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Achieving	  Compact	  &	  
Complete	  Communi9es	  



STAR	  Communi,es	  helps	  ci,es	  and	  
coun,es	  set	  a	  clear	  path	  for	  

sustainability	  with	  helpful	  tools	  that	  
measure	  progress.	  

www.STARcommuni5es.org	  



Built	  by	  and	  for	  Local	  Governments	  
§  In	  2008,	  the	  U.S.	  Green	  Building	  Council,	  NaIonal	  League	  of	  

CiIes,	  ICLEI	  and	  the	  Center	  for	  American	  Progress	  
announced	  formal	  partnership	  

§  Established	  a	  diverse,	  consensus-‐based	  stakeholder	  
engagement	  process	  that	  included	  200+	  volunteers	  

§  RaIng	  System	  was	  released	  by	  STAR	  CommuniIes	  in	  
October	  2012	  

§  Pilot	  Program	  commenced	  in	  November	  2012	  to	  test	  the	  
system,	  its	  reporIng	  tool	  and	  associated	  products	  
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CLIMATE	  &	  ENERGY	  
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•  Amelia	  Greiner,	  John	  Hopkins	  University	  
•  Cindy	  Steinhauser,	  City	  of	  Dubuque,	  IA	  
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Ra5ng	  System’s	  Goal	  Areas	  



The	  STAR	  Community	  Ra5ng	  System	  	  
Goal	  Areas	  &	  Objec,ves	  are	  mapped	  and	  rated	  in	  the	  online	  system,	  helping	  

local	  leaders	  set	  goals	  and	  measure	  progress	  across	  areas.	  	  



Innova5on	  &	  Process	  

§  Best	  PracIces	  &	  Processes	  	  
§  Comprehensive	  Planning	  	  
§  Public	  Engagement	  	  
§  Codes	  and	  Ordinances	  	  

§  Exemplary	  Performance	  	  
§  Local	  InnovaIon	  	  
§  Regional	  Priority	  &	  CollaboraIon	  	  



Parts	  of	  the	  Ra5ng	  System	  

GOALS	  
Sustainability	  themes	  with	  comprehensive	  	  

community-‐level	  aspira,ons	  

OBJECTIVES	  
	  

A	  clear,	  desired	  outcome	  intended	  	  
to	  move	  the	  community	  toward	  the	  goal	  

OUTCOME	  MEASURES	  
Community-‐scale	  results:	  the	  measureable	  

	  aim	  or	  purpose	  of	  each	  Objec,ve	  

ACTION	  MEASURES	  
The	  steps	  you	  are	  taking	  to	  move	  the	  	  

needle	  towards	  sustainability	  	  



Example	  

AcIons	  

Outcome	  

ObjecIve	  

Goal	   Natural	  Systems	  

Green	  Infrastructure	  

Demonstrate	  that	  85%	  of	  the	  popula,on	  lives	  within	  a	  1/2-‐
mile	  walk	  distance	  from	  green	  infrastructure	  features	  	  

Establish	  a	  green	  infrastructure	  monitoring	  program	  
Increase	  the	  %	  of	  funding	  invested	  in	  green	  infrastructure	  	  



Points	  &	  Scoring	  

GOAL	   POINTS	  AVAILABLE	  
Built	  Environment	   100	  
Climate	  &	  Energy	   100	  
EducaIon,	  Arts	  &	  Community	   70	  
Economy	  &	  Jobs	   100	  
Equity	  &	  Empowerment	   100	  
Health	  &	  Safety	   100	  
Natural	  Systems	   100	  
InnovaIon	  &	  Process	   50	  

TOTAL	   720	  



Cer5fica5ons	  &	  Recogni5ons	  

Cer5fied	  5-‐STAR	  Community	  (600+	  points)	  
§  Recognized	  as	  top	  ,er	  achiever	  in	  na,onal	  sustainability	  

Cer5fied	  4-‐STAR	  Community	  (400-‐599	  points)	  
§  Recognized	  for	  na,onal	  excellence	  

Cer5fied	  3-‐STAR	  Community	  (200-‐399	  points)	  
§  Recognized	  for	  sustainability	  leadership	  
	  
Repor5ng	  STAR	  Community	  (50-‐199	  points)	  	  
§  Currently	  pursuing	  cer,fica,on	  
	  
Par5cipa5ng	  STAR	  Community	  
§  Implemen,ng	  the	  STAR	  framework	  of	  goals	  and	  objec,ves	  

	  



Why	  Cer5fy?	  

