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Donald L. Elliott, Esq., AICP, is Vice President of Clarion Associates of Colorado, 
LLC, a land use consulting firm with offices in Denver, Chapel Hill, Chicago, Cincinnati, 
and Philadelphia.  His practice focuses on land planning and zoning, growth 
management, and international land and urban development issues.  Prior to joining 
Clarion, he was Project Director for the Denver Planning and Community Development 
Office and was responsible for the Gateway Project and the Downtown Zoning Projects.  
He has also advised numerous local governments in Russia on land use issues, and 
practiced real estate, zoning, and has served as the Democracy and Governance Advisor 
to the United States Agency for International Development in Uganda for two years.  He 
began his career with the Denver law firm of Davis, Graham & Stubbs, where he 
practiced real estate law for four years.   

Mr. Elliott has a bachelor’s degree in Urban Planning and Policy Analysis from 
Yale University, a law degree from Harvard Law School, and a master’s degree in City 
and Regional Planning from the John F. Kennedy School of Government at Harvard.  He 
is a past national Chairman of the Planning and Law Division of the American Planning 
Association, a past president of the Colorado Chapter of the American Planning 
Association, a past member of the Amicus Curiae Committee and the National Policy 
Committee of the American Planning Association, a member of the American Institute of 
Certified Planners, and a member of the American, Colorado and Denver Bar 
Associations. 
 
Mark Gelernter is the Dean of Architecture and Planning at the University of Colorado 
at Denver.  Dr. Gelernter received a Bachelor of Architecture from Montana State 
University in 1974 and a Ph.D. in Architecture from the University of London in 1981.  
He was a Lecturer in Architecture at the University of London until 1987, when he came 
back to the United States and joined the University of Colorado.  He was first on the 
architecture faculty in Denver, then on the environmental design faculty in Boulder, and 
when those two units merged in 1993, he joined the combined College of Architecture 
and Planning administered from CU-Denver. 

Dr. Gelernter served as a Director and as Associate Dean in the various 
permutations of his College, and for 5 years he was the Associate Vice Chancellor for the 
Denver campus.  He also served as the Interim Vice Chancellor for the Denver campus in 
2001.  He was appointed Dean of the College of Architecture and Planning in Fall 2003. 

Dr. Gelernter has won a number of teaching, research, and professional service 
awards while at the University of Colorado.  He has published two books and numerous 
articles on aspects of architectural history and theory, both here and in the United 
Kingdom.  He has also written about, and presented widely, new ideas about how to teach 



design more effectively.  His books are Sources of Architectural Form: A Critical History 
of Western Design Theory, and A History of American Architecture: Buildings in Their 
Cultural and Technological Context. 

Born and raised in the West, and with a ten year sojourn to Europe to get 
perspective, Dr. Gelernter passionately believes in the rising destiny of the Western 
culture.  He is currently researching and teaching ways in which the buildings and towns 
of Colorado can be designed more in harmony with our special environment and culture. 
 
Ruth McHeyser is the manager of long range planning for the City of Boulder, 
Colorado.  She holds a master’s degree in Landscape Architecture from the University of 
Colorado at Denver and has more than seventeen year’s experience as a planner for local 
governments.  In addition to managing the long range planning division, she has been the 
city’s historic preservation officer and managed the development and implementation of 
area and neighborhood plans, addressing environmental, affordable housing, urban 
design, and historic preservation issues for different areas within the city.  As part of 
implementing an area plan that focused on new urbanism concepts, she managed the 
adoption of a street network plan and the creation of five new innovative zoning districts.  
Over 20 projects in Boulder’s mixed use zones have been built or are in the process of 
being built since the zones were created, and projects in new areas have included an 
extensive network of streets and alleys, new neighborhood parks, and neighborhood 
commercial centers. 
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Clarion Associates

Looking Under the Porch

Scope of the Session

n New Urbanist DevelopmentP
¨Not Infill-vs.-Sprawl ?T

n Three Major Claims
¨New Urbanism Saves Money
¨New Urbanism Reduces Auto Travel
¨New Urbanism Increases Social Interaction



Clarion Associates

Looking Under the Porch

n Saving Money
¨ Don Elliott

Clarion Associates

n Promoting Social Interaction
¨ Dean Mark Gelernter

University of Colorado at Denver 
School of Architecture and Planning

n Reducing Auto Travel
¨ Ruth McHeyser, __________

Boulder Planning Department



Clarion Associates

Looking Under the Porch

n The Elements of New Urbanism
(from CNU Charter)
q Neighborhoods diverse in use and population
q Design for pedestrian and transit as well as car
q Shaped by physically defined and universally 

accessible public places and community institutions
q Framed by architecture and landscape design that 

celebrate local history, climate, ecology, and building 
practice



Clarion Associates

Looking Under the Porch

n CNU Comments on Neighborhoods
¨ “Neighborhoods should be compact, pedestrian-

friendly, and mixed-use”
¨ “Many activities of daily living should occur within 

walking distance”
¨ “Interconnected networks of streets should be 

designed to encourage walking”
¨ “Appropriate building densities and land uses should 

be within walking distance of transit stops.”
n Nothing about porches!



