’s developed areas and natural
areas prized for beauty or recreation. The participants placed
chips on the map that represented the land area needed to
add a million people at the current average density. People
quickly realized that if they wanted to preserve parts of the
environment they cherished, then they would have to
accommodate future population growth in existing neigh-
borhoods. Then, in 1999, the Utah state legislature approved
a measure to help local governments work together to plan
future growth.''®

As a rule, people are only driven to envision a different
sort of urban development when they see that the current
reality is bleak. In 1998, Ted Turner, a longtime Atlanta
booster, worried that his hometown had turned into a
sprawl-plagued “hellhole.” Such concerns have prompted
the search for a new vision, allowing Georgia’s governor to
be elected on an anti-sprawl platform and to create a power-
ful new regional agency for transportation and land use.
Around the world, the economic, environmental, and social
consequences of car-dependent development are inspiring
people to work together to forge new visions.''

Santiago de Chile is another sprawling metropolis where
people have begun to develop a vision of what they would like
their city to be. In the early 1990s, the national government
proposed the Costanera Norte highway through downtown
Santiago, which would have paralleled the Mapocho River,
tearing up a historic district, obliterating a low-income com-
munity, separating an upper middle class neighborhood from

CREATING CONSTITUENCIES FOR CHANGE 57

a scenic view of San Cristobal Hill, creating more air pollution,
and making life worse for the city’s pedestrians and cyclists.'"’

In 19935, some of Santiago’s citizens formed a group
called Ciudad Viva to protest the highway project. They col-
lected petition signatures and proposed transportation
reforms to government leaders. They were aided by an
unlikely band of revolutionaries, the Ciclistas Furiosos, a
group of cyclists from all walks of life—lawyers, doctors,
laborers, and students—that took to the streets on the first
Tuesday of every month to agitate for bicycle lanes on exist-
ing roads, new bike paths, and racks for bicycle parking.
Patricio Lanfranco, a TV producer who helped to start the
Ciudad Viva group, said, “We realized that the problem of
traffic is a major problem, but it has a bigger context: What
kind of city do we want? What kind of quality of life do we
want?” Citizens finally saw results in March 2001, when the
government implemented their proposal for dedicated bus
lanes. Initial surveys found that the creation of the bus lanes
dramatically speeded up the flow of traffic, saving com-
muters 25-35 minutes per trip.'"®

In Nairobi, as elsewhere in Africa, the imbalance in trans-
portation priorities toward a minority of vehicle drivers has
yet to become a political issue, but concerned citizens have
begun to press for change. Jeff Maganya, who manages the
East Africa Transport Program of an international non-
governmental organization (NGO) called the Intermediate
Technology Development Group (ITDG), notes that trans-
portation can make or break development projects: “If
schools, health centers, and water points can be built in
accessible places, it cuts down on the mobility needs of most
people.” Working with allies in government and the civil
sector, ITDG has helped bring about the cut in the luxury tax
on bicycles. Maganya notes that it has been difficult to
change entrenched views: “When we talked to a provincial
commissioner about bicycles, he said, ‘Everybody is going to
the moon. Why are you giving us backward technology?’”
Still, his group is reaching out to allies, from international
agencies to local universities, to create a regional informa-
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tion-sharing network and build political momentum.'"’

Organized citizens have catalyzed coalitions to pressure
governments and provided well-reasoned alternatives to
existing urban development. (See list of citizens’ groups in
the Appendix.) While some groups have targeted local offi-
cials, others have influenced broader national and interna-
tional policies. For instance, in the United States, a coalition
of advocates for better transportation choices, STPP, was
instrumental in drafting the ISTEA legislation that opened
new funding options for alternatives to highway building.
Another U.S.-based group, the Institute for Transportation
and Development Policy (ITDP), has pressured the World
Bank and other international institutions to rethink lending
policies that contribute to sprawl. One indication of change
is the World Bank’s new “Urban Transport Strategy,” cur-
rently in draft form. Paul Guitink, a senior transport special-
ist at the World Bank, points out that the new policy “moves
away from private car use and towards integrating public
transportation with bicycling and walking.” Guitink cau-
tions, however, that there is still much progress to be made,
and expresses concern that in many projects, “if we talk
about road construction and rehabilitation, we are only talk-
ing about the pavement for motorized transport, and not
about providing sidewalks and bicycling facilities.”'*