Demonstrate	  
commitment	  to	  

local	  sustainability	  

Receive	  naIonal	  
recogniIon	  for	  
leadership	  and	  
achievements	  

Gain	  compeIIve	  
advantage	  and	  
a@ract	  funding	  

Increase	  
transparency	  and	  
accountability	  and	  
showcase	  results	  

Communicate	  
resilience	  and	  risk	  
management	  to	  
municipal	  bond	  

agencies	  

Build	  and	  
strengthen	  

partnerships	  within	  
government	  and	  
with	  community	  

partners	  



Ci5es	  and	  coun5es	  in	  the	  STAR	  Network	  



STAR	  Designa5on	   Community	   Popula5on	   	  	   STAR	  Designa5on	   Community	   Popula5on	  
Leadership	   Nederland,	  CO	   1,478	   CerIfied	   Tacoma,	  WA	   202,010	  
Leadership	   Charles	  City,	  IA	   7,652	   Pilot	   Des	  Moines,	  IA	   206,688	  
Leadership	   Park	  Forest,	  IL	   22,000	   Leadership	   Birmingham,	  AL	   212,000	  
Leadership	   Rosemount,	  MN	   22,420	   ParIcipaIng	   Boise,	  ID	   212,303	  
Pilot	   El	  Cerrito,	  CA	   24,048	   	  	   Pilot	   Chandler,	  AZ	   245,628	  
Pilot	   Northampton,	  MA	   28,592	   Leadership	   Plano,	  TX	   273,000	  
ParIcipaIng	   Blacksburg,	  VA	   42,627	   Pilot	   Riverside,	  CA	   313,673	  
ParIcipaIng	   Bonita	  Springs,	  FL	   46,340	   Pilot	   St.	  Louis,	  MO	   318,172	  
Leadership	   Dubuque,	  IA	   58,155	   ParIcipaIng	   Sarasota	  County,	  FL	   386,147	  
ParIcipaIng	   Hamilton,	  OH	   62,695	   Pilot	   Cleveland,	  OH	   390,928	  
Leadership	   Frederick,	  MD	   66,000	   ParIcipaIng	   Omaha,	  NE	   421,570	  
Leadership	   Portland,	  ME	   66,000	   Leadership	   Raleigh,	  NC	   423,000	  
ParIcipaIng	   Flagstaff,	  AZ	   67,468	   Pilot	   Atlanta,	  GA	   443,775	  
Leadership	   Redlands,	  CA	   69,000	   Pilot	   Tucson,	  AZ	   524,295	  
Pilot	   Santa	  Fe,	  NM	   69,204	   ParIcipaIng	   Vancouver,	  BC	   578,040	  
ParIcipaIng	   Madison	  County,	  NY	   72,382	   Pilot	   Portland,	  OR	   603,106	  
Pilot	   Evanston,	  IL	   75,430	   Leadership	   BalImore,	  MD	   621,342	  
Leadership	   Faye@eville,	  AR	   76,899	   Pilot	   Washington,	  DC	   632,323	  
Pilot	   Victoria,	  BC	   78,055	   Pilot	   Sea@le,	  WA	   634,535	  
ParIcipaIng	   Bloomington,	  IN	   81,963	   Pilot	   Lee	  County,	  FL	   645,293	  
Pilot	   Santa	  Monica,	  CA	   91,812	   Leadership	   Louisville/Jefferson	  County,	  KY	   750,000	  
Pilot	   Rockingham	  County,	  NC	   92,720	   ParIcipaIng	   Columbus,	  OH	   809,798	  
Pilot	   Woodbridge	  Township,	  NJ	   97,203	   Pilot	   AusIn,	  TX	   842,592	  
Pilot	   Albany,	  NY	   97,904	   CerIfied	   Indianapolis,	  IN	   844,220	  
ParIcipaIng	   Coos	  Bay	  Watershed,	  OR	   ~100,000	   Leadership	   Memphis/Shelby	  County,	  TN	   927,000	  
Pilot	   Davenport,	  IA	   101,363	   Pilot	   Calgary,	  	  AB	   988,195	  
Leadership	   Palm	  Bay,	  FL	   106,000	   ParIcipaIng	   Orange	  County,	  FL	   1,202,000	  
ParIcipaIng	   Elgin,	  IL	   109,927	   ReporIng	   Allegheny	  County,	  PA	   1,229,000	  
Leadership	   Denton,	  TX	   121,000	   Leadership	   Phoenix,	  AZ	   1,500,000	  
ParIcipaIng	   Dayton,	  OH	   141,359	   ParIcipaIng	   Philadelphia,	  PA	   1,548,000	  
ParIcipaIng	   Lakewood,	  CO	   145,516	   Pilot	   Montreal,	  QC	   1,621,000	  
Pilot	   Fort	  Collins,	  CO	   148,612	   Pilot	   Broward	  County,	  FL	   1,815,000	  
Leadership	   Burlington/Chi@enden	  County,	  VT	   158,504	   Pilot	   King	  County,	  WA	   2,007,000	  
Pilot	   Cha@anooga,	  TN	   171,279	   Leadership	   Houston,	  TX	   2,161,000	  
ParIcipaIng	   Salt	  Lake	  City,	  UT	   189,314	   Pilot	   Toronto,	  ON	   2,503,000	  

	  	  
Total	  Popula5on:	  	   32	  million	  



Ques5ons	  we’re	  going	  to	  tackle	  

1.  Why	  are	  Compact	  &	  Complete	  CommuniIes	  important	  to	  your	  
city’s	  sustainability	  goals?	  

2.  Tell	  us	  about	  your	  approach	  to	  the	  Compact	  &	  Complete	  
CommuniIes	  ObjecIve.	  Which	  evaluaIon	  measures	  did	  you	  
focus	  on	  and	  why	  (e.g.	  outcomes	  and	  acIons)?	  

3.  Walk	  us	  through	  the	  steps	  you	  took	  to	  apply	  the	  evaluaIon	  
measures	  to	  your	  city.	  What	  were	  your	  results	  or	  findings?	  

4.  What	  were	  some	  challenges	  you	  encountered	  (e.g.	  lack	  of	  data)?	  
5.  Would	  you	  recommend	  the	  CCC	  methodology	  as	  an	  effecIve	  

tool	  for	  measuring	  urban	  design?	  Why	  or	  why	  not?	  
6.  What	  will	  you	  do	  with	  the	  results?	  What	  did	  you	  idenIfy	  through	  

the	  process	  that	  may	  guide	  future	  decision	  making?	  



Trey	  Akers	  
U.S.	  Green	  Building	  Council	  



Why?	  	  Trajectory	  Not	  Trend	  
§  Boomers	  &	  Millenials	  Increasingly	  Value	  Walkable	  Places	  	  

“Shiqs	  in	  markets	  present	  opportuniIes	  for	  those	  who	  
understand	  the	  trends.”	  

§  Coordinated	  Land	  Use	  &	  TransportaIon	  Investments	  
§  Benchmarking	  ExisIng	  CondiIons/Tracking	  Policy	  Goals	  
	  

	  Sources	  
	  ULI	  Housing	  in	  America:	  	  The	  Next	  Decade	  
	  RCL	  Co.	  PresentaIon	  Archives	  



Why	  Design	  MaDers	  

Incomplete	  
§  Single	  Use,	  

Isolated:	  	  
Housing	  

§  Subdivision	  of	  
Land	  Use	  

§  One	  Access	  
Mode	  

Complete	  
§  Single	  Use,	  

Whole:	  	  
Housing,	  
Civic,	  
RecreaIonal,	  
Retail	  

§  IntegraIon	  
of	  Land	  Uses	  

§  MulIple	  
Access	  
Modes	  

	  
	  
	  
	  Source	  
Visualizing	  Density	  
	  



What	  is	  a	  Neighborhood?	  

