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HOME AT ECOCITY 

Our ·role 
As a planning EcoCity 
promotes a vision of ecological cities existing in balance with their 
surrounding countryside. For the past five years we have worked hard to 
inform the debates regional planning and urban',sprawl in Northeast 
Ohio. 

Now, with this special issue of our journal, we tum to the State of 
Ohio as a whole. We to summarize-a,od focus-the latest 
thinking about the state's impact on development patterns. And we offer 
ideas for harnessing the power of state investment to maintain our cities 
and towns and preserve farmland and open space. 

We feel a sense of 
urgencY,about the nee<;l for 
change. More than almost 
any state in the nation, 
Ohio has lots of 
developing urban edges-
many '.lreas 
air spreading outward ' 
rapidly. Another 
generation of this sprawl will bring a huge leap in urbanized area and 
impose: tremen.dous costs on our children. 

We realize that the recommendations contained in this report are just 
the beginning of a much longer work in progress-a conversation that will 
involve many thousands of people and diverse constituencies around the 

But we belie,:,e that we are to a recent ground swell of 
concern. w.e hope our contribution will l?e a catalJ:'st for a growing 
movement to create a more ' sustainable fut'ure for land use in Ohio. 

111anks to the Katherine Chilcote Foundation for supporting 
the development and printing of this Ohio Smart Growth Agenda. Thanks 
also to the George Gund Foundation, Nord Family Foundation and U.S. · 

. EPA's Smart Growth Network for supporting the Pall '9& meeting of the 
National Growth Management Leadership Project, a national meeting of 
smart growth advocates which we are proud to host and which will 
coincide with the public release of this agenda on October 2, 

EcoCity Cleveland subscribers 
Special projects have made the publication schedule of our journal erratic 
in recent months. The last issue you should have: received was dated Spring · 
199& (VoL 5, Numbers 8-9) and had "Glacial legacies" as the cover sto!),. 
This special issue is dated Pall 1998 {Vol. 5, Numbers 10-12), and becausc 
of its length and expense required to produce it, we are counting·it as the 
equivalent of three single issues ·ofthe journal. 

All subscribers will·continue to the equivalent of 12 single 
issues. If your e·xpiration date is March 198 or earlier; this will be your last 
issue. If itls December 1997 or earlier, your subscription has ex}?ired and 
you are getting this issue as a bonus. Please renew! 
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Our next issue will be a special issue about our Cleveland ECQ Village 
project. Then we.will attempt to get back t.o a monthly 

. publication schedule and more timely coverage of local 
environrhental news. 

- David Beach 
Editor 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary: ·. 
The process for Smart Growth In Ohio 
Ohio is growing slowly in popUlation and jobs, 
yet we are rapidly converting land [rom rural to 
urban uses. By spreading out pur assets , we are 
undermining the health of existing urban areas, 
destroying valuable fannla'tid and open space, 
and creating intractable environmental 
problems. 

From a fiscal standpoint, it's questionable 
.whether our current development patterns cim be. 

Ultimately, poorly managed land use 
in Ohio could prevent the attainment of 
fundamental state goa ls, sLich as economic" 
prosperity, equal opportunity. environmental 
quality. 

Findirigs of this study 
The following study (pages 15-39) of Ohio land 

· use policies conducted [or EcoCity C leveland by 
at the American ·Planning 

· Association fmds that: 
• State policies, and programs 

clearly influence where development is ·occurring 
in the state. 

• departments have no overa ll vision 
regarding growth and development.in Ohio and 
tend to pursue their missions narrowly. Indeed, 
one state department, the Ohio-.Environmental 
Protection Agcl1cy, has pointedly recommended 
that another, the Ohio Department of 
Transportation, needs to rethink its current 

· program of road· construction to address 
localized congestion issues and instead pursue 
"a iong-tenn plan for achieving and 
enviroI)1TIental sustainability within Ohio!s 
transportation system. II 

• Other states provide promising·models 
[or how state government can do a better job 
m anaging growth. Maryland's Smort C;;:owth 
program, which aims to di.rect state investment 
.to existing urban rather than s.ubsidizing 
more sprawl, would have a. positive impact in 
Ohio, and i.t could be adapted to Ohiols pol,itical 

- and historical situation. 

What Ohio needs 
To adopt such a Smart Growth strategy, Ohio 
needs: ' 

1) The creation of a high-level organization 

resource conscrvation goals for the 
state; 

3) pevelopment of an incentive-based state 
invcstinent program that targets state growth-
related expenditures to locally desjgnated 
compact areas. . . 

Process for change 
In a diverse state I.ike Ohio, it will be 
.challenging to forge a new consensus on 
use priorities. 'The process fO[ change will have 
to build carefully on positive developments of 
·the past few years (such as statewide debate 
over fam1lan.d preservatiori). And the "process 
will have to start with basics: 

• An ongoing campaign to educate citizens 
and elected officials about the impacts of current 
land use trends and the policy options. 

• A state conference on development, 
redeVelopment, and resource conservation 
sponsored by the governor and General 
Assembly. 

• A state agency y.rorking group, appointed 
by the governor, to assess the specific impacts of 
state programs and statutes· on development ' 
patterns of the state, including their long-term 
costs . . 

• Provision of technical assistance to . 
counties, municipalities, and townships that 
yoluntarily wisl! to undertake Smart Growth . 
programs. 

• Preparation of legislation to redirect state 
investment. . 

A time to choose 
We have a choice in Ohio. can let tllings 
continue as they are-leading to more sprawl, 
more destruction of farmland and open space, 
spira ling infrastl1lcture costs, the ·loss of our 

:cities; '.lnd ·increasing economic·and racial · 
pc;>larization. Or we can focus our resources, our 
incentives and our policies to promote 
development where it will be an enduiing asset 
for all Ohioans . 

We are not against growth. Indeed, we want 
development in Ohio. Our message is that it 
J;l1atters where the development.occurs. The state 

must h.elp channel growth into more 
sustainal;lle fonns . Itls a of fiscal 
responsibility. good stewardship, 
environmental quality, add fairness to 
the majority ofprbperty owners in the 
·state. 0 

ip. state government to coordinate 
between state departments and promote 
sound planning at all levcls; . 

2) TIlc·drafting of a cross-cutting 
development, redevelopment, and 
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Ingredients 
for success 
If a Smart Growth Agenda is to be 
successful in Ohio, the following 
must occur: 
0' on direction-setting 

visions or goals for the state 
that are concrete and capable of 
being implemented. 

Ii:! A long-tenn cOllunitment by the 
governor and legislahlre to 
make the Smart Growth 
program work. 

Ii:! The·govemor clearly 
corrunurUcating to state' 

the corrunitrnent to the 
program and holding them 
accountable for chaI].ges hr 
agency policies and practices. 

0' E)..ien$ive public involv,ement 
and education. 

0" An adequate package of 
incentives to local goverrunents 
to ensure, constructive ' 
participation in the program. 

. Benefits 
of growiQ9 smart 
Toe _state benefits in the -long 

! when: 
0" Open space, natural areas and 

.farm1and are preserved. 
Itl Historic investments in. cities 

and tovms are maintained. not 
abandoned. ' 

Ii:! We build. only the infrastructure 
that future can ' 
afford to maintain (fiscal 
common sense). 

0" Metropolitan areas are 
compact, with 
located so that the need to drive 
is reduced and traftle 
congestion is minimized. ' 

0" Jobs are located close to where 
people need them. o Eco-nomic and racial 
are redp.ced in metrop'oli"tan 
areas. 

0" The urban cores of our 
metropolitan regions provide a 
high quality of life-and-unique 
character that can compete 
globally. 

o We consider,'.lll the long-term 
costs of development for entire 
regiops, not just the short-term 
benefits for individual 
developers .and municipalities 

certain high-growth areas. 
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CARING FOR OHIO 

Are we content ,,,jth the. changing character of the Ohio landscape? 

The smart growth chal.lenge 
By David Beach 

The Ohio landscape is being transfonned 
before our eyes. Cornfields and are 

.. being turned into strip· malis, subdivisions. 
. and suburban industrial parks. Historic small 
towns are becoming "booming suburbs. 
Overall. the state's metropolitan are 
speea'ding outward into the Surrounqing 
countryside at a rate almost five times faster 
than population growth. And state 
government policies and programs are 
actively promoting this rapid process ofland 
consumption .. 

In response. we've, seen"a rising tide of 
concern about problems in Ohio. 
Residents of older cities and suburbs are 
realizing that "growth" the edges of 
metropolitan areas is often just outmigration 
from the urban core-:-a costly and destructive 
shell game of popUlation and tax base that 
undermines the long-term investment society 
'has made in existing communities. Residents 
of the new booJIl towns are finding that 
unmanaged growth often brings sudden 
demands for city ·services. higher taxes and 
the loss of the. rural that attracted 
them to the country in thf; first 
Environmentalists are understand.ing how the ' 
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way land is developed impacts air quality, 
. water quality. and energy use, Opinion , 

polls are showmg that people see the. 
wisdom of maintainirlg existing 
communities and preserving open space . 

Ground swell of concern 
In the ·past .several years, we have se;:en 
these 'concerns surface in the 'work of many 
organizations: 

• Concerns .about the loss of 
productive fannland became the of a 
governor's task force on fannland 
preservation and then became specific 

. legislative proposals. 
• The inner s\lburbs of Greater 

Cleveland and other metropolitan areas of 
., Ohio have organized to address the 

unbalanced public investment that favors 
new development over maintenance of 
older communities, 

• Transportation plaMers are 
realizing that they can't keep expanding 
highways to solve"the traffic congestion ' 
problems of rapidly expanding 
metropolitan areas. 

• The Catholic Oiocese of 
has initiated its IIChurch in the Cityll 
project to out about the moral a'nd 

'social implications of abandoning 
urban areas, 

• Studies by the Ohio EPA and the 
Northeast Ohio Regional Environmental 
Priorities Project have named urba'u.sprawl a 
major envirorut1ental threat. 

• Historic preservation groups, have 
called sprawl the biggest threat to historic 
neighborhoods and rural landscapes. 

• Home ·builders have 'begun to criticize 
large-lot zoning in suburbs, which'forces 
builders to in unnecessarily' 
large chunks. 

• Groups from the. Sierra Club to the 
League of Women V oters studYll:g 
suburban sprawl and are educating tlie 
public about its costs: 

• And many other citizen groups have 
sprung up to fight the construction of wider 
highways. new interchanges. and sewer'lines 
-the public infrastructure that opens up new 
land for development. . 

In all this, the State of Ohio has played a 
contradictory and frustrating role, Various 
state agencies influence land'use and 
development in an manner. 
There's no unifying vision. And, in the, 
absence of a clear vision, the undeclared but 
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-
de facio state policy has been to open up 2) Rally citizens around a positive 
practically every acre of the state for agenda for change, 1\1any groups have 

: developJ!1ent-take our popUlation and spoken out against present land-use trends, 
employment base and smear it over the state Now is the time to offer solutions. . 
in a thin film. ignoring the devastation left 3) Convince Ohio's next governor to 
behind in older communities. the proVide leadership on the issue. The states 
infrastructure costs we are on to our, that have made progress on growth 
children, ignoring the environmental management have had strong gubernatorial 
damage, leadership. Ohio's next governor can make a 

It doesn't have to be this way. Other big difference, . 
states-from Maryland to New Jersey to To help us draft· our Smart Growth 
Washington-have adopted IIsmart growth". Agenda. we have retained the American 
programs that seek to rebuild older urban Pl.nrung Association's CAP A) Research 
areas, reduce subsidies for urban sprawl, ahd. . Department in Chicago. The principal author 
preserve opel). space and farmland. More of the working Stuart,Meqk. AlCP. 
than a dozen governors, both Democrats and has been the principal investigator for AP A's 
Republicans, highlighted smart growth in Growing SmartSM project-a multiyear effort 
their recent inaugural or state of the state to draft the next generation of model 
addresses. A noteworthy example is planning' and zoning legislation for the 
Republican 'Govemor'Christine Todd U.S.-and theref9re is,a specialist on the ' 
Whitman of New Jersey, who has forged an planning and land-use programs of the 50 
exciting· partnership of ""--,.;,----------, states. In addition, he is 
environmentalists and Ohio metropolitan especially 
corporate leaders to d- knowledgeable about 
preserve a million acres areas are sprea '"g Ohio. He has worked as 
of open space in her state. outward into the a plarlner in the state and 
It's time for Ohio to catch . surrounding has co-authored a treatise 
up with such initiatives °d t t on Ohio pl'!lll1ing and countrysl e a a ra e . Th h' so it can compete in the , zoning law. us, e IS 

almost five times fa. ster 'd 11 ·t· d t h 1 21st century. I ea y pOSllOne 0 e p 

Drafting a Smart 
Growth Agenda 

than population us think through, in an 
.growth. And state objectivemanner, howto 

adapt a smart growth· 
government policies program to Ohio's 

are actively promoting statutory and political 
. for Ohio 
As a nonprofit 
environmental plarming 
.organization, EcoCity 
Cleveland promotes a 
vision of ecological.cities 
existing in balance with 

. d f situation. 
this rapl process 0 In the document on 
land consumption. pages 15-39, Meck, 

L _______ --------' assisted by Jason 

their surrounding countryside. We want 
sustainable patterns of development-
development that our can afford. 
development that will preserve the natural 
resources upon which all life depends. 

With the support of the Katherine and 
Lee ChilCote Foundation, we have 
undertaken this· Ohio Smart Growth Agenda 
education project to accomplish three things: 

1) Explain how a smart growth . 
initiative, perhaps similar to the one recently 
adopted in Maryland, could be adopted in 
Ohio. One attractive feature of the Maryland 
model is that it does not take a regulatory 
approach. Instead, it harnesses the power of 
state to support apd focus 
development in existing urban areas , It 
admits that the state cannot afford to 
'subsidize another of sprawl (see 
details on page 10). 
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Wittenberg, an Research · 
Department, analyzes .the barriers to smarter 
Srowth policies in Ohio, summarizes' the 
progressive prograins of other states, and 
reconunends policy changes. He concludes 
by reconunending a process for adopting a 
Maryland-style Smart Growth program. 

During July and August, we circulated 
a draft of-this document to interested people 

. throughout the state. We received thoughtful 
from planners, ele'cted officials. 

enviroiunentalists. home builders. unive.rsity 
faculty. and other civic and religious leaders 
(see list on page 38), We incorporated as 
many of the comments as possible in the 
fInal draft that appears in this publication. 

As our resources allow, we will 
continue to circulate this agenda document 
Mound the state in the coming months , This 
will be an educational work in progress, and 
the reconunehdations will continue to evolve. 

Plenty of land? · 
l(you listen to some development groups, 
there's no need to worry land-use 
trends Ohio. The state has 26 million 
acres, they say. All the construction in 
Ohio consumes less than 30,000 .acres a 
year-only '0.11% of the land area. 
So there's plenty of land for development, 
plenty of farmland left over to feed a 
growing world population, plenty of oPen' 
space remaining t?keep us connected to 

And it's true that, year by year, the 
overall change in the]andscapc is small. 
The·tmuble with trends, though, is tilat 
they keep going. The small percentages 
add up over time. Before you know it, 
vast areas of the state-have been ' 
transfonned. This 'is eflpecially true for 
the counties sWTounding Ohio's 
metropolitan areas-places like Medina, 
Lake, Delaware and Clennont counties-
where development is concentrated. 

The real concern for Ohio is. this 
rapid sprawl around.theestate's many 
metro areas. That's where the farmland is 
being lost to low-density development. 
That's where the costs for new 
infrastructure nre spiraling. That's where 
the new shopping malls and industrial 
parks are being built Uuit then suck lax 
dollars and jobs from established urban 
areas. 

You don't-need statistics to prove 
what's happening. All you have to do is 
drive around the highways and 
look. 

Ohio land-use changes 
Figures from the Ohio Farmland 
Preservation Task Force: ... , 

• Projecti:dOhio popclation 
increase for 1995-2000,1.3%. 

• Hii>J,est pOpulation growth is 
occ\lrring in counties sqrrounding metro 
areas. 

• Counties experiencing more than 
50% farmland lqsses due to urban:-
influences during Ashtabula, 
Clermont, Cuyahoga, Franklin, Geauga, 
Hamilton, Lake, Mahoning, Medina, 
Portage and SUmmit. 

• For every 1 % increase in Ohio 
urban land u,se increased 

4.7% during 1960-90. This compares to a 
U.S. average 2.3% and-is a sign of low-
density develQpment around metro areas, 
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We hope to raise the issues, inspire 
people to think about alternative land-use 
policies, and point a way forward. 

A pro-development vision 
One point to be emphasized: a 
Smart Growth program is not anti-
growth. It simply means statesupport of 
a different kind of growth-development 
that does more to maintain existing urban 
areas and that can be more easily 
sustained in the long run. 
• As Cleveland Bishop Anthony Pilla 

said •. "I ain not opposed to new 
development, but a'sk for a , 
ba lance between new development and 
redevelopment. So-called urban sprawl 
has been subsidized by billions of public 
dollars . Unbalanced public spending has 
hanned our urban neighborhoods, begun 
to imperil our first tier of suburbs and 
threatens the essential n.u;-al character that 
long characterized so much of 
northeastern Ohio. We carmol continue 
down a' path of unplanned, wasteful, 
subsidized development and land use 
that pits our region's 
against one another without, in my 
opinion, causing serious econonuc, 

social and moral harm. II 
. In other words, we want 

development in Ohio. We need to keep 
redeveloping, and improving. 

our communities in many ways. But we· . 
need to be more· thoughtful about the 
location and fonn of that deVelopment.' 

Although home builders, road 
builders construction workers may 
initially oppose smart growth policies, 
t.p.ey should have nothing to fear. ·Therels 
enough work to keep busy for a 
l<?ng time to come. . . 

Socialengineei'ing7 
Another po.int needs emphasis, too. The 
goal of smart growth policies is not to 
force people back' into the cities against 
their wjlt. Nor is the aim to prohibit 
development in certain areas or to 
criticize people for moving.to the 
country. 

It is appropriate, however, for the 
state to make distinctions about where it 
wants to promote development to 
promote long-tenn economic and 
environmentl!! health. Indeed, it is the 
statels responsibility to set priorities that 
promote the general welfare. Only the 
,tate can do this . The fragmented 
patchwork of local governments in oUf 

metropolitan areas are incapable of 
cooperating without strong state 
direction. 

. In recent decades, the "social 
engineers II in the state (and federal) 

have created a host of 
that promote sprawl at the edges 

. of metropolitan areas over the; . 
redevelopment of older communities. 
Eyery time a new highway or interchange· 
is constructed, for example, it sends a 
powerful signal that development is 
desired in a p'articular location. . 

Increasingly) we are seeing thal such 
policies are wasteful and costly in the 
long run. Itls time for different priorities 
that tilt the balance of. development in the 
direction of greater stewardship. We 
need to support existing cities and · 
towns-make them so wonderful 
people wonlt want to move out. 

A time to choose 
We have choice in Ohio. If we let past 

. patterns continue, land consumed by 
development will increase at an even 
faster pace, necessitating costly new 
roads, sewers and schools. Smart 
planning and improved regional 
cooperation are needed throughout Ohio 
to accommodate this development in a 
cost -efficient way while irriproying 
quality of life for residents. Ifwe change 
nothing, open space and 'agriculturalland 
will continue to be depleted at an 

. alarming rate, older communities will be 
undennined by outmigration of jobs and 
population, and air pollution levels and 
time wasted in traffic will erode 
regional economies and the health and 
productivity of our workforce. 

The ·.alternative is to focus out 
resources, our incentives, and our 
policies to promote .development it . 
will be an enduring asset for all Ohioans. 
The state must help chaimelgrowth into 

. more sustainable foons. Itls a matter of 
fiscal responsibility, good stewardship, 
environmental quality, and fairness to the 
majority of property owners in the state. 
And itls a matter that should transcend. 
the parUsan politics that makes 
fundamental change so difficult to 
achieve in Ohio .. 

The stakes are high. Many other 
states are moving ahead of Ohio on these 
issues. Ies time to take a stand for the . . 
long-term future of our state. ·urs time to 
believe in Ohio as a special place worthy 
of our affection, worthy of our care. 0 
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Where the growth . is 
Percentage change in number of households by county; 198iH990 
Ohio is not growing much overall . but a number of rural counties are rapidly gaining households 
thanks in part to sprawl from urban centers. 