In Western Europe, citizens’ groups have helped awaken
the public to the price incentives that influence transporta-
tion choices and contribute to sprawl. Frazer Goodwin of the
European Federation for Transport and Environment (T&E)
sees his organization’s greatest achievement as “getting on
the political agenda the debate about making the user pay
the cost of transportation that is currently paid by society.”
Indeed, Western Europe now leads the world in using dis-
tance-based pricing for road use and shifting taxes off of
income and onto fossil fuels.'*!

Even in the Netherlands, where the government has long
favored coordinated transportation and land use policies, cit-
izens are struggling to prevent car-dependent sprawl. In 1999,
Milieudefensie, the Dutch branch of Friends of the Earth,
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launched an effort to persuade the government to “draw the
green line” around open spaces, offering three proposals: to
raise the price of sprawl through a tax on construction out-
side urban areas; to spur regional planning by allowing new
construction only within areas designated for urban use; and
to develop more parks and other green zones in and around
cities. Some 200 local groups are support-

ing this campaign. “I think we hit some- “I think we hit

thing deep down inside many people, who
worry...that all the open space is disap-
pearing,” says Milieudefensie’s Klaas deep down
Breunissen, who is optimistic that the inside many
campaign will convince the Dutch
Parliament to amend the national govern-

something

people, who

ment’s latest spatial plan.'?? worry...that

Community groups are especially well all the open
suited to initiate efforts to reclaim streets

in central cities from cars, thereby making
those neighborhoods more desirable and pearing,”
lessening the pressure to sprawl. In the

United Kingdom, citizens’ groups have helped translate the
Dutch woonerf into the British home zone. Lynn Sloman of
Transport 2000, one of the citizens’ groups, explains the
appeal:

When you go to the Netherlands and walk through these
streets, you see beautifully designed public spaces with a lot
of greenery, benches, tables, and play equipment.... You see
very young children playing. You see neighbors sitting out
eating breakfast together.... We didn’t have anything like
that in the UK.

Ever since Sloman’s group teamed with the Children’s Play
Council to bring British community groups to the Nether-
lands to see these streets, she says, “Dozens of community
groups around the country have been extremely active in lob-
bying for their own streets to be turned into home zones.”'**

This idea transfer from the Netherlands to the United
Kingdom shows how information-sharing networks and
coalitions can multiply people’s efforts. Local officials around

space is disap-
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the world formed the International Council for Local
Environmental Initiatives in 1990 to share success stories. In
Asia, the Sustainable Transport Action Network (SUSTRAN)
provides a way for citizens’ groups to share ideas and infor-
mation. At a United Nations meeting in New York in April
2001, ITDP brought people from SUSTRAN together with
people from Latin America and Africa who were interested in
launching similar efforts. Jetf Maganya of ITDG in Nairobi
appreciated the chance to hear from people “like the Mayor
of Bogot4, who was actually able to make a motorized-trans-
port-free place where only bicycles would come. It’s almost
impossible when you haven’t heard something like that to
imagine that it can happen.”'**

The stories of places like Curitiba and Portland have
already inspired many others. Lloyd Wright, of the U.S.
Agency for International Development says, “Curitiba really
started a renaissance in the way we look at buses and sus-
tainable transportation.... If you go across Latin America,
you can see there has been a real ripple effect from Curitiba.”
Similarly, as sprawl has become a political issue in recent
U.S. elections, some 36 states have debated ideas about
regional planning, from Oregon-style growth boundaries to
Maryland-style smart growth incentives. Citizens have formed
“1000 Friends” groups, based on the Oregon model, in
Maryland, Florida, lowa, Pennsylvania, Vermont, and
Wisconsin. A Brookings Institution study documented more
than 400 ballot initiatives on managing growth that passed
in the 2000 elections, many supported by coalitions of
urban, suburban, and rural interests.!2°