Sources	  Clarence	  Perry,	  Regional	  Plan	  of	  NY	  1921,	  
Farr	  Associates,	  2007	  



LEED	  for	  Neighborhood	  Development	  

§  NaIonally-‐compiled	  standards	  and	  metrics	  
§  Primarily	  devised	  for	  private	  developers	  seeking	  approvals	  
§  Readily-‐available	  set	  of	  land	  development	  standards	  

Smart	  LocaIon	   	   	  Where	  to	  Build	  .	  .	  .	  
&	  Linkage	  (SLL)	  
	  
Neighborhood	  Pa@ern	   	  What	  to	  Build	  .	  .	  .	  
&	  Design	  (NPD)	  
	  
Green	  Buildings	  & 	  How	  to	  Build	  .	  .	  .	  
Infrastructure	  (GIB)	  
	  

Source	  A	  CiIzen’s	  Guide	  to	  LEED-‐ND	  



LEED	  for	  Neighborhood	  Development	  



SLLp1	  Smart	  Loca5on	  

Four	  Compliance	  Pathways	  
§ 	  	  Infill	  	  

	  Previously	  Developed	  Site	  or	  Context	  

§ 	  	  Adjacent	  Site	  /	  ConnecIvity	  

	   	  Previously	  Developed	  Site	  or	  Context	  

§ 	  	  Transit	  Corridor	  (ExisIng	  or	  Planned	  Transit)	  
	   	  	  Adequate	  Service:	  	  60	  Weekday	  /	  40	  Weekend	  Trips	  

§ 	  	  Nearby	  neighborhood	  assets	  
	   	  	  ¼	  Mile	  Walk	  Distance	  from	  5	  Diverse	  Uses,	  OR	  

	   	  Project’s	  geographic	  center	  is	  ½	  mile	  walk	  distance	  from	  7	  diverse	  uses	  

	  



NPDp1	  Walkable	  Streets	  

§  Principal	  funcIonal	  entry	  faces	  
a	  public	  space/sidewalk	  

§  SpaIal	  enclosure:	  Minimum	  
building	  height-‐to-‐street-‐width	  
raIo	  

§  ConInuous	  sidewalks	  

§  Limited	  garage	  entries	  

	   	  	  

King	  Street,	  Alexandria,	  Virginia	  



NPDc4	  Mixed-‐Income	  Diverse	  Communi5es	  

§  Promotes	  development	  that	  
provides	  a	  variety	  of	  house	  
types	  

§  Also	  contains	  a	  pathway	  for	  
affordable	  housing,	  to	  support	  
a	  range	  of	  incomes	  

	   	  	  

Main	  Street,	  Covington,	  Kentucky	  



The	  STAR	  Community	  Ra5ng	  System	  	  
Goal	  Areas	  &	  Objec,ves	  are	  mapped	  and	  rated	  in	  the	  online	  system,	  helping	  

local	  leaders	  set	  goals	  and	  measure	  progress	  across	  areas.	  	  



BE-‐3:	  Compact	  &	  Complete	  Communi5es	  
	  

Concentrate	  development	  in	  human-‐scaled,	  walkable	  centers	  that	  
connect	  to	  transit,	  offer	  diverse	  uses,	  and	  provide	  housing	  op,ons	  
	  

Preliminary	  Step:	  
IdenIfy	  the	  Compact	  &	  Complete	  Centers	  (CCCs)	  to	  be	  analyzed	  in	  the	  ObjecIve	  

Popula5on	   Number	  of	  CCCs	  

>	  1	  million	   10	  

750,000	  –	  1	  million	   9	  

500,000	  –	  749,999	   8	  

250,000	  –	  499,999	   6	  

100,000	  –	  249,999	   4	  

50,000	  –	  99,999	   2	  

<	  50,000	   1	  

§  CCC	  area	  is	  measured	  as	  ½-‐mile	  walk	  
distance	  around	  a	  central	  point	  

§  Seek	  geographic	  diversity	  

§  Standards	  based	  on	  LEED-‐ND	  

§  Each	  CCC	  can	  achieve	  a	  max	  of	  100	  pts.,	  
score	  averaged	  across	  all	  CCCs	  for	  each	  
Outcome	  



BE-‐3:	  Compact	  &	  Complete	  Communi5es	  
	  

Concentrate	  development	  in	  human-‐scaled,	  walkable	  centers	  that	  
connect	  to	  transit,	  offer	  diverse	  uses,	  and	  provide	  housing	  op,ons	  
	  

Outcome	  1:	  Density,	  Des5na5ons	  &	  Transit	  	  	  [Graduated	  credit	  available]	  
	  

Residen5al	  Density:	  	  
§  At	  least	  12	  units	  /	  acre	  within	  a	  ¼-‐mi	  walk	  distance	  of	  bus	  or	  streetcar	  stops	  or	  ½-‐

mi	  of	  BRT,	  rail	  stops,	  or	  ferry	  terminals;	  	  
§  At	  least	  7	  units	  /	  acre	  within	  rest	  of	  CCC	  
	  
Employment	  Density:	  25+	  jobs	  per	  acre	  
	  
Diverse	  Uses:	  At	  least	  diverse	  uses	  present	  
	  
Transit	  Availability:	  	  
§  At	  least	  60	  weekday	  trips	  per	  day	  —	  AND	  —	  
§  At	  least	  40	  weekend	  trips	  per	  day	  

}	  
Examples:	  

§  Grocery	  store	  
§  Restaurant	  
§  Bank	  

§  School	  
§  Park	  
§  Church	  



BE-‐3:	  Compact	  &	  Complete	  Communi5es	  
	  

Concentrate	  development	  in	  human-‐scaled,	  walkable	  centers	  that	  
connect	  to	  transit,	  offer	  diverse	  uses,	  and	  provide	  housing	  op,ons	  
	  

Outcome	  2:	  Walkability	  	  	  [ParIal	  credit	  available]	  	  

90%	  of	  roadways	  have	  
sidewalks	  on	  both	  sides	  

100%	  of	  crosswalks	  
are	  ADA	  accessible	  

60%	  of	  block	  faces	  have	  
street	  trees	  at	  no	  more	  
than	  40	  h.	  intervals	  