• II 
[] 
[] 

DEFIANCE HENRY 

PAULDING 

DARKE 

Percent 
10.610.31.2% (23) 
7 1010.6 % (20) 
3.4 10 7 % (23) 

-6.910 3.4 % (22) 

( ) Nu·mber: of counties 
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. SENECA 

CRAWFORD 

TRUMBULL 

Prepared By: 
Housing Policy Research Program 
The Urban Center - Ohio GIS Net 
Maxine Goodman levin College of Urban Affairs 
Cleveland State University 
7-8-98 
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CALLS FOR CHANGE 

Concerns over urb,'In 
sprawl seem to I;>e on 
everyone's agenda 
these days, The fact 
,remains that sprawl 
will ccintinue 
unabated until 
alternatives exist. such 
as re-using 
abandoned areas of 
the inner city, In the 
long run, 
development in 
urban areas is 
cheaper Imost of the 
infrastructure is 
already in place), 
more accessible to 
workers, and more 
strategicallY ,located 
for the efficient 
transportation of 
goods, In the short 
term, financ1al help is 
needed to assemble 
and remed iate 
developable parcels 
and, in turn, sell them 
at a cost which is 
competitive with 
greenfield sites, 
-from 'iln Economic 
Development Agenda , 
for Ohio's Next 
Governor" by the 
Greater Cleveland 
Growth Association 
Januaty '998 , 
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Our own state government 
'is undermining us 

The folloWing is adapted/roni a draft position 
statement issued recently by Ohio's Mature Suburbs,'o 
group that includes elected officials from the older 
suburbs in the Cleveland, Columb.us, Dayton and 
Toledo metropolitan areas. 

• 
We are a consortium of Ohio's mature suburbs and 
older communities who recognize that existing 
governmeht policies and practices jeopardize our 
future, NeW developments .on vacanlltgreenfield" land 
at the outer edges of dur metropolitan regions-often 
promoted or supported by our state government-are 
powerful magnets draining residents and employers 
away from Ohio's historic and fully-developed 
communities. There is nofcomparable state support 
for established communities. 

We believe that the health of each region in Ohio 
depends on the health of its urban core. In the long 
run, a state whjch maintains its huge investment in 

· existing areas will be stronger From the 
taxpayers' p.erspective, it's far cheaper to take care of 
our heritage and past investments than to abandon 
older communities and build new. We want all the . 
communities in our state-from the mature to the 
newly developing-to be prosperous and stable. We 
want a level playing field, which will require shifting 

· the policies, practices and expenditures of our state 
govenunent toward greater emphasis on 
redevelopment. For that reason, we call for the 
following: 

Focus on mature suburbs 
and older communities 
Ohio's mature, developed communities are at risk 
because of state policies and practices that promote the 
continuing outmigration of people and businesses from 
the urban core'. In to fannland loss, Governor 
Voinovich .established the Farmland Preservation Task 

· Force: It is timely to do the same for mature suburbs. 
The next governor should appqint a special task 

. force to examine the condition of Ohio's mature 
suburbs and the factors threatening their well-

provide recommendations for ensurmg 
their long-term stability, 

Farmland preservation' 
The Ohio Farmland Preservation Task Force in its 
report to the governor states: "Preservation of a healthy 
agricultural economy and urban revitalization are two 
sides of the same coin. Strategic planning for one must 
incorporate the dynamics of the other. In order to 
reverse the costs and consequences of fann)and loss 
and unplanned utban growth, must have ' 
the tools they need to preserve agricultural areas and 
reinvest in our older conununities." 

. We'agree with that perspective. However, the 
legislation (H,B, 645) that has been introduced to 

implement the recommendations of the Task Force 
fails to needs for reinvestment in older . 
communities. 

Recast H.B. 645 to include major initiatives to 
support the maintenance and redevelopment of 
older conununities . 

Economic development 
Conununities that have open, greenfield land for 
developJ,llent have a major competitive advantage over 
fully developed'communities that lack such land and 
need redevelopment. Not only does the state fail to 
compensate for that disparity. it aggravates it by 
providing incentives and infrastructure investments to 
assist new development on greenfield land. As. a 
result, the state should: 

Create new economic incentives for older suburbs . 
and corrununities that have the greatest needs. for 
redevelopment. 
Level the playing field between redevelopment of 
used land (including "brownfields"), reuse of . 
existing real estate, and development of greenfield . 
land, 
Count job relocation within tlie state job ' . 
retention, not job "creation. II 

, Transportation 
The Ohio Department of Transportation expands 
highway access to undeveloped land surrounding the 
state's metropolitan regions. But the resulting 

_ development often comes at the expense of older 
conununities. as residents and employers relocate. To . 
promote more balanced patterns of development, the 
state should: 

Broaden OD01"s mission to include 
responsibilities for maintaining rQads- and bridges 
in incorporated increase funding to do so. 
Make operating policies and procedures more 
flexible so that Ohio's transportation needs can be. 
met with a mix of transportation modes, rather 
than the present-reliance on .highways . . 
Distribute motor vehicle fuel taxes according to 
.J.leed and contribution so that urban cQJtUnunities 
get their fair share, 
Revise the scoring system for major new capacity 
proJects to make urban redevelopment count as 
much as new development. 
Change the state constitution to fuel tax 
revenues to be used flexibly for all transportation 
purposes. not just rdads. 

If Ohio. is to be a strong competitor in the global 
economy, it must achieve real growth rather than 
si!nply relocating existing businesses and duplicating 
expensive infrastructure. It's time for leadership across 
Ohio to· encourage thoughtful, coordinated 
development aimed at sustainable growth. 0 
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MODEL FOR OHIO 

Maryland's approach 
for smart growth 
Ollr Ohio Smart Growth Agenda calls for . 
Ohio to adopt the kind of program that 
Maryland passed recently .. Here's how the 
Malylane! program works: 

provide the state Planning Office with maps 
that show the precise boundaries of the 
communities, rural vi llages, an9 previously 
developed regions that constitute their . 
Priority Funding Areas. The Office of 

Led by Governor Parris Glendening, Planning is for makirig this 
Maryland has realized that it can't afford information available to other state 

.. 
another 25 years of growth like the last 25. 
Existing cities and towns can't take the Public covered by the law 
losses of outmigration. The . ------------"1 include, but are not 
state can't afford to keep r to: new roads, 
expanding roads and other ''It just makes sense, water and sewer systems, 
infrastructure. The farm People understand economic development 
economy and the wa"ter grants, hQusing grants, we cannot go on quality of the Cb.esapeake leasing of state oftice 
Bay can't survive the with 'sprawl eating space, and construction of 
continued paving of the Up every acre of new state office 
countryside. farmland and forest buildings, schools, 

So Maryland has government buildings, 
decided to stop subsidizing land. We cannot go factories, retail 
sprawl. Instead of serving on with programs' malls, and civic centers. 

. every new subdivision out that constantly Exceptions for projects 
in the cornfields, the state outside Priority Funding cause deterioration will direct its funqing and Areas include those that 
programs to irnprovethe in central cities and protect public health or 
quality oflife in existing inner suburbs, We involve federal funds that 
communities. It's a simple, cannot be constrained by 
common-sense idea-a cannot keep using state law. 
vote for sound public funds to Rebuilding 

neighborhoods 
The MaryJand initiative 

maintenance, fiscal. . promote sprawl . .. 
prudencl; and long-term 
sustainability 

The program 
Called the "Smart Orowth and 
Neighborhood Conservation Initiative," 
Maryland's program is a comprehensive 
investment and' land-use strategy. to slow 
sprawl that wi ll go into effect in late 1998. 
The centerPiece of the plan is a law that 
directs state agencies to invest public 'funds 
for economic developlJlent in existing cities 

. and towns,- and' to deny most allocations that 
enc<?urage. suburban spri;lwL 

The bulk of state economic 
development spending is to be made in 
"Priority Funding Areas," These include 
every. existing city and town in the state, 
plus designated places' where local 
gQvernments and the state anticipate growth 
and have built or are planning to build water 
and sewer syst,ems, ' 

Local. are required to 

10 

includes specific policies for the 
redevelopment of cities neighborhoods: 

• A new school construction funding 
policy that encourages modernization and 
expansi6n of existing &chools·and 

building new schools in 
outlying areas. 

• Tax credits to business 'owners who 
create at least 25 new full-time jobs in 
cities, towns,. and other areas that already 
have 'been developed, 

• A fund of $200 million in below-
market-rate mortgages to encourage home 
buying in urban neighborhoods. 

• A $300,000 mortgage program 
that provides grants of at $3,000 to 
families that purchase homes in Priority 
Funding Areas near their place of work. 

. : Income tax credits equal to 15 
. percent of the cost of rehabilitating historic 
, structures ." 

• A directive to invest state economic 
development funds in jobs, plant 
modernizations, new businesses', and other 
activities in Priority Funding Areas. 

• New health standards and loans, . 
grants, and property tax to speed the 
cleanup and redevelopment of contaminated 
broWnfield s ites in urban areas. . 

Preserving farmland 
and natural areas 
The initiative also: 

• Directs the MarylandDepartment of 
Transportation to work more closely with 
local in plaIUling and paying 
for road improveiu ents in cities and towns, 
and to discourage building liewToads in 
undeveloped are3'S. 

• Prevents state agencies from 
investing public dollars in most construction 
plannedJor rural regions and natural areas. 

• EstabUshes up to $254 million in 
general obligation bonds and state 

to buy land'and purchase 
development rights in order to con&erve 
200,000 acres of f8rmland and open space . 
by 20 1 L 

In short, the Maryland program is nota 
regulatory program that prohibits 
development. Rather it is an incentive' 

that harnesses the power of state 
investment to promote development in 
desirable locations, . 

lilt just sense," says Gov. 
Glendefling. "People understand we cannot 
go on with sprawl eating up every acre of 
farmland and forest land. We cannot go on 
with programs that constantly cause 
deterioration in central cities and inner 
suburbs. We cannot keep using public funds 
to promote sprawL" 0 

Maryland Smart Growth contacts: 
• Maryland Office of Planning, 301 

W. Preston St., Baltimore, MD 21201 
(410-767-4500 or at www.op.state.md.us). 

• Chesapeake Bay Foundation-
Lands Program, 162 Prince George St., 
Annapolis, MD2 1401 (410-268-8816). 

• 1000 Friends of Maryland, 11 1/2 
W. Chase St. , Baltimore, MD 21201 (4.10-
385-2910). 
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TIAL ALLIES 

Where do voters need smart growth? 
A large number of Ohioans would from smart growth policies. For instance, more 

three fourths of Cuyahoga County residents-those living in mature communities that 
are In danger of being ?y outmigration-would from policies 
prom?te the of eXlstmg urban areas and reduce public subsidies for sprawl 
(see Itst of commuruttes below). Representatives from m any of these conununlties are ' 
working on regional issues through the ---.- - --- ---
First Consortiwn. 

Population of mature co'mmunities in 
Cuyahnga County 
(1990 Census data) 

Bedford 
Bedford Heights 
Berea 
Brooklyn 
Brook Park 
Cleveland 
Cleveland Heights 
East Cleveland 
Euclid 
Fairview Park 
Garfield Heights 
Lakewood 
Maple Heights 

. Middleburg Heights 
Newburgh Heights 
Parma 
Parma Heights 
Shaker Heights 
South Euclid . 
University Heights 
Warrensville Heights 
Total 

14,822 
12, 131 
19,051 
11 ,706 
22,865 

505,6 16 
54,052 
33,096 
54,875 
18,028 
31 ,739 
59,718 
27,089 
14,702 
2;310 

87,876 
21,448 
30,831 
23,866 
14,790 
15745 

1,076,356 

D 
Portion of Cuyahoga County 76.2% 

Surveys want sinart growth! 
are showmg that Americans believe uncontrolled development threatens their 

'. quahty of hfe m many ways. For example, a poll of 600 registered voters in central Ohio . 
conducted ill 1997 for The Nature Conservancy found: 

• 80% believe that urban growih threatens their quality of life. 
. • oppose any additional residential development. ' . 

• 88% believe tax dollars should be 'spent on maintaining existing infrastructure rather 
than be used to e.ncourage more growth. . ' . . 

• 90% believe iliat farmland should be protected from further development. 
• believe developers are politically powerful and their wishes take' priority over 

the desITes of the pUblic. 
• 

A recent telephone poll of 1,725 Northeast Ohio residents by the Citizens League of Oreater 
Cleveland found : 

. • More three of the public (84%) either disagreed or strongly disagreed with 
:;t8:tem,ent: '.'It's better to bUIld new neighborhoods in suburban and rural areas instead of ' 

m neighborhoods in urban areas. II • 

• Three quarters o(residents in fast Medina and Geauga counties said that the · 
-loss of farmland was a serious problem, '" . ' . 
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Who has a stal<e 
in smart growth? 
Promoting the redevelopment of 
existing cities and towns rather than 
more suburban sprawl make!i sense 
for a wide range of people, including: 

• Taxpayers, because efficient 
use of existing public facilities and 
infrastructure holds down tax 
burdens. 

• Children, because traditional 
neighborhoods are easier to get 

in on foot or by bike. 
• Senior citizens; who benefit 

from greater transit options and more 
affordable housing. . . . 

• Business leaders, who realize 
(hat compact, livable cities with 
efficient transportation systems make -
good business sense. 

• Conservationists, who want to 
protect natural areas and wetlands 
save energy. and prevent air' and ' 
water pollution . 

'. Inner-city .. residents, who 
support to redevelop neighborhoods I 

impacted by years of disinvestment. 
• Residents of inner-ring 

whose .ql,l81ity of lift: is also. 
threatened by regional patterns of 
outrrUgration. 
, '. F anpe;s, who want to keep 

farming without ilie threat of 
encroaching .subdivisions, 

• Developers, who would like 
to see a consensus on where 
development is appropriate, 

• Local officials, who want to 
l?alance budgets and·see their 
planning efforts-amount to 

, something, 
• Institutions-such as 

churches, hospitals, arts 
utilities- who 

are struggling to maintain 
investments in the urban core. 

• preservationists, who 
sprawl wiping out his toric 

rural. landscapes . 

Across the country, groups like the 
ones listed above are coming. 
together in new, smart growth 
coalitjons to fight 'for the character of 
their communities', The 
crosses partisan lines and ' is a 
growmg pohtical force. ' 
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Debunking the myths 
about sprawl and .smart growth 
Doesn't everyone want a new house 

. with a big yard in the suburbs? . 
Some people do, but many home buyers are realizing they can 
get better housing value and quality of life in more compact 
communities. they. are tired oflong commutes and the 
maintenance, of a-big And they want the amenities that 
traditional neighborhoods' provide-parks and shops within 
walking distance, sociable town centers. streets that aren't 
dominated by high-speed traffic, and quality public spaces. As 
the American population ages, the market for such communities 
will gro:w. Thus, a smart growth program that reinvests older . 
conumllities.makes good sense. 

Won't smart growth .policies·interfere 
with private property rights? 
Whose property rights? Current policies subsidize sprawl and 
land speculation at the edges of metropolitan areas. Smart 
growth policies, on the other hand, support the property · 
rights-and property values-{)fthe majority of peoplewho 
own homes and property in existiitg communities. A study in 
Ney.r Jersey found that sprawl costs taxpayers over 20' times 
what it provides in fmancial to speculators. 

Sho'uldn't we let the free market 
determine what gets built? 
What free Current land use patterns are. the result of 
ffiC'!ny market-distorting policies. Highway construction, 
fragffiented property tax systems, fav6rable tax' treatment of 
homes, etc., all help shape the ';market. 1I need to free the 
market from the unintended consequences of suctt policies. We 
want fo level the playing field that older urban areas can 
compete fairly. 

Won't smart growth po.licies 
stop growth and progress? 
No, such policies aren't ab0"!lt stoppmg or even slowing groWth; 
they're abputgrowing smarter. Too often what we callilgrowth" 
in Ohio is just a cqstly she1l game that moving people 
and jobs from older communities to new communities within 
metropolitan areas. Smart growth policies remove the state 
subsidies from that game. The emphasis becomes investing in 
our existing cities and towns and-protecting, open space, and 
that's a good investment in the state's Other states with 
strong growth management such as Oregon, have very 
healthy economies. 

What's wrong with new development? 
Nothing! need to. keep developing and our 
cominunities in many ways. But we need to .be more thoughtful 
about the location of that deve1opl11ent. A smart growth 
program questions the need to keep physically expanding the 
geographic spread of our metropolitan areas in a 

manner. Instead, it promotes more development and 
redevelopment in existing urban areas. Home builders, road 
builders and construction workers have nothing to fear·,from 
smart growth policies . . There's enough work to keep everyone 
busy.for a long time to come. And by growing smarter, the 
state's metropolitan, areas will be more pr9sperous in long 
run. 

What about local control? 
: Home rule is an important value in Ohio, but communities 

should be askIng just how much they currently control their 
oWn destiny. In reality, many are being buffeted by regional 
forces beyond their control-forces that cause rapid growth in 
some areas and disinvestment in others. Smart growth policies 
would help to stabilize local jurisdictions. · . 

Isn't smart growth just 
some form of social engineering? 
Nearly aU public policies-from tax policies to infrastructure 
policies--can be called llsocial engineering." They all influence 

· people to act one way and not ways. So the choice 'is IJ.ot 
whether to do sodal engineering but what priorities to promote. 
Under a Smart Growth program, the state makes the perfectly 
legitimate choice to invest in existing urban areas. The idea isn't 
to force people to move back into cities, but to make cities great 
places in which- people Y/ill want to live. 

Why should Ohio copy' 
the land-use policies of another state? 
Frankly, Ohio lags behind on issues and can learn a 
loffrom the experience of other states. A state such as Oregon 
has had great success in curbing sprawl with strong state land-
use controls and urban growth boundaries around metropolitap. . 
areas. Such.progressive policies would be very difficult to enact 
in Ohio. That's why we are r.ecommending the Maiyland 
Growth model-an incentive-based program that diree:ts state ' 
Investment to existing urban areas -rather than subsidizing more 

· sprawl. This 'program would have a positive impact in Ohio, 
and it could be adapted to Ohio's political and historical 
situation. 

Why is there .any hope that this land-use reform 
effort will succeed whim others have failed in 
Ohio? 
Today the civic landscape is very different from the 1970s :vhen 
the Use Review Committee failed to get its. 

· recommendations adopted. , Sprawl is m.uch more of an issue at 
the state and national levels. Many more constituencies-from 
farm groups to· the envirorunenial movement to inner-ring 
suburbs-are engaged. We also have a great deal more 
information and research on the .extent of sprawl and its 
impacts. So this is a new day. 
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GlOWtll 'f ' . 
I not c ' ' greatly d,' . . arefiilly art of New Jersey su_ffers when we 

Every p S rawl eats up our open 1 mlIl1sh ",a nag A P ace ... The What is s e . eu; 'can soon . 
plan jams that boggle the . 
spacde. d oUute the air. Sprawl can make 
nun an P . . b' b t 
one feel downright claustropho .IC a 

Growth Illost gratifYj P 9a] and lin' rum Or 
inlacal ll10vell1ent has bng result of the slqUe about a 

and· een tl mart growth regIonal co le drall1a' , 

future II . 

qua_Iity of , .. 
or one lSsUes SUch . cntical 

lJ n Space as ·, . . -c oratIo d 
a/orado G. 'l" housi 

. 0 V.floy 11 ng. . 
. O"'e,. (D) 

our Jersey Gov. Christine Todd 
Whitman (R) 

r that poorly managed If we allow sprawl to . . 
we wiUlose ou . con.tmue In this state . We worry e both our 

wth may damag . lily of life. 
gro . . ent and our qua uld 

r communIty d b 
homogenized and undi eCOme an 
larger region ... Think part of our ' 
tenns of a short-term .' . We do in 
year vision, and in ter::IOD, In tenns of a 20-

: enV!l"onm h backlash CO 
AI; anti-growt t responsible . . il'orts a 
hamstnllg e. h' needed to keep 
growth, wlllc 's Protecting open 
our State strong···· . of any neW 

-v, of a I DO-year vision . ermont Go CI ' . . v. "Owa,.d Dean (D) 
pace must be part . 

Sgrowth strategy. Jane Dee (R) 
Arizona Gov. 

"A building restlessness" 
In their State of the State and inaugural addresses 
earlier thisyeat; fifteen governors appealed tothe.ir 
constituencies 'with an lncreasing!y popular theme: 
preserving open space, improving 

. strengthening state land-usdaws to stop sprawl. Most' 
of the governors added th_at doing s,o 
would help solve a host of stubborn. envu:-orimental, 
social, and economic problems. 

