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Introduction

The benefits of demand-side economic approaches to
energy utilization have been heralded and measured for
the past two decades: expenditures by public utilities on
both energy efficiency and load management on the cus-
tomer side of the meter have grown from almost nothing
to an estimated $2.5 to $3 Billion in 1992. This represents
a range of 1.2 percent to 1.4 percent of this industry’s
$217 Billion in annual revenues. These commitments are
expected to grow at rates up to 25 percent annually for the
foreseeable future. Leading utilities are already committed
to such investments in the range of 2 to 6 percent of
revenues in particular service territories.

Over this same period of utility transformation, our
economy underwent tremendous upheaval, felt strongly in
the nation’s cities and metropolitan areas.

While energy price and availability played significant roles
in this upheaval, important parallel changes occurred in
demographics (age and location), dispersion, disinvest-
ment, and economic base.

Simultaneously, the ability to use create and use public
authority to challenge these trends and their underlying
causes increased tremendously as well. The ability to use
the Civil Rights Act, the Community Reinvestment Act
and all the environmental protection laws to address the
consequences of development has been a significant con-
tributor to the climate which favors a preventative and
efficiency oriented approach to resource utilization (and its
avoidance).

The pervasive cultural changes enabled by such policy
change, including the rise of a permanent set of public
interest organizations across a wide range of issues and
interests is part of what must be acknowledged.

In October of 1991, the First People of Color Environ-
mental Summit challenged both political leadership and

mainstream environmentalism to recognize the discrimina-
tory effects of (a) the co-location of health risks and racial
minorities, and (b) the predominant underrepresentation of
minorities on the Boards and staffs of both public interest
and governmental agencies charges with environmental
protection. The 1991 Intermodal Surface Transportation
Efficiency Act, heralded for its explicit cross-referencing
to the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990, perhaps as
importantly requires specific conformity with Title VI of
the Civil Rights Act.

In the fall of 1993, environmental, social justice and
community development organizations convened the
Energy and Equity Roundtable to address both distributive
equity and civil rights issues as they pertained to the
energy efficiency movement.

When Congress passed the Energy Policy Act of 1992, it
unfortunately was lacking key provisions strongly advo-
cated by the efficiency community, including requirements
for states to adopt integrated resource planning standards
and programs, and strong tax measures (variously pro-
posed as both carbon taxes and btu taxes). The failure
convince Congress to include these provisions almost
twenty years after the initial oil price shocks, especially
considering the expanded recognition of the role of energy
resource consumption in global climate change, may be a
function of the failure to include any such equity impera-
tive, as well as its lack of specific targeted benefits for
urban areas and their residents.

The nation as a whole is asking a similar set of questions
concerning issues of distributive equity across race, class
and place lines. This is a healthy development during the
tenure of a Federal Administration which has proposed
investment-oriented initiatives around infrastructure,
community development, health care, education, and
environmental themes.
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Recent (post-WWII to present) history can guide the
efficiency community concerning the current and coming
debates around all this.

How Did We Get to This Point?

Since 1940, at least half of metropolitan population
growth nationally has taken place in the suburbs; metro-
politan areas have expanded from one-quarter to more
than three-quarters of the nation’s population; and more
than half the U.S. population now lives in metropolitan
areas of over one million.

In Chicago and virtually every other metropolitan region,
these shifts were facilitated, encouraged, and subsidized
by public policies, which in turn were promoted and
backed by various development interests.

Post WWII federal domestic policies encouraged the
development of new areas while providing little incentive
for the maintenance of existing areas and sectors. In
effect, these included: (1) Investing in new highway and
later airport facilities, rather than in mass-transit, inner-
city rail and city roads; (2) Extending water and sewer
mains and electric transmission lines at low or no cost to
rural areas; (3) Making cheap credit available in develop-
ing areas while ignoring or even encouraging credit
discrimination (redlining) against existing ones;
(4) Neglecting the successful conspiracy to buy up and
abandon much of the existing inner-city trolley systems
and inter-urban electric railroads; and (5) Subsuming
national policies on materials use and the environment
within a dual context of support for extractive industries
and expanded foreign trade.

A good indicator of the investment effects of this policy is
the portion of gross national product devoted to public
works, which from 1945 to 1960, shot up from 1.0 to
3.3 percent. It then maintained a level of 2.3% even
throughout the inflationary 1960’s and stands at 1.5%
today.

The consequences of this discriminating form of counter-
cyclical public works spending policy were devastating.
Nationally, from 1958 to 1989, the federal government
spent $213 billion on highways, but only $23 billion on
railroads and transit.