Not	  pictured:	  
§  Min.	  intersecIon	  

density	  of	  90	  /	  mi.	  
§  Bonus:	  140	  /	  mi.	  
§  Speed	  limit:	  	  25	  mph	  
	  	  	  	  	  or	  below	  



BE-‐3:	  Compact	  &	  Complete	  Communi5es	  
	  

Concentrate	  development	  in	  human-‐scaled,	  walkable	  centers	  that	  
connect	  to	  transit,	  offer	  diverse	  uses,	  and	  provide	  housing	  op,ons	  
	  

Outcome	  3:	  Design	  	  	  	  	  [ParIal	  credit	  available]	  	  

80%	  of	  setbacks	  not	  more	  than	  10	  h.	  
(not	  more	  than	  25	  h.	  for	  residen5al)	  

40%	  of	  commercial	  
blocks’	  bldg.	  faces	  are	  
free	  from	  blank	  walls,	  
garages,	  and	  driveways	  



BE-‐3:	  Compact	  &	  Complete	  Communi5es	  
	  

Concentrate	  development	  in	  human-‐scaled,	  walkable	  centers	  that	  
connect	  to	  transit,	  offer	  diverse	  uses,	  and	  provide	  housing	  op,ons	  
	  

Outcome	  4:	  Affordable	  Housing	  	  	  [ParIal	  credit	  available]	  
§  10%	  of	  total	  residenIal	  units	  are	  affordable	  
§  10%	  of	  units	  built	  or	  rehabbed	  in	  the	  last	  3	  years	  are	  subsidized	  affordable	  housing	  
§  Some	  of	  dedicated	  units	  are	  affordable	  for	  very	  low-‐income	  households	  



BE-‐3:	  Compact	  &	  Complete	  Communi5es	  
	  

Concentrate	  development	  in	  human-‐scaled,	  walkable	  centers	  that	  
connect	  to	  transit,	  offer	  diverse	  uses,	  and	  provide	  housing	  op,ons	  
	  

Local	  Ac5ons	  
1.  Comprehensive	  plan	  supports	  compact,	  mixed-‐use	  development	  
2.  Future	  land	  use	  map	  idenIfies	  areas	  for	  compact,	  mixed-‐use	  development	  	  
3.  Permit	  or	  incenIvize	  density	  and	  diverse	  uses	  
4.  Design	  standards	  require	  sidewalks,	  street	  trees,	  crosswalks,	  target	  speed,	  	  

	  and	  block	  length	  
5.  Require	  build-‐to	  lines	  for	  commercial	  and	  residenIal	  structures	  	  
6.  Adopt	  parking	  strategies	  in	  transit-‐served	  and	  compact,	  mixed-‐use	  areas	  
7.  ProacIve	  affordable	  housing	  creaIon	  polices	  
8.  Establish	  a	  design	  review	  board	  for	  proposed	  development	  projects	  
9.  Implemented	  affordable	  housing	  retenIon	  polices	  
10.  Increase	  the	  percentage	  of	  households	  with	  access	  to	  transit	  



Ques5ons??	  



Dan	  Guilbeault	  
District	  of	  Columbia	  



Importance	  of	  CCCs	  to	  DC	  

§  Affordability	  
§  DC	  housing	  is	  expensive;	  DC	  H+T	  less	  so	  

§  Equity	  
§  Should	  be	  able	  to	  access	  basic	  services	  without	  
needing	  to	  drive	  

§  Conges5on	  Reduc5on	  
§  Part	  of	  the	  soluIon	  to	  lessening	  severe	  congesIon	  

§  Healthy	  Lifestyle	  
§  High	  rates	  of	  walking,	  biking,	  and	  using	  transit	  
§  High	  rates	  of	  obesity,	  diabetes,	  and	  heart	  disease	  



Importance	  of	  CCCs	  

DC	  CCCs	  
1. Petworth	  
2. U	  St.	  Corridor	  
3. Foggy	  Bo@om	  
4. Downtown	  
5. H	  St.	  Corridor	  
6. SW	  Waterfront	  
7. Eastern	  Market	  
8. AnacosIa	  

1	  

2	  

3	   4	   5	  

6	  

8	  

7	  



Outcome	  1:	  Residen5al	  Density	  
Neighborhood	   Units/acre	  
Petworth	   20	  
U	  Street	   29	  
Foggy	  Bo@om	  (GWU)	   58	  
Downtown	   110	  
H	  Street	   26	  
SW	  Waterfront	   21	  
Eastern	  Market	   20	  
AnacosIa	   12	  

1

2

3 4 5

6
8

7



Outcome	  1:	  Employment	  Density	  
Neighborhood	   Jobs/acre	  
Petworth	   73	  
U	  Street	   27	  
Foggy	  Bo@om	  (GWU)	   174	  
Downtown	   450	  
H	  Street	   153	  
SW	  Waterfront	   481	  
Eastern	  Market	   60	  
AnacosIa	   6	  

1

2

3 4 5

6
8

7



Outcome	  1:	  Diverse	  Uses	  



Outcome	  1:	  Diverse	  Uses	  
Neighborhood	   Uses	  
Petworth	   21+	  
U	  Street	   21+	  
Foggy	  Bo@om	  (GWU)	   21+	  
Downtown	   21+	  
H	  Street	   21+	  
SW	  Waterfront	   21+	  
Eastern	  Market	   21+	  
AnacosIa	   21+	  

1

2

3 4 5

6
8

7



Outcome	  1:	  Transit	  Availability	  
Neighborhood	   Wkday	   Wknd	  
Petworth	   466	   206	  
U	  Street	   466	   206	  
Foggy	  Bo@om	  	   528	   374	  
Downtown	   344	   244	  
H	  Street	   406	   382	  
SW	  Waterfront	   398	   256	  
Eastern	  Market	   340	   246	  
AnacosIa	   652	   509	  

1

2

3 4 5

6
8

7



Outcome	  1:	  Combined	  

Neighborhood	   Jobs/	  
acre	  

Units/	  
acre	  

Uses	   Wkday	   Wknd	  

Petworth	   73	   20	   21+	   466	   206	  
U	  Street	   27	   29	   21+	   466	   206	  
Foggy	  Bo@om	  	   174	   58	   21+	   528	   374	  
Downtown	   450	   110	   21+	   344	   244	  
H	  Street	   153	   26	   21+	   406	   382	  
SW	  Waterfront	   481	   21	   21+	   398	   256	  
Eastern	  Market	   60	   20	   21+	   340	   246	  
AnacosIa	   6	   12	   21+	   652	   509	  



Ques5ons??	  



