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By S. Mark White, aice

evelopment Codes for

uilt Out Communities

Since the advent of zoning, development codes have largely been used to harness the

impacts of new growth.

However, there remains little discussion
about the role of development codes in com-
munities where the supply of developable
land is exhausted. Accordingly, many plan-
ners werking in mature, developed neighbor-
hoods administer codes that were written pri-
marily for new growth. As build out occurs,
regulatory emphasis shifts from public
improvements to urban design, from infra-
structure capacity to maintenance, and from
controlling the pace of development to finding
lost space, This affects bath the content of
the code and the public process.

Accarding to the U.S. Census Bureau, only
5.5 percent of the land area in the United States
is developed, Even 50, many individual commu-
nities (or areas of the community) are appraach-
ing build.out, including the central cities of older
communities and both the innerring and rapidly
growing suburbs of majar metropolitan areas.

Built out areas range from infill neighbor-
hoods to downtown, mixed use environments to
suburban corridors and low-density residential
neighborheods. Each requires a different regula-
tory appreach and has different stakehotders.

Growing communities tend to be more
concerned about fiscat impacts and pace of
growth while urban neighborhoods focus
more on design and scale. These concerns
bring different constituents to the table with
different agendas.

Grawth-ariented codes paint development
regulations on a fresh canvas while codes for
buiit-out communities work within the existing
urban context. This requires creative approaches
to squeezing buildings and ancillary facilities
onto small sites, finding new opportunities in the
development of vacant buildings and empty
parking lots, recognizing design pitfalls, and
mediating housing and economic development
needs with the demands of residential neighbar-
hoods. Plannars and code drafters must rethink
conventional salutions {0 use compatibility, such
as landscaping and buffers, and new tocls such

as form-based zoning, transitienal massing, and
green infrastructure.

This issue of Zoning Practice addresses
the unique concerns of applying development
codes to built out communities, including
ensuring appropriate context and managing the
public process, The aricle also describes the
development code issues facing communities
as they approach build out, including tech-
nigues for prioritizing code issues, identifying
tools and techniques to address those issues,
and shepherding the code through the devel-
opment approval process. Specific issues
include conventional and form-based zoning,
urban design, infrastructure, and parking.

CHARACTERISTICS OF BUILT

OUT COMMUNITIES

“Build out” typically refers to a situation where
a development is approaching a jurisdiction’s
borders and the supply of large greenfield sites
has diminished. “Greenfietds” are new devel-
opments on a parcel that are not surrounded by

existing development, or relatively large parcels
surrounded by partially developed sites. The
section that follows describes the characteris-
tics of built out commaunities.

High percentage of developed land.
Mast of the land in a built cut community has
heen improved, cleated, or has gained access
to infrastructure and utilities that will permit
development in the immediate future. Most of
the platted lots have been improved with
buildings and parking areas. While there is no
generally accepted threshold for build out, a
community is generally considered built out
when at least 8o percent of its land is devel-
oped. Depending on the size of the commu-
nity, opportunities for further greenfield devel-
opment can be lost at smaller thresholds.

Few large-scale greenfield sites.
Greenfield sites typically require subdivision
plat approval, the extension of utilities or
urban infrastructure, and discretionary zoning
approval such as a rezoning. As these sites
begin to disappear the character of a commu-
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nity matures and its land-use issues and prior-
ities begin to change.

Context. As Lang's research demon-
strates, built out communities are not limited to
traditional downtowns or historic, infill neigh-
borhoods. Many American suburban communi-
ties are approaching huild out. These communi-
ties can have different design issues and
priorities than their more urban counterparts.
For example, while traditional neighborhoods
are often divided into relatively short blocks
with narrow lots, a suburban community may
be divided into relatively large lots with com-
mercial uses standing atone on large sites.

BDevelopment potential. Buiil out does
not mean there is no deveiopment potential. It
does, hoWever, mean a shift in the type of
development potential a community faces
along with a corresponding shift in regulatory
priorities. Development patterns typically
evolve from muitiple uses or buildings on rela-
tively large sites that were previously undevel-
oped to the development of individual iots or
reuse of older buildings. In addition, existing
lots and blocks can be reassembled and exist-
ing developed areas converted o other uses.

Rehabilitation and adaptive reuse, The
reuse and recycling of otder buildings oceurs
frequently on developed lots. In some in-
stances this involves pressure to expand the
building area or parking area into existing set-
backs, over existing lot lines, or beyond current
height limits. A typical example is the expan-
sion of parking areas for churches and institu-
tional and commercial buiidings onto lots in
existing residential neighborhoods.