How This Affected the Windy City: A
Case Study

From 1970 to 1990 the percentage of developed land in
the six county Chicago standard metropolitan statistical
area (SMSA) grew 55 percent (46 percent for residential
land uses alone) while the population rose just 4 percent

(Figure 1). Northeastern Illinois lost an estimated
444 square miles or nearly one-quarter of its farmland
between 1970 and 1990. Daily vehicle-miles-traveled
(VMT) grew 49 percent from 1973 to 1990, and much
more rapidly in the most recent years (Figure 2). Between
1970 and 1990, 165 municipalities, mostly in outlying
areas, collectively gained over 1 million residents, while
90 municipalities, mostly at or near the region’s center,
experienced a net loss of 771,000.

Figure 1. Percent Increase in Developed Land vs.
Population in NE Illinois 1970-1990

Figure 2. Percent Growth in Daily VMT in NE Illinois
1973-1990

During the same period, the suburban share of the
region’s employment grew from approximately 44 to
61 percent. Between 1980 and 1990, per capita income
increased in 186 municipalities while it remained level or
declined in 77 others. Declines were concentrated in older
core communities and increases in newer suburban areas.

Manufacturing’s share of the jobs in the Chicago economy
fell 34 percent from 1969 to 1989. From 1979 to 1989,
Chicago lost 130,000 manufacturing jobs while gaining
69,000 service jobs. The average factory worker in
Chicago in 1989 made $14.22/hour while service workers
earned $10.65/hour.
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Between 1950 and 1990, the surface trolley system in
Chicago was completely replaced with buslines, and
available heavy rail in the Chicago Transit Authority
(CTA) system was cut by at least 40 miles. Annual
ridership dropped by some two-thirds, from 330 to 110
rides per person-year. During the same forty year period,
population density in Chicago proper dropped from
16,000 to 12,000, in surrounding Cook County rose from
1,500 to 5,000, and in the four collar counties rose from
400 to 1,300 persons per square mile, respectively.

Meanwhile, because of new performance standards and
pollution controls, total automobile hydrocarbon emissions
dropped by half from 1970 to 1990, even as VMT almost
doubled during the same period (Figure 3).

Figure 3. Cars Get Cleaner but People Drive More

The economic consequences on families and households
are devastating. The city’s Poverty Task Force showed
that in 1990, 23 percent of households earned less than
$10,000, 33 percent less than $15,000, 51 percent less
than $25,000, and that it takes the modal household
(unfortunately, increasingly a single-parent two-child
household) at least $20,000 per year to meet basic needs
on a no-frills basis, including the questionable assumption
that a $60 monthly CTA pass will meet all household
transportation needs. Figures from the 1990 Census indi-
cate that for various age and community cohorts, house-
hold income in the region is twice that within the city.
Overall, poverty is three times higher in communities of
color.

The region must provide a level of services for a devel-
oped area that has grown by half with a nearly stagnant
population, with an economy that has shifted its base
significantly from manufacturing to services, real estate
development and public works, and with a vast increase in
the number of governmental units, both municipalities and
special districts.

Is the Clean Air Act Alone a Sufficiently
Powerful Tool to Reverse This Pattern?

The concentration of air pollutants in cities is a public
health problem of epidemic proportions. Recent public
health service studies show that deaths from asthma are on
a steep rise nationally in these non-attainment areas.
Chicago is now third highest in the country. Children in
Los Angeles have been shown to be developing with sig-
nificantly less lung capacity, and the health costs of non-
attainment in that air basin have been shown to be
$9.4 billion each year. Public health studies also show that
both the burden and the susceptibility to such health
effects is greatest in African-American and other commun-
ities of color.

In 1987, the state of Wisconsin sued the U.S. Environ-
mental Protection Agency (EPA) administrator for failure
to force Illinois to clean up Chicagoland’s air, which is
the source of much of the ozone found in southeastern
Wisconsin and the Milwaukee region. Both areas share the
dubious distinction of “severe” nonattainment status under
the CAAA.

In the fall of 1989, federal Judge Terrance Evans presided
over a settlement (Wisconsin v. Reilly, Case #87-C-0395)
requiring unprecedented cooperation among the states of
Illinois, Wisconsin, Michigan and Indiana, and the expen-
diture of some $13 Million by these states and USEPA to
create the definitive urban airshed model and measurement
program, tracking and allocating the sources, transport
mechanisms, and destinations of urban ozone in the Lake
Michigan airshed.