Roy	  DeWiD	  
Davenport,	  Iowa	  



Davenport:	  Background	  
§  Davenport,	  IA	  –	  Pop.	  99,685	  (2010	  Census)	  

§  Largest	  of	  the	  “Quad	  CiIes”	  
§  (QC	  also	  includes	  Be@endorf,	  IA	  and	  Moline	  and	  Rock	  Island,	  IL)	  

§  Largest	  300	  mi.	  Market	  West	  of	  Chicago	  
§  (Within	  300	  mi.	  of	  37	  Million	  Pop.)	  



Davenport:	  CCCs	  
§  CCC	  SelecIon	  

§  Established	  Area	  Boundaries	  
§  Name	  RecogniIon	  
§  Area	  Are	  Building	  Momentum	  

§  CalculaIng	  CCC	  Total	  Area	  
§  1/2	  mi.	  radius	  =	  .79	  sq	  mi	  
§  1/3	  mi.	  radius	  =	  .35	  sq	  mi	  
§  Downtown	  	  =	  .45	  sq	  mi	  
§  HCV	  =	  .46	  sq	  mi	  



Davenport:	  CCCs	  Background	  
§  DowntownDavenport.com	  



Davenport:	  CCCs	  Background	  
§  HilltopCampusVillage.org	  



BE-‐3	  -‐	  Outcome	  2:	  Walkability	  

§  Demonstrate	  that	  each	  CCC	  achieves	  the	  following	  thresholds:	  
§  90%	  of	  roadways	  contain	  sidewalks	  on	  both	  sides	  
§  100%	  of	  crosswalks	  are	  ADA	  accessible	  
§  60%	  of	  block	  faces	  contain	  street	  trees	  at	  no	  more	  than	  40	  feet	  intervals	  
§  70%	  of	  roadways	  are	  designed	  for	  a	  travel	  speed	  of	  no	  more	  than	  25	  mph	  
§  Minimum	  intersecIon	  density	  of	  90	  intersecIons	  per	  square	  mile	  



Sidewalks/ADA	  –	  Downtown	  CCC	  



Sidewalks/ADA	  
–	  HCV	  CCC	  



Street	  Trees	  –	  
HCV	  CCC	  



Street	  Trees	  –	  
HCV	  CCC	  



Street	  Trees	  –	  Downtown	  CCC	  



Street	  Trees	  –	  Downtown	  CCC	  



Travel	  Speed	  –	  Downtown	  CCC	  



Travel	  Speed	  –	  HCV	  CCC	  



Intersec5ons	  –	  Downtown	  CCC	  



Intersec5ons	  
–	  HCV	  CCC	  



BE-‐3	  Outcome	  3:	  Design	  

§  Demonstrate	  that	  each	  CCC	  achieves	  the	  following	  thresholds:	  
§  80%	  of	  front	  building	  setbacks	  along	  primarily	  single-‐family	  residenIal	  blocks	  are	  

not	  more	  than	  25	  feet	  from	  the	  property	  line	  
§  80%	  of	  front	  building	  setbacks	  along	  primarily	  commercial	  blocks	  are	  not	  more	  

than	  10	  feet	  from	  the	  property	  line	  
§  40%	  of	  primarily	  commercial	  blocks	  have	  ground	  floor	  street	  frontages	  free	  from	  

blank	  walls	  and	  loading	  docks,	  and	  do	  not	  have	  structured	  or	  surface	  parking	  as	  the	  
principal	  land	  use	  along	  the	  street	  



Setbacks	  –	  Downtown	  CCC	  



Residen5al	  
Setbacks	  –	  
HCV	  CCC	  



Commercial	  
Setbacks	  –	  
HCV	  CCC	  



Frontages	  –	  
HCV	  CCC	  



Frontages	  –	  Downtown	  CCC	  



Show	  Me	  the	  Points!	  

§  Outcome	  2:	  STAR-‐Calculated	  Walkability	  Score	  =	  10.5	  (15	  Max)	  
§  90%	  of	  roadways	  contain	  sidewalks	  on	  both	  sides	  
§  100%	  of	  crosswalks	  are	  ADA	  accessible	  
§  60%	  of	  block	  faces	  contain	  street	  trees	  at	  no	  more	  than	  40	  feet	  intervals	  –	  I&P	  
§  70%	  of	  roadways	  are	  designed	  for	  a	  travel	  speed	  of	  no	  more	  than	  25	  mph	  
§  Minimum	  intersecIon	  density	  of	  90	  intersecIons	  per	  square	  mile	  –	  BONUS	  in	  HCV	  

§  Outcome	  3:	  STAR-‐Calculated	  Design	  Score	  =	  5	  (15	  Max)	  
§  80%	  of	  residenIal	  setbacks	  <	  25’	  from	  property	  line	  
§  80%	  of	  commercial	  setbacks	  <	  10’	  from	  property	  line	  
§  40%	  of	  commercial	  block	  frontages	  



Davenport	  Summary	  



	  

Karl	  Selm	  
	  
	  
	  
	  

	  
GIS	  analysis	  of	  	  Compact	  and	  Complete	  CommuniIes	  in	  Indianapolis	  

February	  15,	  2014	  
New	  Partners	  for	  Smart	  Growth	  Conference	  

	  



Presenta5on	  Overview	  
•  Indianapolis	  at	  a	  glance	  
•  Data	  sources	  
•  Using	  Outcome	  1	  to	  choose	  CCC	  locaIons	  for	  analysis	  
•  A	  Closer	  look	  at	  3	  CCCs	  

–  ConvenIon	  Center	  Plaza	  
–  Broad	  Ripple	  	  
–  Massachuse@s	  Avenue	  

•  CCC	  Summary	  
•  Conclusions	  



Indianapolis	  at	  a	  Glance	  
•  Area:	  372	  sq	  mi	  
•  PopulaIon:	  834,852	  	  