Clarion Associates

Looking Under the Porch

n CNU Comments on What Not to Do
¨ “Highways should not displace investment 

from existing centers.”
¨ “Concentrations of civic, institutional, and 

commercial activity should be embedded in 
neighborhoods and districts, not isolated in 
remote, single-use complexes.”

¨ “The design of streets and buildings should 
reinforce safe environments, but not at the 
expense of accessibility and openness.”



Clarion Associates

Looking Under the Porch

So . . . 
Do compact, pedestrian-

friendly, mixed-use projects 
based on interconnected 
networks of streets save 

money?



Clarion Associates

Looking Under the Porch

Surprisingly few studies on this point –
most focus on “infill-vs-sprawl”

But,  by focusing on the portions of those 
studies that focus on savings from mixed-
use and walkable densities, we can shed 

some light on the issue



Clarion Associates

Looking Under the Porch

Two Recent National Studies

1. “Costs of Sprawl 2000”
Transportation Cooperative Research 
Program (2002)

2. “Housing and Traffic:  Tightening the 
Connection, but Lessening the Burden”
Urban Land Institute (2002)



Clarion Associates

Looking Under the Porch

The TCRP Study

Round Three in the Increasingly Complex Effort to Measure 
the Costs and Benefits of Low Density Development

n Creates a national statistical model based on counties 
and subcounties

n Categorizes each as non-sprawl, decreasing sprawl, 
sustained sprawl, or increasing sprawl

n Categorizations based on density – not on infill vs. 
greenfields

n Compares costs across all four types, and across 
regions of the county



Clarion Associates

Looking Under the Porch

The TCRP Study
Asks “What if 25% of predicted growth in sprawl 

counties were directed into non-sprawl 
counties . . .”

a) Would it work (i.e. is there space to 
accommodate that amount of growth)?

and
b) How much money would it save, or cost?”



Clarion Associates

Looking Under the Porch

The TCRP Study Results

n Nationwide, 11 % of household growth and 6% of job 
growth could be re-directed

n Numbers for West and South are 3 times higher than 
North and East

n 55% of sprawling counties could be “cooled down”
n Sprawl can only be moderately controlled in Denver-

Boulder-Greeley CO and probably cannot be 
controlled in Tucson or Las Vegas areas



Clarion Associates

Looking Under the Porch

The TCRP Study Results 
for the Western U.S.

n Roads
¨ 84,957 fewer lane miles required
¨ $55.98 billion in cost savings

n Water and Sewer Infrastructure
¨ 56 million gallons/day demand reduction
¨ $1.652 billion in lateral construction costs
¨ $4.242 billion in total savings



Clarion Associates

Looking Under the Porch

The TCRP Study Results 
for the Western U.S.

n Local Public Service Costs
¨ $192 million higher costs

n Aggregate Property Development Costs
¨ $143.5 billion in savings
¨ 6.4% of total development expenditures



Clarion Associates

Looking Under the Porch

The TCRP Study Results 
for the Western U.S.

n Nationwide savings in construction cost 
¨ $13,000 per dwelling unit
¨ 7.8% of average housing cost



Clarion Associates

Looking Under the Porch

The TCRP Study -- Caveats

n All results are based on a model
¨ Although a 3rd generation model built by bright people

n Most savings are due exclusively to density
¨ Model does not estimate effects of mixed use, pedestrian-

friendly design, or proximity to public places/buildings
¨ If costs of pedestrian facilities are not offset by savings in 

road costs, savings could be lower
¨ If costs of embedding public facilities/spaces reduces 

average residential densities, savings could be lower
¨ If mixed use buildings (rather than areas) is required, 

higher construction costs could reduce savings



Clarion Associates

Looking Under the Porch

The ULI Study

n Studied combined housing and transportation costs –
“location costs” -- across U.S.

n Focused on density, but also considered contributions 
of mixed use and transit proximity.

n Generally found older, denser cities have higher 
housing costs, but that those costs are more-than-
offset by transportation cost savings.

n Also found that in denser, mixed-use areas with transit 
options, more of combined location costs are for 
housing (which appreciates) than for cars (which 
depreciate).



Clarion Associates

Looking Under the Porch

The ULI Study Findings

n Combined consumer spending on housing and 
transportation varies relatively little as a 
percentage of family income across the U.S. --
52-53% of family income

n The difference is in relative spending on 
housing vs. transportation.