The resulting Lake Michigan Ozone Study (LMOS) has
virtually completed its initial task, and just in time. Each
of these four states are required to submit plans by
November 15, 1994, to reduce its own emissions by
15 percent within two years (by November of 1996), and
to submit evidence of this reduction. The states must
continue to submit evidence of further reductions of at
least 3 percent per year through 2007, by which time they
must reach a total reduction goal of 67 percent to bring
the region into compliance.

The CAAA regulatory framework envisions three strate-
gies for achieving these reductions in the nation’s 98
nonattainment areas—(1) cleaner cars; (2) cleaner fuels;
and (3) reductions in vehicle miles traveled. Reductions in
VMT can be achieved by any number of means, ranging
from better mass transit to planning. The Act envisions
some mandatory measures, such as putting the burden of
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performance on employers of 100 persons or more. There
are 5400 such employers in the Chicago SMSA, and 7000
in the affected LMOS region. Increasingly, however,
employers are small. The remaining large employers are
thus beginning to protest the program’s requirements,

Cleaner cars and cleaner fuels are mandatory measures.
Improved technology and tighter standards for emissions
testing and inspections and maintenance programs, along
with better cars and fuels, will help. But Figure 4 indi-
cates that nationally, improvements in emissions will be
wiped out by increased automobile use.

1. Programs for improved public transit
2, HOV and bus lanes
3. Employer-based transportation management

plans, including incentives
4, Trip-reduction ordinances
5. Traffic-flow improvement programs that

reduce emissions
6. Parking facilities for multiple-occupancy

vehicle programs or transit service
7. Vehicle-use restrictions in downtown or other

high-emission areas, especially during peak
use periods

8. Programs providing for all forms of high-
occupancy and shared-ride services

9. Programs limiting portions of roads or sec-
tions of metropolitan areas to nonmotorized
vehicular use or pedestrian use (both time
and space restrictions)

10. Bicycle use incentives in both public and
private areas

11. Idling restrictions
12. Cold-start emission restrictions (in accordance

with Title II)
13. Employer-sponsored programs to permit flexi-

ble work schedules
14. Programs and restrictions to promote non-

single-occupant auto travel as part of the
transportation planning and development
efforts of a locality (new shopping centers,
special events, and other centers of vehicle
activity included)

15. Programs for new construction of and major
reconstructions of paths, tracks, or areas
solely for use by pedestrians or nonmotorized
transportation when economically feasible
and in the public interest

16. Programs to encourage the voluntary removal
from use and the marketplace of pre-1980
light-duty vehicles and light-duty trucks

Figure 4. Transportation Control Measures in Clean Air
Act Section 108 (f)

Curbing VMT is thus critical for meeting the federal
ozone standard. Clean Air Act Section 108(f) provides a
smorgasbord of measures that states can use to reduce
VMT (Figure 5).

The 98 nonattainment areas are significantly affected by
the CAAA’s “conformity provision,” which precludes
federal funding for a state’s transportation plan and
projects unless they conform to the state’s air-quality plan,
(that is, both the regional and state transportation improve-
ment plan or the “TIP” must conform to the state air
quality implementation plan or “SIP”). In Chicago, with
over half the emissions and all net growth attributable to
mobile sources, and with VMT growing by some 3 per-
cent annually, the focus of air-quality policy and action
has necessarily shifted from the traditional concern over
smokestacks to transportation.

How well does the CAAA do in reversing this trend? The
conformity provision is a powerful tool. When used in
conjunction with the “citizens suits” enforcement provision
in Section 707 of the Act (formerly Section 304) it sets
the stage for significant changes. This section was used in
a Bay Area suit, in the LMOS settlement, and in a suit by
the Conservation Law Foundation and other parties against
the state of Massachusetts regarding the effects of the
Third Tunnel/Central Artery project in Boston. Also
helpful are the CAAA’s requirements that all growth in
VMT in nonattainment areas be offset by transportation
control measures at a rate of 1.3 to 1. But taking action
still requires new resources, particularly during a period
when state and local governments are increasingly calling
for direct funding assistance to accompany federal
mandates.

Enter ISTEA (with sweetener, not just
lemon)

The Interrnodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of
1991, or ISTEA (pronounced “ice tea”) provided an
opportunity to achieve the goals of the CAAA with a
series of carrots and sticks. Specifically, the act:

1.

2.