This issue transcends parlyJines. There wet:eeight 
Republicans-from At-izona, . 
Idaho,'New Jersey, New York, South Carolina and 
Utah-and seven Democrats, Colorado, 
Delawa"re, Hawaii, Qregpn and 
Vermont.. ' 

. New Jersey Cfuistine Iodd Whitman 
is a leader amonKthe governors with the scope of her 
vision .. She' said .in.,her inaugural address that she 
would focus her second term on rebuilding urban 
neighborhoods, protecting farmland and open space, 
and stopping sprawl. ' 

These politicians' have 'detected a building, 
among voters, and have recognized that 

the solution lies in establishing more effective growth 
.citit;!s, suburbs, al!d countryside. 

The dismaying march of the same old ugly buildings, 
&oolcie-cutter subd.ivisions. gianlmal.ls, and congested 

is no -longer viewed as an inevitable 
necess.ity of econo_mic growth.. 

-from GreatLakes Bulletil), the journal ojihe 
Michigan Land Use Institute, Spring 1998 
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. ed Connecticut 
We have convmc that a clea:n 

. d industrY . t busUless an " . their best mteres . 
. . nmentlS m t envU"o 'made tha 

And because we 'ole h ve been able . h e we a 
cultural c ang, eil'orts on 
to concentrate oUI cleaning up 

. en space, . 
preservlllg op d and openmg 
Long Island Soun . . . 
new state parks. . . ut Gov. John G . 

_ConnectlC Rowland (R) 

. !'ve propOsed a ne . 
mfras/nwtut. w $104 million 
th t . e mvestment 

a 1S fOCUsed on fl paCkage 
(J) COmplement objectives: 

. land-use goals b . e and COUnty 
lnVcstIne t . ?' dIrectmg n m (jXlsti cOnunun'" ng . lLJ.es and 

protect critical fl groWtb areas; (2) 
space from spra::"land and open 
development. (3 lng 
Delaware' ' ) enbance . 

s econ0tni cOOJpetiti c . b veness and . . 
JO s; and, (4) fiirtb create quality 
c0lllmitment t er tbe State's 
technolo r 0 edUcation 

gy 'Or Del 
and stUdents. aWare teacbers 
-Delaware G . 

L ov. Tom Carper. (D) 

---c------ - ---

Ohio's 
gubernatoriat 
candidates 
say? 
Our strategy be 
one of womoting 
balanced growth, 
preserving productive 
(aIIDland, encouraging 
planned··growth: -in 
underdeveloped 
while revitalizing our 

· cities through- brownfield' 
.. Ohio 

must be a place whexe 
citizens can enjoy clean 
air; clean \yater, parks 
and open places. and a 
wide array ofcllitural 

_ and recreational 
attractions. 

-Bob Taft 

I will ensure ba.lance and 
coordinated development 
by !iJnd3.\llenlally 
revising "Access Ohio." 
bur state-transportation' 
plan, to include 
principles .of "smart 

· growth. 11 I will focus on 
revitalizing our cities and 

by' 
supporting the voluntary 

· elements of the pending 
· KrebsoLogan farmland 
prt;!sei::vation bill and the 

purchase of 
.development rights 
- legislation .. ,More 

emphasis needs to.be 
invested in brownfield 
redevelopmenl .. Our 
economic development 
focus should center on-
competilionin the' global 
marketplace. rather than. 
between cities and rural 
areas, suburbs and 

-Lee Fisher 
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OTHER VOICES FOR SMART GROWTH 

Support for the maint'e!1ance and 
redevelopment of central cities, and now 
irmer-ring suburbs, has simply not been, 
comparable· to the underwriting of 
sprawl. Unbalanced inve.stment 
promoted housing and economic growth 
in. ouUying areas to the detriment of 
older urban neigbborhoods. That kind of 
unbalanced investment did not provide 
people with fair choices if they wanted to 
remain in more established 
neighborhoods. That pattern of 
unbalanced investment has brought us to 
an in Northeast 
Ohio-we basically have tlat r.egional 
popUlation growth yet we spread out 
over more and more land. We have 
sprawl without growth .. 
- Bishop Anthony Pilla oJthe Cleveland 

Catholic Diocese 

think "Let's The men)ality of people who , 
move to this quaint, safe, small-town 
area and cut down its trees and to 
build our subdivisions" is appallmg. Get 
a i . folks! With all the neW people 

gr p, . the small town will no longer, 
commg tn, . ' th 
be small . What about working toge or 
· . . d suburbs to make them m our CItieS an . 
wonderful and safe places in which to 
r o? Then we won't destroy what llttle 

space and small-town atmosphere 
we have left. . . . d 0 . 

· - Robin Coyer from Broa View 

Heights, Ohio, letter in the December 
, 29, 1997, issue oJTime Magazme 

. It is becoming more and more 
that there is an issue that 

ces connect all of us-unmanaged 
growth. Unmanaged growth . 
l"k d· · reacts 
I e ommoes in a line, One tipping 

OVer the next one Unm . anaged 
growth results in the loss of 
fannland and open space the 
consttu c· . , c on of ubiquitous strip 
malls, the checkerboarding of th 
landscape with subd. .. . e . . Iv]Slons the 
splralmg of infrastructure ' 
th d . costs, and e echne of cities-all in a 

· dOmino-like effect. 

-from the summary report of 
. C;ommunity For,!m On Smart . 

Growth in Lorain County, 
. OClober 15,1991 . 

The current round of suburban growth is generating a crisis ofnlan d. . 
mounting tr ffi " . y 111lenSlOns' . a c congestion, mcreasmgly unaffordable housin rec ' d' . 
space, and stressful social patterns. The truth is we a . g'l 109 open 
th t 40 ' re Usmg p annmg strategi 

a k are h years old and no longer relevall.t to tOday's culture. Our household es 
rna e-up as changed dramatically, the work place and work fore h b . 
transformed, re,al wealth has shrunk, and serious enViron:ment I e ave_ een 
surfaced: But we are sti ll building World War n suburbs as 
and one as if jobs Were al l as 
were en ess, and as If an.other lane on the freeway would en· d co t. ergy . nges Ion. . 

-Peler Calthorpe. author oJThe Next American Metropolis 

Development that destroys communities alld the places people care about 
isn't progress. I(s chaos. And it isn't inevitable. It's avoidable-or, at the very 
least, controllable. 

-Richard Moe, president of the National Trust for Historic Preservation 
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Who speaks 
for the land? 
If enough people .had 

spoken for the river, we 

might have saved it. If 
enougb people had 

believed that our scarred 

country was worth 

defending, we mighf have 

dug in Our heels and 

fought. Our attachments 

to the land were all 

private. We hid no shared 

lore, no literature, no art 
to root us there, to give .us 

courage to help us stand 

our ground. The only, 

maps we .had were those . . 

issued by the'state, 

showing a maze 

numbered lines stretcheq , 

over emptiness. The. Ohio 

landscape never showed 

up on postcards or 

posters, never uilfurled 

like tapestry in films, -

rarely filled even a 

paragrapb in books. 

There were no mountains 

in Ulat place, no 

waterfall's, no rocky 
gorges, no'Vistas. It was a 

country of low hills, Cllt 

over' woods, scoured 
fields, villages that had 

lost their purpose, roads 

that had lost their way. 

-Scott Russell Sanders, 

Wi-I ting Jrom the Center 

(describing his childhood 

along the Mahoning 

·River in Northeast Ohio) 
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BACKGROUND FOR GROWING SMART 

Smart means- be.ing stewards of Ohio's cities and historic small towns. 

Worl<ingpaper: 
A Smart Growth Agenda for .Ohio 

Prepared Jor Et oCity Cleveland 
by Stuart Meek, A ICP, with Jason Wittenberg, J 

T,he American Association 

Summary 
This working paper presents a proposal in develop a Smart Growth 
legisl!ltive for Ohio. This agenda is intendeq to respond to 
long-teno trends affecting the state and to fit with Ohio's . 
governmental structure and political traditions. Its goal is to shape 
a new approach to redevelopment, and resource 
conservation. 

The first part of the paper gives an overview of Ohio' s 
progressive traditions in planning and land:use control. The 
second part analyzes economic, demographic, and land 
consumption trends in the state smce the 1960s, both on a 
statewide basis and among seven U(banized areas. While 
population growth overall has been modest, it notes that urbanized 
areas have spread rapidly outward, due in part to Ohioans 
consuming much more land per capita than in previous years. 
Employment in ir!-etropolitan areas also from core to 
outlying counties. In addition, the density of the urbanized ':l.(eas of 
the state decreased markedly, resulting in greater land consumption 
for development purposes and loss of farmland. The third part of 

the paper reviews a number of state plans and programs that affect, 
directly or indirecUy, the pattern and amount of growth. The fourth 
part ·describes how six other states-Oregon, Washington, New 
Jersey, Tennessee, Rhode Island, and Maryland- have confronted 
similar trends and what measures they have taken. The last part lists 
several criteria that a Smart Growth agenda. should 

Next, the paper proposes a legislative program consisting 
of three components: 

(1) a high-level organization to coordinate among state 
and promote soUnd plaruilng at all levels; 

(2) a cross-cutting state goals document that will integrate 
state policy and set direction for development, 

and resource conservation for Ohio; and . 
(3) an incentive-based program to guide state capital 

. investment, based on a 1997 law from Maryland, that would 
target state growth-related expenditures to county-designated 
compact growth areas that meet-certain statutory criteria. 

Finally, the paper suggests a number of immediate measures that a 
new govern,or and the state legislature could take to provide 
leadership in this new agenda. 

Preparation'and·publication of this paper were supported by a gr!3nt from the Katherine and Lee Chilcote-Foundation. 
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Introduction 
The premise of tJlis working paper is that the state of Ohio, 
its investments in infrastructure and the. operation of many slate 
programs, affects .patterns. These 
patterns are clearly changing. Development over the past 30 years 
in Ohio has become less dense anq is spreading out, using more 
land. 

The term 'that is in ,and planning literature for this 
pattern of development is "urban s'prawl," which lias been officially 
defined. by one state, Florida, as: 

urban deve lopment or uses which are located iIi . 
predominantly ruqtl areas, or rural areas' interspersed with 

Still , there seenis to be a sea change in public sentiment under 
way in the manner in which Americans view the development of 
their statcs . regions, and communities. As this paper shows, an. 
increas ing number of state goverrunents- and the survey in this 
paper is only a partial one-are responding to this change and 
directly confronting the pattern and character of development and the 
role of the state (as well as local govenunents) in bringing about that 
pattern. Governors and state legislatures in these states are ' 
listening to constituent concerns 'about growth and sprawl and are 

. a'ttempting to balance orderly deyelopment with the need to protect 
and preserve key state resources and define and advance state goals. 
Each state is different. how.ever, and the political dynamic that 
brought about a rethinking of state policies in Oregon, Tennessee. 

generally low-intensity or low-density urban ____________ and Maryland, for example; may not apply to 
Ohio. Nonetheless, much can be learned from 
the experience of other states and this paper's 
intent is to some of these approaches to . 
see which ones might best fit Ohio. The paper 
resists broadside attacks on state 
practices and programs and blanket 
condeITU1ation of state officials as insensitive 
Philistines. It is easy to criticize. particularly 
from afar, but much harder to bring about. 
constructive change. The approach advocated 
here is a .systematic and gradual one. in which 
change would come about, not by one or two 
sweeping big ideas .or silver bullets, but through 
a thoughtfuL and considered of 

uses, .and are characterized_ by one or 
more of the following conditions: Ca) The 
premature or poorly planned conversion of 

· rural land to oUlcr (b)" The creation of 
· areas of urban development or uses which are 

not functional ly related to land uses which 

This paper suggests that 
the governor and General 
Assembly should begin to 

look at the sum total of 
· predominate the adjacent or (c) The 
creation of areas of urban deVelopment" or uses 
which fail to maximize the use of existing 
public facilities or the use of areas within 
which public services are currently provided. 
Urban sprawl is typically mfUlifestcd in one or 
more of the following land use or development 
pattems: Leapfrog or scattered 
ribbon or strip commercial or other 
development; or large expanses of 

state actions that affect 
. development patterns 

and ask themselves 
whether the result is 

really desired and, if not, 
whether the·re could be a 

better way. 

predominantly low-intensity. low-density. or single-use 
· development.'2 

Urban sprawl has been criticized in a large body of literature for 
a variety of costs that it imposes on the public, either directly or 
indirectly. These include excessive public and 
operating costs (including duplication of infrastructure) , increases in 
vehicle miles traveled, transit. system operating losses related to 
reduced use of transit in areas where sprawl is located, loss of 
fannland and environmentally sensitive areas , the undernuning of 
the economy of cities through the loss or reduction of tax-
paying capacity, and loss of a sense of community resulting from the 
new dispersed development patterns. 3. 

Advocates or ap'ologists for sprawl believe that it is rnerely an 
outgrowth of the expression of strongly-held. public values that are 
immutable, regardle.ss of the consequences" 111e movement 
outward, wip, its corresponding consumptjon of natural resources 
and heightened public ana private costs. represents a desire for 
enhanced public safety, better public education, and a more secure 
housing investment. 4

· An attempt to modify the policies or practices 
that havo yielded this pattern, the argument goes, will defy the 
public's deeply entrenched preferences and cause unanticipated 
repercussions in the form of higher housing costs, slower economic 
mobilitY, restrained personaf and a loss of an overall 

. standard of living. Others contend that state involvement will come 
at the expense of local government even though local . 
'govenunents draw their authority from state. '. 

Thete can, of course, be a fair degree of debate on whether this 
pattern is good or bad. But as Cleveland State University's Patricia 
'Burgess 'and Tom Bier have observed. «what is undeniable is that 
American metropolitan regions continue to expand into once-rural 
areas while their cities continue to lose 
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evaluation and careful action. This paper 
suggests that the governor and General Assembly should begin to 
look at the sum total of state actions that affect development patterns 
and ask themselves whether the result is what is really desired and 
sho1:lld be continued and. if not, whether there could instead be a 
better way. The authors of this paper believe there ·is .. 

Part I 
Historical baci<ground: 
Overview of Ohio's progressive traditions . 
in planning .. nd land-use control 
Ohio' s progressive tradition in planning and land-use control began 
in 1915 with 'the enactment of one of the first statutes for municipal 
planning in the U.S. That statute, which authorized a mlmicipal 
commission to prepare a master plan for a was drafted 
by Cincinnati attorney and planning law pioneer, A lfred Bettman. 
Subsequently, the Ohio law influenced the drafting of the Standard 
City Planning Act, developed by an advisory committee of the U.S. 
Department of Commerce that was appointed by Secretary (and later 
President) Herbert Hoover. The municipal planning act was 
followed by enabling legislation for municipal zoning (1920), and 
municipal subdivision and regional planning (1923). A landmark 
decision that originated. in Ohio was Village of Euclid y. Ambler 
Realty Co. , 272 U.S. 365, the .I926 United State Supreme Court 
case that upheld the constitutionality of zoning. Once the 
constitutionality of the concept of zoning was afflrmed by the Court. 
zoning spread rapidly through the United States. 

Iri Ohio. county and region.al planning conunissions received 
the authority to regulate subdivisions-the division of land into 
bUIldable lotS-ill unmcorporated.areas In 1935, However, counhes 
and townships did not obtain the authdrity to regulate land use itself 
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in unincorPorated areas through zoning until 1947 when the 
enabling legislation was enacted; those zoning enabling statutes 
underwent redrafting amendment in 1957. 

The early efforts were aimed at claritying the roles and 
. responsibilities of local gQverruriertt in planning and land-use 

control. The municipal authority for planning and land-use control 
is derived from Article XVIII, Stc!ion 3 of the Ohio Constitution, 
the so-called .home rule amendment that allows municipalities to 
exercise all powers of local self-government and enforce police 
power regulations. as' long as they are not in conflict with the 
general laws of the statc. 6 Counties ' and townships draw their 
authority from grant of power in the state statu,tes' rather than the 
Ohio Constitutiop.. The Ohio statutes are largely devices that 
delegate the power and provide LUuform procedures for their 
use, with limited substantive standards for local planning. With a 
few exceptions (such as preemption of local regulation of licensed 
hazardous waste facilities and certain electrical generating 
transmission facilities. and approval of permanent structures in 
c.oastal erosion areas). the state doe;s not directly regulate land' use 
nor provide oversight or coordination of local plarming. even though . 
local planning is dearly by slate investment decisions • 
such as those affecting highways, park development, and the 
construction of higher educational facilities. 

10 the ·1970s. attention turned to economic development, 
preservation. and .environmental protection. The Ohio 

General Assembly enacted or amended a number of economic 
development statutes providing Ohio communities with the ability to 
offer incentives for businesses to locate, start-up. and/or expand 
within them. After an cnactea to the Ohio 
constitution authorizing current agricultural use valuation (see 
beloy.r) , implementing legislation was also passed to preserve 
fannland .. It allowed the creation of agricultura l districts in which 
land would be taxed at its for agriculture rather than its market 
or speculative value for development. Prompted in part by federal 
laws, the General Assembly began to enact statutes addressing 

. envirorunental issues, ·starting with the creation of the Ohio 
Envirorunental Agency and the Ohio Power Siting Board. 
which oversees the location of such facilities as electrical generating 
plants and major transmission lines. This continued the' 
1980s with the passage of legislation for solid waste planning and 
coastal zone management along Lake Erie. 

Recent ·measu res 
The need to reinvest in local infrastructure and to provide for 
affordable housing were other areas of state concern. Created in 
1988 after a 1987 amendment to the Ohio constitution (and 
reauthorized In 1995) that allowed the state to issue $120 inillion in 
bonds each year, the Ohio PUQlic Works Commission and the Ohio 
Small Governments Capital Improvement COnunlssion together 
oversee an innovative intergovenunental program that provides 
monies to pay for public infrastructure capital improvement projects 
of local governments. In 1990, Ohio voters approved an 
amendment to the Oblo constitution that authorized housing as a 
public purpose; the General Assembly responded both with 
amendments to Chapter 175, which expanded the role of the state in 
the area of housing finance, and with the passage of Chapter 176, 
which: 'established a new role for counties, townships, and 
municipalities' in plarming .for and providing affordable .housing 
through a variety of measures. . 

OhlO has addressed the questIOn of reform of Its planning laws 
on two once fonnally and Ole other indirectly. fn 1975. 
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the General Assembly created the Ohio Land Use 
Review Committee that was charged with looking at 
planning and land-use control at the state, regional. 
county, township. and municipal levels . The committee 's report 
was released in 1977 and prbposed a broad array of changes. 7 They 
included greater responsibilities for count' and regional planning 
conuniss ions. procedures for large-scale deveiopment review, and 
enhanced authority for municipal and county planning conunissions. 
The report also suggested that regional tax-base sharing. a 
.mechanism iniplemented in the Twin Cities area by which local 
goverrunents share in a portion of the growth of the commercial and 
industrial real property tax base, should be studied further. As these 
recommendations were. aimed chiefly at local the 
report did not indicate any dramatic changes in responsibilities for 
state agencies. While omnibus legislation was introduced to 

the rCE0rt' s reconunendations, it was' never enacted 
because of lack of strong political support for the changes suggested 
by the Conumttee. 

In 1996, Governor George Voinovich created. by executive 
· order, Ohio Farmland Preservation Task Force.' After conducting 
hearings around the state. the Task 'Force made its Ieport in 1997.8 

Among its recomnienda'tions was a proposal to encourage iocal 
· governments to prepare comprehensive land-use plans. Such plans 
would. in tum, encourage the preservation of farmland. the efficient 
use of public infrastructure investments. the use of agriculturally 
supportive. zoning, and the managed expansion of urban and 
suburban areas. including the identification of urban service areas. 
The Task Force recommended that the state provide matching grants 

· and technical assistance for the preparation of local comprehensive 
· land-use plans. A bill that incorporated numerous Task Force 
recomnlendations (htcluding a proposal for voluntary countywide 
comprehensive plans): H.B. 645. was introduced in the Ohio House 
in December it has not yet been enacted, Neither has S.B. 
223. a companion proposal to authorize the purchase of 
conservation easements. One Task Force proposal has been 
implemented through legislation-the creation of an office of 
farmland preservation in the Department of Agriculture. That office 
has been charged with carrying out another Task Force 
reconunendation, the development of a strategy to preserve fannland 
in the state, to be unveiled in September 1998 . . 