To be successful, coalitions have to counter the political
power of large automotive and real estate development com-
panies, which for many decades have used enormous adver-
tising budgets to indoctrinate people into the idea that
sprawling development enhances freedom and prosperity. To
sell the idea of a car-centered life to the public, the automo-
tive industry, for example, spends more money than any
other industry on advertising. (See Table 7.) In March 2001,
the Wall Street Journal reported that the Ford Motor compa-
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Automotive Sector Ruanking in Advertising Spending,
United States and World, 1998

U.S. Ad World Ad

Rank Category Spending  Rank Category Spending'

(billion dollars) (billion dollars)
1 Automotive 14.1 1 Automotive 9.9
2 Retail 11.6 2 Personal care 9.6
3 Movies and media 4.1 3 Food 52
4 Financial 3.9 4 Movies and media 2.4
5 Medicines 3.6 5 Medicines 1.6

'Excluding United States
Source: See endnote 126.

ny was taking advertising to a new level by underwriting a
new reality TV show featuring Ford’s sport utility vehicles. 12

One way for citizens to counter this political power is to
demand greater openness. Cozy relationships between
industry and politicians often skew transportation and land
use decisions. Citizens’ groups working to stop sprawl in
Central and Eastern Europe observe that city councilors may
be bribed to approve a new shopping mall, or may resign
after approving a project to become head of its development
company. Walter Hook, director of ITDP, which has
launched an anti-sprawl campaign in that region with local
citizens’ groups, says they are trying to unveil “the huge con-
flicts of interest that are promoting sprawl.”'?

Indeed, citizens’ groups have a role to play in exposing
how individuals and companies legally “bribe” politicians
with campaign contributions. In the 2000 U.S. congression-
al races, industries with a stake in transportation and land
use decisions contributed some $218 million to political par-
ties and candidates—17 percent of the total spent by major
industry groups—which doesn’t count what they spend on
lobbying. Such groups often influence the way that lawmak-
ers vote. For example, the auto industry successfully lobbied
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the U.S. Congress to halt increases in fuel efficiency stan-
dards in the 1990s."%®

Coalitions for a new type of urban development need to
show businesses how they can gain. Obviously, bicycle and
rail manufacturers will see a role for themselves in a vision of
walkable neighborhoods connected by cycle paths and pub-
lic transportation. Indeed, a resurgence of interest in light
rail in Western Europe has reversed a decades-long decline in
this form of transport, and light rail riders are the fastest-
growing segment of public transit users in the United States.
The number of Americans riding public transportation in
general has risen for five straight years. Automotive, energy,
and real estate companies also need to be shown how they
could re-position themselves.'*

Automotive companies, for example, could, over time,
become sellers of transportation services. With a variety of
transportation choices available, consumers would be able to
choose the best mode for each trip. If cycling and transit
were flourishing, and the price of driving were to reflect its
full costs, then people would be more likely to choose cars
only when they really made sense. A huge, fuel-guzzling
sport utility vehicle would lose its appeal for a daily urban
commute. Auto companies could woo consumers with the
exact type of rental car they needed for a given trip: a small,
electric car for city use, a sporty convertible for a romantic
weekend getaway, a station wagon for a family vacation, a
sport utility vehicle for a once-a-year trip to the mountains,
or a truck for moving furniture.