Provides substantial flexibility in how funds within a
state may be used. States may choose how to spend
$24 billion in a new surface transportation program,
at least half of the $21 billion allocated to the new
national highway system, and apportionment funds;

Establishes a fully flexible $6 billion congestion
mitigation and air quality (CMAQ) program, which
could be considered a regional block grant program,
administered by each region’s metropolitan planning
organization (MPO);
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3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

Figure 5. Big Systems/Small Places: Opportunities as if Place Mattered

Provides a substantial increase in funding for metro-
politan areas;

Strengthens planning requirements, including requir-
ing comprehensive transportation improvement plans
at the state level for the first time and doubling
funding for metropolitan planning;

Levels somewhat the intermodal playing field, pro-
viding $31.5 billion for transit funding the same
federal match (80-20) for transit as for highway
projects, and for local as for interregional projects;

Dedicates an additional $3 billion for transportation
enhancements that include scenic and historic preser-
vation, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, and
landscaping;

Gives higher priority to the maintenance of highways
and transit systems than to new construction;

Specifies that air-quality and environmental concerns
be addressed directly along with economic impacts
in regular reviews of the regional and state transpor-
tation improvement plans and forbids funding for
road expansions that enhance capacity for single-
occupancy vehicles;

Creates for the first time, a Bureau of Transportation
Planning statistics to aid both in planning and in
public access to information;

10. Requires that long-range plans be fiscally con-
strained, in terms both of first costs and lifecycle
costs ;

11. Requires conformity with Title VI of the Civil
Rights Act; and

12. Requires public participation in all of the above.

“ISTEA directed transportation agencies to shift from a
focus on construction (“let’s build our way out”) to a
focus on system management and to demonstrate true con-
formity between state clean air plans and transportation
plans and projects,” says Hank Dittmar, executive director
of the Surface Transportation Policy Project. “ISTEA was
a conceptual shift in agency focus as significant as had
ever occurred in national transportation policy.”

So What Does All This Mean for Planning
Professionals and Agencies?

The combination of planning tools in ISTEA and CAAA
carries several important implications for both planners,
advocates and practitioners of demand-side approaches to
resource utilization.

First, new tools are needed to validate the assumptions
stated in transportation and air-quality plans. The Bay
Area and Lake Michigan lawsuits led directly to millions
of dollars to develop the necessary computer tracking and
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modeling tools, with capacity far beyond that present in
the usual geographic information systems.

For example, Federal agencies and leading planners
cooperated with the environmental group, the 1000
Friends of Oregon, to develop LUTRAQ, an integrated
and interactive set of land-use, transportation and air
quality programs. The Lake Michigan Ozone Study has
developed sophisticated “photochemical grid” models to
attribute sources, transport, and destination of urban ozone
to help ensure that each state and MPO in the region has
the best available baseline against which to propose
sensible alternatives.

Second, it is possible for the first time to place a value
directly on environmental and economic contributions
made not only by shifting transportation modes (for
example, from cars to mass transit, bicycling or walking)
but also by reducing the demand for transportation.

Thus, developed oriented to transit, bicycles, and pedestri-
ans can all be seen to have value in the struggle to verse
vehicle trip growth. Planners can now analyze the overall
effects of zoning that stresses end uses and amenities, and
urban growth boundaries such as those in Oregon and
Washington. Equitable access to meaningful jobs through
housing and community development strategies has
become a critical component of the fight for clean air.

Third, community design and land-use patterning become
necessary components of the required vision. Community
organizations in Chicago suggested that the shrinkage in
ridership on the Lake Street elevated line (renamed the
Green Line) could be reversed by doing transit-oriented
design around each station. The U.S. Department of
Transportation and the CTA found this compelling enough
to commit to rebuilding the line with “economic develop-
ment zones” around each station. CMAQ finds were sub-
sequently committed to community-based planning proc-
esses in this corridor. Similar efforts are underway with
community organizations and agencies in the Bay Area.
While there is considerable, justifiable excitement about
such approaches in the planning and architectural com-
munities (under the rubric of “neotraditional design” as
applied in suburban and newly developing areas, the
examples cited have, for the first time, applied the same
basic principles to the revitalization of existing, inner-city
communities.

Fourth, additions to mass-transit capacity take on new
urgency and value. A partnership between the Regional
Transportation Authority and local economic development
organizations in Chicago added rail capacity to bring
commuters from job-poor to job-rich communities. One
recent evaluation of the project showed a fare box recov-
ery ratio of 101 percent. Specialized bus and van services

have been operated for more than a decade in cities like
Atlanta and Chicago. And the projected $150 billion
expenditure in the 30-year Los Angeles area transportation
plan has provided a lively debate over the equity effects of
spending money on fixed rail versus flexible route buses.

Fifth, the mandated role of citizen advocacy and participa-
tion suggest the possibility of new, up-front partnerships
to avoid unnecessary conflict. In the Chesapeake Bay
region, the Washington Regional Network for Liveable
Communities has engaged an impressive array of citizen
advocates and transportation agencies working together
toward a consensus vision of that region’s development
future. There are now over forty such coalitions working
in all parts of the country, who are beginning to collabo-
rate effectively on strategy and practice.