Part II 
Overview of demographic, economic and 
land consumption .trends in Ohio 

Over the past three decades. Ohio" has 
experienced continued popUlation growth, with 
most of its major urbanized9 areas (Akron, 
Cincinnati, Cleveland, Colwnblis, Dayton, 
Toledo, and Youngstown) growing as weli. 

although at different rates. Even in those areas of the state where 
population has experienced only modest growth. urbanized areas 
have sprC<t:d rapidly outward, in part due to Ohioans consuming 
much more land per capita than in previous years, in 
metropolitan areas undetwent continued decentralization from core 
to outlying counties, although the core counties still have the highest 
percentage of employment concentration. In addition. the. density of 
the urbanized areas of the state decreased markedly. resulting in 
greater land consumption for de,:,eiopment purposes arid loss of 

· fannland. 
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Population of selected urbanized areas in Ohio, 1960 and 1 990 
most in terms ()f total- square miles 
area was Cincitulati; which added 
270.2 square miles (including areas 
outside of Ohio, in Kentucky and 
Indiana). In terms of percent change 
in square miles of urbanized land, 
however, the Columbus area grew the 
fastest, increasing from 142.6 to 

1 ,800,000 

1,600,000 

1,400,000 

600,000 

400,000 

. 200,000 

o Akron Cincinnati Cleveland Columbus Oayton 

• 1960 o 1990 

Population for Cincinnati includes non-Ohio area. Data from U,S, Census 

Between 1960 and' 1990, popUlation grew from 
9,706,397 to 10,847,115, an increase of 11.8 percent. The state's' 
1997 population is e'stimated:at 11 ,186,331, an increase of3 .1 
percent for the first seven years oftl)e decade. Taking account 
the estimated population in 1997, the growing at about 0.38 
percent per year. Of the seven urbanized areas, Columbus had the 
greatest gain, increasing 'from 616,743 to 945,237 from 1960 to 

· 1990. a change 'of 53 .3 percent. Because of population loss in 
Cuyahoga County, the core county. the .CleveIand urbanized area's 
population decreased, dropping 5.9 percent from 1,783,436 to 
1,677,492. 

on data from County BusinessPattems (which excludes 
and most goveIJU11ent:.a1 jobs as well as self-employed 

persons); employment in Ohio grew from 2,540,433 to 4,550,590 
over the period 1959 to i 995. 10 lob growth was more rapid in 
cOUlities along the fringes ofmetropolitan"areas compared to 

Toledo Youngstown 

. . 344. 9 square miles, a 141. 9-percent 
change. 

.In contrast, the 
urbanized area experienced the 
slowest square miles of 
Its urbanized area only rose by 9.4 
percent over 30 years . Although the 
land area of the urbanIzed 
area increased at a rate that was one 
of the slowest in the state, the 
increase occurred while, as noted, the 
'population of the urbanized a.rea itself 
actua1ly decrr;ased by 5.9 percent 
(still, population of the urbanized 

area outside Cuyahoga, the core county, grew)." . 
. For all seven major urbanized areas of the state, the number of 

. persqns per square mile-a measure ·of density-decreased 
from 1960 to 1990.'" The most dramatic ·shift occurred 

in the Dayton area, which dropped from 4,013 to 2,243 persons per 
square mile, a 44. I-percent decline. Density decreased more 
gradually in the Cleveland urbanized area, a 14-percent decline, from 
3,067 to 2,638 persons per square mile. Of.the.seven urbanized 
areas, Columbus was the most dense in 1990, with 2,740 persons 
per square mile, while Akron was the least dense, with 2,053. 

Ohio lost 4,258,8i7 acres in famis between 1959 and 1992, a 
of 10,755 acres per month; according to figures from the U.S. 

of Agriculture. I) The seven counties 'in the Columbus 
area (Franklin, Delaware, Fairfield, Licking, Madison, 

Pickaway. and Union) account for the largest amount of farmland 
lost, 425,101 acres, .approximately 1,073 acres per month over the 

'counties containing central cities. In 
the Cleveland area. for example, 
Cuyahoga County experienced a 

increase in the number 
of private sect<,Jr employees over the 
36-yearperiod. In Geauga and 
Medina Counties. employment more 
than quadrupled, while Lorain . 
County underwent a 91-perQent rise . 
(seefigureonp.21). Similar 
employment shifts occurred in other 
Ohi0 metropolitan areas . . Even 
though the pace of itsjob growth was 
signif1cantly slower, Cuyahoga still 
accounted for 74.3 percent of the jobs 
in the four-county area in 1995, a 

· figure that was down from 87.1 
percent in 1959. 

Metropolitan dispersal 
· For )he period 1960 to 1990, the 
urbanized area of Ohio that grew the 
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Land area of selected urbanized areas ih 'Ohio, 1960 and 1990 Isquare l)1ilesl 
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land area for Cincinnati includes non-Ohio area. Oata from u.s. Census 
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33-year period, or a 22.9-percent change. Among metropol'itan 
areas , counties,in the Cleveland metropolitan area (Cuyahoga., 
Geauga; Lake, Lorain, and Medina) together lost 39.4 percent of 
their fannland. They were followed closely by counties in the 
Cincinnati metropolitan /lrea (Hamilton, Butler. Clermont, and 
Warren) , which lost 39.1 percent. By comparison, Toledo 'area 
counties (Lucas, Fulton. and Wood) under:went the slowest rate of 
loss, 15.2 percent. 

Dispersed development patterns are certainly part of changes in 
transportation behavior" in OlUo (alth<;lUgh other factors, such as 
increased labor force participation, are at work). According to . 
Access the state transportation plan (see below), while Ohio 's 
overall by only 0.45 percent over the past 
decade (1980-90), the increase in vehicle miles in Ohio was 
29.7 percent, going from 71:7 billion miles a year to 93 billion miles 
a year. Trips. are more frequent and longer as well .. In 1990, 
according to the plan, Ohioans averaged 3.1 trips per day, compared 
to 3.02 trips per day nationally. While trip length 
nationally increased almost 10 percent from 1917 to 1990, from 8.3 
miles to 9.1 miles. Ohio ' s average trip 'length for 1990 was even 
higher at 10.76 miles." 

Promoting loW density 
State investment decisions. of course. htlve influenced these 
changes; partiCUlarly in the area of transportation. For example, a 
1996 re.view by the Cuyahoga County planning commission on the 
impacts of proposed lane additions to Interstate 90 in Lorain 
County,t9 the west of.Cuyahoga County. observe.d: 

The pattems of outmigration which were established in 
the 1950s have been.further acceh;rated by 
development of the Highway System in the 
Greater Cleveland area. As new freeways were added, 
interchanges constructed and arterial Unproved and 
upgraded, outlying areas began to take of the . . 
increased traffic capacity by zoning large tracts of valuable 
fanniand for low-density residentiai, 

Major Investment study, the Cuyahoga County 
plarming commission pointed to the. construction of 1-
71 in Medina County as a factor in corresponding 
popUlation loss by Cuyahoga County: 

In '1960, Medina County's popUlation was 65,315 and 
Cuyahoga County's was 1,647,895. By 1996,. the 

of Medina County had increased by 112% to 
138,847, while Cuyahoga County's decreased by 246,343. 
These population changes are on a number of 
factors ... . [I]ncr:eased road capacity, the decline of 
manufacturing, the Cleveland [pulilic school] 
desegregation' suit. and the start of busing in Cleveland 
influenced the trends of Cuyahoga and Medina Counties 
for the past 36 years. The largest in Medina 
County's popUlation (37%) and largest decrease in 
'Cuyahoga County's popUlation occurred in the 
ten-year period following the opening ofI-71. 

Since 1990, Medina County has had the fifth highest 
popUlation growth rate of the state's 88 counties, 
i.ncreasing i3.6 percent: Cuyahoga County had the tenth 
largest rate of decline, 0.7 percent, and had the ' largest 
actual population!oss of 10,588." 

In an extensive study of development patterns _in Medina. 
County, Cleveland State University's Patricia Burgess and Tom Bier 
offer on the nature of change there. in the early 
1970s of the county's land in active agricultural 
production and many of those who lived in the"yities and v.illages 
worked in the county .in agriculture":"related jobs or meeting the 
consumer and service needs of Medina County fanners and other 
residents. They observe: 

Despite its proximity to Cleveland, the county did not 
perceive itself-and was not perceived by others-as 
being within·the Cleveland metropolitan area. In the 
1980s,.however,. popUlation growth became visibly 
apparent as new subdivisions appeared at the edges of the 

retail centers, and industrial parks. As 
a result major shifts in popUlation and 

began to occur. . 
Percent increase in population and urbanized land, 
{!otal for seven Ohio urbanized 

1960-1990 

. Between 1970 and 1990, the 
population of Cuyahoga County 

by 13%, while the 
. combined population of the six 
surrounding counties [Geauga, Lake • . 
Lorain, Medina, Portage, and Summit] 
increased by 4.4%. 

In the ten-year period between 
1980 and 1990, 157,580 people 
moved from Cuyahoga County to the 
surrounding cOWlties, while 104,635 
residents moved from those counties 
to Cuyahoga County. Thus, in that 
ten-year period, the central county 
experienced a net loss of 52,945 
residents to adjacent counties. Of 
these, the largest exodus, in the 
amountof31,555 persons, was to 
Lorain County. 15 

In a subsequent 1998 analysis of the 
land:-use.impacts for the ·Ohio Department 
of Transportation (ODOn District 12 
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cities. The pace has picked up in the-19.90s, especially 
with the increased sales on five-ta-ten acre parcels. Many 
of the new residents of the last fifteen years do not work in 
Medina Cou.nty; they commute to neighboring Cuyahoga or 

counties, often to employment on the 
fringes of Cleveland and Akron. The county is now·clearly 
within the greater Cleveland metropolitan area, and its 
development is seen as evidence of "sprawl :" 11 

Burgess and Bier point to home building on five-to-ten acre 
parcels as having a lTIuch greater impact on the. character of Medina 
County than conventional subdivision development (in Ohio suth 
development typically bypasses local platting procedures through an 
exemption In the Revised·Code that applies to unincorporated . 
areas). Tllis development is now stretching out along minor 

roads as well as countY or state highways, they report. 
"For every year since 1991 between half and two-thirds of the 
res ide·ntial bui lding pennits issued in M({dina CounD' have been for 
parcels outside of the three cities [of Medina, Brunswick, and . 
Wadsworth]. . .. A foreseeable problem is that land will be sold off 
in five-to-ten acre parcels for residential development at a faster ·rate 
than demand for such grows, leaving the: land 
undeveloped but no longer suitable for agriculture because of its 
size, location, and loss of agriculture tax class ... 18 

Factors other than state agency decisions of course 
illese changes in development patterns as well. As a 1995 study by 
the Ohio Environmental Protection.Agency pointed out, reductions 
in household combined with changing household composition, 
have created a .demand for additional housing units, apart from the 
general modest growth in population in the state. However, the 
OEPA report acknowledged that the "movement of in-state 
households (e.g., from central city areas to.ille suburbs) also 
accounts for· muc·h of the suburban development that is now 
occurring around Ohio's largest cities.,,19 

All public policy makers should acknowledge the clear nexus· 
between· ')ew state-assisted investment in one piace and the 
resulting disinvestment or stagnation nearby in older areas. A 
cause-and-effect relationship exists and cannot be ignored. 
The argument can be easily made that the State has an 
obligation to avoid doing harm when it assists in development 
and, ifhannis caused, the State should provide a remedy. 

-PauIOyaski, Mayor ·ofEuclid, Ohio 

Part III 
Description of the major state agency 
activities that affect growth · 
State agencies in Ohio directly and indirectly affect growth in 8 

variety of ways. They may: 
(a) have the authority to prepare plans or fonnulate policies that 

provide a basis for or justify state investment or influence state 

. (b) construct facilities that in or stimulate growth, sucH as 
a freeway interchange (which provides land access) or a state office . 
facility (which, by providing employment in an area of the state, 
creates a demand for housing and supporting services in the 

(c) approve location of other p"ul?licly or privately financed . . 
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. facilities that spur groWth, such as the location of water and sewer 
lines or the construction of wastewater treatmeIl:t and 

(d) administer grant and loan programs for local infrastructure 
or economic development purposes. Others agencies may collect 
and analyze information that other state agencies, local 
governments, and the private sector may use to make development 
dt;cisions.. . 

Below are sununaries of selected state department activities 
that havt; growth-related implications.2o The programs were selected 
to give a representation ofllie range <;>fstate agency activity in the 
area of growth and not all state-authorized activities 
have been inventoried, alUloligh they may also have similar 
implications.21 

Ohio Department of Agriculture 
In 1997, an office of fannlapd preservation was created 
within the Ohio Department of (ODOA)." 
The office is charged with establishing a farmland . 
preservation program to coordinate and assist rocal 
fannland preservation programs. also is to administer 
a farmland preservation fund, established by the state 
legislature, cons.isting of monies received by the office 

and to be used to leverage or match other farmland preseryation 
funds provided from federal, loca;, or private sources. 

executive order, Governor George Voinovich directed the 
to work with state agencies to formulate an "Ohio Farmland· 

Protection Plan." The plan'is to describe the impacts of planned or 
pending state agency actions that may threaten farmland and what 
steps state agencies can take to minimize irretrievable farmland 
conversion. 23 A press release from the office of the governor gave a 
preview of what the new plan, scheduled for release on September 
22,1998, will contain.24· According to the release, state agen.cies 
such as the Ohio· Department ofl'ranspoI1ation (0001) (see below) 
and the Ohio Department of Natural Resources (ODNR), "will work 
to avoid or minimize farmland conversion as part of their routine 
funding and pennitting.decisions that affect land use. The plan also 
calls for them to take into consideration local corp.prehensive land 
use plans. ,,25 The plan will create a coordinating group that includes 
the agencies with the greatest potential irDpact on farmlahd use, 
including ODOA, ODNR, Ohio Environmental Protection Agency, 
Ohio Department of Development, ODOT, Water Development 
Authority, Ohio Public Works Gorrunission, and Power Siting 
Board. 

Farmlind preservation can be a tool to direct or shape 
deveiopmertt patterns.by removing certain farmland, particularly on 
the urbanizing edge of metropolitan areas, from the inventory· of 
lands that could otheIWise be developed. This is an emerging 
function for the ODOA; its success wi ll depend on the extent to 
which ODOA shows leadership in this area. 

The director o.f agricu.lture plays a role in determining whether 
a governmental agency can use eminent domain in agricultural 
districts under RC 929.01 et seq. An agriCUltural district is created 
by the initiative of individual landowners , who can apply to the 
county auditor to place the in a district for five years. The land 
must have been devoted exclusively to agricultural production or 
devoted to and qualifil?d for payments from a federal land retirement 
or conservation program for the previous three calendar years. Also, 
the land must either total not less than ten acres or the activities 
conducted on the land must .have produced an average yearly gross 
income .of at least $2,500 during that ·three-year period, or the owner 
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It is my opinion that farmland preservation is on the state and 
national agenda because voters and taxpayers think there is a 
problem with the rapid conversion offannland. I Ulitlk Uley 
want a viable agricultural industry. They are concerned that 
Ollio's best soils arc being ·paved for roads, houses, schools, 
etc. , with no regard for agricultural, llistorical, environmental, 
and scenic resources. recognize that Uleir taxes have 
risen while,their quality of life has declined. They believe there 
are hidden costs that are not being recognized, ani! which may 
be shifted to their children andgrandchildren. They see 
decline in urban areas and they know problems continue to 
persist in Southeast Ohio. They are looking for leadersllip 
from state and local elected officials. I think t\iey want 
something done to address these issues. 

-AI/en Prindle, 
associate professor of economics, Otterbein College 

has evidence of an anticipated gross·income of that amount from 
those activities. Once placed in a district, such land is taxed at its 
use rather thart its true market val.ue and is exempt from special 
assessments for sewer, water, or electrical service without the 
owner's permission. There is also some protection from nuisance 
suits by nearby property owners stenuning from the impact of 
agricultural uses. 

When a state or local govetnment and private agencies 
intend to appropriate more than 10 acres or 10 percent of an . . 
individual property in an agricultural district, whichever is greater. 
or to distribute public funds for the construction of housing, or 
con:unercial or industrial facilities to serve nonagricultural 'districts, 
the government or agency must notifY the ODOA before 
tommencing action. The notice must be accompanied a report 
justifYing the proposed action and identifYing alternatives that 
woulq not require the action within an district. The 
ODOA reviews proposed action to detennine its effort on 
agricultural production and on plans, 

preceding the year in which the conversion occurs. 
The county auditor then values such land under rules 
promulgated by the state tax corrunission. Land . 
valued in such a way d,?es not have the protection that land in 
agricultural districts has. 

Ohio Department of Development 
By statute, the Ohio Department of Development 

,. " (0000) is the ·state p1arming agency, with the . 
.. authority under R.C. 122.06(8), to prepare 

:. , . ; , .. , "comprehensive plans and recommendations for 
. promotion of more desirable patterns of growth 

and development 9fthe resources of the state." . 
A number of ODOD efforts have locational impacts on 

housing. For example, throilg" the Ohio Housing Finance Agency 
(OHF A), the state allocates housing credits for projects on a 
statewide basis acquisition, substantial rehabilitation, new 
construction, and s.ingle room occupancy. The credits are used to 
offset an mdividual corporallon's federal lUcorne tax The 
allocations appear in a " qualified allocation plan" prepared by 
OHF A. The plan gives preference to housing projects ·that are 
located in qualified census tracts (as defmed by the U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development-HUD) as well as 
low-income counties (concentrated in the southeast portion of the 
state) and counties that have been declared federal disaster 

OHF A also administers the state's [lIst.-time homebuyer 
program that provides low-interest loans to qualified applicants to 
purchase new homes. The criteria for home selection can determine 
where such a home may be located. The maximum size of a tract on 
which such a home may be located is two acres but could be larger 
depending on health requirements for septic tanks. Consequently, 
this criterion allows the PlJrchase of homes in rural areas.as well as 
those receiving'urbart services.28 . 

Via its Office of Housing and Community 
0000 administers the Small Cities Community Development 
Block· Grimt (CDBO) program for smaller municipalities and 

policies, objectives, and programs of 
other state and local government 
agencies. If the action will 
adversely affect the district, the director 
cm notify the government, which can 
delay the action, and can recommend 
other alternatives to stem impact on · 
farmland loss to the agency 
contemplating the action. 26 

Change in employment in Greater Cleveland, 1959-1995 
ICuyahoga County and surrounding counties, experiencing rapid development) 

It is not necessary, however, to be 
placed in an agricultural district to 

from current agricultural use 
valuation. Under R.C. 5713 .3 1 et seq., 
any owner of agricultural land can 
apply to a county auditor, requesting 
that the auditor value the land for real 
property tax at the current 
va lue such land has for agricultural 
use. When all or a portion of land is 
converted to nonagricultural use. the 
county auditor levies a charge on such 
land equal· to the amount of tax savings 
during the three tax years immediately 
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counties in the state . . That 
.:.Asresidentialand program provides monies to local 
business development in . governments for community 
Greater Clevelande1<.pa.nds ... development projects that satisfy 
qur urbanized area, federal requirements to, eliminate 
more andnioreto provide slums and blight and to benefit 
the watev.Sewer, road and low- and moderate-income 
trarisit services that we have persons. 
come (0 expect. TIlis,· · While CDBG projects are 
cOluiled)0th astable or typically constructed in 
declimng regional neighborhoods or areas where . 

there are existihg concentrations 
capita .costs areincre'asing, a of low- and moderate-income 
long:-t¢.rmJinancial recipe persons, they can include new 
for areas as weI.!. For exat.Dple, 

-from the'newsletter oJ CDBG funds can be used to 
Build extend water and sewer.lines to 
" '. "pr()gram. oflhe new housing project that is 

C/eve/andGrowlh . occupied in whole or ill part by 
Associdtion low- and moderate-income 

'-_________ families. CDBG monies can also 
be used to proVIde grants and 

to new business start-upS: and expansions that benefit low-
and moderate-income individuals. 

The ODOD also oversees a large portfolio of state economic 
development programs that have Iocational criteria. An example is 
the urban or rural jobs ana enterprise program. RC 5709.61 to'RC 
5708.67 autho:rize tlie creation of such zones by county and 
municipal authorities. County zones may include municipalities as 
well as unincorporated areas, but their establislunent requires the 
consent of the affected legislative body or board of township 
trustees. The legislation is intended to retain existing jobs or create 
new employment opportunities for the. state as a whole. It is not 
intended to in the transfer of employment from one political . 
subdivision in Ohio to another, although relocation of jobs within 
the state is pennitted under certain 

. Under this legislation, a county or municipality can desigpate 
such zones by petitioning and obtaining the approval of the ODOD 
director, who mus.t review such petitions to determine whether they 
satisfy statutory criteria. A central city in a statistical 
area may designate one or more areas as enterprise zones without 
county involvemep.t. For example, the enterprise zone 
covers the entire city of Cleveland. If a municipal corporation is 
not a central city in an MSA, county board' approval of the 
enterprise zone is required:· . 