This idea is not so farfetched. Privately run car-sharing
networks, popular in Europe and recently introduced to a few
North American cities, give people easy access to a car without
the high costs of owning or the hassles of renting. Members
are more likely to use a car only for the trips where it has a sig-
nificant advantage over other modes. Even the chairman of
Ford has acknowledged the potential of these services, stating:
“The idea that everybody must own an individual car will also
vanish in the long run. The manufacturers could offer the cars
to the drivers on demand for pay. The day will come when the
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notion of car ownership becomes antiquated.”'*

At the same time, real estate developers stand to benefit
by tapping a market of people who do not want to live in
places where, in the words of essayist E.B. White, “Every-
thing in life is somewhere else, and you get there in a car.”
In the United States, some 150 communities designed on
New Urbanist principles, where people can walk or cycle to
many locations, are at some stage of development, and sell-
ing at a premium compared to conventional sprawl.'?!

Perhaps the biggest opportunities for communities to
engage the business community in their vision for the future
exists in Latin America, Asia, Africa, and Central and Eastern
Europe, where people are making major decisions today
about investment in transportation and development that
will affect people’s lives for decades to come. Patricio
Lanfranco, of Ciudad Viva in Santiago, recognizes this. In a
city where only 20 percent of people can afford to commute
by car, Ciudad Viva sees a great opportunity for the govern-
ment to claim streets for a bus network like Curitiba’s. “What
we are saying to business people,” says Lanfranco, “is to get
out of the business of private cars. What you have to do is
make or sell mass transportation vehicles, and we are going
to ensure you access to at least 80 percent of the market. It’s
a great deal, isn't it?”'3

There is a similar window of opportunity in Central and
Eastern Europe. Magda Stoczkiewicz of Central and Eastern
Europe Bankwatch says, “In many towns we still have very
good train and bus systems. It’s still not too late to stop car-
dependent development.” An anti-sprawl campaign in this
region is trying to increase the bargaining power of cities in
Czechoslovakia, Hungary, and Poland to attract developers
to build the types of things communities would like to see
within their cities. This group would like to see local officials
responsible for brownfield sites work with communities to
develop a vision for the future use of the land. After clearly
articulating these aspirations, officials would let developers
offer their proposals.'**

The importance of engaging businesses and appealing to
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consumers cannot be overstated. In his book Getting There,
Stephen Goddard details the many ways in which both rail
and road industries manipulated public opinion to influence
U.S. policymakers. Road supporters won by forging coali-
tions in the first decades of the twentieth century that “put
government engineers and bureaucrats in touch regularly
with auto and rubber executives and engineering profes-
sors.” The road interests also prevailed because they were
able to embed in the American psyche the idea that the rails
were the transport of the past, run by greedy corporate inter-
ests, whereas the roads were depicted as the more democrat-
ic and technologically superior transport of the future.'**

Stories such as the successes of Curitiba or Copenhagen
would be even more powerful if they could convince busi-
nesses of new investment opportunities and reach a broader
audience of voters and consumers. As Enrique Pefialosa of
Bogota says, “We get a lot of television from the United
States, a lot of car races and highways. But we don’t get many
TV shows from Copenhagen. People would never think that
an advanced country would have people riding around on
bikes.” In April 2001, the city of Bremen, Germany, gave the
first awards in a new program to highlight examples world-
wide of businesses and municipalities working together to
promote sustainable development.'*

With many of the world’s cities increasingly dominated
by highways and motor vehicles, their harsh impact on social
harmony, human health, and the environment are clear. Car-
centric development diminishes human and economic poten-
tial. Both markets and constituencies exist for cleaner,
walkable neighborhoods, efficient transit, and healthier
regions. In the United Kingdom, surveys by the Department
of the Environment found that the percentage of people inter-
viewed who were “very worried” about traffic-related smog
increased from 23 percent in 1986 to 40 percent in 1993.
Surveys by the Pew Center for Civic Journalism in 1999 found
urban sprawl to be the top local concern of U.S. residents.'*¢