Sixth, legal and regulatory tools that may not usually be
regarded as the “stuff” of transportation or air-quality
planning provide value as well. There are incentives in the
Community Reinvestment Act for lenders to reinvest
responsibly in their primary service territories, as well as
civil rights legislation that mandates equitable distribution
of housing, job benefits, and public investment. The least-
cost and integrated resource planning requirements of
dozens of state public utility commissions for energy
utilities are now looked to as a possible strategy for
coping with non-energy resources, such as water and
sewer utilities.

All of these aid in the challenge of developing our regions
sensibly. They also suggest that the large and politically
sustainable coalition that is needed to achieve the vision
outlined in ISTEA may indeed exist.

Lessons for the Energy Efficiency
Community

The ISTEA framework has many features which no exist-
ing or previous energy policy legislation encompasses. It
directly addresses both State-level and metropolitan con-
cerns, necessary in this era of metropolitan growth and
fractured governmental authority. It provides direct
funding to answer the concerns raised by government
regarding unfunded mandates. It provides tools for achiev-
ing both regional equity, as well as addressing equity
across race and social class lines. And it puts both
economic and environmental goals on an apples and apples
basis.

What does all this mean for the energy efficiency
community?

We have no such framework at the Federal level. Pieces
of such a framework exist in various states and localities
around the country. Issues of equity have proven
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extremely difficult if not impossible to deal with in front
of public utility commissions; only in states which have
mandated low-income participation has there been con-
sistent attention to targeting demand-side resources to
special needs populations. The costs of public participation
in front of regulatory bodies is often prohibitive, ironically
even more so when attempting to utilize the current gene-
ration of cost-effectiveness tests for “external” benefits,
such as air quality.

The Energy Policy Act of 1992, as originally proposed,
would have included a minimum requirement for each
state to meet in establishing procedures for integrated
resource planning. That it failed to be included could well
be a function of the inability of this Act to capture the
public attention.

Why should this be? Carbon-based and BTU taxes, like all
taxes, tend to be applied regressively. While special
interests were blamed for prevailing in this situation, it is
equally true that neither the efficiency community nor the
Administration sufficiently heard the concerns expressed
by the overwhelming majority of individuals and institu-
tions who are “small users” of energy. Previous Acts,
particularly those passed during the Carter administration,
did a better job of recycling energy taxes into weatheri-
zation assistance, payments assistance, planning, and other
activities which directly appealed to those who needed
help, whether in paying directly, reducing use, or plan-
ning and policy development to lower future use within
cities and regions overall.

The coalition which
insufficiently strong
commitments.

ISTEA, by contrast,

promoted EPACT was apparently
and committed to achieve such

was supported by and passed by a
sufficiently broad network, including community develop-
ment activists, civil rights, professional and environmental
organizations who came together with municipalities and
other jurisdictions looking for ways to rejuvenate regional
planning, return federal dollars to urban areas, attain
transportation efficiency, and realize the goals of the
Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990.

This experience suggest several options for the efficiency
community. (1) We could consider the ISTEA/CAAA
framework as a model for energy legislation to be created;
(2) we could use the framework as it exists to directly
address energy efficiency opportunities at the regional and
state levels; (3) we could broaden the current experience
in dealing with environmental externalities associated with
fuel consumption, both at the state PUC and CAAA Title
IV (acid rain prevention) to attempt to capture the benefits

of demand-side approaches specifically at the urban
regional and community levels; (4) we could ignore the
framework, and continue to focus largely on efficiency
improvements in buildings, appliances, and automobiles;
and (5) we can take stock of the comparisons and limit
ourselves to stimulating a whole new class of least-cost
models (least-cost transportation planning, integrated water
and materials resource planning, etc.), and not take stock
of the so-called economic and social externalities.

Some Modest Proposals

The environmental movement has been learning the hard
way that it doesn’t pay to ignore social equity concerns,
and it costs politically to provide insufficient tangible
benefits to assure support at the local level.

Figure 5 (“Big Systems, Small Places”) suggests that three
kinds of shifts are necessary for achieving policy and
programmatic outcomes from which such support can
result.

First, a shift from supply-side to demand-side resource
utilization economics is necessary.

Second, a shift from general market economics to place-
oriented economics (or community economics) is required
to legitimize the essential urban character of a satisfactory
solution.

Third, the connections must be drawn between a suffi-
ciently broad base of constituencies for the necessary
support to occur.