Enterprises that locate in sj .. lCh zones enter into agreements with 
the couf!.ty or municipal corporation, which can offer incentives that 
includ.e exemptions from taxes on tangiple personal property used in 
the business at the project site· and for real property constituting the 
project site. In addition, the enterprise zone statute provides for 
state corporate franchise tax incentives by the state on new 
investment when the enterprise reimburses new employees for job 
training .. The ODOD director, along with the state tax 
commissioner and director of human services, administers the 
enterprise zone th.e ODOD director annually reports to the 
General Assembly on the o. program's costs and benefits. 

Cleveland State University's Urban Center, in the Levin 
College of Urban Affairs, completed an in-depth evaluation-the· 
ftrst of its type-6f the enterprise zone program in 1998 for an 
economic development advisory headed by State Sen. 
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Charles H,orn. It found that the program had <.'a marginally positive . 
impact on the State of Ohio's Treasury and the tax· bases of Ohio 
communities using the enterprise zone.,,29 It also fourid that the 
program "reasonably well administered and ruil at the state 
·level. However, the evaluation observed that the program 
"currently lacks an adequ.ate guiding poli.cy vision and management 
gO,:!ls to understand in a complete sense the costs, benefits, and 
other impacts cifthe program." 31 This study noted that communities 
using the program needed to explicitly identity how their zone is 
guided by overall community economic developmertf goals within 
an surrounding regional context. 32 . 

One of the Cleveland State proposed that 
locational for zone be revised to allow 
distinctions to be made between conununities that were 
experiencing distress and those that were already benefiting from 
business start-ups and expansions: Under the proposals, 
«disadvantaged conununities" would be pennitted to offer the 
greatest amount of benefits to finns locating .within zortes. In 
cOf!.trast, a cornrnuruty that was experic;mcing rapid growth woul.d be 
authorized to offer the least- amount of benefits to ijrms. The study 
recoinmended that an analysis of Ohio communities be conducted to 
establish more specific parameters in defining how communities 
would be classified into different zone types, EnterPrise zone 
designation·s would be limited to municipal governments, in 
contrast with current practice. 33 

Within the ODOD for administrative purposes is the. Ohio 
. Water and Sewer Conunission. The pommission can advance 
momes to and municipalities ' as well as other public 
entities to cover t,hat portion o(the cost of water and sewer line 
extensions to be fmanced by as.sessments. that are statutorily 
deferred or exempt (for· example, ·water line ass.essments cross 
agricultural property). The seven-member commission is composed 
·of the director of development or the dIrector's representative, the 
director of health or the director's representative, the director of 
agriculture or the director's the director of natura:! 

. resources or the director's representative, and three members 
appointed by the govemor.34 Funding for the conunission's 
activities comes from the sale of state infrastructure bonds and 
inte.rest as well as monies that are recouped through repayment of 
deferred assessments. The criteria governing the Commission's 
granting of such advances do not actually appear in the Re0.sed 
Code, but in the Ohio Administrative C'ode:" 

Ohio Environmental Protection Agency. 
The impact of !\Ie bhio Environmental Protection 
Agency (OEPA) on growth stems from its planning 
and regulatory authority over water and wastewater, 
OEPA reviews all plans for the or .' 
expansion of water supply and treatment faqilities 
and wastewater treatment plants. The agency also 

reviews engineering plans f9r the design of water distriQution · 
systems and wastewater collection systems, such as those for 
residential subdivisions, and must approve them prior to their 
installation.36 OEPA approval is separate from loca] review. 
These .approvals are critical because they determine where 
development can occur. OEPA regulates emlssions through air 
quality pennits and into receiving streams and water 
bodies through water quality permits. . 

The OEPA director has authority over the approval of solid 
waste management-plans that pr.ovide a for the 
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of landfills and other·facilities . In addition, all solid waste apd 
waste facility operators apply and receive a 

permit or license from the OEPA or th:e local board of health to 
establish or operate the facility. A hazardous waste facilities board · 
(composed of the OEPA director, the director of the Department of ' 
Natural Resources , the director of the Ohio Water Development 
authority, and a chemical engineer and a geologist, both Of whom 
must be employed by the state) has sole authority to approve 
permits for hazardous waste facilities. State approval such 
facilities preempts local approvals. 

In the mid-1990s, OEPA, working with 100 volunteers from 
around the state. unqertook a risk project; The 
project' s goals included "gathering the best available quantitative 

.. and qualitative data about environmental.issues, ranking 
enviroiunental risks, and prioritizing recommendations to . 
risks.!,37 The fmal report in 1997 included a. series of . 
recommendations to maximize overall reductions in risk to human 
health, ecosystems; and quality of life. 

Among the project's recommendations, as yet not 
implemented, were following: 

• A proposal to produce. a "comprehensive long-term plan· for 
achieving and maintaining environmental within 
Ohio's transportation system, by blending transportation 
alternatives in a manner which achieves and maintains 
sustamability at·the lowest net c9st to Ohioans . .,38 OEPA observed 
that the Ohio Department (see below) 
should «fully consider alternatives to new road construction as a 
means of addressing localized congestion issues. : .. Continuing to· 
build highways has been shown by at least 30 years ' experience to 
be a very expensive way to achieve temporary reductions in 
highway congestion. ,,39 . , 

. • A proposal that the governor or General AssemQly create a 
commission composed of legislators, as well as land use 
professionals and lay persons. The conunission's responsibllities 
would include studying existing laws affecting the development and 
use of property, and the development ofland «from an 
enyironmental perspective," looking at model legislation for 

. controlling the use and development of land, .and recommendin'g 

. new legislation within 18-24.m:onths:40 corrlm.ission would 
revisit some of the recommendations of the ohi() Land Use Review 
Committee dating from the 197.0s. 

Ohio Department of Natural Resources 
The Ohio Departnient of Natural Resources .(ODNR) 
has influence over land use in the stat'e tiuough its 

. planning· and regulatory·activities in the Lake Erie 
coastal area as well as its supervisory jurisdiction over 
floodplain regulation enacted by counties and 
lllUnicipalities.." It also maintains 

computer-based information systems on land-use, soils, geology, 
land use capability that"are used by state and local goverrunent 

and the private sector. . . . 
Under the authority granted to it by R.e. Chapter 1506, ODNR 

is the lead agency for the :development of a coastal management" . 
program for Lake Erie, adminis.tered by the Division of Real Estate 
and Land Management (REALM). The planning program is 
intended to preserve, protect, develop .. restore, and enhance th..e 
resources of the Lake Erie coastal area, Stimulus for this program 
was the Federal Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 managed 
by the National Oceanic 'and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) 
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of the U.S. Department of Commerce. That act and 
subsequent amendments authorize federal fInancial 
assistance to coastal states for the development of 
such management programs. The act requires that federal actions 
be consistent with approved coastal management programs. 
ODNR completed a federally-approved plan in 1997. The 
document details the extent of the. coastal areas thIough a narrative 
boundary description and scaled county maps, and sets forth state 
polioies for resource management along the Lake Erie coast.41 

Under coastal mariagement program, ODNR may provide 
grants awarded from.federal and other funds to counties, townships, 
and municipalities to pay for the adininistration. and 
enforcement of zoning ordiriances and resolutions relating ·to coastal 
flood hazard areas or coastal .erosion areas, among other Purp9ses. 
RC 1506.04 requires the ODNR director to compel counties and 
municipalities in a coastal flood hazard area, should they fail to 
participate or remain in cqmpliance, to adopt resolutions or 
ordinances that ·meet or exceed the standards reqUITed for 
participation in the national flood Insurance program. Re· l 506.06 . 
gives the director the authoritY to identify coastal erosion areas 
around Lake· Erie to notifY affected governments and 
landowners in such areas. 

RC i 506.07 authorizes the director to the consttuction 
of pennanent structures in the coastal erosion areas in the absence 
of locally adopted or building regulations that have been 
approve·d by ODNR as meeting its standards. The.intention of the 
statute is. to provide for a more stable shore as well as to lessen 
e;osion along Lake Erie. · The law effectively gives ODNR land-use 
regulato"ry authority over portions of the Lake Erie coast. ODNR's 
Division of Geological Survey has mapped coastal erosion areas 
that are the subject of regulatory protection. As of June 1998, . . 
ODNR requires a pennit for construction of any new pennanent 
structure in a coastal. erosion area, regardless of whether the 
prop'erty is publicly or privately owned, fiewever. no state permit is 
required where a county or municipality is enforcing a pennit 
system that meets· standards required by law. Some 2,200 

. properties are covered by the coastal erosion program. . 
Proiects or activities in the coastal area that are prop·osed bya· 

state agency or are subject to state approval must be consistent with 
the coastal management progrl,tm document, as determined by the 
ODNR director. However, any state agency may develop and adopt 
a· statement of coastal management policies. If the ODNR. director 
approves those policies and if the or activity is in accordance 
with that s·tatement, a· determination is not required. . 

ODNR's Division· of Water supervises the floodplain 
management program in ilie state, including review of local 
floodplain regulations for compliance "with standards.42 The 
division· serves as a clearinghouse for floodplain maps within Ohio 
and makes available model floodplam regulations. Once."a county 
or a municipality has adopted floodplain regulations , it must 
forward the regulations to the Division of Water for review. Once 
the division fmds that the regulatiC?n meets federal standards,. it . 
forwards the regulation to the Federal Emergency M{lnagement 

.Agency (FEMA), wQich oversees the federal Fiood Insurance 
Program, for approval. The division can also cite a·county or 
municipaijty for failing ·to properly enforce or administer an adopted 
floodplain regulation and can advise FEMA of the local 
govemnient's noncompliance, . 

Through REALM, ObNR provides services to ille state in the 
area of infonnation systems for Jand-use planning, 
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agricultural use, development reviews, and the coastal zone 
program. A key land-use tool developed by OONR is its Ohio 
Capability Analysis program that allows the computer gel!eration of 
composite maps of inventories and land capability analysis 
maps. The capability maps evaluate' the abi,ity of land support. or 
. sustain different land uses for plaIilling and regulatory purposes by 
governmental units and the private sector. 

Also within ODNR is a Division of Mines and Reclamation 
that issues pennits for the siting of surface mining operations. Such 
pennits have land use impacts that must be reconciled with regional 
orlocal plans. Indeed, one state administrative appeals body has 
ruled in a case tha.t involved farmland preservation. In a recent 
decision that overturned a pennit issue"- by t.he division, the State 
Reclamation Commission held that the division must consult a 
comprehensive plan when it is considering issuing a pe.nnii. 4) in 
this case, the Clinton Comity Comprehensive Plan, prepared 
pursuant to Chapter 713 of the Revised Code by the Clinton County 
Regional Planning Commission and adopted in 1995 by the board of 

. county cOnmUssioners, had designated the.area where a proposed 
mine .was to be an Protection Area" 
characterized by soils that were highly productive and uniquely 
suited to agricultural use . . The Reclamation Commission found 
there wa'; a conflict between the county's comprehensive plan and 
the pr?posed future use of the area sought to be mined. 

Ohio Public Works Commission 
RC Chapter 164 created a statewide infrastructure 
fmancing program'after Ohio voters approved 

. constitutional amendments in 1987 and again {n 1995 . 
to authorize it. The program is by the 
seven-member Ohio PubliC Works Commission 

(OPWC) and the eleven-member Ohio Small Governments Capital 
Improvement CommissiQn (OSGIC). It provides monies for grants, 
loans, debt support, and credit enhancements to local government. 
Eligible costs Include roads and bridges, wastewater treatment . 
systen:s, supply systems, solid waste disposal facilities, flood 

systems, stonnwater and sanitary collection, storage, and 
treatment facilities. 

The statute established 19 district.public works integrating ' 
corrunittees that include from one to 11 counties. These corrunittees 
rank projects ·submitted from local governments within allocayons ' 
established by the state.and submit them to OpWC. Separate 
district subcoIIlIDittees prioritize projects from townships and 
villages with populations under '5,000 to submit to OSGIC. 

The.structure of the program, including requirements for local 
matching funds, places high priority on projects that involve repair 
and replacement existing infrastructure than new and 
expanded facilities. For example, the statute requires that a local 
government must put up 10 percent of the estimated cost of repair ' 
and replacement projects and 50 percent of"the total cost for new and 
expanded infrastructure. In addition, projects tJiat can be funded by 
user fees, such as those for water and sewer. tend to receive 
authorization for loans rather than grants. Statutory criteria for 
projects "tend to ensure that the district mtegrating committee 
s"elects projects which have a greater-than-local impact, have 
significant 19cal match, have other funds committed [such as those 
from the state or federal government] , and are ready to go to 
construction. u44 

Again, .this is a program, also well-administered, that has 
implications for growth and development through of 
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proje.cts that could, fo! example, expand highway, water, or sewer 
capacity or affect the state's natural resources. Recent OPWC 
policies recognize this to·some degree. For example. a May 1998 
adyisory document states that OPWC, as part of its review of "new 
and expansion" projects, will evaluate whether the project will have 
a significant impact on Ifit does, OPWC · 
may deny the project. Another advisory addresses compliance with 
state flood damage reduction standards prior to approval by the 
OPWC." . ' 

Ohio Department of Transportation 
. The Ohio Oepailment of Transportation 

(OOOT), pursuant to RC 5501.03(A)(2), 
. coordinates and develops, in cooperation with 

local, regional, state; and "rederal planning 
iijjiF''''lr--i' agencies, "comprehensive and balanced state ' 

policy and plarming to meet present and future 
needs for adequate transportation facilities.» ODOT als.o serves as 
the administrator for federal department of. transportation grants for 
planning and the construction of highway and mass transportation 

. facilities. 
. ODOr's, current plan for the state's transportation system is 
Access Ohio.47 The plan is organized around five goals that address 
system preservation anq management, economic development and 
quality of life, a cooperative planning process and transportation 
efficiency, transportatiol). safety, and funding. The plan proposes a 
variety of initiatives in the areas of highways, bikeways/pedestrian 
activities, rail, air, transit, and water'. 

In particular, Ohio highway propQsals contemplate a 
series of"macro-corridors" connecting 76 of Ohio's 88 counties-
and these obviously have the greatest. implications for growth and 
development in the The macro-corridors include widening 
299 miles (including 250 bridges) o(the rural interstate system "to 
ensure that increasing traffic wi!l not reduce the level of service. ,,48 
For example, the plan calls for widening 88.6 miles (including 160 
bridges) of the east-west highway, 1-70, across the center of the 
state. Some 37.7 miles ofI-75 (including imprQving·34 bridges) 
from Miami County .to the Cincmnati area are proposed for 

. widening. Some 13 miles of Interstate 90 east of Cleveland will 
require widening (including improvements to 14 bridges). 
Segments ofI-71 adjacent.to the Cincinnati and Columbus 'areas 
totaling 88.6 miles (including 150 bridges), are proposed fo; 
widening. Access Ohio comments that "[m]uch of the highway· 
between Cincinnati and Colu'mbus is adequate increases at 
the same rate it has in past years. However, a major ne.w 
o/traffic in the southwestern part of the state could trigger 
growth and may require additional improvements in the decades 
ahead." (emphasis supplied)49 This implies that a single or series of 
local government land-use decisions can force change in the state 
plan, at least as the decisions affect .this transportation corridor. 

·The plan includes improvements to rural arterial highways as 
well: U.S. 30 across the entire state. U.S. 24 from the.Indiana border 
to Toledo, US'. 23 and S.R. 2, and portions of US. 50, S.R. 161 , 
S.4. 71, U.S. 33. The plan also project'-. possible high-speed rail 
line on 260 miles of track Cleveland, Mansfield; 
Columbus, Springfield, Dayton, and Cincinnati. The Ohio High 
Speed Rail Authority, which is the state lead agency in passenger 
rail, coIDIi?ssioned a study that anticipated a capital cost for tius 
effort of $3.1 billion. 

Access Ohio also includes summaries of the regional 
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transportation plans for the 16 urbanized areas in the state that have 
metropolitan plaIilling organizations (MPOs). details of 
transportation planning (including mass transit) within the state's 
urbanized areas are the responsibility of these l'v1POs, rather than 
ODOr. However, the state and regional transportation plans 
'obviously must be and the state has considerable 
influence over the of these plans through participation in 
the metropolitan transportation planning process. 

In large measure, although the plan does not generally 
acknowle'dge it, Access Ohio will have land-use impacts. For 
example, it is clear from reading the plan (including its system of 
prioritizing corridors and hubs) that it contemplates continual 
corridor of urbanization between Miarrti County, north of Dayton, to 
Cincinnati, along 1-75. The plan also recognizes the possibility of a 
urbanized corridor between Columbus and Cincinnati along 1-7] it 
anticipates a major new passenger air facility in the southwest 
portion of Ohio, "possibly witi)in the trjangle of Columbus, Dayton, 

Cincinnati,,51 and in fact shows this new airport facilitY 
southwest of Columbus in Clinton County on one of the plan's . 
maps. n This new facility would be necessary, according to the plan, 
to accommodate a new generation of "hypersonic" aircraft that fly 
faster than the speed of sound and would make international flights 
into Ohio. Less apparent are improvements to U.S. 30 and the 
consequent for urbanization of portions of a corridor along 
the northern quarter of the state extending from Indiana to 
Pennsylvania (including the area from Cleveland to Toledo). US. 
35, which cuts across the southwest ·and south central p.ortion of 
Ohio, is another candidate for urbanization. 

OOOT has the ability to .impiementAccess Ohio through the 

fOmlulation of a transportation improvement program 
that lists fed.erally backed transportation 
improvements for areas outside of:tv1PO 
jurisdiction. MPOs themselves prepare similar documents for therr 
urbanized areas that. establish immediate funding priorities. ODOT 
maintains a system to prioritize and select new road projects. The 
sy'-tem places high priority (60 'perceni of the total base score) on 
average daily traffic, traffic. volume, and completion of the "macro-
corridors," but also takes into account economic development: 
regional multimodal transportation, and traffic accident factors. S) A 
newly-created Transportation Review Advisory Committee (!RAC) 
is reviewing the ranking system and can hear appeals from any local 
government that believes its project did not rec.eive a high enough 
ranking. . . 

Apart from programming and serving as the for 
transportation projects, ODOr also reviews engineering designs, 
such as those for interchanges and bridges, and approves land 
access to roads under state Jurisdiction, among other duties. These 
responsibilities give ODOT authority over the degree and type of 
access that property will have to state and, th'erefore, some 
control over the type and intensity of deVelopment that will occur. 

Access Ohio also documented the relatively limited role of the 
state in the area of public transit and proposed heightened support 
throug4 dedicated funding options that are "politically feasible." 
According to the·plan, there are 56 'public transit systems in Ohio 
that serve and unincorporated areas in 48 of the 
state's' 88 counties. Twenty-four systems serve urban areas and 32 
serve rural corrununities and counties. Thus, public transit is orilyan 
option in 54 percent of the. state's counties. Recent expenditures for 

Covering the state with highways 
A generation of state highway plans have 
worked to open up every corner Ohio to 
development. Access Ohio, the most 
recent long-range plan by the Ohio 

. Department of Transportation, identifies 
"macro-corridors," a neh;vork of highways 
cOIillecting every part of the .. This 
network passes through 76 of Ohio's 88 
counties, and. all counties are within at 
least 10 miles of a macro-corridor. The 
map at right shows these highways and · 
the areas within 10 miles of them. 

According to Access Ohio, "Up 'to 
648 miles of the non-interstate macro-
corridor network may need improvements 
at an estimated cost of $4.5 billion in 
1993 dollars. In the next update of Access 
OhiO, OOOT will have to decide whether 
filling gaps in this network remains a 
priority for new construction. 

Source: Access Ohio: Multimodal Stf!te Transportation Plan fo the Year 2020, Ohio Department ofTranSl.'ortation, 1993 
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"Transportation from the 1950s ..... 
Most of Ohio's existing transportation financing policies and 
programs were formulated during the 1950s when thd'ederal 
interstate system was developed. Ohio basically has one 
dedioated transportation funding source-the motor vehicle 
fuel tax-whicli is constrained to higllway-
related purposes. This .sitna,tion occurs at a time when federal 
transportation policies are encouraging the use offederal and . 
local/state matching resources jn it flexiblemaIiner to ••. 
creatively. address a variety of strategic local, regional' and 
state transportation needs, 

There is a neel! to take a fresh look at how the state 
should repositi9n itself to be an effective .. 
financing partner incqoperatiQn with local goverrunents, 
regional programs and the private. sector. 

Jt is recommended.iliat the folIomng actions be taken by 
. the· state: 

• Remove .the constitutional constraint on the use of 
motor yehidefuel' taxes. 

• ReVise .existing state fonnillas for dis'tnbuting 
trnitsporta.tion revenues to townships, munieipalities and . 