Redevelepment. Building demolition, lot
assembly, and the vacation of existing lots
and streets are often requested to accommo-
date uses or structuses with larger footprints
than more intimately scaled urban structures.
This often creates conflicts between the func-
tional requirements (reat or perceived) for new

uses and planning policies that call for com-
pact, pedestrian-friendly, transit-friendly, or
context-sensitive devetopment patterns.
Infill. The march of development often
passes over individual lots, leaving blocks or
neighborhoods in built up areas pockmarked
with vacant land. Infill development restores
economic vitality to existing neighborhoods.

written for undeveloped tracts must be tailored
to the context of developed lots and blocks.
While large greenfield tracts can require
significant off-site infrastructure capacity the
street and utility network where redevelop-
ment occurs in built out areas is already
established. While neighborhoods in newly
developing areas often react to traffic and
school congestion

TABLE 1. DEVELOPMENT ISSUES 1N BUILT OUT AREAS

created by the pace
of development,

VS, GREENFIELD SITES
deveioped commu-
Issue Built Out Areas Greenfield Sites nities face infra-
Land Use Infilt Developing structure mainte-

N | Trendsetti nance issues.
Design .Contextua rendsetting The procedural
Infrastructure Maintenance Capacity context can change
NIMBY Issues Scale Pace significantly as a
Permitting Zoning Platting community builds

aut. Fewer parceis
Procedural Neighhorhood-driven Development-driven

Environment Green Building

Nonconformities Nonconforming Uses

requite major subdi-
vision approval, but
zoning and design

Preservation

Vested Rights

Unlike many greenfield projects, infill projects
do not require infrastructure expansion costs,
thereby avoiding new capital costs by using
existing infrastructure capacity. However, infill
projecis can create issues with existing neigh-
borhoods about scale, massing, and coordina-
tion with existing street and utility networks.
Lost space. Built up areas can provide
significant development capacity by creatively
reusing existing space. This “lost space” is
often found in existing parking lots, aban-
doned rights of way or rail lines, obsolete
pedestrian malls, or oversized or outmoded
urban civic spaces such as sunien plazas.

GREENFIELDS V5. BUILT UP ARERS

Table 1 summarizes how land development
issues change as a community approaches
build out. Land-use and zoning classifications

controls remain

impartant to resolve use issues (and what lay
adjacent) for existing lots. In newly developing
areas, procedures tend to respond to the com-
plexities of large-scale, master planned develop-
ments or major subdivision approvals.

In built up areas, the concerns of estab-
lished neighborhoods can influence the pro-
cedures needed to change existing uses or to
expand existing structures. Built up areas are
often characterized by infill sites, downtown
tocations, or distressed communities where
iocal governments would like to encourage
development. Procedures that create delay
and uncertainty, such as design review, can
scare developers away from these locations.
Providing predictable standards and stream-
lined approval processes are an important
way to balance contextual design with the
needs of builders and developers.
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Natural resource protection becomes
less of a priority as a community approaches
build out, but environmeantal and sustainabil-
ity issues remain viable. Greenfietd sites can
have significant environmental features while
built up sites have replaced natural features
with pavement. Many cities have established
requirements or incentives for green buildings
and features such as roof gardens to soften
the environmental impacts of new structures.

The doctrines of vested rights and noncon-
forming situations vary from state to state.
Vested rights affect the ability of a local govern-
ment to apply new tand-use regulations to pro-
posed but undeveloped sites with some form of
development approval. in most states, the doc-
trine of nonconforming use law restricts the
applicability of new land-use regulations to exist-
ing uses, structures, or lots. Greenfield develop-
ers are concerned with protecting vested rights
as they move through the development process.
Vested rights issues tend to be imporiant for
developments with long-term, multiphased
development proposals. Conversely, built up
sites might have existing buildings and uses that
are protected as legal nonconforming uses.

CALIBRATION

New buildings, lots, and parking areas in built
up areas must fit into the fabric of an existing
nefghborhoed or corridor: [n some communi-
ties, these neighborhoods reflect a compact
pattern of development that a community
would like to continue and whose design prin-
ciples produce a coherent, compatible style of
development. Calibration is particularly impor-
tant for neighborhood conservation districts. in
other communities, an existing built corridor
must be retrofitted to conform to current land-
use policy.