The United States, which created the model of urban
sprawl, now has the longest history of dealing with the prob-
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lems it has spawned. President Dwight D. Eisenhower, who
signed the 1956 law establishing the national interstate sys-
tem, may have been one of the first to recognize the prob-
lems. Apparently, Eisenhower had believed the highways
would go around cities, not through them (when, in fact,
local officials had jumped at the chance to get federal funds
for a public works project). On his way out of Washington,
DC, to Camp David, Maryland, in 1959, Eisenhower saw
bulldozers cutting a swath of land through the northwest
part of the city and was shocked to learn that the highway
project was part of his interstate system. By the end of his
term, the president regretfully concluded there was nothing
he could do to reverse the situation, remarking on the waste-
fulness of motorists “driving into the central area and taking
all the space required to park the cars.”'¥’

Today, as many more people understand that sprawling
cities that cater to the automobile are the result of govern-
ment choices to foster road building, car infrastructure, and
spread out development, they realize that they could pres-
sure their leaders to choose a different future. Cities could be
made more socially cohesive, environmentally healthy, and
economically vibrant with integrated networks for bicycles,
bus, rail, and new types of transit. As excitement builds in
Bogotd over its new bus system and bike paths, former
Mayor Pefialosa reflects: “We are still miles away from where
we would like to be, but there is a change in mentality that
is incredible. When you have people talking about how they
would like to live, and they think that they have the power
to choose, this is a very important change.”'*
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Appendix

Some Groups that Support Transportation Choices
for Livable Cities

Networks of Citizens or Local Authorities

Center for Neighborhood Technology

2125 W. North Ave.

Chicago, IL 60647 USA

tel.: (773) 278-4800; fax: (773) 278-3840

website: www.cnt.org

Created to foster self-sufficient neighborhoods in Chicago, but
now seeks to link economic development with ecological
improvement in communities nationwide.

CityNet

International Organization Centre, SF

Pacifico-Yokohama, Minato Mirai, Nishi-ku

Yokohama 220-0012 Japan

tel.: 81 45 223 2161; fax: 81 45 223 2162

e-mail: info@citynet-ap.org

website: www.citynet-ap.org

Network of local governments, NGOs, and research institutes in
the Asia-Pacific region.

Congress for the New Urbanism

Hearst Building

5 Third St., Suite S00A

San Francisco, CA 94103 USA

tel.: (415) 495-2255; fax: (415) 495-1731

e-mail: cnuinfo@cnu.org

website: www.cnu.org

Works with architects and planners to promote regional planning,
walkable neighborhoods, and attractive public spaces.

European Federation for Transport and the Environment
34 boulevard de Waterloo

B-1000 Brussels, Belgium

tel.: 2 2 502 99 09; fax: 32 2 502 99 08

e-mail: info@t-e.nu

website: www.t-e.nu/index.htm

APPENDIX 67

Umbrella group of NGOs that proposes transport policies to the
European Union.

Institute for Transportation and Development Policy (ITDP)

115 W. 30th St., Suite 1205

New York, NY 10001 USA

tel.: (212) 629-8001; fax: (212) 629-8033

e-mail: mobility@igc.org

website: www.itdp.org

Works with local groups in Eastern Europe, Asia, Africa, and Latin
America toward greener and more equitable transportation and
development. Has launched an “Anti-sprawl Campaign” in
Central and Eastern Europe.

International Council for Local Environmental Initiatives (ICLEI)
City Hall East Tower 8" Floor

Toronto, Ontario M5H 2N2 Canada

tel.: (416) 392-1462; fax: (416) 392-1478

e-mail: iclei@iclei.org

website: www.iclei.org

An association of local governments, ICLEI helps cities share suc-
cess stories.

1000 Friends of Oregon

534 SW Third Ave., Suite 300

Portland, OR 97204 USA

tel.: (503) 497-1000; fax: (503) 223-0073

e-mail: info@friends.org

website: www.friends.org

Researches land use policies, educates citizens, and advocates
responsible planning in Oregon. Website links to similar U.S.
groups.