(2012	  esImate)	  
•  PopulaIon	  Density:	  2244/sq.	  mi.	  
•  UNIGOV	  (1970)	  

–  13th	  largest	  city	  
–  34th	  largest	  metro	  area	  



Data	  Sources	  
•  Census.gov,	  onthemap.ces.census.gov	  
•  Marion	  County	  GIS	  
•  IndyGo	  
•  Google	  Maps	  
•  Walkscore.com	  
•  Indiana	  HUD	  office	  

Indiana	  Housing	  and	  Community	  Development	  Authority	  
(IHCDA)	  
Indianapolis	  Housing	  Agency	  (IHA)	  
	  



Outcome	  1:	  Dwelling	  Units	  



Outcome	  1:	  Job	  Density	  



Outcome	  1:	  Transit	  Access	  



Outcome	  1:	  Diverse	  Uses	  
•  Maps.google.com,	  

Walkscore.com	  
•  Historical	  Maps	  
•  Interplay	  between	  factors	  

	  

Source:	  walkscore.com	  



Poten5al	  CCC	  Sites	  

<Broad	  Ripple	  

<Mass	  Ave	  

ConvenIon	  Center	  P
laza>	  
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Conven5on	  Center	  Plaza	  



Conven5on	  Center	  Plaza	  

•  2	  housing	  units/acre	  
•  247	  jobs/acre	  
•  3rd	  highest	  CCC	  score:	  53	  	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  



Conven5on	  Center	  Plaza	  

•  No	  residenIal	  zoning	  
•  Central	  Business	  District	  

Zoning	  (Blue)	  coincides	  with	  
CCC’s	  goals	  in	  many	  ways.	  
	  
	  
	  

	  
	  
	  
	  



Conven5on	  Center	  Plaza	  

•  Jobs	  per	  acre:	  247	  	  
•  highest	  potenIal	  

points	  available	  (12)	  	  

	  
	  
	  

	  
	  
	  
	  



Conven5on	  Center	  Plaza	  

Conven5on	  Center	  Plaza	   va
lu
e	  

po
in
ts
	  

12	  dwelling	  units	  per	  acre	  within	  a	  1/4	  mile	  walk	  distance	  of	  bus	  or	  streetcar	  stops	   2	   0	  
7	  dwelling	  units	  per	  acre	  average	  within	  the	  rest	  of	  the	  CCC	  boundary	   2	   	  	  
at	  least	  25	  Jobs	  per	  acre	   274	   12	  
at	  least	  7	  diverse	  uses	  present	  (See	  diverse	  uses	  table	  in	  the	  PDF)	   19	   10	  
60	  weekday	  transit	  trips	  per	  day	  	   1387	   14	  
40	  weekend	  transit	  trips	  per	  day	   693.5	   	  	  

O1	  TOTAL:	  	  	   36	  
90%	  of	  roadways	  contain	  sidewalks	  on	  both	  sides	   98%	   3	  
100%	  of	  crosswalks	  are	  ADA	  accessible	   34%	   0	  
60%	  of	  block	  faces	  contain	  street	  trees	  at	  no	  more	  than	  40-‐foot	  intervals	   	  	   	  	  
70%	  of	  roadways	  are	  designed	  for	  a	  travel	  speed	  of	  no	  more	  than	  25mph	   94%	   3	  
minimum	  intersecIon	  density	  of	  90	  intersecIons	  per	  sqare	  mile	   160.9	   6	  

O2	  TOTAL:	  	  	   12	  
80%	  of	  front	  building	  setbacks	  along	  primarily	  singe-‐family	  residenIal	  blocks	  <=25	  q	  from	  ROW	   NA	   0	  
80%	  of	  front	  building	  setbacks	  along	  primarily	  commercial	  frontage	  <=	  10	  q	  from	  ROW	   84%	   5	  
40%	  of	  building	  faces	  are	  free	  from	  blank	  walls,	  garage,	  and	  driveway	  entrances	   	  	   	  	  

O3	  TOTAL:	  	  	   5	  
10%	  of	  total	  residenIal	  units	  are	  affordable	   0%	   0	  
10%	  of	  new	  residenIal	  units	  are	  dedicated	  as	  subsidized	  affordable	  housing	   N	   0	  
some	  of	  the	  dedicated	  long-‐term	  affordable	  housing	  units	  are	  deeply	  subsidized	  or	  affordable	   N	   0	  

O4	  TOTAL:	  	  	   0	  
GRAND	  TOTAL	  	  	   53	  



Broad	  Ripple	  
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Broad	  Ripple	  

•  Notable	  for	  its	  exclusion	  from	  
the	  final	  9	  CCCs.	  	  

•  Total	  CCC	  Score:	  27	  
•  Bars,	  Independent	  bouIques,	  

and	  restaurants	  
•  Convergence	  of	  two	  popular	  

acIve	  transportaIon	  paths	  
(green	  areas)	  

	  
	  
	  



Broad	  Ripple	  

Outcome	  2:	  speed	  limits	  
•  Throughout	  Indianapolis,	  the	  

standard	  low	  speed	  limit	  is	  
30mph.	  	  

•  Areas	  that	  have	  25mph	  speed	  
limits	  are	  uncommon	  
	  
	  

	  
	  
	  
	  



Broad	  Ripple	  

Outcome	  3:	  building	  Setbacks	  
•  Clear	  land	  use	  divide	  
•  Zoning	  is	  designed	  to	  keep	  

density	  low:	  
•  minimum	  open	  space	  

requirements.	  
•  Setback	  requirements	  
•  Maximum	  heights	  

	  
	  
	  
	  



Broad	  Ripple	  

•  Garages	  excluded	  from	  the	  
analysis.	  