, counties.to more equitably reflect eachjurisdiction'sshate of 
the total system's preservation needs,contributionto state 
ttansportition revenues, and/or 
ta",effort. 

state transportation funds to assist in' 
thefiilancing of priority state, regional and local preservation, 

'llld that c31! .be 
ntiliZ(:d •. mth maximurnflexibility among all transportation 
modes to complement federaltransportaiion pOlicies and 
programs: 

• Provide newanQ!or. eXpanqedpennissive transportation 
fuitdingmechanismsCi.e., vehicle license tax, local option 
motoryehicle fue! tax)for localgovemtpents and regions to 
he)pmeettIreir priority transportation engineering and 
constroctlon needs. 

• Develop new state transportaiion.policiesandprograms 
that stren!Men the.ODOr-rrtetr0poJilaJ) partnership jn 
addressing cfjtical urban thatimpacC 
regional and'state ecomimic' developmen( stl'ategi<;s, 
encourage farmland preServation and urban 'revjtaliiation, and, 
preserve the existing'system and make it operate more . 
efficiently and effectively. . 

.. Update A ccess OhiO, the state's I()ng-range 
transportatiqn plaq, to betterreflec{the different 
transportation needs and priorities of the variousregions 
through6uiOhio. . 

.•. ProVide incentives'tq'col\n.iies and applicable regional 
entities to fonnniate development plans. 

"'--from.',!!n Ohio's Next 
Governor" by the Greater Cleveland Growth Association, 

<January '1998, 

Using gas' taxes only to build andm'!,intainhighways is Bke 
dedicating sin taxes to build more bars. . 
,...-Ken Prendergast,. Ohio Assooiationo!Railroad Ppssengers 
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all 56 of the ;ystems totaled about $430 million arulUally, supporting 
both annual operating and capital costs, ODOT has provided about 
$30 million a year of this total, with the remainder coming from·tlfe 
federal government. local government funds. and user fees . 

The state transportation plan noted the prohibition in the Ohio 
constitution on the use of gasoline and motor vehicle license taxes . 

. for programs other than road and highway projects. There ·is no law, 
however. that would. prohibit Ohio from c!eating a dedicated tax for 
transit assistance and the plan proposed three options: (1) a motor 
vehicle rental fee; (2) a motor vehicle lease-purchase fee; and (3) an 
annual excise fee on spaces. The plan calculated the 
amount of money that could be expected from the annual 
excise fee on parking lot spaces yielded the most, $187.3 million :;tnd . 

. all three together could generate between $216.7 and $252.2 million 
per year. The plan did not propose changing the state constitution, 
however, although that is always an option. The plan concluded that 
Ohio needs to develop a dedicated source of funding for mass transit 
in order to create and truly balanced multi-modal transportation 
system. Based on a sutvey conducted for ODciT by the University 
of Cincinnati's Insitute for Policy Research. the plan asserted th·cit 
Ohio residents appeared to support a well-chosen source of 
fund·ing. 54 

Ohio Water Development Authority 
R.C. 6l21.01 et seq. authorizes the establishment of a state water 

authority with the power to make loans and grants to 
governmental agencies for the acquisition or construction of water· 
development project& by any such governmental agency. These 
include both wastewater and water management projects. These . 
projects are funded through water revenue bonds and issued for such 
purposes. The authority.is composed of eight meiI1bers as follows: 
five members appointed by the governor. and the directors of natural 
resources •. envirorunental and development. who serve in 
an ex-officio capacity. 

Part IV 
Possible state land-use planning models 
for Ohio 
·This section state levelland-use planning from 
Oregon. Washington, Tennessee, New Jersey, Rhode Island. and 
Maryland. It concludes by comparing the program$ ·and assessing 
their implications for Ohio. 

Oregon 
The Oregon system, enacted in 1973 aqd under 
continuous change. is perhaps the most advanced 

land-use planning system in the 
United States. 3S The system is administered by a 

state agency, the Department of Land Conservation and 
Development, and· an appointed board, the Land Conservatipn and 

. DeVelopment Commission. Over a period the commission 
. has adopted 19 statewide plann.ing goals. as well as detailed 

regulations that guide h,?w the statutes are administered. All cities 
and counties in the state are required to. have local comprehensive 
plans and implementing measures !pat satisfY both planning goals 
and administrative rules. Once local governments adopt.new 
comprehensive land-use plans or modifY existing the 
col11J11ission, with the assistance of the state depB:rtment, reviews 
each p'roposed city and county plan to determine whethe;r it properly . 
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implements these goals. 
. If the local government's plan satisfies the state requirements. 
the corrunission " ackllowledges" or certifies the plan. If it does not, 
the requires that it be revised and resubmitted. The 
commission has the power to force local governments to fulfill their 
responsibilities under the legislation by identifying corrective ·action 
to be taken and suspending local authority to.·issue building pennits 
or apPFove land subdivisions: Where·. a.local government refuses to 
rezone property for higher density residential uses. which the 
Oregon program the commission can force the of 
pennits or approval of subdivision: The conlmission can also block 
distribution state tax revenues, such as those from 
cigarette and liquor taxes, to a local up to the amount 
the government had previously received under planning grants. 
Over- the years. the commission has used all of these sanctions. 

Decisions made by cities, counties. and the regional planning 
agency for the area can be appealed to ·a land-use board of 
appeals (LUBA), a specialized appellate court whose members are 
tluee attorneys. LUBA has a mand&te to reverse and remand these 
decisions when they violate the local comprehensive plan or the 
state goals. It may also reverse and rema·nd the 
decisions when they are unconstitutional,lack evidence to support 
them. or.are based on an· error in law. LUBA is I"i.ot a trial court, but 
it makes #s rulings in most. cases based on a record submitted to it 
by the local government. 

Bere is a simple ofhow.LUBA works. Saya-local 
government in Oregon has had its local plan acknowledged by the 
Land Conservation and Development Commission. The plan shows 
the future density in·one pari of the community at a level that is 
greater than it is now. When the developer applies to rezone 
property so that it .is consistent with that proposed in the· 
plan, the local government refuses to approve the change. The · 

appeals the denial to LUBA, which in all likelihood will . 
rever-se the decision and order the local government to rezone the 
land. LUBA's strength is that it decides these appeals rapidly, 
within about three months, much faster than the state cowt 
system. . 

The Oregon system has many interesting features. The best 
known are the requiremc:nts. for growth boundaries and 
protection of ·One goal of the Oregon system 
establishes a po"ticy of urban containment that requires every city in 
the state to establish an urban growth boundary contain existing 
built.-upon land as well as vacant, undeveloped land that is 
sufficient to accommodate growth a 20-year planning .period. 
Local governments must monitor land supply and periodically 

. consider adjustments to the urban growth boundary. ·For the 
Portland metropolitan area. the Land Development and 
Conservation Commission has established minimum density 
requirements of 10 dweiling units per net acre in Portland and from 
six to eight dwelling units per net acre in outlying suburban areas.57 

the .intention is to ensure that, over time. development within the 
growth boundary becomes denser, reducing pressure to expand the · 
boundary as population grows.· Outside the urban growth 
boundaries, rural lands are placed in what is called exclusive 
farmland use (EFU) zoning, a highly restrictive fOlID 
zoning that limits the use and structures in the zone to fanning .and 
closely related and structures. 58 Land subject to such 
controls is then taxed at its value for not development. 

The Oregon system has proved successful. for the most part, 
with densities in the Portland metropolitan area's urban growth 
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boundary, for example, gradually increasing. 59 Of the 
state' s 28 million acres in private holdings, some 2 
million were inside urban growth boundaries in the 
early '90s.60 The system has also dramatically slowed, but not 
completely eliminated, nonagricultural uses in the areas outside the . 
':llban growth boundary around the .. The loophole in the law 
has to do with approval by local governments of "hobby farins" in 
the rural areas by the counties: These fanus are not conunercial 
operations but are non-economic agricultural operations that are 
also serving as rural home sites serviced by on-site sewage 
treatment systems. Consequently, in some areas , most notably the 
Willamette Valley outside Portland, some low-density sprawl, under 
the guise of hobby [anns, has occurred; this is a result 'oflax 
enforcement by the counties. 

There has also been criticism, notably by developers and 
homebuilders, that the urban growth boundaries throughout the 
state, but particularly in the Portland area, have not been expanded · 
sufficiently over time to add to the supply ofland for housing; this 
has increased the costs of alI.housing relative to income. To some 
degree, this criticism· may be valid (although it.is a logical 
consequence of constraining land ·supply), but it should be 
recognized the cost of housing has also been bid up by current 
demand for 'dwellings as the Portland metropolitan ec.onomy 
expands. 

Washington 
Washington State enacted new growth management 

in 1990 and 199'l" and, in 1997, approved a 
series of minor amendments to the plaIUling 
statutes . . Under the Washington state program, 

counties (as well as the cities within them) of a certain popUlation 
size and/or that have experienced certain percentages of popUlation 
increases over the previous decade must prepare comprehensive 
plans. The plans must reflect .cooperative efforts wIth each 
municipal ill that county;s jurisdiction. . -

Like the statutes and administrative rules governing the Oregon 
. system, Washington's are extremely detailed. 62 The statutes require 
that eacn local comprehensive plan elements addressing 
land use, housing, capital facilities. transportation, and utilities. 
The program employs extensiye.use of urban growth areas. County 

. plans must desiguate urban growth areas· and those lands outside 
the urban growth boundaries that will be classified as "rural." They. 
must also limit uses on such lands to those that preserve the lands' 
rural character. The county plan elements must be consistent with 
one another as well as with the plans of each·city or county shariilg 
a cOmnlon border or regional problems. Under the 
system, the comprehensive planTeplaces ·z<mmg and other 
development regulations as the "constitution" of land-use la"\y; such 
regl.llations must confonn to and carry out the plan: . 

Unlike Oregon, there is no state agency or approves 
or certifies these local plans. Instead, the state has created three 
regional growth management hearing boards with the authority to 
hear petitions alleging that ·a state agency. county, or city is not in 

with the growth management laws, including the goals 
"for the state that are contained in the statute, or that the 20-year 
growth management popUlation projection used to create urban 
growth boundaries should be adjusted. In bearing these petitions, 
the burden is on the challenging party to show noncompliance. The 
boards presume; that a city or county's plans, development 
regulations, and amendments are valid upon adoption. 
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The Washington program has been controversial but has 
survived attempts to (epeal it or it down. The con.troversies 
have chiefly focused on the role of growth p"l.anagement hearing 
boards to the law and the ofplalll1ing 
requirements on local governments . . Since there is no mechanism 
for official state review a.nd approval of plans and development 
regulations (as in Oregon), the boards have, in effect, stepped into 

. that void in deciding challenges to the plans and development 
regulations and holding local governments accountable for the 

in legislation. Because there are three boards 
rather than one, there may not be consistency in the rulings; the 
boards, in effect, are making state policy indirectly through their 
decisions (even though that was not the expressed intent of the 
statute). Local resent the boards because they feel they 
second-guess .local decisions on plaIU1ing and deveJopment. 

Moreover, the restrictions on rural development have been · 
problematic in that the statute has not been precise as to what 
"rural" is. The Washington statutes require the counties, in their 
local comprehensive plans, to designate. areas of rural character, 
which would include some rural development as well as 
and forestry activities. N-ot surprisingly, agricultural, real estate, 
and timber interests woul.d like as brmid and as flexible definition as 
possible, with no requirement for density and liberal ability to 
convert land to rural home sites. In 1997, the Washington state 
legislature, at the of a: special state land-use' study 

amended the definition of "rural character" as follows: 

"Rural character" refers to the patterns of land use and 
development established by a county in the rural element 
of its comprehen'Si ve plan: 
(a) In which open space, Qte natural landscape, and 
vegetation predominate ove'r the built environment; 
(b): That foster rural lifestyles, rural-based 
ec:;onomies, and opportunities to both live and work in rural 
areas; 
(c) That provide visu.allandscapes that are traditionally 
. .round in rural areas and corrununities; 
(d) That are compatible with the use of the land by 
wildlife and for fish and wildlife habitat" . 
(e) That reduce the' inappropriate conve;sion of 
undeveloped.land into sprawling, low-density 
development; . 
(f) . That generally ao not require the extension of urban 
governmental services; and . 
(g) That are consistent with the protection of na'tural 
surface water flows and ground water and surface water 
recharge and discharge areas. 63 

Tennessee 
In May 1998, Tennessee enacted a statute 
intended to create a "comprehensive growth 
policy for the state" that incorporates the 

designation of urban growth boundari_es for municipalities and 
growth areas for unincorporated areas. 64 The statute 

establishes in each county a'coordinating of 
representatives of the county, municipalities, utilities, boards of 
education, and chamber of conunerce. In the alternative, if the 
popUlation of the largest municipality in the county is at least 60 
percent 6fthe county popUlation, the coordinating committee may be 
the county planning commiss.ion and·the local plarming 
of that municipality. Each committee must develop a __ growth plan 
for its county by January. 1, 2000: including, with recommendations 
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from the municipalities, urban growth 'boundaries for each 
municipality in the. county. The proposed growth plan must fIrst 
undergo at hmst two public hearings after due notice and does not 

. take effect unless ratified by the county legislative body and by the 
individual municipalities . . 

If the county or any municipality rejects the proposed growth 
pl<;ln, it m\lst its reasons for rejection, and the coordinating 
committee must reconsider its decisIon. If a county or municipality 
declares that there is an impasse in the ratification process, the 
Secretary of State appoints a three-member dispute resolution 
pane1. 65 The panel can. impose a growth. plan if its recommended 
solutions are rejected, and the cost o(the dispute resolution process 
can be assessed against a party acting in bad fa.ith or putting forth 
frivolous objections. 66

. Judicial review of the growth boundary 
by the county court is available to any landowner or 
resiqent of the Gounty, as well as to the county and municipalities, 
and the review is a de novo (or original) review.in which the 
challenger must ,show by preponderance that the growth plan is 
"arbitrary, capricious, illegal, or ... characterized by an abuse of 
official discretio.n. ,,67 All such revleWS commenced against the same · 
proposed growth plan must be consolidate9 in a single civil action. 

Once a growth plan is ratified, aU land-use decisions must be 
consistent with the plan. A growth plan stays 'in effect up to 
three' years, absent a showing of "extraordinary circumstances.,,68 . 
The plan must indica.te urban groWth boundaries," planned grqwth 
areas, and rural areas. An urban growth must encompass 

contiguous territory of a municipality, an area sufficient for 20 
of predicted growth, and territory in which· the municipality is 

better able to provide urban services than other municipalities. 69 It 
must be based on population growth projections. a projection of 
infrastructure costs, and a land-demand projection. The 'coun:ty can 
create planned growth areas, which are similar to areas inside urban 
growth boundaries arid are subject to the same requirements; except 
that planned growth areas must be outside any urban growth . 
b(:mndary. and any Any territory that is not within ·an 
urban growth boundary or planned growth are,a can be designated as 
a mial area, which is. intended to be used for the next 20 years for 
agriCUlture, forestry, wildlife preservation, recreation, or other low-
density uses. 
· . After a municipality has an urban growth boundary in place, it 
· can annex only territory within that" boundary, but the municipality 
is expressly auth9rized to amend the urban growth under 
the same procedure the enactment of a growth plan to include the 
territa:ry·that is to be aIUlexed.'° New municilialities can be 'created 
only in planned gr9wth areas, and the county must approve the 
municipal borders and urban growth boundary before any vote on 

· incorporation can be held.:' . 
. and municipalities that do not have the growth plans . 

that been approved by the coordinating committee, certain 
grants for housing, infrastructure, to.urism, .and job training, well 
as federal transportation and community development funds are to 
remain «unavailable" until the plans are approved.12 

New Jersey 
New Jersey's contribution to statewide land-use' 
planning was the adoption of the State Planning Act in 
1986.13. That act created a state planning·conunission 

of citizens and state agency officials. 'The 
commission has the authority to prepare and adopt a-
state plan. The. New Jersey State Development and 
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Redevelopment Plan, adopted. in ) 992 and currently under revision, 
is a policy guide for the state. 'The plan's general strategy is "to 
achieve al1.state plaIUling goals by coordin·ating public and private 
actions to guide future growth into compact forms of development ' 
and redevelopment, located to make the most efficient use of 
-infrastructure systems and to support the maintenance of capacities 
in systems.,,'4 State plan goals and strategies include , 
revitalization of and towns, conservation of state natural 
resources and systems, promotion of economic growth, protection of 
the environment, provision of ade'luate public facilities and services 
at reasonable cost, provision of adequate housing at reasonable cost, 
and preservation and enhancement of areas with historic, culh,lral, 
scenic, open .space, and recreational 

The plan contains policies and plan maps .that divide the state 
into a series of planning areas for the purpose of deciding where to 
encourage growth, redevelopment, and resource For 
example, the plan to direct development away from 
agricultural areas and enviromp.entally sensitive areas, such as the 
New Jersey Pinelands. In addition, the plan· provides a hierarchy of 
centers (urban centers, towns l regional centers, villages, hamlets) in 
which different levels of concentrated should. occur. 
The plan's contents, especially the plan I1"l;ap, were subject to a 
three-stage, negotiated, nOl;1binding process 
among the state county planning· 

and local governments in .which the centers and the 
surrounding plaIUling areas .were identified and classified. Through 
this process, local governments begin to' incorporate components of 
the state plan illto their local plans. In turn, the state plan is 
gradually modified to ensure compatibility with local . 

The current (1997) draft revision of the plan contains an 
. extensive discussion.ofhow it is being imp1eml.?nted in the'state. 76 

For example, Gov. Christine Whitman has 9alled upon her cabinet 
1.0 incorporate the plru:t's proposals into all state agency programs, 
policies, and decisions, and to-provide 4er with annual reports on 
their progress. Whitman requested, .and the state legislature 
approve'd, $40,000. for county in New Jersey to participate in' 
the cross-acceptance process. State agencies have. been using the 
state plan in shaping program and regulations. For instance, 
the state department of transportation has incorporated' plan's 

. hierarchy of planning areas into the of roadway 
access standards that would apply to different parts' of New Jersey. 

Rhode Island 
Rhode Island began revamping its planfiirig and land-
use laws in the late' 1980'S. The intention of the reform 
effort was to 'unifonnity and predictability in 
planning and land-use control among the state's 39 
cities and towns, as well as to the tole of the 

state with respect to 'and appmving local comprehensive 
plans that guide development- . . 

A central feature of the Rhode Island law is its requirement 
that all ci.ties and towns prepare and adopt a comprehensive plan 
that contains nine elements: goals and policies; land use (with a 
plan map); housing (including affordable housing); economic 

and cultural resources; services and facilities; 
open space and recreation; circulatio.n; and implementation.17 

Under the statute, Jocal governments submit adopted 
comprehensive plans to the state for revieV{ by a planning division· 
in the state department of administration and by other state 
agencies. officials che'ck for compliance with the statute and 
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with the State Guide Plan, a collection of state goals 
and that have been formulated by state 
agenCies. 

If a pla!l is turned down, local qfficials may request a review 
by the Compre\1ensivePlan Appeals Board, which was created by 
statute. '8 If the plan is deemed unacceptable (for example, if it 
conflicts with a state policy), the planning division may step in and 
prepare a plan, which goes back to the appeals board. 
However, the planning division has never found it necessary. to use 
this authority to prepare a plan. . 

One consequence of the statute is that·the approved local plan 
must be all state projects and no state agency can 
construct a project that contravenes a local comprehensive plan 
unless. it first-successfully pursues an to a state planning 
council, aho established by statute. The planning council may' . 
approve.a project that conflicts with a local plan but only after 
a public heariri.g and finding that the project satisfies four 

in the state planning act. . 

Maryland . 
Maryland began amending its planning statutes 
in 1992 and again in 1997. The 1992 
amendments 79 required cities and counties to 
adopt comprehensive plans with certain . 

prescribed elements. For example, local govenunents must address 
environmentally critical or sensitive areas in their' plans. The 
sensitive areas must include streaml? and their buffers, 100-year 
floodplains , habitats of threatened arid endangered species, ':lnd _ 
steep slopes. ' 

These plans also' have to address or incorporate a series of state 
«visions" or policy statements in the plan. One «vision" relates to 
the preservation of the Chesapeake Bay. Still another calls for -local 
governme!lts in rural areas to direct growth·to existing popUlation 
centers and to protect what it caUs "resource areas," although 
statute doesn't ,defme what such resource areas are. Despite some 

language in the law m terms of the meaning of 
"visions" as well as lack of a certification process by the stale, local 
governments in Maryland have begun preparing and adopting plans · 
that meet the statute's objectives. Counties and cities are "required 
to report on their progress each year tc? a State Economic Growth, 
Resource .Protection, and Planning Conunissi6n. which . 
the act's ' operation and sugge-sts changes to Maryland's governor 
and legislaluie. 