Calibration can be performed for a black,
district, or corridor. The calibration process
can yield important information for the code
update process. This includes desirable or
undesirable building forms, lot orientation
patterns, and block patterns. If a community
pursues a calibration study it is important that
it either commit substantial staff time to this
effort or establish an adequate budget for out-
side consuitants.

SITE AND BUILDING DESIGR

Site design issues for buiit up communities
can vary based on the context. On the smaller
lots and blocks that characterize many tradi-
tional neighborhoods the massing and scate
of individual buildings can have a profound

impact on the overall appearance of the
hlock. Aleng a built out suburban corridor the
larger scale of suburbia can provide greater
flexibility in redesigning a site to meet
updated land-use policies.

The presence of neighbors in a more
densely seitled environment can influence
huilding design and permitted uses. White
form-based zoning is an interesting and
important trend in regulating uses, residents
of densely settled areas are often concerned
about the noise, traffic, and property value
impacts relating to the use of existing build-
ings. The conversion of residential structures
to offices and service establishments along a
busy corridor provides an economic return for
property owners but at the same time alters
the residential character of neighborhoods.

INFRASTRUCTURE AND DRAINAGE

The street and utility networlk in built up areas
is typically established when an application
for development approval is filed. However,
applications for street vacations or the resub-
division of existing lots can impair the con-

-nectivity of existing sireet and alley systems.

In addition, the development of stand-alone
stores along established street corridors can
increase traffic levels. Communities can
require connections to the existing street and
alley system and interparcel access to main-
tain or improve connectivity. If new ease-
ments or access routes across existing prop-
erty are required the regulations should be
written in a way that complies with constitu-
tional nexus standards for exactions.
Stormwater management provides a
unique challenge for existing developed sites.
The land area available for conventional
stormwater freatment, such as detention or
retention basins, is often limited. The ability to
diffuse stormwater fiows over natural areas
using low-impact design or other features can
be constrained by available land and the lack of
vegetative cover. in addition, existing drainage
ditches atong built out suburban corridors can
inhibit land-use policies that encourage pedes-
trian or transit-friendly development patterns.

LARDSCAPING AND BUFFERS

As with stormwater management systems, the
landscaping used to buffer or to soften the
impact of new suburban development can be
restricted by available land in a built up context.
in addition, suburban-oriented development reg-
ulations that require land 1o be set aside for
stormwater management or landscaping can

hamper the development of small sites in urban
locations. Street iree requirements, compatible
massing of buildings, and site orientation stan-
dards are & preferable way to address use-to-use
relationships in built up urban places.

PARIUNG
Parking regulations have a significant impact on
travei behavior and the appearance of suburban
cosridors. In built up areas, regudations that
require excessive amounts of land for on-site
parking can inhibit development, result in site
and building design that is out of context with
the neighborhood, and establish barriers to
pedestrian movements. At the same time, many
residents of urban neighborhoods want to avoid
spillover parking, and existing businesses fear
their spaces will be taken by residents or visitors
to the neighborhooed, and nol by customers.
Planning and Urban Design Standards
(John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 2006} provides a
number of regulatory solutions to avoid an
oversupply of surface parking in built up
areas, which include:

Shared.parking. Shared parking allows
adjacent land uses to share parking lots as
long as the parking demands accur at dif-
ferent times.

Parking caps. Communities may wani to
establish maximum parking requirements, at
least in designated locations where transit is
available or special community character
issues apply. Maximum parking require-
ments place a cap on the amount of parking
a land use can provide. An incentive to use
other means of transport in lieu of automo-
hiles may result if maximum parking require-
ments reduces the number of avaitable
spaces. As an altemative, jurisdictions can
require parking above a threshold limit to be
made of a pervious pavement, tusf, or other
surface. Stractured parking is often exempt
from maximum parking requirements be-
cause it consumes less land area.

Rear parking requirements. Rear parking
minimizes the view of parking lots by plac-
ing the lot behind the principal buildings.
Many jurisdictions require commergial and
office uses to place parking in the rear to
create a pedestrian streetscape, encourage
transit usage, and to create a “town center”
feel to shopping and employment areas.

Reduce parking to accommodate altema-
tives. Reduce or cap parking requirements
where transit is available. Where an appli-
cation inctudes the mixing of uses or build-
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ing types, parking can be reduced to
account for the capture of trips on-site or
along the existing block structure.

Structured parking. Structured parking has a
smaller footprint than surface parking and is
less disruptive to the continuity of a street.
But structured parling is also more expensive
o build and can deaden a street. Commu-
nities can consider density or intensity incen-
tives to encourage parking structures o7 fees
in lieu of patking to encourage their use.