Clarion Associates

Looking Under the Porch

The ULI Study Findings

n The only real way to make a dramatic 
difference in transportation expenditures is in 
car ownership costs – i.e. reducing the number 
of cars owned or the cost of those cars

n Auto operating expenses and public 
transportation expenditures together account 
for relatively little of the spending



Clarion Associates

Looking Under the Porch

The ULI Study Findings

n Extensive public transportation systems 
can dramatically offset the combined cost 
of housing transportation
¨ Dropping San Francisco from 5th to 8th

¨ Dropping New York, Boston, and Washington, 
from the top 10 to the middle third of cities

¨ Dropping Baltimore and Portland from the 
middle third to the bottom third



Clarion Associates

Looking Under the Porch

The ULI Study Findings

n Both Denver and Phoenix made the list of 
“most expensive” in combined spending

n “San Francisco became a little more affordable 
when transportation was combined with 
housing [expenditures] . . . and Denver a little 
less so”



Clarion Associates

Looking Under the Porch

The ULI Study Findings

“The data show that smart growth has a 
financial payoff.  The large cities that have all 
the compact growth, mix of uses, and 
transportation options attributed to smart 
growth, and developed before the automobile,  
are places where high housing costs are 
balanced by affordable transportation, bringing 
combined location costs into the moderate 
range, except for California.”



Clarion Associates

Looking Under the Porch

The ULI Study Findings

“Portland . . . which has long pursued a 
consistent approach to managing 
regional growth, combined a slightly 
higher average spending on housing with 
one of the lowest transportation costs, 
keeping it a very affordable place on 
balance.”



Clarion Associates

Looking Under the Porch

The ULI Study Findings

“ Good planning, however, is not the only 
way to beat costs. . . [Houston and Dallas] 
may represent examples of “drive until you 
qualify”, the tendency of home buyers to 
move far enough out to find a home that 
meets their budget.  Eschewed by planners, 
this approach is probably the norm, and 
represents the benefits of sprawl.”



Clarion Associates

Looking Under the Porch

The ULI Study Caveats

n This was a national study based on 
comparisons of characteristics of major 
metropolitan areas – not comparisons of 
specific developments.

n Findings might differ for specific new urbanist
developments even if they are located in an 
auto-oriented metropolitan area – or for an 
auto-oriented development in a metropolitan 
area with good transit service.



Clarion Associates

Looking Under the Porch

Conclusion
n Biggest Savings

¨ Shorter and Narrower Streets
¨ Shorter Pipes and Wires
¨ Dividing Land Costs Over More DUs
¨ Reducing auto ownership

n Offsetting Factors
¨ Costs of additional paths, walkways, amenities
¨ Higher costs of constructing mixed use buildings
¨ Costs of transit improvements over costs of roads

n Unclear Factors
¨ Mixed Use
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PMixed Use

PPed & Transit 
Friendly

PPDensity

Don’t 
Know

NoYesSavings ?
New Urbanist 
Factors       ?



Community and DesignCommunity and Design

Mark Gelernter
Dean, College of Architecture and Planning

University of Colorado at Denver

Rocky Mountain Land Use Institute March 2004
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he Idea of Community (1)he Idea of Community (1)T
Stapleton Redevelopment, Denver, 
CO, in Peter Calthorpe and William 
Fulton, The Regional City: Planning 
for the End of Sprawl, Island Press, 
Washington, 2001, p. 226.
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he Idea of Community (2)he Idea of Community (2)T
Belle Creek, Commerce City, CO, in Adrienne Schmitz, et al, The New Shape of Suburbia: 
Trends in Residential Development, Urban Land Institute, Washington, D.C., 2003, p. 180.
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urveysurveysS
Holly Lund, “Testing the Claims of New Urbanism: Local Access, Pedestrian Travel, 
and Neighboring Behaviors”, APA Journal, Autumn 2003, vol. 69, No. 4, p. 423.
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pace Syntaxpace SyntaxS
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Reducing Auto Travel

Do compact, pedestrian-friendly, mixed use 
projects based on interconnected streets 

reduce auto travel?