•  59%	  of	  residenIal	  buildings	  
had	  setbacks	  <=25q	  

•  43%	  of	  commercial	  buildings	  
had	  setbacks	  <=10q	  
	  
	  

	  
	  
	  
	  



Broad	  Ripple	  

Broad	  Ripple	   va
lu
e	  

po
in
ts
	  

12	  dwelling	  units	  per	  acre	  within	  a	  1/4	  mile	  walk	  distance	  of	  bus	  or	  streetcar	  stops	   11	   0	  
7	  dwelling	  units	  per	  acre	  average	  within	  the	  rest	  of	  the	  CCC	  boundary	   11	   	  	  
at	  least	  25	  Jobs	  per	  acre	   19	   0	  
at	  least	  7	  diverse	  uses	  present	  (See	  diverse	  uses	  table	  in	  the	  PDF)	   20	   10	  
60	  weekday	  transit	  trips	  per	  day	  	   105	   6	  
40	  weekend	  transit	  trips	  per	  day	   79.5	   	  	  

O1	  TOTAL:	  	  	   16	  
90%	  of	  roadways	  contain	  sidewalks	  on	  both	  sides	   93%	   3	  
100%	  of	  crosswalks	  are	  ADA	  accessible	   72%	   0	  
60%	  of	  block	  faces	  contain	  street	  trees	  at	  no	  more	  than	  40-‐foot	  intervals	   	  	   	  	  
70%	  of	  roadways	  are	  designed	  for	  a	  travel	  speed	  of	  no	  more	  than	  25mph	   8%	   0	  
minimum	  intersecIon	  density	  of	  90	  intersecIons	  per	  sqare	  mile	   164.0	   6	  

O2	  TOTAL:	  	  	   9	  
80%	  of	  front	  building	  setbacks	  along	  primarily	  singe-‐family	  residenIal	  blocks	  <=25	  q	  from	  ROW	   59%	   0	  
80%	  of	  front	  building	  setbacks	  along	  primarily	  commercial	  frontage	  <=	  10	  q	  from	  ROW	   43%	   0	  
40%	  of	  building	  faces	  are	  free	  from	  blank	  walls,	  garage,	  and	  driveway	  entrances	   	  	   	  	  

O3	  TOTAL:	  	  	   0	  
10%	  of	  total	  residenIal	  units	  are	  affordable	   0%	   0	  
10%	  of	  new	  residenIal	  units	  are	  dedicated	  as	  subsidized	  affordable	  housing	   N	   0	  
some	  of	  the	  dedicated	  long-‐term	  affordable	  housing	  units	  are	  deeply	  subsidized	  or	  affordable	   N	   0	  

O4	  TOTAL:	  	  	   0	  
GRAND	  TOTAL	  	  	   25	  



MassachuseDs	  Avenue	  
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MassachuseDs	  Avenue	  

Outcome	  4:	  Housing	  Affordability	  
•  16%	  affordable	  housing	  	  
•  6%	  new	  housing	  is	  affordable	  
•  Indy’s	  highest	  CCC	  score:	  75	  

	  
	  

	  
	  
	  
	  



MassachuseDs	  Avenue	  (cont.)	  
•  Data	  Sources:	  

•  Indianapolis	  Housing	  
Authority	  (IHA)	  

•  Indiana	  Housing	  and	  
Community	  Development	  
Authority	  (IHCDA)	  

•  Indiana	  HUD	  office	  
•  SecIon8Housing	  (Green	  circles)	  

layer	  did	  not	  include	  number	  of	  
units,	  but	  did	  include	  phone	  
numbers	  

•  IHA	  Apartments	  layer	  (Orange	  
pentagons)	  existed	  only	  as	  a	  
printed	  list.	  	  
	  



MassachuseDs	  Avenue	  
Outcome	  2:	  Street	  Trees	  
•  Purple	  points	  from	  2002	  do	  not	  

reflect	  true	  locaIons	  of	  trees	  
•  Yellow	  and	  Orange	  points	  are	  all	  

the	  trees	  planted	  by	  Keep	  
Indianapolis	  BeauIful,	  Inc.	  (KIBI)	  
since	  2006.	  

•  Green	  points	  were	  collected	  using	  
a	  Trimble	  GeoXH	  6000	  in	  Summer	  
2013	  over	  the	  course	  of	  5	  hours.	  

	  



MassachuseDs	  Avenue	  

MassachuseDs	  Avenue	   va
lu
e	  

po
in
ts
	  

12	  dwelling	  units	  per	  acre	  within	  a	  1/4	  mile	  walk	  distance	  of	  bus	  or	  streetcar	  stops	   19	   6	  
7	  dwelling	  units	  per	  acre	  average	  within	  the	  rest	  of	  the	  CCC	  boundary	   19	   	  	  
at	  least	  25	  Jobs	  per	  acre	   152	   12	  
at	  least	  7	  diverse	  uses	  present	  (See	  diverse	  uses	  table	  in	  the	  PDF)	   25	   12	  
60	  weekday	  transit	  trips	  per	  day	  	   1387	   14	  
40	  weekend	  transit	  trips	  per	  day	   682.5	   	  	  

O1	  TOTAL:	   44	  
90%	  of	  roadways	  contain	  sidewalks	  on	  both	  sides	   93%	   3	  
100%	  of	  crosswalks	  are	  ADA	  accessible	   52%	   0	  
60%	  of	  block	  faces	  contain	  street	  trees	  at	  no	  more	  than	  40-‐foot	  intervals	   	  	   	  	  
70%	  of	  roadways	  are	  designed	  for	  a	  travel	  speed	  of	  no	  more	  than	  25mph	   40%	   0	  
minimum	  intersecIon	  density	  of	  90	  intersecIons	  per	  sqare	  mile	   233.3	   6	  

O2	  TOTAL:	  	  	   9	  
80%	  of	  front	  building	  setbacks	  along	  primarily	  singe-‐family	  residenIal	  blocks	  <=25	  q	  from	  ROW	   92%	   5	  
80%	  of	  front	  building	  setbacks	  along	  primarily	  commercial	  frontage	  <=	  10	  q	  from	  ROW	   81%	   5	  
40%	  of	  building	  faces	  are	  free	  from	  blank	  walls,	  garage,	  and	  driveway	  entrances	   	  	   	  	  

O3	  TOTAL:	  	  	   10	  
10%	  of	  total	  residenIal	  units	  are	  affordable	   16.16%	   6	  
10%	  of	  new	  residenIal	  units	  are	  dedicated	  as	  subsidized	  affordable	  housing	   6%	   0	  
some	  of	  the	  dedicated	  long-‐term	  affordable	  housing	  units	  are	  deeply	  subsidized	  or	  affordable	   Y	   6	  