PRINCIPLES N PRACTICE
The recent code reform efforts of several built out
communities provide examples of how the con-
textual and procedural issues of build out were
resolved, The approaches vary widely, from con-
ventional, use-based zoning to design-based
solutions such as form-based zoning. Their ap-
proaches also pravide insight into how infrastruc-
ture and compatibility issues can be resalved.
St. Petersburg. St. Petershurg, Florida
{population 248,232), is a diverse community
that operates under statewide growth man-
agement statutes. St. Petershurg also has very
distinct traditional and suburban neighbor-
hoods. The city is the heart of Pinellas County,

the most densely populated county in Florida.
However, the county’s average density of 6.4
persons per acre is not high by urban stan-
dards. Its history is characterized by distinct
planning and architectural movements and
period styles, including a plan developed by
john Nolen in the 1920s.

TABLE 2, SUMPMARY OF TRADITIONAL AND SUBURBAN STANDARDS
FOR 57. PETERSBURG’S BUILT UP NEIGHBORHOODS

Traditional

Suburban

Neighborhoods
Appropriate lot widths and setbacks to
address traditional platting

Maintain wide lots and spacious setbacks.

Allow garage apartments/home occupations.

Design standards will address better
contextual design so that garages do not
dominate the facade.

Use the alleyways,

Prohibit traditionat character developments
with narrow lots.

Corridors

Prohibit traditional character developments
with narrow lots,

Zero lot-line buildings
Mixing and increasing uses

Create a street edge with building and
landscaping.

Parking is secondary.
Regain pedestrian scale.

Reduce dominance of parking.
improve architectural design.

Centers

Massing and scale

Architectural design

Buitding base at sidewalk

tntroduce the pedestrian.

Architectural design

Tame parking lots,

Source: Bob Jelfrey, City of 5t. Petersburg

In 2002, the city adopted St. Pete Vision
2020, a citizen-based plan that calis for more
compact, pedestrian-friendly development. The
plan divides the city into neighborhoods, corri-
dors, and centers. The city has three major cen-
ters, including its traditionat downtown, a sub-
urban shopping mall, and a suburban office
park. In addition, its residential neighborhoods
are facing the development of new homes that
are out of scale with existing homes.

In 2002, the city began the process of
revising its code to implement Vision zoz0 and
to provide contextual, compatible, predictable
inftll. Extensive public comment sessions were
held with multipie stakeholders, including
both urban and suburban neighborhoods.
These sessions included model-building exer-
cises that allowed citizens to experiment with
ways to resolve scale and mass and to find
space for parking, green space, and stormwa-
ter managernent. One interesting resuit was a
strong push by suburban neighborhood partic-
ipants to retain their existing built form while
improving the functioen and appearance of the
plan’s subareas for pedesirians.

The updated land development regula-
tions established distinct standards for tradi-
tional and suburban built up neighborhoods,
which are summarized in Table 2. A new set of
zoning districts design standards were
adopted. These districts do not use the tradi-
tionat categories of residential, commercial/
business, and industrial, but rather, “neighbor-
hood,” “corridor,” and “center,” which are then
subdivided into separate districts that reflect
their traditional or subuwrban context. Supple-
mental districts and standards apply to artist
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Bob Jelfrey, City of 5t. Petersbarg

enclaves, adaptive reuse, and stormwater man-
agemnent, The result is 2 zoning typology that
provides form-based standards for both tradi-
tional and suburban contexts.

The zoning districts allow sufficient densi-
ties to implement the city's ptan policies and
accommadate future housing needs, subject to
design critetia. These include garage apariment
criteria and multifamily design standards that
replicate the appearance and lot pattern of exist-
ing single-family blocks. The design standards
prascribe the minimum standards needed to a
produce the desired building pattern without
prescribed specific archifectural styles,

Height and massing requirements are
included to avoid the “mansionization” of
existing residential blocks.

The corridor districts accommodate mod-
erate to high densities. They also address an
oversupply of commercial square footage and
the dominance of big box retail structures.
Underperforming corridors with existing gray-
fields are permitted to add housing.

Boulder. Boulder, Colorado (population
103,213), is a home rule city with a vibrant
downtown and a history of innovative growth
management systems, including an urban
growth boundary and slow-growth palicies. It
is a coltege town in the rapidly growing region
north of Denver. Because it also serves as a
regional retaif and entertainment destination,
traffic in the city has increased.