In addition to the ISTEA experience, can we identify at
least one other sustained effort which over time has
addressed these conditions? The experience of the com-
munity economic development movement is instructive
here.

In the late 1960’s and early 1970’s, the attention of the
civil rights and community organizing movements turned
to the practice by lending institutions referred to above,
redlining or the systematic denial of credit to older
communities.

The creation of a Federal data base of “deposit vs. invest-
ment” information, geographically indexed by small areas,
made possible the negotiation of a rational basis for
community reinvestment. The creation (at this movement’s
suggestion) of an economic incentive for equity invest-
ments in low-income real estate development (through a
low-income housing tax credit) made it possible to
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organize a network of “intermediary” support
organizations, which provide stable, predictable sources of
both debt and equity financing and training for capacity
building.

In effect, this intermediation has done for low-income
housing what the McDonald’s Corporation did for ham-
burger stands: provided a franchising mechanism for their
rapid and successful proliferation. From the year that the
tax credit passed (1985) to 1992, the census of active
community development corporations swelled from 200 to
2000. Consider the achievements of these and related
organizations:

(1) Over 2,000 urban community development corpora-
tions, have developed 320,000 housing units, 17.4 million
square feet of commercial/industrial space; (2) hundreds
of lenders have formed partnerships with CDC’s, develop-
ers and government in response to and/or to take advan-
tage of Community Reinvestment Act requirements;
(3) over 40 Community Development Loan Funds and
three community development banks are regularly pack-
aging socially responsible investments in housing and
community ventures; (4) over 200 community develop-
ment credit unions act as consumer credit cooperatives,
and un unknown but growing number package credit for
micro-enterprise development; (5) tens of thousands of
community-based social service agencies, ranging from
settlement houses to multi-service community centers
package financial and informational assistance, ranging
from housing and other financial counseling to low-income
energy bill payment assistance to many, many others;
(6) around 80 specialized industrial retention organiza-
tions, usually partnerships of community, labor, business
and religious organizations advocate public policy change,
package employee ownership business opportunities and
conduct necessary training in the name of industrial
retention and renewal; (7) thousands of local school
reform organizations are beginning to directly address the
costs of local education. In Chicago and elsewhere, they
are assuming direct responsibility for financial planning to
meet operating budgets, as are public housing tenant man-
agement organizations and local parks advisory councils.
Local government is often the largest consumer of natural
gas and electricity, and energy costs can typically account
for 15 to 40% of such non-personnel operating expense.

Can we identify a set of actors who are playing similar
roles in addressing energy efficiency at the local level?
Perhaps not specifically. A close set would include:
(1) Some 1,200 Community Action Agencies have weather-
ized over 3.9 million units of low income housing from
1979 to 1989, currently growing by some 450,000 units
per year; (2) Hundreds of municipal governments and
counties have set up energy offices, many of which
support local community activities. In some thirty North

American cities, these offices are jointly developing
meaningful local responses to climate change, and the
cities of Portland Oregon, San Francisco and San Jose,
have collaborated together for five years in a “Sustainable
Cities” program, to provide a context for simultaneous
economic and environmental improvement; and (3) an
uncertain but soon-to-be-determined (through survey work
for the President’s Council on Sustainable Development)
number of coalition-building efforts under the broad rubric
of “sustainable communities” organizations.

Building Sustainable Politics for Efficiency

The efficiency community needs to take stock of its values
if it expects to succeed. The United States is a nation of
many material and financial riches, which the previous
analysis shows to be inequitably distributed. Responsible
public interest leadership must act in the name of distribu-
tive equity if it expects to succeed.

Why is this so? We are increasingly a nation of urban and
metropolitan regions which are increasingly left out of
state-level regulated and market-oriented strategies for
environmentally driven performance. The majority of the
population is increasingly poor and unable to cope; con-
tinued changes in family, age and racial demographics will
likely worsen, not improve the situation.

More importantly, we are a nation where our central cities
and their surrounding inner-ring suburbs are becoming one
large stranded investment. Unbridled real estate develop-
ment and tourism create a situation where the bulk of new
investment gravitates either to downtown areas or to the
edge. Apologists for such strategies speak of “people
voting with their feet, ” and of the “myth of community
development. ” These tend to be the same interests who
attack all new regulations as unfunded mandates, invoke
the takings and commerce clauses of the Constitution to
challenge environmental protection, and use risk analysis
to attack policy to address global climate change.

Fairness Pays

Over the past four years, the Center for Neighborhood
Technology, working in conjunction with a network of
community sustainability advocates, has attempted to
identify the necessary components of an integrated and
politically sustainable vision. More recently, this
framework is being used in conjunction with several task
forces of the President’s Council on Sustainable
Development to guide their deliberations as well.