Regional Comparisons

Characteristics and Performance of 
Regional Transportation Systems

EPA
2003



Compilation of Studies

Land Use and Site Design
Traveler Response to Transportation 

System Changes
Transportation Research Board

2003



Local Study

Survey of Residents of 10 New 
Urbanism 

Mixed- Use Developments

City of Boulder
2002



General Comments

• Few studies on new urbanism projects, and  
ones that exist focus on commute trips

• Studies that evaluate effects of “old  
urbanism” show significant travel 
benefits--most significantly related to 
non-commute trips

• Commute trip benefits are tied to quality 
and convenience of local/ regional transit 
access



EPA Study 2003

• Comparison of  conventional and “smart 
growth” regional transportation systems 

• 13 metropolitan areas, 5 matched set with 
similar population but different 
transportation performance

• Analyzed “smart growth” characteristics 
of each area, including block lengths, 
street connectivity



EPA Findings

• Cities with smaller blocks, denser 
network of streets and intersections, 
and more extensive transit service had:

• Overall lower per capita VMT, shorter 
vehicle trip length, less congestion, and 
fewer pollutant emissions

New Orleans Philadelphia Pittsburgh



Transportation Research Board 
Report 2003

• Compilation of studies on how land use 
and site design affect travel behavior

• TND and CSD Comparisons
• Effects of Key Factors:

– Density
– Land Use Mix
– Accessibility
– Urban Design/ Pedestrian Access



Built Environment Effects to 
Travel Behavior

(Ewing and Cervero, 2002)

Elasticities of Travel
Factor Trips VMT

Local Density (pop and emp) -.05 -.05
Local Diversity (mix) -.03 -.05
Local Design (ped system, -.05 -.03

street connectivity)
Regional Accessibility --- -.20



TND and CSD Comparison 
(Cevero and Radisch, 1995)

Rockridge (TND)

Lafayette (CSD)



TND and CSD Comparison Study 
Findings

Commute Travel

Mode Choice TND CSD
Auto 63% 79%
Rail 21% 20%
Bus 5% 0%
Walk 7% 1%
Bike 4% 0



TND and CSD Comparison Study 
Findings

Non-Work Travel

Mode Choice TND CSD
Auto 85% 96%
Rail/ Bus 5% 2%
Walk 7% 2%
Bike 3% 0



TND and CSD Study Findings 

• Bus transit differential (16%) largely 
attributed to factors other than urban 
design (more frequent transit service, 
proximity to Berkeley campus)

• Biggest commute trip difference was 
mode of access to transit

• 31% of TND transit users reached by 
walking, only 13% of CSD did so

• Main explanation for difference in non-
work travel (11%) is built environment               



Portland Neighborhood Survey
(Podobnik, 2002)

• Transit use of new urbanist development 
compared to a suburban neighborhood





Portland Survey

Frequency of Transit Use in Current as 
Compared to Previous Neighborhood

NE Portland Orenco
Less Often 28% 6%
Same 31% 25%
More Often 41% 69%



Portland Survey

Frequency of Transit Use

NE Port. Orenco
Never 48% 27%
2 or fewer 17% 56%
times/ week

More than 2 36% 17%
times/ week



Portland Survey Findings

• Orenco commuters regularly use transit 
at far higher rate (22%) than the average 
for the region (5%), but less than 
residents in the nearby neighborhood 
(36%), where households earn about half 
as much

• 65% of Orenco residents indicate that 
they would like to use transit more than 
they do now

• Likely greater benefits of non-commute 
travel behavior not measured



Local Study

Survey of Residents of 10 New Urbanism 
Mixed- Use Developments

City of Boulder
2002



City of Boulder Survey

• Survey of residents in neo-traditional 
mixed use zones

• Three areas of the city:  two close to 
downtown, one at the northern edge of 
city

• Purpose:  assess why residents chose to 
live in mixed use development, level of 
satisfaction, and travel habits
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BUSINESS MAIN STREET BMS-X
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MIXED USE – DEVELOPING                 MU-D
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City of Boulder Survey
Findings

Usual Commute Mode

MU-D    BMS-X    MU-X
Drive Alone 77% 63% 48%
Carpool 0% 0% 3%
Bicycle 3% 0% 18%
Bus 17% 0% 21%
Walk 3% 37% 10%



City of Boulder Survey
Findings

Usual Commute Mode

2000 Travel 
All Areas Diary (City-wide)

Drive Alone 59% 58%
Carpool 2% 8%
Bicycle 11% 16%
Bus 18% 9%
Walk 10% 11%



City of Boulder Survey

• Two areas with most favorable travel 
behavior are in old urbanist contexts

• Area with least favorable travel behavior 
in existing suburban context, but where 
expect future is more urban 

• Commercial portion is just now under 
construction—check back 

• Needed more survey questions related to 
non-work where most benefits likely 

• Overall, all areas had non-SOV travel 
significantly higher than national average



Do land use and site design 
affect transportation behavior?

• Trip generation:  Probably No

• Trip mode and length: Yes

• For commute trips, only to the extent 
that they are tied to accessibility (eg, 
transit and bike access and convenience) 
which can reduce auto travel by 20 – 40%

• Neighborhood land use and site design can 
reduce per capita vehicle travel 10 – 20%



And New Urbanism?

• Studies show some benefits

• More study is needed on potential 
travel behavior benefits of new 
urbanist projects, particularly 
related to non-commute trips where 
the biggest benefits are likely