Prior to build out, the city's land-use poli-
cies focused on the retention of a defined edge
and open space along the perimeter. Land-use
criteria focused on controlling the environmen-
tal impacts of edge development, reducing the
coverage of new development along the edge,
and controliing the pace of growth. The city
used its codes to stabilize the core areas and
provide compatible infill developmerst.

in 1971, the Boulder instituted a system
of “established,” “developing,” and “redevel-

oping” districts (the “EDX” system). The estab-
lished (E) districts used conventional mini-
mum lot sizes while the developing (D} and
redeveloping (X) districts replaced lot sizes
with a provision requiring open space set-
asides for dwelling units to preserve environ-
mental features and to blend the urban edge
into the surrounding open space through clus-
tering. The city’s zoning code expanded along
with new growth. New “microzones” expanded
the number of zoning district classifications
from 21 zones in 1993 to 42 in 2004. The re-
suit was a reliance on planned unit develop-
ment in tieu of definite standards, with most

property subject to discretionary review. The
zoning code became complex, redundant,
and inconsistent. It was difficult and time-
consuming to administer and confusing to
the public.

By 2004, the city had approached build
out, and land-use policy was refocused on
redevelopment. However, the zoning system
did not keep pace with buitt up areas, which
were treated as though they were newly devel-
oping. The city initiated its Land Use Code
Simplification Project {LUCS) in 2004 to con-
solidate zoning districts, eliminate redundan-
cies, and to more effectively address the char-
acter of established development,

Boulder's build out created new chal-
lenges, including regional competition and
commercial vacancies, a declining retail mar-
lket, and high housing costs. Declining retail
development led to municipal budget and
service delivery chatlenges. In addition, new
development spread to nearby communities
with relatively lower housing costs.

City land-use policy adjusted accordingly.

Objectives included the retention of existing
business, encouraging mixed use and TOD,
instituting efficient permitting systems that
enable a quick respanse to oppertunities, and
an increase in by-right development options.

LUCS addressed these standards through
building form and design standards for edges
and corridors, parking location standards, and
mixed use zoning,

The revised codes established a modu-
lar approach to its zoning regulations that
reduces the need for fiture amendments.
The system organizes the zones based on
three elements: uses, physical form, and
land-use intensity {such as lot area per
dwelling unit or floor area ratio). The system
also organizes regulations by separate use
districts, form or butk districts, and land-use
intensity districts. Combining the modules
yields regulations that match current and
desired future conditions, ranging from low
density, single-use, semirural conditions to
those that are mixed use, high density, and
urhan.

Chapel Hill. Chapel Hill, North Carolina
{population 48,715), is also a university town
with a history of innovative planning and land-
use controls. The town began a code update
in 2001 to implement a recently adopted com-
prehensive plan. The town's land-use man-
agement ordinance, adopted in 2003,
inctudes a number of tools that specifically
address 1ts built out condition, including
revised zoning districts, a flexible TOD district,
and updated parking standards.

A successful feature of the new code is
the use of neighborhood conservation dis-
tricts (NCD). The NCD permits the establish-
ment of special design standards to preserve
and protect unique and distinctive in-town
restdential neighborhoods or commercial dis-
tricts that contribute significantly to the char-
acter and identity of the town. There is no
maximum size but the districts can be as
small as a single biockface. An NCD designa-
tion can be initiated by the town council or
property owners.

The town approved an NCD for its
Northside district and has four additional dis-
tricts on the drawing board. The Northside dis-
trict contains approximately 190 acres. The
district plan and the CD-1 overlay zoning regu-
lations establish a maximum primary height of
20 feet and secondary height of 29 feet, A
maximum buitding size of 2,000 square feet is
established with an additional 500 square
feet permitted by variance. Dupiexes are pro-
hibited because the neighborhood is predam-
inantly single-family. The regulations establish
standards for building orientation, parking,
fencing, porches, and design details such as
building materiats.
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LESSONS

As communities near build out, planning and
regulatory priorities change significantly.
While the nature of these priorities is as var-
ied as the communities and regions them-
selves, they ofien face a common set of
issues, including the need to accommodate
development on smaller spaces, ensuring that
new development fits neighborhood context,
and addressing nonconforming develop-
ments. These regulations should begin with a
careful calibration of existing development
with the new regulations or a diagnosis of the
existing regulations that ties new develop-
ment to updated planning policies.