The necessary components, we believe, are as follows.
First is a strategic policy statement across several substan-
tive dimensions which is based directly on an integrated
set of values. The substantive areas we chose are labeled
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Materials Use and Reuse, Sustainable Manufacturing,
Transportation and Air Quality, and Community Energy.
Figure 6 exhibits value statements concerning Healthy
Environment, Empowered Communities, and Productive
Work for each area.

Second are a series of objectives and tools for organizing.
Based on experience over the past two decades including
that of the civil rights, community development, and
environmental movements, the tools identified are labeled
Information Required for Accountability and Action, Laws
and Regulations, and Areas/Points of Intervention. These
tools are exhibited as Figure 7.

Third are the means for capturing the economic benefits in
communities and regions. These are exhibited in Figure 8
and include Information Required for Economic Opportu-
nity, Economic Incentives and Mechanisms, Financial and
Technical Intermediaries, and Local Development
Capacity.
This sort of matrix can be difficult to work with, and
there are many other ways of assembling the necessary
jigsaw puzzle of effective social change.

This type of analysis, nonetheless, is what has preceded
the establishment of the effective coalitions mentioned
above, and is presented here as a challenge to energy
efficiency advocates for consideration.

Place Matters: Moving from Energy
Efficiency to Location Efficiency and
Social Equity

What can the efficiency movement to lend to the general
movement for a sane urban economic development
approach?

First, it appears that we have a sustainable movement
toward demand-side approaches to resource utilization.
The most conservative measure of money spent in the
name of the environment, dollars spent for direct compli-
ance with environmental laws, shows and growth from
$25 Billion in 1972 to $120 billion in 1992, and a pro-
jected growth as a percentage of GNP from 2.1 percent in
1990 to 3.0 in 2000. OECD estimated that in 1991, per
capita expenditures on environmental goods and services
were $313 in the U. S., $214 in all OECD countries, and
only $8 in the rest of the world.

These estimates do not include many other costs and
investments, such as those in end-use energy efficiency,
industrial and commodity material reuse and recycling,
truly demand-side investments in design of products,
facilities and communities, nor do they capture the trends
driven by “green” marketing of products and services.

Figure 6. Four Strategies for Sustainable Communities: Strategy and Values
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Figure 7. Four Strategies for Sustainable Communities: Tools for Organizing

Figure 8. Four Strategies for Sustainable Communities: Community Economic Development
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Second, it appears that these investments support work at
a “good enough jobs” level. Studies for the Pacific North-
west region, and for the ACEEE, which indicate typical
average wages of around $15 per hour, are supported by
related data sets from the Bureau of Labor Statistics.
Currently, both the U.S. Senate and House of Representa-
tives have passed versions of an environmental technolo-
gies act to boost the current support for various kinds of
technology development centers, and which also provide
support for “community-based partnerships and alliances
for environmental technology.”

This paper’s discussion suggests that the efficiency move-
ment needs to apply the enthusiasm exhibited for catalytic
change in national and international markets to places and
regions. This implies the necessity of a shift toward both
location efficiency and toward social equity, respectively.

Twenty years ago, studies on the costs of sprawl conduct-
ed for the Council on Environmental Quality and the
Department of Housing and Urban Development, indicated
that savings of 47% in capital costs, 43 percent in land
costs, 11 percent in governmental operating and mainte-
nance costs, and 44 and 33 percent in energy and water
costs, respectively, could be achieved in urban economic
development. How? By applying planning and incentives
for densely populated, amenity-served communities, rather
than allowing (and subsidizing) suburban sprawl patterns.

More recent studies by the Urban Land Institute and the
American Farmland Trust, and this year by Apogee
Research for the Conservation Law Foundation, tend to
validate these types of findings.

These savings are based on “direct” costs only, and do not
include the social costs of low density, sprawl develop-
ment including physical separation of social classes and
races, the isolation of the young, old and poor who cannot
either afford or operate a car, and the opportunity costs to
regions and the nation as a whole associated with tying up
much of the national wealth permanently in stranding our
central cities where most of our pre-existing investments
and people reside.

Concerns about returning to a location centered model of
action are as follows:

1. If central locations much more efficient, why would
the current trend still be toward firm relocation to
suburban and exurban areas? Schlar and Hook at
Columbia University observe that a principal reason is
that the increases costs resulting from firm and indi-
vidual location are not borne directly but rather by
public taxpayers and employees. As a result, impor-
tant efficiency gains from central locations are lost.
Some early evidence now exists to show that every
time a firm relocates from a central city to a suburban

location the number of automobile trips made by the
firm’s employees increases up to 12 times.