O4	  TOTAL:	  	  	   12	  
GRAND	  TOTAL	  	  	   75	  



CCC	  Summary	  Table	  
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12	  dwelling	  units/acre	   12	   2	   13	   2	   18	   4	   19	   6	   10	   0	   12	   2	   2	   0	   12	   2	   12.47	   2	  
7	  dwelling	  units/acre	   11	   	  	   13	   	  	   15	   	  	   19	   	  	   8	   	  	   12	   	  	   2	   	  	   11	   	  	   12.47	   	  	  
25	  Jobs/acre	   5	   0	   5	   0	   15	   0	   152	   12	  18	   0	   83	   8	   274	   12	  52	   6	   2.32	   0	  
7+	  diverse	  uses	  present	   21	   12	  14	   8	   17	   10	  25	   12	  17	   10	  20	   12	  19	   10	  17	   10	  19	   10	  
60	  weekday	  trips/day	   105	   2	   154	   8	   307	   12	  1387	   14	  471	   14	  524	   14	  1387	   14	  604	   14	  232	   8	  
40	  weekend	  trips	  /day	   45	   	  	   109.5	   	  	   177.5	   	  	   682.5	   	  	   235.5	   	  	   280	   	  	   693.5	   	  	   307	   	  	   96	   	  	  

Outcome	  1	  TOTAL:	  	  	   16	   	  	   18	   	  	   26	   	  	   44	   	  	   24	   	  	   36	   	  	   36	   	  	   32	   	  	   20	  
sidewalks	  on	  both	  sides	   95%	   3	   95%	   3	   98%	   3	   93%	   3	   91%	   3	   96%	   3	   98%	   3	   97%	   3	   99%	   3	  
ADA	  accessible	  crosswalks	   80%	   0	   45%	   0	   73%	   0	   52%	   0	   74%	   0	   84%	   0	   34%	   0	   62%	   0	   59%	   0	  
trees	  at	  40q	  intervals	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  
25mph	  speed	  limit	   0%	   0	   2%	   0	   3%	   0	   40%	   0	   2%	   0	   1%	   0	   94%	   3	   12%	   0	   1%	   0	  
intersecIon	  density	   219.5	   6	   189.5	   6	   233.5	   6	   233.3	   6	   204.2	   6	   177.8	   6	   160.9	   6	   247.7	   6	   188.0	   6	  

Outcome	  2	  TOTAL:	  	  	   9	   	  	   9	   	  	   9	   	  	   9	   	  	   9	   	  	   9	   	  	   12	   	  	   9	   	  	   9	  
residenIal	  setback	  <=25q	   80%	   5	   59%	   0	   61%	   0	   92%	   5	   84%	   5	   88%	   5	   NA	   0	   32%	   0	   80%	   5	  
commercial	  setback	  <=10q	   55%	   0	   50%	   0	   45%	   0	   81%	   5	   24%	   0	   46%	   0	   84%	   5	   60%	   0	   46%	   0	  
free	  from	  blank	  walls	  etc.	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  

Outcome	  3	  TOTAL:	  	  	   5	   	  	   0	   	  	   0	   	  	   10	   	  	   5	   	  	   5	   	  	   5	   	  	   0	   	  	   5	  
10%	  affordable	  res.	  Units	   65%	   6	   25%	   6	   58%	   6	   16.16%	   6	   30%	   6	   23%	   6	   0%	   0	   35%	   6	   90%	   6	  
10%	  new	  res.	  is	  affordable	   N	   0	   N	   0	   N	   0	   6%	   0	   N	   0	   N	   0	   N	   0	   N	   0	   N	   0	  
some	  deeply	  affordable	  	   Y	   6	   Y	   6	   Y	   6	   Y	   6	   Y	   6	   Y	   6	   N	   0	   Y	   6	   Y	   6	  

Outcome	  4	  TOTAL:	  	  	   12	   	  	   12	   	  	   12	   	  	   12	   	  	   12	   	  	   12	   	  	   0	   	  	   12	   	  	   12	  

GRAND	  TOTAL	  	  	   42	   	  	   39	   	  	   47	   	  	   75	   	  	   50	   	  	   62	   	  	   53	   	  	   53	   	  	   46	  



CCC	  Summary	  

Label	   CCC	  Name	   Score	  

1	   Fountain	  Square	   42	  

2	   SoBro	   39	  

3	   Tarkington	  Park	   47	  

4	   Massachuse@s	  Avenue	   75	  

5	   Kessler	  Park	   50	  

6	   Herron	  High	  School	   62	  

7	   ConvenIon	  Center	  Plaza	   53	  

8	   Spruance	  Basin	   53	  

9	   St.	  Clair	  Place	   46	  

1	  

2	  

3	  

4	  

5	  

6	  

7	  

8	   9	  



Conclusions	  
•  GIS	  was	  tremendously	  helpful	  

–  Developed	  models	  to	  quickly	  calculate	  sidewalk	  coverage	  and	  setbacks.	  	  
–  Data	  availability	  is	  crucial,	  I	  worked	  closely	  with	  our	  client,	  the	  City	  of	  

Indianapolis	  to	  get	  all	  the	  data	  and	  analyses	  necessary,	  with	  emphasis	  on	  
the	  City’s	  prioriIes.	  

•  What	  can	  Indianapolis	  learn	  from	  this	  exercise?	  
–  Indy	  Rezone	  is	  an	  ongoing	  project	  to	  update	  the	  city’s	  zoning	  code,	  much	  

of	  which	  has	  been	  unchanged	  since	  the	  1970s	  
h@p://www.indyrezone.org	  

–  Velocity	  plan	  strives	  to	  improve	  downtown	  livability	  	  	  
h@p://www.indyvelocity.com	  

–  Indy	  Connect	  plan	  to	  make	  vast	  improvements	  to	  our	  regional	  transit	  
h@p://www.indyconnect.org	  

•  Now	  that	  the	  procedure	  has	  been	  established,	  the	  analysis	  can	  be	  easily	  
applied	  to	  other	  ciIes.	  	  
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Thank	  You!	  	  
www.STARcommuni5es.org	  

(855)	  890-‐STAR	  