The most recent development occurred ill 1997. At the 
of Parris. Maryland a 

. Smart Growth . act aImed 'at directing new development mto 
"priority funding. areas." Under the statute, the state will give 
priority in fund.ing projects with state money in these growth areas 

. . as well as existing municipalities and industrial These 
priority areas must meet state guidelines for intended use (including 
a minimwn density requireme:nt) and adequacy of plans for sewer 
and water systems. Existing conununities and areas where 
economic development is desired are eligible. Counties may also 
designate growth areas for new residential communities. The 
priority areas include the state's 154 municipalities, land within the 
Baltimore and -Washington Beltways, 31 enterprise zones, and .the 
locally designated grpwth areas. 8

' . 

Beginning October I, 1998, the state is prohlbiied from. 
funding «growth-related" not located in these priority 
growth areas. State funding is also restricted for projects in 
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communities without sewer syste¢s and in rural villages. The 
intention is, of course, to channel state monies into areas that are 
suited fqr gro'Wth and limit development in IUfal areas by not 
extending sewers or making transportation improvements that .would 
spur growth. In this way, conversion of rural and agricultural lands 
to urban uses is slowed 'or at least ac-tively discouraged through state 
policy. Loc'!-f governments and private interests can, of course, 
spend their own funds outside of these priority growth areas, but 
they cannot expect state monies for infrastructure. 

Other legislation that is part of the "Smart Growth" package is 
intended to .. support locally identified 4evelopment areas. For 
example, the program facilitates tJIe use of (abandoned 
or underutilized industrial sites that are eithyr polluted or'perceived 
to be polluted) through grants, low-interest loans, and limitations on 

. liability in redeveloping those_lands. It provides tax credits to 
businesses creating jobs in a priority funding area. A "Rural 
Legacy' program also makes state funds available to enable local 
go:venunents and land trusts to purchase properties, development 
rights, or permanent easements ir;t order to protect targeted rural 
greenbelts. The new initiative supplements M.aryland's agricultural 
lands preservation program and open space program. 

The 1997 Maryland "Smart Growth" act has attracted a lot of 
attention in the United States because it is one of the few instances 
in recent years where a governor has staked his political career on a . 
comprehensive planning 'approach for his state. Here, it was the 
governor who pressed the state legislature to enact this package of 
laws, and it will also be the governor who steers state agencies 
through the law's implementation. 

Transferability to Ohio 
Each of program·s has different implications in tenns of 
transferability to and utility for Ohio. 

As noted, the Oregon program involves a 'strong centralized role 
for the state, both in tenns 'of establishing state goals for land-use. 
planning and ensuring, tlu-ough the certification of local"plans and 
regulations, compliance with state goals and rules . . There are strong 
state goals in terms of urbanization and compact de'velopment, 
diverse and affordable housing, and familand p'reservation, among 
others. 

In Washington, the 'state role is more indirect; there is no fonnal 
approval by the state' of local plans. Disputes over whether -a local . 
government has complied' with statutes are to a growth 

. management hearing boa'rd for resolution on a basis. 
The state's planning goals were not developed independently by a 
conunission, as. in Oregon, but instead are incorporated mto ' 
the legislation setting up the state's growth management program. 
Stilt the .state legislation speaks to many of the same goals arid 
values that the Oregon program addresses. 

Ip .co.nt:rast to the Oregon and programs, the 
Termessee approach eschews statewide goal setting but has some 
transferability for Ohio in that it manages to blend planning and 
development issues with arinexation, an ongoing controversial topic 
among Ohio local governments. In Tennessee, the county growth 

reqiJirement provides a framework in both development. 
and armexation questions can be resolved ahead of actual annexcatiort 
proposals. It also makes clear that, in the context of the state, urban 
development is :to be supported by urban services, the preferred 
provider of which is municipal-governments. 

. New Jersey attempts to orchestrate state development patterns 
thr.ough wrItten and policies, 'not regulation and 
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administrative 9versight concerning local planning decisions. The 
state development and redevelopment plan is implementep through . 
direct state agencies through administrative practices, 
rulemaking, state expenditures, and, indirectly, through the 
voluntary cross-acceptance process that involves bargaining between 
the state and its local governments over the contents of local plans. 
The New Jersey effort is notable for its attempt to fonnulate a set of 
cross-cutting strategies that address development, redevelopment, . 

transportation, land use, and public investment in one 
document about which there was broad statewide debate. The 
advantage, of course, is that the ·public can see how the state intends 
to integrate and coordinate the activities of various state agencies, 
while involving local governments, to achieve the kind. of 
environment the state's citiiens say they wB:nt. 

The Rhode Island program is not oriented toward encouragin·g 
compact development through an urban growth area req4irement (as 
is' the case in Oregon, Washingt6n, and Tennessee) or toward . 
achieving a specific pattern or hierarchy of land use (the case in New 
Jersey, albeit voluntarily). Here, the state review is aimed at 
ensuring local plans satisfy state standards; written 
state policies, where they exist, are reflected in local plans; and plans 
account for potential state infrastiucture projects. 

In Maryland, local governments are expected to incorporate a 
series of state "visions" into their plans and to designate the "priority 
funding areas" where state spending on projects that induce growth 
will be limited. The state is relying on'-its public 
to persuade local governments and the private sector to 
the state's goals. There is no requirement to designate priority 
funding areas by counties, but counties thR;t to do· so then lose 
out o.n the commitment of state infrastructure to support growth. In 
addition, the state is attempting to integrate a variety of state 

so while rural areas are protected, urban areas are 
enhanced. 

It should be noted that, in all of these states, the govenuriental 
,structure is somewhat simpler than Ohio's. This is because none 'ot 
the states has township fonns of government; rather, the chief actors 
are the state, counties (except in Rhode Island), and muriicipal ' 
corporations, . 

In large measure, these programs also reflect the influence of an 
intergovernmental approach. They require various fOJ)Ils of 
review and adjustment of policies. As urban areas spread out and 
local government boundaries butt up against each other, there is now 
a recognition that states and their loc.al governments have; at bottom, 
a clear commonality of interests in apdressing the' problems of urban 
and rural growth and development. 

PART V 
The frameworl< 
for a. smart growth program for Ohio 

What kind of Smart Growth program would fit Ohio? 
What needs would it fulfill or benefits would it provide? 
What would its chief components be? Clearly, there are 
conditions, unique characteristics, and political ' 

traditions in the state that any type' of refonn effort will have to 
address, including: 

• M9dest state pressure. Even though the state is 
growing, the gro\Vth are not intense. Of all of the 

in the state that have experienced only one, 
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Ohio's unique 
character 
• Modest stale growth' 
pressure. 
• Priority on economic 
development. 
• Farmland preservation 
as a bellwether issue . . 
• No fonnal integration of 
strategies across slate 
agencies. 
. r Home rule tradition. 
• 1% strong organizational, 
infrastr\lcture for state; 
planning, 

the City. of Hudson in Summit 
County, !las adopted a fonnal 
growth management program, 
fiercely opposed by home building 
and development interests.!12 
Moreover, in contrast to states like 
Washington and Oregon, Ohio 
has.not developed the same degree 
of heightened and 
political awareness of the need to 
protect and natural 
resources. 

'. Priority 'on eco.nomic 
development. For the past 
several decades, the priority of the 
state has clearly been economic· 
development. In its staffmg and 
outreach to local for 

• example, the Department of 
Development ha& stressed training in community and economic 
development and application of the state's various economic 
development statutes and programs. There is little emphasis o'n 
fonnal local comprehensive plalUling and limited technical 
assistance. save for the use of the land capability analysis mapping 
I?rograms in the Ohio Department of Natural Re.sources. Still, as 
the discussion of state programs above shows, the state is clearly 
affecting development through numerous venues, 

• Farmland preservation as a .belhv·ether issue. TJ:.1e 
creation of the office of fannland may be a .bellwether 
of a shift in attitqde in the state. The analysis above underscores 
that farmland loss 'is real. A report on the state of Ohio' 5 . 

environment by the Ohio Enviromnental Protection Agency, citing ' 
an ODNR assessment oftrerids facing the state by the year 2010, 
confinns this. '«As urbanization continues," it states, "more 
agricultural land will be removed from production and converted to 
residential areas. Conversion of fannland from agricultural to 
residential use is most likely in metropolitan counties·. Prime 
farmland, once converted to urban use, "":,ill never again be available 
fi . ltur"" or agncu e. 

• No formal integration of strategies across agencies. In 
reviewing the types of programs and plans that the state either 
administers or adopts, it is striking that the state ofOhio'.g approach 
has been to stress functional responsibilities by state 
departments or commissions with minimal fannal horizontal 

. integration among agency efforts qr some type of unifying vision for 
the state. Not surprisingly, each state agency "sticks to its knitting" 
(the office of fannland preseryation's charge to a fannland 
'protection plan is a new wrinkle for Ohio). For example, the Acqess 
Ohio transportation plan, discussed above, offers scant treatment of 
land-use or environmental issues and none on fannland loss, 
although it does mention economic development. The 1997 report 
from OEPA recommendations on reducing 
environmental risk in Ohio discuss the impact of its 
recommendations on affordable housing and economic 

·development; it however, questi,?n the appropriateness. of 
continuing to try to solye problems of traffic -congestion by 
continuing to build highways, preferring the fonnulation of an 
environmentally sustainable transportation system. It also . 
acknowledges the "high implementation difficulty" in ODOT's 
changing its approach-substituting traffic management techniques 
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·and technologies, with a sn;laller net environmental 
impact-because of "bureaucratic inertia and deeply 
.entrenched economic and political interests.,,84 

• Home rule. A further political tradition, of course, is home 
rule for municipalities (counties and townships do not have home 
rule powers). An original intent of home rule was to confer on 
municipalities ability to govern and organize themselves as they 
saw fit without having to continually return to the_ state legislature 
with hat-in-hand for speoific and minuscule authorizations. 
This was particularly important at the tum of the century when the 
home rule amendment to the Ohio constitution ,was enacted and 
when the legislature was dominated by less. sympathetic rural, 
rather than urban, interests. 85 ' 

To some degree, that purpose-to flexibility to cities 
and villages in self-governance and to allow muilicipalities to 
perfonn their 'Own internal housekeeping without state involvement 

. or permission-has taken a l;lack seat to a prevalent "don't tread on 
me" attitude whfm it comes to fonnulatihg new programs that 
would require cooperative action among 90unties, townships, and 
municipalities along' With the state itself. Even for such a.simple 
matter as the enforcement of the uniform statewide bJ.lilding code 
that is ,based on a mqdel--certainly a 'sensible idea-home 
rule can mean that any municipality can supersede such a uniform 
code by enacting stiffer requirements for its jurisdiction than would 
apply 'to builQing construction in unincorporated areas, so that there 
could conceivably. be one building code for areas outside municipal 
corporations and multiple building codes for Ohio's cities and. . . 
villages. . . 

• No organizational infrastructure. The kinds of 
statewide planning and land-u.se control programs that Oregon, 
'Washington, and Rhode Island 'have enacted, which involve the 
. state in reviewing and certifying local plans arid generally. 

local develop.tI1ent decisions, would afoul of the. 
political tradition of municipal home rule. Counties and townships, 
which do not have constitutional home rule authority; might 
such programs simply as state interference with the operation of 
local self-govenunent. As a practical matter, Ohio has no strong 
organizational infrastructure that would permit the administration of 
such Furthennore, it is highly unlikely to ol,1e. 

Criteria for a Smart Growth Agenda 
Given these consideration·s, a Smart Agenda for Ohio 'would 
involve a program or statutes that meet the following criteria. The 
actions in the. agenda must together: 

• not dramatically expand .existing state' agencjes; 
.• integration among state programs with respect to 

, their effects on development, redevelopment, and resource 

• or support a continuing constituency for cooperative 
planning efforts; and . 

• be primarily incentive-based, rather than regUlatory. 

Contents of a Smart Growth Agenda 
Given these criteria, a Smart Growth agenda for dhio would have at 
least the follo:wing three 

(1) The creation of a high-level planning organization in 
state government to c'oodinate between state and 
promote sound planning at all levels. Currently, there· is no single 
entity that can realistically fulfill that function. The existing line 
departments have the drawback of having functiona,l missions that 
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Home rule is a powerful legal 
and cultural tradition in Ohio 
and otller midwestern states, 
but one. unfortunate side effect 
.is the absence of meaningful 
coordination or even 
communication on regional, 
m\llti-county or statewide 
.development and land-use 
patterns. Our Sl<1te pattern is 
really just tlle sum of local 

with a result where the 
total may be less than the sOm 
of the parts. 

'-Lawrence W. Libby, 
Department a/Agricultural 

Ohio State University 

could overwhelm or derail any 
long-range policy development 
responsibility. While the. 
ODOD.certainly has ample 
authority. its orientation is still 
economic development. By 
contrast, ODNR and OEPA 
deal primarily with 
conservation, recreation, and . 
regulatory issues, but do not 
have clear statutory author.ity. 

There are at least two 
approaches that can be used: a 
state planning commission or a 
'cabinet coordinating 
committee that works directly 

87 for the governor. 
A state planning 

commission is an independent 
body that develops state goals, 
plaos, and broad-based 

support for planning, and advises the governor, state agencies, and 
the legislature. It may be composed of members of the governor's 
cabinet, representatives from various governmental 
(like the state municipal "league, township trustees associations, and 
county commissioners groups), and lay citizens. Sometimes :specific 
nongovernmental organizations. like those for envirorunentalists and . 
home builders, are also represented. 

The concept of a state plaIUling commission. ·a.n appointed 
advisory body responsible for all state planning, dates back to the 

when many states established them in response to the 
federal-level National Planniog Board which urged governors to 
create and staff such boards.'88 The early planning boards, in states 
like Maryland and Pennsylvania. focused on rural and resource-
related problems, reflecting state planning's conservation lineage. 

A number of states shU have state planning commissions, as 
discussed above. Maryiand, for example, 'recast its state planning 
corrunission in 1992 as the "Econmruc Growth, Resource Protection, 
and Planning Commission," and gave it 'a number of new duties, 
including the preparation of an annual report to the governor and 
general on the achievement of state planning goals. 8

' New 
Jersey's State PlaIUling Commission is responsible for overseeing 
the prepara40n of the state development and redevelopment plan. ' o 
Oregon's Land Conservation and DeVelopment Commission 

the state-mandated local land-use planning program, 
adopts statewide planning goals, and reviews local comprehensive 
plans for compliance with tho'se goals.'L . 

'Where a state (like Ohio) does not have a strong tradition of 
statewide plarming and requires an independent body to initiate and 
gain support for a new program. a state planning commission is a 
helpful mechanism. Moreover, because the corrunission will 

. continue through different administrations, it can establish a 
presence and continuity for plarming in .the The disadvB:ntage, 
of course. is that if a governor decides to ignore the state planning 
corrunissioI\ or if the state planning advice isn ' t 
particularly useful (or is threatening) to the governor, the 
cOlrunission will rapidly become a vestigial organ of state 
govenunent. 

A cabinet coordinating committee pulls together key 
departments whose activities have an impact on plaJll!ing and. land 
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use, enabling a governor to speak with a single voice on critical 
growth, development, and conservation issues in the state. A 
'secondary pl!fPose of the conunittee is to resolve disputes among 
state departroents on the siting Of state and regional public facilities. 

Under the Delaware state planning act, for example, the 
goverp.or has created such a council, composed of departments of 
transportation, agricultUre, economic development, budget. natural 

. resources, and erivirorunental control in a cabinet committee on state 
plarming issues.n It has a small staff that aids it in its work. 

A major disadvantage of such a committee is the omission of 
the general public and spe'cific interest groups from the state 
planning process. In addition, the legislature, which would 
presumably have a say in who is appointed to the state planning 
corrunission above, would have virtually no input as to 
who sits on the cabinet coordinating committee. Another 
disadvantage is that a committee would probably keep a great deal 
of the functionaUocus of the individual departments that had 
representation on the committee a1J.d would therefore be less likely to 
spend time developing broad-based support from the pUblic'. 

Both a state planning commission and cabinet coordinating 
committee would require new legislation (while It IS pOSSible that a 
cabinet coordinating committee could be established 'through an 
ex.ecutive order. this is less permanent and therefore less desirable).') 
The ODOD or the office of the governor could provide staff support 
for either body.94 Alternatively, in the case. of the state planning 
cof!1IDission, it could have its own small staff . . 

. . (2) The drafting of a cross-cutting deyelopment, 
redevelopment, and resource conservatJon goals document for 
'the state." As noted above, it is what is now missing for the state. 
Such a document would provide goals and policies that will 
articulate a u?ifying vision for Ohio-a statement of what the state 
wishes to become in the next 20 years . The goals document is 
intended to be a direction-setting device; developed out of broad 
citizen participatiofl.'6 rather than a form of regulation or state 
mandate. . 

Such a document is intended to coordinate policy among all 
of government in such areas economic deyelopment. land 

use. transportation, health. education, public safety. . 
teleconununications, water resources, and intergovernmental 
relations.. Here, the purpose is to infuse plans and actions of 
various governmental units and levels with policies that are 
consistent with those the state desires, with the that the state's 
goals would be, in part, implemented through local action. The 
goals document can be used, for example, to direct state capital 
budgeting and location decisions, modify administrative rules, and 

or initiate new legislative (e.g., such as funding a 
dedicated source for public transit in Ohio or for state programs to 
acq!lire open space or development rights for agricultural land). 
. The document would be developed either by a new state 
pltiIUling corrunission or cabinet coordinating conunittee and then 
fomally apopted, presumably by action of the goyemor and General 

. Assembly. 
As noted above, a number of states have documents like this'in 

various fohns: Rhode Island'with its Stale Guide Plan, New Jersey 
with its .Slate Development. and Redevelopment Plan, Oregon with. 
the 19 state goals and implementing guidelines developed by·the 
Land Conservation ani:lDevelopment Corrunission, and Maryland 

its seven (among them the' protection· and 
enhancement of the Bay).97 

The advantage of such a document is that it cou,ld bt!-ild 
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where the state is going and whether the individual 
.approaches state agencies as well as other. govenunental units are 
taking will get the state there. The disadvantage is .the propensity 
for' such a document. to become a mind-numbing abstraction or 
weighed down with specific conditions or reservations that make 
the achievement of its direction unlikely. On the other hand. it 
could be so detailed-like an administrative rule;-that it would 

potential users and supporters. . 
To avoid such detail, this paper strongly discourages 

. the development of a map as part of the goals document (in 
,?ontrast, for example, to New Jersey's state development and 
redevelopment plan) that would describe the effect of the 
document' s strategies on different areas of Ohio. A state goals 
document containing a map ·is most difficult to achieve, particularly 
in a large state with major urban concentrations, because of the 
amount of information that must be collected, the many actors 
involved, the individualized detenninations on delineation of the 
state 's policies to specific areas, and. the threatening 
perceptions of line drawing that specifies areas for different 
purposes, scales.of development or direction of growth. 

WIuIt kind of goals could conceivably be incorporated? The 
state has in fact begun the process by recognizing the 
the protection of farmland. lbat is one prong of a strategy dealing 
with resource conservation, an approach that would also address 

" ... a patchw9rl{ of weal{ law" . . : 

The state's provisions for planning and land-use control are a 
patchwork of wealdaw, fi:agmented code, and a plethora of 
court cases.-Loc3J day-to-day land-use activity appears to 
center on individual zoniug and subdivision approvals with 
little attentl9n to how those discreet actions compose the "big 
picture. II 

. We also see an outdated Ohio Constitution, no state policy 
on land planning, no single state agency that oversees land 
planning and related issues, and many public and private . 
interests that derive continuous short,term benefits from 
lJagmentation, duplication and Waste. Ohio lacks direction on 
growth, and tliepolitical will to substantively change 
inefficient systems. This may exacerbate tlle decline of towns 
and urban centers, the degradation of systems' and the, 
conversion offaI1ll.larid. It may also exacerbate traffic 
congestion and othertransportatioll problems, tlle costly 
,remediation of groWth-related problems, and generally '.' 
unsustainable growtll. One·can say Ohio is thus at a long-term 
economic and social . 

-James Duane, executive director of the Ohlo-Kentucky-
indiana'Regional Council of Governments 

We are strongly supportive oftrus and any other effort that -
might some day bring improvements to Ohio's growth 
policy ... [A] Smart Growth approach is tlle only thing to try, 
knowing full well tllat it will take considerable statewide effort 
and strong gubernatorial leadership to implement it. 