2. Why, if the free market is so efficient, as it affects the
environment, is the overall economy so inefficient?
Observers from economist Nicholas Pigou in the
1920’s to Paul Hawken today note that markets can be
superb at setting prices but incapable of recognizing
full costs. And what may look efficiency within a
narrowly construed set of parameters may be totally
insensitive to long-term, lifecycle considerations, and
inequitable in its application. Additionally, markets
may often be defined by parties for whom place does
not matter, including corporations and even public
interest advocates, and, as we have seen, public policy
may support subsidization of the abandonment of
once-thriving areas in favor of newly developing ones.

3. Can we cite any recent experience which substantiates
and demonstrates location efficiency and fairness
together? Perhaps not totally yet. ISTEA is still a new
framework, and it is far too early to claim victory on
all fronts which it has opened. However, we should
note some intriguing work in progress which may help
us all “crack the code” . . .

It has been hypothesized in the San Francisco Bay Area
by the Natural Resources Defense Council, in the Wash-
ington D.C. area by planner Patrick Hare, and in Chicago
by the Center for Neighborhood Technology, that persons
residing in densely populated, transit-rich communities
will tend to use their amenities and the transportation
alternatives, and that the associated reduction in automo-
bile use will be considerable.

Recently research for NRDC appears to confirm this. A
detailed analysis of communities in the Bay Area indicates
that such households may typically expect to experience an
average of $390 per household per month, regardless of
average community income. In recent months, a working
group of public interest organizations and lenders has been
working to validate these findings, and to create a market
for “location-efficient mortgages,” which could go far in
reducing the gap in affordable housing, and the cash
stream from which could, it has been proposed, be used to
underwrite pre-paid, universal access to mass transit as
well as aiding local government in meeting the locational
requirements of the Civil Rights Act.

The Administration has made full enforcement of the
Community Reinvestment Act a priority. The Federal
National Mortgage Association recently committed to
increasing its authority by $1 trillion; it should be noted
that this is an entity which is already familiar with and
utilizes a similar principle to location efficiency in the
form of the “energy efficient mortgage” instrument.
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This is but one example of the potential potency of utiliz-
ing the learning and experience of the efficiency move-
ment in conjunction with place-oriented constituencies.

Recommendations for the Energy
Efficiency Community

(1) We must become players in regional planning and
development overall, not just set standards and demonstra-
tions in response to real estate development in general;
(2) We must bring public energy utilities into the dis-
cussion, under the accountability umbrella of regional
growth management and social equity; (3) We must
become increasingly be involved in synergy-based oppor-
tunity areas, such as the environmental technology arena
and ISTEA, and in efforts to place location and resource
efficiency squarely in the toolkit for economic develop-
ment; (4) We must take the time necessary to identify key
alliances, sufficient for a sustained effort at shifting public
policy and private resource investment; (5) We must
clarify our relationships with the utility industry and its
regulators. Controlling regional growth seems not to be
dealt with on the utility service territory or the State PUC
levels, even though growth management laws are often
passed by state legislatures. The energy efficiency com-
munity has much to offer to bring these fractured
authorities into conformity with each other; (6) Address
environmental and economic equity issues head on. We
need to better screen our proposals for their distributive
effects, and we need to work hard to not end up as one
more elite group of experts who are not representative of
the population at large and unable to see the larger
benefits of supporting energy efficiency as part of an
urban economic development toolkit.

We must also start asking where the economic capacity to
achieve efficiency needs to be located. The American
public, by and large, is justifiably suspicious of free trade
agreements and deliberate globalization in general. That in
1994, only two factories domestically manufacture com-
pact fluorescent lamps, two companies assemble buses,
and only one manufacture passenger rail cars, makes it
difficult to see the benefits of efficiency as tangible. It has
been suggested that the advent of flexible manufacturing
may enable the rapid proliferation of manufacturing
opportunity, perhaps even the franchising of such opportu-
nity as was discussed for the community development
movement. If the cause of low international “competitive-
ness” is low productivity returns on investments of both
public and private capital, then certainly it is both the case
that demand-side resources (products and services) are not
exempt from such locational questioning, and in fact are
worth even more as a part of the solution when so
addressed.

fundamental concerns being dealt with seriously every-
where. In this regard, I am reminded (as in many other
venues, of the response of Wes Birdsall to the national
reporter who wanted to know the history of his “project”
to make Osage Iowa energy efficient, to which he
responded, “this wasn’t a project, my friend, we’ve made
energy efficiency a way of life here.”
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