AUET LINES FORM OVER CALIFORNIA
EMINENT DOMAIN INITIATIVE

By David Morley

An initiative to amend California’s constitution
to severely restrict eminent domain will
appear on the November batlot. Proponents of
the “Anderson [nitiative,” named for California
homeowner Anita S. Anderson, gathered
approximately one million signatures for the
propased amendment, eclipsing similar pro-
posals backed by Republican California state
senator Tom McClintack.

According to the California Redevelopment
Association, a single individual from New Yorl
provided $1.5 million to hire a signature-collect-
ing fism and retain a campaign consultant for
the proposed measure, On July 13, Capitol
Weekly identified this individual as multimillion-
aire developer Howard Rich. Weekiy reporter
Shane Goldmacher claims Rich is currently offer-
ing financial support to eminent domain initia-
tives in seven other states using nonprofit inter-
mediaries, such as the Fund for Democracy, to
obscure his influence.

The Anderson Initiative is one of many
state and local initiatives attempting to repli-
cate the success of Oregon’s Measure 37 a
2004 amendment to that state’s constitution
allowing individual landowners o claim com-
pensation for regulatory takings. So far,
results have been mixed. in June, a coalition
of groups representing industry, local govern-
ment, and environmental issues successfully
defeated a Measure 37 clone in Napa County.

The current wave of proposed measures
is gaining support following the U.S. Supreme
Court's zoos decision in Kelo v. City of New

London [125 5. Ct. 2655 {(June 23, 2005)]. The
landmark ruling, which upheld eminent
domain for economic development, has ener-
gized radical property rights organizations.
Subsequent media coverage of the case has
gathered the attention of a broad constitu-
ency of private property owners who support
eminent demain reform.

In respense to Kelg, California’s pend-
ing measure is even maore resirictive than
Measure 37. The Anderson knitiative bars
eminent domain unless the property taken
will be owned by a governmental entity.
Consequently, redevelopment agencies
could not use eminent domain to transfer
property to private developers.

Like Measure 37, the proposed amend-
ment considers property to be damaged when
regulatory actions not taken to protect public
health and safety result in economic loss.
Examples of economic loss offered by the
measure include downzoning, property access
elimination, and air space usage.

Perhaps most significantly, the Anderson
Initiative would void unpublished eminent
domain court decisions, leaving resolved cases
open fo challenge. Taxpayers would then be
forced to foot the bill for legal fees and the
increased costs of property acquisition and pub-
lic works projects. If passed, the amendment
could only be changed by another initiative.

Proponents view the measure as a pop-
ulist rebellion against eminent domain abuse,
“It is time to end the faction between {ocal
governments and special interests that sacri-
fice the property rights of the average citizen
in order to line the coffers of government and
the pockets of the powerful,” says Republican
tegislator Mimi Walters. Walters, who identi-
fies herself as honorary chair of the Protect
Qur Homes Coalition, is the measure’s chief
sponsoer in the California Assembly.

Meanwhile, a coalition of planners, busi-
ness groups, envirenmentalists, and locat
governments has formed to block the initia-
tive. League of California Cities executive
director Chris McKenzie warns that the
amendment woutd “significantly erode envi-
ronmental protections, limit the ability to
restrict sprawl and open space, and signifi-
cantly increase the cost of building all sorts of
pubiic works projects like schools and roads.”

Representatives of the law firm Nossaman
Guthrer Knox & Eltiott LLP claim the Anderson
Initiative represents post-Kefo hostility toward
governmental interference with property rights but
go on to caution that in Catifornia only three sin-

gle-family homes were acquired for redevelop-
ment through eminent domain in 200s. This sta-
tistic may undercut political strategist Kevin
Spillane’s assertion that most “victims of emineat
domain abuse are minorities, immigrants, work-
ing-class peaple, and mom-and-pop businesses.”

After leamning the measure had qualified
for the November baliot, a prominent member of
the business community disagreed openly with
Spiltane’s comments. “On behalf of California's
20 miltion minorities, wa oppose the Anderson
initiative as anti-poor, anti-growth, anti-smalt
business, and as crushing the future dreams of
our state’s aspirations 1o once again be a golden
state,” stated Latin Business Association direc-
tor Jorge Corralejo in a release issued by the
Greenlining Institute, a Berkeley pubiic policy
research and advocacy center.

As Californians look forward to register-
ing their opinions in the November election,
eminent domain rumblings continue nation-
wide. To access up-to-date information on
eminent domain reform in your state and
around the country, visit the American
Planning Association’s eminent domain legis-
tation and policy page at www.planning.
orgflegistation/eminentdomain/findex.htm.
David Morley is a researchier with the Ameri-
can Planning Association.
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