Sustainable Transport Action Network for Asia and the Pacific
(SUSTRAN)

c/o Pelangi Indonesia, J1. Danau Tondano No. A-4

Jakarta 10210 Indonesia

tel.: 62 21 573 5020, 571 9360; fax: 62 21 573 2503

e-mail: kuki@pelangi.or.id or bsantono@pelangi.or.id

website: www.geocities.com/sustrannet

NGO network that distributes an electronic newsletter on efforts
to improve transportation in the Asia-Pacific region.
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Smart Growth Network

International City/County Management Association

777 North Capitol St., NE, Suite 500

Washington, DC 20002-4201 USA

tel.: (202) 962-3591; fax: (202) 962-3500

e-mail: info@smartgrowth.org

website: www.smartgrowth.org

Sponsored by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency to share
information on transportation and land use planning.

Surface Transportation Policy Project (STPP)

1100 17th St., NW, 10th Floor

Washington, DC 20036 USA

tel.: (202) 466-2636; fax: (202) 466-2247

e-mail: stpp@transact.org

website: www.transact.org

Advocates transportation policies to protect neighborhoods, pro-
vide better travel choices, and promote social equity. Keeps a list
of U.S. groups working on these issues.

Research Institutes and Journals

Center on Urban and Metropolitan Policy

Brookings Institution

1775 Massachusetts Ave., NW

Washington, DC 20036 USA

tel.: (202) 797-6139; fax: (202) 797-2965

e-mail: ksommer@brook.edu

website: www.brookings.edu/es/urban/urban.htm
Researches metropolitan cooperation in the United States.

Citistates Group

650 Fairhaven Rd.

Fairhaven, MD 20779 USA

tel.: (301) 855-6482

e-mail: fpeters@citistates.com

website: www.citistates.com

These U.S. journalists write about metropolitan cooperation.

Danish Town Planning Institute

Peder Skrams Gade 2 B

DK-1054 Copenhagen K Denmark

tel.: 45 33 13 72 81; fax: 45 33 14 34 35
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e-mail: dantown@inet.uni-c.dk
website: www.byplanlab.dk
Promotes urban and regional planning in Denmark.

European Academy of the Urban Environment

Bismarckallee 46-48

D-14193 Berlin, Germany

tel.: 49 30 89 59 99 0; fax: 49 30 89 59 99 19

e-mail: husch@eaue.de

website: www.eaue.de

Stimulates cooperation among European cities on environmental
issues.

Instituto de Pesquisa e Planejamento Urbano de Curitiba (IPPUC)
Rua Bom Jesus 669

Cabral, Curitiba, Parana, Brasil CEP 80035-010

tel.: 55 41 352 1414; fax: 55 41 252 6679

e-mail: ippuc@ippuc.curitiba.pr.gov.br

website: www.ippuc.pr.gov.br

Researches sustainable urban development in Curitiba, Brazil.

Journal of World Transportation Policy and Practice

Le Frene, 8/10 rue Joseph Bara

F-75006 Paris, France

tel.: 33 01 4326 1323; tel/fax: 33 1 0 53 01 28 96

e-mail: postmaster@ecoplan.org

website: www.ecoplan.org/wtpp

Publishes articles on building more environmentally friendly
transportation systems.

Lincoln Institute of Land Policy

113 Brattle St.

Cambridge, MA 02138-3400 USA

tel.: (617) 661-3016 or (800) 526-3873

fax: (617) 661-7235 or (800) 526-3944

website: www.lincolninst.edu

Studies land use economics and taxation in the United States and
elsewhere.

Urban Land Institute

1025 Thomas Jefferson St., NW, Suite 500 West
Washington, DC 20007 USA

tel.: (202) 624-7000; fax: (202) 624-7140
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e-mail: webmaster@uli.org
website: www.uli.org
Provides information and training to real estate developers.

Victoria Transport Policy Institute (VTPI)

1250 Rudlin St.

Victoria, BC, V8V 3R7 Canada

tel. and fax: (250) 360-1560

e-mail: info@vtpi.org

website: www.vtpi.org

Researches efficient and equitable transportation; keeps a list of
relevant studies.
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