-':'William Habig, executive director of the Mid-Ohio 
Regional P/anning Commission 
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other sensitive areas. But as 
contemplated here the goals document wpuld also 
extend to state policies on developed areas in order to 
ensure state reinve'stment in mature communities. commitment of 
state funds for adequate maintenance of existing' infrastructure, 
initiation of new. programs, and an evaluation of state agency 
practices that affect developed, as opposed to developing or 
undeveloped. areas. Solely emphasizipg farmland may result in 
viewing development patterns the outside in, rather from the 
inside out. State policy-making and agency practices need the 
benefits of both perspectivt:s. 

Development of an incentive-based 
program that targets state growth-related expenditures to . 
locally designated compact growth areas. Clearly, the state's 
physical structure has been changing dramatically over the past 
three .decades·, as the ana lysis above demonstrates. Urbanized areas 
are spreading out, with higher consumption of land by residences 
and commercial and industrial uses. Fannlands 'are being lost to 

to OEPA, this deVelopment pattern also 
poses "significant environmental degraoation" to wetlands. 98 

The question is how to respond to these changes in a manner 
that "fits" the state. This working paper' advocates using the 
Maryland Smart Growth initiative as a foundation for development 
of a statute. that would use the state's power to spend on growth-
related projects (e.g., highways, sewer ':lnd water construction 
assistance, economic development assistance, and state leases or 
construction of new office or educational facilities)." Maryland's 
statute establishes a process that targets expenditures to areas that 

. counties designate for compact urban growth. Encouraging 
development in these areas will result both in less lanp. 
consumption and in the establislunent of a pattern of development 
that is supported by urban services. such as centralized water and 
sewer. If Ohio were to employ this approach, it would need to 
identify those existing state programs that it considers to be growth 
related. 100 If it' added incentive programs, such 'as monies for 
infrastructure, land or development rights acquisition, public 
transit, or affordable housing, the amotmts should be sufficient to 
cause changes in .behaviQr by local goveriunents as well as the 

• IOL ' pnvate sector. 
The Maryland statute predesignates certain areas of the state 

that form the traditional core of urban pevelopment there. This 
includes, forexample, all municipalities, including the City of 
Baltimore, areas inside the Baltimore and Washington beltways, 
and enterprise zones. A similar statute for Ohio could predesignate 
the state' s central and other core municipalities well· a's 
certain. existing enterprise zones. 

The Maryland legislation, as noted. authorizes countie.s to 
designate additional ('priority funding areas" that meet minimum. 
criteria contained in the statute. Priority funding areas designated 

. by counties inust be based on the capacity of land areas for 
development. and the amount of land area that Will be necessary to 
satisfY. demand for development. L02 Once this analysis is completed, 
counties may then designate areas as priority funding areas if they 
meet sp.ecified requirements for type ofland use (e.g. , industrial), 

and sewer services, and residential density. 10) . 
A statute for Ohio would need to define similar criteria in order 

to target expenditures.. These criteria would be based on an analysis 
of characteristics of desirable development patterns in the state and 
would the state goals. The statute could also provide for 
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designatio1:1s of compact growth areas, from 
the same philosopby that supports multi-county solid waste districts 
1n Ohio. . 

Such a statute would need to" provide procedural options that a 
county, could use in reach.ing agreement on which areas to 
designate .. For example, a special committee, appointed by the 

. board of county commissioners, Alternately, ' 
an existing county or regional commission or council of. 
goverruilents could be the organization charged with identifying and 
recommending 'candidates ' for designationto the county 
conunission'ers . . If suCh an organization was charged with 
overseeing the designation process, then it could instead provide 
technical assistance to local governments within the county in 
meeting the requirements of the . act. So'me state funding to help 
s.upport the initial designation process may also be desirable. 

Finally, a state department should be placed in charge of the 
program. In Maryiand that department is the long-established and 
well-respected st<;tte office of planning. Such an agency would need 
to have staff capacity to provide tecluiical assistance to local 
governments, including regional planning agencies, and the abilitY 
to coordInate with other state agencies, in particular by providing' 
other agencies with precise maps of designated priority 
funding based on criter.ia in-the legislation. A review process 
would need to be established. within state government to ensure that 
state including.sta.te funding that is used to match federal 
and oi:her monies, for projects was .consistent with the statute. To 
that end, the governor may need to issue executive orders to more ' 
fully implement law-to give state departments a prodding. 104 

. An annual reporting system would of course be necessary to advise 
the governor, the legislature, and the pu"blic on how well the new: 
program is working. 

The advantage of this of course, is that it is 
voluntary. Under the Maryland program, nothing obligates a 
county to designate such areas, nor· do.es. the program. restrict of 
county or other local goveinment funds .and private-sector 
_development. As a Maryland publicatio!l points out, county-
designated priority funding areas "are simply ar.eas the county 
wants to be eligible for State funded projects," in part «to make 
these <:1reas more attractive for residents and potential residents;.as 
well as for private sector development and redevelopment.,,105 The 

is that it may limit state agency state agencies 

would see it as an on their discretionary decision-making 
power and attempt to devise ways to circumvent it (e.g., 
characterizing a capacity improvement to a road as being essential 
to protect public safety, as' opposed to permitting additional 
growth). It-may also viewed by local governments as attaching 
too many strings to state monies. Alternately, the.incentives may be 

to attract counties and the local goverrunents within 
tl1em to participate. 

Next steps 
What are some immediate steps a new governor and the General 

. Assembly could take to put .this agenda into effect, to build 
on the direction to take, before developing legislation? 

Clearly, the approaches in this paper call for gubernatorial and 
legislative leadership, not passivity. Here are several implementing 
actipns: 

• A state.conference on development, redevelopment, and 
resource conservation sponsored by the governor and General 
·Assembly. Such a conference could serve as a means of discussiiig 
in more detail the trends identified in this paper the experience 
of other states in formulating policies to encourage more compact 
growth, redirect development patterns to existing urban areas, 
protect fannIand and envirorunentally sensitive areas, -expat::Ld public 
transit, and encourage economic developmerit. One potential 
outcome would be to generate new ideas for legislation or develop 
support for ideas that have previously l.anguished. The coruen;nce 
would also provide a springboard for both the state's chief 

and legislature to initiate the Smart Growth agenda. 
• . A state agency working group,. appointed by the 

governor, to assess the $pecific impacts ,of state programs and 
on development patterns of the date, including their 

long-term costs' to citizens. Such a working group could identity 
. the particular state investments that would be covered by the 

intentive":based program described above as well as state-
administered programs that affect development patterns. The kind 
of policy evaluation research carried out by the Cleveland State . 

Urban Center in gauging the effects of the urban 
enterprise zone is the. general method that is needed, but on a much 
broader basis. The results of this research would inform the 
preparation of implementing legislation for the Growth 

Smart growth and histOFic preservation 

(I How can a Smart Growth 
. - - agenda promote the . 

•• _ '. downtowns 
'. ' . • and older neighborhoods? 

less newroadS that 
encouragespniwl. Appoint n· state 
transportation departrrlent director 

c 0 E,Yaluate,exis\ing state tax 
. illcentives to ensure. they are 

preserving historic homes as w.el\ 
as rehabilitation or constmction of 
well'designed, new, downtoWn 
housing. 

. .... :. .. ' ·Here's what Constance ' 
Be"i.nnon! of the National'Trust for 
Historic Preservation. 
o Require that lOCal comprehensive 

plans address the heed to protect 
histonc, scenlc, and cultural 
resources_ Ohio planning statutes 
do notpresently address o Develop state ,transportation 
pplicies that.give·greater .emphasis 
to maintaining the existing 
infrastructure of older cities and 
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• who unde,stands the importance of 
land use and urban design to 
l1)obility and'community 
revitalization. 

o Evaluate staie statutes(i.e., R.C. 
33)8) and state school 

facUAties c6mmi§sion rules and 
guidelines to encourage the 
rehabilitation of older, but still 
serviceable; schools in walkable 
neighbOrhoods and to 
«school sprawL" . 

o state funding to support 
local efforts to_rehabilitate 'historic 
buildings and architecturally 
distinctivehollsing stock ,in core 

" suburbs. 
o Support downtownievitalluti0I} by 

directing· state agencies· to locate 
downtown (and inhi-storic 

-buildings} whenever possible. 
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Agenda. The working .gr<?up could also identity state administrative 
and policies that could' be modified. without action of the state 

legislature to achieve Smart Growth objectiveS .' For example, 
several reviewers of this working paper felt clearer and more 
substantive pOlicies were' to local boards of health in . 
regulating septic tanks in developing areas. This would entail a 
reassessment ofObio Department of Health rules governing the 
installation of household sewage disposal systems.IOI) 

.. Provision of technical assistance to counties., 
municipalities, and townships that voluntarily wish to 
undertake Smart Growth programs. This could be in thE; form of. 
a periodic newsletter, information on .the state 's web site, 
manuals, with model ordinan'ces, resolutions imcl suggested 
procedures, that local governments' could use. This is a function 
that the Ohio Department has carried out in the 
pastl<l7 and is also a of the office of farmland 
preservation in the Department of Agriculture. Some of this 
technical assistance could b! undertaken in cooperation with _ 
regional and county planning-commissions, which fue well-suited 
for this purpose. . . 

• Reconsideration by the General Assembly of the 1977· 
report of the Ohio .Land Use Review .Committee. Several 
reviewers of the initial4raft of this working paper were puzzled as 
to why the General Assembly never acted on the still-re1evarit . 
recommendations of this group, while' others pointed to the lack of a 
coalition of support for them. Still, the state continues to revisit, 
albeit ·indirectly, the issues raised by this far-sighted report. through 
the proposals by the Ohio Farmland Preservation Task Force and 
ORP A's Comparative Risk Project, for example. While thorny and 
cOfl.1plex, they are issues that simply will not disappear. State 
legislatures in sU.ITounding states of Kentucky: Michigan, 
Pennsylvania, and West Virginia have. over the past several years, 
continued to re-examine and debate the adequacy of their planning 
t:nabling legislation. lOS Not only does Ohio need to assess whether 
its local goverrunents have sufficient tools to underi'!ke planning for 
the first decade of the .z 1 si century, but also whether the existmg 
system of land-use control at all levels is predictable, .efficient, and 
fair to builders, developers, neighQorhood groups, and 
envirorunental organizations, as well as the ordinary citizen.who 
needs a zoning pennit for a home addition. 109 A new initiative to 
evaluate the state's planning laws,' also headquartered at Cleveland 
State University's Urban Center through Ohio's cooperative Urban 
university program, may be one resource for the General Assembly 
in this area. 

• P.reparation of draft legislation to carry out the proposals 
in this working paper. The legislation should be drafted in the fonh 
of an annotated study bill, with the involvement of both the office of 
the. governor and the General Assembly. As this working paper has 
attempted to do, the study bill could .identity options and the 
supporting conunentary cqul.d discuss the pros and cons of each 
option. 

Conclusion 
Thi:;; working has presented the outlines of a Smart Growth 

for Ohio that is intended to respond to trends affecting the 
state and to mesh with its governmental structure and political . 
traditions. distribution of this paper in order 
'to stimulate debate on its analyses and. proposals, and to invite 
additional details, or alternatives. As the modem 
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experience of state-level planning has confirmed, 
fmding the approach that fits best is not an easy one. 
This paper attempts to describe a beginning and a 
potential new direction. 0 
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Larry Libby, Ohio State University 
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Howard Maic;, Northeast Ohio Areawide Coordinating Agency 
Terry McCoy, Ohio of Woman Voters 
Sandra McKew, PKG Consultants . 
Members of Citizens for Civic RenewaL Cincinnati 
Members of the Church in the City Land Use Task Force, 

Cleveland Catholic Diocese . 
Members of the Northeast Ohio Regional Alliance 
Kenneth MonUack, Cleveland Heights City Council and First 

Suburbs Consortium 
Denise Myers-Krug, University of Toledo 
Lisa Nelson, Bowling Green State"University 
Ohio Planiling Conference Board 
Paul Oyaski; Mayor of the City of Euclid and First Suburbs 

C{)nsortium 
Charles Pattison, lOOO'FrieIids of Florida 
Judy Raws.on, Shaker Heights City Council and First Suburps 

Consortium 
Kathleen Ruane, City of Cleveland Heights and First Suburbs 

Consortium 
Cynthia Sibrel , Ohio Sierra Club 
Vincent Squillace, Ohio Home Builders Association 
Kristin Vessey, Bowling Green State University 
William Whitlatch, Northeast .Ohio Home Builders Coalition ' 

Census. documents consulted 

u.s. ofthe Census. u.s. Census of Agriculture: 1959 . . Vol. !. Final 
Report, Counties, Part 10. Ohio, U.S. Printing Office, 
Washington, D.C. , 1961. 

u.s. Bureau ofthe Census. U.S. Census of Agriculture: 1992. Vol. [, 
Geographic Area Series. Part 35. Ohio, State and County Data, u.s. 
Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C., 1994. 

u.s. Bureau of the Census. 1990 Census of Population and HOI/sing, 
·Supplementary Reports, Urbanized Areas of the United States and Puerto 
R,ico, U.S. Government Printing Oflice, Washington, D.C., 1993. 

U.S. Bureau of the Census. 1990 Censu.\· ofPopulqtion and HoUSing, SUl/lmary 
Population and Housing Characteristics. Ohio, U.S. Government Printing 
Office, .Washington, D.C., 1991. 

us: Bureau ofthe Cenius. of Po pI/I at ion, 1960, Vol. I. Characteristics 
Population, Part 37, Ohio. U.S. Govenunenl Printing Office, 

Washington, D.C., 1963. 

U.S. Bureau of the CenSus. Census of Population .. 1970, Vol. I. Characteristics 
of the Population, Part I, United States Still/mary. Section I, US. 
Government Printing Oflice, Washington, D.C., 1973. 

US. of the Census. Census a/Population, 1970, Vol. 1.. Characteristics 
of the Population, Part 37, Ohio, Section 1, U.S. Government Printing 
Oflice, WaShington, D.C., 1973. . 

u.s. Bureau of the Censils of Population. 1990. Vol. I., Characteristics 
of the Population, Part 37, Ohio, Section 1, US. Government Printing 
Office, Washington, 1992. 

u.s. Bureau ofthe Estimates of the Population o/States: Annual Ti,ile 
July 1. 1990 to·July I. 1997. Accessed online at http:// 

www.census.gov/llOpulation/estimatesistatelST9097TI.txt. 

U.S. Bureau Census .. County Patterns. First Quarter J 959, Part 
4B. East North Central States (IllinOiS. Indiana, Ohio), US. Government 
Printing.office, Washirigton, D.C.; 1961. 

U.S. Bureau orthe Census. County Business Patterns, 1995, OhiO, U.S. 
Government Printing Offi ce, Washington, D.C., 1997. 
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Smart Growth contacts 
.• American Farmland Trust at www.fannland.org, or Ohio 

office ·al200 N. High St., Suite 522, Columbus, OH 43215 (614-469-
9877). 

• American Land filStitute, 534 SW Third Ave" Suite 716, 
Portland, OR 97204 (503-228-94·62). , 

• AmericanP1anning Association· Growing Smart project at 

• Chesapeake Bay Foundation - Lands Program. 162 Prince· • 
George St., Annapolis, MD 2 1401 (410-268-8816). 

• First Suburbs Consortium, c/o Cleveland Heights City Hall, 
40 Severance Circle, Cleveland Heights, OH 44118 (216-291-2854) 

• Maryland Onice of PI arming, 301. W. Preston St, Baltimore, 
MD 21201 (410-767-4500 or at WWw.op.state.md.us). 

• National Trust for Historic Preservation, 1185 Massachusetts 
Ave. NW, Washington, DC 20036 (800-944-6847 or . 
www.hationaltrost.org). 

• New Jersey Onice of State PlaIllling, www.state.nfus/osp/ 
• Ohio 9ffice ofFunnland Preservation, Ohio Department o( 

Agriculture, 8995 E. Main St. , Reynoldsburg, OH43068 (614-728-
6211' or www.state.oh.us/agr). . _ 

• Ohio Revised Code, www.avv:com/orc 
• Ohioans for Smart Growth, 4694 Cemetery Rd., Suite 13l, 

Hilliard, OH 43.026 (614-527-1112). . 
• OregOll Department oftand Conservation_and Development, 

:VVww: lcd. state. or. us/welcome. htm 
• I OOOl'riends of Maryland, 11 .112 W. Chase St., Baltimore, 

MD 21201 (410-385-2910). 
• ·Smart Growth Net\vork. www;smartgfowth.org 
• Sustainable www.sllstainable.org 
• '1000 Frienas of Oregon, 534 SW Third Ave., Suite 300, 

Portland, OR 97204 
• Washington State Department of Gomrnullity Trade. and 

._Econqmic Development Growth Management Program, 
www.wa.gov/ctedlgrowthlindex.html 

More rl!·ading 
• Beyond SprawJ.· -New Pattems of Growth to Fit the New 

a report sponsored by the Bank of America,. available at 
www.bankanlerica.eom/conununity/corrun_env_urban-l.html . 

• Places: community in the age oj sprawl 
by Richard Moe and Carter Wilkie, 1997, 

• Cities WithoutSt.lbllrb-.s by David Rusk, 1993. 
• Citi3tates: flow urban America can prosper in-a coillpetifive 

"odd by Neal Peirce, 1993. 
• Crabgrass Frontier: The subllrbanization of the United 

States by Kenneth 1. Jackson, 1985. 
• Edge City: Life 011 Ihe new frontier by Joel Garreau, 1991. 
• The E){perience of Place by Tony Hiss, 1990. 
• The Fractured Melropolis by Jonathan Barnett, .1995. 
• T!w Geography of Nowhere bj' Jameslloward Kunstle:r:, 

1993. 
• lvletropo/i/ics: A regional agenda/or community and 

stability .by Myron O,rfield, 1997. 
• New Visions Jor Men'opolitan Arnerica by Anthony Downs, 

1994." . 
• The NextAmerican Metropolis: Ecology, community, and the 

American dream by Peter CalthoFpe, 1993. 
• Old Problems in New Times: Urban strategies for the 'J 9903 

by Oliver E: Byrum, 1992. 
• Smart States, Better Communities by Cons.tance BeaUl.nont, 

1996. 
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INVITATION 

/ -- -- -/// I 
Public unveiling 

of an Ohio Smart 
Growth Agenda 

• Learn Ohio can direct state investment to redevelop cities 
while protecting farmland and open space-and saving tax dollars. 

• Help build' support for smart growth ideas . . 

Press conference and presentation 
10 - 11 :30 a.m. on Friday, October 2, 1998 

Embassy Suites' Grand Ball room; 1701 E. 12th S1. in downtown Cleveland 
. (on E. 12th between Superior and Chester avenues) 

. . Sponsored by EcoCity Cleveland 
with the participation of the First Suburbs· Consortium 

. and the National Growth Management Leadership Project 

For more information, caU216-932-3007 

Join us for this historic occasion! 

. 1 "Indispensable reading for those who want to I EcoCity Cleveland 
. " . ' . • 2841 Scarborough Road 1 know what s really gOIng on m the regIon or .. Cleveland Heights. OH 441 18 . 

what the headlines may be a decade from now. Cuyahoga Bioregion 
1 -David Orr, Oberlin College Environmental Studi. s Program (216 193 2-3007 

1 Subscribe nowl Each month, EcoCity Cleveland wi ll 
bring you the ideas and information y.ou need to create 
a more sustainable. bioreg ioQ. 

Name' ___ ___ 

City -------,C--,- Stale __ Zip _ _ _ _ 

relephone _ ____________ _ ---'_ 

ADDRESS SERVICE 

DATED MATER IAL -- DO NOT DELAY 

NON-PROFIT ORG .-
U.S. POSTAGE 

PI'JD 
CLEVElAND. OHIO 

PERMIT NO. 592 

Bioregion (be creative) . ' 
Cl New or 0 renewal regular . one-year subscription··$20. 

o plus The Greater CleVefand Environment 8001- -$1 9 

Cleveland Museum of Natural History 
Library 

Exp. 

(includes tox and shipping). ' . 
o Supporting or more. 
a Limited income subscriptiqn"$ t 5 {or whatever cen 

aRordl. . 
(J Send me _ ' free COpies, of the _EcoCity Cle veland 

)our(lol to share with friends who ' might subscribe. 

Please make payable to Ec,?City Cleveland 'and mall to 
2841 Scarborough Rood, Heighls, .OH 44118 

1 
1 
1 

1 Wade Oval Dr 
Cleveland, OH 44106 

1 Ill< WI OP% waste III I . . 
Satisfoctjorl·9lIOronteed 1 '1 b . . . Time to renew your su SCription? L "": _ _ _ _____ _ ... '-________ ______ ___ 


